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“FEDERAL-AID AS A ROAD BUILDIHG' POLICY
WHAT IS IT AND WHAT HAS IT ACCOMPLISHED?
Section I

By Thos: H. MacDonald, Chief,
_ and ' .
H. §, Fairbank, Assistant to the Chief,
U. S. Bureau of Public Hoads.

With the passage of the Federal-aid Road Aci and ‘its approval
by the President on July 11, 1916, the United States entered upon a
policy of highway construction under the joiat supervision and at the
Joint expense of the Federal and State governments which has come %o
be known as the Federal road pelicy.

The lmmediate and, in some respects, the most important result
of the new policy was that it led to the creation of highway depart-
ments in all States. The establishment of such State agencies was
required by the act as a condition precedsnt to the extensicn of
Pederal cooperationi and there was the additional recquirement thet
the highway devartments established should have immediste comtirol
and supervision of the construction of the roads in which the
United States put ite monew.

There were still at that time seventeen States in whiech there
was no State agency for highway constructicn and no interest on the
part of the State goverament in the improvement of the roads. The
counties in these States still had sole Jjurisdiction over all high-
ways, and such works of improvement as were carried out at all were
administered by numerous county officials with little regard for the
-coordination of the projects and plans of the individual counties
even within the bhoundaries of a single State. At State borderg all
semblance of concerted effcrt ceased.

. "In a number of other Siates there was gome sort of State
agency, but the powers and duties with which these early highway
departments were endowed were generally these of advice and engineer-
ing assistance only. The contrcl of the work of resd construction
and wmaintenance was still vested in county officials who were at
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liberty to seek and accept the proffered advice or not, as

‘ they might elect; and although the reward of State financial
assistance was held out as an inducement it was not always
sufficient to overcome the skepticism of the local officials,
jealous of their century-old prerogatives and decidedly englneer—
shy. Nor was the State's adviee particularly effective even
wvhen it was accepted; fthe initiative still rested with the
counties, both as to the roads to be improved and, by their
right of refusal, as te the character of the improvement, and
this effectively prevented the development of a consistent
improvement program.

A few of the more advanced States had competent State
engineering agencies adequately equipped and manned, and fully
empowered to develop the improvement of the more 1mporta1t roads
of the State in accordance with an orderly and consistent plan.

Central Control Completes Main Highways

This was the status of highway administration in 1916 when
the Federal-aid policy was adopted. It was only twelve years
ago, as time is measured by the calendar; but, in a1l that
pertains to roads and the use of the roads it was of another
era. The States of New York and Pennsylvanis now have as many
motor vehicles as there were then in the entire country; where
now the average motorist is accustomed to drives of hundreds -
of miles over continuously improved highways, such a journey
outside of very limited areas would then have been attended by
the most discouraging difficulties. The difference is the
result of twelvé years of centralized control and engineering
administration of the main State roads; and the Federal-aid act
was not only the cause of this reform in many of the States,
but is probably the only force that prevents a return to the
01d methods of local administration in ssveral.

In 1916 there were 287,000 miles of surfaced roads in

. the entire country. Now the surfaced rpads are estimated at
585,000 miles and the annual construction exceeds 40,000 miles.
Of this annual program the vortion in which the Federal Govern-
‘meni participates directly averages less than 9,000 milew; so,

we do not wish to attribute the scceleration of the road improve-
ment movement to the Federal-aid policy:. The credit fdr that
belongs t0 the motor vehicle, and there would probably have been
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as great an'igcrease in the mileage Qf'improved roads if there
had been no Federal aid as there has been with it. What we do
assert -~ 'and that without hesitation - is that, as a result of
the Government's participation and the inevitable concomitants
of that participation a high degree of orger and harmony has
been brought into what would otherwise have been at best. a
discordant, and at worst a planless, expenditure of effort.

The requirements of the Federal law and administration
have been the strongest forces at work to effect a concentration
of the State highway expenditures on the really important roads.
With few exceptions the idea of such concentration had not taken
root in any State in 1916. Although the original Pederal act did
not reguire it, one of the first administrative acts of the Bureau
of Public Roads was the request that each State highway department
designate and file with the Bureau at Washington a limited system
upon which it would confine its Pederally-aided constructive
effort. Later, when the original act was amended in 1921, the
expenditure of the Federal apnropriations was limited strietly
to the Federal-aid system established by the act ~ a system.
restricted to rot more than 7 per cent of the total mileage of
road in all States. By that time the wisdom of such restriction,
first recognized and applied in a few of the more advanced States,
then expounded and preached by the Federal buresu, has received
practically vniversal acknowledgment. Becoming finally an
absolute recuirement of the Federal law, this concentrative
policy, is responsible to a greater extent, perhaps, than any
other.cause for the present continmuity of main road improvement. .
Without it there would hsve been such a scattering of effort -
that. we would now be not much nearer the ideal of consistent,
contingous, and well balanced road improvement than wé were
in 1916, : .

The Federal Agency a Highway Common Denominator

'The participation of the Bureau of Public Roads with the
State agencies in all States mskes it the common denominator of
the State fractions which make up the sum of national road
building effort. It has served to disscminate a knowledge and
practice of sucecessful methods and to bring aboul the abolition
of inefficient and uneconomic Practices. It has been responsible
for a standardization of construction and administrative policies
at a level which tends to spproach the highest. The co--partnership



T

- existing between the Federal_bureaﬁ.an&‘each of the State
highway departments has been the binding force which has kept-
the highway officials of the country to a community of effort.
It has given to their official organization, the American
Association of State Highway Officials, the dignity and force
of a highway congress with the will and the ability to frame
and put into effect the measures of interstate cooperation
required by the increasingly interstate character of highway
traffic, a result of the utmost importamce for the common good.

-The close association of the Federal organization with
those of the States and the wise and ample support which the
Congress has given to the research asctivities of the former,
has enabled it to perform: the functions of the testing
laboratory for the highway business of the country at large.
Experimenting with new processes, testing materials, measuring
destructive forces and seeking new and better ways of combating
them, performing these services itself and encouraging others
by its example and cooperation to do likewise, the Federal
bureau has contridbuted heavily to the development of the
modern science of road building, the ‘applications of which
are seen in the superior service and durabdility of the roads
of today. PUBLIC ROADS, the journal of highway research in
which it publishes monthly the results of its tests and
investigations, is the guide, philosopher and friend of the
designing and construction engineer — and not in the United
States only, but throughout the world. It gives them
.regularly views of the latest advances in their profession
and keeps them constantly abreast of the developments which:
are taking place in their basic science; and so enables them
to improve the efficiency and economy of their work.

To these important results of the Federal-aid policy may
be added - not by any means as the least — the liberation of
the constructive forces from local nolitiecal influence and
obstruction. = To the extent of the work in which the Government
has directly cooperated this liberation has been practically
complete; and the example thus upheld has had its effect uvon
the general complex;oq of the entire h1ghwav industry. What
has been done in road building in the United States in the last
dozen years is an engineering feat of the first magnitude,
performed with a degree of efficiency, businesslike management,
and freedom from political manipulation, seldom, if ever,
equallad in publlc work. And the fact tﬂat it can be thus
characterized without regervation is due in no small measure
to the Federal Goveranment's participation.
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Finally - and this we are not disposed to over-emphasize -
the Federal aid has contributed to the building of 70,000 miles
of the most important roads of the country at a cost to the
Government of $600,000,000 ~ less by half a billion dollars than
the amount which the same Government has collected in excise
taxes on motor vehicles since 1917. Practically all of this
improved mileage is within the .Federal-aid system, a network
of only 186,000 miles which nevertheless reaches directly
practically every -city and town in the country hav1ng a
population of 5,000 or more. As the States alone, without .
Federal assistance, have improved at lesst an equal mileage

of the system it will be seen that the progress already mede
has brought us well within sight of the .initial improvement
of the entire system.

What Is The Federal-Aid Plan?

What is the Federal-aid road plan that has brought these
things about and how is it administered? In its original form,
as it was established in 1916, it was a plan for the encourage-
ment of road improvement under State direction. Upon the con-
dition that each State would create a State highway department
adequate in the opinion of the Secretary of Agriculture to
supervise the road work to be done, the Federal Government
propdsed to apportion to them an approprlatlon of $75,000,000
to become available in sums of increasing amount in sach- of .
the five years between 1917 and 1921.-: The amocunt appropriated
for the first year was $5,000,000, a small beginning consistent
with the ability of the States to expend it wisely. TFor the
second year the amount appropriated was $10,000,000, for the -
third it was $15,000,000, for the fourth $20,000,000, and for
the fifth it reached the maximum of $25,000,000, mailﬁg a total
of $75, OOO 000 for the five years.

The apportionment of these sums to the several States was
not entrusted to human judgment. It was inflexibly fixed accord-
ing to a mathematical formula, the factors of which were designed
to recognize the variable needs of the .States. This formula,
which is still followed, requires flrst the deduetion of a small
administrative percentage - now 2-1/2 per cent -~ from the
approvriation and the division of the remainder into three equal
parts, one of which is then apportioned among the UE States
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and the Territory of Hawaii in proportion to their respectlve'
land areas, the second in proportion.to their population as
shown by the latest available ﬁederal census, and.,the third

in proportion to the mileage of post roads and star routes in
each as certified by the Postmaster General. The sum of the
three parts falling to each State makes up the total apporticn-
ment which the State receives, except that the share of those
States which would thus receive less than one-half of one per
cent of the whole, appropriation is increased to that amount
and the apportionments of the other States are adjusted accord-
ingly. Tive commonwealths benefit by this provision. They are
the small States of Delaware, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and
Vermont, and the Territory of Haswaii.

The sums thus set apart to their credit were svailable
to the States under the provisions of the original act for the
improvement of rural post roads, defined as Yany public road
over which the United States msils now are or may hereafter
- be transported," exclusive of streets in towns having a pop-.
ulation of 2,500 or more with certain éxcentions based upon
the distance between abutting houses. It will be seen that
this was a wide- —open definition. Practically any rural road
in the United States would answer the description, and it was
so intended. There was no thought at that time in Congress
of restricting the Federal assistance to the main roads. The
purpose of the legislation and the end that it immediately
accomplished was that of encouraging road improvement under
adequate State engineering supervision. Iater, as has already
been remarked, the idea of restriction was introduced admin-
istratively by the request of the Bureau of Public Roads that
the State proposals be confined to a definite limited system,
and finally in 1921 this idea was 1ncornornted in the law.

Initiation of Projects Rests With the States

From the beginning the initiation of projects upon which
the Federal assistance is to be sought has rested with the States.
The State highway department decides where, and when, it will
undertake cooperative projects and submits to the approarlate
district englneer of the buresu, of which there are twelve,
definite proposals in the form of project statements or
descriptions detailing the location of the sections of roads whlch
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it would like to improve, the character and amount of the traffic,
the gehneral type of improvement contemplated, and other pertinent
information. The difference between the early and thé latexr -
practlce in this.regard is simply that whereas formerly the

State depirtment was free to propose practieally any road for
 1mprovement, it may now propese only sections of road which are
included in the designated, limited system. '

Upon receipt of the 'State's proposal, the Federal district
engineer, if he has not already done so, makes an inspection of
the road concerned and reports to the headquarters office his
judgment as to the importance of the improvément and the adequacy
of the type proposed by the State. If he believes the project
to be desirable from the FPederal viewnoint, and the headguarters
office and Secretary of Agriculture agree with him, the State
highway department is notified that the project is acceptable,
and. the State then prepares to submit definite plans and
specifications for the pronosed work.

These are subject to the review of the bureau engineers
and the approval of the chief of bureau, and when, finally, the
State and Pederal agencies are agreed, a definite legal agree-
ment. is drawn up by which the two parties agree to cooverate and
share the cost, the Federal share being limited to not more than
50 per cent of the cost of the labor and materisls involved.

Red Tdpe Delays Avoided

To avoid unnecessarv delay, the State is not reouired to
postpone the letting of contracts and the commencement of the
construction work until the agreement has been signed. It may.
proceed at any time after the plans and specifications have been
approved by the burcsu's district engineer, with the understanding
“that if, for any reason, the Secretary of Agriculture vhould fail
t6 ratify the project, the State will either modify it, or with
“draw it and carry it out without-TFederal cooperation. '

_ Besides being limited to one-half the cost, the extent of
‘the Pederal participstion is also qualified by a limitation of the
amount that can be expended per mile. This limit, first set at
$10 000 per mile exclusive of the cost of bridges more than
twenty feet in length, was changed after the world war to $20 000
in recognition of the_general incresse in prices, and later was
reduced to $15,000 per mile, the current limit,
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It will be clear, therefore, that if the total cost of an
. improvement at pre sent exceeds $30,000 per mile exclusive of the
cost of bridges more than twenty feet in length, the Federal share
cannot be as great as 50 per cent of the cost; and this together
with the circumstance that the amount of Federsl cooperation
reguested by the State is in some cases less than 50 per cent
accounts for the fact that the average payment by the Government
on the roads built to date amounts to enly about Y3 per cent of
their cost. The State pays the balance, and the Federal law
requires -that the funds from which such nayment is made must be
subject to the complete control of the State. :

The actual coqstructlon in nearlv a11 cages ig done ov
contract let to the lowest Tesponsible bidder, and the immediste
supervision of the work rests with the State hlghw ¥ department
subject, however, to regular inspection by the Federal engineers,
and to the aporoval of the bureau. The contractor is paid in
full by the State, which is then reimbursed by the Federal
Government to the ‘extent of. the Federal share, and no money is
paid from the Treasury at Washington until the work upon which
it is'due has been completed to Federal satisfaction.

Maintenance Assured

. After comnletlon the Federal-zid roads are msintained by
the States which pledge their good faith %o keep them in repair.
- They are inspected at least twice a year by engineers of the

bureau, and if there is evidence of the need of repsirs, that

. need is called to tho attention of the State highway department;
and the department is expected within ninety days of the receipt
of the notice to put the road in a propver condition of maintenance.
If it fails to do so the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed by the law to perform the necessery work and deduct
its cost from whatever balance of the appropriation there mey be
available to the credit of the State, and to refuse to avprove
new projects in the State until the amount paid hss been refunded,
such refund to be apportioned among sll the States in the ssme
manner as the original appropriations, so that the cffending State
would lose all but its pro-rata share. It is indicative of the
generally high character of the maintenance work of the States
that it has not yet been necessary in any case to enforce this -
section of the law to its full extent.' '
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With the exception of the provision requiring the designa-
tion of the Tederal-aid highway system, which was carried by the
Federal Highway Act of Hovember 9, 1921, none of the several
amendments of the original act has made a fundamental change in
the policy and methods it 1aid down. But this one amendment
put into effect » totally different idea of the purpose of the
Pederal aid. '

Immediate Improvement Of iHain System The Present Purpose

The 1916 law was designed to encourége road improvement in
backward States and to develop competent and adequate engincering
control in all. The 1921 act had for its purpose the improvement
of a'main interstate and intercounty system of highways covering
the United States in the shortest possible time: To accomplish
this it reguired the State highwsy departments, in cooperation
with the Bureau of Public Roads, to designate such a system,
setting as a limit upon its extent a mileage equal to 7 per cent
of the total mileage of roads then existing in the States; and
it provided that, thereafter, the Tederal appropriations could
be expended only for the improvement of the designated system.

There wes no intention that the roads comprising this
gvstem should be improved only with Pederal participation. On
the contrary it was expected that the States would apply their
independent efforts also toward its improvement, and the fact
that substantially as much of the system has been improved by
the States without Federal sid as with it, shows that the law
has not been so interpreted. HWor was it the intention permanently
to limit the Federal participation to 7 per cent of the country's
road mileage. It was believed that a well chosen system of ,main
arteries consisting of thet percentage of the total road mileage,
if it were consgistently and adequately improved, would serve the
more important needs of interstate and intercounty transvortation;
and the requirement iaid down by Congress was designed ¢ accom-
plish this end at the earliest possible date and before attempting
to develon a larger mileage. But when provision has been made by
any State for the completion and meintenance of the entire original-
"7 per cent system the act permits the State highway devartment,
with the approval of the Sewretary of Agriculture, to a2dd additional
mileage upon which subsequent Federal apvropriations may be expended.
In the three small States of Delawsre, Haryvland and Rhode Island
this has already been done, which means that in these States the
original 7 per cent mileage has been fully improved and the
improved system is now being extended.
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The Special Obligation To The Public Land States

One other important change in the provisions of the origi-
nal act, made by the subsegquent amendments, has been of special
benefit to the sparsely settled Western States. Iarge portions
of some of these States are still owned by the Federal Government
as national parks and forests, as Indian reservations and national
monuments, and simply as unappropriated public land. DNone of these
lands is subject to taxatlion by the States. The extreme case is
that of Nevada where the Government still owns three-fourths of
the land in the State. In Utah the Federal ovnership extends to
more than half the State's area, and in other States there are
lesser percentaﬂes of public land.

When these States, with their large areas of non-taxable
land, were required to match the Federal appropriations on a
50-50 basis it was soon found that they would not be able to
gupport . the burden., The basis was inequitable; and in order to
correct it the law was amended so as to permit the Pederal Govern-
ment to pay more than 50 per ceat of the cost of the roads built.
The increased percentage was adjusted to the amount of publicly
owned land in each of the States by providing that the general
Federal limit of 50 per cent could be increased by a percentage
equal to one-half of the ratio of public land to the total land
area of the State. Thus, Hevada, with public lands amounting to
about 75 per cent of its total area, may be assisted to the extent
of fifty plus one~-half of seventy-five, or 88 per cent: and the
percentages for the other States were determined in a similar
manner. Only the States in which the unappropriated public land
amounts to more than 5 per cent of the total land area benefit
by this new provision. These, with the percentages of Federal
participation now permissible, are as follows: drigzona, 72.3 per .
cent; California, 60.1 per cent; Colorade, 56.1 per cent; Idaho,
59.8 per cent; Montana, 56.5 ver cent; Nevada, 87.7 per cent;
Hew Mexico, 63.4 per cent: Oklahoma 55.%5 mer cent; Oregon,
62.3 per cent; South Dakota, 55.6 ver cent; Uteh, 78.9 per cent;
Washington, 54 4 per cent; and Wvomlng, fL.2 per cent.

It will be observed that this more liberal provision does
not inecrease the amount of Federel funds spent in these States,
but only the portion of the cost of the roads built thst may be
paid by the Government.

Such, briefly, are the main features and principel results
of the policy under which the Federal Government after nearly a
hundred years of inactivity has resumed its interest in the improve-
ment of the means of highway communication between the States.
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In the first section of this article we explained

]

briefly the nature of the Federal?aid road improvement policy -
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"and enumerated some of the outstanding results which have been

achieved gince it was inavgurated in 1915,

In its inception a measure for the encouragemeni of

OO

State initiative in the development of more adequate highway

5

RN

facilities, it was shom that this original purpese has since

)

given plage, by force of the expanding range of highway travel, ff'f:?

&

to the more distinctlj Federal object of interstate road im-
provement ,

Since 1921 the Government'!s participation has been
lipited to roads which are sctually interstate arteries of com-
merce and camminication; and it is this fact that has lad those
who have followed the changing status of our highways in the
last decade to regard as a misnomer the name under which the
Foederal policy was inaugurated and by which it will probably
always be known. In the sense that the term Federasl aid is

commenly used in other connections the appropriations made by
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the Government for road purposes may not now be considered
a8 aid at all. Rather, thay represent a necessary Federal
provision to. accomplish an important Federal object - the
improvement of & limited system of main interstate roeds.

It is very fitting that these roads should be jointly
financed by the States and the Federal Goverument, becsuse
they are at one and ths seme ¢ime the most important roads of
the States and the great arteries of the nation, serving both
intrastate and interstate traffic to a greater degree than any
cther roads.

The very large extent to which these highwoye now servd
a Qistinectly interatate traffic ie sﬁartlingly revepled by the
traffic surveys which the Bureau of Public Roeds bas made in
cooperation with o number of the State highway departments,
Manf of us, perhaps, still think of tﬁe rural reoads in the
terms of yesterday when they were largely neighborhood affairs,
. although one naed not be a keen obgerver to have noted the in-
creasing numbar of the cars one passes on the road that carry
strange license tags.

| It may be somewhat of a surprise, therefore, to learn
that the cooperative traffic survey in Comnecticut shows that
the main roads of that State - practically identical with the

Federal-aid system ~ now serve an interstate passenger car
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traffic which is more than half of the total utilization of
the system, measured in passenger-car-miles,

Similarly the surveys in Vermont and New Hampshire
show that during the summer season the resorts of those States
draw to their roads a traffic originating beyond their borders
which in the case of the former is fully a third, and of the
latter a half of the total highway traffic,

_To such States as Delawvare and New Jersey, the Federal
contribution is peculiarily rcasonable and essential, Both
of these States lie directly in the path of a large and repidly
increasing traffic between metropolitan areas that lie wholly
or in large part without their borders, Now Jersey is called
upon to sﬁppl& the artery of commerce between New York and
Philadelphia, and to carry also a heavy motor traffic from the
entire East and Middle West, vacation-bound to her geaside re-
sorts,

Delaware is expected to accommodate on her roads the
heavy traffic beiween Philadelphia and Baltimore and between
other points north, south and west of her restricted borders.
A very large amount of traffic moves over the Delaware highways
which is bound neither from nor to Delaware points,

Thus there is created in the East a situation wherein

such States as Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Few
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Jersay, Delawore, snd Morylond, by virtue of their gize and
position in the eastern tier, are carrying especially heavy
burdens as a result of the traffic originating in and destined
tﬁ their sister States., Others, such as Wew York and
Pennsylvania ~ of larger area and less directly in the path
of the heavy intercity coastal movement - are less heavily
burdened with traffic not their own, It is precisely this
unegual pressure of interstate traffic that criss aloud for
relief and equalization through Federal confribution to the
cost of providing the main highway facilities. It is »ather
remarkable, therefore, that such opposition as there is to
continuance-of the Federal-aid policy ghould spring so largely
from this section in which the neod for the compensation it
offers is so clear,

In the West therc has never becn a doubt of the wisdom
and Justice or the outright necessity of Federal cooperation,
Egpecially in the intermountain States, where a sparse popu~
lation is faced with the obligation of building a vast mileage
of roads, muech of it through Federal lands that can not be
taxed by the States, and of building these roads for the ac-
commodation of a traffic whiceh in very large part originetes
elsewhere ~ in these States, egpecially, there is no doubt

whatever of the absolute necessity of Federal cooperation,
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If there is aid extended in either direction they are rather
inclined to the belief that it flows from their own State cof-
fers to those of the Federal Treasury, by reason of the ex-
penditures they are forced to make upon roads in the Federal
lands thus far inadequately provided for by the Government.

The fact is, of course, that highway traffic has now
taken on a decidedly interstate complexion, and the Federal
appropriations represent, not aid gratuitously granted to the
States, but rather a more or less inadeguate compensation for
the construction of interstate arteries. At the rate of
$75,000,000 ényear - the amount of the Federal provision for
several years past - this compensation is about 7 per cent of
the countryls total expenditure for road construction and
maintenance, If the percentage of interstate traffic in all
States were known ~ as it is in those where cooperative traffic
surveys have been made - it would be found that the Federal®
contribution does not adequately compensate for the interstate,
or ~ as it may properly be termed ~ the Federal use of the roads.

So it is asserted with ample basis we think, that the
Federal provisionfor road construction, called Federal aid,
is not aid at all, but a Federal payment for a Federal purpose.

It is not a gratuity calculated to break down the independence
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and the initintive of the States any mofe than, let us say,

the improvement of rivers, or the building of post offices or
army posts, or any other constructive work by the Federal
Government within the Stgte Jurisdictions is caelculated to do
so, for no less certainly than these is the Federal cooperation

in interstate road construction a necessary Federal activity.

Constitutional huthority Clear

Thero are doubtless some very able students of government
who conscientiously believe that there is no constitutional
basis for the Federal Government's participation., Section 8 of
Article I of the Constitution, which specifically confers upon
Congress the power '"to establish post offices and post roads®,
they appear fo regard ag a limited authorization to lay out and
build only a certain class of roads, viz., those over which the
United States mails are carred. It was a concession to this
view that limited eipenditure under the original Federal-aid
Road Act to "post roads!, That there was, in fact, no limita-
tion at all is attested by the fact that, according to the
coertificate of the Postmaster General, on January 1, 1927, there
were rural delivery routes aggregating 1,278,424 miles in length,
S50 when the Federal Highway Act was framed in 1921 it was the
conscious purpose of the framers to restrict, rather than ex-

tend the mileage of interest to the Federal Government, which
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resulted in the adoption of the 7 per cent basis with its
meximun limitation of 200,000 miles,

| The fact that, entirely aside from its reasonableness
as a limit upon the road activities of the Federal (overnment,
the definition of "post roeds" as roads which carry the mails
or have enything whatever to do with the mails; was entirely
foreign to the intentions of the framers of the Constitution
seems to have completely escaped most people. That "post roads™
now means roads over which the mails are carried is the result
of one of those curious inversions of the meaning of words
which frequently occur over long periods as a congequence of
changing habits and customs, The original "post roads" were
the highways over which journeys were made of such length as
to necessitate accommodations for the changing of horses and
the'over—night lodging of travelers, To provide those accom-
modations post houses or imme'were established at convenient
intervaels and the roads took their neme from these posts. There
is not the least doubt that this was the conception of a.post
road that was in the minds of the framers of the Constitution
when they empowered Congress to establish post roads. By reason
of the fact that the carriage of parcels and packetis necessarily
took place over the post roads, the public agency which performed
that service became the postal service, and the stations already

established for other purposes naturally became the post offices.
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So when we undertake to determine the meaning of the
constitutional authority of the Federal Bovernment with respect
to road estsblishment we musf bear in mind that the post roads
referred to in Article I did not derive their designatioh from
their connection with mail carriage, but, on the contrary, our
postal service is so called because it originally operated over
the post roads.

A similar substitution of’one idea for anether is seen
in the altered significance of the word turnpike. Originally
the gate set up to halt travelers for the payment of toll, this
interesting word became later the customary name of the toll
road itself, and now is commonly used in connection with eny

main highway whether it be a t0ll road or not.

What The Founding Fathers Thought

If there were any doubt whether those who drafted the
Constitution did harbor a thought of excluding from the duties
and powers of the Federal Government, the duty and power of
~ road construction, that doubt would be quickly resolved by ex-
amination of the writings of the founders of the Republic.

To mention two only, and those the great exponents of
the two extireme points of view with regard to the extent of the
Federal authority, there was complete agreement between Thomas
Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton; and both looked upon road con-

gtruction as a necessary Federal function.
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Jefferson, writing to James Ross in 1786, said: "I ex-
perience great satisfaction at seeing my country proceed to
facilitate the intercommunications of its several parts by
opening rivers, canals, and roads. How much more rational is
this disposal of public money than that of waging war.”

Alexender Hamilton, commenting on December 24, 1801, on
Jefferson's message to Congress, said:

"In addition to objects of national security, there are
many purposeslof great public utility to which the revenues in
question might be applied. The improvement of the communications
between the different pafts of our country is an object well
worthy of the national purse, and ome which would abundantly re-

‘pay to labor the portion of its earnings, which may have been
bofrowed for the purpose, To provide roads and bridges is within
the direct purview of the Constitution."

If, in the face of these evidences of the thought of the
fathers, there were still a doubt as to the constitutional in-
tention, it would certainly be set at rest by the fact that while
the great majority of the Constitution makers were still alive,
the Nation plunged energetically into the expensive enterprise
of building the Wational Pike.

There are, of course, those rather shallow objectors who

assume that, because for eighty yesars the Goverrment did not take



part in the construction of roads, it is not empowered to do 8o,
As well might they assume that the States have no authority to
build roads because for fifty years they left that funqtion
strictly to the counﬁies. The fact, in both instances, is simply
that the function was not exercised because in that middle period
of the country'!s growth, the railroads alone could meet the re-
guirements of long-distance communication and roads were of such
local concern that the 6nly agencies that could appropriatély
devote their attention to ihem were the county governing bodies,
The motor vehicle has very décidedly altered conditions, and the
State and National Governments have simply resumed the exercise

of the legal and constitutional fuﬁctions,

No Extravagance

By some, the plan has been attacksd on the ground that
the Federal expenditures are excessive. Others fear that it
will encourage the States in an extravagant expansion of their
road expenditures, Of the several objections raised against
the Federal-aid policy as it applies to road construction these
are the weskest, because they are denied by the bare figures.

If the Federal expenditures for the purpose are excessive,
then any expendliture at all would be too great, for the la:gest
highway expenditure in any year has been only 2 per cent of the

total expenditure by the Govermment. In the eleven years since
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work was begun the teﬁal cost Yo the Govermment of the roads
completed has been $601,772,000, and in less than that time
purchassrs of motor vshicles to be used on the roads have pald
into the Paderal Treasury in excise taxesg on their cars the
sum of $1,100,000,00¢. In no single year has the amount spent
by the Government exceeded 10 pér cent of the country's tetal
expenditure for highways, and the average for fthe period is
less than 8 per cent, a ratio which, as previously explained,
is considerably less than the percentage of interstate traffic.,

As to the fear that the Federal offer will ceuse the
Stgtes to expand their expenditures unduly, it may be aufficient
to add that after matching the Federal expenditures more than |
dellar for dollar the highway departments of the several States
spens in 1926 nearly $453,000,000 on purely State work, In
other words the Stetes are already spending cight times as much
as the Federal Government now sppropriates. In view of thet
fact there is clearly no immediate danger that the Federal con-
tribuﬁion,ﬁill encourage undue expansion of the program.

Thus, withont further explanation, the bare figuree of
Federal and State expenditure refute the suggestion that the
Government's expenditure ig excessive, and preve that it can not

be held responsible for extravagant:-expenditure by the States.
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That s Extravagance In Highway Expenditures?

In this connection it may be proper to inquire what ex-
penditure could rightly be considered as extravagant., Public
expenditures for road construction are investments. .They are
not expeaditures at gll. The meoney is simply converted into
grades and road surfaces, and these go facilitate the movementr
of vehicles and so greatly reduce the opermting coste of high-
way transportation that ths sums invesisd in the roads are re-
turned to the public, with very considerable increase, in the
saving of transportation costs. When viewed in this light, -
one is almost prepared to say that no possible expenditurse for
road improvement could rightly be regarded as'extravagant.

The expenditures now being made for road improvement by
the States and the Fedsral Government, to repeat the wofds of
Aleoxander Hemilton, “abundantly repsy to labor.the portion of
its earnings, which may have been borrowed for the purpose.

. Waen they were written by Hamilton those words constituted a
statement of well grounded belief, Today they are a theorem
proved, and proved beyond the shadow of & doubi by the experi-
ments of T. R, Agg at the Iowa State College of Agricﬁltura

and the Mechanic Arts.*

* Take a mile of typical earth road, unsurfaced. Operate

over it 1,000 vehicles o day and maintain it =as well as possible
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under that traffic for a year. The combined costs of maintain-
ing the mile of road and operating vehicles over 1t will amount
to approximately $52,000 in the year, and travel will be almost
impossible at certain seasons,

Surface the same road with a concrete pavement. Operate
over it the same traffic of 1,000 vehicles a day and maintain
it under the traffic as before, Charge off the entire cost of
surfacing in the 1ife of the pavement with interest at 4 per
cent and add the anmual cost of the surface thus obtained to
the maintenance cost. The combined costs of the mi;e of road
and its maintenance and the operation of vehicles over it will
amount to epproximately $49,000 in the year, less by $3,000
than the cost of the earth road, and the road in this case will
be in perfect condition throughéut the year.

Hence, for the traffic of 1,000 vehicles per day irans-
portation over the concrete road costs less than over the un-
surfaced earth road. For heavier traffic the difference in
favor of the surfaced road is greater,

This illustration is based on the experiments of T. R. Agg
of the Iowa State College of Agriculture and the Mechanic Arts,
reported in Bulletin 65, of the Iowa Engineering Experiment

Station.




- 14 -

Federal Aid Apportionment
Consistent with Traffic Requirements

That the apportionment of the Federal appropriations is
remarkably consistent with the need of the several States as
meagsured by the requirements of their traffic is a fact that
is the more notable because the basis of apportionment does not
involve a consideration of the traffiec.

The real measure of the ﬁagnitude of the Govermment's
contribution to any State is not the gross amount of Federal
money placed to the Staté!s credit, but rather the amount ap-
portioned to it per mile of the Federal-aid system within its
borders. Thus, the total amount apportioned to Texas since 1917
now stands at $49,606,279, whereas little Delawarc has a total
apportiomment of only $3%,205,308. But, if we divide these fig-
ures by the mileage of the respective sections of the Federal-
cid system, we find that the Texas apportiomment provides only -
$3,880 for each mile, whereas Delaware has benefited to the
extent of $12,050 per mile, Obviously tune apportiomment to
Delaware permits the construction of much more expensive roads
than is possible in Texas; or, at least, it permits the Government
to share more generously in the cost of whateover types of improve-

ment may be required and.adopted.
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From this example it will be clear that the amount of
the apportionment per mile of the system is a reasonzble measure
of the extent of the Govermment!s financial provision. Exactly
how adequate this provision is in each case can only be deter-
mined by a study of the types of improvement required on each
section of highway as determined by the traffic carried. For
purposes of the present discussion such an annlysis is nod
possible; but there is a simpler criterion which wili give a
very fair idea of the general conditions.

It has beea found wherever there are parcsliel records of
motor vehicle registration and highway traffic, that the two
increase in direct proportion. This would naturally be assumed
t0 be the case, since highway traffic 1s now almost exclusively
motorized and since the number of vehicles used on the roads
mast depend on the nﬁmber there are to use. 3But we do not have
to make assumptions; the fact is proved by cetuwal rocords of
rogistration and traffic over the same periced of years in a
number of States., So, therefore, for purposes of general dis-
cussion we may safely accept the number of registered motor
vehicles per mile of Federnl-ald system in each Stote as a rea-
sonable criterion of the probable density of traffic and, there-

fore, of the highway regquirements,
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Wo then have, on the one hand, the amount of Federal aid
apportioned per mile of system as a measure of the degreec of the
Federal provision, and, on the other, the motor vehicle regis-
tration per mile as a measure of the provision needed. For pur-
poses of ready compafison these two criterip for each State;are
listed in paralliel columns in the following table, in which the
States in each column are arranged in the descending order of
the figures,

Federal-aid apportionments per mile of limiting 7 per cent

system compared with motor vehicle registrations per mile of
the game system, by States.*

Federal-aid Motor vehicle
apportionment registration
State 1917-1929, State 1926,
por mile of per mile of
7 per cent system 7 per cent system
1. Rhode Island $ 20,450 1. Rhode Island 667
2. Delaware. 12,050 2. New Jersey 543
3., Yew Jersey 8,630 3. Massaclhusetts 430
4, Massachusetts 8,550 4, Celifornia 326
5. Arizona 7,820 5. New York 317
6, New York 7,200 6, Connecticut 314 -
7. Nevada 6,950 7. Ohio 250
8. Maryland 6,930 8., Maryland 24
9. Connecticut 6,290 9. Pennsylvania 231
10, Penngylvania 6,040 10. Michigan 213
11, Utah 5,650 11. Florida 208
12. California 5,530 12. Illinois 202
13, I1llinois 5,330 13. Delaware 169
14, Ohio 5,300 14, Indiana 155
15, Florida 5,120 15. Washington 122
16. Maine 4,850 16. Wisconsin 120
17. Michigan 4,710 17, West Virginisa 103
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Federal-aid Motor vehicle

apportionment registration
State 1917-1929, State 1926,
_ per mile of per mile of
7 per cent system 7 per cent system
18, North Carolina 4,550 18. Maine 94
13, Oregon 4,530 19, Forth Crorolina 92
20. Colorado 4,490 20. Iowa 91
21. Indiana 4,450 21. New Hampshire 20
22. Alabama 4,400 22. Minnesota 88
23, Virginia 4,380 23, Virginia 86
24, Kentucky 4,330 24, Louisianz e85
256, Washington 4,190 25. Missourd ' B4
26. Louisiana 4,050 26. TPexas 82
27. West Virginia 4,030 &27. Oregon- 80
28, New Mexico 4,000 28. Kentucky 76
29, Tennessee 4,000 292, Colorado 74
30. Mississippl 3,970 . 30, Vermont 71
31. ¥ew Hampshire 3,950 31, Nebrasksa &5
32. Georgia 3,940 42, Oklahoma 63
23, Texas 3,880 33, Tennessee 61
34, Wisconsin 3,840 34. Alabama 57
35, Vermont 3,830 35. Kansas 57
36, Idaho 3,710 36, Mississippl 5b
37. Missouri 3,520 37. Utah 51
38. Montana 3,520 38, Arizona 49
39, Minnesota 3,300 39. Georgia 49
40, South Carolina 3,250 40. South Carolina 49
41, Wyoming 3,220 41, Arkansas 42
42, Nebraslka _ 3,170 42, Idaho 34
43, Iowa 3,080 43, Montans 22
44, Arkansas 2,810 44, North Dakota 21
45, Kansas 2,710 45. South Dakota 21
46, Oklahoma 2,480 46, New Mexico 17
47, ¥orth Dakota 1,770 47, Nevada 16

48, South Dakota 1,890 48, Wyoming 15

* As the mileage used ag the basis ¢of comparison is 7 per cent-of
the total road mileage in each State, the order would be unchanged if

the total mileage were used.
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Exemining this table, the first thing that strikes the
eye.is the very remarksble parallelism in the general order of
the States in the two columns. Generally speaking, those near
the top in the first column are also near the top in the second;
and those near the bottom in one column are also near the botiom

in the other.

Small States Compensated For Interstate Iraffic Burden

I% will e noted that those small FEasiern States in which,
as previously pointed out, the interstate traffic is a relatively
large part of the total, without exception are properly compen—
sated for the use of their roads by the citizens of other Siates,
Bvery one of these States -~ Rhode Island, Delaware, New Jersey,
Massachusetts, Maryland, Gonnaéticut - is within ten places of
the top of the list, All are Bastern States, and all are un-
&eniably entitled to heavy compensation.

It will be observed alsc that, generally speaking, those
States in which traffic reaches the highest density, as indicated
by the numbsr of registered motor vehicleg per mile, and verified
by our general knowledge of traffic conditions, receive apportion-
ments per wile which are calculated to permit the construction of
the kind of roads reguired by the traffic.

All the Aﬁlantic Coast States from Maine to North Caroiina,

the State of Florida, 8ll States of the East North Central group
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from Chioc to Illinois, and all Pacific Coast States, ninsteen
in number, fall within the first twenty-five places of the top
in the apportioﬁment column. These ar¢ the States which from
our general knowledge we would unguesiionably rate as these of
heaviest traffic. Notice how the general Judgment is corrbbo—
?ated by the motor vehicle registration per mile .and how in
this classification these same States fall within the first
twenty-~seven places of the top. Maine, Massachusetts, Raode
Island, Comnecticut, Wew York, New Jersey, Pennsylvanis, Maryiand,
Delaware, Virginie, North Ca%olina, Florida,rbhio, Michigan,
Indiana, Illinois, Washington, Oregen, and Califorania, all of
them States in which traffic is known to be exceptionally heavy
are so indicated by the registration of wehicles per.milé, and
all are among the leading States in the order of their Federal-

aid apportionments per mile,
Fublic land Staies Compensated

Pest the comparisen in still another way. BRecall that it
is one of ths purposes qf the Federal-zid policy to compensate
the Western States in which there are large areas of public lands
for the construction of roads through these non-taxable areas.
Then notice how these States - Arizona, California, Colorado,

Idaha, Montana, Weveda, ¥ew Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota,
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ﬁtah, Washington, andlwyoming - with four exceptionk, receive
apportionments per mile which give them highor rank in the ap-
porﬁionment column than the position to which they are entitled
on the basis of their relative traffic density. |
It may be thought that some of these States fare a little
too well, There is equal ground for the complaint that some are
not adequately compensated. It is not contended that there are
not certein inequities in the method of apportiomment. The
wonder is that the more or less arbitrary basis is on the whole
so equitable, But before ﬁe conclude that these Western States
are too generously ajided, it should be recélled that the appor-
tionments to these States are expected to poy more than half the
cost of the road construction; and that they differ in this re-
gspect from all other 8tates., Because of this fact the public
land State opportionments when matched by the State funds at
the permissible percentage produce a total which is less than
twice the Federal contribution. Consequently, a dollar of Federal
money in these States does not produce as much road value as in
the other States., In comparing these apportionments with the
corresponding registrations per mile to determine their adeguacy
to the traffic it is therefore necessary to take into account

the ratio of the Federal to State funds.
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FEDERAL AID AS A ROAD BUILDI&&G_ POLICY

DO SOME STATES PAY MORE THA THEY RECEIVE?

Section 111

By Thos. H. HacDonald, Chief,
and
H, S. Faarbank Assistant to the Ghlef
U. S. Bureau of Public Roads

In the nrecedlng sections of this article we have explalned
the operations of the Federal-aid plan of highway improvement, and
pointed out that the participation of the Federal Government under
the conditions of highway transport at present prevailing is in no
sense to be considered as gratuitous aid to the States. On the
contrary, it is an effort to accomplish a distinctly Federal pur-
pose — the balanced improvement of a limited interstate highway
 sysiem, and to do so cooperatively with the States whose inberests
in the selected system are equal to the Governmentis.

It has been shown that this Federal activity is not as some
‘have contended an invasion of the functions of fthe States; that it
ig thoroughly constitutlonal; and that the apportionment of the
Federal appropriations among the several States, under the statutory
bprescription, is remarkably in accord with the need for expenditure
as indicated by the varying density of traffic on the sections of
the system within the respective States.

By the traffic test — the only proper one - some of the
States are found to fare somewhat more fortunately than others in
the Federal apportionment; but without exception the Stabes which
the principal opponents of the Federal-aid policy believe to be
inadequately aided are shown by this test to benefit by the Federal
appropriations in reasonable proportion to their relative needs,

It is the contention of these opponents — a small group -
that no State should receive az lesser proportion of the Feddéral rosad
-apprqprlailons than the proportion of the tote l internal rovenue it
pays into the Federal Treasury.

Those who hold this view fail to grasp, or ignore, the inter.
state signlflcance of the Federal hlghway expendituros; thoy dis—
regard the common benefit of all the States in having a well .
articulsated interstate systom of highway commmication; thoy ignore



the fact that Federal taxes are collected and disbursed to accom-
plish Federal purpeses and that they sre paid by individuels as
citizens of the United States snd not by the Siates or by their
residents as citizons of the States, They regerd these considera-
tions as of no force and hold to.the simple dostrine that no State
should be required to pay. for 1npr0vements made beyond its own
‘borders, .

The majority of those objectors have the State of Few York
in mind. DMore than a fourth of the total amount of internal
revenue is collected in that State, and it receives of the Pederal-—
aid appropriations only a twentieth, It i1z claimed that this ig
conspicuously unjust, But, if there is merit in the principle at
all, then all States in which the revenue collected is a greater
proportion of the total than the proportion of the Federal-aid
appropriations they receive, are also unjustly treated.

The States which, onr this basis must be included with
New York, are shown in the following tabulation with the percent-
ages of the internal revenue collected in ithem and the percentages
of the Federal-aid appropriations they receive. All otheér Siates
receive’ a percentage of the Pederal road eppropriations greater -
than the percentage of the internal revenue collected from them.

Percentage of

Internal Revenue Percentage of
State Receipts, fiscal Tederal-aid apportionment

yvear, 1927 fiscal year, 192Q
California M.87 3.40
Connecticut 1.26 .65
Delaware 54 L.BO
florida 1.55 1.23
Illinois 7.59 4,29
Maryland = 1.13 B7
. Hassachusetts 4,00 1.49
lichigan 6.91 3.02
Hew Jersey 3.98 1.28
Few York 26.35 L.g96
Horth Carolina 7.18 - 2.3h
Ohio . 5.14 3.71
Pennsylvania 9.03 - 4.56
Virginia = - 2,76 1.97
Total g2.29 3.3k
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- As showm by tho table, over 82 per cent of the total
Internal revenue for the fiscal ‘year 1927 was collecbed in these
fourteen States, and the same Stmtcs received only 34 per cent
of the Federal-aid epportionment for -le flscal ~year 1829,

"Those who object to this. s;tuation do So on the ground that
the States are entitled %o a return of Federal sppropriations
in the same rat;o as their tax collections.

What is wrong w1th thls objection? " Perhaps the best
answor to that question is to sec what would happen if the bdasis
of apportlonment wére revised accoraiﬁgly. If that were done the
fourteen States listed would receive 82.29 per cent ¢f all Federal-
aid road upnroprlatloqs,,and if the revised vasis had been estab- -
lished with the first appropriation, by now they would *have received
$674,000,000 of the total of $817,625,000 thus far apportioned.
Since the sggregate length of the 7 per cent systém inh these States .
is H9,509 miles, their apportionments to date, if they had been
mede on this basis, would amount to an average of $1%,600 a mile,
whereas * the other 3H States would have Teceived only $950 for -each
of the 151,054 miles of the remainder of .the { per cent system.,
Obvieusly such en apportlonmenu would be wholly inconsistent with
the rélative highway requirements of the two groups of States.

- Mew-York vs, Pennsylvania

But, perhaps, we can show the defect of the proposal still
more clearly by comparing two States in the group from which there
are large tex collections. ' Suppose we tzke New York and Pennsylvania, »
Théy are neighboring States., The character and weight of their
traffic is much the seme. : The same kind of road improvement is’
required in each State; and practically the same kind is being -
provided. On the existing basis of apportlonnont Hew York has
recegived fto date $7,200 per mile of it# system and Penmsylvania
has received $6 G40 per mile, amounts which are vory consistent
with the respective requirements, But, if each State had. shared
only in the proportion of the taxes’ collected in them,. New York’
would have received by this time nearly $38;000 for each mile of
its 7 poer cent system and Pennsylvania would have recelved less .
than $12,000 per mile for the improvement of its system.

Apply another test., If the Federal revenues should be
expended only in the States from which' they are collected, then,
presumably, they should be expen&eq in only those parts of the
States ‘from which they are collected. DLet us see what 'would happen
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to WNew Vozk if the argument ‘were followed to this logical concluw
sion. - "The inteérnal revenue taxes are collected in New York at
‘8ix offlccs, of which gne is in Brooklimy two-are on Manhatton.
Island, ome in “Alvany, -one in Syracuse, “and” one in Buffalo, - The
totak tax collected by these six offices in the fisecal year‘l927
Was $?“5.079,237 01, Of this sum the three offlces in the Clty
of Greater Wew York collected $627,478,603.93, every.penny Of
“yhich.wag collected within the city limits where there are ho
- Federal-aid roads at all; “and the other offices collécted from
“the rest of the State onl¥y $127,6oo,633\ 08, an amount which is
'Oﬂly k. 5 per cént .of the total*for the country at large. If an
equal perceﬁtage of the Federal-aid approprlatlons had heen, .
apportioned to the State from theé beginning of  the work it would
have received by now only $36,800,000, or approx;metely $6, 400,
per mile of its 7 pér cent system. Actually the State has
received $7:200 per mile on the existing basis.

Of course, those who" COMDlglﬁ that thlS or that State pays
more than it reéceives utterly ignore the national objects of the.
expenditure — the, connection of State with State, the construc—
’tlon 6f transcontinental hlghways over -the mountain passes and
‘across the desert spaces of the west, the building of rodds for
‘hational Gefense. They overlook the fact that from the national
point of view the need-for Federal expendlture is not gauged at
all by . the wealth of the States nor by thelr tax. contrlbutlons,
but rather by the area to be spannea, and the mlleage to be built,
and the traffic to be- accormmodated., All these things they fail to
_take account of; and insist only that if there is to be any Federal
“expendlture at-all, no State should benefit in lesser proportion
. thazn . tne percentage of 1nuernal revenus collected from it,

Internal Reverue Not.Pald Where Gollected

Assumlng that the general nren1Qe were soudd “the Statln—
“fical basis upon wiich the effort is made to “chow that certaln
States are taxed beyond the return They receive is grossly mis—
fleadlﬂg.

Tnose opposed %o the Federal-aid policy on this ground
asaume that the internal revemue collections }eported as received
“from the several States represent taxes paid by the citizens of .
~the respective States. . The assumption is incorrect.
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K mhere are several varieties,of internal rpVenu , “of which
_the. following ave the principsl forms:. Income EAxeS . cf individuals
and corporations; _taxes on_gstthS' taxys on distilled spl”lts “and
" aleoholic beverages; taxes on tobacco and tobacco manufactures;
toxes on oleomargarine and adulterated or renoveted butter; Stamp‘
taxes on stocks and bonds and pldying cards; meonmafsacturirs! excise
taxes on motor vehicles, pistols, and cereal beverages, narcotic’
taxesy and taxes on theatrd admissions amd ¢lub dues.- ‘O1 these
several. kinds. of taxes the dnly ones which it is safe to-2ssume
are:paid by citizens. of the States-in which thev are - collccted,“
are the, individual income: texes and the' taxes on theatre tickets

ard club dues,:

The corporation. income taxes drk collected wherever the
basiness offices of the corporations may be, but tnev -are ulti-
mately paid by the stockholders. vhose homes may be, and often are -
far removed from the place of tax collectlon. The taxes on varlous
kinds of nanufactured articles and commodities are collected where.
~the ‘manufacturers have. their offlceu.,.*hey are ultimately pald o
by consumers -all avoer the. Jdand, - Even the estate tazes may ofuen.“
be paid by legatees r881d1ng elsewhere than- the State in which '
the taxes ‘are collected.

. If the internsl revenue collections of the warious States .
are examined with these facts in miad it becomes apparert ‘at once.
that theré are wide differences bebween the amounts' collected in
each of the States and the amousts peic by their, cltlzens. o

For exaﬂnle. Two.of the fourteen States listed above aS
snowlag a percentage‘of 1nterna1 reveinie recelpts greater than
tnelr resPGthve percentages "6f Federal-aid appovtionment, are
Nor'th Carolina and Virginia. The total receipits from Worth”™
Carolina in the. fiscal year 1927 were $205,651,675, an emount
that . was” excecded only bJ the- recelpts from Weéw York, Pennsylvania,
and Illinods. It represon ‘ted over 7.per cent of the total receipts
from the entire country, whoreas the percentage of- Federal—ald -
apportionment to . .tlhie State was only 2.35. On -examining the source
of these receipts, however, we find that they include btobacco taxes
‘of $185,911, 504 which, although they are collected in the State, .
are .actually paid by consitmers in.every State., This amount should
obv1ously not be credited to FWorth' Carolina, and if it is deducted
the balance - which still includes some revenuc for vhich the State
‘should not be credited — is less than one per cent of the fotal
internal revenue collected during/the year, a proportion ‘donsider—
ably Tess than the State's Federal-aid pércent age.

A similar examination of thé Virginis receipts sbows'that
the tobacco tax produces nearly $58,000,000 of the State's total
receipts of a 1ittle over $79,000 000; andi %the balance is less than
one per .cent of the total internal revenue, vhereas fhe Federal—ﬁid
apportlonment nercentage is T.97. - ' .
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Clearly there*ore,.lt may. not "Pe asserted that _the c1t1~
“zens of these two. States pay in greatev pr0p0ro10n than they = |
trecelve, hnugh from the -bare statlstacs it would appear that
they-do.

The Oaée of'Michigan N

_ chqlgan isg another of the States that appear to pay more

fheav1ly than they benefit: Its 1nternal revenue collections in .
1927 amounted to nearly @198 000, 000, or nearly .7 per cent of
the total, wnereas its apportionment of Federal ald is only -

per cent. But, .on examinstion of the sources of the revenue;
“we Ting that it includes over $48,000,000 of excise taxes on
mWotor vehicles snd nearly $4,000,000 of tobacco Yaxes, the
‘ultimate: pavmeﬂt of which is by citizens of many States, - We -
find also that the. corporailon income taxes are more then nalf\g
of’ the total, and without question a large part of this,portion-
Of the receipts consists of taxes on the income of motor vehlcle
manufacturlng concerns, which are really: naid bJ the\v¢delv
scattared stockholders in-these’greals corporatloqs A very 1arge
part of ‘the Andividual ircome taxes.of $38,000,000 is paid by the
Fords, father &and son. The etact -amount of their tax in 1927 is
not readily available.  In 1923 it was more than $21,000,000. If
-all the ‘deductions here indicated could be made in brder to get
at_the amount actwally pzid by the citizens of Michigen it is-
more taan probable thet it.would be found« thet they pay o more
than their proportional per canlta share and no more fthan the.
_percentage of Fe&eral aid they recelve.
: Slmllarly ve mxght &0 through +the list  of . the fqurteen T
States which appear,” on-the face of the tax records, -to pay more
~then their fair share of the Feﬁeral revenue, and show pretty -
conclu51vely that, when the revenue credited ‘to them is strlpned
of the items’ which are. ultlmatelv diffused, the amcunt -actually-
paid by the: 01tlzens of - each of the States is: 11ttle if at all
greater in proportlon to the total than the share of the 1?‘e(ie;yc-al-—
alu apnroprlaxlons they recelve.

- Wlth the posszble gxception of ‘Florida the romaining States
of the +"o*cut"l;een ~ California, Cornecticut, Il‘ln01s, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Ohio; and Pennsylvania — -
inélude or share“directly in the influence of the grest pationsl.
financaal and business centers — FNew York, Chicago, Philadelphla,;
Cleveéland,  Boston, Baltimore: San Francisco. and Los Angeles. In
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these 01tles and o few others are our great financial 1qst1tutlons
‘ané .the nead offiecs of the great national commercial organizations,
and in them are paid the taxes which arc based upon the wealth of
. a large part of.the nation and which ultlmately are borng by the
real owmers of that wealth wherever they reside; and their homes
are evVerywhare,

- What Does New York Bgally'Pay?

Take Jow York as the outstanding example. It apparently
pays more than 56 per cent of the total internal revenue; but '
without the ¢ity of Wew York the State's éontrlbatlon would be
only U.5 per cent of the total — less by a.-half of one per cent
than the Federsl-aid perceﬁtcge. The mere chance of location
which places New York Ci%y on the cast bank of the Hudson River
instead of the wost gives to the credit of the State of Fow York
instead of the State of New Jersey the revenue tax returns whlch_
in fact are ultimately aid b citlzeas of the Uhlted States
res;dlng in every one of the 48 States.

- How truse thig ststement is mav be 111ustrated by a few
specific examples to show hov widely distributed are the owners-
of the corporations which pay- their Federal taxes in Hew Yor
and how fbr removed from that Staite, in many instences, are the
‘sources of the wealth taxed. ™Phe facts are taken from an enalysis
by W. C. Markham, executive secreiary of the American Association

f State Highway folclals, snd relﬁte to the- 81tuut10n 1q 192&

Tirst there is the United States Steel Corporatlon with
- 1h5 plants and warchouses, only two of,whlch,are in Vew York
State. There are more than 153,000 stockholdors resident in all
States and possessions of the United States — more of them in
Peinsylvania then in New York.

There is the Union Pecific Rallroo It has-no‘lines east
of Omaha, and its stockholders 1ive in mgny States; but it pays
its tax in ¥ew York City. The Southern Pacific, .another western
road, also pays its tax in Few York although its stockholders are
everywhere and it has not a mile of ‘track nearer to New York than
Tew Orlesns, '

- And then there are these_others,iphe mere mention of which
will be sufficient to show that the tzxes they pay.are not based
or earnings in the Staote of Few York, There are the American .



Raiiway ExpréSs- the ‘American Beet Sugar Company; the Americen
Can,’ Company; the. Amerlcan Locomotive Company; the American
Radlator Company, the Americer Smelting end. Reflning Compang,
whoese. smelters are in Colorado, Ttah, Uashlngton,‘Cal fornla,
‘Montena, ¢exas, Arizona,. uaryland “I1linois, Nebraska, Oklahoma,
Vew Jersey,- and almost everywhere except New York. - The stock—
holders of these concerns ‘reside in. practlcally eve*y ‘State:;

and so o those of the American Sugar Refining Company; the
“American melep‘none and ;elewraph Company; . the American Tobacco
Company; the Anaconda Cppper Mining Company; the National Biscuit
Company; the Hational Lead- Company; the Sinelair Consolidated 011~
_Corporatlon, the Union Tank Car uompany,?tﬂe Woolworth Company,,
‘the Yestern Union Leleérenh Comnanv and 'a-great many others.

-~ It will be unnecessary, perhaps, to-add further proof that
the Federal taxes collected in'Hew York are in reality peid on
“the income of a very large part of! the’ nopulatlon of the United
States resident in every Statei and what is ‘true of Few York is.
“true, - in lesser &egree, of the other ‘States in which there are
great flnan01al and industrial centers. It is a falsa theory
vhich”assumes that States. contribute to /the Federal mreasur:,r.

" The Federal taxes are paid finally by individuals all over the
-land who, Wherever they may live, are citigens of the United
‘States. They pay their taxes to meet Fedéral needs, and the
improvement of the Federal-zid ‘nighway’ system is such a need.~

The’ baS1s of Federal-aid apportionment, recognizes &iffer-
ences in the area of the several States; it recognizes differences
in the mileage of réad required to span their respective areas;
and, *by taking account of alfferences in population, it recognlzes
differences in degree of n;ghway usage which are dependent- upon :
&en31ty of populatlon, It has beew tegfed by over 10 years of
“operation and has been modified as- experience has indicated the
need. Dou btless it could be improved by further moﬁlflC&thW'
Chut,” generally speaking, 1t ‘has. met the requirements. |

"\Giher‘pbgectlons Ansﬁered

~ Descending to a Yower plane of criticism, we meet the
claim that ‘some of the States have built their.own roads with
‘their own money and need -no Federal-aid, and this is coupled .
with the suggestion tnet the others should "go and do leew1se.ﬁ
“Thig clain involves,’ flrst the assumption that the Federal
approprlatloq is & gratnlty toward the accompllshme t. of
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improvements of benefit solely %o the individnal States; oud this
asswnption has been shown to be incorrect., 14 involves &liso
‘apother assumpbion -~ equelly incorrect — that roads are improved
once for all time, whereas the experience of a gquarter ¢f a cean-
tury shows conclusively that improvement must be a continuous
process if our highways are %o be kept adequate for the constantly
srowing traffic, Howsver, the complete answer to this cleain is
this:  That the Stases that are assumed to have buili their rosdis
are still spending large sums for voad tuilding; that with the
excepbion of the three smellest no State hes yet acequately
improved its eatire 7 par cent system; and that 2ll States, with-
cut excepticn, are absorbing the Tederal spportionments in the
meking of needed improvemenis,

And, finslly, we coma to these cther related objections
that the policy is paternalistie, that it is an unwarranted
- Feferal Infringement upon State authority, that its alministr
tion is bureaucratic and not amenable to the will of the people,
“and that it fastens upon the taxparyers the burden of mainfaining
an army of Federsl Job holders: As %o the first two points of
the indictmenft, we believe the answer hze slready been given.
With regard to the others we will merely point ousb:

1. Taat the law itself places the initistive in all
metters in the hands of the State aighway depart-
ments, reserving to the Pederal Admizistration
erly such awnthorisy =& 1s necessary to assurs &
reasonzble coordinstion of effert foward the
accomplishment of the Tederal objective of a com-
pletely improved interstate highwey systenm.

2. That there has been a studied effort to accommo—
date fthe administration of the law to the
‘perticular circumstances of cach State, by
Gecentralization of authority and the avoidance
of imyracticadls general gimadards.

3. Dhat every wmgjor administrafive policy hes asd the
support of the American Association of State Righ-
way Officials, the naticnal crgzmization of State
highway executives and engincers; end
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4. That of every dollar of Federal money appropriatoed
973 cents poes into the labor and materials of
actual road construction, snd the other 2% cents
not only pays the entire cost of the Federsl--aid
road administration, but 2lsc Supports the research
activities of the Bureau of Public Roads.

How successfully the Tederal administration has accomplished
the aims which it has set for itself, and whether or nob its stew—
ar@ship has been efficient amd effective: those questions we leave
to others to Jjudge. o ‘
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