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EDITORIAL COMMENT
has been elil11inated on antol11atic train-control ter

ritory.
On three of the. train control installations Inentionec1.

the speed is autol11atically lirnited in an occupied block,
and, like\iVise, vvhGre grade signals are enlployecl, the
speed is naturally limited by grade conditions. However,
it is conceivable that the speed when entering and pro
ceeding in an occupied block can be linlited by rule.
{act, this is exactly the requiren1ent in effect 011 alUlost
all roads, the only difference being that the stop 111USt
first be 111ade at the signal. 5

In conferences of signal and operating officers on one
large road, serious consideration" has been given to the
111atter of changing the rules. to pernlit all trains to pro
ceed at 10\iV speed past a petll1issive signal. Quite re
cently, the signal officer or another road was requested
by his general ll1anager to secure conlplete infornlation
on· both sides of argunlent. \I\Tith the idea that pro-
gressive thought today will welCOlne an open discus-
sion of the subject, a question is being published on
page 98 of this issue, and those who have given the
n1atter study are invited to send discussions for publica
tion in the next issue.

Fight for Your Job

INa statelllent to its en1ployees, the n1anagel11ent of
the Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis railway directs

attention to the fact that "five years ago this road had
9,684 employees; now it has 6,807. Five years ago it
operated 76 passenger trains daily; now 32. It once
hauled 4,500,000 revenue passengers a year; now less
than one-third of that number. l'he movement of package
freight by railroad is but half what it was five years ago,
the number of agency stations has decreased from 239
to 151; more than 40 n1iles of track have been torn up
and abandoned; applications are pending for authority
to abandon 11 n1iles more and every possible eCOnOlllY
is being practiced to save other portions of the line."

J. T. Gillick, operating vice-president of the Chicago,
lVIilwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific railway has addressed the
employees of that road in a silnilar vein, calling attention
to the decrease of more than $27,000,000 in the gross
earnings of that carrier in 1930, as con1pared with the
preceding year and to the further striking fact that the
gross earnings were $2,400,000 less than in 1920. Mr.
Gillick points out that until the causes that are contribut
ing to this condition are corrected, the railways have no
alternative other than to' continue to curtail their 111ain
tenance and other expenses and to reduce the number of
employees and the an10unt of materials purchased.

The Cause
'The present railway situation-for the Nashville,

Chattanooga & St. Louis and the Chicago, lV[ilwaukee,
St. Paul ,& Pacific are no worse off than the average
railway in this respect-is largely the result of new and
intensified c0111petition fronl other transportation agen
cies, outstanding anlong which are the n10tor coach and
the l11otor truck. ~rhese agencies are using the highways
as a uplace of business" without paying adequate con1
pensation therefor, are n01, taxed on a basis con1parable
vvith the and are not required to tnaintain
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Economy of Smaller Towers

Why Not Eliminate Train Stops at
Permissive Wayside Signals

W
HE~E ,local conditions pernlit, intern1ediate
permISSIve are so located that a

tonnage if stopped at the can be
started without difficulty. vVhere are located on
long ascending on which cannot be started
without delay and damage to numerous roads
are using so-called grade signals, of a disk
attached to the signal mast, which gives engineman
or a tonnage train authority to elilninate the stop at such
a signal if it is displaying its most restrictive indication,
and to proceed through the block at slow speed,
ing to find the block occupied or a switch
sanle type of special signal is used on some
tracks run through towns with nunlerous grade
of streets, the desired result in this case to keep
the trains moving so as not to block the streets any longer
than absolutely necessary.

I f these train stops can be elinlinatec1 at S0111e
permissive autol11atic signals, why not at all such loca
tions, especially for heavy tonnage trains? This result
has in effect been accolnplished on those sections of the
l\tchison, Topeka & Santa Fe, the Illinois Central and the
C'hicago & North 'iVestern, where auton1atic train control,
vvith cab signals, is in service without the use of perl11is
sive \vayside autolnatic 1~he Rock 1slancl has

a step further in that the wayside autonlatic signals
been but the requirenlent for the train

O· N numcrous il:stallations of ccntraliz.ccl traffic. C?l1

trol, the nlachlne has been located In an eXIstIng
office or tower alongside or at the end of an
interlocking thereby it unnecessary to
enlarge the or another struct~lre.

Sinlilar installations of centralized traffic control n1achlnes
clL interlocking on the Canadian the
Four, the Boston & l\1aine, the Rock Island and other
roads reveal the fact that \iVhere such control systen1S
are used the size of the n1achine is not the
favor in deternlining the size 0 f the tower u UJli~L IU.J.<;;;'

111achine i tsel f a s111a11
space of the ~~'~~L'_L~l~~

which are dependent upon the
desks and other facilities not
interlocking

In planning the new interlocking at l'rois Rivieres,
Que., on the Canadian Pacific, as described in the N ovenl
ber, 1930, the use of the centralized control type
() f machine, placed in an tower,
eliminated the expense of a new tower and
thereby reduced the first cost of the to such
an extent that the construction of the was au-
thorized, whereas a larger expenditure would not have
been considered justifiable. Thus, it rnay be seen that
the use of a centralized-type control nlachine may, by
reducing tower costs, be a factor worth considering when
estimating for new plants or for the consolidation of
existing ones.
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standards' ot service equal to those of the railways.
Despite the efforts that are being made in certain

quarters to convey impressions to the contrary, the rail
ways have no quarrel with the private automobile owner.
They do not ignore the fact that the automobile has
introduced a new era in our transportation development.
Neither do they deny that the public has a right to select
the form of transportation which it prefers. The high
ways are built and maintained by the tax-paying public
and the railways recognize that, for all practical purposes,
the 24,000,000 owners of private automobiles constitute
the tax-paying public.

The railroad's contention is directed against the motor
coach and the motor truck which use the highways, built
and maintained at public expense, for the conduct of
business for private gain without paying proper rental
therefor. They claim the right to demand that they
receive fair and equal treatment at the hands of the
public with those with whom they are forced to compete
in the transportation for pay of persons and property
on the highways.

Where is Competition Unfair?

'Wherein is the present competition unfair? It is
unfair in a mlmber of respects. In the first place, the
buses and trucks are not paying their fair charges for
the use of the highways. "Bus Facts," an official publica
tion of the National Automobile Chamber of Commerce,
is authority lor the statement that the bus lines paid 7.23
per cent of their gross revenues for taxes in 1928. In
the same year the railways paid 6.37 per cent of their
gross revenues for taxes. If we assume that the latter
figure is a fair tax to be levied by the government upon
the property of operators of motor buses and railways, it
leaves only 0.86 per cent of the gross revenues of the
bus lines for rental of the highways. The utter inade
quacy of this figure is shown by the fact that the railways
spend about 14 per cent of their gross income for the
maintenance of the "highways" used in the conduct of
their transportation operations.

Taxation is Inadequate

Considered from another angle, buses and trucks are
now taxed in two ways-through license fees and a tax
on the gasoline which they consume. Statistics issued by
the National Automobile Chamber of Commerce give
the average license fee for a three-ton truck as 298.22.
These statistics also show that there are 29 states in
which the license fees are less than this figure, and that
in these states the fees average only $118.26. In the
remaining 19 states, on the other hand, the average fee
is $537.07, while the maximum is $937.50 in Iowa. If
the fee charged in the latter state, or even the average
fee for the 19 highest states, is not excessive, and the
motor transportation interests have not shown that it is,
it is self-evident that motor coaches and trucks are being
subsidized heavily in the other 29 states, where the fees
run down to as low as $18 in Missouri: Obviously, this
subsidy comes from the public which is providing and
maintaining the highways that are used by these motor
vehicles.

The results are equally discriminatory against the
public with reference to gasoline taxes. On the basis of
the gasoline consumption per ton mile (a unit that recog
nizes both weight of machine and distance traveled), it
can be shown that the tax paid by a heavy motor coach
or truck is only one-third of that paid by a Ford passen
ger car, in spite of the fact that the heavy vehicle is

admittedly far more destructive to the highways than
the lighter car.

Duplication of Service

From still another angle the present motor transporta
tion competition is unfair. In the Transportation Act of
1920, provision was inserted prohibiting a railway from
constructing a line without permission from the Inter
state Commerce Commission. Under this provision the
commission has consistently refused to permit one road
to build a line parallel to another on the ground that
such action would constitute an economic waste. In
effect the inauguration of motor coach or motor truck
service on a parallel highway is the same as if another
railway had been built. If the one is economically un
sound, then the other is equally so.

In brief, the highways are built from public funds for
the use of all persons in the conduct of their own busi
ness. The motor carrier for hire, however, uses the high
way not as an incident in the ordinary pursuit of business
or pleasure, but as in itself a "place of business" for a
profit-making venture in public transportation. As such,
it should be required to pay not only the usual taxes
which are paid by all operators of motor cars, but in
addition a reasonable compensation for such use of the
highways as a place for doing business. It should also
be brought under the same regulation as a common car
rier as the railways with which it has set out to compete,
in regard to character and regularity of service, stability
of rates, responsibility for claims, conditions of en-iploy
ment, etc., that has been declared to be in the interest
of the public with regard to the railways. Only when
such provisions have been enacted will competition be fair.

What can railway employees, and particularly those of
the signal departments, do to remove the inequality to
which the railways are subjected? They can do many
things.

In the first place, they are a very measurable force in
influencing public opinion. This is especially true of
signal department employees, they are to be found in
every city, village, and hamlet. Furthermore, many of
them are leaders in their communities, and their influence
is correspondingly great. With their jobs at stake, signal
department employees, in common with those in other
branches of railway service, owe it to themselves and
their families to acquaint themselves fully with the unfair
competitIon which jeopardizes their own employment.
With these facts in mind they can do much to inform
those with whom they come in contact regarding the
situation and to encourage those who are in a position
to direct the routing of freight or of passengers to send
it over the railways. As citizens they also have the right
of the ballot to select as their representatives in local,
state and national law-making bodies those men who will
most properly represent them and their interests.

The problems confronting the railways today are no
longer solely those of the management. They are just
as much of each individual employee. To the extent to
which other and newer agencies of transportation can
serve the public better or more economically, public
interest will be promoted by using those agencies, and no
railway or railway employee can long take issue there
with. To the extent, however, that traffic is being di
verted to these agencies on bases other than those of
equality of opportunity and regulation, the railways and
their employees have just cause for complaint. They owe
it to themselves to insist that the past inequalities be
eliminated.

It is time to fight.


