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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

One of the nost famous wisecracks of all times seems to be Groucho
Marx's query, "Who's buried in Grant's Tomb?1" What is truely
'astomd;i.ng is that today many Americans would be unable to answer
this ridiculous question with any degree of confidence. As a matter
of fact, some will go to great lengths to insist that Grant is not
burled there at all, although they are hard pressed to ccxne up w1th an

alternative suggestlon as to where he is buried.

Two or three generations ago, American would have had no trouble at-all
in answering the question. Every man, woman and child knew very well who
was interred in the Grant Monument (Fig. 1), as it was originally called.
The victor at Ft. Donelson,' Vicksburg, Chattanooga and Appamattox, the
Eighteenth President of the United States, Ulysses S. Grant (Fig. 2),

lay in the crypt next to his wife Julia (Fig. 3). During and J'mnedietely
following his lifetime Grant was surely America's qreatest hero. He

had saved the Union - almost single-handedly one might suppose from the |
way in which he was revered. A medal issued to commenorate the dedication
of the Grant Monument, and now in the Museum of the City of New York,
emphasizes the General's importance. It represents his tomb on one side
while on the other profiles of Washington, Lincoln and Grant are

superimposed and surrounded by the motto "Father, Saviour, Defender. 2"

The movement to erect a suitable tomb for the General was initiated

within hours of his death and led to the formation of the Grant Monument



Association. In 1889, before a design for the Grant Monument was '
selected, the Grand Army of the Republic for the State of New York
summarized most people's feelings when it stated that the soon to be

realized memorial would characterize "the veneration of (Grant's)
fellow citizens for his virtues and achievements...(and) be a lasting '
evidence and lesson to posterity of the gratitude of a united people
and worthy in its grandeur both of the Nation saved by him and of the
Metropolis honored by his citizmshié. .3 Two years later, after a
design was selected, the Treasurer of the Grant Momument Association,
Horace L. Hotchkiss, referred to the Grant Monument in the following
terms when addressing the New York State Senate:

The Memorial...will last as 1on<j as the American Republic.

It will be built for 'all time. Its situation will be second

to no other monumental structure in the world. It will rank

with the PYRAMIDS of Egypt; with the Pantheon at Rome; with the

rock-hewn grottoes and shrines of India and China; with the Arc

de Triomphe; with the Albert Memorial which the English Government

has erected; with the Hotel des Invalides where sleeps the mighty

Napoleon and with the Germania which looks out upon the Rhine and

speaks. for the United Father-land.4
In short, the Grant Monument was intended to be one of the greatest memorials
in the world. Ultimately 90,000 individuals were to volunteer their
contributions to realize this dream. In all, they gave socme $600,000
to build the General's tomb - the largest sum of money raised for a
public monument up to that time. And when it was dedicated in 1897, one

million Americans crowded the streets of New York to view the ceremonies.

Around the turn of the century over half a million people visited the

Grant Dbnmnént every year. Now, when the population of the country is
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‘much greater, the annual visitors have decreased to between 10 and 15%

of vhat they once were. The public seems to have largely forgotten
Grant, and we have even reached the point where the afchitectural
critic for the New York Times has dismissed his torb és:

- .pampous beyond even the requirements of a Mausoleum

for a national hero. It is heavy and dry, utterly
hurorless... : .

Leaving aside the quesfion of.whether ‘or not the tomb should be humorous
it :nas never unlversally acclaj.ned by criticé as an arcﬁitec'turai' master-
piece even at the height éf Grant's popularity. But to evaludte it

with the same aesthetic criteria that might be .appl.ied to a new skyscraper

on Third Avenue in New York, as the Times critic did, is surely to miss

- the point. The tomb is not a mere building. It is a monument, and as

" such it embodies the spirit and ideals of the American people at a

particular point in history. The mammoth and costly buildihg in a very
real sense symbolizes an entire generation's feelinogs not just about
Grant, but about the Civil War and the role every foot soldier played

in it.

What follows is a detailed history of the Grant Monument, now officially
known as the Geqeral Grant National Memorial but still popularly called
Grant's Tomb. Gi@ the drastic decline in ﬁsitatio;l 1n the last decade,
it is inped that the information presented here will serve as the basis

for a much needed reinterpretation of the tomb and its significance for

the American people today. This can only come about after the National

Park Service reevaluates its goals for the site - or better still, after
it establishes some. For in the twenty years that the Park Service has
administered the tomb, it has been struggling with the question of what

to do with it, and in the process no cohesive policy or interpretive program
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has emerged, regardless of what the ’Vlaster Plan, Interpretive Prospectus:
and other official documents may say. Modernization of the physical
plant and moves to make the tomb more "relevant” have been totally
unsuccessfﬁl in increasing visitation or in achieving the Park Service's
larger goal of commemorating Ulysses S. Grant. In fact, as will be
denmstrated below, a nunbér‘ of rehabilitation and other projects
carried out at the General Grant Nationélv Memorial in the 1960s.

and 1970s resulted in wﬁat can only be viewed today as unacceptable

sacrifices in the historic integrity of the site and its collections.

This Historical Resource Study was originally inspired by the fact that
Park Service historianshad never fully m& the archives of The Grant
Monument Association that were stored in the crypt of the tcmb.until :
they were removed to Federal Hall National Memorial in 1977. In fact,
they totally ignored extensive records for the period 1885-1897 during
which funds- for the Grant Momument were raised and the structure itself
was built.® The information in this study has been drawn from these
newly e:a:mned archives as well as extant Park Service reports and
extensive new rgsearch into the history of the tomb. A substantial
amount of visual material has been assenbied, and where possible
erfgrence to items in the collections of the General Grant National
Memorial have been made so that they can be better understood in their



CHAPTER II - GRANT'S ILINESS AND DEATH

Our story begins. on a‘sad note - Grant's death. | This tock place after

a year or so of ﬁnfortunate reverses. The geheral's problems began on

May 6, 1884, when his Grant and Ward banking house failed. The four

year old firm had largely been run by the general's éartner, Ferdinand Ward,
who, as it turned out, had been embezzling from the very beginning.
Although Grant had considered himself a millionaire, overnight he was

- reduced to poveirty.l |

In an attempt to earn a bit of money, théGeneral wrote a few articles -
for Century Magazine in the summer of 1884. "He also began to consider
writing his memoirs. Ominously, however, his throat began to bother
him.2 1In October, his doctors diagnosed his ailment as cancer. The
family kept the information to themselves and the General underwent
extensive treatment. Rumors that he was ill finally reached the pule:.c
by January 1885. In February Grant's doctors determined that his cancer

was terminal, and this news was leaked to the press by March 1.3

The public was shocked by' the news, and soon everyone became absorbed

with events at 3 East 66th Stréet, where the General and his family

had lived for several years. The General's doctors issued medical bhulletins
twice a day, and these were published in newspapers across the country.
Reporters gathered in front of the house along with the curious, all

attempting to learn the latest regarding Grant's condition (Fig. 4) .4
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One of the more interesting manifestations of public sympathy came in
the form of hundreds of get well letters and testimonials that were
sent to the General from individuals and organizations across the
country. The Park Service has a mmber of these interesting documents
in its collections (Fig.' 5). They are apparently part of a much larger
collection which the Grant fémily deposited at the tomb in 1904.° Typical
of these expressions of sympathy is a letter dated March 29, 1885:
| Dear General :

We little ones of the "Chlldren s Hour" of the Slxty First -
Method:.st Church New York have heard that you are sick.
WeareverysorryandpraytoGodtoma}eyouwellagam
We know that you was (sic) once our President and we have
heard our fathers tell about how wise and brave you were in
the great war. We shall remember you when the -big people now
living are dead. " We hope your “your exarmple will help us to lead

nobler lives then we would have done if we had never heard
of you. Please accept our hearty love, good wishes and

prayers.
The message is followed by a ten foot long scroll vwhich is filled with
 signatures. It was also reported that school chlldren marched by the
General's residence in groups singing national .anthems and scattering

flowers on the stoop as they passed in tribute.’

The General's condition continued to deteriorate as the weeks passed, and
the only thing that seemed to keep him alive was the energy he devoted to
the writing of his memoirs. The project was primarily intended to providé
for his family after his death, and this it admirably succeeded in deing
as it ultimately yielded Mrs. Grant over 5460,000.8 As the warm weather

approached, Grant's physicians recommended that he leave New York for a



qhange of climate. Cmvc—mieﬁtly, one of the Genei'al's friends,

Joseph W." Drexel of the i:anking house of Drexel and Morgan, offered

him the use of his cottage at Mt. McGregor, New York. Evidence would
seem to indicate that Drexel's offer was prompted not so much by |
humanitarian reasons, as the fact that he had a part interest in a budding
resort aﬁ Mt. McGregor, and that he hoped the General's stay there-would
promote business.d: On June 6, 1885, Grant and his family left New York

for the vacation spot. ;

The Drexel cottage had been built in 1878 and originally served és a
boarding house/hotel named the Mountain House. Designed in the then

new and fashionable Queen Ann style of architecture, it sat at the very
top of a great hill and contained a dozen or so rooms. . By the summer of
1885 the building had been moved from its original location to a place

a bit further down the hill to make way for a new and larger hotel. Dﬁring

Grant's stay the cottage was painted gold with brown trim (Fig. 6) 10

During his first few days there, visitors besieged the ailing General and
word had to be circulated that he needed rest and reJ.axation. Mporters
camped out at Drexel'sA nearby hotel and continued to supply the public
with information on the General's condition. Photographsshow Grant and
his family sitting peacefully on the cottage's porch shortly after their
arrival (Fig. 7). The General kept busy working on his memoirs, and one
photograph shows him thus occupied while bundled tightly in a blue wool

cap and blankets, even though the temperature was 80° (Fig. 8) Al gy



mid July, Grant finally finished work on his memoirs. Within days he

took a turn for the worse, and on 'I'lmrsday mrnmg, July 23, 1885, at .
/8:08 AM. he died. 12
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CHAPTER III - SELECTION OF GRANT'S INTERMENT SITE
AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF HIS TEMPORARY TOMB

As the nation plunged into deep mourning, the question of where
Grant would be buried was on everyone's mind. New York, obviously,
was the site ultimately decided upon. But-before the General's death

no one anticipated this choice.

The dec1510n to inter the General's remains in New York was made by
" his family. Itseen‘stohavebeenbasedtoscmedegreeonanote
Grant wrote just' before his death to his son Col. Fred D. Grant.
However, exactly what the note said and how much influence it had
on the family's decision was - and to some extent sﬁill is - open to
question. According to an article appearing in the New York Times in
1885, the General's note read as follows:

There are three places from which I wish a choice-of burial

place be made:

West Point - I would prefer this above others but for the

fact that my wife could not be placed beside me there.

Galena," or some place in Illinois - Because from that

state I received my first General's Commission. .

New York - Because the people of that city befriended me’
in my need.

The Times went on to say, "West Point was excluded by his own conditions;
his reference to Galena awakened no response that seemed to his

representatives to demand especial attention; there remained New York.. R

Later, General Horace Porter, president of the Grant Monument Association
from 1892-1919, attempted to convince the public that Grant had been

more specific ahout New York. Writing in 1897, Porter offered this
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- version of the exchange between Grant and his son:

The General named Galena, Illinois, his old home, then
paused, and shook his head. He then wrote West Point,

but expressed the fear that the rules governing interments
there would prevent the burial of Mrs., Grant by his side.
He finally referred to New York, where he had found such
kind and devoted friends, but added that he wished no place
selected where his wife could not be buried by his side.
He was apparently attempting to write more, but a paroxysm
of pain seized.him, and the subject was not renewed. As
New York was the last place he had indicated, the fact
created a sentiment in favor of that city, as it had been
apparently the General's final request.2

Actually, the Times and POrte;"s creative account notwithstanding,
Grant does ﬁot rea.lly; appear to have expressed preference for any
particular burial site.. In fact, he never even mentioned West Point
at all in his famous note! The three cities he did fefe; to were
St. Louis, Galena and New York. The authoritative account of the
exchange between the General and his son was written by Fred Grant
himself, and has not been previously uncovered. It appeared in

a letter sent to the New York World on Septenber 13, 1889, while

he was serving as American Ambassador in Austria. Given the
significance of this letter, it is here quoted at length:

About a week before General Grant's death he handed me

a paper which he indicated that he would like me to read.

I found its contents were directions in regard to his own
burial, the note being in about the following words which

I quote from memory: "I have given you directions about all
my affairs except my burial. We own a burial lot in the
cemetary at St. Iouis, and I like that city, as it was there
I was married and lived for many years, and three of my
children were born. We also have a burial lot in Galena,
and I am fond of Illinois, from which state I entered the
Army at the beginning of the war. I am also much attached
to New York where I have made my home for several years past,
and through the generosity of those citizens I have been
enabled to pass my last days without experiencing the pains



its citizens nervous enough to get the project noving.4

That the General's reference to New York had at least something
to do with the family's decision to bury him there is indicated
in a letter Julia Grant wrote to New York City Mayor William R. Grace
to explain both to him and the public at large why the decision
had been made to inter the General's remains in New York. Writing
several months after her husband's death, Mrs. Grant claimed:
Riverside was selected by x_l_ygelf and my family as the
- burial place of my husband, General Grant. First, because
I believed New York was his preference. Second, it is near
the residence that I hope to occupy as long as I live, and:
where I will be able to visit his resting place often.
Third, I have believed, and am now convinced, that the tomb
will be visited by as many of his countrymen there as it
would be at any other place. Fourth, the offer of a park
in New York was the first which observed and unreservedly
assented to the only condition imposed by General Grant
himself, namely, that I should have a place by his side.”
In sum,, the family's choice of New York as Grant's final resting
place seems to have been based on a nurber of factors: the General's
mention of the city in his note; the city's prompt offer of a site
ard its willingness to allow Mrs. Grant to be buried by the General's
side; and the fact that in New York the tomb would be easily visited

by both the family and members of the public.

New York's Mayor William R. Grace had indeed moved very swiftly after
the announcement of G'rant'sldeath. Within hours, at 1:00 P.M. to be
exact,® he sent a telegram offering the family a burial s;pot in one
of the city's public parks. Fred Grant immediately wired back asking

that a representative be sent to Mt. McGregor to discuss the matter. 7
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of pinching want." The last sentence seemed to indicate that
a burial lot might be purchased in New York City.

After reading this note I said: "It is most distressing to
me, father, that you think of this matter, but if we must
discuss this subject and vou desire to have my opinion I
should say that in case of your death, Washington would
probably be selected for the place of your burial." Father
then took back the paper he had written me, which he tore up.
He then retired to his own room, but soon returned and handed
me another little note...which was in substance as follows:
"It is possible that my funeral may become one of public

_ demonstration, in which event I have no particular choice of
burial-place; but there is one thing I would wish you and
the family to insist upon, and that is that, wherever my tomb
may be, a place should be reserved for your mother at my side.”
My own mention of Washington seemed to have reminded General Grant
that the Nation might wish to take part in his funeral. -

Upon the death of General Grant, July 23, 1885, many telegraxﬁs

were immediately received, containing offers for.various

pieces of ground for his last resting-place. The telegrams

being considered by the widow and his family, it was soon

decided that the offer made by New York was the most

desirable one, as'it included the guarantee which General

Grant had desired before his death - that his wife should

be provided with a last resting-place by his side - therefore,

this offer was accepted.3
The only facet of Fred Grant's account that is questionable is his
failure to mention that the General's reference to New York in the
famous note had anything to do with the family's decision to bury
him there. Fred Grant indicated simply that New York's offer was
"the most desirable one." This can, perhaps, be explained by the
fact that when he wrote his letter in 1889, the Grant family was
annoyed with New York for having failed as of that date to erect
a permanent monument to Grant. There was some talk of relocating
the General's remains to Washington, D.C., at the time, and Fred Grant

may have wished to minimize the Empire City's claims in order to make



The cit_:y's Chief Clerk, William L. Turner, was dispatched to

Mt McGregor the next day.' Before"accepting New York's offer,
the family 'insisted on obtaining a firm commitment from the Mayor
on the matter of Mrs. Grant's being buried next to her husband.
Grace assured them by telegram that they need have no worry.8 So

by 3:00 P.M. on July 24th, an official announcement was made that

p. 13

General Grant would be buried some place in New York City.9 The Park

Commissicner's official approval of Mrs. Grant's interment by her

husband's side was then obtained a few days later on July 27th. 10

Mayor Grace had also sent Mrs. Grant a letter on July 23, to confirm

the offer of a burial place that he made by telegram. In- the letter,

he mentioned for the first time a specific site for the General's
final resting place:

In this connection I might say, as a matter for your own
consideration, that the prominent height in Riverside Park,

on the banks of the Hudson, has been suggested as an appropriate

site for a great national monument which will undoubtedly be
bailt in memory of the General. There is this advantage in

such a site, that all improvements which may hereafter be made'
will look toward it as the central object of interest to which
everything must be subordinated in order to give it commanding

effect.1l | |
The family, however, did not initially like the idea of Riverside

Park

and instead opted for a site in Central Park.l2 oOne of the reasons

for their choice was that the General had been an admirer of Central

Park, and the family felt the Mall (Fig. 9) might make a particularly

nice spot for his tomb.13 Another reason for the Grants' initial

rejection of Riverside Park was undoubtedly its remoteness from the
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center of town, which was then at about 23rd Street. According
to a contemporary New York historian, Martha Iamb, same people
had never. even heard of the area: .
"Where is Riverside Park?" was the question asked by
thousands of New York's own intelligent citizens...and
outside the city this park was a myth indeed.l4
These circumstances also probably caused others to favor the idea »
of Central Park as well. The New York Tines'eridorsed the idea,l5
and an editorial in the Tribune warbled:
It is here in the vernal beauty of Central Park, surrounded
by the most peaceful and tender woodland scenery, yet lapt
in the arms of this great po) tion...that the great
soldier should rest at last.16 .
Only a few expressed doubt over the wisdom of burying the Generél

there.l7

A nurber of other possible sites were mentioned in the press,
including Union Square.l8 1In arder to settle the matter, on |

July 25th, Mayor Grace sent Col, Grant a telegram asking him to

come down to New York to meet with the city's Park Conmi‘ssionex"s;1g
and on July 27th the Colonel joined Mayor Grace and the Commissioners
to inspect what were considered to be the leading sites. These were:
the Plaza at the 59th Street entrance to Central Park; the Mall; what
was then called Watch Hill (and now called the Great Hill) in Central
Park at about 105th Street; ard, ofloourse, Riverside Park between

123rd and 125th Streets.

No one seems to have seriously considered the 59th Street location



p. 15

~because it was too public and busy. The Mayor and otherstried to
discourage Fred Grant from selecting the Mall because the sﬁrro\mding.
area was so densely planted and architecturally embellished that they
feared this woqld force the tomb to oconform too much to its surroundings.
The Watch Hill location had great possibilities until Col. Grant spotted
a large hlilding under construction nearby on the Park's westérn edge.
In response to his inquiry, he was told that it was the New Cancer
Hospital. He then made a remark about how discouraging it would be

f;)r the patients to gaze out their windows at the tamb of a man who
died fram the same dlsease they suffered from. This seemed to leave
Riverside Park, which was visited last. Its advantages were precisely,
as Mayor Grace had pointed out to Mrs. Grant, that it was undeveloped,
so ﬁat any monument could be erected there without fear of its clashing
with its surroumndings. The particular spot the Mayor suggested lay at
the northern end of the park between 123rd and 125th Streets. This was
actually an embankment that towered some 130' above the Hudson, and
from which spectacular views of the surrounding countryside oould be
obtained. After viewing the site, Col. Grant returned to the city with
the Mayor and the others without making a commitment. On their way back
the party went through Central Park again and stopped at Belvedere
Castle (Fig. 10) to consider it as a temporary tomb for the Géueral

. until a permanent monument could be erected. 20

Back in Mt. McGregor the next day, Col. Grant consulted with other
members of the family. They decided to accépt the Mayor's original

recommendation - that the General be buried in Riverside Park. They
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also directed that a temporary tamb be built for him there as well,
thereby eliminatihg the‘need to press Belvedere Castle into service.
Obvim;;sly pleased, Mayor Grace declared that the future ‘mnument
would: | '

...vie in beauty and fitness of location with the famous
statue of Germania on the Rhine.

There was also soame speculation that Riverside Park might be renamed

Grant Park.2l

As soon as Col. Grant's approval of the RJ'_.verside Park site was received,
Jacob Wrey Mold, the official architect of the Department of Parks was
ordei'ed to prepare a design for the temporary tomb. He did so in

twenty minutes, or so it was reported (Fig. 11). The structure's
outside dimensions were 17x24'. It was built primarily of red bricks

~ with bands of black brick trim, a bluestone base and cornice, and a
white limestone keystone. The polychramatic effect.thus created was
similar to that in other buildings Mold had designed for the Department
of Parks, such as his 1870 Sheepfold in Central Park. The side walls

of the vault rose to a height of four feet befare the springing of the
arch. The whole was surmounted by a large, probably iron, cross in front
and a smaller one at the rear. The 4x6' entrance was fitted with two oak
"doors with large iron hinges. These doors opened inward so that weather
permitting, visitors could peer through an outer iron gate and catch a |
glimpse of Grant's coffin. The gate was ornamented by a large gilded
"G", The interior was lined with white enameled hricks, prabably so as
to reflect the light that passed through the doorway and a small round

window in the rear wall. The tiny interior compartment measured only
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7x12' and its floor was 4' below grade level. The newspapers reported

1

|
large blocks of marble that were reportedly used for this purpose are

that the coffin would "rest free on two stone or brick piers."

‘ now stored in a stairwell at the present tomb. 22 construction <[3f the
temporary vault was largely completed by 12:00 noon on August 7,', 1885.
As one later commentator remarked, once Grant's steel encased coffin
was placed inside, the whole affair resenbled a "gas retort encloséd

in a bake oven. 23"

. The temporary vault was erected facing west on an island of ground
surrounded by two branches of Riverside Drive and just opposite

123rd Street - or where 123rd Street would have been had it been

opened at the time. The spot was near a giant oak tree which had

been struck by lightning at just about the time Grant had died. Once

the announcement of the temporary vault's location was made, people

flocked to the site to gather up leaves of the tree - apparently in

the beiief that the oak was a kind of divine messenger.?4 The surrounding -
area_had .been ocondemed as parkland by the S;ate Suprené Court back in
1872. This was done because construction had slowly begun to creep

up the west side of Manhattan Island, and the City Fathers decided to

set aside the west bank of the Hudson River from 72nd Street to 125£h Street
to preserve something of the area's natural environment.2> Earlier,

in the 18th and for-most of the 19th century, the district had been one

of open spaces dotted with a few comntry villas. One of these structures,
the Claremont, was built just after the year 1806 and stiil étood a few
hundred feet directly north 6f the tomb site.20 By the time of Grani:'s

death the Claremont had been a roadhouse for approximately a quarter
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of a centmy.27 Same sources indicated that it might eventualiy

be removed in order to make way for the permanent Grant lvbrmment.28

As mentioned above, Riverside Park was quite far from the center of
town. One paper remarked, "the park is a part of the city little known
except to those who dwell in its v1cm1ty, or who do much drlvmg.zs" _

Harper's Weeklx mentioned that, "The drive has not been greatly frequented

because it has not really been laid out, and the young maples do not yet
cast a shade on it in the afternoon 20m 2and after Grant's funeral
Martha Lamb even published a pocket guide containing duect:.ons on

how to reach the General's out-of-the-way tomb. 31

Artists tended to depict the spot as very lush - filled with greenery,
flowering plants, etc. (Figs. 12 and 13). A photograph taken at least
five years after the completion of the temporary vault, however, reveals
quite a different picture with just a bit of scraggly vegetation in an
otherwise barren area (Fig. 14). The artists 'obviously found the-

true picture to be too horrible, or pefhaps just too uninteresting, to
depict accurately, so they added their own enbellishments. In the
lithograph view, weeping willows were added to either side of the vault
einply because they were traditional signs of mourning.

There was some local criticism of the tomb site. Frederick Law Olmstead,
who designed both Riverside and Central Parks along with Calvert Vaux,

suggested that there was some conflict between the tomb and what had
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originally been intended as festive surroundings. Shortly after
making this remark, he modified it to say that he did not really
question the wisdom of the selected site per se, only ﬁhe manner in
which it would be developed.32 aAn idea of just what he may have been
driving at can be obtained by referring to a suggested site plan
Calvert Vaux actually drew up in the fall (Flg. 15). It shows

the addition of a new road cut to the terrain so as to effectively

isolate the tamb grounds from the precincts of the park éroper.

Far more vocal ;:riticism than Olmstead's concerning the site carre

from newspaper editors amund’ the country who found the entire idea

of burying General Grant in New York scarﬁalous. Many believed that
Grant should have been buried in Washington, D.C. Same even charged
that the whole affair was a scheme by New York real estate men to raise
the values of land in the vicinity of Riverside Drive! The editors of

the American Architect and Building News (published in Boston), dismissed

the tomb site as "a neglected strip of unimproved land, adjoining the
Hudson River Railroad tracks." Expressing the feelings of many
Arericans they also stated that the possibility of buring the General |
anywhere else was:
...sumarily swept aside by the enterprise of the great
City of New York, which immediately appointed a huge cammittee
of its most eminent beer-sellers, brokers, politicians and
Railroad men to take charge of a manorlal of same unexplained
sort...33
The New York Post attacked this critique as "the most astonishing
of all the manifestations of the curious jealousy excited by General

Grant's desire that his body should lie among the people of New York.34
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The hostility did not, however, dis;:\ppear. - It was to have a deep
and lasting effect on efforts to construct a permanent monurent to
Grant in New York. Inétead of being a temporary vault, the- structure
Jacob Wrey Mold had designed to receive the General's body was to |

serve as his tomb for almost twelve years.35



CHAPTER IV - GRANT'S FUNERAL

For the time being, New Yorkers took no notice of the carping of

the rest of the nation. They were both proud and delighted that
Grant's final resting place was to be in their city. WJ.thJ.n hours

\éf the General's death, Gothamites began to drape their buildings with
mourning- decorations. Mariy of them had purchased the necessary materials
monf.hs .earlier in anticipatién of Grant's death. Those who had not been
' indu.s;crious enouch to pian ahead quickly made up for. lost time. The
decorating contiméd unabated for over a week, and everyone cammented
on the fact that never befare had such displays been mounted, not even
for Lincoln. It was suggested that this was not necessarily because
Grant was the more beloved of the two, but that the city was bigger and
richer than it had been twenty years earlier, and also because the old

antagonisms associated with the war had lessened with time.

Department stores, hotels, newspaper and government buildings were the
most elaborately decorated (Fig. 16). But sewing girls and clerks living
in the tenement districts also mounted their own humble displays in the
windows of fheir hovels. | Perhaps most touching of. all was a sign a
"poor colored bootblack" mounted on his shack in the wilds of Manhattan's

upper west side. It read "He Helped to Set me Free."

The only major category of buildings that was left unadorned were

the private residences of the well to do. They and their staffs were
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vacationing out of tmm since it was the middle of the summer. New Yorkers
became so involved in preparing for the funeral that. critiques were being
offered of the decorations an the various buildings! The ornaments on

the Herald Building, for instance, were branded as "sloppy". Generally

in New York as in the rest of the nation, the embellishments were to
' ‘ 1

remain up for the thirty day period following the General's death.

There was at least one bit of humor in the midst of all the sorrow, and
it concerned the embellishment of City Hall, where Grant was to lie in
state before the funeral. Commissioner of Public Works Rollin M. Squire
was in charge of the operation, which he left largely in the hands of
the Unexcelled Fireworks Campany.? Included in the decorative scheme
at the‘Coxrmis.sioner's request were a few poetic lines extolling Grant's
virtues. Several days after the work was completed, someone realized
that the lines of verse were excerpts fmm the Commissioner's own poem
"War and Freedom" written in 1865. New Yorkers were scandalized by this
self advertisement, and Mayor Gréce ordered the stanzas torn down on

August 6th. 3

As preparations for the funeral proceeded, vendors set up stands all
over the city selling busts of Grant and a host of other items. Small
black silk murning ribbons were among the most popular items, and were
dispensed in large quantities. The Park Service has one of these in
its collections (Fig. 17). Bleechers weré also erected élong the route

of the funeral procession, and again, the Park Service is fortunate
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in having in its collections a rare broadside offering seats for $2.00

each at the comer of Broadway and East 4th St:ceet.4

There was an intense, almost morbid, curiosity on the part of the public
in regard to every facet of the funeral preparations.v When Grant's

coffin - "Style E. State Casket" - was fmshed by the Stein Manu-
facturing Co. in Rochester, local citizens insisted they be allowed to

ece it; and 15,000 pecple dutifully filed past it inside the factory on

- July 26&1 before it waé shipped off to undert-aker' and Nkathodlst Minister
Stephen R. Merritt in New York. Once it was in Merritt's hand, he too
placed it on exhibition. An esﬁ.nated 70,000 people saw 'it in his
establishment on July 27th before it was finally sent off . to Mt. McGregor
to receive the General's body. It was reported that shop girls and clerks
ran home after work in order to change into their Sunday best-before
getting in Merritt's line.>

Mayor Grace had appointed a special committee to oversee all details
connected with the funeral. ® While the committee members pondered such
niceties as whether or not to wear bénis of black crepe around their
hats,’ the drama at Mt. McGregor was drawing to a close. The Drexel
Cottage had been under gquard to keep away the curious since Grant's
death (Fig. 18). Inside, the body lay under a canopy richly decorated
with blaék bréadcloth satin, and silk trimmings and tassels (Fig. 19).
Rich flower arrangements filled the house (Fig. 20). On the morning

of August 4, the family held a private funeral service. Dignitaries
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sat on the porch and others spilled over on to the surrounding lawns.

At the ccmcl;nsion of the ceremony, Grant's remains wére sent by tra.in'

to Albany, where they remained on view in the Capital building for ane
day. After 80,000 people filed by to pay their last respécts, the body
was transferred to New York, and on the evening of August 5, it was placed
" on view in the vestibule of City Hall where the walls and ceilings had
all been draped in hlack crepe, making it seem like a giant tent (Fig. 2).
The coffin was leff open and 250,000 people filed past, or in the words

of one reporter, were "hustled past."8

The funeral procession's seven mile route was to begin at City Hall

(Fig. 22 and 23), proceed up Broadway to 1l4th Street, then across to
Fifth Avenue and up Fifth as far as 57th Street. There it would again
cross over to Broadway and continue norti'x as far as 72nd Street. Passing
through 72nd Street to Riverside Drive the procession would then nove
 directly north to the temporary vault at 123rd Street.® At 9:30 A.M.

on August 8, a howitzer placed in City Hall Park fi]éed three times as

a signal to the marchers to fall in line. At 10:00 A.M. General
Aspinwall, who was officially in charge of the ceremonies, ordered the
signal fired again, and the procession was underway with Major General

. Hancock in the lead.]‘0

President Grover Cleveland and ex-Presidents Hayes and Arthur were
among the many dignitaries who took part in the procession. There :
were, in fact, so many of them - politicians, generals, foréign

emuisaries - that virtually every available carriage in New York,



Brooklyn and nearby New Jersey had been hired to carry them. Most

of the distinguished gentlemen joined the parade at Fifth Avenue

aﬁd 231:'d Streef, in front of the Fifth Avenue Hotel v'nhere the majority
of them were staying.ll Conspicuous by her absence was Mrs. Grant who
remained at Mt. McGregor, unable to bear the emotional strain of the .

funeral.lz

General Grant's cataflaque was drawn by 24 black horses, each of which
was Iattended by a black groom: (F:Lg 24) .‘ Waves of marchers stretched
both in front and in back of it - an estimated 60,000 men in all.
Rifles were carried upside down, flags were wrapped and drums were
muffled. The line of march was almost three miles long and it took

a full five hogrs to pass a given point (Figs. 25, 26 and 27). An
estimated one million spectators had flowed into the city to watch the
procession.- Hords of people filled the streets and bleechers. They
also hung out of windows and lined the‘ rooftops in order to get a good

view. The more adventurous even shinned up trees and telegraph poles.

Just before 5:00 P.M. the funeral car reached the tomb site (Fig. 28).
Grant's coffin was placed inside a lead-lined, cedar case that had been
on display éinoe that morming (Fig. 29). These were then inserted in a
riveted steel container which was later sealed by workmen. The gate
to the temporary vault was symbolically 1mked and Mayor Grace was

handed the brass key.l3' ‘Fran that moment until the early months of 1886,
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‘a twenty four hour a day military guard was posted at the site

(afterwards to be replaced by the grey uniformed Park Police). The
day after the funeral, the gate of the temporary vault was opened

to receive flowers (Fig. 30).14

It is interesting to note how eager people were not cily to be kept
informed cmce.ming'every detail of Grant's death and funeral, but

also how so many longed for some tangn.ble souvem.r of the event. Not

only were oak leaves gathered fram a tree near the tenporaxy tcmb,

hut at Mt McGregor people grabbed blossams, ferns - whatever they

could get hold of - from the grounds swrrounding the Drexel Cottage.1?

Flowers were delivered to the Cottage in such great quantities that

they had to be changed twice a day. As quickly as the old arrangements

were removed, they were snapped up as precious 1:'eli<ks.l6 When the
temporary tomb was under construction, péople raided the site and carried
away bricks until a guard was posted, and as workmen sealed Grant's
outer steel coffin on the evening of the funeral, others:

begged and tried to buy bits of coal from the furnace at

which the bolts were heated, pieces of burnt candle, rings

_of rubber from the bolts, and even scraps of wood from the

box in which the bolts were placed.l8
The cataflaque was also fair game. At least one man cut off one of the
large éilk tasselé while Grant's body was being carried into the vault118
Many more waited until the ceremony was over énd politely sent in requests

for scraps of the cataflaque's mourning drapery or whatever else might

be available. The newsbapefs then published stories that the undertaker

was giving out souvenirs, and requests poured in both to Merritt and the

newly formed Grant Monument Association. They came fram Massachusetts,
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Iowa, Michigan', Ohio, New Hampshire, Pennsleania, in short, from all
parts of the country. Adolf Schippert, a clerk from Tiffany's stationery
deparm;eﬁt'who had marched in thé funeral procession w1th a New Jersey -
GAR_Post wanted a piece of mourning drapery. A twelve year old boy
whose father had worked in the War Department while Grant was President

asked for "anything from a piece of the canopy to a splinter of the

. car." Mrs. Major D.H. Hurdley wrote "as my husband fought under

General Grant for nearly four years, we thmk we are entitled to a piece
of the drapery used at his funeral, cannot you send us a piece, we would
prize it highly.19" The National Park Service actually has a small 'piece
of this once highly prized cloth in its collections. It was sent to

the Grant Monument Association by one of its founding trustees in 1913.20

Also in the possession of the Park Service is a stupendous collection

of memorial resolutions sent to Grant's family after his death (Fig. 31).
They came from organizations across the country and around the world,'aﬁd
not only document the reverence with which Grant was held, but many of
them rank highly as art objects. Perhaps the most impressive of them

all is a massive volume sent by the City of New York. Bound in blue

+ velvet, it weighs approximately 35 pounds. Its enormous folic leaves were

richly embellished by D.T. Ames. The volume was thought to be so impressive
that it was minutely described in the New York Times when presented to
Mrs. Grant.2l Many of the other expressions of sympathy are equally

jirpressive, some being bound in leather with gilded straps. Others are

beautifully colored.22
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AND ITS EARLY FUND RAISING EFFORTS

At 9:10 A.M. on July 23, 1885, just a little more than an hour

after Grant's death, a mman walked into the offic'e' of the Mayor

of Rochester, New York, and handed him a $5.00 bill. She had come

to America, she said, 45 years earlier and had done well for herself.

She felﬁ she owed a great deal to the country and to Grant in particular,
because he had preserved the Union. The $5.00, she told the Mayor,

was to be an anonymous contribution towards the construction of

Grant's Tomb. This "Native of Ireland," as she styled herself, became ‘
the first contributor to the future monument. No site had yet been
selected for Grant's burial, nor had there.been any mention. of a memorial.
But the "Native of Ireland," like hundreds and thousands of other

Americans know what had to be done and was ready to do her part.1

Once Maybr Grace received word.that the Grants had agreed to inter

the Gene'rél's remains in New York, he immediately took steps to harness
the gréat emotions that were being expressed acfoss the natiqn in
response to Grant's death. On the afternoon of July 24th, he sent

the following form letter to many of New York's most illustrious citizens:

Dear Sir: )

In arder that the City of New York, which is to be the last
resting place of General Grant, should initiate a movement to
provide for the erection of a National Monument to the menory

of the great soldier, and that she should do well and thoroughly
her part, I respectfully request you to act as one of a Committee
to consider ways and means for raising the quota to be subscribed
by the citizens of New York City for this object, and beg that you
will attend a meeting to be held at_the Mayor's office on Tuesday
next, 28 inst., at three o'clock...2

On the 28th, 85 prominent New Yorkers answered the mayor's call. They
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quickly endorsed his suggestion to erect a "National Monument" in
Grant's honor. They then appointed a committee to "prepare a plan

of organization" for the group.- Ex-President Chester A. Arthur (who
while in office only months earlier had signed the bill restoring

Grant to the rank of retiréd general) was made Chairman of the Committee.

A black man, Richard T. Greener, was named Secretary.3

The next day the Committee on Q:ganization as it was then styled,

met for the first time. Those present decidéd to name their group

The Grant Monument Association, and its goal would be to erect "a

great national monument which sﬁall appropriately testify to future

ages, the appreciation by the civilized world of the genius, valor

and deeds of the grandest character of the century." The committee
recommended that Arthur's and Greener's positions be made permanerit.
Later that day at a full Association meeting the actions of the Committee

on Organization were confirmed. 4

Already contributions were pouring in for the Grant Monument, although
no one had yet given any indication of exactly what that monument
might turn out to be. Would it literally be a statue, a mausoleum or
some kind of useful building Like a hospital? Apparently it did not |
yet matter. Western nion announced its‘ donation of $5, 000 towards the
cause on the very day The Grant Monument Association's Committee on

Organization met. 5

The much more common, small contributions were
- generally sent to the various newspapers in town and from thére they

were forwarded to t'he mayor until the Association opened its own office.



By July 30th, if not earlier, New York's newspapers began to
publish on a daily basis the names of contributors and the amounts

they gave. 6

Many of the anonymous donations were quite touching

both in size and sentiment. "Two Yankee Women" sent 20¢.; "A Soldier's
Orphan,” 5¢; "A German Who Gives Up His Beer,” 15¢. A boy named
Johnny who sold papers and blacked booﬁs, and whose father was a
"soger", also sent a nickel.’ And a George Sadding of Central Islip,
Iong Island, sent along $1.00 bécause "the Genefal was a kind friend

to me on the field. B

As early as July 29th, the Mutual Life Insurance Company offered The
Grant Monument Association a rent free office in its building at

146 Brdadway. The next day the company instead offered an office on
the first floor of its bfand new .skyscraper at the corner of Liberty
. and Nassau Streets.? Ultimately the Association ended up in a ]
third floor office at the Insurance Campany's 146 Broadway location,
at the southeast cormner of Liberty St;'eet. The structuxe_ had been
erected in 1863-1865 after designs by John Kellum, and shortly after
1870 joined the city's small group of early skyscrapers when it was
raised four stories and had elevators installed.l0 The Association

maintained their office there for the next seven years.:Ll

Greener (Fig. 32), who was in charge of this office, was himself a
rather significant nineteenth-century figure. Born on January 30, 1844,
he prepared for college at Oberlin and Phillips Academy at Andover.

He became the first black to receive a degree from Harvard University.
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Al
He held a number of academic posts afterwards, then studied law
‘at the University of South Carolina and became Dean of Law at
| Howard University. He was involved in Republican'politics, met
Grar;t while a student at Harvard and, in his own words, "had
political relations with i‘n’m, and enjoyed his friendship during his
last illness." Because of his academic background Greener was
addressed as "Professor." His inclusion in The Grant Monument Association
and his appointment toitschief administrative office was cbviously
intended, at least in part, to demonstrate the fruitful results of
Grant's labors during the Civil War. The Repwblican Party in
particular had been most eager to advance the cause of blacks in
the post war per:.od, and Greener's position was probably due largely

to ex-President Arthur.l2

~In anticipation of the great crowds that were expected in New York

on the day of Grant's funeral, the Association had distributed
subscription sheets to the various hotels in town in its first acﬁve
fund raising effort.l3 More than a week later its members held a

meeting at which ex-Governor Alonzo B. Cornell made a mt:.on that

they raise $1 million for Grant's Monument. He suggested that if

- $300,000 had been raised for the base of the Statue of Liberty, $1 million
was not too much to ask for the illustrious hero of Appomattox. At

that point they had $50,000 in hand.14

Cornell's motion had passed and in the following weeks the organization
shifted into high gear. Printed circulars appealing for funds together

with subscription books were mailed to banks and postmasters all over
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the country.l3 Attempts were made to organize the various branches
of business in New' York for fund raising efforts, including, among
oth{ars, the insurance cx:m‘panies16 and the iron t.rade.]'-7 One of the
leaders of New York Society, Lispenard Steward, solicited funds at

the famous and fashionable resort, Saraf:.oé_ya.l8 Quasi-commercial
relationships were even entered into, such as one where in return

for an endorsement, the Consumers Coal Company agreed to pay Thé
Grant Monument Association 37%¢ for each ton of coal it sold.l?

‘The $50 proceeds from a benefit baseball game held between the "young
businessmen" of Kingston and Rondout, New York, were also added to the

Association's coffers. 20

There were a host of other suggestions for raising money which

the Association declined to act on. For instance, one S. Vos, who
had demonstrated an inoperable snow shoveiing machine to New Yorkers
the previous winter, urged the Association to endorse a new puzzle
he had designed.?l D.F. Adams requested the right to sell a

"Grant lVbuming_Buttoh" in cooperatioﬁ with the gmup In order to
bobst sales, he planned to affix pieces of Grant's cataflaque to each
of the buttons. He suggested that the cataflaque be sét up right in
City Hall Pa.rk, where pieces of it oould be cut off and attached to
the buttons right before everyone's eyes to convince "tmbz-zlievers".22
And A.A. Esdra recoomended that all of the mourni_ng cloth in New York

be gathered together and sold for the benefit of the fund. 23

Despite a flurry of activity, the needed $1 million failed to
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materialize in the months following Grant's death. The largest
single explanation for this was the intense opposition in the rest
of the country to Grant's haviﬁg been interred in New York. This
sentiment was so intense that out-of~town newspapers led a vituperative
campaign urging people not to contribute to The Grant Monument Association's
fund raising efforts.24 Most editors felt that Grant should have been
buried in Washington, D.C., and only days after his funeral, they began
making suggestions that his remains be transferred there.25 It was said
that only two papers outside of New York State approved of the Association’'s -
objectives.26 For instance, on August 27, 1885, a weekly paper in
' Windham County, Connecticut, wrote:
The New York Monument Committee have voted to raise one million
dollars for a Grant Monument. They have raised about $50,000
which will probably be spent in sending begging letters to other
parts of the country.27
‘A few days later, the editor of the-Michigan City, Indiana, Enterprise,
commented:
The feeling is pretty general in the West that as the Empire City
secured the remains of General Grant over the protest of 9/10ths
of the citizens of the United States she is in duty bound to place .
a monument over the grave of the grand old commander at her own
expense second to no other monument in the country, but superior.
I was one of General Grant's soldiers, and love him as no one hut
a soldier can, and I shall never get over the disappointment I felt °
when it was decided that his remains were to be deposited outside
of Washington. 28
2nd the general attitude was bluntly summarized by the editors of the

Clay County Enterprise in Brazil, Indiana who wrote:

...we have not a cent for New York in the undertaking, and

would advise that not a dollar of help be sent to the millionaire
city from Indiana...If the billions of New York are not sufficient
to embellish the city...let the remains be placed in Washington or
some other American city.29

That the newspapers reflected the feelings of a large segment of the
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'population is confirmed by numerous letters that poured into The Grant
Monument Association's office. People quibbled with every possible
facet of the affair. R.L. Olds, a Baptist Pastor in Iudlow, Vermont,
took issue with the choice of New York as a burial location:

Why...should he be buried there? and especially in the most )

unsuitable of all places - a pleasure park, vwhere gaiety and

abandon abound?30 |
The Rev. S.S. Weatherby of the Methodist Episaopal Church in Ie Roy
Kansas wrote:

if you propose - asvesxpposeyoudo-aplleofstonemyour
park for you New Yorkers to lock at, we do not think we feel
much interest in it.31

Ancther common refrain was that New York, in the words of one E.J. Crossett,
only "wanted to bury our old Commander- there for the purpose of 'booming
real estate.'" He lamented, "I wish I had some property near Riverside -
Park.32" The Rev. Wayland Spaulding of the First Congrationalist Church
in Poughkeepsie agreed:

I am reliably informed that the Grant Monument proposition

is a speculation gotten up for money, moneyf3 money and for

enhancing the value of New York property...
The out-of-town business commmity responded in largely the same way.
The President of the Fourth National Bank of Cincinnati, M.M. White
wrote:

Our people are of the opinion that Washlngton is the proper

location for a monument to so distinquished a character

as the late General Grant and are willing to contribute to

any other location believing that New York has no claims that

are as praminent as other locati.ons that have been mentioned.34
And one Edward Hammond of Chicago retorted to a circular sent him
"I consider it a piece of well developed cheek to have such a dommmezjxt

sent here. 35"
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Other cities were planning to build their own Grant; monuments,
and this only fanned the flames of rivalry and served to divert
funds which might have gone to New York. As early as August 1, 1885,
| Chicago had raised $30,000 for a monument and Philadelphia had
collected quite a tidy sum for its monument as well, 36 To make
matters worse, the Cammander in Chief of the Grand Army of the
Republic was also cpposed to building a national monument to Grant

in New York and instead promoted the idea of erecting a separate
memorial in Washington, D.C.37 This effectively precluded any
possibility of raising funds within that gigantic and influential

organization.

The contentious atmosphere created by accusations, suspicions,

rival pians for monuments, etc., ultimately led Mayor Grace to

solicit Mrs Grant's written étatenent_, excerpted above,38 on why‘ .
New York had been selected as her husband's burial place. Both his
letter and her reply were widely publ:i.shed,39 but this did little

to quell the controversy. | |

Aside from the opposition The Grant Monument Association faced outside
of New\ York, there were internal problems as well. The menbers were
‘simply not active enough, and although they were some of the wealthiest
men in New York, they had themselves failed to contribute generously

to the fund.?0

A later commentator remarked that they were “too
respectable" to raise the necessary funds from others!4l The New York

Times criticized ‘them for "sitting quietly in an office and signing



' receipts for money voluntarily tenﬁered.42"

‘Part of the internal problem may be attributed to polltJ.cal tensions
between the Republicans and Tammany Hall Democrats in the Association.
Years later, one menber, Horade L. Hobchkiss, was to recall:

When Mr. J. P. Morgan tumed over to me the Treasurership of

the Association, the organization was largely under the local
influence of Tammany Hall - (Mayor) W.R. Grace was President

“and the Board of Trustees was daominated by that faction. There
was no particular friction, simply, we were not functioning -~ there
was quite evident a feeling that the Republicans might gain
national and local influenoezl' This thought was in the air - I
cannot define its influence.43

Whether from political differences, over-refinement in breeding or just
plain laziness, the Association really began to bog down when the
active fall business and social season commenced in October 1885.
Between then and February 1886, at least ten scheduled meetings of

the Executive Camittee had to be adjourned for lack of a quorum. 44
'i‘he press regularly called attention to this neglect of what many
considered an almost sacred ;iuty.45

One final stumbling block the fund raising effort had to contend
with was the fact that the public still had not the slightest idea of
what the called for $1 million was to be spent on. In this regard,
William D. Sloane, the furniture manufacturer and retailer, wrote
to Chester A. Arthur:_

.o the majority wili hesitate send:mg in their subscriptions

until they know what the monument or memorial is to be - its
style as well as the actual cost."46

He also expressed the belief that the goal of raising $1 million was
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unrealistic - as it indeed turned out to be. William Luammis, a
later trusbee of the Association also wrote:
"...the menbers of the (New York Stock) Exchange wish same
definite plan 7propos.ed before they will feel much interest
in the work.4 "
Regardless of these admonitions, the Association did not get around
to deciding what type of monument it would build and adopting a design

until five years later.

' Clearly, the leadership of The Grant Mconument Association was either
too ill equipped or illdisposédtocaﬁyouttheneoessaxytask.
Richard T. Greener was soon named Chief Examiner of New York City's
CivilServiceBoaxdandhadlessﬁnethenevertodevoéetoAssociation
business, even though he was being paid a rather substantial salary.48

| ﬁevarﬂleless, same new initiatives were launched before 1885 came to an
end Canvassers were hired to solicit contributions both in and outside
of New York. One of these men, S.W. Thompson, had recently succeeded

in raising funds for a statue to Peter Cooper, and negotiations were
held with William Jensm; who had worked with the New York World in

raising the money for the Bartholdi Pedestal Fund. 4°

In other effoi:fs Civil War General Gedrge A. Sheridan was sent out
on a lecture tour on behalf of the fund, for which he was to receive
25% of the proceeds.so The Association also made plans to sponsor a
fair at Madison Square Garden in Noverber 1885. It was to feature
music by Gilmore's famous band and there was to have been a "beautiful

and novel electric fountain" in the middle of the exhibits. But a
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number of the Association's members, Seth Low praminently among
them, cbjected to such cammercial enterprises, so the plan was
dJ:wof.zped.51 An éccasimal.berxefit mﬁoﬁame, such as.a "Grosse
Theaterocorstellung (Fig. 33)" presented in Jersey City on

Decenber 14, 1885, supplied same additicnal money.52 And all along
the Association continued to mail out its circular appeals for
donations. Requests for camrercial endorsements alsa continued
topourmfrcmpeople lﬂcemJacobStuderwmwastrymgto
pramote a volure on The Birds of North Amerlca.5-3

Miraculoﬁsly, at the end of the year The Grant Monument Associatiaon
had $111,006.17 in hand.%4 This was . surely a pri.ncely' sum of money,
but far short of the hoped for $1 million. In the early part of 1886,
the Association decided to incorporate. The first draft of a bill
they submitted to the State Legislature, called for twenty trustees
and three ex-officio members of the board. The mmbers were later
increased to é9 trustees and -four ex-officio members, including the
Mayors of New York and Brooklyn, the Governor of New York and the
President of the Park Board of the City of New York. The list of
trustee/incorporaters of the Association included distinguished New
Yorkers Chester A, Arthur, Hamilton Fish, J.P. Morgan, Comel_ius Vanderbilt (II)
and the publishers of same of the city's more important newspapers,
including James Gordon Bennett (Herald), Joseph Pulitzer (World),
Oswald Ottendorfer (Staats—Zeitung). and G'larleé A. Dana (Tribune).
The Act of Incorporation took effect an February 3, 1886.

Richard T. Greener had personally supervised its passage in the state

legislature. 35
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The official incorporation of The Grant Monument Association did

not,' however, generate any new and dramatic activity. In the

Assoéiatim's 1886~1887 fiscal year, anly $10,000 was raised, and
a siinilar sum was obtained the year after éhat. Same ofbthe trustees

began to resign in disgust because so little progress was being made.>®

Given how difficult it was to obtain donations the Association attempted
to go after a congressional appropriation. In January 1§86, the House
Committee an Military Affairs approved a bill for a $500,000 appropriation
for the Grant Monument, provided the Association first raised

$250,000. The next month Congressman Abraham Dowdney introduced

a similar bill on the House floor calling for only $250,000. But as
might have been expected, there was intense opposition to it. The
Association did same lohbying for what had became House Bill #1600E,

but its opponents J.ntroduced a rival bill in the Senate calling

for a like am‘mnt to be appropriated for a Grant Monument in Washington,
D.C. After a long and hard battle ane of the House Bill's few
supporters was forced to write on July 25, 1886, "...there »is no
probability of any action this session.57" The matter was effectively
dropped and defeated.

While all this was going on, thousands of people were still visiting '

‘the temporary tanmb on a regular basis. On January 15, 1886, the

military guard had been withdrawn and New York's Park Police tock

58

up the post. Among their more :mport:ant functions was to prevent
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anyone fram taking pictures in the vicinity of the vault since

The Grant Monument Association had the exclusive privilege to sell
photégraphs of thé site.59 on Decoration Day 1886, the U.S. Grant
Post #327 of the G.A.R. planned to hold a grand commemorative ceremony
a£ Grant.:'s. Temporary Vault (Fig. 34). The Association took advantage
of public intereét in the event by placing collection boxes in hotels
all around town.®0 | |

The ceremony itself was quite impressive; elaborate flower arrange-
ments were sent fram éll over the country to decorate the vault. One
of the most elaborate, a life sized horse and rider, was wnfortunately
damaged in transit and never displayed. Scme 20,000 pecple gathered
at the tomb site (Fig. 35) and waited patiently until the sheets of
cloth which surrounded the vault were dropped, revealing the elaborate
.flower displays set on tiers of bleechers (Fig. 36). There were
wreaths, shields, a camon and other unusual arrangements (Fig. 37) .61
Decorating the tenpofaxy tonb became a fairly reqgular occurance after

this, although on a far less elaborate scale (Figs. 38 and 39).

Fund raising schemes in 1886 were fairly limited. Attempts to organize
 the various trades in New York into committees failed to elicit any
res}ponse.62 One Harley Nevicorb managed to convince the Association

to sponsor a third-rate opera of his entitled the "Hermit of Cashel."
It was to play at the Metropolitan Opera House for an exxtiie week
beginning October 4, 1886.' As it turned out only one performance took

place because of a lack of public interest and the Association netted
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a wopping $20-$50 for its efforts.®3 One George W. daCunha started
4 "Nickel Fund Association" in Montclair, New Jersey, for the
benefit of the Grant Monument, and it yielded no more than a dollar
or two.54 Finally, just before the year ended the humorous weekly
The Judge sponsored a puzzle contest that surprisingly managed to

‘raise about $1,000.65

In January 1887, Mrs. Grant donated $987.50 to the monument furd,
which had been sent o her as back pay due hér husband fram the
NbxlcanWar e:r:a.646 Otherwise the only highlight of the fund
raising campagin in 1887 was the New Yark Star's decision to launch
its own drive for the Grant Monument. Call "The Star Fund for the
Grant Monument," it was obviously inspired by the World's earlier
campaign on behalf of the Statue of Liberty. The goal was to
raise $125,000 - in other words to match the sum then in the hands
of The Grant Monument Asseciation. A fairly successful start was made.
~ Leaflets were sent out‘all over the country 01d emotions seemed to
be reawakened and once more the sort of sentimental letters that had
flooded newspaper offices in the summer of 1885 were received by the
Star. "Iwo Hungry Jews," for instance, sent in what they could.67
But the old cynicism and rivalrg also managed to surface. After a |
notice o;f a modest contribution to the Star Fund by the President was
published, the following letter was received:

Kind Sir: |

The generosity of Pres. Cleveland giving $10.00 to the

Gen. Grant Statue Fund (sic) has prampted me to be equally

as open hearted. Mr. Cleveland's salary averages $137.00
a day including the days he attempts to fish and holidays



p. 42

on which he is loafing fram business-

The $10 00, he gives, being 7 3/8 per cent of his daily wages -
- I enclose the same percentage on mine. I can easily keep pace
with th in Charity...7 3/8% on $1.50 is .1206 hardly 2¢ - but

enclosed please find 2¢ -

Nbdestyprevents s:.gnmgmynaneandIhavenotlrungtowm
. from political friendship. .

Rothschi1db8
When all was said and dane only $10,000 was raised by the Star.
Their effort had been a dismal fa:‘.lur:e,s9 and the general propects

for 'i;:mplet_:‘ing the Grant Monument fmﬂ were not good.



CHAPTER VI - IN PURSUIT OF A DESIN: THE FIRST COMPETITION
FOR THE GRANT MONUMENT

Although there were mixed feelings over whether Grant should have
been interred in New York, there was widespread interest in the
monument that would be erected there in his memory. As early as
July 26, 1885, the editors of the New York Tribune expressed their
ideas about the momument. They recommended it be:

...a modern and not a classic edifice...its emblems a.nd

friezes and tablatures (sic) should represent scenes from

the life of the Nineteenth Century...and it is to be hoped

that it will be so far as possible a representation and example

of modern and expecially American art, and not a rere servile

copy of the Antique.l
The idea of building a modern and distinctly American monument in
Grant's memory was brought up over and over agaiinoveri:henext few
yearsandseenstohavebeentakentoheartbyamm‘ber_ofa{'chitects.
Naive members of the public were excited by the same idea. Within
days of Grant's death_ George F. Ditson, a doctor from Cleveland, Chio,
urged The Grant Monument Association to erect a monument camposed of
diminishing tiers of red, white and blue glass colums placed one on
top of another and swrmounted by an angel "pointing heaverward.” The
recamended material was modern, the colors patriotic. In later letters
Ditson elaﬁorated on his plans and provided The Grant Monument Association
with sketches (Fig. 40) .2 A Mrs. Clary A. Sheafor of Burlington Kansas
had ideas on the sﬁbject as well. She argued Grant was a modern man
and that his monument should properly be built of modern materials.
The ones she specifically proposed were glass, paper, and iron, although

the particular manner in which they were to be éonbined was not
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specified. 3

The architectural profession tock an immediate interest in the
subject of memorializing Grant as well. In their issue published
the day Grant was interred, the editors of the American Architect . .

. and Building News announced a campetition. It was to be an exercise

along the lines of one of the concours d'emulation of the Ecole des

Beaux-Arts in Paris. The editors emphasized that they were not
calling for designs for the national mcnm!ent/tdtb ofA General Grant
tﬁat was to be erected in New York. Rather, ﬁhey were soliciting’
designs for a more modest structure that would cost no more than
$100,000 and which would be suitable for a small city. .Only preliminary
sketches, not elaborate finished drawings were required. The editors
stated that they were sponsoring the competition because they had been
appalled at the badly designed commemorative monuments that had éprtmg
wp all over America following the Civil War. ’f‘hey hoped that the
results of their contest would serve as a positive influence and
prevent a new crop of badly designed Grant monuments from being built.
Architects Charles A. Cummings and Henry Van Brunt were to judge the
competition along with sculptor Truman H. Bartlett, and there were to
be $50 prizes for each of the top three designs. Newspapers across
the country publicized the contest.4

Exactly how many designs were received in response to the invitation
was not recorded, but approximately twenty of them were published by

the American Architect at the end of Septenber.5 Widespread interest
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.in the results was demonstrated later that year when Moniteur des

Architects published in Paris, reprinted thirteen of the designs.®

Many‘of the car_petitors had.ignored the requirement that they deéign
a small memorial. Chief among them was Harvey Ellis whose proposal

| won first place (Fig. 41). This Utica, New York, architect, designed
an enomous ‘Romanesque -‘structune which was quite handsane and had

’ -a decidedly military character to it. Clearly, Ellis had the érant

Monument in mind, since he phéed his building on top of a steep hlll

overlooldng‘é body of water - a clear reference to Riverside Park

and the Hudson River. |

A fellow competitor called Ellis' design "a preposterous piece of
nonsense.’" A'New York Times critic did not feel too strongly
‘about it one way or another. But as a general comment on the entire
exercise, he stated: |

None of the work of these b;tight young men has been

simple enough for the abject proposed, but some have

made suggestions very f:ijt for the monument of a smaller
In his eyes the second prize design by Otto Von Nerta of Washingtan,
‘D.C. (Fig. 42); was "a square monument of the conventional type found
in all German cities...It stands on the regulation platform." The
monumrent designed by the third prize winner, Clare S. Luce of New
York City, was, "the only cne with enough merit to be worth discussion,
and that merit lies chiefly in soberness of treatment, not in originality
(Fig. 43)." Calling all the sketches "more or less mushy," he concluded,

"the showing is not such as to fill one with encouragement.8"
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in the results was demonstrated later that year when Moniteur des

Architects published in Paris, reprinted thirteen of the designs.®

Many-of the competitors had ignored the requirement that they design
a small memorial. Chief among them was Harvey Ellis whose proposal
‘won first place (Fig. 41)., This Utica, New York, architect, designed
an enormous Romanesque structure which was quite handsame and had -

a decidedly military character to it. Clearly, Ellis had the Grant
Monument in mind, since he placed his bulldmg on top of a steep hill
cve.rloolung a body of water - a clear reference to Rlvers:l.de Park
and the Hudson River..

A fellow campetitor called Ellis' design "a preposterous piece of
nonsense.’" A New York Times critic did not feel too sﬁ.tmgly
»aﬁout it one way or another. ‘But as a general comment on the entire
exercise, he stated:

None of the work of these bright young men has been

simple enough for the abject proposed, but some have

made suggestions very fit for the monument of a smaller
In his eyes the second prize design by Otto Von Nerta of Washingt‘m,
D.C. (Fig. 42), was "a squére monument of the conventional type found
in all German cities...It stands on the regulation platform." The
monument designed by the third prize winner, Clare S. Luce of New
York City, was, "the only ane with enough merit to be worth discussion,
and that merit lies chiefly in scberness of treat:nenf:, not in originality
(Fig. 43)." Calling all the sketches "more or less mushy," he concluded,

"the showing is not such as to fill one with encouragement.8"
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'I'hé rest of the designs covered a bewildefing range of shapes,

sizes and styles. There was a gothic pavilion, variations an

the bell tower in the Piazza San Marco in Venice and the tower

of the Cathedral of Seville. This competition was in many ways

a dry run for the actual Grant Monument competition held in 1888-1889,
both in terms of the variety and uninspiring nature ‘of the results.

A number of the architects who participated in the Aterican Architect's

contest tock part in the later official campetition, including
Otto Von Nerta, C.C. Yost and Henry O. Avery. In fact, Avery sinply

reworked one of the two designs he submitted to the American Architect

ard sent it on to The Grant Monument Association three years later.?

As mentioned m the last chapter, the menbers of The Grant Monument
Association really had no idea at all of what kind of a monument they
cared to erect to Grant's memory. In an interview with the Brooklyn
Magazine in the fall of 1885, Alonzo B. Cornell, Chairman of the
Association's Ebcecutive Cammittee, étated that he and the other members
of the group were waiting to see how much money they coula raise before
looking into "the character or .design of the memorial." He did, however,

suggest that it might be appropriate £o construct a "monument, a library

and a mausoleum" all in one. 10 at just about the same time New York Tribune

was recamending the construction of a "national military musemn.ll"

An interesting and lengthy article that appeared in the North American

" Review two months later pulled together many of the ideas expressed

both publically and privately in regard to the proposed Grant Monurent. 12



Echoing the New York Tribune, the Review stated:
" One sees often and hears daily the demand that the tomb
shall be "strictly Arerican." "Give us," they say, "samething
characteristically American."
At the same time the periodical noted, as had the editors of the

American Architect, that there was the real danger that a "monster"

might be built. After a curious analysis of history and architecture,
the Review theorized: . '
The phase of naticnal life and art to which we most -
nearly approach, the intellectual bent most akin to us,
is that of the middle period of the Roman empire...What,
then, could be more fitting for the plain, material, :
Arerican people to erect to this large minded, but simple
. hero, than the sort of monument which the Romans reared to
their great dead? ‘
Because of some differences in the use of materials in the Nineteenth
Century versus the Roman period, some adjustments would necessarily
have to be made. But in the final analysis the Review recammended Grant's
memorial be "a grand Roman tamb of noble dimensions .treated as to its
details in Romanesque style." If Harvey Ellis' design did not exactly
fit this prescription, it appmxmated it. - Same later designers were

to follow it to the letter as will vbe demnstrated.l3

In September 1885, the American Institute of -Architects wrote to
The Grant anmxént Association urging that an actual competition,
not simply an exercise such as the cne conducted by the American
Architect, be held for the design of the Grant Monumernt. The
organization suggested that it be allowed to name ten architects to
take part in the contest, each of whom would receive $1,000 for his

services. Then, twenty judges, ten of which would be named by the
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A.I.A., and ten named by the competitors themselves would judge
the results. The recammendation was widely publlshed The Grant
Monument Association ignored the suggestion. 14

Instead, the Asséciatim went about things in its own rather awkward
Way. At an Emecﬁtive Camittee meeting in October 1885, its members
decided to encourage "artisté, architects and all others" to forward
designs and models to the Association for consideration. The next
month a étatement that they were.ready to "receive designs" for the
structure from interésted parties was denounced as "ridiculous" by
the New York Times which called on the Association to issue " a

definite program,” in sum, to make up its mind about what it was
looking for before soliciting proposals.l® a special cammittee

was then appointed to decide on a plan of action for dbtaining a
design. A draft invitat.:ion for a campetition was actually drawn

up by Richard T. Greener, but never issued. The draft, interesfingly,
_-'called for a $400,000 monument rather than a $1 million one.1® The
year ended with repeated calls in the press for the selection of a

design..17

The year 1886 came and went with virtually ;10‘ activity on the Association's
part in respect to securing a design. Troublea by the fac.t that it
. should have been doing samething, énytkﬁ.ng, in January the Association
announced it would "make a selection at.mc.e fram the désigns" then in

hand which had been sent in on speculation.’® It did not. In December
unsolicited proposals were still drifting in and most of them were dreadful.19
The New York architect Calvert Vaux, co-designer of Central Park,

submitted one that was so camplicated that written descriptions give
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little idea of what it was actually intended to look like.
Another design by George da Cunha, the creator of the "Nickel Fund
Association," was dismissed by the Times in the following manner:

If any other thing could fr:.ghten pecple more campletely

away from the (Grant) fund than this study it would be a

kindness to keep it hidden.20 )
Regardless of all these delays, public interest in the project never
flagged. Periodicals continued to publjtsh descriptions of what were
felt to be the more interesting of the unsolicited designs for the
Grant Monument. Engravings were published as well. In the first half

of 1887 ‘the Archltects and Builders Echtlon of the Scientific American

carried illustrations of three proposals by architects Joseph Etchler,
Joseph A. Stark and George Matthias (Figs. 44, 45 and 46) .21 Both
Etchler and Matthias ‘were later to submit their designs in the Grant

Monument Association's formal ccxupet'.i.tion.22

In the spring of 1887 Richard Greener sent out form letters to monument
committees around the country asking what their experiences had been

and how they went about obtaining designs for their respective projects.
Among others he polled the Garfield Monument Fund in Cleveland the

lee Mmumant Fund of Baltimore, and the Grant Monument Fund of CIl'x:a.cago.23
At the same time other members of the Association solicited the help of
noted New York architect Napoleon ILeBrun in drafting rules for a formal

campetition. 24

Abruptly, on June 9, 1887, the Grant Monument Association announced the
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opening of the official competition for the Grant Monument, and the
information was published in the newspapers the following day.2>
Unfartunately, the announcerent was premature. The Aesociatidn still
did not have the faintest idea of what it was locking for and could
only pramise that further details on the subject would soon be
released. In fact, about the only solid piece of information contained
in the official announcement was that the campetiticn was scheduled to
close on Octaber 31, 1887. Inqui:ies for further information came in
from all over the world and were left unanswered. At least one member
of The Grant Monument Association itself was annoyed with the manner
in which the whole enterprise was being handled when he stated in a
letter to Richard T. Greener that the announcement was "too crude

and will amount to little."26 He was right. Architects and the
‘press heaped criticien on the Association for this ill considered

m%.27

As of October 31, 1887, the day the campetition was to close, no
details had been announced. The Association kept pramising, however,
to issue a circular "at an early date...together with a plan of the

8

site," for the benefit of interested'part:ies.2 Towards the end of

November, an editorial in the New York Times made an unfavorable
ccmpafiéon between inefficiency of The Grant anunent Association )
and the speed with which the Episcopal Church was going about the
construction of the mammoth Cathedral of St. John the Divine.29 Only
later did Napoleon LeBrun deliver a final draft for the Grant Monument

competition to the Association, and it was not until January that the
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long-pramised circular went to ?ress.3° This circular, addresséd

"Io Artists, Architects and Sculptors,” was dated January 26, 1888,

and released to the press and public on February 4. The formal
conpetition for the Grant Monurent was at last underway. New York's
newspapers published the announcement in its entirety,3l and the
essential details were immediately flashed to the Eurcpean continent

by wire so that they appeared in the London Times and other important
journals on Febru;alry 6.32 Damestic and foreign architectural periodicalé

also carried the news.33 The Associatién had offiéially lowered its

expectations by calling for a $500,000 monument rather than the

initial $1,000,000 monument it declared it would build in the days
following Grant's death. Nevertheless, the campetitors were encouraged
to suggest how sums in excess of $500,000 might be used to embellish
their proposed creations after an initial conStnx:t‘i.on period, in case
additional-funds became available. All designs were to be submitted

by November 1, 1888. TT;éywere to be drawn to a scale of 1/4" to a foot
and the carpetitorslwere to submit 1 elevation, 1 or 2 sections, 1 '
perspective drawing and as many plans as necessary. They were also

at liberty to submit models with their drawings if they so chose.

The circular promised that a committee of experts would be appointed
to judge the competition and that the top five designs would be awarded
prizes of $1,500, $1,000, $500, $300, and $200. In order to avoid
favoritism, all entries were to be marked with either a motto or a

cypher'— not signatures - so as to prevent the judges from identifying
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the work of their friends and pupils (common practice). The competitors'
names were to be placed inside sealed envelopes bearing the same
" identifying marks found on their designs and bniy after the campetition
was decided were the envelopes to be opened thus revealing the names
' of architects. Written explanations of the designs vere invited and
the campetitors were also requested to state how much compensation
they expected to. receive for their work if they were awarded tﬁe' commission

for the Grant Monument.

In what was becoming almost a time honored tradition, the Association
again came under fire, ﬂﬁs time from a broad spectrum of professional
organizations that criticized the terms of the campetition. The
_American Institute of Architects had a host of cbjections. The prizes
~were too small, the scale of the drawings too large and the reference
to models too imprecise (either everyone should have been required

to submit a model or everyone should have been forbidden to do so).
The Institute found fault in the Association's failure to name the
camittee of experts at the 6utset and it insisted that the cost of
the Grant Monument should have been more definitely stated. As it
was, a campetitor could theoretically submit a design for either
$500,000, $1,000,000 or more and still be within the rules. Finally;
the Institute was offended that the Association was cbviocusly atteﬁpting
to barter with the amhltects by asking each to name his price, since
standaﬁ pmcﬁm called for architects to receivé a 5% cammission on
the cdst of a given project. Similar cbjections were raised by thev
New York Architectural league, The Western Association of Arctlitecté,
and the Illinois Association of Architects. Many of &ese protests

were picked up and reprinted in the daily and proféssional pr‘ess.34
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Individual architects also protested that the required 1/4" scale
was inpracticai since it would force the campetitors to produce
absolutely enormous drawi._ngs.:"5 They also clamored for site pians,‘
which the Association had earlier promised to provide but didn't.36
Richard T. Greener was alarmed by the attacks since the Association
had tried its best in having Napoleon LeBrun draw up the rules of
the competition. Greener appealed to Profeséor of Architecture
~ C.F. Osborne at Cornell University for a neutral appraisal of both
IeBrun's circular and its critics' cbservations. Osbome replied
ﬂlatmanyofthepomtsbroughtupbytheAIA andotherwere, in
fact, val:x.d But more inportantly, he quest:wned the:
..uncertainty as to whether this is to be considered a

campetition for a piece of sculpture pure and sinple, or

for an architectural camposition...It is quite evident,

I think, that your cammittee is itself in doubt at this

point., 37 |
The evidence, of course, was pfecisely in the fact that the cawpetition
circular was addressed "To Artists, Architects and Sculptors."
Unquestionably even at this late date the Association hoped that a
miraculous design of some sort would come into its hands and determine

the nature of the as yet nebulous Grant Monument.

The Association did mend its ways in part by issuing a site plan to

the campetitors and reducing the permissable scale of the required

designs to 1/8" to a foot.3® In all an estimated 3000 circulars were

sent out in response to requests among other places fram Austria,

Belgium, Canada, England, France, Ireland, Prussia, Russia, Switzerland,
and, of course, all parts of the United States.3? As the November 1, 1888,
deadline approached, a number of the campetitors begged for more time,
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so the deadline was moved back to January 2, 1889. Already 40

designs had been_received.40 The deadline was then again rescheduled
4

to January 10, 1889. 1 In the end, 65 designs were submitted, 42

of which came from BEuropeans and other fo:ceigners.42

. The Association originally planned to store the designs in a space
that was made available to it for free - a loft over a beef packing
- house at 49th Street and 3rd Avenue. One of the campetitors objected
S0 strongly to the idea of placing his model there, that he ended up
loaning a' second floor space' of his own for the Associatim's purposes.
The building was located at the nortlwest corner of Broadway and 38th
Street at the north end of the Tenderloin District.43 Initially the
Grant Monument Association had planned to appoint a committee of three
experts to judge. the designs, but it ended up appointing a camnittee of
six, including architects Napoleon LeBrun (Chairman), James E. Ware
(Secretary), George B. Post and James Renwick, Jr. Professors of |
Arclutecture Wllllam R. Ware of Columbia University and Solamon Woolf

of C:Lty College also served. 44

Illustrations for about cne-third of the designs can be identified
today. Given that these were for the most part published in the
contemporary press and were, therefore, considered to be the more
successful of the submissions they give a good idea of the results of
the competition. The designs, with rare exceptions, can be described
as quixotic.45 The designers gave their creations strange stylistic
appellations sﬁch as "Roman Antiqu.e.46" Raman, Byzantine Gothic and

Egyptian influences were carbined at will.4? a huge equestrian statue -
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- set on top of improbable base, a tower of Babel-like affair (Fig. 47)

and a monstrous assenbly capped by an enormous hand and sword (Fig. 48) -

were all proposed.

Both the judges and the members of the Grant Monument Association were
uneasy. Public expectations had been aroused and the fourth anniversary
of the general's death was fast approaching. Yet there seemed to be no
way to ignore the fact that the campetition was a failure. Correspondence
between Greener and the Secretary of the Ccmm.ttee of Experts, James. E. Ware,
in April 1889 indicates a second canpetition was seriously. under
consideration.48 Later that month the comiittee made its formal report
to The Grant Monument Association. Five prize winners were selected,
but the camittee recamended that neither these nor any of the other
designs be adopted for the Grant Monument. They explained:

the terms of the campetition...did not offer sufficient

inducements to lead me of established reputation and

experience to undertake the labor and expense of preparing

drawings...only a few of the schemes submitted are worthy

of serious consideration, and...even these consist either

in a general plan or scheme which is good, coupled with

details which are cammonplace, if not actually bad, or

radically bad general schemes with well studied and rendered

details.49
Uwilling to admit defeat, the Executive Cammittee appointed its own
sub~-camittee to consider the situwation, while at the same time
requesting the experts to reconsider the matter.?0 A second report

by the experts confirmed their earlier judgment but offered the

" suggestion that the winning design could be used as a starting point

in a new ccxtpetition.51

It was not until December 1889 that the Executive Committee's sub-

camittee reported on the situation. In the opinion of its members,
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agreatmanyoftheentrieshadnotadteredtothemlesofthe,
campetition. They added that the Committee of Experts had passed

over a number of rather worthy designs, and that the designs rwcmnended

for prizes were not necessarily the best of the lot. Nevertheless,

they concluded that the best thing to do would be to award the five
‘prizes according to the expert's recamendations and‘to hold a second
.carpetiticn.Sz Although 'nearly a year_had elapsed since the campetition

closed, no official announcement was yet aufhorized.

But secrets were hard to keep then as they are today. Both the
]
New York World and Harper's Weekly managed to obtain photographs

of what were purported to be the five designs selected by the
camittee of experts. ' Of these, four actually were prize winners,
although the order of the awaxds was confused. In any event, the
public was given a fair idea of what to expect once the results of
the campetition were made official.53 |

Turning to the winners, the first prize was awarded to Adolf Cluss

- and Paul Schulze, who were reputable architects from Washington, D.C.
(Fig. 49).%% as a demonstration of how casually the nﬂeé of the
campetition were obsexved by the cawpetitors and the judges alz'.ke, |

the Cluss and Schulze design would have cost $1 million to build and

not the $500,000 called for in the Grant Momument Association's circular.
Even without its bronze ornaments the proposed monument would have cost
$750,000.>> The structure was to have had a 120 foot base and a shaft

-
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~ rising to a height of 240°. A tall pedestal standing in front of

the shaft was to have been surmounted by a large equestrian statue

of General Grant. Harper's Weeklx felt that:
...concerning (this) monument...there is little to say...the
tower is a light-house decorated in the worst of taste, and
crowned by a statue. The pedestal for the statue is raised
out of all proportion in order to bring the horse and rider
against a comparatively unfretted part of the tcwer.56
In overall concept the monument was rather similar, abeit on a much
larger scale, to Larkm G. Mead, Jr.'s, 1868 design for the National
Lincoln Monument (L:i.nqoin's Tarb) in Springfield, I1linois (Fig. 50) 37
Two of Cluss and Schulze's drawings for this project - extremely rare

swrvivors indeed - are in the collections of the National Park Service.38

The second prize was awarded to J. Philip Rinn of Boston, architect of

the Bennington Monument.”? His structure (Fig. 51) was to be an
astounding 518' in height and topped by an angel holding up what was |

to be ,the largest electric light in the world. ‘The scheme was essentially
a varia}tion of a well developed theme. "Washington having its shaft

and Bostcn its Bunker Hill Monument (Fig. 52)." Harper's Weekly protested,

"New York should not indulge in commonplace and seek to get a little
higher obelisk, even if it were designed by a master." It added that
in this particular case, "'I‘hevdetails ‘of the approaches are poverty
stricken...®0" Rinn neglected to submit an estimate with his pfoposal.

The Leipzig firm of Hartel 'and Neckelman took third prize.61 The design
was quite dramatic (Fig. 53), but "its fronts are too much broken and

its shape as a whole unsatisfactory," Harper's Weekly ccmplained.62

This, too, had a well known precedent - Arthur F. Mathews "widely

published and highly praised" 1879 proposal for a Washington Monument



.(Fig. 54).63 Again, the architects neglected to submit the cost
of "the project. |

The fourth prize winner was the most interesting of all (Fig. 55-) .64
It was submitted by Julius A. Schweinfurth of Boston and was the kind

of monument t_hé editars of the New York Tribune and the North American

Review had called for four years earlier. Harper's Weekly claimed it
- showed the "most 'undé.rstanding of what is needed for a noni.meat to
a rough and tacitun soldier.5" According to Schweinfurth:

The style used is that which seems fitting to the character

of the illustrious hero - i.e. Roman. . .Although (I) have

given it a distinctive American character.66
The proposal called vfor a 170 square foot platform. On top of this
was to rise a 110°6" square structure surrounded by a circular tower
96' in diameter. The whole was to be 216'6" in height. "If one of

the.five (designs) must be accepted," Harper's Weekly concluded,

"this meets best the need for solidity and sobriety in a mausoleum."
Obviously, Schweinfu.rth's design bears a strong similarity in general
: conqeption to the monument known todéy as Grant's Tomb. But it also
bore a very strong resemblance to a major monument that was then in
the course of construction, the Garfield Mausoleum in Lakeview

Cemetary, Clevelard, Ohio.

The Garfield Mausoleum was designed by architect George B. Keller and
had been selected fraom among 50 designs in a competition similar to
the one held for the Grant memorial. The original scheme was accepted

in July 1884 and.looked startingly like a lighthouse.®’ By
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September 1885, Keller had revised his plans and préduoed a far

more substantial and aesthetically pleasing design (Fig. 56). Its
principal feature was a 50' in diameter circular tower surmounting

a square base. The 180' high ensemble was dedicated on Menorlal .Day
1890.%8 schweinfurth had been in Cleveland from 1884-1886, just when
Keller had worked out the final details of his design.®?

General William T. Sherman later called Keller's monument "magmflcent
enOugh for Grant, 70 and evidently Sclmemfurth was of the same opinion.

Strangely, however, he took great exception to the camparison between

Garfield Mausoleum and his own design. After the Harper's Weekly
article appeared, he wrote to The Grant Monument Association:
Having been informed that my design for the Grant Monument
is "an improvement on the national Garfield Monument at
Cleveland," permit me to place before your honorable body,
the enclosed photo of the same that I may be, in your
estimable opinion, cleared of the imputation.71
Schweinfurth's disclaimers notwithstanding, his design and the
Garfield Monurent were similar, and both bore a relation to the future

design for Grant's Tamb.

Herbert A. Gribble, an Englishman and designer of the Church of the
Oratory in South Kensington won fifth prize in the competition.?2

None of his drawings survived, and all that is known is the estimated |
cost of his proposal - $81,000 (12/16/89) - and the fact that if.: contained

Mexican, Egyptian and Greek elements!’3

Whatever else might be said for them, the four known winning proposals

in the Grant Monument campetition were simply rehashes of well known,
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established models. Both the architects and the judges seemed to
be guided by the same conservative tastes. In referring to the still

unofficial results of the campetition, Harper's Weekly declared,

"It is fair to assume that no one of these plans will be accepted,"
and an editorial in the New York World expressed the opinion that
in general the designs were awful and failed to reflect éeneral Grant's
personallty The Association's failure to officially armoﬁnoe its
»decision in the matter brought numerous and sometimes angry inquiries
through the fall of 1889, as to what was going on.75 As if further
proof were needed c;f the Associatioﬁ's indecision and 1ackadaisicél
attitudes, at just about the same time it began :Lssulng souvenir
. certificates to Grand Army of the Republic contributors to the
Grant Monument fund. On thése certificates there appeared an
engraving of campetitor Max Schroff's design for the Grant Monument,
even though he was not even being oonsidered for one of the priAzes.—"6 |
At long last the Association announoed the awards after its annual
néeting on February 20, 1890.77 One disgruntled competitor referred
to the experts who judged the competition as "old ladies.’8" The
New York Times in an editorial chided:
An open competition does not attract men whose reputation is
established and who have a more trustworthy occupation than

engaging in what must be a lottery. The competitors (were)
therefore for the most part either unsuccessful men or novices.79

Harper's Weekly (3/22/90 45) and virtually every other periodical

agreed.8°



CHAPTER VII - THE SECOND COMPETITION FOR THE
GRANT MONUMENT _

Over two years had passed since the opening of the campetition for

the Grant Monument, a.nd the Associat;m was still without a design.
This did not reflect credibly_cn the group since its reputation which
.was already sullied by its inabiiity to raise the necessary funds

for the structure. An editorial in the New York Times scoffed that

if the Association had simply accepted the pr.oposal for a competition
that the A.I.A. had submitted to it in September 1885, both tire and
'money would have been saved and a design probably would have been

selected long ago. 1

The Association was apparently unsure on how to proceed after the
crushing failure of the first camwpetition. Adolf L. Sanger, a
member of the Executive Commuittee, Presented a tentative plan in an
interview with a New York Times reportér towards the end of March

1890.2 He stated that the Association would soon invite artists

and architects to send new sketches for a $500,000 monument and that-
they would be paid for their sketches as long as their asking price
was moderate. The Association would then have the option of asking
the author of a particular design to elaborate on it or the As:s.ociation
might pass it along to others for elaboration. Sanger continued, "It
will be in no sense a competition; it will sinmply be a response

to a request from us for designs from men of acknowledged ability."

He concluded by speculating that the third and fifth prize winners
from the original campetition would be invited to participate in this

new adventure. Despite Sanger's disclaimers, there was very little
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1

that differentiated this plan fram that of the disasterous first

campetition.

Dx:kiiy, a more raticnal approach was being formilated by others
within the Association. As early as Decerber 1889, the spec:.al
subcamittee appointed to review the fj.rst campetition had reported
to the Executive Committee: |

...we recamend a second campetition when the committee have
decided whether to build a Monument or Memorial Building or

both; that the area be covered, the height of the Monument

or Memorial Building, the space required within the walls

for the different purposes, whether it should provide a Sarcophagus,
a Memorial and an Gbservatory; what the Memorial Building is

to be used for and the spaces required for the different

purposes to be clearly set forth in the secand circular

inviting conpetition designs to be issued by your association.

...we recammend that only such campetitors deemed worthy, and
meritorious by the association be invited to campete in the .
second canpetition under a clearly prescribed form of specifi-
cations and detailed directions of the style of monument or
Memorial Building that will meet the requirements of the
association.3

These recammendations appear to have been fully accepted and acted
upon just a few days after Sanger's remarks to the Times. For on
April 1, 1890, the same paper reported:'
After a long interchange of views, a resolutlon was adopted -
(by The Grant Monument Association) that the structure ought
to be of such altitude and capacity as to present an attractive
elevation, and to afford ample room within it, not only for a

sepulchre for General Grant and his wife, but also for a memorial
hall.4 \

In short, the Association at long last made up its mind as to what the
Grant Monument should be - not an abelisk, a shaft nor a titanic piece
of sculpture, but a large st:cuctﬁre that would be both a tanb and a
meeting place. If these requirements had only been stated years
earlier, how simple things would have been! The Association at the
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same time decided to invite "architects and designers" of "high
standing" to present proposals for this structure.

On April 7, 1890, the Association mailed out letters to an undeter-
mined mmber of architects asking if they would be interested in
participating in a limited campetition for the design of the Grant
Momument.® The response was good,.and on April 12, Richarxrd T. Gréener
* sent out a second letter to five architects announcing that on the
previous day the Executive Committee had officially selected them to
be the participants. The architects were John Ord of Philadelphia,
and Napoleon LeBrun, Charles Clinton, Carrere and Hastings and

John H. Duncan of New York. Greener wrote that each was at liberty
to submit one or more designs for é $500,000 structure. The scale
was Vto be either 1/4" or 1/2" to a foot, and the designs were'to be
submitted by July 1, 1890. The Executive Cammittee would recammend
that the winning 4design be accepted by the full Grant Monument
Association. The unsuccessful camwpetitors were each to be awarded
$500. Finally, Charles Clinton was to call all of the architects
together to work out the details concerning the campetition to the

satisfaction of all. 6

Within a few days the architects had met and established their own
rules. Each would submit two elevations, one or two sections along‘ ‘
with the necessary floor ahd site _plans.' No perspective views would
be allowed. All drawings would be done in black lines washed in brown.
Human figures were to be permitted to indicate scale. The sky could be

either lined or washed in, but trees were not to be included. The
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architects also made a number of requests. They wanted their

drawihgs displayed publically before a decision was made, and they.
asked that a group of three "experts" and thfee Executive Committee
members make the award. They also wani:ed their drawings returned

to them at the conclusion of the competition, and they sought assurances
that the winner would definitely be employed by the Associatian.
Finally, they asked for an extension of the deadlme to July 15, 1890,

vJ.nstead of July 1.7

The members oftheExecuﬁveCamﬁ.ttee appear to have been wary of
their experiences in the first campetition. They decide;i, therefore,
that the decision making process would be theirs alone ‘and that no
"experts" would be involved. They refused to exhibit the drawings
before making their decision and they refused‘to give assurances

that cne of the five arch:.tects would be employed by the Association
until they saw the results of the competition. The only concessions
they made were to return the drawings to the competitors and to extend

the aeadline to July 15, 1890.8

All of these arrangements appear to have been caﬁied out in secrecy -
possibly so that the Association oould avoid further criticism in
case of a second failure. However, at least one of the architects
who submitted a design in the first campetition seems to have had

an idea of what was going on early in April, and he was upset he

was not going to be asked to participate in the second c;appetition.9

But as late as May 11, the fourth prize winner in the first competition
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Julius Schweinfurth, was busily recammending Follen McKim,
AugustusSt. Gaudens and August Rodin as judges for a possible secand
campetition in which he hoped to participate. He referred to them as:
...lmen who are familiar with clés%sic precedent and are not
carried away with petty groups of cannon, shields, piles of
cannon balls...and all the incongruities which have, heretofore,

in this country been considered to be sine qua non in a
monument. . . ‘

It was oﬁly a week later that a shocked Schweinfurth asked for
confirmation of a stoiy_ he had heard that a second competition was
already mdérway.lo As late as July some architects were as]u.ng for
.insumtionsonmwtocdrpeteﬂesecmﬁ,meammﬂmqughtm' |
details of the second ccnpeta.tmn surely must have been made public
by that time.ll Even later, a few architects were not about to let
the small matter of an invitation stand in their way, and they went
ahead and sent their unsolicited designs to The Grant Monument

Association.l2

The five campetitors were not 'ready to submit their designs on the
appointed day, and asked for an extension of the deadline wntil

Octobe.r‘.13 ‘I‘he Executive Committee was loathe = to grant their request
"'because the rest of the' nation was growing impatient with the Association's

delays. Over two years earlier the New York Herald had called for all

the matbers of the Association to resign and allow a fresh start to be

made by a different group of 'men.:L4

In 1889 at its National Encampment

in Milwaukee, the G.A.R. passed a resolution calling for the removal

of Grant's remains to Washington, D.C. The New York posts o'f the G.A.R.
tried to fight this move pledging themselves to build the tonb.

Gen. Charles H.T.C. Collis, a leader of the local G.A.R. began to badger

the state legislature to revoke The Grant Monument Association's charter
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and turn over its; funds to a new group. The Assoc‘:iation.was‘ able

to turn aside this attack by making Collis a trustee and eventuaily
Chairman of the Executive Comittee.l5 But in August 1890, Senator
Preston B. Plutb introduced a resolution in the U.S. Senate that

was similar to the G.A.R.'s and called for relocating Grant's remalns
to Washington. It actually passed.l6 Now the resolution had only

to go before the House of Representatives. The Executive Cannitfee
could only agree, therefore, to give the architects until September 1,
to submit their designs.l7 The Associétion was under pressure and had
to demonstrate to the public t-hat it was vigorously fulfilling its

cbligations.

The finished draw.ings were packed in boxes "as tall as a man" and when
they were turned in on Séptenber 1, virtually filled the Association's
offices on the fifth floor of 146 Bl:woadway.18 After an initial review,
one by one the architects were called in by the Executivé Committee

to explain their proposals in greater detail.l? sare members seem

to have retained a bit of pessimism concerning the enterprise to

the very end. Collis, Chairman of the Committee, informed the

New York Times that if none of the five des:.gns were judged
satisfactory, the Association was prepared to choose. one of the designs
- from the first competition for execution. "He seemed to think that

in any case same design would now be selected.?0" Apparently Collis
v)as quite eager to let the public in general and Congress in particular
know that the Association was determined to act.
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Happily, we know qtute a bit about all of the designs submitted in
‘the second competition. Reproductions of all the elevations
survived as well as some sections and plans.2l The architects'
written proposals have also survived eit.hér in typeécripts or the
published accounts of the contest.22 The Assot:iati.on had, of course,
publically called for a memorial hall to be included in the monument's
'design.23 But other features appeared in all five designs as well,
indicating that further specifications were prabably given to the
architects and which are now lost. For instance, each of the
proposals included provisions for observatories and exhibition

space for trophies. All of the designs were also in a classical
style as opposed to the mind boggling diversity that characterized
the entries in the first competition. And all five of the arqhitects
. were apparently instructed to make prov‘isionS for erécting the

Grant Monurent in stages.24

The Times reported that of the five designs, one would cost $400,000,
three $500,000 (as requested) and one $800,000. . Unfortunately which
was which was not mentioned.2> It would seem that Charles Clinton's
simple design would have been least costly while the opposite

would have been true of Carrere and Hasting's elaborate arrangement.
Critical reaction to the five designs was quite varied after they were

made public.

In the words of Napoleon LeBrun, his design was "a spacious dame-covered

mausoleum. . .entered through a lofty triumphal arch (Fig. 57). The
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112'x102' plan was “arranged. . .somewhat like the Pantheon of ancient
Rome." An interior rotunda measured 65' in diameter and its dame
rose 100' in height. The dome was to be constructed of concrete,
just like the Pantheon's,26 and its exterior was to be sheathed
with gilded bronze scales. An exterior cbservation gallery was
planned at the base of the dome, and at the very top of the 166’
high monument there was to be "a statue of VJ.ctozy.. .with standard
“and upllfted sword and hranch of laurel, typical of war and peace."
A critic writing for the Nation liked LeBrun's design the best,?’
but a reporter for the Herald called it "better in proportions

than in detail.28"

The most elaborate of the designs was submitted by the firm of
Carrere and Hastings (Fig. 58). In a clear demonstration of their
Ecole des Beaux-Arts training, they asserted in their written
proposal for the monument that:
From an artistic point of view, the most interesting solution
of any architectural praoblem, is to express outwardly the
interior plan, so that the problem and its solution shall
be as clearly revealed by the exterior grouping as by the
interior disposition of the building - that is, each part
of the interior, should be motivated clearly, and in the
most honest and natural way, in the exterior effect.
At the center of their design was a small version of the Pantheon, which
‘was to serve as the memorial hall. This was flanked by two small
towers similar to the ones Bernini added to the ancient structure in

the 17th century and which were subsequently pulled down. In back of
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this the architectsplaced a lofty tower that resembled the campanile
in the Piazza San Marco in Venice. This was to rise directly cver
Grant's sarcophagus, thus marking the spot for people to see from
miies. aromnd. Finally, the entire affair was to be approached through
the arms of an enormous semicircular cblonnade adorned w:n.th “decorative
charts and inscriptions" relating to the Civil War, as well as

allegorical statues and enblems of "Liberty," "Justiqe" and "Peace."

The New York World referred to this proposal as "in many respects
- the most striking" of those subutlitted.zg The New York Daily Commercial

Advertiser confirmed this opinion by stating that "public taste
would have been...satisfied if Messers. Carrere and Hasting's design
had been accepted.30" pBut the Nation in a more scber account noted
"it cannot be believed that the effect would be altogether happy.3l"
The ensemble was far too complicated.

"The design by architect John Ord had the sad distinction qf being
the lgast interesting of the five (Fig. 59). Its plan was in the
form of a Greek cross with overall exterior dimensions of 126'x145'.
Inside, its central dome was to have risen 152' above a sunken crypt,
designed with the example of Ies Invalides in mind. The exterior
was to have been of wﬁite marble with gilded domes, and a sté.tue

of Victory was to surmount the 201' high structure. Elevators were
to have led to cbservatory baicénies. The kindest of Ord's critics
sinply cbserved "the memorial hall is not well planned.32" Others
referred Eo the design as "not fortunate in detail or proportion, 33w

and "very ugly.34"
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 Charles Clintan, later a partner in the well known £irm of Clinton
and Russell, submitted a circular design vbecause "it is the hiéﬁorical
form for tombs (Fig. 60)." Actually his monument resembled structures
such as the Temple of the Vestal Virgins in Rome more than any ancient
tmb. It was to have been built on a 160' square, 17' high platform,
and would have contained a crypt, alargerottmdaandammrlal hall
) above the rotunda. Clinton placed a lantern which would be used as
an observatory, above the main portlon of the building, and on top

of this a statue of either Colunbla or V:Lctory would have stood

over the largest electric light in Amerlca.35 The Da;.ly Cammercial

Advertiser commented that Clinton's design was "not very attractive,
and save for the...monumental rotunda would not deserve mention at
all.%" The Nation hit the nail on the head when it said "the whole
structure seems much smaller than it really is." It "appears to the
eye as a slight and delicate garden pavilion,37" even though its

proportions were gigantic.

The winning design was submitted by John H. Duncan, and it will be
discussed in detail in the following chaptér. The selection was made
by the Executive Cammittee at a meeting held on September 9th, at
240 Fifth Avenue, the home of Col. Knox. The news was published in
the evening papers for that day and was carr:.ed in the morning papers
on the 10th.3% John Ord was the first of the architects to hear the

news and he hurried over to Duncan's office to let him know. One by



one the others then dropped by to offer their congratulations.3?

On September 11, the Executive Camittee made a report to the full

board of The Grant Monument Association. It read:
The results of (the architects') labors is now before you,
and your committee takes pleasure in stating that the
admirable work produced by all of them is the best
assurance that their selection was judicious: in fact each
of the designs found advocates among the members of your
camittee. The preference, however, was largely in favor

of Mr. John H. Duncan, and your committee now unanimously
recamend the adoption of his design.40

The report was so adopted and the next day Richard T. Greener
mailed Duncan an official letter announcing his selection as |
architect of The Grant Monument Association.! Greener also
ordered checks in thé amount of $500 drawn for each of the five
ccnpetitbrs, a decision apparently having been made to reward

the winner as well as the losers.%? By then, the architects'
drawings were already on display for thé_ édification of the public
at the galleries of Ortgies and Co., 366 Fifth avenue. 43 1t
probably seemed unbelievable to a great many people. But at long
last, over five years after General Grant's death, a design had

been accepted for his final resting place.



CHAPTER VIII - JOHN HEMENWAY DUNCAN
WINNER O THE COMMISSION

Relatively little is known about John Hemerway Duncan (Fig. 61).
Even his middle name is usually incarrectly cited as "Hemingway.l"
He was born in New Orleans on January 22, 1854, to John H. Duncan
andMaryHexmngway His fatherwasanativeof Scotland and

his mother came from New York State.2 Just before the outbreak

of the Civil War the family moved to Binghamton, New York, where
Mcm appears to have spent t!efest of his youth.3 He once to_ld
a reporter that he studied architecture at Cornell University, which
was close by his home.4 A check of the records at that institution
failed to turn up any reference to Duncan. But he may have attended

courses there without officially negistering.s.

Duncan first appears in Trows New York City Directory for the year

1879-1880. He listed himself as an "architect", though he had no
office address. He disappeared for several years and was then back
'in New York in 1883-1884, when he was listed as having an office at

19 Park Place. He is said to have been associated with the well known
architect James E. Ware,® who was also listed as haviné an office at
19 park Place in‘ 1883-1884.. This would seem to indicate that the
younger manb was working in his shop. Duncan appears. to have left

New York again in 1884, and when he returned the next year he took

an office at 237 Broadway, right next to the building where Ware had
recent;.ly relocated his offices at 239 Broadway. Thereafter,

‘Duncan was to continue his career in New York without
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interruption for decades.7
James E. Ware generélly designed buildings in the modern Romanesque
style that H.H. Richardson had made popular in the late 1870s and

8 His principal'remairﬁ.ng work in New York, the 1885

early 1880s.
Osborne apartment bui;!.ding at 57th Street and 7th Avenue, is fair
testimony to his styiistic preferences. Duncan followed in Ware's
footsteps in his earliest buildings. Though referred to as having
been proficient in the "eccliastical branch" of architecture,? no
works by him in this genre have came to liéht. His first 'major
commission was for what was variously called the 'Washlngton
Monument at Newburch," the "Newburgh Monument” and the "Tower of
Victory." It was intended to celebrate the 1883 centennial of the

end of the Revoluticnary War.10

Working under Maurice J. Power who was the general contractor for -
the job, Duncan designed a 53' high structure with a ground plan

measuring 37 x 32'. His drawings were accepted in mid 1886 and by
early 1888 the building was completed. Sculptural ornamentation .-

was provided by William R. 0'Donovan. 11

The Tower of Victory (Fig. 62), as it is called today, was built of
rough cut Albany limestone and white Indiana sandstone. . Its

heavy walls, massive arched openings and steep tiled roof set it
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provided under the roof, which was supported by i3 "colums,"

or piers, 'synbolizing the 13 original colonies. The simple slit-like
openings created by these piers enhanced the Richardsonian

lock. Duncan's design was heavily lampooned in same quarters,
prcbably because the Richardscnian vocabulary was still relatively
new and the general public was as yet unaccustamed to it. One
critic referred to it as appealing to "devotees of modern art"

. while dismissing it as a "three-story smoke house.l2" another

called it "unsightly,13" and Harper's Weekly thought the building

suggested "nothing so mxh as an incomplete windmill.l4" The design
did, however, have its admirers. One James A. Macleod copied it

in virtually all its details and in 1887 submitted it in a New York
Architectural League competition for a "Memorial Clock and Bell-Tower

on a Village Green (Fig. 63)." MacLeod won the first prize gold medal.l5

Duncan became a member of the Architectural League in 1887 and began

to show designs for both buildings and interiors the following year,l6
and he continued to do interior decorating for the rest of his career.l?
His drawing for a wood frame "Row of New York Houses" published in the _
League's Catalogue for i887-1888 again emphasizes his interest in

the prevailing picturesque architecture of the era (Fig. 64). In this
case Shaw's Queen-Ann style influenced the architect as much as

Richardson's Romanesque.
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In 1888, Duncan entered two major campetitions, both of whlch he
‘was ultimately to win. The first was for a Soldiers' and Sailors'
Monument for the main entrance to Brooklyn’é Prospect Park. Some
36 architects submitted designs for the project in 1888. Professor
William R. Ware and D.T. (?) Atwood sexved‘as judges, and their
decision was announced in August 1889. Duncan was handed the
camission plus a $1,000 prize. He brought his old friend sculptor
‘William R. O'Donovan into the project with him as_» well as

Thomas Eakins.l18 | |

For this important comnission - in a move that was to have implications
for all his future work - Duncan abandoned his predeliéticn for
Romanesque and Queen Ann architecture, and instead designed a classical
monunent in the form of a Roman triumphal arch (Fig. 65). In the

. early months of 1889, Standord White had also designed a triumphal |
arch to celebrate the Centennial of Washingtdn's inauguration on

April 30th. It was, however, far more modest than ﬁmcan's and was
intended to be ohly a temporary fix*t:urwe-.l9 This later gave way to the
permanent arch in Washington Square, and a host of temporary triumphal
arches that were erected in New York in honor of Coixm\bus, Dewey and
others around the turn of the century. Since it was designed and
exhibited in 1888,20 Duncan's arch may with some justification be

viewed as the father of all the rest.
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The other competition Duncan entered in 1888 was for the Grant
Momment. He was cne of the 65 cantestants in what turned out

to be the fiasco of the first campetition. Unlike his early

projects, he had a partner in this one - a man probably named
Jonathan Harder, about wham nothing is known.?! Duncan probably
discussed his proposel with Richard T. Greener in the fall of 1888,
for he was given a letter of introduction to the latter from the
office of Maurice J. Power in October.?? The design Duncan submitted
was undoubtedly thought well of since it was one of fourteen published
in the Boston Daily Glcbe in May 1889 (Fig. 66).23

The illustration was a poor one and failed to show the entire building.
But it gave same idea of Duncan's conception. He stated:
The abject of this design has been to produce a

monumental structure that should be unmistakenly
a tomb of military character.

The Boston Daily Globe thought it resembled the tamb of Napoleon

(Fig. 67); and if a comparison is made between the dames of the two
the analogy is readily seen. There are no other apparent similarities.
Duncan's camplex scheme included four subsidiary domes, logias,
ambulatories, an exadra and an equestrian statue of Grant in front

of the building set on a 70' high pedestal. The structure's overall
height was 150' and the faeade'was to be 128' wide. Inside a rotunda
dome was to rise 100' above the main floor.24 A number of these

details - dimensions, the placement of statuary, etc. - were to recur
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~ in Duncan's second design for the Grant Monument. He estimated
that the entire project could cost anywhere from $496,095 to
$904,095.50, depending on how much sculpture and other detailing
was desired. |

An interesting question is why Duncan was invited o participate

in the second and more exclusive caompetition for the Grant Monument.
Although his Tover of Victory and Soldiers ' and Sailors' Arch were

| sul;stantial accarplishments, he was not ,réally an "establishment"
figure in the same league with Napolean LeBrun, Charles Clinton

and Carrere and Hastings (why John Ord was included in the campetition
is another mystery). In fact, after Duncan was awarded ‘the camission
for the monument, "some" of his fellow campetitors snidely remafked
"that if a Board of expert architects had made the selection

Mr. Duncan v;ouldn't have been in (the campetition) .25

There were piobably a number of factors which led to his having -

been invited. His design for the first cc:rpetition may have
especially impréssed some members of the Association. His old |
mentor James E. Ware was Secretary of the original Board of Experts
that judged the campetition, and William R. Ware, who handed him first
prize in the Soldiers' and Sailors' Arch contest was on the Board.as
well, Eitﬁer one, or both, of these gentlemeﬁ may have recommended

Duncan'é inclusioh in the secand campetition. In addition, there is
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no way to determine what other pe.rsonal influence Duncan may

have brought to bear on the situation. Perhaps his old patron
Maurice J. Power pramoted him. Fmﬂienmre; Duncan's wife was
the former Dora Livingston.26 If she was ane of the Livingstons
of New York, such a connection could have only helped her husband

in any endeavor.

~ Duncan's winning design (Fiés. 68 and 69) was far more polished
than the one he submitted in the first carpetition.2’ The granite
structure had a ground plan of 100 square feet and was 160 feet hJ.gh
Tts massive block-like lower section was surmounted by a great drum
adorned with an ionic colonnade and this in turn was crowned by a
stepped pyramid. A semi-circular apse, also topped by a stepped
pyramid, projected fram the north wall. A great flight of steps
with two‘larxl'i.ngs led up to a portico on the south facade. The
portico was supported by succeeding rows of four, six and four doric
colums. In terms of its general characteristics, Duncan wanted the
tamb to avoid any "resemblance of a Habitable Dwelling." Among
other things this meant:

All openings for light and ventilation are either per-

forations of the stonework or filled with metal grills,

protected carefully from the elements, and .provided with

suitable arrangements for drainage for any water which

might drift in; all glass being avoided.
This philosophy also determined the nature of the one entranceway which
lay beyond the portico. It was made up of three gigantic openings
pierced through the stn:cturé's massive walls. Bronze gates alone

guarded the passages.
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The exterior was intended to be richly ornamented (Fig. 170). Doric
piérs correspondmg in height to the portico colums were placed at
the four corners of the structure. Between them stretched rows of
doric pilasters and attached colums on the east, west and north
facades. Window openings were pierced between the attached

colums. Decorative moldings featuring Greek fret, anthemion leaf
and other motifs were everywhere - on capitals, below windows, etc.
The first of several cornices was supported by the colums, pilasters,
and piers and was made up of the ams of the various states set
between 1:.1:':'.glyphs.28 The next cornice, at the top of the structure's
block-like base, was adorned with more shields and éagles, and an
upper molding of lions' heads flanked by egg and darts motifs. Jusf;.
below the ionic colonnade in the drum Duncan placed a frieze of bull
skulls and swags. Yet another heavy cornice topped by large and small
anthemion leaves crowned the colonnade. And finally the base of the
stepped pyramid was decorated by medallions containing the names of

famous Civil War battles and flanked by fasces.

Elaborate sculptural decoration was everywhere, although Duncan
indicated the drawings weré onlf meant to suggest the "points wefe
.the edifice would best receive statuary and embellishments." 2An
equestrian statue of Grant was placed in the middle of the second
.flight of front steps; Also equéstrian figures of "the cammanders

of -the four branches of the army under General Grant" were placed over the



p. 80

four most southerly colums of the main facade. Room was provided
for "full relief panels" featuring Grant's Major Generals on the

east and west faca.des’.29

Unidentified figures were set to either
side of, and above, an inscription-bearing plaque ocn the south

facade. Tripods appeared at the four corners of the main parapet,
and a éreat quadriga surmounted the pyramid. To the rear a figure

of mourning facing north was placed on top of the apse.

The Vinteriovr of the building was basically arranged in the form -
of a modified greek cross with enormous coffered vaults over each
of its amms (Fig. 71). Galleries spanned the arms on three sides,
andttbse to the east and west were sxpportedbypairédcolmms.

A large central space was left free for meetings of patriotic

and civic _groups.3°- Directly ahead as one entered was a slightly
raised platform, or "rostrum,” that overlocked ;:1 sunken crypt
where Grant's sarcophagus was to lay. This latter feature was
clearly derived from the desigﬁ of Ies Invalides (Fig. 72), and
Duncan acknowledged the influence stating:

I cannot see how that can be avoided (it certainly cannot
be improved upon).

Above the "Memorial Hall" pendentives supported a drum containing

yet another gallery which was reached by staircases in the southwest
and the southeast piers. Outside windows were on one side of the
gallery and on the other thirteen openiﬁgs camunicated with the rotunda

area. As in the case of the thirteen openings in the belvedere of
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of the Tower of Victory, they represented the thirteen original
colcnies. Above the openmgs were placed another set of windows
at the base of a high coffered dome.

Duncan placed a "Guardian figure" in the crypt and intended same
form of "mosaic" decoration for the area as well, probably
classical friezes as indicated in his section. He thought

the pendentives were "capable of the highest ormamentation w1th
figure subjects formed from Marble Mosaic,” and suggested they
feature Grant's "special victoriee...in the War of Union." l?.mcan's
drawing represented these in the form of allegorical victories
sounding trumpets. The panels above the thlrteen openings in

the upper gallery were reserved for the shields of the 13 orlgmal
colonies. A continuous band of stars and then another of wreaths
were set above them. Other than these features, the interior of
the structure.was ornamented with the same elaborate moldings the

architect had earmarked for the exterior.

One feature of Duncan's proposal that was particularly attractive
to the members of the Grant Momument Association was his provision
for building the monument in stages:3l

Appreciating the situation of the camittee I have made a
special study of my general scheme with reference to such
portion of the Mausoleum proper as could be built camplete
in itself for the amount of money which the committee have
now in hand. This I have sketched separately and have
cbtained estimates which are sufficiently approximative,

to warrant me in saying it could be built within a year -
or eighteen months camplete for $150,000 to $160,000.
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The first stage of construction would include only the north

piers and crypt portion of the building (Figs. 73 and 74). Although
in the front elevation this ensenble appears to be no more than a
small pavilion, it mgst be remembered that the structure would still
have been 100 feet wide and about 50 feet tall. All of the other
architects had presumably been instructed to suhm.t contingent
plans similar to Duncan's bﬁ,t none of them seemed to take the

request seriously.

Duncan also paid close attention to the area surroundmg the building
(Fig. 75). He followed the 1885 suggestion of Vaux and Parsons and
separated the tamb grounds from the rest of Riverside Park with a
new road cut. He also sited the building so that it was "not exactly
on a line with a river front." Instead he faced it squarely south
towards 72nd Street and Riverside Drive, the pbint,fran which "the
majority of Tourists and Visitors" would be expected to approach it.
From 72nd Street its pyramid would be visible, then gradually the
lower portion would came into view as people moved north on Rive.rside
Drive until the entire building would revealed to. them at around

110th Street.

One of the most impressive features of Duncan's overall proposal
was for a grandiose approach to the tomb which was intended to sweep
up the bank of the Hudson River. It was adornmed with a triumphal

arch and was to include a landing for excursion boats and a stop
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o the Hudson River Railroad line.32 The approach was meant to be
functional as well as ornamental. Duncan worried that the
pecularities of the soil and rock fomdatiohs on Riverside Drive
might not support the weight of the massive tamb he designed.
Therefore, he reasoned that the river approach might serve "as

an additional precaution against the possibility of a landslide

by shoring up the steep bank. 33

As in the case of his four carpetitbrs’.proposals,t reaction to
Duncan's design was mixed. The New Yark Herald poked fun at what
it called the "squat, ugly stepped pyramid" or "candle extinguisher”
the architect had placed at the sumit of the building.34 The

Nation referred to the general conception as "not fortunate:"
Grace, indeed ,a:xihanmnyofpartsarenoti:obe
found in the exgerior, which it would niot be unfair
to call clumsy. on ,

The Cammercial Daily Advertiser agreed calling the tamb "boxy"

and again drawing attention to the pyramid:
Whatever Greek precedent the architect may have found
for the flight of steps on_the roof of the tamb, its
impression is not classic.3

Warm support, however, came fram the American Architect and Building

News, which declared:

- On the whole, most people will probably agree with
the judges in giving the first place to Mr. Duncan's )
design, which... (is) beautifully proporticned.. .splendidly
rendered, and masterful to a degree that none of the others,
unless, perhaps, Mr. Clinton's, approach.37
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An editorial in the New York Times concurred:

The superiority of the accepted design to the...others...

- is that it has been more successfully studied with
reference to the site, that it provides with equal
care and success for several points of view of almost
equal importance, and that its architectural character
is one of greater severity, greater massiveness, and
greater dignity. It has the further advantage over
these that it recalls less strongly any building already
extant. So far as novelty is a merit, this design has
it in a greater degree than any of the others that were
conceived in the same general spirit.38 '

The sources of Duncan's design can be:ide'ntified today.  But

they were not all clear to the majority of the architect's
contemporaries - with the exception to the architect's acknowledged
reference to Napoleon's cxypt.39 The New York Times declared

there were "no precedents, exact or approximate" for the architect's
design.‘m Duncan's anly known statement on the subject served to
foster that perception: '

My idea was to follow the old Greek style, or in certain

parts the old Roman. In reproduction, many alteraticns

have taken place in these old-buildings, but the crude

idea was evoked from the Ancient Greek and Roman. So far

as I know, there is no counterpart or even a shadowy

resenblance to the tonb in any modern tonb.41
Scme people disagreed. An anonymous letter was sent to the

American Architect and Building News in protest after Duncan's

design was selected charging that it had "all of the essential
features of interior and exterior, and is similar in‘ many ways,
to the" design of Julius Schweinfurth which had been submitted

in the first competition. In what was cbviously intended to be
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a slap at Duncan, -the magazine published Schweinfurth's design along
with Duncan's to show theu: simila.r’:ity.42 Both échf;einfurth's
design (Fig. 16) and George B. .Keller's Garfield Mausoleum which
proceeded it (Fig. 17) may have influenced the architect in a
general way. But certainly no more than remns&uctions of
Hadrian's Tomb such as\ the one Luigi Canina offered ca. 1842 (Fig. 76).
The 'Nation, as a matter of fact, suggested that Duncan's design
resembled a "tawb of the Rcman Imperial epoch such as...that of
Caecilia Matella or the great Mausoleum of Hadrian.43" Another -
anonymous> - irchitect who entered the firsf campetition for the
Grant Monument also designed a building similar to those ofb
Schweinfurth and Keller. It was even closer to Duncan's design
than either of their's in that it was gzrely classical and had no

heavy Romanesque overtones (Fig. 77.) .

What may have been an even more important: contemporary inspiration
for Duncan is knownvonly by description today. 1In 1887, the

New York Tribune mentioned a photograph which had arrived in the

United States from the well-known sculptor William Wetmore Story,
who was living in Rome. It depicted a model Story had made for

the Grant Monument, which had a square base below "a massive circular
Atower. . .surmounted by Ia colonade above v@ich rise stepé (aé in the

_ Mausoleum of Mausolas), crowned by an equestrian figure of Grant.44"
This photograph was on display at the Banking house of Drexel 'I.vbrgan

and Cdnpany in New York in June 1888.45
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The Tamb of Mausolus at Halicarnassus unquestionably influenced
John Duncan and was the source of the stepped pyramid which so

baffled his contemporaries. The New York Herald thought the

pyramid had been "suggested by the base of the Pantheon dome, 46"
while no one else was willing to venture a quess as to just what
its precedents were. Mausolus was Tetrarch of Caria and died in
353 B.C. His tamb was worked on by a number of famous architects
. and sculptors and when campleted was declared one of the Seven
Wonders of the Ancient World. Its generél dés_ign so influenced
the Romans, that they coined the word "mausoleum” as a g;ane.ric' v
term for "tomb." The Mausoleum at Halicarnassus, in fact, served
as the inspiration for the tambs of 'i:oth Cacelia Matella

and Hadrian, which The Nation singled out as possible models for

Duncan's Grant Monument.4’

The Tomb of Mausolus was destroyed in the Middle Ages,48 and as a
result the question of exactly what it looked like intrigued generations
of historians and architects. Beginning in the Renaissance Period

and continuing eveh into the present century, dozens of suggested
reconstructions of the building have been advanced based on Pliny's
description of it and - after excavations of the mid nineteenth

century - some fragments of the tomb and its sculpture that are now

in the B;'itish Museum. Almost everyone acknowledged that the building

was rectangular, had a roof with 24 steps and was crowned by a quadriga.
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But agreement stopped there. The height of its Ease, whether
its 36 ionic colums were arranged in a single or double row ‘
and the amount and placement of its statuary were ail subject
to question.

The differences between two of the reconstructions offered in the
late 18th and mid 19th centuries respectively (Figs. 78 and 79) will
suffice to show the diversity of opinion on the, subject. A third
example (E-‘ig.v 80) is of interest not oniy as another illustration
of the variety of possible solutions to the puzzle, but as the
clear source of the design George Matthias submitted in the first
competition for the Grant Monument (Fig. 46). '

Duncan's design for the Grant Monument appears to have been
influenced by still another reconstruction of the Tamb of

Mausolus by the architect Bernier, a Prix de Rome winner of

the Fcble de Beaux-Arts. His deslgn was a fourth year envois

_and arrived in Paris in 1877 (Figs. 81 and 82).4% fThe upper portion
of Duncan's Grant Monument is a virtual reproduction of Bernier's
design, although the one had a circular plan and the other a square
one (Fig. 83). The French architect's high base is thére, his iohic
colonade and more importantly, both architects carried the wall behind
the colonade up behind and above .the cornice line to servé as a

recessed base for the stepped roof. None of the other reconstructions
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of the Tomb of Mausolus have this feature. Instead, their roofs

rise directly from the cornice.

The question, of course, arises as to how Duncan became familiar

with Bernier's design. It was not published until at least 1892,350

and there is no evidence that Duncan spent any time at the

Ecole desBeaux-Arts in Paris where he would have had the opportunity

to view it first hand.>l However, Duncan may very well have seen

copiéé of Bernier's drawings in New York. Armng the drawings |

of Henry O. Avery, for instance, (1/31/52 - 4/30/90) are a section
(Fig. 84) and plan dated "March - April 1878," which he drew while

a student at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts (1872-1879). His drawings

. are clearly adaptations of Bernier's reconstruction, although Avery
chose a rectangular as opposed to square plan and made other minor

changes. Avery's interest in the Tamb at Halicarnassus is further

evidenced by' his having taken detailed notes fraom C.T. Newton's and ‘

R.P. Pullan's A History of Discoveries at Halicarnassus, Cnidus and

‘Branchidae (London 1862, 2 vols) during his stay in Paris.52

Although Duncan may have seen copies of the Bernier drawings made
by someone else, the Avery connections seems the most likely. The
two New York architects must have known each other. | They were

approximately the same age and Avery was one of the founders of the
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New York Architectural League,53 which Duncan joined in 1887.
Avery was also the author of a drawing that may have served as

an intermediary between Bernier's enwvois and Duncan's Grant
Momument (Fig. 85). Though undated, Avery labeled it "for
Grant's Tomb." His penciied notations also J.nd.lcated the structure
was to have had a 100' square base and rise 153' in height.
Duncan's building, _it will be renéxbered, also had a 100' square
base and was only 7' higher. | What is even more significant is
that Avery anticipatéd Duncan :by réndering the -_colonade in the
round. So too he applied medallions onto the drum just below the
stepped roof, as Duncan was to do. In yet another, more quixotic,
drawing for the Grant Monument, Avery also antiéipateé Duncan by‘

including a river approach in his design (Fig. 86).54

Avery died in April 1890, so all of his studies predate the

’ ccmpletibn of Duncan's winning design. But if Avery was so very
interested in the Grant Monument competition, why, it might be
asked, did he bother to show a potential ri@ in his designs?
The answer may lie in the fact that he considered his original
scheme for the mmlmént to be the best. It was first published

in the American Architect and Building News in 1885, and he worked

up a variation of it for the first campetition (Fig. 87). This may
have rendered his other ideas of only secondary importance and thus

he may have felt free to show them to his friends. He certainly seems
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project since he appears to have assisted Richard T. Greener in
various matters, possibly even reviewing the terms of the first
competition, 52 |

Thus far a number of sources have been identified for Duncan's
general conception and the specific motif of the uppér portion
of his design. One last crucial influence must be mentioned, anc’t
 that is the Ecole des Beaux-Arts. Although in all probability

" Duncan did not attend the Ecole, his Grant Monument was indebted
to it in everyway, aside from its apparent direct or mdlrect

reliance on Berru.er In a rather critical review La Construction

Moderne noted that Duncan's design resembled the "Pantheon" students
of the Ecole had been required to produce as an exercise for
generations.s6 This was not an off hand renarkb. A proj.ect similar
to a "Pantheon," this time for a "Necropole" wés actually the subject
of the Prix de Rome competition at thé Ecole des Beaux-Arts in

1883. The rules ca;Lled for an ensemble of structures to be erected
on top of a mountain. One especially large and imposing building
was to be located at the center of the camplex to house the tomb

of the most important man in the "Necropole.57" The design by

the second prize winner in this competition, Quatresons, bears

a £amilial relationship to Duncan's Grant Momment (Figs. 88 and 89).
Inside, thé use of large barrel vaults, galleries in the drum of the
dome, a row of attic windows above the galleries and a decorative

band of stars alJ‘. recur in Duncan's design.



In the year that the Grant Monument was completed, the Ecole

held a projects rendus for "Un Pantheon.38" It was to have a
great hall, a r;'rypt, a vestibule, in short, many of the features
included in Duhcan's design. There was even provision for what‘

" would have corresponded to Duncan's rostrum. 59 fThe drawings
submitted by the architéct Blot very much resembled Duncan's

Grant Monument, especially J_n plan ( Figs. 90 and 91). It is
quite likely, then, that Duncan had closely studied a nunber of
the Ecole des Beaux—Art’g.' catpetipions'béfdré' campleting his

' desigﬁ for the Grant 'M:mineﬁt. He studied them so well and
incorporated so many of their general details in his scheme,

~ that the later drawings by Blot independently reflecteci similar
solutions to a similar problem. In general concept as well

as in many of its details Duncan's design might very well have
‘been the production of a Beaux-Arts student. "The only difference
is that he must héve incorporated so many of their general details
in his scheme, that the later draWings by Blot independently reflected
similar solutions to a similar problem. In general concept as
well as in many of its details Duncan's degign might very well have
been tﬁe production of a Beaux-Arts stﬁdent. The only difference
is that he must have obtained his knowledge of the school and its
methods second hand fram practicing ax_‘chiﬁects and professors who
studied there and from the journals that published the work of its

students.



CHAPTER IX - THE EARLY PHASE OF CONSTRUCTICON AND
THE COMPLETION CF THE BUILDING FUND

Even though a design for the tonb and an architect had been
sele;:téd, The Grant Monument Association still faced major .
opposition in Washington. In October 1890 Senator Hale introduced
a joint resolﬁtion in Congress calling for the construction of a
military and naval museum camplex in the capitol would include
the tawbs of Grant and other important i@ﬁdmls.l Although
nothing ever came of ttﬁ.s measure, Senator Plunb's eai'lier resolution
calling for t.he relocation of Grant's remains to Washingtc'm. was still
very much alive. Plunb and his aliies had been encouraged in August
by a remark U.S. Grant, Jr., had made which seemed to support their
cause.? Their resolution had passed the Senéte in that month and
it finally made it to the floor of the House on December 9, 1890, where
it was vigorously debated. New York méreselutative Quinn led the |
opposition to the measure by charging:

The parties...who are really desirous for the removal are

a few people who own real estate in or around Washington...

There is not a particle of respect for the memory of General

Grant. ’
He thus turned the tables on earlier critics who had accused New Yorkers
of wanting Grant's remains in their city to bolster real estate values.
Representative Flower of New York sarcastically recommended that
Congress not stop at Grant, and that it bring the bodies of the nation's
other generals and ex-presidents to Waslﬁncjton as well. Representative

Raines of New York demanded Congress permit Grant's "remains to repose

in the spot his family have chosen," and finally Representative Cummings
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of New York exclaimed, "Grant said 'Let us have peace.' I say

'Iet him have rest.'"

On the other side of the issue Representative O'Neill of Pennyslvania
claimed that newspapers all over the country and even those outside
of New York City in the State of New York were in favor of ré:rovi.ng
Grant's body to Washington. His colleague Cutcheon of Michigan

asserted that the New York site was unfit for the general since right

near it was "a roadside imn, erected and kept, as I wais informed for

the benefit of the sporting commmity, with its horse sheds and other
surroundings..." In the end, when the vcte was called, 93 went an
record for the removal of the body, but 153 voted against the
resolution and there were 85 abstentions. The measure was finally

and soundly defeated. 3

Even before the matter of the Plumb resoluticn was finally resolved

~the Association proceeded with its plans to construct the Grant

Monument. In Octdber it signed a contract with Duncan‘,4 and then
turned to the matter of exactly where the permanent monument would be

located. Days after Grant's death both the New York Times and the

Tribune had recommended that it be built on the site of Clarem::»nt.5

At about the same time Calvert Vaux, Landscape Architect for the

Department of Parks, and S. Parsons, Superintendent of Parks, expressed
the opinion that the site of the temporary vault was the best in the

area and that it would make sense to erect the permanent monument there.
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In what was probably a response to Frederick Law Olmstead's
suggestion that there might be same conflict between the tonb and
the surrounding p::lrk,6 it will be recalléd Vaux and Parsons recommended
sepa;rating the tomb grounds fram the park proper by cutti_né a new
road through the area. A bridge such as the cnes separating pedestrian
and vehicular traffic in Central Park could then be constructed from
the westemn portion of Riverside Park across to the little island

for the use of visitors to the talb.7

Folldwincj Vaux's and Parson's s_ugge.étion, the menbers of the Association
had always assumed the permanent tomb would be built o or near the
location of the temporary vault. Thus when Generél Collis, Chairman

of the Executive Cammittee, met with the Carﬁdssicxxers of Parks in
early October 1890 to officially settle the matter, he was surprised

to learn that everyone was not necessarily in agreement on the

subject. The Comissioners insisted on once again bringing up the
possibility of grecting the monument on the site of Claremont.

They also made it clear that they had no intenticn of building the
elaborate river approach to the tamb - a task Duncan had hoped they
would undertake. Among other reasons, they cited the architect's
$54,000 estimate ‘for the épproach as being ridiculously low and

that it would probably actually cost $250,000 to build. Finally, the
Cammissioners insiste_d’on assurances that .if thev were to permit
construction of the monument to beqin, it would be carried straight
throuch to camletion. After this meeting a shaken Collis remarked,

"I realize that the lot of ground which I s,uppoéed was dedicated to us v
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had a red tape fence all around it.8» -

The question of exactly where to locate the monument cantinued to
be a problem for months. Groundbreaking ceremonies were set for
2pril 27, 1891, the anniversary of Grant's birth, and as the date
approached the issue was still unresolved. The Department of Parks
ultimately gave permission for the ceremony to proceed even though
the site had not yet been selected and no pennit for construction
had been granted.?

The groundbreaking ceremony itself was a dramatic and emotional

event. The Grant Monument Association placed the Grand Army of

the Republic in charge of the affair, probably in the hope of

arousing the group's interest in the project. erles H. Freeman,

G.A.R. Comander for the State of New York made most of the arrangements.
Political rivalry came into play when Gov. David B. Hill and

Mayor Hugh J. Grant, both Democrats, refused to attend the event to

as not to pramote “the interests of Grant and the Republicans.10 But

the day was a success anyway. The chief participants met at the
Claremont Inn on the morning of the 27th. Then, in front of the
temporary vault units of the G.A.R. lined up and formed a square

around the spot where the groundbreaking was to take place. New

York City posts assenmbled on thé east and south sides of the con-
‘figuration. Brocklyn posts on the west, and Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Connecticut and all other visiting posts were on the north side.ll

As the crowd sang "America" to the accompaniment of a brass band, the
U.S.S. Yantic fired a twenty-one gun salute from the Hudson, and

Freeman drove into the ground a silver shovel inscribed with the
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principal events of Grant's career. The first clods of earth were
dumped into a specially painted and flower bedecked wheelbarrow.l2
Speeches were delivered fram a ten:poraxy grandstand nearby and the
principal orator was Genexél Horace Porter, who in a few short

" months was to assure leadership of The Grant Monument Association
(Fig. 92). At the conclusion of the ceremonies, 300 oxphéns fram
the Sheltering Amms Institution filed by the temporary vault and
cast down bouquets of forget-me-nots in tribute, while crowds
converged on the wheelbarrow to strip"iﬁ of its flowers and to

snatch up the earth it contained as souvenirs.l3

April turned out to be a particula.riy good month for .arc'hitect
John Duncan. NotonlywasmrkabouttocamenceohtheGrant
Monument, but he was awarded the one other important memorial
camission of his career - the Trenton Battle Monument (Fig. 93).

It was to be erected in honor of the Revoluticnary War battle wan
by Washingto.n, and efforts had been tmderwéy to have it built' since
1843. A campetition for the design was finally held in the early
part of 1891. Duncan was called in to act as judge and he ended up
walking away with the camnission himself. Duncan again availed
himself .of the services of William R. O'Donovan and Thomas Eakins

for sculptural ormamentation and the monument was campleted in 1898, 14

On May 4, 1891, the Building Cammittee of The Grant Momument Association
selected a contractor for laying the first portion of the tamb's

foundations. This was John T. Brady, who had once been a journeyman
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bricklayer before going on to establish a firm that specialized in
residential construction.l® Brady ended up receiving virtually all
" subsequent ccmtracts'f'or the construction of the tarb and remained
on the job until 1897. His bid of $18,875 won out over those subtﬁ.tted
by ten other contractors, whose quotes ran up as high as $32,637.

On June 10, 1891, the Association signed a formal contract with him.1®

Within a fgw days, a site was selected for the pexmanent monument
that was acceptable to everyone.l” It encompassed the spot where the
temporary vault was located as recammended by Vaux and Parsons. Thls
was the highest spot on Riverside Drive and it was. felt the tomb
would be most easily seen there fram all around.l® Back in February
Duncan had made a drawing showing the tamb on this general site

(Fig. 94), and in March he had had borings taken so he could calculate
the depth to which the foundations would have to be laid.1? The site
that was finally selected differed only slightly fram the cne plotted
on Duncan's February drawing (Fig. 95). The foundations for the
northern section of the tawb alone were to be laid under the terms

of the first contract, and these were so arranged that the temporary
vault stood directly south of whét would be the sunken crypt in the
finished monument. Once the foundations were completed, Duncan intended
to have the temporary vault moved an top of the. crypt foundations,

and then to continue building the tamb around the temporary vault.

It is not altogether certain whether the Association intended to

erect the apse portion of the structure first with the funds it had
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in hand, or if it intendedtoproceedwimtheconsfructimof
the entire monument in the hope of raising the necessary funds
| as the work proceeded. _InAall probability the menmbers themselves
weré undecided on this issue, as they were still debating it eight

months later.

Excavations began at the end of June and continued throughout the
sumer and fall (Figs. 96 and 97). A small wobd frame "cottage"
at the site had been built for the sale of photographs and other
souvenirs mllhylSSOhadtobencvedoutofthewayandtothe
south, 20 Duncan originally planned to dig down 20 feet below
grade, but for reasons of econamy the Association decided to limit
the depth of the foundations to 16 feet. Not satisfiea with this,
Duncan called in the engineer who orlgmally did the borings on
the site and had him submit a report recamerdmg the additicnal
depth._21 This was accepted. Over the course of the sumer, as
the excavations proceeded, Duncan worked on. a general set of
drawings for the entire tomb and he submitted them at the end of
July. According to him:

These drawings include the entire structure which is more

than I have been asked to make but it would be impossible

to obtain satisfactory results by studying in sections

and in case of delays or death, I wish to leave a record

of the entire scheme as project‘ed.22
What appears to be seven of these draw:mgs have survived.23 They
indicate that only months after submltt:mg his campetition drawings,
. Duncan had rethought some of the details of his design. The size of

the crypt opening in the apse was greatly reduced and its most
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southexnly paJ.r of colums eliminated. The czypt was thus placed
squarely beneath a barrel vault corresponding to those on the east
and west sides of the rotunda and which was not included in the
n.n:.tial campetition drawings. This alteration was an improvement
over the initial design. The "attic" row of windows above the
gallery in the dame was eliminated. On the exterior, Duncan
‘modified the stepped roof of the apse and replaced it with a
sloped roof instead. In between the attached colums on the apse
he indicated the placement of elaborate reliefs and inscriptions.

By late August the excavaticns for the northermn piers were campleted

and on the 27th Brady began to lay concrete in 1' thick, well

rammed layers. The work continued on a round-the-clock basis (lamps
were used at niéht) so that the various layers would all bond together
and constitute one solid mass. Iron beams were included at intervals

to further strengthen the piers. By early October all of the concrete
was laid and negotiations were going on to extend Brady's contract

to allow him to excavate and lay the foundations for the southern pier.24
Before he couid do so, the temporary vault had to be moved out of the

way.

Giant jackscrews and hydraulic pumps were used to slowly lift the
temporary vault up out of the ground, foundations and all. The entire
mass was then slid along over three huge greased beams until it was
set down on the exact spot where Grant's sarcophagus would one day

rest in the crypt. The entire process tock approximately one month
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since the vault had to be moved slowly to prevent it from breaking
apa:;t.zs One periodical remarked:
...with more sentimental people, this transfer of the tamb
would have been marked by some ceremony, but the New Yorkers
appear to have locked upon it simply as an engineering feat,
and no one but the workmen and a few reporters seem to have
witnessed it.26
One of the members of the Association's building committee suggested
that the move ought to have been recorded with photographs thét could
then be sold as souvenirs, the proceeds going to the bu:.ldmg fund. 27
But ﬂus does not seem to have been done as only one photograph of the

‘move exists (Fig. 98).28

By November, before the frost settled in, Brady was ablé to camplete
the work assigned to him under the extension he was granted to the
first contract. He campleted both the southwestern and southeastem
piers as well as the foundations for the steps in front of the tomb.
He was also commissioned to erect a set of wooden steps from the top
of the foundations to the doorway of the temporary vault, so that
the public would continue to pay its respects to' the General.29
In all it was estimated that 6751 cubic yards of concrete were poured

into the foundations and the total cost of work came to $47,286.80.30

In mid January 1892, the Association took bids on the first portion

of the superstructure of Grant's Tonb. 31 This was a granite base that
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was to rise from 6" above grade level to what was referred to

as the water table which was ten feet high. A month or so later,
a $17,000 contract for the work was let to Brady, who intended .
to cbtain the necessary stone from the Union Granite Company's
quarries in Friendship, Maine.32 . |

Although the Association was moving a:head w:':th the granite work
wp to the level of the water table, no decision had yet been

reached as to what would happen after that. Duncan was asked to
| submit detailed estimates on the cost of erecting the apse portion
of the tamb alone in early February,33 and he prepared new studies
of what that portion of the building would 1ock like if campleted
in advance of the rest of the structure (Figs. 99, 100 and 101).
As he then conceived it, the apse would have been much less
elaborate than it was in his caompetition design. The stepped pyramid
roof he originally pfoposed was dropped More significantly, he
tailored the desigh so that apse would be easily integrated into
the larger structure. The souﬂém facade was left bare of ornamen-
tation since it was only intended to be a temporary curtain wall
that would have to came down one day (Fig. 99). The side elevations
were arranged with a single colum and window opening so that these ‘
features would form the northem most bays in the overall east and west

facades once these were campleted (Fig. 100).

The principal reason for the Association's indecision on how to

proceed was due to the fact that it had still failed to substantially
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increase the size of the building fund. Harper's Weekly did

point out that the Association had raised far more money than

‘any other organization in the country that was planning on building
a monument to Grant.34 But this was small consolation. In March |
and April ‘1891 the Association had made a concerted effort to

cbtain $500,000 for Grant's Tomb from the state of New York. This
wastocaneoutofthemneythatﬂx_efederal government was
refunding to all the northern states as surplus tax monies from

‘the Civil War era The Association reasoned that at least a

portion of this money could appr‘opriately be applied to the
construction of Grant's .Tdtb. Unfortunately, the state legislature
did not see things that way and the money was denied the Association.3?

In addition to this, the Association had continued to resort to the

type of nickel and dime schemes for raising money that it had been

relying on since 1885. In return for a fee one campany was permitted

to print Duncan's design for the tomb on soap bar wrappers.36 A large
colored lithograph of the tamb was to be issed,37 and a musical production,
"Allegory of the War in Song," was staged at Madison Square Garden. 38

Clearly same new direction was needed, and a chain of. events'*that would
supply it was set in motion towards the middle of 1891. It was then that
a controversy arose over Richard T. Greener's salary. Up until the
Annual Meeting of 1887, he had been receiving $200 per month in return
for his services. Then he voluntarily reduced his salary in half in

;
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order to cut the office expenses of the Association.3? Now that

the organizatién was beginning to let contracts for the actual
construction of the Grant Monument, Greener felt the added workload
justified the restoration of his original salary. There were protests
both within the Association and from the public at large. Gen. Collis -
was particularly angry about the situation. At an Association meeting
in the beginning of Octaber, Collis had two of his friends elected

to the Board in the absence of the Assoc1at10n s President,

William R. Grace, who sided with Greener One of the new matbers was
Civil War General Horace Porter, who had delivered the principal
speech at the groundbreaking ceremony in April 1891, and been an
aide-de~camp to Grant (Figs. 102 and 103). The other was James C. Reed.
Their election had Richard T. Greener very much alarmed. Grace was
furious over the new developments since they gave the Republicans
avotingedgeovertheDermcratsontheBoardaindbecausehis
authority was being undermined by Collis. So he resigned from the
Association, leaving the group without a chief executive.40 Finally,
at the annual meeting on February 18, 1892, Horace Porter was selected
to be the Association's fifth president, succeeding Chester Arthur,

~ Sidney Dillon, Comeiius Vanderbilt II and William Grace. He held

the position for 27 y.ears.‘;_l Greener then "declined" to be reelected
Secretary and James C. Reed took his place.42 'I‘i'xere were more
resignations in the following days fram Hamilton Fish, Seth Low and

Governor Flower, but the Association was in new and capable hands.43

The ambitions of the news administration were revealed in the Annual
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Pepori for 1891/1892, which expressed the hope that the Grant
Monument could be completed in time for the opening of the
Cfolginbian’likposition in Chicago in 1892. Porter quitkly moved

to make the Association more efficient. He assured the public

that no officers would be paid salaries. He also removed the
Association's office from its old rented headquarters at 146 Broad-
way to the Mills Building at 15 Broad Street. Porter's own offices
were there and the owner D.O. Mills had agreed to give the Association
free of charge office #5 on the 9th floar that measured 15 x 30'.44
The public was generally pleased with the change. One ec_litoriai referred
to the old regime as "inefficient." "Its intentions were good, but

it was impractical and its results nil1.45" Bigger and better things

were now expected.

Porter began by making some structural changes in the organization.

He decided to increase the nutber of trustees from 33 to 100, in order

to infuse more new blood into the operation.46 He and his colleagues
even decided to rename the group "The Grant Tomb and Monument Association”
so as to underscore the organization's new life.47 Both of these
measures required action by the state legislature and. through a

slip up, the change of name failed to be included in a bill that was
introduced for the Association's benefit by State Senator McMahon.

So the bill pased without it and was signed into law on March 17, 1892.48
Porter and the others didn't feel it was worth initiating a separate

piece of legislation, so the organizations names was left as it was.
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In terms of fund raising, General Collis Trecamended that the
Assocji:atiOn opeén a finance bureau to raise the money necessary to
camplete the tomb.49 But porter's initial impulse was in another
éirection. He hoped to work with the Grand Amy of the Republic
and raise as much as $250,000 within the group He felt another
$100, 000 might then be obtained from the State of New York, and

there was always the Possibility of once again appealing dir_-ectly '

" to the public or the trustees. 50

on March 7, 1892, which would have given the group $500,000 for
Grant's Tomb.>1l It soon became apparent that the bjill could.be
pPassed for the right pPrice, which was to award the Contract for

the campletion of the Structure to John T, Brady and the Union Granite

Campany. They had strong political oonnections, and Presumably they
would pay off the necessary legislators with .funds derived from the
stated financed contracts, Brady and the Union Granite Campany would

themselves and their political allijes m Albany. A draft agreement

for this arrangement was even drawn WP, but in the end it all fell
through. It may have been because of the disasterous effect the
arrangement would have on public opinion of The Grant Monument Assbciation
if it became generally known.o2
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Shortly after his election to ‘the presidency, one of Porter

Chicaggo acquaintances, James W. Cott, wrote to him recarmend:.ng |

the services of one Edward F. Cragin for the Association's fund
raising drive. Cott told Porter that'Cragin had organizeg Chicago's
Sampaign to bring the World's Fair of 1893 to that city. Essentially,
this involved hig running a large fund raising campaign to ensure
that the necessary'. monies would be available to actually uild the
fair grounds. Cragin was also responsible for organizing all sorts
of other éyenté, including a state wide celebration of Washington's
Birthday.33 porter nade inquiries and was told that Cragin was a

man “full of push, enthusiasm, etc,54» Cragin and Porter then
corresponded directly and the former assured the latter that he

could raise the money for Grant's Tamb, and that it could be
"accamplished in short time." Also, he recamended that Porter

not make his involvement in the project known since he felt things
would run more smooﬂﬂy if it were not generally known that an out-of-
towner was directing the effo;ts.55 The two men finally met face to
face in mid March and Cragin was given a green light to proceed. His

coampensation was left open. 56

Cragin essentially planned to run the kind of finance bureau that
General Collis had recamended. It was cloar to him that the Association's
best, if not only, potential source of funds lay in New York City
because of the rest of the nation's hostility towards Grant's haviﬁg
been interred there. as ope city paper bitterly observed:

The intention was to make the work national, but that broad
Plan was thwarted by mean, narrow, sectional prejudices and
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rivalries,57

Another also claimed that the rest of the cowntry, which looked:

as an asset. With Porter as the front man, Cragih would whip up
popular sentiment_ in New York and turn the building of Grant's Tamb
into a defiant response to the nést of the nation's apathy and
hostility. ILocal pride, egged on by the press, would allow him to
accomplish what had seemed impossible to others over a coﬁrse of

Six years.

The goal was to raise $350,000 in approximately 30 days, so that
the building fund would be conpleted in time for the layin

Of the tamb's comerstone an Grant's Birthday, April 27, 1892,59
Instead of simply iséuing an appeal for funds and then waiting for
them to appear, Cragin intended to organize fund raising comittees
within each of the trade and business grouwps in the city. In that
way there would in effect be scores of fund raising committees instead
of just one. Thousands of printed circulars were mailed out by the
Association to announce where and when the leaders of the various
groups were to meet for the first time, 'i‘rows, the firm that
Printed the city's business directories, was hired to address the )
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the artists; charjes Pelmonico, the restaurants; Richard M. munt,
the architects; Williagm Steinway, the Piano Mmanufacturers; '
Louis c, Tiffany, the decorators; Charles s, Tiffany, the Jewelers,
and the list went on, 63 The city's n,ewspapersAenthusiastic':ally
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carrying subscription books from office to office (Fig. 104).
Wooden contribution boxes were placed in banks, hotels, elevated
railv;ray stations, stores and even steamboats for the general public's
donations. .'mese came in a variety of sizes measuring 6" square
(Fig. 105), 12" square and 16x16x12", Glass bottles were used
as well, mostly on the elevated.%® Neighborhood groups also collected
money, and the owners of the advertising franchise on the elevated |
lines cooperated with the drive by posting notices of the various
comittee neetihgs in stations all over the city.®” fThese efforts
served to electrify the city. Everyone was ‘caught up in the effort
and as the Times put, "It actually became é fad to raise money for

the Grant Monument Fund. 68n

Not to leave any stone unturned, Porter actively pursued contributions
fram the G.A.R. In order to inspire its members, he had The Grant
Monument Association pass a resolution in April that would provide a
lihrary within the tamb that would house the names of all surviving
members of the Civil War era armmy and navy. The men were all to

inscribe their names on parchment leaves which would then bound

together.®9 1t is not altogether clear how many (if any). veterans
actually signed these sheets or how much money was raised in the process.70
Porter also made an attempt to dbtain $250,000 from Congress, but this

effort was not successful.7l

Cragin's campaign went exceedingly well, but all the credit, of

course, was going to General Porter. One of U.S. Grant's old friends,
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The ceremony began with martial arts music played by the

Um.ted States Band. A prayer was offered by Dr. John Hall and

then Horace Porter stepped up to the small, canopied speakers

stand. He was able to report only partial success. He had managed

to raise $202,890.50 in 30 days. This was more than the previous

leaders of The Grant Monument Associat;ion had managed to raise

in six years. Yet it was still short of the $350,000 the
.Associatic‘m needed. He, t;h,erefore,v‘ urged everyone to redouble their

| efforts so that by Memorial Day the fund would be.catpleted. '

President Harrison then stood up and said a few short words before
walking over to where the cornerstone hung fram a boom. .This six
foot square block of granite was at the southwest corner of the
m')m.m'ant.77 Inside the cornerstone was a copper box filled with
everything from the traditional copies of the day's newspapers to the
byléws of The Grant Monument Association. While music boomed away,
Harrison wielded a solid gold trowel with an ivory handle and the

" cornerstone was lowered into place (Fig. 107).78 The trowel was

later handed to Mrs. Grant who had been present.79

Chauncey M. Depew delivered an address, ard Dr. John Hall gave the
benediction before a flag signaled the U.S.S. Miantonamoh on the
Hudson River to fire the twenty-one gun salute that marked the close

of the proceedjixgs.so No ceremony connected with Grant would have
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been camplete, however, without obligators{ lines of children
scatte;ring flower petals in front of his-temporary ﬁdt (Fig. 108).81
That night a tradition that began on April 27, 1887, was observed
when a huge banquet honoring Grant was held at Delmonico's. Silver
spoons with images of Grant's Tomb on them were distributed as

souvenirs (Fig. 109) .82

The Asmciaﬁm sent successive waves of circulars to the various
ocammittees urging them on; A new incentive was offered in the form

of certificates that were pramised to each contributor of 50¢ or

more to the building fund (Fig..110).83 Contests were also sponsored

in the city's grammar schools and colleges, calling for essays on

Grant. These were intended to get the students and.their ;;arents

talking and thinking about the General and his tonb. Grammar school
students turned in some 8,000 essays.34 The Association also

advertised for paid canvassers, and prospective candidates were asked

to state their nationality when applying!85 On a rainy Memorial Day,
Porter was unable to announce whethar aor not the full sum had been

raised because all of the contributions had not yet been tabulated.86

The fdllowing day, however, he was able to state that the full $350,000
had in fact been raised wiﬁh a little to spare.87 ‘Large contributions

had come from many individuals and corporations whose names are still
familiar today: Kuhn Loeb, John D. Rockefeller, Willién and Cornelius (II)
Varderbilt, Rogers Peet and Co., Lord and Tayior, Sterns, William W. Astor,
Andrew Carnegie, Bloarﬁhgdale's, B. Altman, Brooks Brothers and many
others.88
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Iéy the time the fund raising campaign was fully wrapped up in
the Spring of 1893, it was calculated that $404,000 had been
rai:sed. 'ihat sum, conbined with funds raised by the original

" officers of the Grant Monument Association, plus the interest
that these monies yielded over the years, came to $600,000
altogether. An estimated 90,000 pecple had contributed to this
titanic fund - more than had been raised previously anywhere in

the world for a similar p'.n:po:ae.89

The expenses for Porter's canpaign care to $17,960.26, or less than
5% of the sum raised.?0 Of this, Edward F. Cragin appears to have
received the princely sum of $5,000 for his se:cvices..91 He was only
occasionally mentioned in the pr&es,92 whereas Porter was constantly
praised. Same were speculating that his performance as President
of The Grant Monument Association would make him governoxr of

New York.93



CHAPTER X - ADVANCED STAGES OF CONSTRUCTION
AND THE CQMPLETION OF THE MONUMENT

_ Duncan's design for the Grant Monument evolved with the passage

of t:ure The overall concept remained largely intact, but the
details were significantly mod.fo.ed A cplored 1ithograph prepared
on behalf of the Association in late 1891, and published in early
1892 already reflected same changes (Fig. 111).1 fThe apse's stepped
pyramid, as mentioned in the last chapter, was eliminated. So were
the pilasters that Duncan used to oman'entthe corners of the
structure in his original design. The four outer colums on the
portico were gone, as was much of the elaborate ornamentation of
the different cornices. In general Duncan was moving in the direction
of simplificaticm, whether for aesthetic or financial reasons, or
both.

On February 28, 1892, Duncan had his first meeting with General
Porter. 2 Exactly what toock place at that meeting has gone un-
recorded. But a few days later at a special meeting of the
Association held on March 4, a resolution was passed that would
enpower the Executive Committee:
«..to modify the plan and general design for the tamb....
provided that the theme of an elevated mausoleum containing
a sarcophagus...shall not be interfered with but the apse
may be dispensed with and the sarcophagus located beneath
the center of the dame should the Executive Cammittee deem
such change advisable...3

Duncan was then instructed to prepare a plan for the consideration
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of ‘the Executive Cammittee that would eliminate the apse and
relocate the crypt to the center of the building. He was also

invited to comment an the proposed change.4

Duncan appeared at a committee meeting on March 14 as requested
and presented two plans instead of ane. The first, which he
seemed to favor, relocated the cry;_;t to the center of the buildi.ng;
but did nc_:t‘el:i.m:inate the apse. No drawing of this arrangement
éurvives. The second plan, for whlch a drawing does exist, s:inpiy
relocated the crypt and dropped the apse as Duncan had dlrected
(Fig. 112). The architect informed the committee that he thought
the overall design of the interior would definitely be improved

if the crypt were to be relocated, but he warned that this would
autamatically eliminate the possibility of using the central space -
as a memorial meeting hall. The alteration would also necessitate
his dropping the east and west galleries and their supporting
colums, but he retained the south gallery along with the columed
and gated entryway to the building. After considering the matter,
the Executive Camiittee gave Duncan permission to proceed with his
preferred plan, and for the time beJ'.ng\the now enpty apse was

retained (Fig. 113). 5

A little more than two weeks later the Camittee reconsidered |

and instructed Duncan to drop the apse.® After cl:arifying the
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situation Duncan then passed the order alang to the builder.? Now,
more than ever, the interior plén resembled the one submitted

by Julius Schweinfurth in the first campetition far Grant's Tomb
(Fig. 114). Soon another dramatic alteration to the original:

design was made, a reductian in the overall size of the building.

- In March, the désigns Duncan had presented to the E;xecutive Committee
were still for a 100 sqﬁare foot building and as late as the end

of April the press continued to mention this as the tm.b's size.8
Yet in the midst of the fund ralsn.ng vcanpaign, ?orter was concerned

9 This no doubt led him to order

about the monument's final cost.
Duncan to scale down the size of the structure, and by May 4,

Duncan had done so (Fig. 115).

The original plan that called for a 100 square foot plan at the

base of the building line was now modified to 90 square feet. At
ﬂxe base of the water table, in 6the.r words at grade level, the ‘
monument was 95' 10" square. The height was reduced fram 160' to
150'. All other dnnens:.cns were adjusted accordingly as follows:

the cube-like base became 72' high, the tower with its stepped
pyramid, 78' high. Owverall the tower was 70' in diameter while
inside it was 40' in diameter. The gréatest distance between the
interior walls was 76'. The arches over the arms of the Greek cross-
like plan were 50° high and fram the main floor to the top of the

coffered dome it was 105'. The crypt opening was 25' in diameter, 10
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Whenomstmctiononthebaseofthewtbbeganinlater spring
1892 (presumably the change in scale had been made in time for
Brady and the Union Granite Campany to make the pmper adjustments),
the temporary vault had to be moved once again fram what had

been intended as Grant's final resting place in the apse's crypt.

" The tamb's north facade was to rise right over the spot where the
temporary vault had bested for approximately seven months. So on
May 25, it was lifted up again and slowly moved 75' north to a

spot in contiriued to occupy for the next five years or so while

the Grant Monument was under 'construction (Fig.116) .ll

Duncan and Porter then turned their attention to an important
matter - selecting the right grade of granite for the structure
above- the water table. Some 8,000 tons or 82,000 cubic feet

of granite would be required to camplete the building,'? and

same of those pieces such as the drums of the doric colums

would have to be as large as 7' in diameter.!® Given the size

of the order and difficulty there would be in cutting out »some

of thé pieces, théy ‘wanted to be especially sure of the material
and the people they would be dealing with. The two men traveled
about fram one state to another inspecting monuments and materials
And it was seven months before they settled on a particular

stone. 1> It was supplied by the Maine and New Hampshire
Granite Campany from their quarries in North Jay, Maine, a little |

town 60 miles southwest of Bar Harbor.1® Porter solicited appraisals
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of their stone fram builders all around the country, 17

Samples of the material were sent to Harvard for chemical and
MMic énalysis ’ whj.le a government testing laboratory
determined its strength. It was discovered that the material
would break under 15,720 pounds of pressure per square inch and
that it crushed under 16,310 pounds per square inch.18

R.G. Dun and Canpany, predecessors of Dun and Bradstreets, s&ere
asked to report on the financial status of both the firmand
it;e. prin'cipalé. The firm was "rather slow pay." Porter was told,
but the»quarries and other facilities were "good." The two

chief executives, Tucker Payson and Ara Cushman were worth $100,000
and $200,000 respéctively. 19 Everything seemed to check out
properly and so Contract #3 for Grant's Tomb was awarded to the
Maine and New Hampshire Granite Campany in the spring of 1893 in

the amount of $230,000.20

For this sum of money, the firm was to supply all of the exterior
granite work for the building and set it in place. Of the total
amount, $131,000 was for the square portion of the structure, $84,000
. for the tower and $15,000 for the steps. The specifications the
Maine and New I-Ianpshirg Granite Company were expected to follow

were quite strict. The Association had the right to reject any
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stones that were smaller than 18 square feet and which bore a
blemish of any kind. For larger blocks intended to be placed

up to the top of the daric colums, a single blemish per‘stolne
would be permissable as long as it was not over 3/8" in diameter.
above the top of the colums, a single blemish per stone was allowed
W to 1/2" in diameter. In short, Duncan wanted to be absolutely
sure that the building would present a sparkling, white unblemished
eppearame when campleted, and he ended up rejecting $10,000 worth

21 The granite in the

of granite that was shipped to the site.
square portion of the buildingwas to be dressed with ten cuts '
per inch, and that in the upper portion with eight cuts, except

for the treads of the pyramid which were only to receive 6 cuts

- per inch. The risers on the entrance steps were to receive 10 cuts
‘ per inch and the treads 6. All stone was to be cut and laid in its
be&, all mouldings were to be undercut and a fine mortar of equal
parts LaFarge Cement and white sand was to be used. Although the
colums would be made up of solid granite, the walls of the building
were simply to be veneered with blocks ranging alternately in 8 1/2"
and 13" deep courses. These were then to be backed up with hollow -
brick, solid brick and concrete in square portion of the building,
while in the tower they were to be supported on a steel skelet.on.22
John T. Brady was then awarded contract #4 in the amount of $104,482

for all of the work in the smerstn‘lcture other than supplying and
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setting the granite.23

Many people who worked on the project complained of, "The remoteness
of the area and its inconvenient accessibility by ordinary means

of travel.?%" fhe Superintendent of Work at the site remembered later
in life that when-he first arrivea on the job, you could see for
miles around just by standing at ground level. ILong Island Sound
and other distant points wé.re visible and only a few buildings stood

~ closeby.25 "As the work proéeeded, the neighborlbod became smevvhaf ‘
busier. = Construction began on new campuses for Columbia University,

' Teachers' Coilege and Barmard, and for St. Luke's Hospital and the
Cathedral of St. John the Divine.26 The area was already being
called the "American Acropolis.2’" Yet months before the tomb

was campleted, the New York Times remarked that still only "carriage
peocple" - owners of vehicles who were aCt':ustomed to long drives - were
familiar with the area.2?®

Construction proceeded very slowly. It appears that little was
accamplished in 1892, because of a serious stonecutters' strike
in Maine. In Febfuary 1893 the papers were lamenting that no new
stone would be on site until the sumer.2? The provisions of the
Maine and New Hampshire Granite Company's contract called for the
delivery of its stone to begin on June 1, 1893, but the campany
held back until Brady and the Union Granite Company finished work
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on the watertable. That did not take place until the end

of the construction season, when it was discovered that the
west 51de of the building had been built 1 1/8" short of 90!'

and that the northwest and southeast corners of the bu:l.ldmg
varied 1/ . from true right angles. Duncan then ordered the
Maine and New Hampshire Granite Campany to follow the "as built"

dimensions rather than those indicated on his 6rawingé_.30

Ih early April 1894 a drawing was sent from the quarry to Duncan
showing the progress that was being made in quarrying stones

for the colums (Fig. 117).3! The next month the blocks began

‘ to arrive on the site. Dmcanwasnotverypleasedwithﬁn
initial shipment since it had been loaded on flatbed trucks
without ‘any protection and arrived smeared with coal dust. He had
to warn the campany that he would begin to reject stones if more
care was not taken, 32 _ The months-passed quickly
and before anyone knew it, work in both the quarry and on the building
had to be suspendedmcewinte_rsetin. As of December 1, the
walls of the structure had reached the height of 45'. 33

At the Association's annual meeting in February 1893, it had been
estimated that the monument would be campleted in the fall of 1895.
At the following annual meeting, the date was moved up to early

1896.3% Clearly not even that date would be realized.
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During the following construction season there were further
camplaints about the slowness with which the stone was being
delivered from North Jay.3> A number of large stones intended
for the colums were rejected and Duncan had a minor battle

with the granite company because he claimed the smcke £rom its
steam hoist was staining the stonework already in place.36 Over
. the course of the sumer, souvenir hmtém began to chip away
at the blocks of stone waiting to be set in place, and 6 a fence
had to be built aromd the entire building site for protection.37
However slowly the work proceeded, pecple were thrilled to see
at least scme progress made. A Mrs. Nellie E. Gunlock,. National
President of the Ladies of the G.A.R. was even inspired to insist
~ "...that .the captains of .all boats goipg up and down the Hudson
- either cause a salute to be fired or colors dipped when passing

38

the tamb of General Grant.~ This was a ritual already in practice

on the Potamac as ships missed Mt. Vernon.39"

Work on the drum of the building began towards the end of the season,
and after some debate Duncan and Porter decided to add an extra
course of stone to it, making it 3'4" higher than indicated in the
spfecifications; Appazently they determined this would improve the
aesthetic effect.40 The iron skeleton for the drum and pyramid

vent up in the first half of 1896 (Figs. 118 and 119),%} and by

the middle of the summer Grant's Tonb was finally roofed over.42.
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All exterior work was substantially campleted by Septenber (Fig. 120) .43
What remained to be done was the clean up work that had to be

delayed until all major contractors were off the site.

Preliminary estimates for fmishmg the interior of the monument
were taken beginning in the sumrer of 1l895.44 But apparently
| . no decision had yet been reached on the exact materials which
* were to be used. Tooled, hard Vermont marble and various .types
of polished granite and Ttalian marble were still under consideration

45 In the spring of 1896, Duncan forwarded a report

in the fall.
to the Association outlining his final plans for the interior. He
emphatically stated: '

..the entire J.ntenor of TOMB should be near as white as
poss:.ble. .o

and recomended that marble be extensively utilized. He thought

an Italian blue veined va}riety would be most appropriate for the

lower portion and that Lee marble would be best for the upper

portions of the interiar. He also éreferred marble to granite floors.
He recamended that the coffered dame and vaults be of "refined plaster
and Keene cement," although he consoled the marbers of the Association
with the fact that marble vaults and a maxble dome could be supplied
at a later point in time if sufficient funds were cbtained, since

"the strength of the structure is laid out to receive the addn.tmnal

weight." At least one of Duncan's early drawings for the interior |
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indicated that he had wished to use white marble with black

marble inlays in the upper portion of the interior.46

Once again, contract #5 for the interior work was assigned to

John T. Brady,47 although he subcontracted the marble work to

the Schneider-Birkenstock Marble Co.4® There were a few problerms,
such as theb contractor's supplying damaged stones, but all turned
out vell in the end.® e Italian marble which vas used was

later referred to as Carrara marble and it is the close grained,
highly polished stone that makes up the walls and paraphet in

the crypt, the crypt stairs, the paraphet that surrounds the upper
lip of the crypt, the dooi surrourds, the wainscoating an the

' main floor and the pilasters that stretch upward from there.

Lee marble, a looser grained stone that was for the most part
employed in a tooled and unpolished state inside the tamb, appears

in the square piers of the ‘crypt as well as its capitals and ceiling,
the floors and the paneled walls of the rotunda.5l Careful attention
was also directed towards finding an appropriate stone for Grant's
sarcophagus. Duncan originally wanted to use a single sarcophagus
for both General and Mrs. Grant's remains. In order to discuss tlxis .
point, he met with Julia Grant at the end of 1891.%2 She cbjected
to the architect's plan which was designed, in her words, only to
"save space." "General Grant must have his own sarcophagus, and I

my casket beside him," she declared.?3 a year later, Duncan's

S e oo ——t
v
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.d..rawings for the crypt still showed a single sarcophagus. But

he eventually gave in. Black was initially deemed to be the
appro.pri»ate color for the sarcophagi,54 'although other colors
were considered. At one point the Association was thinking about
building a special rail line in Tie Siding, Wyaming, in order to
cbtain the right stone.55 Then a sample of fine red granite from
the quarries of the Berlin and Montello Granite Company in Mantello,
Wisconsin, came to everycne's attent".ion. When highly polished it
closely J:esenbied porphery - the material used for Napoleon's
sarcophagus in Les Invalides.56 In the spring of 1896 the
Association signed a contract with the firm to suppiy both the

general's and his wife's sarcophagi for $3500 FOB New York.57

The first stones quarried for the sarcophagi developed blemishes

as they were worked down from the rough and had to be abandoned.58
Then, one huge bléck was obtained fram wﬁich fine stones for both
sarcophagi were cut.”? Originally Duncan planned to have Grant's
names placed on the lids in raised letters, and their birth and |
death dates were to go on the sides of the sarcc‘>phagi.60 This plan
was abandoned and only the names in sunken letters were cut into
the 1ids.6l Grant's sarcophagus was finished first. ' It weighed

8 1/2 tons, was 10' 4'; long, 5' 6" wide, 4' 8" deep and stood on two
supports. Porter wanted to place the general's sarqophagus in the

center of the crypt and then have it moved to one side once Mrs. Grant's

s v s
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sarcophagus arr:.ved But Mrs. Grant again cbjected because she

wanted her place assured right from the start. Sc the general's

sarcophagus was placed to the west of center (Fig. 121).62 1t

arrived in Jersey City by train on March 15, and was placed

onaba_rgearxiskdppedtoapierattléendof 37th Street in

Manhattan. It was then hauled up to the tomb by five teams of

horses. The New England Monument Company supplied a 10'10"

square dias of dark, grey-blue Qumcygram.te for both sarcophagi
to stand on. ibgeﬂmér with this dias, Grant's sarcophagus stood

63

7 1/2" high. Mrs. Grant's sarcophagus was éubsequently installed

in late January 1898.64

Duncan's original plans for the tomb had called for elaborate
ornamentation, sculptural and otherwise, inside and ocut. The
Association's financial resources, as has been noted, were inequal
to the task. Under Contract #2, a Greek fret motif was cut at the
top of the watertable on the north and south sides of the tomb, but
no funds were available later to extend the pattern to the east and
west.65 There had been high hopes that .donations fram the amy |
would éennit the erection of an equestrian statue on the front steps,
and _Duncan went ahead and had a pedestal built for it. However, when
it became clear that the funds would not be forthcaming, the pedestal
had to be removed at a cost of $684.45.%6 A puncan plan to place

gas-lit bronze candelabra in the five niches of the crypt was also
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abandcned. 67

The panels above the blind colonades on the east, wesﬁ, and north
facades of the building had to be left blank, but Duncan and Porter
were reluctant to leave the tomb totally devoid of embellishment.

The Maine and New Hampshire Granite Campany was, therefore, authorized
~ to cut fourteen decorative shields m the cornice over the portico

" and two panels at the left and right corners of the paraphet over the
- south facade. It was some time before a vaguely militaristic shield
was decided upon for the latter.68

In tems of the fine arts, J. Massey Rhind (7/9/58 to 10/22/36)
appears to have been handed a cammission without competition in

April 1896, to work up a model for one of four pendentives for

the main rotunda. Towards the end of the year there was same

worry as to whether or not the Association's then meagre funds

would be sufficient to cover the cost of the pendentives.69

| Altl'nuéh we have no record of exactly when, Rhind was ultimately
comissioned to execute all foﬁr of them. By the end of January lé9‘7,
Rhind's full size models were reédy to be cast in plaster by Klee

Brothers and a few weeks later they were ready to be set in place.70

Originally Duncan seems to have envisioned placing trumpeting victories

in the pe.ndentiv&a-s.—/_l Allegorical figures were settled upon instead,
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although virtually no contemporary accounts interpret the meaning

of M's ensenbles. General Horace Porter made one passing
reference to them as being "emblematic of the birth, military and
civic life, and death of General Grant.’2" With this in mind, it

is a faii:ly easy matter to decifer the:magery In the Birth
pendentive a tree of life serves as a foil for two figures (Fig. 122).
The ane on the left holds an open book, a symbol of the learning

that takes place in one's youth, while the other holds a distaff,
symbolizing the woman's domain, or the haome, where Grant was reared.

In the next pendentivé both figures hold martlal emblems referring

to the General's Military Life (Fig. 123). The figure on the left
clutches a large sword with a lion's head hilt and a shield adorned
with Medusa's image. The figure on the right has a helmet tucked

under her arm. The Civilian Life pendentive, an allegarical figure

on the left holds a palm bough signifying victory, while her campanion
supports a cornacopia wrapped with garland and symbolizing the
prosperity brought on by the end of the war (Fig. 124). Between the
two is Roman faces, probably alluding to Grant's author:'ity while
President. The imagery in the final Death 'pendentive is less clear
(Fig. 125). What is prabably intended to be a votive lamp rests on |
top of a pedestal (of strength?) between the two figures. The one
on the right holds a glabe which may have been intended to represent

Yeternity. 73n

Two ornamental figures were also to flank the central plaque on
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the paraphet of the séuth facade. Apparently Duncan had

fairly specific ideas about what they were to lock like since

an 1891 drawing for the south elevation shows two figures sketched
in that very much resenbled the executed sculptures. Duncan
solicited proposals and estimates from Charles H. Niehaus,
' Phillip Martiny, Daniel Chester French'and J. Massey Rhind. French
. wastoobusyaﬁddeclinedtocaxpete, but all of the others did,
~ and the camissicn Qent;to Rhind who was already working on the
interior pendentives.’d By the fall two large blocks of granite
were set in place for the figm‘es,75’ and in the course of the winter
a shed was built over them so that work could proceed during the

cold weather. 76

The figures were described in 1897 as representations
of Grant's famous phrase "let Us Have Peace.’’" This was the
inscription carved into the plaque that two figures frame. The
figure Rhind placed on the left holds a sheath of palm leaves - a
sjmbol of victory. The figure on the right holds a sword wrapped

in what are probably olive 'leaves. - The figures, thérefore, were

probably intended to be symbols of Victory and Peace.

As will be recalled, Duncan originally did not intend to glaze any
of the openings in the tomb. With the passage of time he became
more practical, and the entire building was made weather tight.
Fifteen square windows were set in the lower portion of the
building, only nine of which were visible from the rotunda. The

other six lit the vestibules to the two staircases and the occoli
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of the small daned "reliquaries’®" in the nortlwest and

northeast corners of the building. The fifteen windows were

glazéd with clear glass and wooden frames fittea with purple

silk panels were then placed over them,79 Although Duncan had
oriéinally intended to pierce the drum of the dcme with thirteen
windows, symmetry won .out over synmbolism and only twelve openings
were made. After same debate, they were fitted with curved sash
and glazed with white enameled g'las_s.g_0 Around the spring of

1893 when the specifications for contract #3 were written, Duncan
was contemplating placing an occulus in the center of the rotunda's
dome and the stepped pyramid, in lieu of ornamenting the summit of
the latter with statuary.8l Practicality won out here too, however,
when Duncan decided that an inner roof lying under the pyramid would
be necessary to protéct the buildingAfrcm leaks (Fig. 126). Such
roofs weré camonly placed inside church steeples and the one for

Grant's Tomb cost $685. 82

The triple entrance in the south facade was ultimately pared
down to a single portal and instegd of bronze gates a huge paJ.r
of doors was called for. Everything from all wood to all bronze
doors was considered. Bronze was preferred but the waight would
have been too great, so a campramise was reached. The doors were
made of ash covered by bronze panels held in place by 296 bronze

rosettes. Each door measured 16 1/2' high and 4' wide and together
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they weighed 3% tons and cost $1900. Mr. Borkelt, of the firm

. Borkelt and Debevoise, manufacturers of the doors, added something

that was rot called for in the contract. He took sheets of parchment
and had them filled with the signatures of soorés of people, many
of them prominent. The sheets were then laid on top of the ash
doors before the bronze panels were sealed over them. In that way
many New Y‘orkers had their names permanently incorporated into

the fabric of the tamb. The doors were hung in place on

April 12, 1897.83

In addition to work on the tamb itself, the grounds surrounding

it had to be graded and landscaped. Both in 1895 and 1986

Duncan again urged General Porter to see what he coﬁld do to
convince the city to.build the sweeping approach from the river

he included in his 6riginal canpetit;ion plans.84 And General Collis
in the spring of 1895 came up with a master plan of his own for
laying out elegant boulevards leading .to the momument. He also
fecatmenied the city's acquisiti-on of a large piece of land to the
east of the tamb to prevent any étructurgs from being erected in its
vicinity. If the entire plan had been carried out, it would have
involved the condemnation of vast tracts of land and a total cost

of $518,000.85

The city was not particularly interested in obligating hundreds of

thousands of dollars for enbeilishing the area surrounding the taomb.

PO RIS )
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Duncan's proposed river approach and Collis' plan were 1gnored

The Departnent of Parks reneged on a pledge it had made to remove

the stables connected with the Claremont Inn. However, in the summer
of 1896 the Department did agree to spend $120,000 to install a

plaza in front of and around the tamb, and to landscape the area

fraom 120th Street to the northern terminus of Riverside Park. In
order to show the tomb off to its best advantage, the Times announced:

The monument will not ge hi;iden in anywise (sic) by trees '
or shrubs close to it. '

No benches were installed in the area dlrectly adjoz.n:mg the tamb -
since it already had a granite bench built into its base for the

convenience of visitors.

Duncan erded up making a fairly tidy sum on the overall project. As

of spring of 1896, his 5% commission on the cost of materials and
contracts came to the vast sum of $25,588.24. Of this, the architect
generously rebated $5,000 to the Association as his coni:ribution to

the project.aj The total cost of building the tomb and raising the
funds cannot be exactly determined. Most sources put it at $600,000.58
‘But as of the early part of 1897, $572,154.70 had been let iﬁ contracts.
If Duncan's comissions as of a year earlier were added to this sum
along with the $17,960.26 it cost to run the 1892 furd raising campaign,
this alone would come to considerably more than $600,000. A more

-reasonable figure would be at least $625,000;

By February 1896, the officers of The Grant Monument Association
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were able to accurately predict that the tomb and surrounding grounds
would be campleted in t:une for dedication ceretnni&s on the 75th
anniversary of Grant's birth, April 27, 1897.8.9 By fhen, construction
" would have »taken six years to camplete. At times there were as

many as 600 men working on the job, and it was reported that one

man had lost his life in the process.?0 But Porter was proud of

the organization's track record under hlS stewardship. It had

taken 17 years to camplete Bunker Hill Monument and 37 years to
camplete the Washington Monument after their cornerstones were

laid. He did much bétter.gl
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At the end of 1896, the Board of Estimate made a $50,000 appropriation
to defrayvany and all expenses comectedmth the dedication, or
"inaugural," of the Grant Monument on April 27, 1897 (Fig. 127).1

In February, Mayor William L. Strong appointed over 300 gentlemen

to the "Grant Monmrent»Mlmicipal Inaugural Carﬁtittee}" to organize

the event.2 The group was later referred to as the "Municipal Grant

Monurent Committee,3 and included everyone who was anyone in New York.

 George F. Baker, Chauncey Depew, Charles Dana, Abréhém_Héwitt, Joseph

Pulitizer, Theodore Roosevelt, V. Henry Rothschild, and many others
were all members. There were what seemed to be an endless number

of subcamittees, including ones dealing with: Expenditures, Plan and
Scope, Military Affairs, Naval Affairs, Decorations and Platforms,

Transportation, Press,- Public Safety and Order, Badges and Reception. -

April 27th was to be declared a full holiday by the State of New York
and everyone referred to it as /"Grant Day." It was generally agreed '
that the dedication ceremonies would be like a "second funeral," and
that. in many ways they would constitute Grant's "final canoni.zation.4"
But it was, of course, the Hero of Appomattox that was being honored |
primarily, and not the ex-preéident.S The Times predicted that the

dedication would be the "most impressive display within nemory.6" A

: giant parade was to be the principal attraction and a naval flbtil_la
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Everyoi\e wondered just when Grant's remains would be removed from the
twelve year old temporary vault. At the request of Fred Grant the
transfer was to be carried out in a "quiet and simple" manner, so the

- actual date of the move was kept secret. Duncan made arrangments to

have a duplicate coffin on hand in case the old one had deteriorated.8

He also made an agreement with a boiler maker who promised to completely
destfoy'the outer steel case that surround the. eoffih once Grant's remains
were removed. 'I‘hiswastopnevent its falling into the hands of - |
souvenir hunters.? oOn April 17th, the transfer was made quickly and
quietly (Fig. 128).10 The temporary vault was then
torn down on April 26th, and in May the ‘former Chinese Minister Yang Yﬁ

planted a ginko tree on its site.1l

The bricks from the vault were all placed mder guard and then hauled
down to City Hall where they were deposited in an old basement jail
cell for safekeeping. The Mayor intended to distribute them as
souvenirs to all pubiic schools, G.A.R. posts and veteran organizations
m the greater New York area They were each to be given a label with
a facsimile of his signature on it.l2 At least two of the unlabeled
bricks found their way into the hands of the Grant familﬁz. On |

March 26, 1903, they deposited them with the Smithsonian Institution,
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and in 197§ the Smithsonian transferred the bricks to the collections
of the Gene.ral Grant National Memorial (Fig. 129). 13 They were made
by Ingham and Sons, wOrtley. leeds, Ergland Each has a smgle white
enamel face ard they were cbviously used to line the temporary vault.
Another of the bricks was recently acquired by the National Park
Service. It is identical to the other two, but is boxed and bears

a printed identifying label with a facsimile of Mayor Strong's
signature.l4 Evidently this is one of the bricks that the Mayor
planned to distribute IR

There were a thousand and one last minute details to attend to up

at Grant's Tomb. A flock of sparrows — long ensconsed in the

rotunda dome - had to be cleared, and the marble polishers were
busily at work cleaning the interior. Unfortunately, they were
sealed behind the great bronze doors one day when the lock jammed.15
Outside, just to the north of the tomb, the Daughters of the American
Revolution were in the process of erecting an enormous wooden flagpole
that was two feet in diameter and 150' high. It was meant to display

the largest flag ever flown from a pole - a giant measuring 35 x 50°' .16

In front of the tamb and to either side, John T. Brady was constructing
_ the offig:ial grandstands and a temporary triumphal arch to span the
eastern branch of Riverside Drive, all for a hefty $20,250.00.17

Stretching down Riverside Drive and Broadway all the way to 59th Street,
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church groups, clubs and entrepeneurs were erecting bleechers of
their own. The sweet smell of pine boards filled the air with

the pounding of hammers and the shouts of barkers who were trying
to sell seats to the hundreds of thousands who milled about the

area in the days before the decliicai:.i.on.18 Seats ranged in price
anywhere from $1 to $10 and boxeé were $20 to $50. Pebple recalled

that at Grant's funeral bleechers were also built and that the

asking prices began in the $2 to $5 before pltmﬁeting to _50_4-".1-9

History repeated itself in that just too many seats were built and
they were just too expensive. Prices ultimately ended up falling to

25¢ and 50¢, and many seats went unsold.20 .

Vendors, or fakirs as they were called, prowled up and down Riverside

-Drive hawking everything imaginable. Their wares included supposed

chips of marble fram the tamb, buttons, badges (Fig. 130), souvenir
that programs that rivaled the official ones (Fig. 131) and other items
relating to the tomb, Grant and the Civil War.2l Depai:tnent stores
were mobbed and many such as Bloomingdale's were selling a wide
variety of Grant souvenirs.22 The Anérican Numismatic Society issued
a special medal. Struck byATiffany and Company it had a profile of
Grant on one side and a representation of the tamb on the other. It
was available in bronze at $2.50, and a special gold version was

produced for presentation to Horace Porter.23
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- The city was full of excitement. Crowds congregated in and

| around Grand Central Terminal to watch the various dignitaries

arrive;. The r\xotel rapidly filled up and it became as difficult

to obtain a room as ithadbeennineyearsearlierdﬁringthe
Blizzard of 1888. Locals were amused by the soldiers who good
naturedly wandered over the lawns in Central Park - totally unaware
"that it was against the rules. They also looked after the young boys
in uniform who had a little too much to drink. One pair in-this
predicament were lifted off a,.cuz_‘b An the Bowery and léaded into

a cab by a good samaritan and sent back to their headquarters. Large
nurbers of pickpockets and other criminals attempted to sneak into
town with- everyone else. So the police department was forced to post
officers at all points of entry to arrest suspicious looking people

as they stepped off the trains and ferries. These were sumarily
incarcerated until after the dedication was over.24

Uhfortunately, the weather on the 27th turned out to be terrible.
Beginning the previous evéning, a terrible northwest wind began to blow.
During the day it reached a grueling 5;1 miles per hour and brought with
freezing temperatures and great clouds of dust and dirt. It minimized
the crowds to a certain extent, especially along Riverside Drive which
"was, and continues to be, ge_r.;erally colder than any other area in
Manhattan because of its elevated and exg;osed position on the banks

of the Hudson.2>
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Back in March, Porter and Duncan agreed that the decorations for
the dedication would be funerary rathef than gay, and'so the
grandstands surrounding the tamb were ornamented with purple and
black bunting.?® The high winds ripped much of this to shreds.

The canopies that were to shelter the President's speaking and

' reviewing stands were totally blown away and at one point there was
great concern that the V.‘I.P. luncheon tént behind the tomb might
‘be blown away, too. It was not and the great sheaves of cypress
ieavés secured to the colums of the portico by §urp1e silk sashes
and 100 dozen American Beauty roses ornamenting the speaker's stand
all admirably braved the winds too.27

15robably most disappointed of all by th.e weather was photographer
William A. Eddy, who had the novel idea of catching the ceremonies
in a series of aerial views. To that end he stationed men on either
bank of the Hudson Rivers with dozens of gigantic kites fitted with
cameras! Be and his assistant:.; sent kite after kite into the air,
but each was either torn to shreds, had its ropes snapped or was
simply forced crashing to the ground. A total of 18 were lost on

the New York side and 16 over in New Jersey.28

The land parade began at 9:30 and proceeded fram Madison Square
(still the heart of the City), up Madison Avenue to 55th Street and

then across to Fifth Avenue. Mrs. Grant and her party joined the



p. 140

procession at 3lst Street. The parade would have ordinarily .
proceeded directly up Fifth Avenue from the Square, but that
fashionable thoroughfare had been torn up to allow for construction
' of some kind. From Fifth Avenue and S5th Street the parade
proceeded to 59th Street, then across to Broadway, or the Boulevard
as it was called. From Broadway it went north to 72nd Street, then
across to Riverside Drive and up to the 'Ibnb | The procession was

_ to pass the Grant Monurent on the west, circle around north of it and
- pass it a second time on the east (Fig. 132), before heading via'
119th Street for the termination point at Broadway and 117th Street.
Some 50,000—55,060 marchers participated - approximately the same
nutber that had taken part in the funeral procession almost twelve
.years earlier. And the weather notwithstanding, as at the funeral

1 million spectators loocked on.2?

The crowds that rode north to the tomb broke all records on the
elevated railway lines. The trains were jammed up back to back,
and some passengers found they were able to make better time by
getting off the trains and hiking along the side of the tracks.30
At the tamb site stout wooden rails had been set along the crown
of Riverside Park to prevent people from being pushed down the
hill.3l Same of the more ambitious spectatofs climbed up on top
of walls (Fig. 133) or into trees in orde.r- to get a good view of
the proceedings (Fig. 134) . Many of them tossed fruit, sandwiches

and other edibles to the marchers as they passed.
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The President, whp- was staying at the Windsor Hotel, left for
Riverside Drive at 10:00 A.M. After his arrival the official
ceremonies began. At noon, the prominent guests retired to the

tent behind the tomb for lunch. The parade arrived at the site

at 12:40 and was kept waiting for 20 minutes until McKinley

finished eating. - Then at 1:00 P.M. he toock up his place on the
reviewing stand and the procession moved forward (Figs. 135 and 136).
Mrs. Grant was at the President's side and began to weep when a

band passed by playing Adeste Fidelis. The marchers continued to

file by until 7:00 P.M. McKinley left well before that and was
wisked away by a launch on the Hudson. The river was filled with
foreign and domestic warships at anchor that stretched from 72nd Street

wp to 140th Street.33

. Because oféwcrmvds, the tamb was not opened to the general

public on "Grant Day," though of course the dignit«_aries visited

. it. Duncan requested heavy police presence at the site during -the
days following the dedication, since he wanted to make sure there
would be no tragedies such as the one that took place on the Brooklyn
Bridge one week after it was opened on May 31, 1883. The bridge had
been so crowded that a panic broke out in which tvéelve people were
trampled to death and scores were'injur'ed. Some 10,000 to 15,000

pilgrims did visit the tamb on April 28th, and the visitation figures
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for the next few weeks were equally impressive. The grandstands
. and the triumphal arch were left in place until Memorial Day, but

the speculatively built bleechers were removed immediately. 34

The tomb site was praised asbemg superior to that of Napoleon's,
Hadrian's or Theoderoic's mausoleums. The building itself was |
described as:

...remarkably white and marble-like in appearance, and in

the clear atmosphere of a sunny New York day is readily

mistaken for the latter stone. 35 '
Duncan's careful attention to- the purity of the building stone had
paid off. Elsewhere this "Dazzling" thte effect was déscribed as
a product of the direct influence of the famous "White City" - the
American Renaissance dominated World's Colunbian Exposition of 1893

at Chicago.36

Aside from observations on its chromatic quality, the finished tomb
cannot be said to have been as camplete a critical success as it was
an emotional one. A periodical cbserved:

Perhaps no edifice has ever been erected in the City of
New York that has appealed so strongly and so generally to
popular interest and sympathy as the Grant Monument. It is
to be our one great memorial of the struggle for union; a

- monument not only to the foremost of our generals, but to
the cause of "liberty and union" and, in a sense, to all who
fought and died for that sentiment.

It considered the facade to be "imposing, well proportioned and
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dignified," but declared the side elevations to be "lacking in
interest," and the upper portion to be out of scale with the massive
square base. The interior was thought to be quite wonderful. 37

[.4

The English journal, The Builder noted that "the proportions are
not altogether happy" on the exterior of the structure, and that
it sorely needed sculptural adornment to unify its severe geametic
forms: ‘
As a building the tonb is large enough and important enough
to serve its purpose satisfactorily; but it fails of complete
success as a wark of art because its designer was unable

to avail himself of the lavish decorations the Romans; on
whose tambs he was modeled his own, would have employed...

The "motif of the interior," it cbserved, was inspired by Les Invalides
but it lacked the grand effect of the latter, principally because of the
use of plaster, rather than masonry, vaults. However, The Builder

had to concede that:

...a more elaborate monument could have been erected; but
without that liberal state aid which no country in the

. world save France knows how to advance, it is difficult
to see how a more imposing one could have been built...it
is entitled to rank among the most notable monuments in
Arerica...38 .

America's prominent architectural critic Montgomery Schuyler was
generally more enthusiastic:
There was no question among those who saw the designs submitted
for the Grant Monument, that the accepted design was by far -
the best of them, the only one, in fact, that could be seriously
~ considered. The others were either unduly wild or unduly tame.

He found only one weakness in the exterior design, -the "baldness
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of the drum of the dame." He also félt, as did The Builder, that
on the interior: |

...the plaster work is not worthy of what is below it.

The figures of the pendentives look huddled and awkward

and the whole effect of the ceiling is to cheapen what

is beneath. '
But he endorsed the overall effect, and had the distinction of being
the only one to identify the Mausoleum of Halicarnassus as one of
Duncan's principle sources of design.39_
The only truly sad note connected with the dedication ceremony was
that James C. Reed, dedicated Secretary of The Grant Monument
Association for five years, died just a few days before the event

and was buried on April 26th.40

.



CHAPTER XII - THE YEARS FOLLOWING THE CPENING
CF THE GRANT MONUMENT

On Grant Day, General Horace Porter officiéuy turned the

Grani.; Monument over to the Ca.ty of New York and its Mayor. 1
Actually, the ceremony was only synbolic. The érant Monument
Association retained title to the building and was responsible

for its maintenance and day to day operatlon But under a
cooperating agreement the ¢ity was to provide the Association

with the necessary funds to carry 6ut is mission. The authorizing
legislation for this arrangerﬁent was passed by the state and
entitled "An Act to Authorized the Board of Comissicners of the
Department of Public Parks of the City of New York to Enter into

a Contract with the Grant Momument Association for the Care and
Preservation of the Tarb of General -Grant at Riverside Park."

The contract tock effect on November 5, 1897, and allowed the Grant
l\'bnmreﬁt Association $7,000 per annum, .It was renewed in 1908 for
a 21 year period and again in 1934 for another 21 years, always the
same rate of $7,000 per annum.z During the 1950s, héweve‘r, more
than $7,000 was appropriated by the city each year, siﬁce the
Association's expenditures had naturally géne up over a period of
half a century. And even though the 1934 contract expired in 1955,
the city continued to finance the Grant M.mt#rent Association until

it turmed Grant's Tamb over to the National Park Service in 1959.3

When the Tomb opened to the public in 1897, The Grant Monument
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Association retained the farmer superintendent of construction,

Georgé D. Burnside, as curator of Grant's 'Ibnb - meéning that he
was the man who greeted the pﬁblic, supervised the janitors and

generally represented the Association on the site. Burnside and
his assistants wore Civil War-like uniforms supplied by Brooks
Brothers and ornamented by epulets bearing the initials "@A"

for The Grant Monument Association.4

FInI accordance with his original aesign for the tonb, Duncan had
installed two spiral ‘staimases in the southeast and soutlwest
piers of the building to permit visitor acces.s to the drum of

the dome. The handrails of the iron stairs were supported by
decorative cast-iron swords, and quarter dame skylights were set
over the stairwells to provide light.5 " Unfortunately, even before
the tonb was opened to the public Duncan changed his mind and
expressed concern about allowing visitors to climb these stairs:

...there is no gain by admitting the public to (the gallery),
and a large risk involved by the long spiral flights.

~ The galleries were, as it turned .out, permanently closed to the public.
In the same letter, however, he implied that visitors were routinely
admitted to the crypt. George D. Burnside's son, George G. Burnsidé,
claimed years later that the public had never been allowed anywhere

butonthemainfloor,am:ihewou.ldappear1:ohavebeeninem:vor.6
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During the eight months or so fhat the tomb was open to the
public in 1897, an estimated 560,000 visitors passed through
the doors of the monument.? The rules were very strict:
gentlemen were required to remove their hats and no loud
talking was permitted. A twenty four hour a ciay police quard
was stationed at the nbximent, one man being placed inside the

structure and another on the outside.8

From the very beginning Sunday was the biggest visiting day at

the tomb Flocks of New Yorkers and tourists from out of town

made their way to the upper reaches of Riverside Drive to admire
Duncan's enormous structure. Some came on foot, but most either

rode bicycles, took the elevated railways, one of the horse drawn:
stages, or came by excursion boat and docked at 129th Street,
Manhattanville (Figs. 137, 138 and 139). During the early years
after the tomb opened, the visitation remained heavy - around 500,000
people per year. And these large figures were totaling up, it must
be recalled, at a time when the population of the country was much '
smaller than it is today. In 1906, visitation peaked at 587,484.°
Without a doubt the stfucture was one of the major tourist attractions

in the city and one of the best known buildings natiornwide.

Althouwgh a substantial number of institutional structures were
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'e.rected within a few blocks of Grant's Tamb in the 1890s, the area
immediately adjoining the tomb remained quite barren for some time
(Fig. 140). BAs apartment buildings began to Fill the area arouwnd
the time of the First World War, The Grant Monument Association
began to see same reverses in their fortunes and those of- the |
tamb. As mant.mned above, visitation peaked in 1906 and began
to gradually decline thereafter. One cbvious cause for this trend
was that those Americans who had actually fought in the Civil War,
orwho had relatives such as a brother or father or uncle who did,
were slowly dying off. Younger ggnerations of Americans had
no immediate, first hand experience of living with General Grant
as a national figure, and the Civil War itself was fast becoming
samething encountered in history bocks alone. Fewer people were
thus inspired to seek out the former caménder's final resting place.
Either George D. Burnside or one of his assistants was to note in
the @b's attendance bock for 1917,A that even on Sundays attendance
was beginning to -taper off. He attributed the decline to the public's

fondness for "Boat excursions, low price music and dancing.lo"

Police protection soon became a problem. The old twenty-four hour
a day guard had been withdrawn and General Horace Porter, still
president of the Association, camwplained that in the warm weather
months people‘ were gathering on the front steps at night and lying

down. He also noted, "An unruly class sametimes enter who refuse
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to remove their haw; insist upon smoking théi.r cigars and using
offensive language.” Children were also caught at night zipping .
back and forth ‘across the platform at the top of the steps on

~ roller skates and were known to draw charcoal figures on the
granite. And finally, there were the relic hunters who chlpped
away pieces of the building for souwvenirs.ll Periodically, the
camplaints of The Grant Monument Association were heard and a
policeman would be stationed at the tomb, but it was a losing
battle. And by World War II, the building was cnly checked

periodically during a policeman's rounds - as it is today.

Cammemorative ceremonies were held at the tomb both on Grant's
Birthday -and on Memorial Day from the very beginning. The U.S.
Grant Post #327 of the Grand Army of the Republic, State of New
York, was in charge of.most of the programs for years, and only
gave way to the Sons of Union Veterans in 1929.12 The Veterans
of Foreign Wars favored the tomb with their exercises from time to
time, and to this day the army and various Civil War groups hold

ceremonies on the site each April 27.

In the early years there were few physical changes in and about ‘the
tcnb.' The earliest photographs of the building show that a wooden
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storm door had been installed by Duncan almost i.rmediateiy.l3
Inside, the two reliquaries in the northwest and northeast piers
were at first left empty.l? Shortly thereafter a collection of
Civil War battle flags were placed on display in both roams inside
impressive bronze and glass airtight cases.1® Mrs. Grant passed
_away in Washington, D.C., on December 14, 1902, and she was interred
in her sarcophagi on Decenber 20.16 After her death Col. Fred Grant
carried out an ol& family plan and tumed over to The Grant Monument
" Association a positively. enormous number of get well and commemorative
letters, scrolls and testimonials that the Grants had received
during the General's illness and immediately following his death.
The collection contained over 3000 items, and the most impressive

were hung on the walls of the reliquary roams. 17

Because of the large crowds that visited the tatb, in 1909-1910,

the city erected a permanent rest room facility directly to the

west of the buiiding as a replacement for a wooden structure that
appears in photographs at least as early as 1900 (Fig. 141). It

was a handscme little building designed to stylistically match the
Grant Monument. It was the work of the Department of Parks amlntect
Theodore E. Videto and cost $45,000. Built of Clemsford granite,

its doric columed terrace was visible at street level. To either

side were staircases that descended below grade to the rest rbcms.ls
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In the early part of 1913, the Iouis Comfort Tiffany studios were
carmissiéned to install a set of nine purple stained glass windows
in the lower portion of the rotunda. They were to replace the
clear glass windows with their purple silk shades that had _
initially been placed in the monument. Apparently by that time
the shades were becéming rather ragged. The other six windows

in the lower portion of the tawb, none of which were visiblé fram

the rotunda, were not included'in this $975.00 project.l® mhe

installation was ccnpletéd by February, and everyone was very
pleased by the new effect. General Porter noted that the purple

_glass:

...produced a light effect vastly superlor to the purple

silk curtains which had formerly been in use to pmduce

a proper tone of color in the Tonb...20
The anly other changes made in these early years included the
construction of a small wooden shelter or office in 1915 just
to the right of the entranceway as cne entered. This was
neceSsifataed by the freezing temperatures inside the tomb during
the winter which were adversely effecting George D. Burnside and
his assistants.?3 A few years later in 1923, Grant's Tomb finally
caught up with the 20th Century when its gas jets were capped and it
was wired for electricity.24 And in 1927, the plaza immediately

surrounding the tamb was repaved by the city. This was done because
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poor drainage fram the original plaza had caused the structure
‘to settle as much as 2" at its soutlwest corner by 1925. The
Association feared that if the situation were allowed to go

uncorrected, the entire building might in time collapse.25

The possibility of carrying out more of the sculptural
ornamentation Duncan had originally intended for the mn&rent

| was much discussed ove.r-the yéars, possibly‘because 'of the

lack of it had been criticized in same quarters. Various

solutions were proposed as to how to proceed, but the architect

himself reqularly changed his mind in regard to what was required,

and the Association never seemed to have enough money, or willpower

to do anything.

Duncan recalled towards the end of 1925 that his original competition
design for the monument included a "group of statuary," actually

a quadriga, on the sumit of the building, "but the reduction in

size of the monument, necessitated by cost, reduced the scale so

that it would prohibit using a group; and the only finial possible

would be a sj:ngle figure - that of peace...26 It seems that Duncan
himself attempted to secure funding for this figure in 1897, just
before the tomb was completed, from the "Municipal Art Associatién," now

known as the Municipal Art Society.27 Apparently everyone was confident
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that the crowning figure would be supplied shortly after the
dedication. It was drawn in on the cover of the program for the
dedication ceremony, and General Porter made reference to it in
his speech on that day?®

Still later, in 1928, Duncan claimed that the crowning figure
" was to have been a "Victory," rather than a figure of "Peace."
He went on to say: -
This question was brought up several times with General Porter,
and the Committee of about the year 1900, but eventually it
was decided that it would be less liable to arouse criticism
if a bronze (pine) cone, similar to the cne formerly on top
of the Pantheon at Rome, and which is now in the Vatican
Gardens (Fig. 142), were used instead, but all propositions
were finally abandoned. 29
Thus figures of "Peace," “"Victory" and even a giant pine cone
had been proposed to cap the monument. In regard to the last
suggestion, it is interesting to note that Julius Schweinfurth's
campetition design for Grant's Tonb submitted in 1889 - the design
that so resembled Duncan's - was crowned by a pine cone! Perhaps
Duncan found scme inspiration there. In any event, he seemed to
like the idea enough to have produced a drawing, now lost, showing -

the pine cone in place at the apex of the tonb.30

In reply to an inquiry from General Porter in 1912, Duncan suggesﬁed
that the most essential ornament that the tamb needed was not
scmething for the cap, but an equestrian statue of Gx;'ant for the
front steps. Next in importance he recamended "the placing of...four
. non-partrait equestrian guardian figures...over the four central

colums of the entrance. 31v This, too, was a change since his
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- .-.._,_*...._.,‘..,,_..._.]

‘original design proposal had cailed for equestrian portraits of

A

four of General Grant's comrades in arms over the portico, and’

not simply four abstract guardian figures.

The Association did nothing about this particular recammendation.
The subject of statuary again came up in 1919, when Duncan was

elected a Vice Presiaent of the 01:'<_:1anizaticm.32

The architect

went to the trouble of getting in touch with;J. Massey Rhmd

who gave him prices: for a statue of "Victory," an equestrian

Grant and four subsidiary equestrian figures.33 Again, nothing
came of this. In 1921, the Secretary of the Association was
inétructed to look into having a figure of "Peace" made for the
apex of the 'Dcnb Nothing was done.34 Then in 1925 the subject
was raised yet again.. Duncan now thought that it would be more
important to place the four equestrian figures over the portico
than to set the equestrian figure.of Grant on the front steéps, , '
because the "equestrian statues were necessary to complete the
design,"' whereas, "the portrait statue of ‘Genezal Grant...is really
no part of the structure and could be placed there at any time,35"
Thamas Denny, Secretary of the Assoc:.atlcn, then sent out letters of
inquiry to the various trustees to determine what they thought the
possibility was of raisincj $125,000 to supply the four equestrian
figures for the portico and a figure for the crown of the pyran_\id'.36
The general reply must not have been terribly encouraging since lthe

matter was dropped.
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In early. 1928, the matter was still under discussion. On March 13,
Duncan wrote to General J.G. Harbord, President of the Association,
that he had spoken to a number of sculptors about the possibility
of their doing work for the monument, D.C. French and J.M. Rhind
among them, but that they were all too expensive. Therefore, he
was going to ask prices of one Allen G. Newman.37 Tt seens,
however, that Duncan was prmnf.i.ng Newman's career, since he_.only
wboté to Rhind a week _afﬁ telii.ng Haxbprd how high. his prices
were.3® Newman was willing to execute the four "equestrian guardian
statues” for $112,000.39 Harbord locked into the possibility

of having the statues cast from melted civil war m, but

he was told there were simply not enough around for the purpose.40
Duncan's final comment on the matter was delivered in April when
he advised against placing "pedestrian" stat.ues over the portico
as opposed to equestrian, and that if there were not enough money
available to do the four, then the Association should place the
equestrian Grant on the steps of the monument and execute three
wall plaques in bas-reliéf for the panels above the colonades on
the east, north and west sides of the monument.4l In sum, the
architect continued to change his mind on the subject of statuary

each time he was asked.

The real possibility that samething might ac{:ually be.done to
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ebellish the tomb arose when William Rhinelander Stewart took

- an interest in the matter. Stewart had led an earlier, and very

successful drive in March 1918 to raise the money necessary to place
statuary on the ‘Washingt'on Arch in Greerwich Village. At the annual
meeting of 1927, Stewart urged the members of The Grant Monument
Association on to action.?? After asking around, William R, Mead
of the famous firm of McKim, Mead and White, recommended that
Stewart hire John Russell Pope (4/24/74 to 8/27/37) as architect

in order to "undertake the difficdltvtaSk of campleting and enriching”
the tcnb.43 Duncan was, presumably, getting too old for the job.
Pope was, of course, the distinguished designer of the Jefferson
Memorial in Washington, among other famous structures. He had

also designed a Temple of the Scottish Rite for the masons in the
same city, a building was inspired by the Tomb of Halicarnassus just
as the Grant Monument had been. 1In April and May 1928 Sbewart. .
and Pope en'gaged in an extensive correspondence concerning Grant's
Tab. And finally Pope recammended to Stewart that same landscape
work would be required in addition to sculpture if the project was

to be a real success.44

At the same time Pope put Stewart in contact with sculptor Paul

Manship (12/24/84 to 1/30/66) to get his advice on the project.

Manship examined a set of blueprints Duncan had prepared around the

turn-of-the-century, and the séulptor essentially recamended that

the architect's original decorative scheme be executed at a cost
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of $250,000 to $300,000. This was to include bronze bas-reliefs

in the panels above the colonades on the east; north and west
facades. Manship felt that flying figures would be most appropriate
in these spots and that they might represent "the triumph of Genius
or Fame, or such qualities as Courage, Preserverance, Righteousness,
etc." He thought that a figure of "Victory," approximately 10'
“high would be best for a crowning'notif. And he recammended the use
of equestrian figures,-tripods and other.ornénents in accordance
with Duncan's drawings. The only depaxﬁme from the architect's -
original plans that he proposed was to place an equestrian statue
of Grant on the plaza in front of the tomb rather than on the landing
in the front steps. Stewart had apparently already discussed this
point with the sculptor;45 '

After spending a considerable amount of time studying the tomb,

John Russell Pope drew up a set of recommendations on December 4, 1928,
~ and then made an oral presentation of them before a Special Meeting -
of the Board of Trustees on December 10, 1928.46 Pope had evidently
had John Duncan's full cooperation, since Duncan had placed at his
disposal the original drawings for the project énd, in Pope's own
words, he was eager "to keep Mr. Duncan happy...47" Pope disliked

the exposed nature of the toamb - the way it almost seemed to shoot

up into the air. Therefore, one of his primary recommendations

was to provide the monument with a more substantial footing. This
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qeuld be achieved by ringing it with wenmays and retaining walls
on two levels. In addition, he suggested that large trees be
planted around the building to provide e transition between the
structure and its surroundings. This was, of course, totally

at odds with the original plan for the site, which aimed at
avoiding any dense planning in the area so that the tamb might
be shown to its best advantage.48 And again in 1912 when the

‘ Japanese'giove'nment offered same cherry trees to the City of

New York, Porter and Duncan had advised against their being

planted anywhere near the tamb least they obscure 4the structure. 49

In texms of ornament, Pope said:

The handling of the sculpture necessary to camplete the

picture is a comparatively simple matter. The sound

principle that one main sculptural motif should cammand,

rather than that several equally important motifs should

. campete among themselves for attention, is the basis of

the suggestion submitted.
He, therefore, )rejected Manship's advice that the Association
carry out Duncan's original sculptural program. Instead he proposed
that an equestrian statue of Grant be blaced on the plaza and |
that this serve as the enserble'e "one main sculptural motif." .He
then came up with a novel idea of building an ornamental pediment
over the portico in lieu of the four equestrlan statues Duncan
intended to place there. He himself would design it. For the

three panels on the east, north and west facades, he proposed grey
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marble plaques with iriscriptions and same architectural sculpture.
This-same stone would be for a pair of'candelabra. that wbuld flank
the front steps. And finally, the granite cap on top of the stepped
pyramid that was intended to serve as a base for a piece of statuary
was to be removed. The totai cost of this project was to be in the

area of $400,000.°0

" Otto R. Eggérs'of J.R. Pope'é shop executed a set of what must have

| been presentatioﬁ drawings prepared for examination by the Grant
Monument As;sociation in 1928 (Figs. 143, 144, 145, and 146).51 These
drawings show that it was probably very fortunate that Pope's plans
never came to fruition. ' The sculptural pediment Pope proposed would
have been an absolute diséster - unnecessary and out of scale. The
addition of the long awaited equestrian statue in front of the building -
.« was a good idea; but the selection of Paul Mansﬁip as the sculptor

was again, lesé than inspired. The model for the piéce which Manshié
was ul-t:i.matély to produce was interesting, but in a striking art deco
style.?2 If it had been executed in full scale and placed in front
of the monument, it would have been hopelessly out of keepmg with
Duncan"s structure. In fact, all of Pope's proposed embellishments,
down to and including the two candelabra he recammended for either
side of the steps would have resulted in a modernization of the tomb

rather than its "completion."

In the early part of February 1929, a fund raising campaign was inaugurated
for the campletion of Grant's Tomb in accordance with the plans of
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John R. Pcpe.53 The project received a favorable reception, especially
. since the Tarb had "been open to the criticism of poSsessigg too
cumbrous and gloomy an effect...5?" and was "regarded by most people
as a good deal of an aesthetic eyesore.ss" In order to handle the
fund raisihg campaign the Assoéiatim set up a spec1a1 office in

the Chamber of Cammerce building, where it had been given free space.
The office was ‘placed ‘in charge of one Thomas Hotchkiss, who in

the course of his career had helped to compile information fo{r‘the
monumental Stckes Iconography of Manhattan Island. Stationary for |
the "Special Committee to Camplete the Monument" was printed up and,
of course, William R. Stewart was in overall charge of the effort.
He was to camplain that the other truétees were not pulling their
weight in the campaign. Contributions were not caming in at the
anticipatéd rate and many members of the Association were not ohly .

failing to solicit contributions, but neglected to give themselves. >0

By June $106,375 was in the Association's hands - a sum considered
disappointing.37 Nevertheless, its menbers were determined to go
ahead with the project, largely because of the unflagcjing supporf
and enthusiasm of William Rhindlander Stewart. He convinced the
Association to sign the necessary contracts to get the work underway,
and he announced that he would personally guaranfee payment if the

necessary funds were not forthcaming from other sources. Therefore,
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a contract for $35,000 was signed with John Russell Pope on

June 11, 1929.8 The sum represented the then standard 10%

architect's fee on what was then estimated to be a $350,000 project

(fees had gone up since Duncan's day). A second contract in the
amount of $75,000 was drawn up on the same day for Paul Mahship's

signature, but there is some question as to whether or not the

- Association signed it.29 The contracﬁ_ specified that Manship

was to produce an. equestrian statue "with ‘(a) secondary symbolical
figure in direct connection with the equest;:ian figure." The whole
was to be 14 feet high and Manship estimated it would take three
years to execute.6° Just before.leaving for a European' trip,
Manship stated that the ccmmssmn required "a severe and tranquil
type of figure, not the Grant in full movement or action, but the
Grant of the last review..." He also suggested that perhaps two,
rather than cne, supporting figures would be most appropriate.6l
This was the formula suggested by Otto R. Eggers in his drawing of

the proposed equestrian statue (Fig. 146).

From what seemed like ratheg pramising beginnings, the movement to
conplete the monument tumbled into total disarray. The primary cause
of this was the crash of the New York Stock Market in October 1929.
This put a un.ck end to the fund raising effort. A nurber of people
had trouble fulfilling the pledges they had made earlier in the year,

and certainly no new pledges were coming in. In addition to the crash,
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William Rhinelander Stewart - the_vmld—be" guarantor of the contracts
with Pope and Manship - died on September 4. Duican followed soon
aftér cn October 18.52 For at least a year or so the Association
still malntamed plans to go ahead with the entire project. Progress
reports on the planning end of the project continued to be received
at least through the fall of 1930.53 But sametime shortly thereafter
it must have been clear to everyone th_ét they could not go on. At
the annual meeting in 1932, it was announced that in all $122,515.76
had been taken in during the fund raising campaign.®4 Of that sum
approximately half had been spent on expenses connected with the
Association's office, architecturai fees and Paul Manship's contract.
' Of what was left, much of the money was invested in stocks and
bonds, the market value of which was substantially below what had
been paid for them. The contracts with Pope and Manship were,
therefore, "suspended.63" The following year the Association
campletely closgd down the office it had opened at the outset of

the fund raising campaign.66

Stocks and bonds were not the only things that were down. Visitation
at the Tamb plumeted to levels never before experienced, essentially
‘because people no longer had the money to travel for leisure. In 1933,
only 95,584 people walked through the door.®7 Also, vandalism - as
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~ opposed to childhood mischief - became a.problem. In 1932, two
glass‘ doors were broken and the policeman's sentry box was
destfoyed by arson. 58 During that summer the first case of
graffiti at the tomb was reported. A man took red paint and on
the night of August 27 and smeared the following on the side of
the building: |

The good but starve;

The order of the day .

Is Prey on others

Or become a prey.
The event was considered sufficiently unusual, even shocking, for
it to have been picked up in most of the major dailies (Fig. 147).
And surprisingly the perpetrator was caught! His name was Louis Gangl,
and he was an unemployed painter. He was caught up in the Bronx
while painting another line or two of poetry cn a walkway, at which
point he confessed to the Grant's Tamb caper. He was sentenced to

five days in jatil.69 Times have changed.



CHAPTER XTII - REHABILITATION IN THE IATER 1930s

The Grant Monument Association's old Special Camittee for the
_Campletion of the Monument. never dispanded, and during the rﬁid

and later 1930s, the tomb was finally rehabilitated and newly
embellished, though not precisely along the .lines envisiqned and
recommended by John Russell Pope in 1928/1929. Same of the work
was comissioned directly by the Association. But the vast majority
of it was carried out by the grdpp in cooperation with either the

Department of Parks, the Works Progress Administration,_ or’ both.

The first projects began in December 1935 and were undertaken by the
Department of Parks, probably using WPA labor. The marble flooring

in the center 6f the crypt - broken and discolored for year;'s - was
taken up and relayed.l The rest of the marble in the crypt was then
cleaned by hand with pumice, aﬁd the ceilings were vacuumed and cleaned
with steel wool. Same marble work was repaired, though it was not
specified just where, and stained marble panels in the entranceways to
the two trophy rooms were switched with marble slabs from less conspicuous
portions of the interior. Electric cables that were strung in plain
site in 1923 were hidden away in the walls. This work seems to have
taken close to a year, and towards the end of 1936 the Association's
secretary J.nqulred whether o‘r not Park Commissioner Robert Moses would
continue the work by having the floors and wainscotting in the rotunda

attended to.2
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Moses apparently agreéd to continue the project,. and using WPA labor

he had the remaining marble on the J.nte.nor of the tomb cleaned in the
summer of 1937. Another important pmject acoonpllshed that summer
involved the replacement of the "roof" and the repointing of all of

the upper masonry. It is not clear whether there already were built

up roofs in place at this time on the upper portion of the tomb and
that these were replaced; or whether kuilt up roofs were simply added
at this time on top of the orlgmal roof surfaces. In any event, there
is evidence on both the upper and lower roofs today of built up surfacés
with considerably higher profiles than those now in place. The total
cost for this work was $22,500. Same new electric lightil:xg was installed
inside of the tamb, as was a heating system designed to cut down on
condensation during the winter. The préss began to take notice of all

this activity in the fall.3

" During 1938 and the early menths of 1939, work on the interior and exterior

of the tomb continued. In January 1938, scaffolding was erected in the
rotunda to permit the cleaning of .the plaster dawe and arches with steel
wool. It was decided that the curator's booth that stood just to the
east of the doorway was unsightly and had to be removed. Yet the curator
still needed an office. The solution arrived atlv.vas-to remove the
stairway from the southeast corne.r of the building and create a

small office in there that could accamodate the caretaker and provide
room for the Association's files.b The stairway was thought to be
expendable since the public was not admitted to the upper gallery

anyway . 4
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. The purpleh stalned glass windows installed by Tiffany early-in the

‘ centurywerecondemedasbea.ngtoogloaw, so they were tooslated
 for removal. A nu.mber of nmltlcolored designs were cons:.dered as’

was the possibility of campletely changing the leading (Fig. 148), »
but in the end the Tiffany design was left in tact and only the lights
were replaced mth amber. glass. The choice of cblor was evidently
msplred by the fact that the trustees were told the sash at Les
Invalldes were glazed with amber hghts. The Pittsburgh Plate Glass
Company was g::.ven a $3,750 contract in early 1939 for the job, which
was only to’ include the nine windows that admitted light to the rotunda
. and the transom lights in the storm door.® These windows were apparently
protected by outside sheets of glass, similar to the plexiglass panels
today, although there is no way of telling when these sheets were
first instzz:.lled.__6 Samples of the purple Tiffany glass were reta:ined-
and are mentioned by National Park Service officials in 1959.7
Unfortunately, b'etv»een then and now the samples have disappeared. A
quotation was also solicited from the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company
for J.nstallmg ambe.r glass in the twelve windows of the gallery. An
estimate of $l 500 was rendered, but it is not clear whether or not

a contract was awarded for the jOb.8

" The walls and tlna dames in the two reliquary roams were originally left
by Duncan in a natural white plaster state with no applied finishes.9

By the early 1930s the surfaces were probably quite dirty so the walls
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were painted grey and the dames blue.10 When the rehabilitation

got underway in the mid and later 1930s, the rooms were still dominated
by the large bror:;ze and glass display cases filled with Civil War
‘battle flags and other momentos, and their walls were covered with

same of the testimonials the Grants deposited at the tomb in 1904.

As early as 1935, the then President of the Association, Herbert
Saitterlee, suggested that the rooms could be made more attractive
if the testimonials were nemved from the walls and replaced by
murals.ll In 1937, his recommendation was adopted. Two artists,
brothers Lynn and (William) Dean Fausett, were invited to camplete
with one another for the project. No written records survive to |
state whether or not the subject of the murals was specified, but

it would seem likely that both artists were requested to design maps
featuring the battlefields of the .Civil War, and especially those
- where Grant fought. In June, after designs had been submitted, the
Association awarded the commission to Dean Fausett -(b. 7/4/13), the
younger of the two.l2 In the fall the Association sent him a letter
defining the scope of the job:

In the two northerly corners of Grant's Tamb are two

circular Trophy Roams (sic). It is our intent to

camission you to decorate the walls of both roams

from floor to cornice with suitable mural paintings

executed on canvas. These paintings are to include a

frieze, wall maps, suitably lettered, an ornamental

classic clair board and an architectural dado. Your

preliminary sketches have been tentatively accepted subject

to various revisions as to color and design.

He was to receive $3,000 for his work.13 By the end of the year
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"canvas with whlte lead" was hung on the Vwalls of. the two ‘roams
for $360. The following Febrhary, Duncan's original ornamental
plaster friezes that were set below the cornices in two roams were
removed at a cost of $200 because they interfered with Fausett's
'design.l4 Painting began in the spring and was largely campleted
by fall. As a final touch the murals were vaxm.shed to protect them
from the many visitors to the tamb, and as a fufther precaution bronze
railings were installed at the base of the maps to keep the visitors
at a distance.15 In the east reliquary room the area from Florida |
to North Carolina was represented (Figs. 149 and 156), while the
| mural in the v;;est reliquary room covered the region fraﬁ North Carolina
‘to Pennsylvania (Figs. 151 and 152).16 The overall length of each
of the murals was 38'6" and they were 11'6" high. The basié color
of the maps was a "bionde but quiet flesh-amber," as was the dado.
The frieze was in tones of grey. The various battles of the Civil
War were marked on the maps w1th crossed sabers, and those in which
played a leading role were additionally emphasized with stars. In
the words of the artist:
The full effect is one of calm dignity, sinplicity, ard general
warmth to campliment the general coolness of the marble. (The
murals) also make an effective yet simple background for the
flags which are the centers of interest in the rooms.l7
In 1937 a set of swinging racks was installed far $1,100 just to
the west of the entranceway to display the testimonials that formerly

hung on the trophy room walls. A nurber of artifacts formerly housed
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with the flags inside the bronze cases were also placed here, and a
1anp' was installed overhead to facilitate visitors' pursual of the
materials.l8 Bronze markers cn wooden bases were then made wp for
each of the flags in the trophy rooms, and provided with black-lettered
vellum labels - all of which added a new touch of elegance to the |
exhibits.19 And a handsome brass lecturn was added to the tanb's
interior fumiéhings,ZO Herbert Satterlee also recamended in 1935
that bronze busts be placed in the niches of the tamb's crypt, and |

he offered to take the matter up with officials of the WPA.2l1 The
possibility was raised fram time to time over the next two years, 22

and finally in 1938 something was d(Sne about it. "High military
authorities" suggested the installation of busts of Generals

William T. Sherman, Philip H. Sheridan, George H. Thomas,

James B. MacPherson and Edward Ord in the crypt; They were chosen

"as being those who were most closely associated with General Grant's
victorious campaigns.” By June 1938, a Mr. Picooli of the Federal

Art Project had the project for the five Vbusts underway, even though

he did not have explicit authorization from The Grant Monument Association
to proceed. Apparently there. were large numbers of artists on
Piccoli's staff, all of whom had to be paid and kept busy. Piccoli
initiated the project with the thought in mind that if the Association
~ decided not to go ahead with it, he oould always place the statues in
schools.24 The artists selected for the job were William Mues (8/28/77-?)
ard Jeno Juszko (1880-1954). Both, it seems werelrefugees fram the

Nazis.25 Mues was assigned the statue of Sherman and Sheridan, while
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Juszko was given Thamas, MacPherson and Ord. In the sumer, plaster
models of these statues were shlppedup to the tawb and set in place .
so that all interested parties could examine them and determine
whether or not they were suitable (Fig.'153). Both The Gram;. .
Monument Association and the city's Art Camnission were requested

to give their approval. The Association's only financial Qbugaﬁon
would be to supply $350 for materials and. casting. The plaster models
were removed in November 1938, and the finished bronzes were presumably
supplied shortly thereafter (Figs. 154-158).26 The incised letters
spelling out the names of the various generals on the bases of the
" busts were gilded a nuber of years later, although they were
originally left in their n;ntural bronze state.27

Wark on the exterior of the building was just as ambitious. The tamb
was cleaned with chemical éolizents and steam by Nicholson and Galloway.
'Ihe same firm screened all of the openings on the colonade level

to prevent birds from nesting between the plaster dame and the

inner roof.28 John Russell Pope's plans for embellishing the structure
with a pediment, marble plaques and other details were largely abandoned
for lack of funds. However, just as tﬁe rehabilitation project; got
underway, New York's Old Post Office (1869-1875) in City fhll Park

was being demolished (Fig. 159). Two of the eagles that decorated

the upper portion of the building were offered to the Association

(Fig. 160). They were accepted and ai; firstvvsere to be placed at

the southeast and southwest corners of the building's pai:aphet.

i e o et =
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"Pedestals" adorned with swags and Grant's four stars were to go on
the plinths at either side of the staircase. The "pedestals" were
never excuted and the eagles ended up being placed where they were

to have gone.29

-Popesearllerplantoenlargetheplazasurrmmdmgthetmbandto

’ relandscape ﬂneareawasadoptedlnmstof its details by landscape
arch:.tect Gilmore D. Clarke, and architect Aymar Embury, III, and became
the centerpiece of the exterior rehabilitation (Fig. 161). The idea
of installing two tiered val]mys around the tamb was d.ropped Yet
there were scome mterestmg features added to the plan. The

parkland was increased by ten fegt to both the east and west at

the expense of the two branches of Riverside Drive. A $51,850 contract
was signed by the Association with the H.E. Fletcher Co. of West
Chelmsford, Massachusetts, to supply the neéessary granite for the
stairs and retaining walls.3l Chelmsford granite had been used,

it will be recalled, in the construction of the nearby rest room
facility in 1909-1910. The Association also supplied $6,841.50

for new trees, shrubs and sod for the area,32 and a new fence was
erected around the memorial tree area to the north of the tamb. All

. of the labor was supplied by the W.P.A. (Fig. 162). Floodlights may
also have been installed on the upper part of the fonb. 33
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As early as 1921, Duncan had suggested that there cught to have been
two flagpoles in front of the tamb.34 When the building was dedicated
there was a single huge wooden pole to the north of the structure, but
later on it was unclear as to just what kind of flagpole, if any, was
in the area. In accordance with Duncan's sugi;estion two poles were
orde;:‘ed as part of the rehabilitation project. Contracts were let-

to the Penn Brass and Bronze Works and f.:rnest Cappelle to supply the
bases and poles respectively for the ensembles.35 The Aflagbole to
the east of the tomb was dedicated to the memory of Horace Porter

and Grant's four star General's flag was to fly from it. The flagpole
to the west was dedicated to the metmry of Col. Fred Grant, and the
American flag was to fly there. Both poles were appropriately marked

with brass plaques.36

The Association also maintained high hope of securn.ng an equestrian
statue of Grant for the plaza in.fmnt of the tamb. The subject

was under discussion in 1936 and 1938,37 and when the plaza was rebuilt
foundations to support the weight of such a statue were laid below
grade.38 There are no indications that Paul Manship was contacted.
This was probably due to the fact that he would have expected to have
been paid the princely sum he originally bargained for almost a decade
earlier. What the Association had in mind was getting a WPA artist to
design the bronze so all it would have to do would be to supply |
funding for materials and casting, as in the case of the five busts

for the érypt.



p. 173

The WPA agreed to help and'a sculptor named Finta was assigned to
the project. His work was a disaster. U.S. Grant 3rd went to
examine it in the spring of 1939 and announced that the:
.e .nbdel is entirely unacceptable...The figure seemed to
me very stiff and, except fram one view, far from a good
likeness. Although Mr. Finta intends it to be quiet and
thoughtful, the impression I got was that it expressed
distress and sadness.39
The 'President of the Association, Satterlee, agreed with this
assessment. At that point Picooli of the WPA stated that both

Finta and Mues would make further studies for the project.7°

Nothing more was heard of Finta. Over a year later, Satterlee
reported to U.S. Grant 3rd that he and William Mather had:

..seen a one third size model of the General on horseback
made by a German sculptor named Mues who made one (sic) of
the busts in the crypt. It is very good but we made same
suggestions that I think will make 1t better...41

What is probably a photograph of this model is in the New York

Public Library (Fig. 163). Mues' statue did not come up again until
the sumer of 1941 when Satterlee again wrote to Grant telling him
that the W.P.A. was eager to have the Association:
.. .accept a model made by Prof. Mues, the older Germanl
sculptor. I think they want to get him off the WPA payroll...
naturally he does not want to get off...42
But in the end Mues' design was not well enougﬁ liked. Writing to
Grant on the situation Satterlee stated: |
Of course we can get (Mues' statue) for the cost of the bronze

and casting and pedestal but no one seems to want a statue of the
General made by a German under the supervision of a Russiani43
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A Russian named Sobolski had by this time replaced Mr. Piccoli as
head of the WPA artists project.

Some thought was given to'having the statue of Grant by William Ordway
Partridge moved fram its site at the intersection of Bedford Avenue

and Bergen Street in Brooklyn to the tamwb site. But U.S. Grant 3rd

" did not like the 1896 statue very much and Brooklynites were enraged

by the suggestion so it was abandoned - at least temporarily.
Over the next twenty years, however, the Association took up the
possibility of relocating Partridges' work time after time, though

it was, of course, left in its original place.44

The newspapers welcomed the rehabilitation project, the New York Times

remarking that the tomb had "long been the target of aesthetic

‘ criticism.45"_, In January 1939, most of the WPA laborers had largely

campleted their work and a ceremony was held at the tomb during
which they were given certificates of cauierﬂation by the Association
(Fig. 164). A formal rededication of the tomb, attended by a few
Civil War veterans among others, was then held on April 27, 1939
(Fig. 165).46 The entire project had cost some $300,000 of which
The Grant Monument Association had‘ supplied over $80,000 left over
fram the fund raising campaign of 1929.47 The tomb locked fresher

inside and out than it had in years (Figs. 166, 167 and 168).



CHAP'I‘ERXIV-E[‘I{E NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND
THE GENERAL GRANT NATIONAL MEMORIAL

The years following the rehabilitation of the later 1930s, were
raﬂaeruneventful During World War II, sandbags were piled in front
of the trophy roams to serve in same unfathomable way as protéction
in case of an air raid (Fig. 169). Tarpulin covers were also thrown
over the sarcophagi at night for the same purpose. Installed in 1942,
these materials were removed in September 1945.1 The only "casualty"
of the war was a piece of Japanese embroidery which had been sent

to Grant's family from the people of Nagasaki as a memorial after
the General's death.z. It was on display in the swinging racks by

the door and became the subject of criticism from visitors to

Grant's Tarb. Therefore, it was ordered removed in the early

part of 1944 along with an accampanying photograph or two.3

In the years following the war, the trustees of The Grant mem‘ent.
Association became uneasy about their long range ability to finance
and administer the tamb. At a meeting of the Association held in

the spring of 1953, sameone suggested that it be turned over to

| the Federal Government.4 The matter was allowed to pass with no
decision being made one way or another. It came up again the following
year during a discussion in which the merits of having either the

city, state or federal government take over the structure were raised.
A oonsensuslemerged that the tamb would be best off in the hands of

the federal government, and a special conmittee was appointed to lock
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into the matter. By the end of the year, contact had been made with -
the Deparbént of the Interior and various members of the Executive
Comittee decided to write to the president concerning the matter.
There was.some opposition within the l}ssociation to the move, as

at least one member considered the potential transfer to be a shirking

of responsibility. 5

In early 1955, President Eisenhower's private secretary wrote to the
Asswiaﬁon telling it.that sites similar to Grant's Tomb were |
ordinarily run by cities and states and that he did not foresee federal
involvement in its administration.6 Nor was there any "warmth on the

part of the National Park Service towards the proposal.’"

However, the members of the Association were influential enough to
press the matter with personal approaches to President Eisenhower.
Their efforts were euccessful. A delegation of Park Service officials
headed by George A. Palmer visited the tomb on October 26, 1955.8

The results of this preliminary inspection were recorded in Palmer's
and J. Carlisle Crouch's "Historic: Site Survey, Grant Monument New
York City, New York" dated February 20, 1956. That reported included
a thumbnail sketch of the Grant Monument's history. It recommended
the structure be declared a National Memorial, but that the City

of New York be enoouraged to continue appropriating funds for its

maintenance - perhaps on a matching basis with the National Park



p-

Service. Another aspect of the report that had great significance
for the futin:e came in the statement:
.. .the monument now gives the definité impression that it is
~only a tawb. There should be additional development to give
the visitor a more pointed feeling that this structure is a
memorial.
This sentiment was to be translated into official policy several years
later when the National Park Service formally tock over the tamb. And
it was to have a nutber of unfortunate and unforeseen results. -
As a further indication of thinking within the Park Service, Regional
Director Tobin wrote to the Director in early March 1956 that the
Grant Monument probably could be transformed from a tomb into a

memorial:

But relocation of and subordination of the sarcophagi are
essential to accomplish this.9

Although improving interpretive programs at the site would undoubtedly
have been desirable, Park Service officials were quite evidently
considering drastic physical changes as well in order to pramote

their vision of its potential memorial role.

Evidently confident that the federal government would indeed assume
responsibility for Grant's Tomb, The Grant Monument Association had

two pieces of legislaﬁon passed by the state in 1956 to facilitate
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the transfer. Chapter 44 of the Laws of 1956 amended the charter
~of the Association to permit the organization to donate Grant's
Tonb to the federal goverment. In addition, Chapter 263 of the
Laws of 1956 authorized the City of New York to transfer to the
govenmentthepropeftymwhichthenmmentstoodextending@
to and including the granite retaining walls built in the 1930s.L10

‘It was not, however, until the following year that the President's
Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings and
Monuments decided that: _

Grant's Tomb was of national importance, but that it was a-

memorial rather than a historic site or naticnal monument

and that, therefare, it considers the preservation of the

Tomb a matter for specific legislation by Congress.ll

Shortly thereafter Representative Zelenko, in whose district the

Grant Monument lay, introduced HR 6274 on March 21, 1957, to authorize
the transfer of the Grant Monument to the Department of the Interior.

-The resolution eventually became P.L. 659 of the 85th Congress, and

was finally signed by President Eisenhower on August 4, 1958. It
read as follows: '

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to accept,
as a gift to the United States, title to the real property
known as Grant's Tamb at Riverside Drive and West One Hundred
and Twenty-Second Street in New York, New York, and thereafter
to administer and maintain such real property as the General
Grant National Memorial. ) -

Even before the President signed the bill, The Grant Monument Association
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had signed a quitclaim deed in favor of the United States
govermmenton February 17, 1958.12 The Association made some
attémpts to round up the President, Mayor or Governor to be

present for an official ceremony transferring the monmument to
federal control, but none of the parﬁes were interested in

making an 'appearance.l3 So very quietiy, without fanfare, the

. National Park .Service assuned responsibility for the‘ site on

May 1, 1959.~ Interestingly enough, in 1885 Richard T. Greenér
nenﬁoreé‘ that suggestions had been made that the plot where Grant
was interred should be given to the national goverrment to emphasize
the national importance of the General's final resting place.14 1t

took almost 75 years, but it finally happened.

After the transfer, the National Park Service sought out _

General Ulysses S. Grant 3rd to ask his opinion of_‘ how the government
might best administer his grandfather's final resting place.

Grant had been present at Mt. McGregor when his namesake died, and
he also attended the funeral, the transfer of the General's body

to the permanent tomb and the dedication of the Grant Monument. In.
his own right he was an important figure in conservation cir:_cleé in

Washington, D.C. Grant wrote to the Park Service:
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The Grant Monument Association has always resisted making
of the tomb any sort of general Civil War museum, and I
agree that this would be inconsistent with the purpose
for which the American public donated the funds to build
it. In other words, I hope the National Park Service
will adhere to the basic idea that this is the tomb of
General and Mrs. Grant...l5

In reply to this, the then Regional Director Tobin stated:
I think we can safely assure General Grant that the policy
of the National Park Service is, and will continue to be,
that the Grant Memorial has the sole purpose of cammemorating |
his grandfather's life and service to the Nation...1l6
Thus the purpocse of the General Grant National Manori;al was well

established at a fairly early date. What this meant in practical

_terms remained to be worked out.

Dr. Thamas Pitkin w&s placed in charge of research and development
at Grant'é Tomb while attached officially to the Statue of Liberty
Natiohal Monument. In a letter written in June 1959, Pitkin took up
Palmer's train of thought from three years before in discussing how
to orchestrate a "shift" from the structure's being a mere tomb

to its becaming a nemorial.l? In November, Pitkin issued a formal
report "General Grant National Memorial: Its History and Possible
Development." There he reviewed the history of both Grant's Tomb
and The Grant Monument Association in same detail and again took

up the question of "a shift of emphasis fram the mortuéry to the

interpretive." Pitkin's rationale was that the National Park Service
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I'4

was:. ‘
Charged with the administration of a national memorial.'..It
is not administering Grant's Tarb but General Grant
National Memorial.l
It is not entirely cléar why Pitkin and so many others within the
Service apparently found the two roles - tarb and national
memorial - so incompatible. But in practice their at_tit%ude meant .
two thmgs One, interpret&ti\(e programs, exhibits J.n particular,
‘were to be renovated and made a more important part of the visitor's
experience. Two, the building itself was going to be made to
accamodate this new activity "to moderate the prevailing
atmosphere of a tomb.19" Masses of brightly colored flags were
suggested 'fbr this purpose along with murals. The possible renovation |

'of the mirals in the trophy roams was also recamended.20

In regard to the exterior of the structure, Pitkin suggested that
the missing components of Pope's master plan be carried 6ut.
Specifically, that meant the erection of an equestrian statue on
the plaza in front of the tomb, setting a classical pediment over
the port:.co and shaviné tﬁe_ high cap off the apex of the stepped

' pyramid.2l These goals had continued to be listed in The Grant

- Monument Association's Annual Reports throughout the 19405 and
1950s. Thus Pitkin in efféct was implementing Association policy.

He further recammended a general modernization of the structure,
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including the installation of a telephone and an improved

heating system. As part of thisv modernization, he also endorsed
the removal of Duncan's wooden storm doors (Fig. 170) ,» and their
replacement with a modern bronze revolving door. An entrance |
to the basement storage area other than the ma.ri:le trap door

to the west of the crypt was to be established and rest roam

" facilities for the staff were to be supplied on the crypt level.22

A nunber of Pitkin's suggéstions were adopted by management. In
1961, Pitkin reported to The Grant Momment Association that a
telephone had been installed, new labels had been provided for the
flags in the reiiquary rooms, the swinging panel exhibits had been
" rematted and a nutber of other minor chores accanplished. He
estimated that the pediment would probably cost $250,000 and

that it was, therefore, impractical to consider having it built.
He did, however, hold out hope that the equestrian statue for

the plaza might be executed with funds raised by the New York

State Civil War Centennial Cammittee.23

In fact, having the equestrién statue executed for the plaza in
front of the tamb had been on everyone's mind since the tamb was
turned over to the government. Park Service officials gave The

Grant Monument Association permission to raise money for the project
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as early as June 1959.24 Surprisingly enough, Paul Manshlp was
approached once again and asked if he vapﬁld execute a full scale
version of what was identified as a model he had prepared around
1937 vwhile under contract with the Association (Fig. 171).25 The
estimates for the statue came in at $100,000 in 1959, and double
that sum two years later.26 fThe New York State Civil War Centennial
Committee tried to raise money for the statue, but by 1962 the group
had to admit that the project 'was going badly and that the necessary
money just did not seem to be available.Z27 ‘ L

At the Grant Monument Association's annual meeting in 1962, Pitkin
began to actively push for another project - the installation of murals
in the lunettes of the rotunda.28 He included this proposal in an
"Interpretive Prospgctus" he wrote for the éite in November. Most

of the other recommendations he made in his earlier "Generai Grant
National Memorial: Its History and Possible Development" were also
included in the prospectus along with a new suggestion to inlay the

names of Grant's major battles in brass on the floor of the crypt.29

In 1963, the Historic Arrérican Buildings Survey recorded Grant's Tomb.30
Pitkin at the same time continued to prdmte his mural project. He
presented historical evidence to The Grant Monument Association J.n
support of his thesis that Duncan had intended to ornament the lunettes

‘with representations of Grant's "special victories:3l" Unfortunately,

v
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Pitkin does not seem to have been particularly familiar with
architectural vocabulary. In Duncan's original statement which
he submitted with his campetition drawings in September 1890, he
wrote: o | |

The dome isb supported on the interior by pendentives...These

vsnggl..d clt):: gaﬁéefof tly'gr ﬁgrxs;t thation with figqre

je (o) rom e Mosai .

Pendentives and lunettes are two quite different architectural featu're‘sv~ ~
and Duncan said nothing at all about iﬁnettes. True to his- |
plans, the architect did, indeed, have the vpendentives of the rotunda
ox::rmm&rxted~ by J. Massey Rhind with the series of allegorical groups

representing Grant's éirth, Military Life, Civilian Life and Death.

Pitkin's only other "source" of inj:"onnation on this subject was a
letter fram George G. Burnside, which stated General Porter and
Duncan had both told his father that the lunettes "were to be used
for battle scenes which the General took part in. No substantiating

evidence for this remark exists.33

Nevertheless, Pitkin convinced the Association, and in early 1964
it transferred the bulk of its remaining funds, $20,000, to the
National Park Service to pay _for two of the three murals. The |
third was to be paid for by the Park Service itself.34 Allyn Cox

was awarded a contract for the project on August 31, 1964.35 Each

. rural was to measure 18 x 9'. They were executed by the Venetian

Art Mosaics Studio in the Bronx. The first of them, representing
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Appamattox (Fig. 172) was installed on the north wall by April 1, 1965.
Others representing Vicksburg on the east wall (Fig. 173) and '
Chattanocoga on the west (Fig. 174) were installed by April 1, 1966.
They were all dedicated with appropriate ceremonies on May 26, 1966.
Cox felt that in order to be effective his principal figures had
to be at least seven feet high: ' _ ‘

In each lunette behind the principal action there is

vignetted a bit of background related to and explaining

what we see in the front. A snapshot view of a piece-

of history, as it might have locked fram a fixed point

in time and space is ruled out from the beginning.26
Cox's work cannot be called altogether successful. His figures
are stiff, the campositions dry and uninteresting. The men in
combat look like rows of toy soldiers. The general feeling of the
mosaics is modern and not quite in keeping with the architecture of
the tomb. Perhaps most disturbing of all is their intense chramatic

A range which clashes with general austerity of the interior.

In 1965, a "Historic Structures Report, General Grant Nationa?l Memorial,
Part I" was written by ILouis Torres. It contained no new information
and was simply a summary of material contained in Pitkin's "General
Grant National Memorial: Its History and Possible Develomment.” A

Master Plan also approved that year, although drafts had appeared
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as early as 1960. The Master Plan clearly stated:
The pﬁrpose of the General Grant National Memorial is to
inculcate in its visitors respect for the memory of the
great soldier there entambed, an understanding of the
basic facts of his career, and an awareness of the meaning
of the decisions achieved under his leadership.
Development was to be limited:

To insure that (1t) is in keeping with the Manorlal
character of this tcmb

To insure that the pattern of public use will not
detract fram the visitor's experience of the Memorial
character of the area...An atmosphere conductive to
meditation will be maintained.37
The Park Service's intentions for the site as outlined in this key
management document were clearly to maintain the building's quiet

dignity in the tradition of The Grant Monument Association.

" -A most unfortunate event took place in 1965. Since Grant's Tamb
had been taken over by the National Park Service, there had been
recurring discussions within The Grant Monument Association as to
whether or not it should continue. The Association managed to limp
along for a number of years, but finally it just could not continue
for lack of new members. At é Special Meeting in March, a formal

decision was made to dissolve the Association and to turn over any
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remaining funds to the American Scenic and Historic Preservation -
Society for use at'the tomb.38 A Certificate of Dissolution of

the Carporation was granted by the Secretary of the State of New .
York on Aéril 7, 1965. Approximately a year later, the American
Scenic and Historic Preservation Society used the Association's
remaining $9,005.50 to purchase from Paul Manship's estate a bronze
version of the artist's model for the ill fated equestrian statue
(Fig. 175).39 It was given'to the National Park Service and‘ placed
on display .at the tonb.

Preliminary studies-were also made in 1965 to provide an alternative
entrance to the crypt storage roam in accordance with Pitkin's
suggestion. Architect Newton P. Bevm proposed extending the south-
west staircase to the crypt level and then hollowing out a passageway
fram there to the storage facility. Plans were also formulated for
installing a new storm door - again following up on Pitkin's
recomendation.40 The plan for gaining access to the storage area
wasdeenedeithertoooostlyortooocmplicatedorbotb, and an
alterative was instead carried out which involved cutting through
from the crypt and providing marble door on a pivoting axis. This
work, the removal of Duncan's storm door and its replacement with a
modern fixture were carried out sometime in the latter part of 1965

or early 1966.41

e g amrmr s o e 11



p. 188

Some of Pitkin's other recammendations were finally carried out in
1969/1970 by Harper's Ferry Center. Another plan dated June 1969
was prepared by David Mclean and included a sale; desk, garbage
receptacle, a ple;d.glass covered base for Paul Manship's model

- equestrian statue, a sign for the north wall of the rotunda and -new
displays for 'reliqt‘Jary rooms.42 Mclean, along with Ralph Harrig
and Keath Trexler also drafted an Exhibit Plan in July 1969 .to |
further docﬁmant their ideas. In the:.r study they expressed extreme
hesitation in regard to altering the tomb-like character of the
building. "(It) is, after all, a tomb...," they declared in their
introduction.43 For this reason they decided against the use of
audio visual devices anywhere in the building and limited the placement
of exhibition materials in the rotunda of the tomb. ‘ They even
recammended that a recent park level decision to open the crypt to

visitation be reversed.44 -

Although the planning team counseled the use of discretion, the
additions and alterations they made were totally modern and out of
keeping with the design of the building. For instance, a large bright
blue sign was pléced on the north wall although the coior appears
nowhere else in the tomb; and it was set in an indented marble panel
which it does not quite fill. The result is that it seems both out

of character and temporary.

i aw e e er———pe-
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Perhaps the most tragic feature of the exhibit plan was that it
decreed for the religuary rooms and their contents (Fig. 176).

It called fof painting out the 19305 marals by Dean Fausett. A

Park Service enployée who was on site at the time recalled that the
murals "were just beautiful, and in perfect condition except for a
little surface dirt.4>" After they were obliterated w1th raspberry

' paint in-the case of the east reliquary room and blue paint in the
west Trophy Roam, photo murals wei‘e mounted on‘ the walls along with
texts, all detailing highlights of Grant's military and civilian
life (Figs‘. 177 and4 178). Two of the panels were cha.nged at a later

date to add black Americans to the stor:y.46

The flags in the rooms were referred to in 1959 as being:

...in need of varying degrees of preservation. Most are
in tatters, but some may only require cleam'.ng.47

The Master Plap later called for "the most effective available curat;_orial
teéhnithes (for) the preservation of the...flags.48" But on the advice
of Harper's Ferry Center they were summarily bundled up in newspapers

and eventually shipped off to the Springfield Cleariﬁg House for

what was euphemistically referred to as "storage.49" One exception

was made, the Battle Flag of the 1lth Indiana Volunteer Infantry was
spared and mounted on the wall J.n the east reliquary room.20 1In 1979

the other flags were all returned to New York City and are now awaiting
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conservation treatment and possible display at the tamb,51

The bronze flag cases —:in all praobability designed by bDuncan - fared
even worse than the flag themselves. Two employees still on the
staff of Federal Hall National .Me!mrial in 1969 recall having been
sent up to the tomb with sledge hammers to smash the historic and '
irreplaceable cases to pieces.52 All of this work was completed
by March 1970.33 The Harper's Ferry Exhibit Plan also called for
_the removal of the bronze busts from the crypt since they were:

...of WPA-or similar origin and not of historic valué.>4
For some feason this recommendation was not carried out. The exhibit
panels that-hung to the west of the doorway and were filled with
nemorial resolutions ,pPrints, etc., were probably also removed at
this time. Pitkin in his 1962 Interpretative Prospectus had called
them "repetitious.55" The resolutions and other materials were
crammed into a broken down map case which lay under a hot water tank
in the tamb's storage area. These were all removed to Federal Hall
ih 1977, although quite a bit of damage had already been sustained
by a large number of pieces. Hopefuliy some of them will again be
placed on display at the tomb.56 In 1970, floodlights were installed
by the City of New York to illuminate the tomb at night.57 Otherwise
there were no further changes at the sité until the summer of 1972.
Then, the Superintendent in charge of the General Grant National

Memorial decided to sponsor a mosaic project in cooperation with a
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public arts group. It was intended, among other things, to
commemorate the establishment of Yellowstone as the first National
Park in 1872 by then Presiaent Grant. On a more practical level,
it was thought that if cammunity residents could be involved in
‘the project, graffiti vandalism at the site would decline. Instead
of laying a flat mosaic plaza as originally intended, the project i
director erected a series of three djnenéional free flo,wing' msalc
eovered benches that have been quite controve:fsial. The project
was intended to cost approximately $20,000 in funds from combined
sources, and was to have been completed at the end of the summer.
It ended up costing approximately.$50,000 and was not finished
until fall 1974 (Fig. 179). Clearance for the project under the
1’:erms of the 1966 Historic Preservatien Act was neither solicited

nor received.>8

In 1973 and early 1974 the steel framing of the tamb's stepped
pyramid was reinforced and fans were installed beneath it for
ventilation.3? In the fall of 1974, the dame and arches in the
rotunda were painted for the first time.60 Clearly there was a
need for this as the plaster work was badly cracked in additien to
being streaked with dirt (Fig. 180). A simple cleaning such as the
‘one carried out by the WPA probably would not have significantly

improved the interior's shabby appearance. In 1962, George G. Burnside
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told Pitkin that sometime prior to 1910, John H. Duncan and Horace
Portér had aecided to paint the dome of Grant's Tamb and J. Massey
Rhind's allegorical figures a "light sky blue." This information

‘was supposedly passed on to Burnside by his father.®! 1f Duncan

had indeed recommended such treatment, it would have been very much

at odds with his original intentions for the rotunda. In 1896, it
will be recalled he recomended that "the entire interior of the tomb
should be as.nea.r white as possible." .He had even made the building
strong enough to permit the replacement of the piaster dome and

arches with marble.®2 But on the strength of Burnside's 1962 statement
and his own conviction that the tomb needed to be brightened wp,
Pitkin recamrended in his 1962 Interpretative Prospectus that the

" ceiling be painted “azure" with gilded accents.63 There were
cbjections to this plan within the Washington Office of the Park
Service.%4 Yet contract documents were drawn up in 1974 to carry

out Pitkin's recommendation. It was only after the Historic Architect
for the North Atlantic Region intervened that the color scheme was
shifted to white,®5 which was far more appropriate since it was closer

to the original natural plaster finish.

In general, many of the National Park Service alterations and additions
to the tatb and its site - the removal of Duncan's storm door,
destruction of the bronze flag cases, obliteration of wall murals

and the installation of thé mosaic benches - should be considered

as part of a larger picture. Classically designed buildings had
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fewer and fewer admirers in America from the 1930s on, and the
" influence of the Bauhaus and a nutber of other modern currents

crystallized after World war IT in a new, sleek Intemational Style
of architecture that was accepted by the public and eriti.cs alike
as the standard against which all buildings were to be judged. When
the mosaic bench project was mxierway in 1973, the New York' Times
referred dJ.sparagJ.ngly (and cha.racterlstlcally for the perlod)
to the "drabness" of Grant's Tomb, and the need "to liven it up56"
sentiments Pitkin and other Natxonal Park Service officials cbviously
shared to soame degree. Another periodical went so far as to state:

...the memorial is far from being an artistic creetion. '

As a matter of fact, it is clumsy, tasteless and, surely,

needs samething to make it look better.67
The preservation movement, on the other hand, has been a relatively
new force on the American scene. it was only in the mid 1960s that
landmark statutes began to be passed in municipalities all across
the nation. And it was, of course, in 1966 that Congress passed the
Historic Preservation Act - the provisions of which 4today would block
the sort of alterations and additions to Grant's Tawb that the Park
Service has carried out over the pas‘e 20 years. The preservation
novettlenr has dramatically altered public perception of, and appreciation 4
for, all styles of erchitecture in Amerlca "01d" is no longer |
automatically perceived to be bad. The official seal of critical
approval was stanped on the movement in 1975/1976 when the nation's
foremost bastion of contemporary art, the Museum of Modern Art, staged

its urxforgettable exhibition "The Architecture of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts 68n
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As has been de:ronsf:rated, John Duncan's design for Grant's Tarb
evolved out of the Beaux-Arts movement. Another, more recent
exhibition at the Brooklyn Museum " The American Renaissance,"
has also heightened public awareness of turn-of-the-century
architecture.? This is all to say that previous Park Service '
actions at Grant's Tomb were largely products of the time in
which they were carried out. The reassessment natiorwide that
is now éoi.ng on with i:egard to Americah Renaissance or Beaux-Art
architecture similarly now calls for a-Park Service reassessment

of its treatment of the tamb.

-'Collection management at the tomb has generally suffered the same
vicissitudes as the building itself. 1In 1959, for instance, Thamas Pitkin
called to his aid a National Park Service curator from Philadelphia,
Horace Wilcox, .to survey and help catalogue the collections at the
tarb. In his correspondence, Wilcox made reference to what was
prabably a fairly large number of architectural drawings that had
been submitted in competition for Grant's Tomb. Today these draw:i.hgs
would be viewed as an invaluable resource both for study and display
purposes. Wilcox, however, urged that they be disposed of because
of "their poor condition and the expense involved" in savi.né them. 70
Three of these drawings somehow managed to survive this purge - one

in shreds and the other two with tears and footprints.’1
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Aside Erom the drawings, a number of collection items have vanished
during Park Service tenure. During the fund raising drive in 1892,

it will be recalled, Horace Porter planned to collect the names of

all living members of the Union Army and Navy, and deposit them in

a "library" within the tamb. No 19th-century records indicate how
this was done - or if it was done for that matter. But ln the early

- 1950s a nember of the Grant Monument Assoc1atlon reported at a neet.mg |
that he had visited Grant's Tomb and "that while there. ..had dlscovered
in a recess off the crypt where the names of the original contributors
are stored in copper boxes, two of said boxes are empty. 720 In 1959,
sixteen of these rectangular boxes were catalogued and listed as
having been empty.’3 By the later 1.9705,' these boxes had disappeared
altogether without a trace, along with all but one of another set of
large cylindrical copper boxes that originally held the archives of
The Grant Monument Association. The surviving example, marked with
the number "18" in raised numerals, was discovered in a corner of

the boiler roam at the tomb.74  Aside from the purple Tiffany glass
samples mentioned above, é number of other collection items catalogued

in 1959 and later have disappeared.

It is ‘only hoped that this lengthy report will have documented for
future Park Service managers of the site the long and seoried history
of Grant's Tomb, and that it will have demonstrated the structure's
j_xrportaht place in American history. In the twenty years that the

National Park Service has administered the site, a variety of cultural
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forces have pulled succeeding administrations in a variety of

dlrecta.ons with very mixed - not to say very questionable - results.

At its earliest possible convenience the National Park Service

should draft a Cultural Resource Management Plan that once and

for all will define its purpose in administering the General Grant
National Memorial and how that purpose is to be achieved. It is

hoped that the conclusion of such a plan will be in harmony with

- the objectives of the thousahds of Americans who were in cne way

or another involved in the building of Grant's Toanb.



A great many abbreviations have been employed in the footnotes
and a few appear in the captions to the illustrations as well.

A camplete list of these abbreviations follows this section.

A NOTE ON SOURCES

The footnotes for each chapter in this Study are numbered separately.
Thus a reference to "footnote IX-26," should be interpreted as

"Chapter IX, footmote 26."

Much of the information in this Study is based on correspondence
and other materials in The Grant Monument Association Archlves,

now stored in the library at the Federal Hall National Memorial.
The Archives have been indexed in: David M. Kahn, "Inventory of

The Grant Monument Association Archives," June - August 1979.
Citations in this study to materials in the Archives are made

using the "Inventory's" indexing system. Thus the following citation,
"@RA, VII-3, letter G.Ehret to W.R.Grace, ‘8/7/85," should, after
consulting the "Inventory," be translated as, "The Grant Monument
Association Archives, Storage Box VIII, Folder 3, letter G.Ehret to
W.R.Grace, August 7, 1885." Similarly, the citation, "QAA, XXI-2,
minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/26/13," should be translated as,

The Grant me.ment Assoc1at.10n Arch:.ves, Storage Box XXI, Volume 2,
mmutes of the Annual Meeting of the Grant Monurrent Association for

February 26, 1913." All other citations should be self explanatory.

Many newspaper articles are referred to throughout this Study. Most
of the citations are quite exact, such as the follovdng, "NYT, 9/14/85,

4/3," which translates ae, "New York Times, September 14, 1885, page 4,



colum 3." However, a substantial mumber of newspapér articles
consulted for this study were seen only in clipping form in various
oolléctions. Sometimes these had only a date and page nuwber, and
sateti.rﬁes a date alone indicated on them. No effort has been made
to supply the missirig specifics in regard to these references as
the interested reader should be able to locate them with little

difficulty.
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CO'R

NYCCA

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

American Architect and Building News

American Institute of Architects
Avery Library, Columbia University, John H. Duncan Material

Brooklyn Daily Eagle

- Boston Daily Globe

Berlin and Montello Granite Campany
City Art Commission, New York City, Grant Monument Material
Charles H.T.C. Collis

Century Illustrated Monthly Magazine

Cornelius O'Reilly

Dictionary of American Biography (New York 1928-1936)

Frank Leslie's Illustrated Weekly

‘General Grant National Memorial Museum Item
. General Grant National Memorial Map Case (at Federal Hall)

General Grant National Memorial Vertical Files
(at Federal Hall)

The Grant Monument Association

The Grant Monutent Association Archives (at Federal Hall)
General Horace Porter

Harper's Weekly

James C. Reed

John H. Duncan

John T. Brady.

Museum of the City of New i{ork

Maine and New Hampshire Qranite Campany

Naﬁoral Park Service g

New Yark Chamber of Commerce Archives, Grant Monument
Material



USGAA

New York Herald

New York Herald Tribune

New York Post .

New York Public Library

New York Sun

New York Times

. New York Tribune

New York World

Richard T. Greener

Scientific American

Scientific American - Architects and Builders Edition

Ulysses S. Grant Association Archives, Southern
Illinois University, Carbondale

William R. Grace
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CHAPTER I

Said to have originated on Marx's television quiz show in
late 1940s. The question was reportedly put to dull witted
contestants who were unable to answer any of the other
questions asked of them.

Museum Collection, uncatalogued. The verso is illustrated
in the upper left hand corner of Fig. 130.

Resolution passed at Annual Encampment held in New York City,
12/12/89.

GMAA, IV-1, typescript, n.d.
NYT, 8/16/79, C 10/4.

The mystery of why Thomas Pitkin, the National Park Service
historian who did most of the research on the tamb, never
examined the archives more closely will probably never be
explained. His note cards on the history of the building

which are now stored at Federal Hall, demonstrate that he

was a careful, dedicated scholar. It may be that he put

- too much faith in George G. Burnside, a long time employee

at Grant's Tamb, who told him that The Grant Monument Association's
records for theperiod prior to 1912 had all been destroyed by
fire along with the Association's copies of the original
architectural drawings (GBGR VF, memorandum T. Pitkin to Files,
4/14/59). It is true that a fire in January 1912 wiped out

some papers .of the Association (@RA, XXI-2, minutes Annual
Meeting, 2/8/12), but these were for the period 1897-1912. The
earlier papers for the period 1885-1897 had been carefully

stored in the tamb by architect John H. Duncan in 1897 (AL, letter
JHD to H.W. Hayden, 3/14/22). '
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CHAPTER II

Thomas M. Pitkin, The Captain Departs (Southern Ill. University
Press 1973), pp. 1-4.

Ibid, p.23.

Ibid, pp. 24-27.

Ibid, pp. 34-35.

NYTR, 3/1/04, 14.
aA, XIIT.

cM, 4/97, p. 839.
Pitkin, p. 112.

Ibid, pp. 55-57.

Ibid, pp. 48, 60 and 6l.
Ibid, p. 68. |
Ibid, pp. 86 and 91.



- CHAPTER I1II

NYT, 9/7/85, 4/3.

cmMM, 4/97, p. 839.

NYW, 9/29/89, 1.

' See Chapter VII be:_Low.

@A, X-7, letter J.D. Grant to WRG, 10/29/85. At least the

possibility exists that this letter was drafted by a member of
The Grant Monument Association, see GQRA, XXV-11, letter RIG to

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

H.Hayden, 2/26/12.

NYTR, 7/24/85, 2/1.

QMA, X-7, telegram F.D.Grant to WRG, 7/23/85.
Ibid, telegram WRG to W.L.Turrer, 7/24/85.

NYTR, 7/25/85, 1/1.

GMAA, X-7, -lettet Park Cammissioners to F.D.Grant,

Ibid, letter WRG to J.D.Grant, 7/23/85.
NYT, 7/25/85, 1/1.
NYT, 7/29/85, 1/1.

Magazine of American History, 9/85, pi. 225.

NYT, 7/28/85, 1/3.
NYTR, 7/25/85, 4/2.

E.g. The Record and Guide, 7/25/85, p. 83L.
NYTR, 7/26/85, 5/1. -

@MmA, X-7, telegram WRG to F.D.Grant, 7/25/85.
NYTR, 7/26/85, 1/1.

7/25/85.
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32
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34
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GEGR #s 6 and 7.

Fig. 29, a photograph taken on the morning of 8/8/85, shows the
roof of the temporary tamb had not yet been sheathed with bricks
nor had its limestone trim been applied. This work was only
campleted after the fuperal. For general information on the
temporary vault see NYT, 7/29/85, 1/4-5; HW, 8/8/85 P512;

GEGR #218 ("Offical Programe, Last Tribute to Our Dead Hero,
Saturday August 8th,1885"). NyT, 6/1/86, 1/7; NYP, 4/21/97,

6/1 and GMAA V-17, Garnett and whileman (Publishers), "Sketch
of the Life of Gen. U.S.Grant...(New York 1897)." For the

"gas retort" remark made by General Egbert Viele see NYT, 9/27/89,
1/7. '

NYT, 2/21/97, 20/1.

Magazine of American History, 9/85, p. 243 and HW, 8/8/85, p. 519.

Hopper Striker Mott, The New York of Yesterday: A descriptive
Narrative of Old Bloomingdale (New York 1908); p. 26.

Isaac Newton Phelps Stokes, Iconography of Manhattan Island
(New York 1915-1928), III, p. 977.

NYW, 4/24/92.
HW, 8/8/85, p. 519.

A Guide for Strangers to General Grant's Tomb in Riverside,
Park, New York (New York 1886). Copy in NYHS.

NYT, 8/8/85, 8/1 and 8/27/85, S/3.

AABN, 8/1/85, p. 49. Also see Chapter \Y for a full discussion of
anti-New York sentiment. '

AABN, 8/15/85' W' 73-740

The construction of the temporary tomb was validated by Chapter 338, -

Laws of the State of New York for 1886.
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CHAPTER IV

For general information on the funeral preparations see
NYT, 8/3/85, 4/4; HW, 8/8/85, p. 519 and The Record and
Guide, 7/25/85, p. 831. One entrepeneur laid plans to
produce a special book of engravings reproducing the rich
decorations that were mounted for Grant's funeral. It was
to have been called New York in Mourning, but nothing seems
to have came of the proposition, see GMAA, VII- 6, 1etter
J.P.Coffin to RIG, 10/22/85.

GMAA, X-12, letter Unexcelled Fireworks to A.B.Cornell, 10/8/85.
NYT, 8/11/85, 5/5.

GEGR #244.

NYS, 7/27/85, 1/2 and‘7/28/85.

GAA, IV-9, letter W.Lummis to WRG, 7/25/85.
GMAA, VII-3, letter G. Ehret to WRG, 8/7/85.

HW, 8/1/85, p. 492 and 8/15/85, p. 538; The Record and Guide,
8/8/85, p. 879 and Pitkin, p. 110.

NYT, 8/8/851 1 (map) .
HW, 8/15/85, p. 529 and GEGR #218.
GEGR #241, pamphlet entitled "Within are the Names of the Guests

of the Fifth Avenue Hotel on the Occasion of the Obsequies of
General U.S.Grant, August 8th, 1885."

Pitkin, p. 110.

" The key is now in the collections of the U.S.Grant Hame State
Historic Site, Galena, Illinois, and was donated by Col. Fred Grant

who had inherited the key from his mother (personal communication
from T.A.Campbell, Jr., Superintendent of the U.S.Grant Hame).

For general information on the funeral see W, 8/15/85, p. 538;
J.C.Derby (publisher), The Riverside Souvenir (New York 1886);
U.S.Instantaneocus Photographic Campany (publisher), The Seven
Mile Funeral Cortege of General Grant (Boston 1886) and all

New York City newspapers for August 8 and 9, 1885. The total
cost of the funeral came to $14,162.75, and was born by the
federal govermment, see NYT, 9/3/85, 5/1.

Pitkin, p. 102. ‘
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Program, Mt. McGregor Funeral Service, 8/4/85, with attached
letter signed by Kate H. Gwillim whose husband stood guard
outside the cottage. A piece of fern her husband obtained
from the camemorative flower displays is also attached to
the program, which is in the NYHS.

See Garnett and Whiteman, op. cit.

@A, XXV-13, letter C.H.Burnett to GMA, 2/1/44, reportmg on
his uncle's transgression. ‘

GMAA, X-22, letter A.Schippert to S.Merritt, 8/15/85; letter

. C.H.Robinson to S.Merritt, 8/14/85 and letter Mrs. D.H.Hurdley

to S.Merritt, 8/14/85.

GEGR #448. Also see QMA, XXV-11, letter RIG to H.W.Hayden,
2/19/13.

GEGR #187. See NYT, 3/31/86, 8/3.

As will be noted below in Chapters XII-XIV, many of these resolutions
were at one time on display at the tamb. .
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CHAPTER V.

GMPA, VII-1, letter C.R.Parsons to WRG, 7/28/85.

Maa, XXI-1, p. 1.

Ibid, pp. 4-6.

Ibid, pp. 7-12. A later source mentions that The Grant
Monurent Association had 600 members, but this fiqure is
not cited elsewhere, see NYT, 2/19/86, 8.

@MAA, XXi-1, p. 10.-

GMAA, VII-1, letter M.M.O'Brien to RIG, 7/30/85.

' Ibid, letter "Johny" to Mr. Mayor," 7/30/85. Also see GMAA,

IV-4, Annual Report for 1885.
GMAA, VII-5, letter G.Sadding to C.A.Arthur, 9/17/85.

GMAA, XXI-1, p. 12 and VII-1, letter Mutual Life Insurance Co.
to C.A.Arthur, 7/30/85.

Winston Weisman, "A New View of Skyscraper History," in
Edgar Kaufmann, Jr., The Rise of an American Architecture
(New York 1970), p. 124.

@QMA, X-11. The Association occupied Room 304 until 5/1/87,
when it moved to Room 503. After 5/1/86 the group was charged
50% of the regular rent for the space, of $250.00 per annum,
payable quarterly.

AMAA, XXV-11, letter R'IG to H.W. Hayden, 2/26/12 AL, letter
H.W.Hayden to JHD, 3/22/22 and DRB, VII, pp. 578-579.

GEGR #389.

QAA, XXI-l, pPp. 25-26.

GMAA, VII-1l, circular addressed to Norwich National Bark,
Norwich, Comn., August 1885 and IV-10, letter Post:naster
N.D.Sperry of New Haven to O.Hoyt, 9/26/85.

GMAA, IV-9, letter to C,P.Pierce to C.M.Vail, 8/15/85 and
ViI-5, cu:cular to Insurance Companies, 9/25/85.

GMAA, IV-9, letter A.R.Whitney to RIG, 8/27/85.
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Ibid, telegram L.Stewart to A.B.Cornell, 8/12/85.
GMAA, VII-2, letter Consumers Coal Co. to RIG, 8/7/85.
QM®A, VII-5, letter E.A.Adams to C.A.Arthur, 9/26/85.
GMAA, VII-2, letter S.Vos to S.L.M.Barlow, 8/4/85.
GRA, VII-4, letter D.F.Adams to RIG, 8/21/85.

GMAA, VII-1, letter A.A.Esdra to WRG, 7/30/85.

NYT, 9/14/85, 4/3.

GMAA, XXI-1, p. 22.

GMAA, VII-4, letter B.S.Pardee to RIG, 8/19/85.

Ibid, letter S.H.Hurd to RIG, 8/27/85.

Quoted in NYT, 9/27/85, 4/3.

@A, VII-5, clipping dated 9/2/85 contained in letter L.Morrill

to R1IG, 9/11/85.
Ibid, letter R.L.Olds to RIG, 9/4/85.

GMAA, VII-7, postcard S.S. Weatherby to Drexel Morgan & Co.,
12/2/85.

VII-5, quoted in letter S.W.Thompsan to A.B.Cornell, 9/12/85.
Ibid, letter M.M.White to RIG, 9/26/85.

@A, VII-6, letter E.Hamond to RIG, 10/6/85.

@PA, VII-1, letter E.Doughty to RIG, 8/1/85.

@QMA, VII-5, letter A.S.Cushman to @A, 9/8/85 and VIII-9,
letter R.B.Hayes to JCR, 5/25/92.

Footnote III-S. A

I.e., NYT, 10/30/85, 1/7 and The Riverside Souvenir, ep. cit.

GPAA, VII-4, letter B.S.Pardee to RIG, 8/19/85; VII-5, letter

S.W.Thompson to A.B.Cornell, 9/12/85 and VII-7 letter "A Contributor"

to @A, 11/23/85.
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52

54
55

56

57

. 58

Remark by Representative Farquhar of New York on House Floor,
see Congressional Record, Vol. XXII, #8, 12/10/90, p. 245.

NYT, 10/17/85, 4/2.

GMAA, XXV-11, letter H.L.Hotchkiss (n.d.) in reply to T.Denny
letter of 12/23/25. It seems that Democrats in general were
frequently reluctant to give money to the fund raising effort,
see GBA, VII-10, letter C.Fielder to RIG, 9/3/86.

GMAA, XXI-1, pp. 51 ff.

E.g. NYT, 10/23/85, 4/6. The TJ.mes cont.mued its criticism in
the followmg years, see 4/1/87, 8.

@QMAA, VII-4, letter W.D.Sloane to C.A.Arthar, 8/25/85.
GMAA, IV-10, letter W.Lummis to RIG, 12/24/85.

DAB, p. 579. Also see Chapter IX below for the controversy
over Greener's salary.

W.Jeuson to RIG, 12/9/85; IV-4, Annual Report for 1885-1886.

QRA, X-21.

GQVAA, X-12, letter Sisson and Hyatt to A.B.Cornell, 10/8/85; and
letter S.Low to A.B,Cornell, 10/13/85.

: GEBR #334
53

I e. Qma, VII-?, c1rcu1a.r 12/7/85; ard letter J.Studer to RIG,
11/27/85.

m, XXI-]., pc 58.

QBA, IV-8, telegram RIG to A.B.Cornell, 1/28/86, etc., and
Chapter 7 laws of the State of New York for 1886 "An Act to
Incorporate The Grant Monument Association.”

GMRA, IV-4 and 5, Annual Reports and IV-10, letter F.R.Courdert
to RIG, 3/30/86.

NYTR, 1/28/86, 3; GMAA, V-6, letters A.Dowdney to RIG, 2/2/86 and

2/6/86; circular letter RIG to Member of Congress, 7/20/86; letter

E.Viele to RIG, 7/25/86 and NYT, 7/22/86, 5/6 and 7/23/86, 4/2.
NYTR, 1/11/86, 2/3.
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62

63
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66
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69

GQMAA, X-18, letter W.C.Bryant to @R, 3/5/90, refers to
Association's right to limit photography -from 116th Street
north. Another source (letter R.B.Williams to R.T.Greener,
10/6/91), mentions a more restricted area under Assoc:.atlon
oontrol frcm 122nd to 125th Streets.

GMAA, VII-9, letter QA to St. Luke's Hospital, 5/19/86.

NYT, 6/1/86, 7/1 and The Seven Mile Funeral Cortege of General Grant,
op. Cit.

GMAA, VII-9, létter Head of Pharmacy Cammittee (signature illegible)
to RIG, 6/15/86.

GMAA, IV-17, Statement of Accounts H.Newconb to QMA, 10/7/86,
and letter Lord, Day and Iord to RIG, 10/13/86.

GQMAA, VII-10, letter G.W.daCunha to GMA, 12/6/86.

GEGR #338 and NYT 12/11/86, 4/7. A second Judge contest was
held as well, see NYT 2/24/87, 5/5.

NYT, 1/16/87, 7/3. A

QPRA, IX-9, letter "Two Hungry Jews" to Star, 6/25/87.

Ibid, letter "Rothschild" to Star, 6/20/87.

Ibid, letter L.J.N.Stark to W. Dorshemer, 6/9/87 and XIX-5, 6, 7,
8 and 9, passim.
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CHAPTER VI

NYTR, 7/26/85, 6/2.

GMAA, VI-1, letter G.F.Ditson to GQMA, 8/5/85, etc. Also see
AABN, XXII, 10/22/87, p. 197 for a plan similar to Ditson's.

GMAA, VI-1, C.A.Sheafor to QM, 8/21/85.

| AABN, 8/8/85, pp. 66-67, and 9/26/85, p. 145.

AABN, 9/26/85, pp. 150 £f.

Moniteur des Architects, 1885, Plates 65-66, titled "Etats-Unis
D'Amerique Concours Pour le Project D'un Monument Funebre a la
Memoire du General Grant."

AREN, 10/3/85, pp. 176-177.
NYT, 10/11/85, 8/4.
See Fig. 87.

Brooklyn Magazine, 9/5/85, pp. 9-1l.

NYTR, 9/6/85, 6.

North American Review, 11/1885, pp. 443-453.

In response to the article thw QA advised not to "dictate what
style an architect should adopt," see GQAA VI-1, letter G.B.Keller

Qma, VI-l, letter F. Withers to RIG, 9/10/85; NYT, 9/13/85,
9/1 ard AABN, 9/15/85, PP-. 134 and 138.

QBA, XXI-1, p. 42; NYT 11/10/85, 4/1. .

GMAA, XXI-1, p. 53; VI-1, Draft Invitation by RIG, 1/86.
NYT, 12/16/86, 4/2. h

AABN, 1/23/86, p. 37.

NYT, 12/3/86, 8/1.

NYT, 7/25/86, 3/4 and 12/26/86, 7/4. A panphlet containing DaCunha's design

is in Avery Library.
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SAABE, 2/87, p. 31; 4/87, p. 85 and 5/87, p. 10l. As of February,
the @R had 16 designs in hand.

Etchler was samething of a character. He attempted to bribe
RIG into promoting his design (GMAA, VI-3, letter J.Etchler to
RIG, 9/3/87) and later took a model of his design to Munich
where he fraudently displayed it as the winning design for the
Grant Monument (GMAA, VI-7, letter J.Lauber to RIG, 7/6/88).

QMAA, VI-2, letter J.H.Rhodes to RIG, 4/11/87; letter J.N.Randolf
to RIG, 4/23/87 ard letter W.E.Strong to RIG, 5/4/87.

GMPA, IV-11, letter W.Lumiis to A.B.Cornell 4/18/87.

QRA, v1~é, Competition Announcement, 6/9/87 and NYT, 6/10/87, 8/6.
GMBA, VI-2, letter W.Lumis to RIG, 6/24/87. |

AABN, 8/6/87, p. 58.°

NYT, 11/1/87, 9/3.

NYT, 11/27/87, 9/3.

@nAA, VI-7, letter N.lebrun to RIG, 12/17/88. Draft copies of
the competition invitation in VI-3. Seealso NYT, 1/27/88, 8/3.

E.g. NYT, 2/5/88, 16/6. Printed copies of the announcement can
be found in GMAA, VI-4.

QMAA, VI-S5, letter Assoc1ated Press to Qn, 2/28/88, with London

" Times clipping.

E.g. Le Journal des Arts, 3/30/88, 2/4.

GRA, VI-6, letter AIA to A.B.Cornell and RTG, 3/15/88; letter
Architectural Ieague to A.B.Cormnell ard Executive Cammittee GMA,
(received) 3/30/88; letter Western Association of Architects to
A.B.Cornell and Executive Committee GMA, 3/30/88 and VI-7, letter
Illinois Association of Architects to A.B.Cornell, 4/88. For .-
press coverage see NYT 3/16/88, 8/6 and AABN, 3/24/88, pp. 142-143. -

GMAA, VI-7, letter A.Noerr to RIG, 7/2/88. One competitor ended
up sending in ten drawings measuring 6x4' each, see NYT, 3/5/89,
9/4.

QMA, VI-5, letter J.H.Kent to R'IG, 2/28/88 and VI-6, letter
C.C.Yost 'to RIG, 3/21/88.
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QMAA, VI-6, letter C.F.Osborne to RIG, 3/22/88.

NYT, 2/24/88, 8

NYT, 2/éu9o, 2/4 and GMBA, VI-5, 6 and 7.

NYT, 11/11/88, 16/7. |

GMAA VI-8, letter L.P.Twyeffort to RIG, 3/25/89.

Ibid, Report of Comittee of Experts, 4/23/89 and NYT 12/12/89, 5/2.

E.T.Schoonmaker to R'IG, 1/4/89.

Report 1888-1889 and NYT 3/5/89, 9/4.

According to one source (Building, 10/19/89, p. 131) the GA
sold the privilege to publish a number of the designs in the
first competition "to a firm of publishers.” This firm in turn
resold the rights to publish 15 of the drawings for a $12 fee.

" The Boston Daily Globe (5/21/89, 4/3) reproduced the drawings

along with an unknown number of other periodicals. Later, .
HW (10/5/89, pp. 801 and 803) and NYW (10/2/89, 5/2) published
what were proported to be the winning designs in the first
competition (see below). Scattered examples of other entries
also exist, such as Russell Thayer's (GMA, VI-11l, #36),

Henry O. Avery's (Fig. 87) and a few unidentified
designs (e.g. GQAA, VI-11, #53 and GEGR #310). Out of 65
entrants in the competition, names can only be assigned to 43
since all designs were submitted under the cypher system. Thus
the architects of all of the known designs cannot be positively
identified.

Boston Daily Globe, 5/21/89, 4/3 and GMA, VI-11, #29.
QmA, VI-10, #22.
QM@A, VI-8, letter J.E.Ware to RIG, 4/3/89.

Ibid, letter Committee of Experts to RIG, 4/25/89.

'NYT, 5/20/89, 2; Architecture and Building, 3/1/90, p. 104.

QPA, VI-8, report Comittee of Experts to GR, 6/10/89.
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See footnote 45.

- Entry #52, Motto: Sword and Laurel; NYT 2/21/90, 2/4. For

history of firm see Henry F. Withey and Elsie R. Withey,
Biographical Dictionary of American Architects (Los Angeles
1956), pp. 128 and 542. :

@AA, VI-9, report CO'R to A.B.Cornell, 12/16/89.
HW, 10/5/89, p. 803. '

HW, 9/12/68, p. 578 and 10/24/74, p. 880; also see William J. Hosking, -
"Lincoln's Tamb," in Journal of the Illinois State Historical
SOCieE!, 1957’ ppo 51-610

GEGR #s 311 and 312.

Entry #37, Motto: Pro Patria; AABN, 3/8/90, p. 145.
HW, 10/5/89, p- 803.

Entry #19, Motto: 1822, The spelling of the firm's name

varies from one source to another; i.e. Haran and Werkelmann
(AABN, 3/8/90, p. 145) and Harsu and Werkelman (Architecture
and Building, 3/1/90, p. 104).

HW, 10/5/89, p. 803.

Marvin Trachtenberg‘, The Statue of Liberty (New York 1976), p. 178.
Entry #1, Motto: Let Us Have Peace.

HW, 10/5/89, p. 803,

GMAA, VI-10, #1.

NYT, 10/13/86, 7/1.

GMRA, VI-1, letter G.B.Keller to RIG and C.A.Arthur, 9/12/85. For
general history of the Garfield Memorial ses pamphlet "Historic
and Descriptive Sketch of the Garfield Memorial at Lake View
Cemetary (Cleveland 1889)," in GMAA, VI-2. For dedication see

HW, 5/30/90, pp. 422-425.

Withey, op. cit., p. 543.
Quoted in GMAA, VI-9, letter G.B.Keller to C.Collis, 9/8/90.
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Ibid, letter J.B.Schweinfurth to GMA, 10/8/89.
Entry #27, Motto: D.O.M.; see AABN, 3/8/90, p. 145.

@IpA, VI-10, #27 and VI-9, report CO'R to A.B.Cormnell,
12/16/89. :

HW, 10/5/89, p. 803 and NYW, 10/2/89, 4/2.

@MAA, VI-9, letter J.W.Yost to RIG, 11/8/89 and letter
J.B.Schweinfurth to RIG, 11/30/89.

GMAA, €-1, letter S.Parsons to RIG, 10,/29/90.

@A, VI-9, form letter RIG to winners of first competition,
3/18/90.

Ibid, letter J.Erwin to RIG, 3/24/90.
NYT, 2/21/90, 2/4.

HW, 3/22/90( p. 45.
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CHAPTER VII

NYT, 3/9/90, 4/5.
NYT, 3/28/90, 4/7.
GMAA, VI-9, report CO'R to A.B.Cornell, 12/16/89.
NYT, 4/1/90, 8/2.

Copies of this letter do not exist, but it is referred to
in GMAA, VI-9, letter J.0rd to C.H.Collis, 4/10/90.

GMAA, VI-9, letters RIG to each of five architects, 4/12/90.
Ibid, letter five architects to Executive Committee G, 4/17/90.

Ibid, letter RIG to C.Clinton, 4/26/90. It is interesting to

mote that much later, General Horace Porter was in the habit

of telling reporters that John H. Duncan's design had been
selected by a comittee of experts (e.g. New York Evening Telegram,
4/2/92). This may have been because he confused the details

of the first and second competitions which were both carried

out before he joined the Association or he may have intentionally
bent the truth a bit in order to add authority to the choice

of Duncan's design.

@A, VI-9, letter M.Schroff to WRG, 4/3/90.
Q@ma, VI-13, letters J.Schweinfurth to RIG, 5/11/90 and 5/18/90.
E.g. QBA, VI-9, letter Withers and Dickson to R1G, 7/11/90.

E.g. GBA, VI-9, letter J.P.Rinn to RIG, 9/1/90, and letter
G.Keller to C.H.Collis, 9/8/90. .

GMA, VI-9, letter five architects to Executive Committee,
an, 8/7/90.

anted in Grand Army Gazette, 3/88, 3/3.

NYT, 9/27/89, 1/7; 10/5/89, 3/2 and 2/21/90, 2/4.

Congressional Record, Vol XXI, p. 8307, 8/8/90.

GRA, VI-9, letter C.Clinton to C.Collis, 8/19/90.
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NYT, 9/3/90, 4/7.

NYT, 9/6/90, 8/3; QBA, VI-9, letter J.0rd to C.Collis, 9/6/90
and letter N.LeBrun ¢o C.Collis, 9/8/90.

NYT, 9/3/90, 4/7.

See AABN, 10/18/90, plates and GEGR #s 341-344, 380-383.

The original typescript‘statenents by all the architects with
the exception of N.LeBrun are found in QMAA, VI-9. IeBrum's
statement was published in the NYP, 9/12/90, 8/2.

See footnote #4.

HW, 9/20/90, p. 743.

NYT, 9/10/90, 8/1. |

In all hst&ms, the descriptions of the aréhitects' désigns

are taken from the sources mentioned in footnote #22 above, except
as noted. For LeBrun's reference to concrete see GMAA, VI-9,

" letter N.IeBrun to C.Collis, 9/8/90.

The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.
NYH, 9/13/90, 3/1.
NYW, 9/13/90, 1/6.

Quoted in Architecture and Building, 9/20/90, p. 135.
The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.
Quoted in Architecture and Building, 9/20/90, p. 135.

The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.
NYH, 9/13/90, 3/1.
Idem.

.Quoted in Architecture and Building, 9/20/90, p. 135.

The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.

‘NYP, 9/9/90, 1/2 and NYS, 9/10/90, 1/6.

NYS, 9/10/90, 1/6.
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GMAA, VI-9, report Executive Committee to GMA, 9/11/90.

GAA, VI-9, letter RIG to JHD, 9/12/90. Duncan accepted at

“once, letter JHD to RIG, 9/16/90.

GMAA, VI-9, letter RIG to U.S. Trust Co., 9/12/90.

NYP, 9/9/90. l/2.
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CHAPTER VIII

The correct spelling is found in Duncan's Last Will and Testament
dated 12/13/27 and on file in the Monmouth County Surrogate's
Office, Freehold, New Jersey. For an exampleof the incorrect
spelling see Catalogue of the Works of Art Belonging to the

City of New York (New York 1909), p. 191.

Death Certificate, John H. Duncan, dated 10/25/29 and now on
file at the State Department of Health, Bureau of Vital
Statistics, in Trenton, N.J.

BDE, 8/7/89, 4/5 and NYT, 10/20/29, 31/5.

BDE, 8/7/89, 4/5.

Personal communication fram Ms, Jane Gustafson, Archives,
Cornell University. ‘

NYH, 9/13/90, 3/1.

Duncan died on 10/18/29. See his obituaries in NYT, 10/20/29,
31/5 and NYHT, 10/20/29, 27/7_.

See Building, 5/8/86 and Architecture and Building, 3/11/93.

NYW, 9/10/90, 1/4.

The Centennial Celebration and Washington Monument at Newburgh,
New York (Washington, D.C. 1889), pp. 94-5 and 97.

Ibid, pp. 97, 100. See also HW, 7/31/86, p. 53.

Clippings found in Tower of Victory Scra book; Washington
Headquarters, Newburgh, New York, p. 29.

Ibid, p. 18.
HW, 7/31/86, p. 53.

Catalogue: Fifth Annual Eshibition of the Architectural League

New York (1889/1890).

Catalogue: Second Annual Exhibition of the Architectural League

" New York (I887) and Catalogue: Third Annual Exhibition of the:

Architectural league New York (1887/1888).

NYHT, 10/20/29, 27/7. |
BDE, 8/2/89, 4/7, - 8/6/89, 4/2 and NYT, 8/3/89, 8/1.
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The History of the Washington Arch (New York 1896), p. 7.

BDE, 8/2/89, 4/17.

Duncan identifies his submission as the one marked "Requiescat
in pace" in various letters to Greener, where he also cosigns
for his partner, see GMAA, VI-9, letters to Duncan and Harder
to RIG, 3/8/90 and 3/10/90. "Requiescat in pace" was marked
entry #43 by the GQMA. No architect by the name of

‘ Jonathan Harder (or any variant spellings) can be located in
the New York City Directories for the period. Mr. Dennis Francis,
who in 1979 was campiling a complete list
of architects active in New York City and State during the
19th Century has never came across the name Harder (personal
communication) . .

QRA, VI-7, letter member of Po;ver's office (signature illegible)
to RIG, 10/21/88. .

The design can be positively identified as Duncan's because its
written description published by the BDG, 5/21/89, 4/3, corresponds
to that of #43, "Requiescat in pace" in the QA competition.

All details concerning the design are found in BDG, 5/21/89, 4/3
and GMAA, VI-12, entry #43.

NYS, 9/11/90, 6/3. .
NYHT, 2/12/43.

Except as noted, details concerning Duncan's design are from
his typescript description in GQRA, VI-9.

HW, 9/20/90, p. 743.

Although no detailing appears in the side panels in Fig. 10, a
classical subject was drawn in on another version of the side
elevation published in: Catalogue: Sixth Annual Exhibition of
the Architectural lLeague New York (1890/1891).

FL, 9/27/90, p. 140.
HW, 9/20/90, p. 743.
New York Morning Advertiser, 4/21/92.

QMPA, XXV-5, letter JHD to HP, 5/20/14.
NYH, 9/13/90, 3/l. |
The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.
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Quoted in Architecture and Building, 9/20/90, p. 135.

AABN, 1/10/91, p. 30.

NYT, 9/13/90, 4/3.

E.g. NYH, 9/13/90.

NYT, 9/13/90, 4/3.

NYTR, 4/25/97, II, 2/4.

AABN, 10/4/90, p. 15 and 10/18/92, pp. 41-42.
The Nation, 10/2/90, p. 274.

NYTR, 3/27/87, 12/4 and 6/24/87, 5/3.

Clipping with letter to the editor of the NYTR dated
6/10/88, in Vertical File, "W.W.Story," Art Division, NYPL.

NYH, 9/13/90, 3/1.

For details on the history of the Mausoleum at Halicarnassus
see: A.H.Smith, The Mausoleum and Sculptures of Halicarnassus
and Priene in the British Museum (London 1900), pp. 66 ff. and
Journal of Hellinic Studies, V (59), 1939, p. 95.

Smith, Q . cit., p. 67.
Revue General, XXXIV (1877), p. 166.

William R. Lethaby, Greek Buildings Represented by Fragements = .
in the British Museum (ILondon 1908), p. 50, states that Bernier's
design was first published in 1892. This writer has been unable
to identify Iethaby's source. The Bernier design positively
appears in les Envois de Rome, Restaurations des Monuments Anciens
Reproduites d'apres les dessins originaux de MM. les Architects
Pensionnaires de 1l'academie de France a Rame, lere Partie
Architecture Greque (Paris 1897) Plates 45-48.

Mr. Richard Chaffee, co-author of The Architecture of the Ecole des

Beaux-Arts (New York 1977), has informed this writer that he is
compiling a list of all Americans that attended either the

Ecole des Beaux-Arts or any of the major atliers associated with
it. Mr. Chaffee has never come across a reference to Duncan's
name (personal communication).

AL, Avery Sketchbook, 1872-1879.
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AL, memorial pamphlet "In Memoriam Henry O. Avery," in Avery
papers. ‘

One of the architects in the first campetition (probably
August Rincklake) for the Grant Monument also included
provisions for a river approach to the tamb, see QVAA,
VI-lzl #33.

AL, letter RIG to S.P.Avery, 1/5/91 and GMAA, VI-7, draft rules
for the QA capetition (n.d.) with Avery's name-on top.

ILa Construction Moderne, 12/13/90, pp. 109-111.

Revue General XL (1883), p. 178.

La Construction Moderne, 6/19/97, pp. 449-451,

Idem The equivalent of Duncan's rostrum is described as follows:
"Le grande salle devait camwporter une partie plus elevee que le
reste de l'aire et ou prenderaient place, lors des ceremonies,
les deputatlons des grands corps de 1'Etat, les orateurs, les
familles, etc." :




13

14

15

16

17

CHAPTER IX -

AAH\II 10/4/90’ po lo
NYT, 8/20/90, 8/3.

Congressional Record, Vol. XXII, pp. 238-245, 12/10/90

and NYT, 12/10/90, 1/7. One later diehard, Senator Charles
F. Manderson of Nebraska attempted to introduce a similar
resolution in the spring of 1892 but he was unable to rally
a?y jignificant support and the matter was dropped, see NYH,
4/26/92.

GMAA, V-7, draft contract between JHD and GMA, 10/1/90.
(no executed copy survives).

. NYT, 7/28/85, 1/4-5 and NYTR, 7/29/85, 1/1.

NYT, 8/8/85, 8/1.

NYT, 8/10/85, 4/7 and 9/19/85, 5/4. Also see GMAA, V-5, report,
Vaux and Parsons to J.D.Crimmins, 9/3/85.

QMA, V-5, letter CHICC to WRG, 10/8/90.
QMA, V-7, letter JHD to CO'R, 4/10/91.

GMAA, X-8, letter D.B.Hill to RIG, 4/25/91 and H.J.Grant

to C.H.Freeman, 4/27/91.

MAA, X-8, letter C.H.Freeman to CHICC, 4/11/91.
Wheelbarrow supplied by Patterson, Gottfried and Hunter of

. Center Street, see GMAA, X-8, letter CO'R to RIG, 4/25/91.

@®A, X-8, letter C.H.Rockwell (commander of the U.S.S. Yantic) -
to CHICC, 4/25/91. See also HW, 5/9/91, p. 352 and FL, 5/9/91,

. P 234.

Z.Buki and S. Corlette, The Trenton Battle Monument - EakJ.ns
Bronzes (Trenton 1973), pp. 37-39.

Real Estate Record Association, New York, History of Real

Estate, Building and Architecture in New York City (New York 1898),

p. 320.

@RA, V-8, report Building Comittee 5/4/91 and contract
between JTB and GMA, 6/10/91.

GMAA, V-8, letter S.Parsons to CO'R, 6/15/91. The approval
was made official on 6/24/91, see Minutes and Documents of the
Board of Cammissioners of the Department of Public Parks, 1892,
pp. 41-43.
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@MAA, IV-6, Annual Report GMA, 1891/1892.

Q®A, V-7, letter JHD to RIG, 3/4/91.

GQAA, V—i4, letter S.Parsons to RIG, 5/29/90. Compare
relative positions of cottage in Figs. 39 and 96.

@A, V-9, letter C.B.Brush to JHD, 7/24/91.

Q@A, V-9, letter JHD to @R, 7/30/91. The drawings were
probably not that detailed, since an unsigned note dated
2/13/29 in the Duncan papers,. AL, states that camplete
drawings for the Grant Monument were only ordered under
General Horace Porter.

GEGR #s 283-284, 457-461.

QMBA, V-8, Specifications for Foundations, Contract #i, n.d.;
V-9, reports Building Committee, 9/3/91 and 10/5/91.

NYT, 10/30/91, 8/2 and AABN, 11/14/91, p. 93.

AABN, 11/14/91, p. 93.

QBA, X-18, letter CO'R to RIG, 10/14/91.

The tanf:orary vault seems to have been set down with its
original east/west orientation, see sketch in NYW, 4/27/92.
The cost of the move was $400, see GMAA, V-8, Specifications
for Foundations, Continuation of Contract #1, n.d.

Statement of Payments to JIB, 12/7/91.

NYT, 1/16/92, 3/4.

GMAA,' V-9, contract between JIB and @A, n.d. (no executed
oopies survive). ’

Q@BA, V-9, letter JHD to CHICC, 2/8/92, and IV-6, Annual
Report for 1891/1892.

HW, 10/17/91, p. 806. Chidago's monurent by Burling and
whitehouse with sculpture by L.T.Rebisso by comparison cost
only $65,000 and was unveiled on 10/7/91, see NYT, 10/10/86.
1/2. -
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45
46
47
48

49
50

QBA, IV-1, letter CO'R to RIG, 3/23/91; letter CO'R to RIG,
4/3/91 and letter CO'R to H.L.Hotchkiss, 4/3/91. See also
AL, letter JHD to H.Hayden, 2/25/22.

GMAA, VIII-1, letter R.O.Joyce to CHTCC, 10/14/90.
@MAA, VIII-1, letter V.Haurie Ames to QMA, 10/26/91.
@AA, VIII-1, letter S.G.Pratt to RTG, 10/2/91.

GMAA, IV-5, Annual Reports 1887 and 1888.

NYTR, 8/11/91, p. 5; NYT, 10/6/91, p. 8; 11/28/91, p. 8;
GMAA, IV-11, letter WRG to RIG, 11/14/91 and letter H.L.Hotchkiss
to RIG, 10/6/91.

Porter resigned the presidency on 3/28/19, see GMAA, XXI-2,
for that date.

GMAA, IV-6, Minutes to the Annual Meeting, 2/18/92. Greener
was granted his salary to-the end of the month, and he was
given the right to continue occupying the Association's office
at 146 Broadway, until the end of April, when the yearly lease
ran out. The new managers of the Association pramised to send
Greener an engrossed resolution thanking him for his services
on behalf of the Association.

Elihu Root and Grenville Dodge soon became Porter's close
associates in the project, see AL, letter JHD to H.Hayden,
3/25/22 and The Critic, 5/1/97, pp 303-304.

GMAA, VIII-Z, letter HP to JCR, 3/2/92 and X-ll, JCR to
D.O.Mills, 3/19/92.

-NYW, 4/8/92.

@MA, IV-6, minutes Special Meeting G, 3/4/92.
QMA, IV-6, minutes Special Meeting GMA, 3/7/92.

Chapter 131, Laws of State of New York for 1892 and QRA,
IV-8, telegram Senator McMahon to JCR, 3/17/92.

@MAA, VIII~2, letter CHICC to JCR, 2/19/92.

A, Xi-2, memorandum of méeting between HP and E.F.Cragin,
3/14/92.
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Bill #1132, Int. 1004.

GYAA, IV-1, letter CO'R to HP, 3/16/92 and Draft Resolution
iogﬂm QA to award Brady the contract without competition,
GAA, V-15, letter J.W.Cott to HP, 2/25/92.

Ibid, letter (signature illegible) to HP, 3/2/92.

Ibid, letter E.F.Cragin to HP, 3/3/92.

QMAA, XI-2, memorandum of meeting between E.F.Cragin and
HP, 3/14/92.

New York Recorder, 4/18/92.

New York Evening Telegram, 4/9/92 (editorial).

QRA, VIII-2, printed circular of the G, 3/19/92 and
New York Morning Journal, 4/3/92.

QPA, VIII-2, letter JCR to Trows, 4/2/92.
New York Mail and Express, 3/31/92.

QRA, XVII, letter files.
GMAA, IX-11, committee chairmen lists.
m’ 4/97' p. 8440

@BA, VIII-2, letter JCR to Arerican Barknote Co., 4/6/92,
and GEGR $384. - R

CIMM, 4/97, p. 841. @vma, VIII-9, "Recapitulation, "
5/30/90; 15 of the boxes and bottles were either broken
into or stolen altogether. AL, letter JHD to H.Hayden,
3/26/22 (Duncan recalls that boxes were also used to raise
funds for the Peter Cooper statue). .

QBA, VIII-7, letter Manhattan Railroad Advertising and News
Co., to Mayor Grant, 4/30/92.

NYT, 4/25/97, Magazine, p. 4.

QBA, IV-6, minutes of meeting GA, 4/15/92, and X-3, pamphlet
with speech of John Palmer of G.A.R., 9/21/92, pp. 17-19.

. See Chapter XIV below for discussion of copper boxes and their

contents at the Tarb. :
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GRA, V-6, letter W.F.Sanders to HP, 5/26/92.
GMAA, VIII-6, letter G.Childs to HP, 4/23/92.

MAa, V-13, letter J.H.Wanamaker to HP, 3/15/92; letter
B.Harrison to HP, 3/16/92 and letter F.Thampson to HP,
3/30/92.

NYS, 4/22/92.

HW, 5/7/92, p. 439. For general details see NYT,
New York Morning Advertiser, and New York Press,
4/28/92, as well as invitation to ceremony (GEGR #226)
and ticket (GEGR #331).

GAA, V-15, letter CO'R to JCR, 4/28/92.
GEGR #462.

New York Evening Telegram, 4/26/92.

FL, 5/12/92, p. 248. Unfortunately, the whereabouts of
the trowel is not known today.

FL, 5/12/92, p. 250.
NYH, 4/28/92.

NYT, 4/28/87, 1/3 and Jewelers Weekly, 5/8/92.

New York Citizen, 5/20/92.

QPA, IX-14. |

QPA, VITI-8, letter W.E.Burroughs to GMA, 5/18/92.
NYT and NYS, 5/31/92. | |
NYTR, 6/1/92.

RA, VIII-11, List of Subscriptions to Grant Monument Fund
of Amounts from $500-$5,000, 8/29/92.

cMM, 4/97, pp. 845-846. The reduction in staff levels is

the best indication as to when the fund raising campaign was

at an end. It was in the spring of 1893 that recammendations
were being handed out to former employees, see GMAA, XI-3, letter
JCR to T.Stockdale, 3/4/93 and letter JCR to W.C.Harton, 4/8/93.

GMAA, VIII-11, note on expenses, 2/25/93.
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GAA, V-15, letter E.F.Cragin to @R, 4/29/92 and IV-6
minutes of Executive Committee Meeting QR, 5/5/92.

E.g. undated NYT clipping in the files of the MONY.
Philadelphia ledger and Transcript, 5/28/92.

’
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CHAPTER X

The publication of the artist's proofs was mentioned in
the New York Recorder, 4/20/92.

AL, letter JHD to H.Hayden, 3/25/22.
GMAA, IV-6, minutes Executive Cammittee Meeting GMA, 3/4/92.

QBA, XI-3, JCR to JHD, 3/7/92.

.GMAA, IV-6, minutes Executive Committee Meeting GMA, 3/14/92.

Ibid, minutes Executive Camiittee Meeting GMA, 4/4/92. 1In the
fall John T. Brady was finally ordered to fill in the hollow

. wells in the tamb's northeast and northwest piers that were

intended to house the stairways to the apse crypt, see QMAA,

V=10, letter JHD to JTB, 9/10/92.

GMAA, V-9, letter JHD to HP, 4/5/92 and letter JHD to JTB,
4/19/92. ’

HW, 4/30/92, p. 416 and SA, 4/30/92, p. 277.

NYP, 4/26/97, 12/3; SA, 5/1/97, p. 279; GEGR #463.

NYP, 5/25/92 and NYT 5/26/92.

NYTR, 4/28/97, Sup. p. 1 and GMAA X-5, letter M\H to HP, 12/7/92.

‘@A, X-5, letter MMH to JHD, 12/1/93.

AL, letter JD to H.Hayden, 3/25/22.
cIMM, 4/97, p. 846. ’
NYTR, 7/28/95, 9/1-2.

QUAA, X-4..

GRA, X-5, letter MNH to HP, 10/19/92 and letter JHD to HP,
16/27/92.

Ibid, letters R.G.Dun to HP, 9/9/92 and 9/12/92.
Ibid, draft contract between MW and @A, n.d. and letters

JHD to HP, 3/20/93 and 11/19/94. Bids for the job originally
ranged from $239,480 to $34_3,900, see schedule of estimates, n.d.
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NYT, 4/25/97, Magazine p. 3.

See QMAA, V-10, General Specifications Contract #3,

n.d.; General Specifications Contract #4, n.d. Also,
GEGR #289, drawing "Main Structure Tamb of General Grant.
QMmA, V-11, letter JHD to HP, 6/1/94.

Ibid, letter G.L.Gillespie to HP, 3/2/94.

George D. Burnside, later Curator of the Grant Monument
until the early 1940s, see The Midtowner, 4/24/40, p.3.

New York Evening Sun, 5/9/92 and NYT 8/2/96, 24/1.

NYT, 9/13/96, Magazine 1/1.

NYT, 2/12/93, 19/7.

GMAA, X-5, letter A.Doerflinger to MNH, 12/26/93.
Ibid, letter JHD to HP, 4/5/9%4.

GMRA, X-5, letter JHD to MNH, 5/9/94.

NYT, 3/1/95, 2/6. '

GMAA, IV-6, minutes Annual Meeting GQMA, 2/28/93 and
IV-7, minutes Annual Meeting QMA, 2/28/94.

@BA, X-6, letter MNH to HP, 7/15/95.

NYT, 9/1/95, 1/4.

Personal commmnication from J .H.Rhodehamel, Archivist,
Mt. Vernon Ladies' Association.

Q®A, V-11, letter JHD to HP, 12/23/95. Also see GEGR #340.
AL, letter JHD'to W.G.Bates, 9/4/28. |

GMPA, V-12, letter JHD to HP, 7/1/96.

Ibid, letter JHD to HP, 9/2/96.

GQMAA, X-14, estimates from various contractors to G, 8/95-1/96.
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QRA, V-11, letters JHD to HP, 10/19/95 and 11/18/95.
GMAA, V-12, report JHD to A, 3/21/96 and GEGR #460.
Ibid, letter JHD to HP, 12/14/96. '

GMAA, X-14, letter JHD to Schneider-Birkenstock Marble
Co., 7/21/96.

GRA, X-14, letter JHD to JIB, 1/11/97.

The Midtowner, 4/24/40, p. 3. GEGRVF, interview T.Pitkin
with G.D.Burnside, 9/28/59. _

GMAA, X-14, letter JHD to HP, 6/10/96 and George D. Burnside, -
"Jife of General U.S. Grant, Description of Tamb (New York 1927),"
p. l6.

The meeting took place on 11/28/91, see AL, letter JHD to
H.Hayden, 3/25/22.

@BA, XV-13, letter Julia D. Grant to CHICC, 1/9/92 (copy).

GEGR #466; New York Morning Advertiser, 4/21/92.

QMA, X-6, letter G.Pegram to G.Dodge, 3/16/96.

Col. Pol Poyard, Le Tombeau de Napoleon (Paris n.d.),

.unpaginated.

@MA, X-6, letter BM to HP, 3/23/96.

QBA, X-4, letter BM to JHD, 8/12/96.

GMAA, X~6, letter New England Mmment Co. to JHD, 2/16/97

QBA, V-4, letter JHD to BM, 7/13/96.
@PA, V-12, letter JHD to HP, 1/29/97.
QM@A, XI-5, letter HP to Col. Fred Grant, 3/22/97.

For details see NYT, 3/15/97, 4/7:; 3/16/97, 16/5; 3/18/97, 12/6;
HP, 5/18/96 and GEGR #s 364 and 404.

NYTR, 1/28/98, 14. George G. Burnside, who succeeded his father

George D. Burnside as Curator of the Grant Monument, later claimed
that the sarcophagus was not installed in the tamb until days before
Mrs. Grant's interment (GEGRVF, note G.G.Burnside to T.Pitkin,
8/24/60). This would seem to be one of many examples where

Burnside supplied Park Service officials with incorrect information
concerning the history of the tomb. In an earlier interview with
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Pitkin, Burnside stated that the tomb's storm doors

were installed in 1911 and that a small cubicle was built
in the rotunda for staff use in 1922 (GEGRVF, notes of
interview, 8/5/59). The storm doors appear in photographs
of the tamb dating to 1897 (The Builder, 7/25/97). The
cubicle Burnside referred to was built in 1915 (see

Chapter XII below). In general, Burnside must be considered
an unreliable informant.

GMAA, V-12, letter JHD to HP, 9/25/96

GMAA, X-6, letter MNH to HP, 5/10/96 and V-12, letter JHD to
HP, 1/30/97.

AA, V=12, letter JHD to HP, 9/15/96.

GMAA, V-12, letters JHD to HP, 6/6/96 and 9/12/96.

QEA, X-20, letters JHD to HP, 4/14/96 and 10/21/96.
QM@A, V-12, letters JHD to HP, 1/29/97 and 2/18/97. Klee
Brothers also were commissioned to execute a 1/4" scale model

of the tonb for $450 (V-10, letter JHD to Klee Bros., 10/18/92)
and full scale models of all carved granite details (V-12, letter
JHD to Klee Bros., 6/25/96).

NYH, 4/24/92.

er '4/971 p- 846-

Cesare Ripa, Iconologia (New York 1976, reprint' of first
illustrated edition of Rome 1603), p. 123. Ripa describes
a figure of "Divinity" as holding, "due globi di figura
sferica, nostrano l‘eternita.».." . o .
QMmA, X-20, letter JHD to HP, 7/30/96 and GEGR #458.

SA, 10/31/96, photograph, p. 329.

See photograph dated 1/97 in Riverside Drive album, local
History and Geneology Room of the NYPL. -

NYT, 4/25/92, Magazine pp. 2-3. In 1927 Burnside, op. cit.,

p. 15, refers to the figures as representing "War and Peace."
There seems to be no evidence, either historical or iconographic,
to support such an interpretation. :
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A plan of the Grant Monument that appeared in The Builder,
7/25/97, designates the two small circular rooms as "Reliquaries.”
JHD appears to have continued to refer to them as such years
later (e.g. QMAA, XXV-6, letter JHD to Lloyd Stryller, 8/2/24).
Sametime in the 1930s the term "Trophy Rooms" came into use

(e.g. XXI-2, minutes of Annual Meeting 2/27/35). =

GMAA, V-12, letters JHD to HP, 10/7/96 and 1/18/97; letter
JHD to Baumgarten & Co., 2/19/97 and XXI-2, minutes.of Annual
Meeting GMAA, 2/26/13.

GVMAA, V-10, Specifications for Contract #3, n.d.

GRAA, V-12, letter JHD to HP, 8/4/96 and letter JHD to
R.H.Casey, 8/6/96.

GMAA, V-12, letter JHD to HP, 9/28/96; NYT, 3/22/97, 5/4:
4/6/97, 14/1; 4/13/97, 14/1 and NYP, 4/26/97, 6/1.

GMAA, V-11, letter JHD to HP, 2/23/95 and X~-9, letter JHD to
HP, 12/15/96. -

GMAA, X-9, letter CHICC to HP, 4/18/95.

NYTR, 7/30/90, p. 3; GMAA, X-9, letters Department of Public
Parks to HP, 4/25/96 and 6/24/96 and NYT, 8/11/96, 4/7.

QMA, V-11, letter JHD to HP 9/18/94 and V-12, letter JHD to
HP, 4/15/96.

NYT, 4/25/97, Magazine p. 4.

NYT, 2/27/96, 1/2. -

The Midtowner, 4/24/40, p. 3.

.CIMM, 4/97, p. 847.
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CHAPTER XI

NYTR, 12/29/96, 2/5.

@RA, V-16, letter G.R.Scott to W.L.Strong, 2/18/97 and list
:fdr:\enbers of the Grant Monument Municipal Inaugural Cammittee,
GEGR #242.

NYT, 4/25/97, 16/2.

WA, 5/1/97, p. 43L.

NYT, 4/3/97, 6/4.

| NYTR, 4/18/97, 7/1.

G®mA, V-4, letter JHD to HP, 4/12/97.

Ibid, letter JHD to G.Fox and Son, 4/15/97. Despite Duncan's
precautions, John T. Brady appears to have obtained a number

of -the bolts from the steel case and handed them out as souvenirs.
See letter now in the files of "the John T. Brady Co., P.B.Strong
to JTB, 4/30/97.

NYTR, 4/18/97, 7/1.
'Ihlswasdoneatﬂmerequestofmﬂlmg-dmangwhohadvisited
the temporary vault the previous year with a great deal of
fanfare, see NYT, 4/27/97, 1/7; NYTR, 5/8/97, p. 9; N¥S, 9/23/32,
22/1 and NYHT, 3/22/42. At some later point in time a Chinese
CorktreewasplantedmxtbotheGmko 'meageofthepresent‘
trees within the memorial plot is unknown.

NYT, 5/4/97, 12/2 and NYTR,' 5/12/97, p. 7.

GEGR #s 422 and-423. Smithsonian Institution Accession #40682.
Catalogue #217394 for both.

GEGR #449.
NYT, 4/13/97, 14/1 and NYTR, 4/17/97, 5/3.
NYS, 4/23/97, 9/1 and GEGR #269.

Ietter now in the files of the John T. Brady Co., JTB to
QO'R, 4/10/97. For arch see NYTR, 4/26/97, 2/2.

NYP, 4/24/97, 5/1; NYW, 4/25/97 ard 4/26/97; NYT, 4/25/97, 9 and
4/26/91, 2/4.

NYW, 4/27/97.
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HW, 5/8/97, p. 475.

NYP, 4/27/97, 6/1.

NYW, 4/25/97 and NYP, 4/27/97, 3/1.

QMAA, V-16, letter A.C.Zabriskie to W.L.Strong, 2/12/97;

NYT, 4/24/97, 3/5; The Critic, 5/1/97, p. 304 and Thamas H. Evans,

The Temple of Peace, The Grand Program and Souvenir of the
Grant Memorial Monument (New York 1897).

NYT, 4/25/97, 9; NYP, 4/27/97, 1/7 and NYH, 4/28/97.
NYP, 4/29/97, 3/1 and HW, 5/8/97, p. 475.

GPA, V-16, letter JHD to HP, 3/22/97 and NYW, 4/26/97.
NYP, 4/27/97, 2/3 and 4/28/97, 2/1 and 3/6.

NYTR, 4/26/97, 2/6; NYP, 4/29/97, 3/1 and NYS, 4/29/97.

NYTR, 4/28/97, 1/4; SA, 5/1/97, p. 279; HW, 5/8/97, p. 475
and GEGR #228.

NYP, 4/27/97, 3/6 and 4/29/97, 3/1.

Seé photograph, GEGR #428.

HW, 5/28/97, p. 475.

MP, 4/28/97, 5/1; N¥S, 4/28/97, 5/1 and HW, 5/8/97, p. 475.

QRA, V-16, letter JHD to S.MacMillan, 4/17/97; NYP, 4/29/97,

- 3/1 and David McCullough, The Great Bridge (New York 1972),

pp. 430/1.

 SA, 5/1/97, p. 279.

The Critic, 5/1/97, pp. 303-304.
Idem. '

The Builder, 7/25/97, pp. 231-232.

. NYT, 4/25/97, Magazine, p. 4. Schuyler did not sign the’

article, but he was identified as the author in the Times
the previous day.

NYTR, 4/28/97, Supplement, p.2.
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CHAPTER XTI

NYTR, 4/28/97, Supplement, p. 2 and SA, 5/1/97, p. 279.

Chapter 670, Laws of the State of New York for 1897 and
Chapter 27, Laws of the State of New York for 1908. @MAA,
XXV-1.

GBA, XXVI, vouchers filed by the GQMA with the City of
New York. '

See Fig. 166.

For a descriptidn of the lights, see QRA, XXV-6, letter
JHD to J.G.Harbord, -3/21/29.

&MAA, V-16, letter JHD to S.MacMillan, 4/17/97 and GEGRVF,

memorandum G.G.Burnside to T.Pitkin, 12/13/59. Again,
attention should be called to the fact that Burnside was

a rather unreliable informant. In this case he was reporting
nvmatdldanddldnotoccuratthetarbatatmewhenhe

may not yet even have been born.

QAA, I—l.

GMRAA, XXV-17, letters HP to N.Y.C. Police Camissioner,
4/30/13 and 5/5/13.

.GVIAA, . I-l .

QAA, I-4, entry for 8/17.

@PA, XXV-17, letters HP to N.Y.C. Police Camissioner,
4/31/13 and 5/5/13.

NYT, 5/31/29.

The Builder, 7/25/97, plates.

Ibid, p. 232.

See Fig. 176. There are no records indicating exactly when
the flag cases were installed. Undoubtedly, it occurred in
the 1897-1912 period for which the GMA's records are no longer
extant. Judging stylistically, the cases would seem to date

to around 1900. They were campletely airtight and the services
of a glazier had to be employed to open them, (QMAA, XXV-4, letter
W.M.Mather to G.D.Burnside, 9/24/35). NPS employees who remember
the cases report that the glass was 1/2" thick (personal
commmication from J.Tucker). Again, with only a few exceptions,
records do not exist to indicate when the various Civil War

era flags arrived at the tamb. As early as 1916, some of the °
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17

18
19
20
21
22
‘23
24

25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36

37

flags were referred to as being in poor condition (@RA, XXV-4,
Committee Meeting GVA, 3/10/49).

NYTR, 12/20/02 and 12/22/02.
NYT, 3/31/86, 8/3 and NYTR, 3/1/04, 14. Only 200 or so

of these items have come down to the NPS. What happened
to the rest of is not known.

The Record and Guide, 10/8/10, 566 and CAC, Submission #872.

' @A, XXV-5, letter JHD to Tiffany Studios, 1/30/13.

@BA, X(I-2, minutes Annual Meeting G, 2/26/13.

QMAA, XXV-5, letter JHD to Tiffany Studios, 2/10/13.

QMA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting G, 2/26/13.

GQPA, XV-6, letter JHD to H.W.Hayden, 11/18/15.

QPA, I-4.

AL, report by James Whiskeman (Engineer), ‘6/26/25; Minutes of

the Park Board of the Department of Parks, 8/2/27 and 11/15/27
and GMAA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/27/28.

QPA, XXV-6, letter JHD to T.Denny, 11/10/25.

QBA, x-9, letter JHD to HP, 2/2/97.

NYTR, 4/28/97, Supplement, p. 2.

@@A, XXV-9, letter JHD.to J.G.Harbord, 3/20/28.
NYOCA, Box 1, letter P.Manship to W.R.Stewart, 4/22/28.
QBA, XXV-5, letter JHD to HP, 2/21/12.

AL, letters J.M.Rhind to JHD, 4/16/19 and 5/19/19.
@PA, XXI-2, minutes Special Meeting @@, 6/10/21.
Q@PA, XXV-9, letter JHD to T.Denny, 11/10/25.
Thid, letters T.Denny to Trustees, 12/23/25.

Ibid, letter JHD to J.G.Harbord, 3/13/28.

fo .. .
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39
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43
44
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46

47

48
49
50

51

52°

53
54
55
56
57
58

59

NYCCA, Box 1, letter JHD to J.M.Rhind, 3/20/28 and letter

~ J.M.Rhind to JHD, 4/21/28.

QMA, XXV-9, letter JHD to J.G.Harbord, 3/20/28.
NYCCA, Box 1, letter U.S.Army to J.G.Harbord, 3/28/28.
Ibid, letter JHD to W.R.Stéwart, 4/10/28.

GMAA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting G, 2/14/27.

Handbook, Grant Momirent Association (New York 1929), p. 27.

NYCCA, Vertical File, passim, but especially letter J.R. Pope
to W.R.Stewart, 5/24/28.

NYCCA, Box 1, letter P.Manship to W.R.Stewart, 4/22/28. ~

Handbook, op. cit., pp. 44-49 and @MAA, XXI-2, minutes Special
Meeting @A, 12/10/28.

NYCCA, Vertical File, letter J.R.Pope to W.R.Stewart, 6/13/28.
NYT, 8/11/96, 4/7.
QRA, XXII-2, .letter HP to N.Y.C. Park Comissioners, 3/19/12.

In addition to the sources listed in Footnote #46 above, also

see NYS, 2/16/29 and those J.R.Pope drawings now in the possession

of the NPS (GEGR #s 307 and 309 as well as uncata.logued material
in MCFH). , .

GEGRVF, letter O.Fggers to E.Gugler', 5/13/59 and letter
T.Pitkin to O.Eggers, 5/26/59.

See Figs. 171 and_l?S.

. NYT, 2/17/29, X,7.

. NYHT, 2/17/29.

NYT, 2/17/29, III, 4. |
NYCCA, Box 1, letter W.R.Stewart to J.G.Harbord, 2/28/29.
@A, XXI-2, minutes Special Meeting G, 6/10/29.

QMA, XXV-18, Agreement, Office of J.R.Pope and G, 6/11/29.

GMAA, XXV-12, Agrecment, P.Manship GMA, 6/11/29; letter
J.R.Sheffield to W.G.Bates, 1/26/32 and letter W.G.Bates to



60
61
62
63
64
65
66

67
68

69

J.R.Sheffield, 1/27/32. It seems that in any event $7500
was paid over to Manship (GMAA, XXV-12, letter W.R.Stewart
to J.R.Pope, 6/12/29). ,

NYCCA, Vertical File, letter P.Manship to D.P.Higgins, 5/17/29.

QA, XXV-12, Statement by Paul Manship, 6/5/29.

See obituary in NYT, 10/20/29, 31/5.

NYCCA, Box 3, letter J.R.Pope to GMA, 11/20/30.

GMAA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/10/32.

QMAA, XXV-9, letter T.W.Hotchkiss .to A.D.Ardrews, 5/12/32.
Ibid, letter T.W.Hotchkiss to W.R.Bates, 1/15/33. Hotchkiss
mentions that the records of the Association's fund raising
drive were to be stored at the Chamber of Commerce. They
are still there today and negotiations are being held to
unite them with the main body of GMA papers.

&iaa, 1-2.

QRAA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting G, 2/9/33..

NYHT, 8/29/32; New York Mirror, 8/30/32 and NYHT, 10/21/32. -
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CHAPTER XIII

GRA, XXV-18, letter G.D.Burnside to W.G.Bates, 11/3/31;
XXV-19, Draft "Specifications for Relaying the Floor of the
Inner Crypt," Office of J.R.Pope, 12/17/31 and letter W.G.Bates
to G.D.Burnside, 12/16/35.

QRA, I-2, notes and XXV-19, letter @A to R. Nbses, 11/2/36.

QRAA, XXIX, "Grant Monument Association Annual Report 1937,
NYHT, 10/11/37

- GMAA, XXI-3, minutes Camittee for the Campletion of the Tamb

@R, 12/5/38 and XXIX, "Grant Monument Association Annual Report
1938."

QAA, XXV-22, letter Pittsburgh Plate Glass to H.L.Satterlee and
letter QA to Pittsburgh Plate Glass, 3/9/39. An entry in I-2,
states that the windows were installed in 3/38 and that the glass
was made by Tanyan and Blanco of Milford, West Virginia.

It was obviously written by one of the Burnsides and its reliability
can be questioned. The year of the installation is clearly noted
incorrectly. There may be a possibility that Tanyan and Blanco
were suboontractors to Pittsburgh Plate Glass.

QRA, XXV-17, letter H.S.Lyon to C.Wickersham, 3/12/51.
GEGRVF, memorandum H.Wilcox to T.Pitkin, 8/14/59.

Q@PA, XXV-22, estimate Pittsburgh Plate Glass to @@, 3/10/39.
A single piece of yellowish glass was removed from the gallery

in 12/79. It does not appear to be of the same quality and texture

asthewmdwsmthelwerportlonofthemlldmgarﬁthexe
is no way to determine when it was installed and whether or not
the entire gallery was glazed with such glass at one time

GMAA, XXV-6, letter JHD to L.Stryler, 8/4/24.

QMAA, XXI-2, minutes Annual Meeting QMA, 2/9/33.
Ibid, minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/27/35.

@RAA, XXV-7, letters QA to W.D.Fausett and L.Fausett,

. 6/28/317.

Ibid, letter QA to W.D.Fausett, 10/28/37.

The friezes' are detailed in GBGR #474; see also QMAA, XXI-3, minutes
Annual Meeting GMA, 2/2/38; XXV-7, invoice G.Coughlin to QMA,
12/1/37 and XXV-23, letter W.M.Mather to H.L.Satterlee, 2/2/38.
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CAC, Submission 5905 given preliminary approval 4/12/38 and
final inspection, 1/10/39. Also see GMAA, XXV-7, letter
W.G.Fausett to W.M.Mather, 1/9/39 and MCFH, Drawing for
"Proposed Bronze Railing for Flag Rooms," 11/22/38.

Burnside, op. cit. (late edition with pale blue cover, n.d.),
p. 4. ‘ , '

CAC, Submission 5905, statement by W.D.Fausett, 1/25/39.

QRAA, XXI-3, minutes Annual Meeting @A, 2/10/37; XXIX,
"Grant Monument Association Annual Report 1938," and
MCFH, and Drawing for "Display Rack Reflector," 6/8/37.

GEGR #s426-441. 'See QAA, XXI-3, minutes Committee for the
Campletion of the Tamb GMA, 12/5/38 and minutes Annual
Meeting GMA, 2/8/40. The markers cost $673.20.

QRAA, XXI-3, minutes Amnual Meeting QMA, 2/3/41. Pen Brass
and Bronze works produced the lecturne and it was installed

in 1940. It was subsequently transferred to the Hamilton
Grange National Memorial, probably in the 1960s. It will soon
be returned to its proper location.

QMAA, XXT-2, minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/27/35.
Ibid, minutes Camittee for the Completion of the Tomb, 11/10/36

and GMAA, XXI-3, minutes Annual Meeting QA, 2/10/37.

@QAA, XXTX, "Grant Monument Association Annual Report 1938."
GQRAA, XXV-24, letter F.Stoddart to H.L.Satterlee, 6/29/38.
Ibid, letter H.L.Satterlee to G.G.Burnside, 3/9/46.

GMAA, XXV-24, letter L.L.Rollins to H.L.Satterlee and letter
G.Piccoli to Caretaker, Grant's Tomb, 11/23/38. The busts were
listed by the CAC under Submission 5879 and received preliminary
approval on 11/15/38. What are apparently photographs of Mues" -
two model busts in their original white plaster state are in the
files of the Art Division of the NYPL. Pho aphs of all five

of the plaster busts coated with what was pr ly a layer of bronze

green paint are in the files of the CAC.

GMAA, XXV-4, letter H.L.Satterlee to M.B.Greener, 3/6/46 and
XXV-24, invoice Walter Signs and Display to QM, 3/18/47.

QVMAA, XXV-23, letter H.L.Satterlee to B.Samervell, 10/18/38;
XXTX, "Grant Monument Association Annual Report 1938;" XXv-23,
letter Nicholson and Galloway to GMA, 2/14/39; letter W.M.Mather
to Nicholson and Galloway, 2/16/39 and NYT, 4/28/39.
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30

31

32
33
34
35

36
37

38
39

40

41
42
43
44
45
46

47

GMAA, XXV-23, memorandum of meeting, N.Y.C. Department of
Parks, WPA and @A, 11/15/38; XXI-3, minutes Executive Comittee

-G, 1/17/39; CAC Submission 5913 preliminary approval for

placing eagles on paraphet, 12/13/38 and Submission 5973 final
approval for placing eagles on steps, 2/14/39.

GMAA, XXI-3, minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 2/2/38; CAC Submission
5682 preliminary approval for exterior plan, 4/12/38 and
Sulmission 5818 final approval for exterior plan, 9/13/38.
The approved plan differed fram the preliminary plan only in
the addition of another row of trees on each 51de of the
approach to the tamb from the south.

GMAA, XXV-20, "Agreement between H.E.Fletcher Co. and GA,"
6/14/38. : '

Ibid, letter @A to Bloodgood Nurseries, 12/21/38.
GQAA, I-2, notes.
GAA, XXI-2, minutes Special Meeting @@, 6/10/21.°

QPRA, XXV-8, letters QMA to Penn Brass and Bronze Works and
E.Cappelle, 2/16/39.

Ibid, letter H.L.Satterlee to W.M.Mather, 4/24/39 and text of
inscriptions, n.d.

GMAA, XXI-2 , minutes Special Meeting GMA, 11/10/36 and XXI-3,
minutes Annual Meeting A, 2/10/37.

GMAA, XXV-23,"Annual Report of the Special Camittee QA, " 2/3/39.
USGA, letter U.S.Grant 3rd to H.L.Satterlee, 3/18/39.

Ibid, letter H.L.Satterlee to U.S.Grant 3rd, 3/21/39 and
Jetter G. Plcooll to U.S.Grant 3xd, 4/21/39. ‘

‘QYAA, xxv—24, letter H.L. Satterlee to U.S.Grant 3rd, 11/19/40.

USGA, letter H.L.Satterlee to U.S.Grant 3rd, 6/2/41.
Ibid, letter H.L.Satterlee to U.S.Grant 3rd, 7/1/41.
QBA, XXI-3, passim.

NYT, 8/17/38 and NYS, 10/31/38.

NYT, 4/28/39, 27.

Idem, and GMAA, XXV-23, letter H.L.Satterlee to B. SOmervell,
10/18/28.
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CHAPTER XIV

@MAA, XXV-13, letters W.M.Mather to G.G.Burnside, 2/9/42 and
letter G.F.Miles to G.G.Burnside, 9/7/45.

GEGR #10.
@MAA, XXI-3, minutes Annual Meeting @A, 2/24/44.
Ibia, minutes Executive Camittee GMA, 4/9/53.

Ibid, minutes Executive Committee GMA, 4/15/54, 10/18/54
and minutes Annual Meeting GMA, 10/28/54.

Ibid, minutes Executive Committee GMA, 5/25/55.

GEGRVF, memorandum Regional Chief of Operations to Superintendent,

STLI, 6/10/55.

GEGR, XXV-16, letter E.McGrew, Jr., to G.G.Bumsidt_a, 10/25/55.
GEGRVF, memorandum Regional Director to Director, 3/9/56.

Ibid, "Land Ownership" file. |

Quoted in GMAA, XXI-4, minutes Executive Cammittee GA, 2/26/51.
QAA, XXV-16, letter GMA to C.Wirth, 4/14/59.

QUAA, XXI-4, minutes Executive Committee GMA, 4/1/59.

@A, VII-5, letter RIG to Bditor, Enterprise, Michigan City,
Indiana, 9/1/85.

GEGRVF, letter U.S.Grant 3rd to F.S.Ronalds, 10/25/59.
Ibid, memorandum F.S.Ronalds to Tobin, 11/3/59.
Ibid, memorandum T.Pitkin to F.S.Ronalds, 6/26/59

Thamas Pitkin, "General Grant National Memorial: Its History
and Possible Development," p. 73 (hereafter cites at Pitkin, GG).

Ibid, p. 75. ‘

By this time the name "reliquary" roau had been abandoned.
Pitkin, GG, pp. 80-81.

Ibid, pp. 82-84.

R
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GEGRVF, memorandum Directar to Superintendent Morristown, 6/30/59.

Knickerbocker News (Albany), 8/15/61, 1. This may be the five
foot tall model identified by Edwin Murtha, Paul Manship (New York
1957), #240. Murtha dates the model to 1928, which is impossibly
early since Manship only received the camission from the

A the following year.

GEGRVF, memorandum Superintendent Morristown to Director,
7/14/59 and NYHT, 8/30/61. '

GEGRVR, letter New York State Civil War Centennial Committee
to T.Pitkin, 4/9/62. '

QR@A, XXI-4, minutes Annual Meeting GA, 10/25/62.

Thomas Pitkin, "Interpretive Prospectus General Grant National
Memorial," November 1962, pp. 8-10 (hereafter cited as Pitkin, IP).

Survey #NY-5429.

@MRA, VI-9, Duncan statement, n.d.

GEGRVF, letter G.G.Burnside to T.Pitkin, 10/13/62. As noted
above, Burnside does not appear to have been a reliable informant.
In a drawing dating to 1891 (GEGR #460) Duncan indicated that

he wished to place a "bas-relief" in the spot where a mosaic

was placed in the north wall. His plans for the interior underwent
considerable change after that. ,

QPRA, XX1-4, insert copy of letter A.Hamilton to R.F.lee, n.d.
NPS Contract #14-10-0329-2861. '

GEGRVF, "Allyn Cox" file, program for dedication of murals.

See other materials in file for general history of project

and also NYT, 5/27/66.

"mhe Master Plan for Preservation and Use, General Grant
National Memorial," January 1965, p. 2.

Q’JAA, XX[-4, mu.tes Smcj-al I\heti.ng, GMA, 3/1.5/65.
GEGR #240, Bill of Sale dated 6/28/66, see GEGRVE.

MCFH, drawing NMEN: GG 3007, "Alterations to General Grant

National Memorial, 1/65.

The "As Constructed" drawings for the project are dated 3/66,
see MCFH, drawings NMEN: GG 3007B, 3/66.
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MCFH, drawings, 9/69.

Harris, Mclean and Trexler, "General Grant National Memorial,
Exhibit Plan and Related Recommendations," July 1969, p. ii.

Ibid, pp. ii and 3.
Personal communication fram former Site Supervisor Al James.

MCFH, drawings "Exhibit Change," 7/75.

GEGRVF, memorandum Regional Director to Director, 7/24/59. .

Master Plan, p. 2.

GEGRVF, memorandum P.Steele to Chief Branch of Curatorial Services,
3/12/73.

GEGR #155. )

As of this writing not all of the flags have been accounted
for. An extensive report identifying each of them and |
docurenting their history and state of preservation will be
prepared in the future.

Personal commumication from Johnnie Tucker and Frank Pellegrino.
GEGRVF, NPS new release, 3/24/70.

Harris, Mclean and Trexler, p. 3.

Pitkin, IP, p. ii.

As of this .wrltmg all of these materials have been cataloguéd

.and conservatton treatment has begun for the most serlously

damaged.

_New York Daily News, 7/26/70.

For details see David M. Kahn, "Report on the Mosaic Benches,
General Grant National Memorial," December 1978.

MCFH, Drawings "Structural Rehabilitation - Dame," 4/7/73.

NPS contract #CX 18504001.

GEGRVF, letter G.G. Burnside to T.Pitkin, 10/13)62.

G®ma, V-12, report JHD to R, 3/21/96.

Pitkin, IP, p. 10. One can presune that Pitkin had a color .

scheme in mind such as the one used in the rotunda of Federal
Hall fram the 1950s through 1979.

B e e O e e
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74

GEGRVF, memorandum E.C.Bears to R.Utley, 3/17/69.
Personal camminication, Blaine Cliver.
NYT, 9/12/73.

'Ibdax's Art, 7/73.

See book with the same tJ.tlebyArt-J'xm:Draderetal
(New York 1977)

See book with the same title by R. G. Wilson, et al (New York 1979).
GEGRVF, memorandum H.Wilcox to T.Pitkin, 9/14/59.

GEGR #s 310~312. As of this wr:l.tmg all are Lmdergo1ng
conservation treatment.

GMAA, XXI-3, minutes Executive Committee QMA, 5/5/53.

GEGR #s 84-99. These boxes were last seen in 1966, see Federal
Hall files, D6215, memorandum W.Jaramsky to R.Smith, 12/1/66.

GEGR #384. Duncan mentions that he stored the GMA papers in
copper boxes in AL, letter JHD to H.Hayden, 3/14/22.




Fig. 91. Project Rendus Competition De51gn for a "Pantheon"; Section.
Wood Engraving after Drawing by Blot, La Cmstructlon Modern, June
19, 1897. Courtesy Commell University.
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Fig. 92. Gi‘oimdbrea}dng"Cerencnies for the Grant Monument. Photograph,
April 27, 1891. GEGR #355. .
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Fig. 93. Trenton Battle Monument, John H. Duncan, 1891. Ink and
Colored Washes on Paper by R.W. Rattray, n.d. Courtesy Avery Library.
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Fig. 94. Site Plan for the Grant Monument. Pen and Ink on Linen by
John H. Duncan, February 28, 1891. GEGR #276.
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Fig. 95. "Plan of Concrete Foundation for North Piers and Crypt;" .
Detail Showing Relationship between the Temporary Tomb and the Permanen
Monument. Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan, Probably, June 1891.
GEGR #278. : '






Fig. 96. Construction Site, Excavations Begin. Photograph, Probably,
July 1891. GEGR #356. . ,
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Fig. 97. Construction Site. Photograph, Probably Summer 1891,
The Illustrated American, October 3, 189l. Courtesy Museum of
the City of New York. ' .
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Fig. 98. Temporary Tomb on Top of North Foundations of the Grani;
Monument (Second Site). Photograph, Probably Fall 1891, Courtesy
New-York Historical Society.
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Fig. 99. "Suggestion for Temporary Curtain Wall at Southern Exposure;"
Crypt Portion of the Grant Monument. Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan,
Probably February 1892. GEGR #279. '
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Fig. 100. "View from East and West;" Crypt Portion of the Grant
Monurent. Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan, Probably
February 1892. GEGR #280. '
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Fig. 101. "View from the North;" Crypt Portion of the Grant Monument.
Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan, Probably February 1892. GEGR #281.
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Fig. 102. General Horace Porter. Photograph fram King's Notable
New Yorkers, (New York, 1899).







Fig. 103.
from Right.

[

General Grant and His Staff; Horace Porter Seated Second

Photograph, 1864.

Courtesy Chicago Historical Society.
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Fig. 104.

Subscription Book from the "Machinery and Pumps" Committee,

Grant Monument Association, 1892. GMAA.
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Fig. 105. Contribution Box, Grant Monument Association, 1892. GEGR #367.






Fig. 106. Invitation to "Laying the CornertStone" Ceremonies. Two
Color Engraving, April 1892. GEGR #226.
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Fig. 107. "President Harrison Laying the Corner-Stone for the
Grant Monument," April 27, 1892. Wood Engraving after T. de Thulstrup,
Harper's Weekly, May 7, 1892. GEGR #377.

o



2 R AN

il

PR L 1
RSN SSRN

\

e L I el sy
s e e W TSN R .
EER ]




rt

Fig. 108. Children Strewning Flowers Outside 'the Temporary Tamb,
April 27, 1892. Wood Engraving, New York Herald,.April 28, 1892.







Fig. 109. Sterling Silver Commemorative Spoon
1892. GEGR #411.

by Charles Casper, v
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Fig. 110. Certificate of Contribution to the Grant Monument Fund.
Steel Engraving by the American Bank Note Campany, 1892. GEGR #329.
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Fig. 111. "The Grant Monument, Riverside Park on the Hudson, New York."
Chromlithograph by Maurice Ingres, 1891. GEGR #274.






Fig. 112. "Plan of the Principal Floor Piacing Crypt in Center

of Building and Omitting Apse."
Early 1892. GEGR #285.

Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan,






Fig. 113. View of New Design with Crypt in the Center of the Former
. Memorial Hall. Wood Engraving, New York Herald, April 24, 1892. GMAA.
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Fig. 114. Competition Design for the Grant Monument (1888/1889). Wood
Engraving after Drawing by Julius Schweinfurth, American Architect and
Building News, October 18, 1892. Courtesy Avery Library.
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Fig. 115. "Diagram Showing Quantities of Concrete and Other Work
Executed and Certified to by Report #17;" Overall Dimensions Reduced

to 90 Square Feet. Pen and Ink on Linen by John H. Duncan, April 4, 1892.
GEGR #286. ' -
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Fig. 116. Temporary Tomb on Third and Last Site, North of the
Grant Monument. Photograph, February 1897. Courtesy New-York
Historical Society.
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Fig. 117. "Elevations Showing Condition of Work on Columns of
Grant Monument." Pen and Ink and Colored Washes on Linen by
Maine and New Hampshire Granite Company, April 3, 1894. GEGR #314.
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Fig. 118. Steel Girders for Upper Portion of the Grant Monument
Being Set in Place. Photograph by John J. Hubbel, May or June 1896.
GEGR #408. _






FJ.g 119. Upper Portion of the Grant Monument Nearing Completion.
Photograph, Summer 1896. Courtesy Columbiana Collection, Columbia
University. . :
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Fig. 120. Exterior Work on the Grant Monument Nearing Completion.
Photograph (Retouched), Late 1896. GEGR #347.
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Fig. 121. View of Crypt Showing Grant's Sarcophagﬁs to One Side. .
Photograph, from King's Views of Grant's Tamb (New York 1897).
Courtesy Museum of the City of New York. .

(2]
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Fig. 122. Southeast Pendantive; Allegorical Representation
of 'Gen. Grant's "Birth". Plaster and Keen Cement by Klee Bros.
after Model by J. Massey Rhind, 1896-1897. Photograph, 1979.
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Fig. 123. Northeast Pendantive; Allegorical Representation of
Gen. Grant's "Military Life." Plaster and Keen Cement by Klee
Bros. after Model by J. Massey Rhind, 1896-1897. Photograph,
1979. :

(2.}
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Fig. 124. Northwest Pendantive; Allegorical Representation
of .Gen. Grant's "Civil Life." Plaster and Keen Cement by

"Klee Bros. after Model by J. Massey Rhind, 1896-1897.
1979.

Photograph
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Fig. 125.. Southwest Pendantive; Allegorical Representation of
Gen. CGrant's "Death". Plaster and Keen Cement by Klee Bros. after
Model by J. Massey Rhind, 1896-1897. Photograph, 1979.
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Pig. 126. View of Plaster Dome and Inner Roof Spamning Area Above
It. Photograph, 1979. :
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Fig, 127. Invitation to the Dedication. Engraving with Embossed
Detail, April 1897. Courtesy Museum of the City of New York.
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Fig. 128. "Removing the Remains of General Grant from the
Temporary Tamb to the New Mausoleum." Photograph, Harper's Weekly,
April 17, 1897. GEGR #378.
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Fig. 129. Brick fram the Temporary Tomb of General Grant, by
Ingham & Sons, ca. 1885. '
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Fig. 130. Assorted Souvenir Badges for the Dedication of the
Grant Monument. Brass, Bronze, Celluloid and Silk by Various
Makers, 1897. Courtesy Museum of the City of New York.:






Fig. 131. "Official Program" for the Dedication of the Grant
Monument. Published by Fless and Ridge, 1897. GEGR #228.
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Fig. 132, Map Showing Seating Locations for Dedication (Invitation
" Insert). Wood Engraving by Hamer Iee Bank Note Co., 1897. Courtesy
Museum of the City of New York.
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Fig. 133. "The Dedication of the Grant Monument - The Parade
Caming Up Riverside Drive. Spectators on the Sidewalk Near
One-Hundredth Street." Reproduction after Drawing by -

W.T. Smedley, Harper's Weekly, May 8, 1897. GEGR #379.







Fig. 134. Crowds Watching Dedication Parade from Bleechers South

of Tomb. Photograph by Byron, April 27, 1897. Courtesy Museum of
the City of New York.
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Fig. 135. Seventh Regiment New York National Guard
Dedication Parade. Photograph, April 27, 1897. GEGR #409.
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Fig. 136. Birdseye View of Dedication Parade. Photograph by

James Bindon, April 27, 1897.
New York.

Courtesy Museum of the City of
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Fig. 137. Bicycling Near the Grant Monument.
Courtesy New-York Historical Society.

Photograph, Late 1890s.,

o






Fig. 138. Grant Monument. Photograph by Detroit Photograph.lc

Company, 1900.

Courtesy Library of Congress.
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Fig. 139, Recreation Pier and Riverboat Landing at Manhattanville,
Grant Monument to the South. Photograph by Detroit Publishing Campany,
1906. Courtesy Library of Congress. :
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Fig. 140. Grant Monument from the East. Photograph, ca. 1905.
Courtesy New-York Historical Society.
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Fig. 141, Grant Momument with New Rest Room Facility to West.
Photograph, after 1910, Courtesy New-York Historical Society.




W W4 ’ H 5 -
: o * AN
o, s et }

it S ey

-"/-17'.\‘%\ ~ =
e~ S




Fig. 142. Bronze Pine Cone from the Top of the Pantheon, Now in the
Vatican Gardens. Photograph, from Mariano Borgatti Castel Sant'Angelo

a Roma (Rome n.d.). Courtesy Avery Library.






Fig. 143. Proposed Front Elevation of the Grant Monument by

John Russell Pope. Reproduction of Drawing by Otto R. Eggers,
1928, Courtesy City Art Commission, New York City.
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Fig. 144. Proposed Plan of the Grant Monument and Surroundings -

by John Russell Pope. Reproduction of Drawing by Otto R. Eggers,
1928. GEGR #336. ‘
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f‘ig. 145. Proposed Side Elevation of the Grant Momument by

John Russell Pope. Reproduction of Drawing by Otto R. Eggers,
1928. GEGR #338. ~ .
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Fig. 146. Detail of Proposed Equestrian Statue and Base by

John Russell Pope. Reproduction of Drawing by Otto R. Eggers,
1928, GEGR #339. -
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Fig. 147, "A Swear of Paint, and't.heAPoetry AIN'T;" Graffiti
Rémoval at the Grant Monument. Photograph, New York Mirror,
August 30, 1932. GWRA.
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Fig. 148. Proposed Sash Design to Replace Tiffany Windows. Pen

and Ink with Colored Washes on Drawing Paper, Probably by Plttsbuxgh
Plate Glass Campany, 1938. GEGR #417.



———

.
[

7

o ateliy”

“

—d




Fig. 149. Mural in East Trophy Room; Detail. Oil on Canvas by
. (William) Dean Fausett, 1938. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 150. Mural in East Trophy Room; Detail. Oil on Canvas by

(William) Dean Fausett, 1938,

GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 151, ‘Mural in West Trophy Roam; Detail. Oil on Canvas by
(William) Dean Fausett, 1938. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 152. Mural in West Trophy Roam; Detail. Oil on Canvas by
(William) Dean Fausett, 1938. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 153. Bust of General Thomas on Temporary Display at

Grant Monument. Plaster Model by Jeno J‘uszko, 1938.
City Art Commission, New York City.

Courtesy
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Fig. 154. Bust of General Sherman. Bromze by William Muse,
1938. GEGR #3.
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'Fig. 155. Bust of General Sheridan, Bronze by William Muse,
1938. GEGR #1. ‘ ,




R - Sen s a—— g e .- s p—— fe e C -
“ae N T lim— k. X -~

ARERE |



Fig. 156.
GEGR #5.

Bust of General Thomas. Bronze by Jeno Juszko, 1938.
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Fig. 157, Bust of General MacPherson. Bronze by Jeno Juszko, 1938.
GEGR #2. '
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Fig. 158. Bust of General Ord.: Bronze by Jeno Juszko, 1938. GEGR #4.







Fig. 159. 014 U.S. Post Office, Southern End of City Hall Park, Designed
by a Conmittee of Architects Headed by Richard M. Hunt, 1869-1875.
Photograph by Underhill, 1912. Courtesy Museum of the City of New York.
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Fig. 160. Eagle from Old Post Office in Storage. -Photograph, 1938.
Courtesy City Art Commission, New York City.
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Fig. 161, Proposed Rehabilitation of Grant Monument and the Adjoining
Grounds. Photograph after Drawing by J. MacGilchrist (New York City
Parks Department), Probably March 1938. GEGR #414.
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Fig. 162. DAerial View of Work in Progress at Grant Monument. Photograph
by the Daily News, November 20, 1938. GEGR #453.
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Fig. 163. Equestrian Statue of General Grant. Plaster Model by
William Mues, ca. 1939-1940. Courtesy New York Public Library.







Fig. 164. Awards Ceremony, Grant Monument Association Officers
Distributing to the WPA Laborers. Photograph, January 30, 1939.
GEGR Photograph Collection.
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" Fig. 165. Rededication of the Grant Monument.
GEGR Photograph Collection. - ‘

Photograph, April 27, 1939.
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Fig. 166. George G. Burnside (left) and George D. Burnside in Uniform.
Photograph ca. 1939-1940. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 167. Grant Monument After Rehabilitation. Photograph, ca. 1940.
GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 168. Grant Monument After Rehabilitation.
GEGR Photograph Collection.

Photograph, ca. 1940.
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Fig. 169. Interior View of Grant's Tomb with Sandbags Piled in Front
of Trophy Rooms. Photograph, ca. 1942-1945, GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 170. Storm Door at Grant Monument, John H. Duncan, ca. 1897.
‘Photograph, 1966. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 171. Equestrian Statue of General Grant. Plaster Model by
Paul Manship, ca. 1937 (?). GEGR Photograph Collection.






Fig. 172. "Appomattox." North Mosaic Panel by Allyn Cox, 1964-1966.
GEGR Photograph Collection.’
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Fig. 173. "Vicksburg." East Mosaic Panel by Allyn
GEGR Photograph Collection.

Cox, 1964-1966.







Fig. 174. "Chattancoga." West Mosaic Panel by Allyn Cox, 1964-1966.
GEGR Photograph Collection. :







Fig. 175.

Miniature Equestrian Statue of Grant.

Paul Manship, ca. 1955 (?). GEGR #21. -

Bronze Model by
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Fig. 176. East Trophy Room and Flag Case (Bronze,. Probably Designed
by John H. Duncan, ca. 1900). HABS Photograph by Cervin Robinson (?),
ca. 1964-1969. Courtesy Library of Congress.
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Fig., 177. East Trophy Room, Harpers Ferry Center, 1970. Photograph, 1979.
GEGR Photograph Collection. :
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Fig. 178. West Trophy Rocm, Harpers Ferry Center, 1970.
GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 179. Benches at the General Grant National Memorial; Detail.

Mosaic by Various Artists, 1972-1974. GEGR Photograph Collection.
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Fig. 180. Dome, Facing Northeast. HABS Photograph by Cervin Robinson,
April 20, 1964. Oourtesy Library of Congress.
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The Grant Monument

DAVID M. KAHN New York City _ .

The Grant Monument, popularly known today as Grant's
Tomb, was comparable in sheer size and costliness to only two
other memorials erected in 19th-century America—the Wash-
ington Monument and the Statue of Liberty. When General
Grant died in the summer of 188 5 it was anticipated that a shaft
of some kind would be built over bis grave. This had been the
usual choice for the nation's major memorials in the post—Civil
War period. The issue was widely debated and other suggestions
" were advanced. In an official competition for the monument in
1888/1889 a shaft was selected. The results of the competition
were subsequently set aside and Jobn Hementvay Duncan’s very
different proposal for a classical mausolewm was chosen in a
second, decisive competition in 1890 (Fig. t). The Grant Monu-
ment thus became the most significant of a growing number of
memorials to be modeled after classical sources, indicating in
part the development of more sophisticated architectural tastes,
as well as the rising sense of nationalism in the last decades of the
19th century. Within this framework, classical monuments, with
their aura of ancient glory, seemed to express forcefully and _
didactically the importance of the nation’s heroes and the gran-
deur of its history. '

Grant’s reputation, his interment in New York, and the
establishment of the Grant Monument Association

AT THE TIME of his death on 23 July 1885, General Ulysses
S. Grant was undoubtedly the most popular man in America.
Millions attributed the defear of the Confederacy and the preser-
vation of the Union to his genius. And this is what he was re-
membered for, not the scandals of his presidential administra-
tion. The New York Herald put the case succinctly by proclaim-

NOTE: The Grant Monument was officially renamed the General Grant
National Memorial in 1959 when it was incorporated into the National
Park Service system. Much of the information in this study is based on
documents in the Grant Monument Assaciation Archives located in the
Park Service's offices ar 26 Wall Street, New York, NY tooos. Citations
of this material are idenufied by the initials GMAA followed by Roman
and Arabic numerals that respectively indicate the appropriate box and
file in which a given document can be found.
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ing, “He had his faults, who has nor? We cannot see them,
because the brilliancy of his deeds shines in our eyes.”! Conse-
quently Grant’s funeral, with its one million spectators and
60,000 marchers, surpassed any public demonstration staged in
America up to that time, and the building of a fitting memorial in
his honorimmediately became a project of national importance.
Before his death Grant had indicated that he favored one of
three locations for his final resting place: St. Louis, Galena, or
New York. He chose these three cities because his family owned
cemetery plots in the first two and he had lived in New York
during the last four years of his life. Within hours of the general's
death his family received offers of interment sites from all over
the country. One came from New York's Mayor William R.
Grace. Since Grant had indicated an interest in New York and
Mrs. Grant planned to continue living there and wanted the
interment site close by, the mayor’s offer was accepted. A spec-
tacular site was then selected on a 130-foot high promontory at
the northern end of Riverside Park overlooking the Hudson. A
temporary brick vault designed by Jacob Wrey Mould was builr
on the site opposite 123rd Street. Grant’s remains were placed
there on 8 August 1885.2
Even before Grant's funeral took place a group of prominent
New Yorkers established the Grant Monument Association and
began soliciting public subscriptions to build *a grear national
monument” for “the grandest character of the century.” Former
President Chester A. Arthur was Chairman of the group. Grant’s
Secretary of State, Hamilton Fish, and Mayor Grace served as
Vice-Chairmen. J. P. Morgan was Treasurer, and the first black
graduare of Harvard College, Richard T. Greener, Secretary. As
an indication of their resolve.to build the general a truly remark-
able memorial, on 20 August 1885 the Association's members
decided to raise the princely sum of $1 million to pay for it.3 By

t. New York Herald, 9 August 1885, 8/,

2. The most accurate account of the selection of the interment site was
provided by the general’s son, Col. Frederick Grantin New York World,
29 September (889, 1/3. For Mould’s design see Harper's Weekly, 8
August 1885, 512,

3. For details of the Grant Monument Association's early proceedings
see the Minutebook for July 1885 - March 1886 in GMAA. The Minute-



e KD O SRR ARG LT At et o

AN K £ s st =

Fig. 1. John H. Duncan, Grant Monument,
New York, 1891—1897. Competition entry,
1890. Fagade elevation (American Architect,

18 October 1890: National Park Service,
New York).

comparison the total cost of the Washington Monument had
been about $1.2 million and that of the Statue of Liberty about
$700,000.%

After establishing the monument’s cost the members of the
Association were soon overwhelmed by a more important task
that lay before them: deciding what would constitute a fitting

book for the period April 1886 — January 1912, which covered the
crucial years during which a design was being sought for the Grant
Monument, was lost in the Equitable Life Insurance Company Building
fire on 9 January 1912.

4. F. L. Harvey, History of the Washington National Monument and
the Washington National Monument Association, Washington, D.C.,
1903, 100. M. Trachtenberg, The Statue of Liberty, New York, 1977,
38, footnote 30; 181.
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memorial for Grant. The issue generated an enormous amount
of public interest and was widely debated. Five long years were
to pass before a suitable design was finally selected.

Memorials in post—Civil War America

The vast majority of America’s post—Civil War memorials
were either statues or what were generically referred to as shafts
by the press and general public. Extremely popular, shafts fig-
ured prominently in the debate over the Grant Monument. The
term itself seems to have been rather loosely applied to a wide
variety of memorials that featured obelisks, columns, and other
slender tower-like configurations.S Many shafts were erected to

5. Contemporary sources in which the term is used are cited in foot-
notes 14, 15, 16, 40, and 54.
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Fig. 2. Martin Milmore, Soldiers* and Sailors® Monument, Boston,
1870~1877. Fagade elevation (American Architect, 12 September
1877: Avery Library, Columbia University, NY).

honor the war dead beginning in the mid-860s. Also referred to
as soldiers” monuments, they were usually surmounted by either
an allegorical figure or soldier, while their bases were often elab-
orately ornamented with plaques, bas-reliefs, and statuary (Fig,
2).® Much larger shafts, usually obelisks, were builr when the
need arose for especially important memorials, One example
was the r17-foor tall National Lincoln Monument (Lincoln’s
Tomb) in Springfield, lllinois (Fig. 3). It was designed in 1865~
1868 by sculptor Larkin G. Mead and builtin 18691 874.7
The shafts were derived from ancient obelisks and victory
columns, but their close relationship to contemporary funerary
monuments is noteworthy. Soldiers’ monuments, in particular,
recalled the elaborate funerary memorials that had begun to

6. Civil War monuments in America have received scant attention to
date. R. G. Wilson, “*Presence of the Past,” The American Renaissunce
1876—1917, New York, 1979, 42=43, mistakenly indicates thar they
were a product of the 1880s, whereas examples dating from 1864 and
scores from the 1860s and 1870s are listed in M, Baruch and E, Beck-
man, Civdl War Union Monuments, Washington, DC, 1978. Soldiers’
monuments are brietly mentioned in L. Taft, The History of American
Sculptures, New York, 1903, 234; T. F. Hamlin, The American Spirit in
Architecture, New Haven, CN, 1926, 227; W. Craven, Sculpture in
America, New York, 1968, 236. _

7. W. J. Hosking, “Lincoln's Tomb,” Journal of the llinois State
Historical Society, 1957, 53~59: Taft, American Sculpture, » 3 8-240.

Fig. 3. Larkin G. Mead, The National Lincoln Monument, Springfield,
lllinois, 1869—1874. Perspective view {llinois State Historical Library).

appear in the nation's rural cemeteries before the Civil War.
Referring to them as something new, one observer writing in
1853 noted, “There are in Green-wood [Cem::rery, Brooklyn|
several square and polygonal pillars rising from high and large
bases, and crowned sometimes with fantastic caps. These monu-
ments, some of which are incumbered with costly ornaments,
make considerable show."s Many early soldiers’ monuments
were, in facr, erected in cemeteries by firms that ordinarily sold
funerary monuments, Typical among these was the National
Monument built in the cemetery at Gettysburg in 1865—-1869.

J. G. Batterson, a marble yard owner, served as general con-

tractor. He commissioned architect George B. Keller to provide
the design and Randolf Rogers to supply the necessary sculprure.?

A tentative explanation can be offered for both the popularity
of shafts and their close relationship to funerary monuments, As
a large-scale demand for memorials suddenly arose in the post—
Civil War years the nation had virtually no indigenous tradition

-to draw on for prototypes other than chat provided by funerary

8. N. Cleaveland, Hines C(mcerning Green-wood; Its Monuments
zmg‘ !mprm'enwn!s. New York, 18 53, 9.

9. H. Werr, A Complete Hamdbook of the Monuments and Indica-
tions on the Gettysburg Battleficld, Harrisburg, PA, 1886, 2 DLF
Ransom, George Kellor Architeet, Hartford, CN, 19=8, =, 11,
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monuments. In addition, shafts and funerary monuments usu-
ally fulfilled similar and fairly simple commemorative functions,

amely, to honor and recall the dead. Indeed, the modern dis-

nction berween public and private monuments may not have
been clear-cut during much of the 19th century. Similar if not
identical memorial forms were clearly deemed appropriate for
both purposes and were apparently differentiated only in size
and costliness. To cite one illuminating example: prior to 1861 2
Mr. Dowse built a large granite obelisk in Mt. Auburn Cemetery
to mark his grave site; behind it he erected an identical, but much
larger obelisk as a monument to Benjamin Franklin.!® The
Washington Monument was larger still, but most Americans
may not have thought of even it as being functionally very differ-
ent from Mr. Dowse’s grave marker. 1!

A full investigation of the relationship berween shafts and
funerary monuiments is beyond the scope of this article, but
suffice it to say that the relationship was readily recognized in the
post—Civil War period. Ultimately the shafts’ funereal connota-
tions were to become a liability as will be demonstrated below.

Initial discussions about the Grant Monument

" In August 1885 the humorous weekly Puck published one of
the first essays on the Grant Monument."? Its editors cautioned,
«\We have done enough, as a nation, and badly enough, in all
consequence, in the monument line. Let us . . . resist the tempta-

tion to make further fools of ourselves. . . . Let us avoid the

iemorial style in which we have hitherto made ourselves ridicu-
ous.” An accompanying cartoon entitled *No more of those
hideous monuments!” drove home the point by caricaturing
many of the nation’s best known statues and shafts, the latrer
being represented by the Washington Monument of 1848-1884
and the Bunker Hill Monument of 1825-1842 (Fig. 4).*3
The concept of erecting a mere statue to Grant arose infre-
quently over the next few years. However, the ubiquity of shafts
of all sorts made the construction of one in Grant’s honor seem
almost inevitable. The equation of a monument and a shaft was

10. W. Flagg. Mt. Auburn: lts Scenes, Its Beauties, lts Lessons, Bos-
ton, 1861, 17. .

11. ). Zukowsks, *Monumental American Obelisks: Centennial Vis-
tas,”” Art Bulletin, Lvii, 1976, §74, notes that “Monumental obe-
lisks of the 1800s commemorate collective or individual martial prowess.”
He cites no contemporary evidence for this premise and it seems unlikely
since-obelisks were commonly erected to honor both military and non-
military figures. In fact, the nation's first large obelisk was erected in
Columbus’ honor in Baltimore ca. 1792. For the 6o-foot-high Columbus
Obelisk see W. H. Hunter, *Handbook of Prominent Public Monuments
and Sculpture in Baltimore,” The Rinchart School of Sculpture, 75th
Anniversary Catalogue 1896—197 1, Baltimore, 19713, 22.

12. Puck, 19 August 1885, 386.

13. For the Washington and Bunker Hill Monuments see Harvey,
Washington National Monument; G. . Warren, The History of the
Bunker Hill Monument Association, Boston, 1877.
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Fig. 4. “No ‘more of those hideous monuments!” (Puck, 19 August
1885: The New-York Historical Society).

so entrenched in the American mind during this period that im-
mediately following Grant’s death a newspaper could matter-of-
factly refer to the “shaft” that would be erected over his
grave.

The likelihood thar a shaft would be built was widely recog-
nized and often condemned. The editors of the American Archi-
tect and Building News, who had been fuming against obelisks
and soldiers’ monuments since the late 1870s, counseled against
the construction *of one of those ‘simple shafts’ or stately cylin-
ders to which the [Grant Monument] site lends itself only too
well.”?5 Henry Van Brunt, writing for the North American
Review, also anticipated the construction of a shaft and vehe-
mently denounced such memorials as “for the most part the
conceptions of untaught stonecutters derived from a narrow
range of conventional graveyard types.”'® However, Van
Brunt stopped short of totally dismissing the idea of a shaft. He
felt that the Grant Monument “should be American™ and havea
certain “character of nationality,” which meant it should be
“recognized in some sense as the product of a national evolution
of monumental form." So he ended up advocating the construc-
tion of a well designed shaft for the Grant Monument.

Alternatives suggested for the memorial in lieu of a shaft were
eagerly advanced and included every conceivable, and incon-
ceivable, idea. A doctor from Cleveland, for instance, urged that
the monument be built of red, white, and blue glass columns.?
But as early as 1885 recommendations were also made for the
kind of memorial that was ultimately built. For example, sculp-

14. New York Herald, 30 July 1885, 2/6.

15. American Architect and Building News, 15 August 1885,73—74.
For earlier attacks on obelisks and soldiers’ monuments see the issues for
22 September 1877, 301, and 10 September 1881, 120.

16. North American Review, September 1885, 282—283.

17. GMAA, vi-1, Letter G. F. Ditson to the Association, 5 August
1885.

iy
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Fig. 5. George B. Keller, Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Memorial Arch, Hart-
ford, Connecticut, 1884—1886. View from the north with the State
Capitol in the background (The Connecticur Historical Society).

tor Launt Thompson called for a “mausoleum of Roman or
Greek Doric architecture, solid and simple, crowned with a
dome, surmounted by an allegorical statue.” '8

One other early suggestion for the Grant Monument is worth
mentioning. It was advanced by an anonymous critic who recom-
mended that a “round Roman tomb of noble dimensions treated
as to its details in Romanesque style” would be most appropriate
for the Grant Monument.!® The Mausoleum of Hadrian was
specifically mentioned as a suitable model to follow. Although
seemingly quixotic, this recommendation had a certain logic. It
called for pressing a useful classical model into service while
making it more aesthetically pleasing to Americans in the mid-

1880s by suggesting that it be cloaked with fashionable pictur- -

esque detail.

The viability of this fusion of the classical and picturesque
traditions is underscored by the fact that it was reflected in one
contemporary project for a significant memorial and in two
monuments that were actually buile: H. H. Richardson’s design
in 1874 for a Civil War memorial in Buffalo and Keller’s Soldiers’
and Sailors’ Memorial Arch in Hartford of 188.4~1886 and his
Garfield Memorial in Cleveland of 1885—1890.29 The Buffalo
and Hartford projects were both for triumphal arches, the one
ornamented with Romanesque detail and the other with Gorhic.
Henry Russell Hitchcock has described the Hartford arch as
“one of the very few examples of such a classical monument

8. North American Review, September 1885, 276.

19. Ibid., November 1885, 443—453.

20. For the Buffalo memorial see J. O'Gorman, Selected Drawings of
H. H. Richardson and His Office, Boston, 1974, 188. For the Hartford
arch see Ransom, Keller, 129—135; American Architect, 9 December
1882, 279. For the Garfield Memorial see Ransom, Keller, 137-143;
The Gartield National Memorial Association, Historic and Descriptive
Sketch of the Garfield Memorial, Cleveland, OH, 1889; The Man und
the Mausolewm, Dedication of the Garfield Memorial Structure, Cleve-
land, OH, 1890. .

completely translated into Gothic forms” (Fig. 5).2! The Gar-
field Memorial was quite clearly intended to be a latter-day clas-
sical mausoleum adorned with Romanesque and Gothic detail
(Fig. 6). Its sponsors referred to it as “the first real Mausoleum
ever erected to the honor and memory of an American statesman,
and the fourth of like structures known in history”; the Tombs
of Mausolus, Caecilia Metella, and Hadrian were cited as its
predecessors.?

The Tomb of Mausolus, erected in Halicarnassos (ca. 353
B.C.), was one of the wonders of the ancient world, which was
destroyed during the Middle Ages. There was general agreement
that the structure was two stories in height, had a giant order of
36 lonic columns on the second level, was roofed over by a
pyramid with 24 steps, and was crowned by a quadriga. How-
ever, its dimensions, the arrangement of its plan, and other de-
tails were subject to much debate.* None of the tgth-century
designs for the reconstruction of the tomb bore any particular
resemblance to the Garfield Memorial.

On the other hand, 19th-century restorations of the Tombs of
Caecilia Metella (ca. 20 8.c.) and Hadrian (ca. 135-139 A.D.)
very likely served to inspire Keller. The two Roman tombs harked
back to the much earlier Etruscan tumudi, or great mounds of
earth built up on circular stone bases, but were far more monu-
mental and more richly ornamented than their prototypes. Keller
may well have had in mind versions of these Roman tombs such
as the type represented by Luigi Canina’s reconstruction of
1834—1842 of the Mausoluem of Hadrian with its block-like
podium, great drum, and conical roof in lieu of a tumulus (Fig.
7).24

»1. H. R. Hitchcock Architecture: Nineteenth und Twentieth Cen-
turies, Baltimore, 1963, 188.

22. The Man and the Mausoleum, 5-6. To modern eyes the Garfield
Memorial recalls a variety of ecclesiastical sources including Richard-
sonian Romanesque churches. However, Keller's preliminary design
was for a tall tower that Henry Van Brunt described as being “like the
keep of a French castle of the 16th century”; another contemporary
mentioned that it specifically resembled the towers art Pierrefonds (Ran-
som, Keller, 139, 143). Keller then revised the design to lend it “less the
appearance of a tower or observatory, and to give it a more tomb-like
character befitting its purpose™ (The Man and the Mausoleum, 33). To
do so he evidently drew on classical sources as noted below.

23. For the Mausoleum at Halicarnassos see A. H. Smith, The Mauso-
letim and Sculptures of Halicarnassos and Priene in the British Museum,
London, t900; W. R. Lethaby, **The Tomb of Mausolus,™ Greek Build-
ings Represented by Fragments in the British Museum, London, 1908; J.
J. Stevenson, A Restoration of the Mausolewm at Halicarnassus, Lon-
don, 1909; J. Van Breen, Het Reconstructieplan voor het Mausolewm te
Halikarnassos, Amsterdam, t942; K. Jeppsen, Paradeigmata; three
mid-fourth century main works of Hellenic architecture, reconsidered,
Aarhus, 1958, 1-67.

24. L. Canina, L'architettura antica, descritta e dimonstrata coi mon-
umenti dall'architetto . . . L'architettura romana, 3 vols. and adas,
Rome, 1834—1842, pl. CCXXIV. For uther reconstructions of the Mau-
soleum of Hadrian see M. Borgatti, Castel Sunt*Angelo in Roma, Rome,

ad.
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Fig. 6. Keller, Garfield Memorial, Cleveland, Ohio,
1885-1889. Perspective view (Ohio Historical Society).
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Fig. 7. Luigi Canina, Mausoleum of Hadrian, Rome, ca. ; 35—~139 A.D.
Proposed reconstruction 18 34-1842. Perspective view (L’architettura
romana, atlas: Avery Library). ~

ar

Keller’s Hartford and Cleveland projects were highly signifi-
cant. They were among the earliest major post—Civil War
memorials built in America that were not shafts. In addition the
Garfield Memorial corresponded to the type of Grant Monu-

recommended by the anonymous critic mentioned above,
t may have directly or indirectly influenced John H. Dun-
can’s later design for the Grant Monument.
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The American Architect competition and other
early design proposals

Prior to two official competitions for the Grant Monument
scores of designs for the memorial were placed before the public.
Earliest among these were proposals submitted in a competition
announced by the American Architect in August 1885. Techni-
cally the program did not call for designs for the Grant Monu-
ment, but for a more modest Grant memorial suitable for a
“large town™ and costing no more than $100,000. Yet many of
the competitors ignored the program and instead submitted de-
signs for Grant’s final resting place. According to the editors the
exercise was intended to . . . preserve our cities and our art from
the desecration of a crop of Grant memorials similar in general
demerit to the average of the ‘soldiers’ memorials’. . . .” Token
cash prizes were to be awarded 1o the top competitors. Van
Brunt, architect Charles A. Cummings, and sculptor Truman H.
Bartlett were named as judges.2$

First prize went to Harvey Ellis, whose massive Richardsonian
Rofnanesque design was meant for the Grant Monument in New

25. American Architect, 8 August 1885, 66—67, and 26 September
1885, 145.
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Fig. 8. Harvey Ellis, Design for a Grant Memorial, 1885. Perspective
view, section, rear perspective, and plan (American Architect, 26 Sep-
tember 1885: Avery Library).

Fig. 9. George W. da Cunha, Proposal for the Grane Monument, 1886.
“Birds-Eye View" (Avery Library). -

York (Fig. 8). In an unambiguous reference to Grant’s Riverside
Park interment site Ellis set the monument on top of a hill over-
looking a wide river. [n awarding him first prize the judges
demonstrated that, like Ellis, they were more interested in the
design problems presented by the Grant Monument in New
York than in the hypothetical program proposed by the editors
of the American Architect. Ellis’ design was not unlike conven-
tional buildings of the period, and it comes as only a slight sur-

Jets rom SEanT GTATOLEM  Mouvezx lamx o
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Fig. 10. George Marthias, Proposal for the Granr Monument, 887.
Perspective view {Scientific American, Architects’ and Builders' Edition,
May 1887: Avery Library). ’

prise thatin 1887 he was able to incorporate the central tower of
his memorial into a project for the Minnesora Stare Soldiers’
Home.?8 [t may have been this quality of familiarity that enabled
Ellis’ proposal to win out over the other more Hamboyant de-
signs in the American Architect competition. Architect Frederick
T. Hinds, for instance, submitred a gigantic variation on the
campanile in the Piazza San Marco while Henry O. Avery entered
a large pyramid.

Among the other designs published during this period there
were, of course, the obligatory shafts. The most remarkable of
these was designed by a former army engineer, George W, da
Cunha. His project of 1886 featured a joo-foot tall granite obe-
lisk that sprouted from the corner of a two-tiered fort (Fig. 9).27
Many other solutions for the Grant Monument were brought
bgfore the public, including an imitation of Sir G. G. Scotr’s
Albert Memorial of 1 863-1872.%8 But in the midst of this welter
of ideas the concepr of modeling the Grant Monument after a
classical mausoleum continued to crop up. In 1887 George Mat-
thias became the first to publish a design for the Grant Monument
in this genre (Fig. 10). He seems to have based his proposal on
James E. Fergusson's reconstruction in 1862 of the Tomb of
Mausolus (Fig. 1), although Matthias’ design differed in that it
was less robust than Fergusson's, lacked a stepped roof, and had
a radically different ground floor treatment.2?

26. J. R. France, “Harvey Ellis—Architect,”™ A Rediscm'ery-—-Han'ey
Ellis: Artist, Architect, Rochester, N Y. 1972, 17.

27. Da Cunha issued a pamphiet featuring his design. A copy is in
Avery Library. .

28. Scientific American, Architects' und Buulders' Edition, April
1887, 85s.

29. [bid., May 88+, 101. J- E. Fergusson, The Mausolerm at Hali-
carnassus Restored, London, 1863, frontispicce.




Fig. 11. James E. Fergusson, Mausoleum ar Halicarnassos, ca. 353 B.C.
Proposed reconstruction, 1862. Perspective view (The Mausolewm at
Halicarnassus Restored: Avery Library).

Another mausoleum design by the sculptor William Wetmore
Story was also publicized in 1887. It consisted of a large square
podium “with a massive circular tower . . . surmounted by a
colonnade above which rise steps (as in the mausoleum of Mau-
solas), crowned by an equestrian figure of Grant.” Story also
noted, *‘I should wish to see the mausoleum as large as the tomb
of Hadrian,” which obviously served in part as the source of his

n together with the Tomb of Mausolus. A photograph of

”’s design circulared in New York for abour one year.? Like
Keller's Garfield Memorial, it too may have influenced Duncan’s
Grant Monument design in 1890.

The first official competition, 1888/1889

The Grant Monument Association finally announced the
opening of a competition on 4 February 1888. In resorting to a
competition the Association had decided to rely on a well-estab-
lished procedure followed in selecting designs for most of Amer-
ica’s major post—Civil War monuments. The program was drafted
with the help of Napoleon Lebrun and artists, architects, and
sculptors were invited to compete for five cash prizes ranging
from $1,500 down to $200. The designs were to “combine ar-
chitecture and sculpture and.. . . the material to be used should be
granite only or in combination with metal.” The program failed
to offer any other clues as to precisely what rype of memorial the
Association desired to build.?' Certain provisions of the program

30. H. James, W. W’ Story and His Friends, 2 vols., New York, 1969,
11, 299—303; New York Tribune, 27 March 1887, 12/4, and 24 June
1887, 5/3; also two clippings in the vertical file *W. W. Story™ ar the
New York Public Library marked New York Tribune, 10 June 1888,
and *Correspondence Boston Traveller, Story's Design for the Grant
Monument.”

- For the program see New York Times, § February 1888, 16/6.

Vs involvement is discussed in GMAA, 1v-11, Letter W. Lummis

. B. Cornell, 18 April 1887; vi-7, Letter N. LeBrun to R. T.
Greener, 17 December 1888.
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came under immediate attack from the American Institute of
Architects and other professional organizations. Particularly
nettlesome were the vague instructions to competitors to base
their plans on a $500,000 budget but to make provisions for
spending an unspecified amount of additional money should it
become available.32 There were also objections to the Associa-
tion’s failure to name judges in advance and its insistence that
each competitor name a price for carrying our his proposal in-
stead of allowing the customary five percent on costs.3? Despite
the criticism no changes were made in the program, which was
widely published both in the United States and abroad. By the
time the competition closed on 10 January 1889, 65 designs had
been received, 42 of them from overseas.3* The relatively poor
showing by Americans probably reflected the architectural pro-
fession’s continuing dissatisfaction with the terms of the compe-
tition.

Six distinguished judges were appointed to examine the de-
signs and award the prizes: architects LeBrun, George B. Post,
James E. Ware, and James Renwick, Jr., and professors William
Robert Ware of Columbia University and Solomon Woolf of
City College, New York. The judges were disappointed by the
entries and in a report dated 23 April 1889 complained that “the
terms of the competition . . . did not offer sufficient inducements
10 lead men of established reputation and experience to under-
take the labor and expense of preparing drawings.”35 Presum-
ably they were referring to the size of the awards and the con-
troversial program. In any event, the judges did select five winners.
They indicated their preference for a traditional memorial by
awarding the top three prizes to shafts of varying sorts. A clas-
sical mausoleum trailed in fourth place and no clear idea can be
formulated in regard to the fifth prize winner since no drawings
for it survive.36

Paul Schulze of the Washington, D.C. firm of Cluss and Schulze
won first prize (Fig. 12). His Grant Monument had a rusticated
terrace that supported a z40-foot high shaft crowned with a
statue of America. In front of this stood an enormous pedestal

“surmounted by an equestrian statue of Grant. Schulze's proposal
recalled Lincoln’s Tomb, but an even more important model was

32. This was the first public acknowledgement thar the Association
was backing away from its initial, and overly enthusiastic, goal of raising
$1 million for the Grangt Monument.

33. For press coverage of the dispute see New York Times, 24 Feb-

ruary 1888, 2/4, and 16 March 1888, 8/6; American Architect, 24
March 1888, 142—143. .
34. New York Times, 12 December 1889, 5/2, and 21 February 1890,
2/4. B
35. GMAA, vi-8, Report of the Committee of Experts, 25 April
1889. All quotes attributed to the experts are from this source.

36. The architects’ déscriptions of their winning designs survive and
have provided all of the details discussed here. In the order of the awards,
the descriptions appear under index numbers 52, 37, 19, 1, and 27 in
GMAA, vI-12,
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Fig. 12. Paul Schulze, Proposal for the Grant Monument. First prize
design in the competition of 1888/1889. Perspective view {Harper's
Weekly, 5 October 1889: The New-York Historical Society).

Fig. 13. Schulze, Proposal for completing the Washington Monument,
‘1878, Perspective view (American Art and American Art Collections,
1880: Avery Library).

“D. 0O M
Scagorso Purtu Prize Dras vos mie Gaant Hosvuest.

Fig. 4. J. Philip Rinn, Proposal for the Grant Monument. Second prize
design in the competition of 1388/1889. Perspective view (Harper's
Weekly, 5 October 1889: The New-York Historical Sociery).

the architect’s own proposal in 1878 for completing the then
unfinished Washington Monument (Fig. 13).>” Both his designs
for the Washington and Grant monuments featured rall shafts on
rusticated terraces with elaborate flights of steps. Other dertails
corresponded such as the bands of swags beneath the belvederes
and both compositions were crowned by colossi. There were
ways in which the two monuments differed, but it is difficult to
avoid the conclusion that Schulze simply made a few changes in
his 10-year-old design for the Washington Monument and sub-
mitted it in the Grant Monument competition. The judges were
only mildly enthusiastic about Schulze's design, but noted that,
“If properly studied this scheme would make a fine Monumental
structure.” Their reason for selecting Schulze’s design for first
place can probably be explained in that they, like Van Brunt, felt
shafts were in some way American and that it would be proper to
build one for Grant. Schulze’s design, then, was probably the
best of those in the competition, according to the judges’a priori
concept of the monument.

Second prize went to J. Philip Rinn, who in 1887 had won the
competition for the Bennington Battle Monument with a 300-
foot-tall obelisk.38 His Grant Monument was an even taller 518-

37. H. Van Brunt, “The Washington Monument,” American Art Re-
view, 1880, 63. The article has been reprinted in H. Van Brunt, Architec-
ture and Society, ed. W. A. Coles, Cambridge, MA, 1969, 206—207.

38. American Architect, 20 August 1387, 86.
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foot-high, two-tiered obeljsk surmounted by angels (Fig. 14). [

noted that his 206-foot-tall monumen; with its block-Jike po-
dium, massijve drum, and conical roof wag Patterned after the
Mausoleum of Hadrian (Fig. 16). Harper’s Weekly pointed out
the proposal’s resemblance 1o Keller's Garfielg Memoria] and,
indeed, like Keller, Schweinfurth probably based his design on
reconstructions such as the one by Caning 39

The experts’ feport was not well recejved by the Grant Monu-
ment Association’s executive commirree, Its members fel; that
“something more than a shaft wag needed for 3 monument,”

erts’ two reports and appointed a subcommittee todetermine Fig. 15, August Harte] and Skjold Neckelmann, Proposal for the Grant
Monument. Third Prize design in the competition of 1888/, 889. Per-

) o spective view (Harper's Weekly, s October 1889: The New-York His-
had to be awarded o, the basis of the experts’ recommendations, torical Society), ’

.

second competitjon be limited 10 2 select number of invited ar-
chitects, 42

The second competition, 1890

In April 1890 5 second competition for the Grant Monument
8ot underway, 43 It w4 limited 1o five specially invited competi-

ton, John H. Duncan, Napoleon LeBrup and Sons, and John
Ord. All were New Yorkers with the exception of Ord, who was
from Philadelphia, Each Was to receive $500 for participating,

Fourth prize design in the competition of 1888/ 1889. Perspective view

(American Architect, 18 October 1 890: Avery Library),
39. Harper's Weekly, 5 October 1889, 803.

40 “‘ew York Times, 1 April 1890, 8/,
[AA, vi-8, Report of Board of Experts to the Executive Com.-

mi o June 1889, —_—
42. GMAA, vi.g, Report from ¢, O'Reilly 10 the Executive Com. - not formally announced. Only in the summer of 1890 did the public
Mittee, 16 December 1889, learn that jr was under way. I may be that the Association hoped 1o keep

43. For reasons tha are notentirely clear the second competition wag the Proceedings secrer in the event of a second failyre,
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Fig. t7. John M. Carrére and Thomas Hastings, Proposal for the Grant
Monument. Entry in the second competition of 1890. Fagade elevation
(National Park Service, New York).

oy

the finished designs. It is clear that a large, imposing structure,
was called for that would house the sarcophagi of General and
Mirs. Grant while also including space for a meeting hall, the
display of Civil War relics, and an observatory. All of the submis-
sions were classical in style so it is reasonable to assumne that this,
t0o, had been one of the requirements. The cost of the building
was 1o be $500,000. Finally, the Association decided to selecf.‘a
winner without the help of experts. Apparently the group's
difference of opinion with its first board of experts made its
members wary of becoming entangled with professional judges
once again. ¢

The Grant Monument Association had rejected the idea of a
shaft, but its expectations were still a bit vague. Under these
circumstances the competing architects submitted vastly differ-
ent proposals on 1 September 1890. Within the executive com-
mittee there were partisans for virtually each of the designs. The
majority, however, favored Duncan’s and he was declared the
winner on 9 September.*s

Carrére and Hastings’ Grant Monument included three sec-
tions: a semicircular “Exedra or Peristyle,” a domed “Memorial
Hall or Museum,” and finally a great square tower which was
the “Tomb™ proper (Fig. 17). The tower was probably intended’
to be a nod in the direction of the shaft tradition. Dimensions for
the project have not survived. In detail and overall arrangement
the design reflected the training that the two architects had re-
ceived at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in the late 1870s and early

44. New York Times, 1 April 1890, 8/2; GMAA, vi-9, Letters R. T.
Greener to each of the competing architects, 12 April 1890; Letter R. T.
Greener to C. Clinton, 26 April 1890; Letter C. Clinton to C. Collins, t9
August 1890.

45. New York Times, 3 September 1890, 4/7, and to September
1890, 8/1.

Fig. 18. Charles W. Clinton, Proposal for the Grant Monument, Entry
in the second competition of 1890. Fagade elevation {National Park
Service, New York).

188os. In fact, in discussing their design they echoed orthodox
Beaux-Arts doctrine by stating that it was their intention *‘to
express ourwardly the interior plan, so thar the program and irs
solutions shall be as clearly revealed by the exterior groupings as
by the interior disposition of the building.”6 '

Clinton’s Grant Monument featured an enormous Corinthian
peristyle surmounted by a second Corinthian peristyle with a
domed roof crowned by an allegorical figure (Fig. 8). The
height of the building was 200 feet. The design recalled a wide
variety of prototypes, all of which are ultimately reminiscent of
ancient tholoi. Also, the lower portion of Clinton’s Grant Monu-
ment closely resembled the early 1st-century B.c. Temple of Vesta
at Tivoli. The motif of setting a second smaller peristyle on a
circular colonnade echoed such buildings as John Nash's All
Soul’s Church in London of 1822~1824, and a derivative pro-
duced closer to home, William Strickland’s Philadelphia Ex-
change of 1836.

46. Written descriptions were submitted by each of the competing
architects and may be found, with the exception of LeBrun's, in GMAA,
Vi-9. Heavily edited versions of the texts also appear, again with the
exception of LeBrun's, in American Architect, 18 October 1890, $1—43.
For LeBrun's description see New York Post, 12 September 1890, 8/2.
Details and quotes about the various designs are drawn from GMAA
and the Post.




"ig. 19. Napoleon LeBrun and Sons, Proposal for the Grant Monument,
try in the second competition of 1890, Fagade elevarion (National
.tk Service, New York).

foot-high structure, The firm referred to the design as being “in
“the classic Roman style,” but the proposal’s general character

brouste’s second Grand Prix design of 18 32 for a Baprtistry,
especially in the trearment of the dome. 47

Ord produced quite a hodgepodge of a design (Fig. 20) with
features derived from such divers sources as S. Maria della Con.-
solazione in Todi, Bouliée’s design for a Museum, San Suplice in
Paris, and the Karlskirche in Vienna, The building measured 201
feet in height to the top of the lantern, which was crowned by a
figure of Victory.

Duncan’s othey memorials

Before analyzing Duncan’s design for the Grant Monument a
- few notes are in order on the man and his work since little has
been published on either topic (Fig. 21). Duncan was born in

or Labrouste’s design see D, Van Zanten, “Architectural Com-
Pe...1on at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts from Charles Percier 1o Charles
Garnier,” The Architecture of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, New York,
1977, 176.

Fig. 20. John Ord, Pro
ond competition of ;

New York).

posal for the Grant Monumen
890. Fagade elevation (

t. Entry in the sec-

National Park Service,

Fig. 21. John H. Duncan,

Notable Ney
York).

Yorkers o

22 January 1854 - 18 October 1929 (Kings

f 1896-1899: National p.

ark Service, New
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“nounced its intention to erect a “monolithjc obelisk” in r;

Was awarded a contrace for the monument. [n ap arrang
similar to the one under which Keller designed the Na;
Monument a¢ Gettysburg, Duncan served a5 architecrand ,

measured 53 feer jn height (Fig. 22). [t was 2 polished essay i;
Richardsonian Romanesque style.

Duncan’s pex major work was the Brooklyn Soldiers'
Sailors’ Monument, so Originally Brooklyn’s Common Coy
: planned to build 4 90-foot-high shafe ornamented wich alleg
<al starues and designed by sculptor Henry_ Baerer. It had b
selected in 2 competition judged byJ. Q. A. Ward. However,
plan was opposed by Mayor Alfred C, Chapin. He vetoed :

L

ments. Chapin wrote:

[Baerer's design, if not commonpiace, certainly does nog depart seri

. ingly from the conventional, . | | Equally meritorious, if not equal
b Fig. 22, Duncan, TowerofVictory, Newburgh, New York, 18861885, elaborare, designs may be found in Greenwood [Cemetery] and this or
Lareral elevation (Avery Library), properly might be found there, Its tone is essentially funereq, It does ne

New Orleans on 22 January 1§ 54 and raised for the most part in

Binghamton, New York. An 1889 newspaper story claimed that  sych, work as this loses its rrye character if jis designer for a momen
. he studied architecture a¢ Cornell, but one of ks Surviving cou-  forgets thar it s erected by a people who glory in the possession o;

No confirmarion of his having arrendeq either institution has ¢ may be surmized thar similar feelings had Jed to the rejection ot
turned up. By 1879 he wasin New York and listed as an architect Schulze’s design for the Grane Monument,

in the city’s directories, [n 1883-1884 Duncan was associated A second competition was held i the summer of 1888, this
with James E. Ware and from 1885 on he was again Practicing  (ime fora “memoria] arch of granite” 5¢ the entrance 1o Prospect
on his own. After 4 long and Prosperous career he djeq in New Park. Some 39 designs were submitted and William Roberr Ware
Jersey on 18 October 929,48

In the years ;83 51891 Duncan received commissions for ner. Virtually al] of the designs were cither Gothic or Roman-
four major memorials, Two preceded the Gran; Monument and €sque. After the entries were publicly exhibited in Brooklyn in
" one followed ir, [n each case his Proposals were chosen a5 substi- November the New York press complained thar “almost every

Was not just an isolageq phenomenon but part of ap overall Washington Monument 4 Newburgh, Ney, York, Washington, DC,
trend. Two of Duncan’s other memorials are classical in style ang 1839; Harper's W"ek/)_" 31 July 1886, 53: K. [, Gibbons, "WﬁShi_"gtO_"
their designs parallel thar of the Grane NIonument. Headquarrers State Historic Site, Newburgh, New York, A Historic

Landscape Reporr,™ typescripr, 1975,63~71. Maurice Power wag iden-
The firse commission was fora Revolutionary War memorial tified as 3 “marble yard proprietor” in a clipping in the Tower of Victory
at Newburgh, New York, +o The committee in charge had an- Scrapbook, 18, in the collection of the Washington Headquarters Stare
: Historic Site, Newburgh, NY. Gibbon's work can be consulted ar the
same location, '
5o. For the Brooklyn arch see Proceedings of the Common Council of
48. For details of Duncan’s Jife ang career see: Brooklyn Daily Eagle, the City of Brooklyn, 1888, 1, 4, 439, 731-732; clipping from the
7 August 1889, 4/5; New York Herald, 1 September 1890, 3/1; New New York Times, 15 November 1888, in KellerScraplmok. Stowe-Day
York Times, 20 October 1929, 31/5. [ am grateful 1o Mys, Herbert Foundation Library, Hartford, CT. i Brooklyn Citizen, 5 November
Denton of Dennispon:, M4, a cousin of Duncan’s, for providing valy- 1888, 9/1; Brooklyn Daily Eagle, » Auguse 1889, 4/ 6 Auguse 1889,
able information concerning his career, 4/2,and 7 August 1889, /5. )
49. For the Newburgh memorial see The Centennial Celebration ang 5t. Common Council, Brooklyn, 1888, 1, 83483~
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Fig. 23. Duncan, Soldiers® and Sailors® Monument, Brooklyn, 1889—
1892. Revised design, fall 1889. Perspective view (Frank Leslies’ Hlus-
trated Newspaper, 9 November 1889: National Park Service, New
York).

design carries with it the suggestion of a castle.”’s2 There were
exceptions. Duncan and one other architect submitted designs
for Roman triumphal arches and Duncan’s won (Fig. 23).

The events in Brooklyn were quite important. They indicated
both a waning interest jn shafts and the fact that memorials with
picturesque qualities were now falling into disfavor as well. In
the future memorials such as Keller's Hartford and Cleveland
Projects or Duncan’s own Tower of Victory would only rarely be
built, while rigorously classical designs were to increasingly
dominate the American scene. It appeared that classjcal memori-

als better expressed the sort of nationalistic sentiments Mayor

Chapin wanted to see in American monuments,

Duncan’s 1 oo-foot-high arch was closest in concept to the Arc
de Triomphe, Paris, of 1806—18 36by].F. Chalgrih and others,
The use of sculptural groups on top of pedestals attached to the
piers was a direct borrowing as was the low attic story articulated
with alternating squat pilasters and roundels. The quadriga on
top of Duncan’s arch recalled both classical prototypes and more
contemporary ones such as the Arc du Carrousel of 1806—1 807
by Percier and Fontaine,

Early design changes included a reduction in the depth of the

piers to better integrate them with the arch than had initially -

been the case. Beneath the spring of the arch small Civil War
Statues were replaced by large bronze panels recalling the posi-
tion of the famous reliefs on the Arch of Titus. For reasons of
economy the memorial was reduced to 8o feet in height and.the
quadriga eliminated, the latter to be reinstated later on. The
cornerstone was laid on 30 October 1889 and the dedication
took place on 1 October 1892. Sculptural ornamentation by
O’Donovan, Thomas Eakins, and Frederick MacMonnies fol-
ved in 1895—1901.

52. Clipping from the New York Press, December 1888, in Keller
Scrapbook. ’
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Fig. 24. Duncan, Bartle Monument, Trenton, New Jersey, 1891-1893.
Preliminary design, 1891, Perspective view (Avery Library).

The last of Duncan’s major memorials, the Trenton Battle
Monument, commemorated Washington’s victory over the Brit-
ish in December 1776.5% In March 1891, the Trenton Bartle
Monument Association was considering three designs for the
memorial. Duncan was called in as an expert to help select one of
them. After extensive consultations the design committee issued
a highly technical report that must have reflected Duncan’s views
and which may have been largely written by him. Among other
things it urged on the whole Association: _

- . . the importance of the construction of a monument thar would not
only be commemorative of the great bartle which was fought in our
streets bur would be 2 work of art and as such far removed from the

modern soldiers’ monuments of the’Civil War and from the mortuary
shafts which have been erected all over our vast continent,5¢

Since the designs under consideration fell into the shaft category
they were rejected. In their place a Roman victory column de-
signed by Duncan was selected on 6 April 1891 (Fig. 24).

53. For details concerning the Battle Monument see The Trenton Bat-
tle Monument, Trenton, 1895; Z. Buki and S. Corlette, The Trenton
Battle Monument Eakins Bronzes, Trenton, 1 973; Trenton Bartle Monu-
ment Association Minutebook, Bureau of Archives and History, New
Jersey State Library, Trenton.

54. Trenton Bartle Monument Association Minutebook, Report of
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Fig. 2. Duncan, Grane Monument, New York, 1891189+, Competi-
tion entry, 1890. Lateral elevation ( Catalogue of the Sixth Annual Ex-

hibition of the Architectural League of New York, 1890

1891: Avery
Library).

’ . it .
Fig. 25. Duncan, Grane Monument, New York, 189 I~1897. Comperi- J‘ .
tion entry, 1890. Plan (Americar Architect, 18 Octob : : ’

er 1890: Avery
Library). ’

Fig. 27, Duncan, Grane Monument, New York, 1891 897. Comperi-
tion entry, 1890. Section (National Park Service, New York).

. .. . ,
century French interprera- Duncan’s winning design for the Grant Monument

Duncan’s Grant Monument featured 2 1oo-

square-foot po-
all  dium with 3 semicircular apse

projecting to the rear ( Figs. 1,
25~28).%8 A Doric portico graced the facade and piers and Doric

1
! columns continyed around the i
;ll the Commitree on Designs, ¢ April 1891,

55- For the Barri¢re du Trgne see Y. Christ and Y., Schein, L'Oeuyre
) et les réves de Claude-Nicolas Ledoux, Paris, 1971, pl. so; J. C. 56. All information and quorations concerni
Moreux, Ledous, Paris, 1945, 6 5. taken from the archj tect’s written descri ption. §

Construction began in December 1891 and the 150-foor-
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Fig. 28. Duncan, Grant Monument,
New York, 18911 897. Competi-
tion entry, 1890. Site plan; view .

from Hudson River; view from ‘ I

north (National Park Service,
New York).

rge plain drum supported an lonic peristyle. The cella walls
behind the peristyle were carried up above the cornice and served
as a base for a stepped roof. The entire building was 160 feet tall.
Inside a large Square memorial hall was flanked on all sides by
galleries and coffered barrel vauits. An Open crypt lay in the apse
at the northern end of the building where Space was also pro-
vided for the display of Civil War relics. A great coffered dome
rose above the memorial hall and in its drum was yet another
gallery. An observatory was provided at the 130-foot Jevel, Dun-
can’s drawings also included numerous “suggestions showing
points where the edifice would best receive statuary and embe]-
lishments were jt desirable.” He also noted that, “All such details
are a subject of after consideration as well as expense” [sic].
Indeed, very few of these suggestions were ever carried out,
Duncan declared that his aim was “to produce an edifice
which shall be unmistakably a Monumenta) Tomb, no marter
from what point of view it may be seen.” Both 2 critic in the
Nation and Montgomery Schuyler noted the design’s depen-
dence on restorations of the Mausoleum of Hadrian, also the
source of Keller’s Garfield Memorial and Story’s and Schwein-
furth’s Grant Monument proposals.s7 It s likely that Duncan
was aware of, and possibly influenced by, one or more of his
emporaries’ schemes. Just as Harper's Weekly had noted the

57. Nation, 2 October 1890, 274; New York Times, 25 April 1897,
Magazine, 4.
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resemblance between Keller's and Schweinfurth’s designs, the
American Architect published Schweinfurth’s and Duncan’s pro-
posals together so that the public could compare their similari-
ties.8 In a sense Duncan’s proposal was the last link in an evolu-
tionary process that had begun with Launt Thompson’s remarks
in 1885, g .

The exterior details of the mausoleum wexfé"based on “the best
Greek Precedents in Architecture” (sic), acESrding to Duncan.
This reliance on the Greek orders as well as the bold simplicity of
the exterior treatment recalled the work of Neo-Classicists such
as C. R. Cockerell, F, Gilly,and K. F. Schinkel. 59 However, Dun-

can appears to have relied on French, rather than English or
German, interpretations of Greek architecture for his specific
motifs, For instance, the arrangement on thé side and rear eleva-
tions featuring small square windows flanked by Doric columns
was directly adapted from Viollet-le-Duc’s uniqueand eccentric
reconstruction of the 5th-cenfury B.C. Temple of Zeus Olympius
at Agrigentum (Figs. 26 and 29). The feconstruction appeared in

58. American Architect, 4 October 1890, 15, and 18 October 1890,
4143 and plates, :

59. Duncan's Grant Monument bears an intriguing, if only coinciden-
tal, resemblance to the original design for Schinkel's Nicolaikirche,
Potsdam, 1829, See M. Klinkort, “Kar| Friedrich Schinkel," Dortsmn-
der Arc/JitektumussieiIung 1977: Fiinf Architekten des Klassizismus in
Deutschland, Darmstad, 1977, 11; M. Zadow, Kar/ Friedrich Schinkel,
West Berlin, 1980, pls. 63-65.
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Fig. 3 1..Henry O. Avery, Proposal for the Grant Monumen,
€a. 1885-1890. Fagade elevarion (Avery Library),

-

drawing or he may simply have known Bernier’s reconstruction
and transformed it in an analogous fashion,

In regard to the interior the plan again recalled the work of the
Neo-classicists, while the derajls were adopred from French
sources. Duncan acknowledged the derivation of hjs sunken
crypt from L. Visconti's monumental design for the Tomb of
Napoleon in the Déme des Invalides (1843~1853).66 Other-

—_
Stone, Unbuilr America, New York, 1976, 113 » under the title “*General
Grant Monumen Competition 1885." There is no evidence thar tHe
design was submitted in the American Architec competition of that

. year. It should also be noted that Avery's design and to some extent

6 cock, Nineteentl and Twentiet) Centuries, 49: Tombeay de
Napoleon 17, Paris, 1853; L. Dimier, L'Hétel des Invalides, Paris,
1928,
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Fig. 32, Leon-Eugeéne Quatesous, Necropole. Second Grand Prix
winner, 1883. Secrion (Croquis d ‘architecture, 18 84: Avery Lj brary).

greatempire™; the interior of this structure’s central pavilion was
in the form of 3 Greek cross with barrel vaults over the arms,
crowned by a circular colonnaded gallery and a high dome.67
Closer in time to Duncan’s Grane Monument, the Grand Prix
programin 188 3 called fora Necropole. One especially large and
imposing structure ar the center of the complex was to be ser
aside for the intermen of an important Personage. Its interior as
designed by second-prize winper Leon-Euggne Quatesous closely
followed that of Vaudremer, Many details of Vaudremer’s
and Quatesous’ interiors differed from Duncan’s, bur enough of
the key elements corresponded to warrant the assumption thar
similar drawings served as models for the interior of the Grant
Monument (Figs. 27 and 32). .

In designing the Grant Monument, then, Duncan relied on
contemporary French sources to transform a Roman prototype

67. Van Zanten, “Architectural Composirion," 220-227,
68. Revue Geénéral, XL, 1883, 178. Quatesous’ drawings were pub-
lished in Croquis d'arc/)itec!ure, 2nd ser., vol. Vil no. 2, 1884, 24,
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Fig. 33. Duncan, Grant Monument, New York, 1891-1897. Interior
view looking east. Photo, 1964 (Library of Congress).

strong French influences and by the later 1890s he developed
into a skilled practitioner of the Beaux-Arts style designing ele-
gant mansarded office buildings and townhouses.

Why Duncan’s design won

The question remains as to why Duncan’s design was selected
over the others in the second competition. The executive com-
mittee’s only remark on the subject surprisingly demonstrates
that it viewed most of the designs as being very much alike. It
referred to four of them, including Duncan’s, as mausoleums
“presenting features of treatment found in the Pantheon at
Rome, and the Tomb of Napoleon at Les Invalides in Paris.”"s?
This summary characterization suggests that for the committee
members, all laymen, the designs were generally evocative of the
ancient world and the final resting place of a great leader. But the
specific sources of the different proposals were largely lost on
them,

The iconography of Duncan’s design was, then, probably not
its chief selling point. Instead, it would seem that Duncan won
the competition primarily because of his proposal’s stark Neo-
classical spirit. Its simple, massive forms were perceived to better

69. GMAA, vi-9, Report of the Executive Committee on the Second
Competition, 12 September 1890.

Fig. 34. Duncan, Grant Monument, New York, 1891~t897. Interior
view from crypr looking nosthwest. Photo, 1969 {Library of Congress).

express Grant’s raciturn personality than any of the other de- -

signs. The New York Times praised Duncan’s design for its “'se-
verity and dignity.” A reviewer for the American Architect called
it more “monumental” than any of the other proposals and
Schuyler observed that Duncan’s design was *‘the only one . . .
that could be seriously considered. The others were either unduly
wild or unduly tame,”"?°

Groundbreaking ceremonies for the Grant Monument took
place on 27 April 1891. In the course of construction a number
of important design changes were made. The apse was eliminated
and a circular crypt, similar to Napoleon’s, was placed in the
center of the great hall (Figs. 33 and 34). Small circular rooms, or

)

“reliquaries,” were provided in the northeast and northwest
piers for the display of Civil War battle flags, and the overall
dimensions of the monument were reduced by 10 percent mak-
ing it 9o feet square at ground level and 50 feet tall.

The memorial’s exterior was sheathed with pure white Maine
granite. On the interior polished Carrara and tooled Lee marble
were used for the floors and walls while a chalk white mixture of

plaster and Keene cement was employed for the barrel vaults,

70. New York Times, 13 Seprember 1890, /35 American Architect,
10 January 1891, 30; New York Times, 25 April 1897, Magazine, 5.
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Fig. 35. Duncan, Gran; Monument, New York, 1891~1897. Interjor
view of dome showing J. Massey Rhind’s allegorical pendentives. Clock-
wise from bottom: Grant’s birth, military life, civilian life (partially
obscured), and death. Photo, 1 964 (Library of Congress),

71. For design changes and details concerning the interior see GMAA,
Iv-6, Minutes Executive Committee Meeting, 14 March 1892, and 4
April 1892; v-9, Letter J. H Duncan 1o H, Porter, 5 April 1892, and
Letter J. H. Duncan to J. T. Brady, 19 April 189, V-12, Report J. H.
Duncan to Grant Monument Associérion, 21 March 1896. For the re-

12/ - “cientific American, 1 May 1895, 279.
tury lHlustrated Monthiy Magazine, April 1895, 846.
' York Times, 25 April 189+, Magazine, 2-3,
74. For Mills® original scheme for the Washington Monument see
larvey, Washington National Monument, , 5.

.
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Fig. 36. Duncan, Grant Monument, New York, 1891-1897. Dedica-
tion day 25 April 1897 (The New-York Historical Sociery).

cultural associations, classica] triumpha arches, mausolea, and
victory columns were uniquely suited 1o excite the viewer’s pride
in his country and to stir his emotions. At the dedication of the
Grant Monument on 27 April 189~ Mayor William . Strong of
New York called the memorial 4 “Mecca where posterity for

ages to come wij) gather fresh Inspiration for patriotism.”7s

rial repertory. Duncan was, without qQuestion, one of the key
men responsible for this developmen. .

Finally, more than 5 nationalistic symbo] and rallying point,
the Grant Monument was first and foremost America’s heartfelr

75. New York Times, 28 April 1897, 3/1.

76. 1bid., 25 Aprii 1897, 16/2. For other accounts of the dedication
see New York Herald, » 8 April 1897, 3/5; New York Tribune, 28 April
1897, 2/6; Harper's Weekly, 8 May 1895, 475.

77- GMAA, I-1, Atendance Book, 1 897—193 1.




