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§ facilities were not physically' adequate to' provrle 
pt transportation £01' the volume of traffic: that was 

ered, and the ability of the railroads to finance the en
ent of these facilities was seriously impaired by their 

failure to earn a return upOn their investment sufficient to 
attract capital. At this juncture federal power was exer
cised to increase, not only the revenue derived from inter
state transportation, but also that derived from traffic which 
did not cross state lines. This immediately raised the legal 
question of federal power thus to regulate intrastate trans
actions. If the United States Supreme Court had not sus
tained this exercise of federal power, it is very doubtful 
whether the railroads could have rehabilitated their financial 
position as they have done during the past seven years. A 
continuation of impaired credit and inadequate service would 
probably have aroused an acute agitation for government 
ownership and operation of interstate railroads. The other 
illustration is taken from the field of taxation. The argu
ment was made that state taxation of property used in inter
state transportation and of the net earnings derived from 
such transportation is illegal because it imposes a burden 
upon interstate commerce. If this argument had been sus
tained by the Court, the states and the various subdivisions 
thereof would have been deprived of a source of revenue 
from which they now derive a quarter of a billion dollars 
&I,II1ually. The exemption of interstate railroad property and 
income from state taxing power would have had almost 
rerotutionary effects upon our system of public finance. On 
tlje other hand, the distribution of power has to a large 
extent been determined by economic considerations. The 
Sl.\IDe two illustrations may be used to show that this is true. 
F:oederaI. power to regulate the general level of intrastate 
r<ltes was exercised and sustained largely because of the 
e¢Onomic fact that an additional dollar earned from intra-
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state traffic has just as much effect upon the credit of a ~ 
road and its capacity to provide transportation faciliti~ 
an additional dollar earned from interstate traffic. The 
cisions sustaining state power to tax property used in in 
state transportation and the net earnings derived theref f' 
were largely influenced by the Court's belief that, as a ma~ 
of economic fact, no serious impediment or restraint ~ 
imposed upon interstate commerce by compelling the • 
dustry of interstate transportation to contribute on eqUa 
terms with other taxpayers to the expenses of administeri~ 
state governments. 1 

The purpose of this discussion is to show how the contra 
of carriers engaged in interstate transportation is divide. 
between the state and the federal governments and to trac, 
the process of judicial interpretation and legislative activit: 
by which the present distribution of powers has graduall; 
evolved from the provisions of the United States constit

t tion. In attempting to accomplish this purpose it is nece 
sary to give a detailed analysis of many decisions of t ' 
United States Supreme Court because it is impossible t. 
interpret the history of the distribution of powers or to mak, 
definite statements concerning the existing status withou 
some knowledge and appreciation of technical distinction 
made by the Court. The legal material here presented hal 
however, a direct bearing upon the work of the economis1 
It forms an important part of the history of transportatiol 
in the United States because the character of our past an< 
present plans of regulation and taxation of interstate car 
riers has been largely determined by constitutional consid 
erations. Furthermore, the economist is vitally concernel 
with the relation of state and federal powers in all his effort 
to improve our transportation system. If he suggests legis 
lative remedi'!s, he must either coordinate his proposals wit! 
the present division of control between the states and th 
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nation or must embody in his legislative program measures 
to readjust the distribution of power within constitutional 
limits. Therefore, it is hoped that students of the economics 
of transportation will find some value in this statement and 
explanation of the legal foundation upon which our system 
of control of interstate carriers is based, and in the sugges
tion of many points of contact between the law and the eco
nomics of transportation. 

Grateful acknowledgment must be made to Professor 
Thomas Reed Powell for suggesting the basis of much of 
the analysis of constitutional interpretation presented in this 
volume. When Professor Powell was a member of the 
Faculty of Political Science at Columbia University, I had 
the privilege of attending his lectures on Constitutional 
Law. The preparation of this study was commenced al
most immediately thereafter, and these lectures provided an 
invaluable foundation for my approach to the many decisions 
herein discussed. I am deeply indebted to my teacher and 
friend, Professor Edwin R. A. Seligman, for his interest 
and helpful advice as the work progressed. I wish especially 
to thank Professor Noel T. Dowling and Dr. Robert L. 
Hale, both of whom read my manuscript with great care. 
Their criticism has enabled me, not only to eliminate many 
errors. but also to clarify and strengthen parts of the dis
cussion which were far from satisfactory as originally 
~ritten. To many others, whose wQrk has been of great 
assistance to me and whose ideas are embodied in this volume, 
I have endeavored to make appropriate acknowledgment in 
the text. 

GEORGE G. Rl!YNOLDS 
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INTRODUcrION 

It is a matter of economic necessity, too obvious for 
elaborate discussion, that the transportation of freight and 
passengers between points in the same state and between 
points in different states must be accomplished to a very 
large extent by physical agencies and instrumentalities used 
in common for interstate and intrastate transportation, such 
as tracks, public highways, motive power, vehicles, stations 
and terminil.!s. These agencies of transportation and their 
owners, in the pursuit of their public ciI.lling, must be subject 
to the exercise of governmentil.! powers arising from some 
source, either state or federil.!. Some jurisdiction must de
termine the extent, if any. to which they shil.ll be subject to 
taxation, their rates, fares, service and business practices 
shall be regulated, and the public safety, heil.lth and welfare 
sRall Qe protected from impairment by their activities. 

In the distribution of the exercise of power between the 
states and the nation there are three possible solutions from 
a purely academic standpoint: 

1. Exclusive exercise of power over interstate carriers 
by the states. 

2. Exclusive exercise of such power by the nation. 
3. A division of its exercise between the states and the 

nation. 

From the practical, as distinguished from the academic, 
standpoint, the first of these solutions must be summarily 
rejected. Not only is it contrary to the specific grant of 
power to regulate commerce conferred upon the federil.l gov-

•• 
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errunent by the Constitution, but it is a1s~ in direct opposi
tion to the universal recognition of the need of national 
solutions of national problems. 

The second suggested solution, exclusive exercise of fed
eral power, must also be rejected from the practical stand
point as impossible of present realization. While recent de
cisions of the United States Supreme Court support a very 
comprehensive exercise of federal power over interstate car
riers, they nevertheless recognize that there are constitutional 
limits to congressional action. Furthermore, we are now 
experiencing a reaction from extreme centralization of power 
in the federal goverrunent, and the sentiment for state regu
lation of local affairs is so strong that it is entirely improb
able that Congress would attempt to exercise exclusive juris
diction even if it could constitutionally do so. 

Thus, by a process of exclusion, it appears that for some 
time to come there must be a division of sovereignty in the 
various measures affecting interstate Carriers. Owing to the 
inextricable interblending of local and national interests in 
the affairs of such carriers, it is utterly impossible to draw 
a clean-cut line between the proper fields of state and federal 
control. Attempts can be made to frame abstract formulz 
for such purposes, but an abstract formula is at best a feeble 
attempt to give expression to ideas which cannot be defined 
with accuracy by the use of any language. Such formulz 
are not only subject to the rule of reason and common sense, 
which frequently dictates that exceptions must be made to 
their terms, but they also give rise to disagreement as to 
their interpretation. It is, therefore, inevitable that, con
ceding the necessity for division of sovereignty, conflict must 
arise in determining the line of division. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in interpreting 
the Constitution has divided the field of exercise of the 
powers of goverrunent into three zones : 
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I. The zone in which federal power is exclusive. 
2. The zone in which federal and state powers are con-

current.' • 
3. The zone in which state power is exclusive. 

The determination of the boundaries of these zones is a 
judicial problem for the solution of which we must look to 
the Supreme Court of the United States as the ultimate 
arbiter of all slich questions arising under the Constitution 
of the United States. In deciding whether a proposed exer
cise of power over interstate carriers should proceed from 
the federal government or the states, it must first be deter
mined in which of these three zones the power will be exer
cised. If it relates to a subject which falls within either the 
first or third zone, there is no room for the exercise of legi&
lative discretion in the division of sovereignty; if in the first 
zone, the federal government only can exercise power, and 
if in the third zone, the power must be exercised, if at all, 
by the states. When, however, the proposed exercise of 
power relates to a subject within the zone of concurrent 
jurisdiction, the division of sovereignty becomes a matter 
of legislative discretion. This discretion rests with Con
gress, because the Constitution established the supremacy 
of congressional action within the scope of congressional 
power. Within the limits of the second zone, Congress by 
its action may restrict the exercise of the sovereignty of the 
states. The courts, of course, will in particular cases deter
mine the extent to which congressional action has so limited 
state power in this second zone, but such determination 

x ~ Concl1lTe11t· is used throughout to deDOte tho c:o-existenco of 
paramount fedoral and subordinate state power, tho seDSO in which it is 
customarily used in discussing tho power to rqulate oommen:e. The 
word • c:onc:urront· did not appear in tho United States Constitution antil 
tho adoption of tho Eighteenth Ameodmont where it has been interpreted to 
Indicate coordinate state and fedoral powers. S .. UaiJod S_s Y. Laua 
(11122),060 U. S. Yl7. 
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merely seeks to interpret the will of Congress, which may be 
changed or differently defined by subsequent acts of Con
gress. The division of sovereignty within the zone of con
current jurisdiction is, therefore, a legislative problem in 
which the role of the courts is confined to the interpretation 
of legislation. 

Thus the conflict of state and federal sovereignty involves 
both judicial and legislative problems. The Supreme Court 
of the United States must determine the extent of the powers 
granted to the federal government and left with the states 
by the United States Constitution. In the zone in which 
state and federal powers, as so determined, overlap, Congress 
must decide as a matter of legislative policy the extent to 
which it will assert its constitutional supremacy over state 
action. It is significant that the final determination of the 
dividing line between state and federal action rests in all 
cases with some branch of the federal government; when 
this dividing line is drawn by constitutional interpretation, 
the ultimate authority is the Supreme Court of the United 
States; when it is drawn by the exercise of federal power, 
the ultimate authority is the Congress of the United States. 

As the result of United States Supreme Court decisions 
and congressional legislation the sphere of federal regulation 
of interstate carriers has been gradually broadened and the 
authority of the states has been correspondingly narrowed. 
There is a widespread belief, particularly among state offi
cials charged with the duty of regulating railroads, that this 
process has gone too far and, if unchecked, will result in a 
dangerous centralization of powers in the hands of federal 
authorities. This discussion will survey the various judicial 
decisions and acts of Congress whereby the line of separa
tion between state and federal action has been drawn and, in 
conclusion, will outline the present situation, and the pending 
proposals for changes. 
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The judicial aspects of the problem will be considered 
first. The federal government being one of enumerated 
powers, it is necessary to know the extent of those powers 
and the extent to which their existence excludes the exercise 
of similar powers by the states. For this purpose attention 
must be given to the grant of federal powers made by the 
adoption of the United States Constitution, the circumstances 
surrounding that grant, and its interpretation by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. From these sources an attempt 
will be made to show the recognized limits of state and fed
eral power over interstate carriers. As already indicated, it 
will be seen that the fields embraced within .these limits 
overlap. 

This leads to the consideration of the exercise of federal 
power within the field of concurrent state and federal juris
diction. The various acts of Congress exercising federal 
authority will be examined with a view to showing the cur
tailment of state authority resulting therefrom. Various 
Supreme Court decisions interpreting the will of Congress 
as expressed in such acts will be reviewed at this point, as 
such decisions help to answer the legislative question "What 
has Congress done?" rather than the judicial question 
" What can Congress do?" 

The survey of court decisions and congressional action 
will give the basis for an outline of the present status of the 
separation of state and federal powers with respect to inter
state carriers in the light of the criticism now being offered. 
On the one hand, it is strongly urged that the interests of 
the nation demand the widest scope of federal authority; on 
the other hand, state authorities are making vigorous efforts 
to regain a greater measure of state autonomy. The argu_ 
ments for and against pending proposals for change will be 
presented and considered. The writer's purpose is rather to 
promote a clear understanding of the issues involved, than 
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to advocate either side of the controversy. He will, how
ever, make no attempt to conceal his belief that the problem 
of the regulation of carriers engaged in interstate transpor
tation is national, not local, requiring in its more important 
aspects a uniform system of regulation controlled by a 
single authority, the federal government. 

Repeated mention has already been made of the limits of 
state and federal powers imposed by the United States Con
stitution. The scope of this discussion is meant to include 
only limitations upon state and federal power arising from 
the division of powers between the states and the federal 
government. Both state and federal powers are also limited 
by safeguards to life, liberty and property imposed by 
amendments to the Constitution. Neither the states nor the 
federal government in the exercise of their powers may de
prive any person of life, liberty or property without due 
process of law. The states may not abridge the privileges 
or immunities of citizens of the United States nor deny to 
any person within their respective jurisdictions the equal 
protection of the laws. In their practical application these 
provisions have resulted in a distinct curtailment of both 
state and federal authority in the regulation of interstate 
carriers, particnlarIy in the regulation of rates and service. 
They do not, however, concern the division of state and 
federal authority and, therefore, are not relevant to the 
problems here presented. 



CHAPTER I 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL GRANT OF FEDERAL POWER 

THE federal powers of the United States, as existing prior 
to the adoption of our present Constitution, were defined by 
the Articles of Confederation. This document, prepared by 
a committee of the Continental Congress and ratified by the 
thirteen original states while the Revolutionary War was 
still in progress, was far from generous in its grant of com
mercial powers to Congress. Article IX of the Articles of 
Confederation, which contains the complete enumeration of 
powers conferred upon the United States, includes only six 
powers, which are at aU closely related to commerce. 
These are: 

I. Entering into treaties and alliances. 
2. Regulating the alloy and value of coin. 
3. Fixing the standard of weights and measures. 
4. Regulating the trade and managing aU affairs with 

the Indians. 
S. Establishing and regulating post-offices from one 

state to another. 
6. Borrowing money and emitting bills on the credit of 

the United States. 

The treaty-making power in its relation to commerce was 
severely restricted. In the words of Article IX: .. No 
treaty of commerce shall be made whereby the legislative 
power of the respective states shall be restrained from im
posing such imposts and duties on foreigners as their own 
people are subjected to, or from prohibiting the exportation 

"" 
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or importation of any species of goods or commodities what
soever." This appears to imply that Congress could make 
treaties of commerce guaranteeing to foreigners freedom 
from discrimination in the imposition of imposts and duties 
by the states, but such guarantees would have been of little 
value in view of the specific reservation to the states of 
power to prohibit exportation or importation. 

Among the powers affecting commerce, conspicuous by 
their absence, are those of taxation and of regulating trade 
and transportation between the states and with foreign 
nations in matters not falling within the powers specifically 
enumerated above. Thus Congress could regulate transpor
tation only by means of commercial treaties with foreign 
nations and such regulation was subject to the restrictions 
of Article IX already quoted. So far as transportation be
tween the states is concerned, no power whatever was 
granted to Congress by the Articles of Confederation. Taxa
tion was left entirely to the several states, the states merely 
pledging themselves to supply a common treasury, in pro
portion to the value of all land within each state, with the 
funds necessary to defray Congressional appropriations! 

Nor were the powers of Congress under the Confedera
tion capable of extension under any doctrine of implied 
powers such as developed in the interpretation of the United 
States Constitution. Article II of the Articles of Confed
eration thus makes any such extension impossible: "Each 
state retains its sovereignty, freedom, and independence, and 
every power, jurisdiction, and right, which is not by this 
Confederation expressly delegated to the United States in 
Congress assembled." • 

Under the reservation just quoted the power which each 

1 Article viii 
• Italics mine. 
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state could exercise within its own territory over foreign 
and interstate commerce was very broad, but not entirely 
unrestricted. The following brief summary of the restric
tions on such power will, however, show that they were 
relatively unimportant. The states could not deny privileges 
to or impose restrictions upon free inhabitants of other states 
which were not denied to or imposed upon their own in
habitants.' They could not lay any imposition, duties or 
restrictions on the property of the United States or either 
of them.· They could not lay imposts or duties interfering 
with stipulations in treaties made in pursuance of any 
treaties already proposed by Congress to the courts of 
France and Spain.· They could not make treaties, as the 
sole and exclusive treaty-making power was granted to Con
gress by Article IX. They could not impose discriminatory 
imposts and duties against foreigners protected against such 
discrimination by treaty provisions.' 

With respect to interstate and foreign commerce, there
fore, the power of each state to impose duties, regulations 
and restrictions of a non-discriminatory character was prac
tically unlimited. For example, if a state desired to protect 
its own industries, it could and did impose a protective tariff 
against commodities coming from other states or from 
foreign nations. 

To summarize the distribution of commercial powers 
under the Articles of Confederation, each state, subject to 
relatively unimportant exceptions had full power to impose 
taxes, duties, burdens and restrictions on commerce, not only 
between points within its own borders, but with other states 

• Article Ii. 
'Ibid. 

• Article vi. Il1Ilics mine. 

• Article ix. 
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and foreign nations, so long as its action did not discrimi
nate in favor of its own inhabitants, while the United States 
had no substantial authority except as incidental to the 
treaty-making power, and even this was narrowly limited in 
its operation upon commerce. The professed objects of the 
Confederation, the common defense of the states, the secur
ity of t\leir liberties, and their mutual and general welfare, 
were not attained. The absence of federal commercial 
power contributed in a large measure to this failure. In 
interpreting its collapse, it is possible to overemphasize the 
deficiencies of powers granted to the Confederation. It must 
be remembered that the United States of America as defined 
by the Articles of Confederation were not a nation but a 
" Confederacy", or "league of friendship". The central 
organization thereby created possessed the mandate, not of 
the people, but of the states. Its actions were determined 
by the delegates to Congress voting by states, each state 
having one vote.' Under such an organization, it could 
scarcely be expected that the national point of view would 
develop. An appreciation of national, as distinguished from 
local, interests is essential to give force and vitality to such 
a union. It is improbable that a mere league, in no true 
sense a nation, could have faced and solved the postrevolu
tionary problems, even if its grant of powers had been far 
more extensive. 

It is, however, equally improbable that a government 
organized according to the plan of the United States Con
stitution, deriving its mandate directly from the people and 
giving direct representation to the people, could have survived 
the difficulties that beset the Confederation if its powers had 
been limited to those granted by the Articles of Confedera
tion. Any central authority, whether a league or a national 
government, would have found itself helpless without the 

I Article v. 
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power to regulate trade and transportation between the states 
and with foreign nations, to levy taxes and duties on for
eign commerce, and at times even to prohibit exportation 
and importation. The principal difficulties and dangers aris
ing from this defect of power as actually developed in the 
years following the Revolution were these: . 

I. Inability to negotiate commercial treaties with for
eign nations. 

2. Hostility between the states due to burdensome state 
commercial regulations. 

3. Inability to raise revenues to meet the expenses and 
pay the debts of the Confederation. 

American industrial and cODunercial interests suffered 
severely in the years immediately following the Revolution 
because it was found impossible to negotiate satisfactory 
commercial treaties. This is forcibly illustrated by the com
mercial relations of the United States with Great Britain. 
Under an Act of Parliament, the trade between the United 
States and Great Britain and her possessions after th~ Revo
lutionary War was subject to regulation by the Crown 
through Orders in Council. Several such Orders were issued 
in I783 which, while mitigating to some extent the severity 
of the British navigation acts, imposed restrictions ex
tremely injurious to American shipping and commerce.> 
The most severe restrictions related to trade with the British 
West Indies which was required to be carried in British
built vessels owned and navigated by British subjects, 
and was limited to certain specified commodities. The 
power of persuasion alone was insufficient to induce the 
British Government to moderate these restrictions. The 
doctrines of Adam Smith, expressed in The Wealth of 

• AcI:i of the PriV7 Council of Engluad, Colmhal S ...... (ed. by James 
Moan>, Londoa, 1912). ~ ". pp. 527-531. 
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Nations, had not yet become the commercial policy of Great 
Britain, and the mercantilist policy of building up British 
shipping and British trade at the expense of the shipping 
and trade of commercial rivals still prevailed. It is probable 
that Great Britain would have yielded the commercial ad
vantages she had thus seized, either for reciprocal commer
cial privileges or to avoid retaliatory measures. Just at this 
point the absence of commercial power tied the hands of 
Congress and its representatives. Commercial privileges to 
British subjects could not be included in a treaty because 
the treaty-makIng power was subject to a specific proviso 
against treaty provisions restraining the legislative power of 
the states and no assurance could be given Great Britain that 
any state would not exercise its reserved right of imposing 
imposts and duties and of .. prohibiting the exportation or 
importation of any species of goods or commodities what
soever"! Threat of retaliatory measures was equally im
possible because Congress had no power whatsoever to enact 
navigation acts directed against British shipping, to impose 
duties bn British commodities, to prohibit exportation or 
importation to Or from British ttrritory, or to impose any 
burden Or restriction whatsoever on trade with Great Britain. 
Attempts were made by Congress to obtain power to reg
ulate foreign trade, but failed owing to intersectional jeal
ousy. The result was that John Adams, sent to the British 
court to secure the relaxation of British restrictions on 
American shipping, was powerless to accomplish his mission, 
and that Jefferson's commercial negotiations with the French 
government were equally unsuccessful. 

The peace and welfare of the states was also seriously 
threatened by the restrictions and burdens imposed by the 
states on interstate and foreign commerce. Congress was 
without power to protect such commerce against intemperate 

1 Articles of Confederation, ix. 
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and ill-considered state action. These state-imposed restric
tions and burdens had three widely different purposes in 
view: retaliation against British restrictions on American 
shipping, acquisition of revenue for the state treasuries, and 
protection of domestic trade and industry.' They took vari
ous forms such as acts virtually closing ports to .British 
shipping, tonnage acts, duties on goods from foreign coun
tries even when destined to other states, and finally duties 
on goods entering the state from other states." Restrictions 
imposed by one state, when bearing too heavily upon the 
inhabitants of another state, led to reprisals, and this re
straint of trade was not only exceedingly damaging to busi
ness prosperity, but also was productive of dangerous ani
mosities between the members of a confederation professedly 
formed as a firm league of friendship.' New York, which 
had the advantage of controlling the port of entry for com
modities widely used in other states, was one of the states 
which laid imposts on imports both for revenue and pro
tection, the proceeds of which went into its own treasury 
regardless of the ultimate destination of the goods.' Nor 
did New York confine its commercial duties to imports from 
foreign countries. With a view to protection of its own 
trade and industry it imposed protective duties against the 
products of neighboring states. John Fiske thus describes 
the situation in 1787: 

The City of New York, with its population of 30,000 souls, 

I Brown, D. W •• TIN C_-n..z P_ of COrtgrOss .. fIN Liglol of 
iI. OrigiN (New York, 19'0), P. IS: JoImsoD, E. R., Hisl«'y of Do .... sIic 
oM Faroiga C_~. of ,A. UIIi,.., Slalu (Carnegie IDstitotion of 
Washington, 19'5). pp. 135-140. 

• Johnsoa, o~. ciI., pp. 135-140: Brown, o~. til. pp. 14. IS, 19. 30, 21. 

• JohDSOD, o~. til., p. 138-
• For a sumlDU1 of state tariff legislation, 177S-t789. see William Hi1i, 

"The First S~ of the Tariff PoIic7 of the United States-, Problicaliotu 
of ,IN A...mca. Eco......w ..4 ............... '101. Wi (1893), DO. 6, pp. 311-ss. 
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had long been supplied. with firewood from Connecticut, and 
with butter and cheese, chickens and garden vegetables, from 
the thrifty farms of New Jersey. This trade, it was observed, 
carried thousands of dollars out of the city and into the pockets 
of detested Yankees and despised J erseymen. It was ruinous 
to domestic industry, said the men of New York. It must be 
stopped by those effective remedies of the Sangrado school of 
economic doctors, a navigation act and a protective tariff. Acts 
were accordingly passed, obliging every Yankee sloop which 
came down through Hell Gate, and every Jersey market boat 
which was rowed across from Paulus Hook to Cortlandt Street, 
to pay entrance fees and obtain clearances at the custom house, 
just as was done by ships from London or Hamburg; and not a 
cart-load of Connecticut firewood could be delivered at the back 
door of a country-house in Beekman Street until it should have 
paid a heavy duty. Great and just was the wrath of the farmers 
and lumbermen! 

Both Connecticut and New Jersey promptly retaliated. Per
haps this is an extreme instance, but it shows the extent to 
which state power unrestrained by federal power could bur
den the simplest interstate transactions. New York, how
ever, did not stand alone in following a selfish commercial 
policy. Numerous and complicated laws were adopted by 
other states which imposed tariffs, and otherwise acted in 
restraint of trade; retaliatory legislation followed in states 
oppressed by such laws. In short, the Confederation was 
drifting into a situation of commercial warfare for which 
its Congress could provide no remedy without power to 
regulate interstate and foreign commerce. 

The defects of power already pointed out relate to the 
direct regulation of commerce as such for commercial pur
poses. Another defect of congressional power under the 
Confederation was the inability of Congress to raise revenue, 

.1 Fiske, John, The Critical Period of America" History (Boston, 1896), 
P. 146. 
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and in particular the absence·of power to lay imposts and 
duties on commerce. The system of raising revenue. by 
requisitions on the states intended to meet the current ex
penses of' the government, was not a success owing to the 
delinquency of the states in meeting their quotas. It was, 
therefore, imperative to find other methods of providing 
funds. Congress, in its financial straits, turned its attention 
to commerce as a source of revenue, and in 1781 requested 
permission to lay a duty of five per cent on imports, but the 

. refusal of Rhode Island defeated .this plan.' After 1783 
some revenue was derived from the sale of lands in the 
public domain which, however, was intended to be applied to 
payment of the principal of the public debt.' Aside from 
the public lands, Congress found itself practically without 
resources. The plan of obtaining funds through a duty on 
imports was again brought forward in the form of a pro
pl)sed amendment to the Articles of Confederation granting 
to Congress the power of levying and collecting customs 
duties. Unanimous consent of the states was necessary for 
the adoption of amendments to the Articles of Confedera
tion. Twelve states approved the amendment, but it was 
finally rejected by New York in February, 1787.' The 
failure of this amendment precipitated the crisis that led to 
the adoption of the United States Constitution. The Con
federation could not obtain the necessary funds to pay its 
expenses; this was in a large measure due to lack of power 
to tax commerce; that power, when sought as an obvious 
remedy for the deficiency of funds, was denied. In inter
preting the downfall of the Confederation, very strong em
phasis must be placed upon this factor. 

1 Dewey, D. R., F~ Hillery of I~. Uni/Ill Slot .. (8th eeL, New 
Yorlt, 111"3), po. Sll-

I Fiske, o~ cit., po. 218. 

• Fiske, o~. cit. po. ltIO. 
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This brief review of the relations of government and 
commerce during the Confederation will help to explain the 
objects in view in framing the commerce clauses of the 
United States Constitution. When the Constitutional Con
vention met at Philadelphia in the summer of 1787, its dele
gates faced a grave political crisis arising from the failure 
of the Confederation to attain the objects for which it was 
formed. It had failed -to present a united front to foreign 
nations in protecting the commercial interests of the states, 
largely because the states and not Congress possessed the 
power of regulating foreign commerce. It had failed to 
preserve friendship and harmony among the ·several states, 
largely because Congress was powerless to restrain the states 
from imposing complex and vexatious burdens on interstate 
and foreign commerce. It had failed to raise revenue suffi
cient for an efficient exercise of the limited powers it pos
sessed because the sole power to ,tax commerce was jealously 
retained by the states. 

In addition to these evils directly attributable to the ab
sence of federal commercial power, the general state of mind 
of the delegates to the Convention must be considered to 
understand the purpose of the commercial clauses of the 
Constitution. In 1787 there was a widespread fear of 
anarchy and of the collapse of governmental protection to 
property interests. Finance, public and private, was in hope
less confusion. The public debt was not being paid and 
revenues were insufficient to meet the necessary expenses of 
government; hence a craze for inconvertible paper money' 
prevailed in several of the states! To this financial chaos 

1 Bancroft, George, History of tM Formatio .. of the Constitution of 
the United States of America (3rd ed., New York, 1883), vol. i, pp. 221!-
241, gives an account of the proposals in each state for the emission of 
paper currency which shows that in the years 1785 and 1786 paper currency 
was issued in Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, and that proposals for such 
emission were introduced but defeated in Massachusetts, Maryland and 
Virginia. 
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was added the panic caused by Shay's rebellion in Massa
chusetts in January and February. David Walter Brown, 
in an interpretation of the commercial power of Congress 
based upon a study of documents contemporary to the adop
tion of the Constitution, presents abundant evidence of the 
prevalent fear of anarchy and outlines its influence upon the 
framers of the Constitution as follows: . 

. • . The terms in which the instrument was expressed and 
the ends sought to be attained through it, resulted from a much 
deeper motive than the desire to improve the regulation of 
commerce--from the conviction of a governmental and social 
aristocracy, a1ann~ over the threatened breakdown of govern
ment and order in America, that a strong central authority was 
indispensable to the maintenance of order and civil peace, and to 
the protection of rights of property against the assaults of the 
inultitude. In its origin, the Constitution of the United States 
is not a trade convention; it is the framework of a national 
government with strong· coercive powers, formulated by the 
political, social, and financial leaders of the time, under the in
fluence of great fear, for the purpose of protecting themselves 
and their property. This determination of the dominant party 
in the Convention drew into its design all incidental powers be
stowed upon the new government; and a correct view of the 
scope which the members intended to give to the several powers, 
including that over commerce, cannot be obtained without 
recognition of this dominant purpose .••• ' 

Thus we have a situation in which a body of men, of great 
political genius and conservative in character, assembled with 
a deep conviction that a strong central government with 

'Brown, D. W., Tit. C_wcial P_ of COflgrOSS COKSidn-.d ;" 
1M Lig/tt of its Origilo (New York, 1910), introductioo, pp. vii, viii. 
This book 1ays especial stRss upon f..,. of anan:b.y as a dominant moti"fe 
in the entire work of the Coustitutional Co!m:ntion. OIapters vi IDd vii 
gi"fe detailed eontemporary evidence in support of an interpmatioa of the 
powers gruted by the Constitution in the light of this motive. 
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broad and comprehensive powers was essential to the pro
tection of their lives and property. They had just experi
enced the disastrous consequences of withholding the power 
to regulate and tax commerce from the Congress of the Con
federation. To any.such body the transfer of a large meas
ure of commercial authority from the states to the federal 
government must have appeared imperative. In this read
justment of commercial powers the experience and environ
ment of the members of the Convention would suggest the 
following essential points: 

I. Federal power of taxation, including the power to 
tax commerce. 

2. Federal power to regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce. 

3. Adequate federal authority to insure the efficient 
execution of federal powers. 

4. Restriction of state power to burden interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

5. Supremacy of federal over state powers. 

These five points are all embodied in the Constitution 
framed by the delegates to this convention and subsequently 
ratified by all the states. The first three are covered by the 
grant of powers to Congress enumerated in Article I, Sec
tion 8: 

The Congress shall have Power [1.] To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and pro
vide for the common Defence arid general Welfare of the 
United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be 
unifonn throughout the United States; ••• 

[3·] To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian Tribes; ... And 

[18.] To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof. 
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Upon the general tax and commerce powers thus granted 
to Congress some restrictions are made by Section 9 of Ar
ticle I, which excludes from the grant the power to prohibit 
the slave trade prior to 1808, to levy direct taxes unless in 
proportion to population, to tax exports, to discriminate . 
between the ports of different states and to require vessels 
to enter, clear or pay duties on interstate voyages. These 
are the only express limitations imposed by the Constitution 
as originally adopted upon the federal tax and commerce 
powers. 

The fourth point, the restriction of state commercial 
powers, is implied in the grant of paramount federal powers 
and is also made the subject of express provisions in Article 
I, Section 10. Among the various restraints on state powers 
enumerated in that section, the following particularly apply 
to the regulation of commerce: 

No State shall, without the Consent of the Congress, lay any 
Imposts or Duties on Imports or Exports, except what may be 
absolutely necessary for executing its inspection Laws; and the 
net Produce of all Duties and Imposts, laid by any State on 
Imports or Exports, shall be for the Use of the Treasury of the 
United States; and all such Laws shall be subject to the Revision 
and Control of the Congress. 

No state shall, without the consent of Congress, lay any Duty 
of Tonnage ••• [or] enter into any Agreement or Compact 
with another State •••• 

The last point. the supremacy of national powers over 
state powers, is protected by the following part of Article VI: 

This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which 
shall be made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or 
which shall be made, under the Authority of the United States, 
shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every 
State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or 
Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding. 
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The subject of this discussion, the regulation of interstate 
carriers, is primarily a problem arising under the commerce 
power. It is, however, already apparent that the commerce 
power and .the taxing power are so closely related that the 
I:!tter must be included in a consideration of the regulation 
of commerce' from the standpoint of the effect of legislation 
upon commerce. For example, a duty on imports is in fact 
a regulation of commerce, whether imposed to produce rev
enue as an exercise of the taxing power or to diminish im
portation as an exercise of the commerce power. The fiscal 
and commercial aspects of the control of commerce cannot 
be separated. For fiscal reasons a state might desire to im
pose a duty upon interstate trade; for commercial reasons 
the nation might desire to remove that duty. Therefore, the 
Convention's general plan for the control of commerce in
cluded grants and restrictions of both commercial and taxing 
powers. All the constitutional provisions of this character 
must be considered together to understand how the Consti
tution defines the control of commerce. 

The framers of the Constitution could have had no con
ception of the great variety of legislation affecting commerce 
which would arise under these clauses. They clearly in
.tended that Congress should have certain specific and well
understood commercial powers, the absence of which under 
the Confederation contributed to the political crisis of 1787. 
These included the power to: 

I. Pass navigation acts and tonnage acts. 
2. Prohibit exports to and imports from foreign coun

tries. 
3. Collect duties on imports from foreign countries. 
4. Protect both foreign and interstate commerce from 

interference by state-imposed duties. 

It does not, however, follow that the grant of commercial 
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power to the federal goverrunent was intended to be limited 
to the forms of regulation for which federal authority was 
urgently needed at that time. The form and language of the 
Constitution itself and the circumstances surrounding its 
adoption fail to support so limited an interpretation of fed
eral commercial powers. 

If the Convention had intended thus to restrict federal 
authority over commerce, it would scarcely have used such a 
general term as .. power to regulate commerce"; instead it 
would have enumerated the specific commercial powers to be 
exercised by Congress. The forms of regulation for which 
immediate need was felt were not so numerous as to have 
made such enumeration cumbersome or imp~acticable, and 
could have been included in the detailed enumeration of 
powers contained in Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 
The provisions of Sections 8, 9 and 10 of Article I show 
that the framers of the Constitution took great care to specify 
the limits placed upon federal and state powers. In these 
sections are found several restrictions upon federal and state 
action affecting commerce. They contain, however, abso
lutely no indication of any attempt to limit the federal com
mercial power to a few specific forms of regulation. The 
internal evidence derived from the Constitution itself, there
fore, is inconsistent with an intention that the power of 
Congress to regulate commerce should include only the par
ticular kinds of regulation for which federal control was 
then desired. 

The absence of a definite intention so to restrict federal 
commercial power is further confirmed by the fact that the 
dominant motive of the convention was the desire to create 
a strong federal government clothed with sufficient power to 
prevent the recurrence of such a crisis. The delegates were 
in a state of mind bordering on panic as a result of the 
political and financial chaos which seemed to them to con-
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stitute an imminent menace to their property, their welfare 
and even their lives. They attributed this chaos to lack of 
adequate federal authority. They must avoid the funda
mental errors of the Articles of Confederation and establish 
a truly national government, to which there should be granted 
powers, not narrowly circumscribed as were those of the 
Congress of the Confederation, but broad enough to meet 
both present and future needs. It was in this spirit that the 
delegates undertook their work, and that we must interpret 
their efforts to cure what they considered to be the most 
glaring defects of federal authority.> That the absence of 
adequate power to regulate commerce was so considered is 
beyond dispute. Hamilton says that the importance of the 
Union in a commercial light is 

one of those points about which there is the least room to enter
tain a difference of opinion, and which has, in fact, commanded 
the most general assent of men who have any acquaintance with 
the subj ect.' 

In another paper by Hamilton we find the following: 

In addition to the defects already enumerated in the existing 
federal system, there are others of not less importance, which 
concur in rendering it altogether unfit for the administration of 
the affairs of the Union. 

The want of a power to regulate commerce is by all parties 
allowed to be of the number . . . There is no object, either as 
it respects the interests of trade or finance, that more strongly 
demands a federal superintendence. The want of it has already 
operated as a bar to the formation of beneficial treaties with 
foreign powers, and has given occasions of dissatisfaction be
tween the States.' 

1 See supra, pp. 36, 37, and Brown, D. W., The Com....,.cWl Pow.,. of 
CongrtSl Considered in Ih, Lighl of ils Origin (New York, 1910), 
chapters vi, viL 

• II Fed"alisl. 
, 22 F,dwalisl. 
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Madison also indicates the importance attached to the co1l.l
merce power by saying: 

The defect of power in the existing Confede,racy to regulate 
the commerce between its several members, is in the number of 
those which have been clearly pointed out .by experience. To 
the proofs and remarks which former papers have brought into 
view on this subject, it may be added that without this supple
mental provision [the powe~ to regulate interstate commerce 1, 
the great and essential power of regulating foreign commerce 
would have been incomplete and ineffectual.' 

The framers of the Constitution, thus impressed with the 
importance of the commerce power and with the dangers 
arising from a narrow restriction of federal authority, in all 
probability had no intention of limiting the "power to reg
ulate commerce" to those specific forms of regulation for 
which a single; uniform control was then urgently needed, 
and of thus depriving the federal government of authority 
to devise and enforce such other forms of regulation as 
future necessity might require. To place such narrow limits 
on federal commercial powers would have been entirely in
consistent with the dominant purpose of creating a strong 
government. 

We must, however, distinguish between the absence of an 
intention to restrict general terms such· as the .. power to 
regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the sev
eral states" to specific forms of regulation, and the presence 
of an intention to include within these terms every con
ceivable action affecting such commerce. While the purpose 
was to create a strong federal government, the strength was 
to be derived, not from an unlimited grant of general 
authority to protect and promote the welfare of the nation, 
but from the exercise of certain enwnerated powers which 

l.pFIfImolist. 
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were believed to be adequate for this purpose. No action 
affecting commerce was meant to be authorized unless it was 
embraced within the enumerated powers or was necessary 
and proper to the exercise thereof. 

If the original constitutional grant of commercial powers 
cannot be specifically defined in terms of particular forms of 
regulation then under consideration, is it possible to define 
it in general terms? Can a general formula be worked out 
which with any degree of assurance can be said to express 
the contemporaneous understanding of the breadth of the 
commerce clause? No formula adequate for this purpose 
can be stated except the words of the Constitution itself. It 
cannot be said that the power to regulate interstate and for
eign commerce was meant at that time to be so broad as to 
include a general power to foster and promote such com
merce. This liberal definition of federal authority has been 
reached through the process of judicial interpretation. 
Legislation facilitating commercial intercourse, even if not 
actually constituting a regulation of commerce, is now 
considered necessary and proper to the execution of the 
power to regulate commerce, and, therefore, authorized by 
the Constitution. Statesmen of the constitutional period, 
however, so frequently expressed views inconsistent wi'th 
this broad interpretation that we are scarcely warranted in 
asserting that the grant of federal commercial power was 
then generally understood to embrace all legislation facili
tating commercial intercourse between the states. 

This may be illustrated by a brief consideration of the 
attitude of some of these statesmen with reference to the 
power to create commercial corporations and to construct 
roads and canals. On September 14, 1787, a few days be
fore the close of the Constitutional Convention, a motion 
was introduced by Franklin to add, after the post-office and 
post-roads clause, "a power to provide for cutting canals 
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where deemed necessary". Madison suggested an enlarge
ment of the motion into a power ",to grant charters of in
corporation where the interest of the U. S. might require & 
the legislative provisions of individual Statts may be in
competent". Owing to fear that Madison's suggestion 
would carry with it a power to create commercial monopo
lies. Mason of Virginia favored limiting the power to the 
single case of canals. Even in this modified form the motion 
was defeated by a vote of eight states to three.' 

At least two interpretations of ,this vote are possible. 
One is that the motion was defeated because it was super
fluous so far as canals for purposes of interstate and foreign 
commerce were concerned. as power to construct such canals 
and to create corporations' for those purposes would be 
vested in Congress as incidental to the power to regulate 
commerce. Under this interpretation, the only effect of the 
motion would have been to extend Congressional power to 
canals constructed for purely local purposes to which the 
Convention was opposed" On the other hand. the motion 
may have been defeated because the Convention did not be
lieve the power to regulate commerce included the power to 
create commercial corporations or to construct canals, even 
for purposes of interstate and foreign commerce, and did 
not desire to make any such enlargement of federal com
mercial powers. Both the record of the debate on the 
motion and subsequent references to this vote by prominent 
statesmen of the period are more consistent with the latter 
interpretation. Madison and Wilson of Pennsylvania both 
urged the adoption of the motion because it would facilitate 
interstate communication. Neither Sherman nor King, the 
only opponents of the motion whqse words are recorded, 

• Farrand, Mu. TIl. RICONs o/1At FtdtraI CollWtllio. (New Ha_ 
rgn), vol. ii, pp. 615-616 gives Madison's DOtes of these proceedings. 

• See Brown, C ... ",...nal POfIHr ./ C .. gr .... pp. 131, IJ2. 
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suggested that the power was included in other provisions; 
on the contrary, King said that he thought the power un
necessary. It is improbable that Madison, who earnestly 
advocated the motion and who is the author of our record 
of the debate thereon, would have omitted an expression of 
opinion by the Convention to the effect that the powers to 
create commercial corporations and construct canals would 
pass to Congress as incidental to the commerce power, if any 
such opinion had been expressed. Madison, who always 
believed such powers should have been conferred upon the 
federal government, frequently stated his belief that the 
Constitution did not in fact grant them. This was his belief 
when as a member of Congress in 1791 he participated in 
the debate upon the bill creating a national bank: when as 
President in 1817 he vetoed Calhoun's bill providing for 
setting apart the bonus and net proceeds of the Second 
National Bank as a fund for constructing roads, canals and 
other works of internal improvement,' and again in 1824 
when, writing to Edward Livingston on the latter's speech 
on the subject of internal improvements, he said: 

My impression with respect to the authority to make them 
[canals 1 may be the stronger, perhaps, (as I had occasion to 
remark as to the bank, on its original discussion,) from my re
collection that the authority had been repeatedly proposed in 
the convention, and negatived, either as improper to be vested 
in Congress, or as a power not likely to be yielded by the States. 
My impression is also very decided, that if the construction 
which brings canals within the scope of commercial regulations 
had been advanced or admitted by the advocates of the Constitu
tion in the State conventions, it would have been impossible to 

'1 Farrand, Ope cit., vol. iii, p. 362, citing ANnalS of Congress, First 
Congress, ii, p. 1896. 

J Richardson, J. D., Messag .. and Papers of ,he Presidtn/s ('907), voL 
i, p. 54 
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overcome the opposition to it. It is remarkable that M~. 
Hamilton himself, the strenuous patron of an expansive mean
ing in the text of the Constitution, with the views of the conven
tion fresh in his memory, and in a report contending for the 
most liberal rules of interpretation, was obliged, by his candoUl; 
to admit that they could not embrace the case of canals.' 

Madison was undoubtedly referring to Hamilton's opinion 
on the constitutionality of the first Bank of the United States 
rendered to President Washington February 23, 1791. This 
opinion, strongly upholding the power of Congress to create 
such a bank, inaugurates the doctrine of implied powers and 
is one of the foremost state papers adv~ting a broad inter
pretation of federal powers under the Constitution. Any 
recognition therein of limits to federal commercial power is, 
therefore, of particular significance. In that opinion Hamil
ton says that, for Congress to make a corporation for the 
purpose of opening; canals, .. a special power would have 
been necessary, except with regard to the western territory,. 
there being nothing in any part of the Constitution respect
ing the regulation of canals.... In view of these and other 
similar expressions of opinion, the adverse vote of the Con
vention on the canal power on September.14, 1787, can 
scarcely be disregarded in considering the contemporary 
attitude on the scope of the commercial powers of Congress.' 

During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, when 
the construction of roads and canals became a problem of 
national importance, the prevailing opinion was that the 
Constitution had not given to the federal government the 

1 Lo".,., GOld Olliw Wri,;"g. 0/ JaM .. Madiso. (J. B. Lippincott ODd 
Co., Philadelphia, '867), vol. iii, p. 435 • 

• Wort. 0/ Al.SIJJIdw Ha.ilIn (od. b7 R. C. Lodge, New YorIr, 'SSs). 
'fOI. iii, p. ,g6. 

• For oth ... comments on this 'IOte, see FUTaDd, 01. w~ 'fOI. iii. pp. 36a. 
36J. 375. 4650 
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power to adopt and execute a system of internal improve
ment. Jefferson, Madison, Monroe and Gallatin all sup
ported this view. It is somewhat difficult for us to reconcile 
this interpretation of constitutional power with the actual 
appropriation and expenditure by the federal government of 
over $1,500,000 in the construction <>f the Cumberland road 
between Cumberland, Maryland, and the Ohio River.l 
Monroe stated his position on the subject in a document en
tiled" Views of the President on the Subject of Internal 
Improvements ", submitted to the House of Representatives 
on May 4, 1822, in support of a veto message of the same 
date disapproving an act for the preservation and repair of 
the Cumberland road! Monroe's views in substance were 
that no power t9 establish internal improvements could exist 
without the incidental powers of condemning lands, preserv
ing the improvements from injury, punishing offenders 
against laws made to protect them, and collecting tolls; that 
the exercise of all such incidental powers would constitute 

. an infringement on the sovereignty of the individual states 
in their own territory; and that the powers of the federal 
government were, therefore, utterly incompetent to the pur
pose in view. On the other hand, Monroe in the same docu
ment stated his belief that the federal power of appropria
tion, involving no exercise of legislative jurisdiction in the 
territory of the individual states, could be exercised in sup
port of any such work of national importance, and that 
Congress could cause the sums so appropriated to be ex
pended provided that it obtained the consent of the states in 
which the work was to be done. Monroe accordingly vetoed 
the bill which elicited this expression of his views primarily 

I MacGilI, C. E. and Meyer, B. H., Hislory of Transportalio .. i .. lhe 
Uniled Stales before ,860 (Carnegie Institution of Washington, J917), 
pp. J3-J6. 

t RichardsoD, op. cit., vol. ii, pp. 142-183. 



CONSTITUTIONAL GRANT OF FEDERAL POWER 49 

because it imposed tolls, which in his opinon involved the 
power of condemnaton and of passing laws to protect the 
road from injury. The following year Monroe gave his 
approval to an act whic~ made an appropriation for the 
repair of the road, but did not contain the objectionable pro
visions for the collection of tolls.' 

The federal policy with respect to internal improvements 
during this period was substantially consistent with Monroe's 
views. The legislation approved by Jefferson in 1802, 1803 
and 1806, which provided for the construction of the-Cum
berland road, required that the consent of the state through 
which the road should pass must be obtained before con
struction.· Gallatin, in his report of 1808 on internal com
munications, stated that such works could be undertaken by 
Congress, but only with the consent of the states in which 
they were located.· Madison's position, as stated in his veto 
of the bonus bill on March 3, 1817, is even more extreme 
than that taken by Monroe.' Madison, while in this veto 
message apparently approving of the principle that Congress 
could appropriate money for such purposes, finds no power 
for the federal government actually to undertake the work 
even with the consent of the states. He says: 

If a general power to construct roads and canals, and to 
improve the navigation of water courses, with the train of 
powers incident thereto, be not possessed by Congress, the assent 
of the states in the mode provided in the bill cannot confer the 
power. The only cases in which the consent and cession of 
particular States can e>.1:end the power of Congress are those 
specified and provided for in the Constitution.' 

I 3 Stat. L 72&. 
• a Stat. L 173. 17S, as. ao6, 357. 3sS. 
• A .. wit .... S,..,. PG~$. Mist."......,..... i, P. 741. 
• RicbardsoD, .~. til .• vol. i, Po sS4-
• Richardson, .~. til .• \"01. i, Po sas. 
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Jefferson, in a letter written to Gallatin in June, 1817, ap
proved Madison's veto; although as President he had pre
viously approved legislation for ~e construction of the 
Cwnberland road. The view that <the federal government 
could not construct works of internal improvement, even 
with the consent of the states, did not long prevail. Monroe, 
who followed Madison as President, found no constitutional 
objection to federal appropriation and expenditure of funds 
for road construction, provided that the states through which 
the roads were laid gave their consent. This, however, falls 
far short of the conception of a federal power to foster and 
promote commerce as a part of or incidental to the enu
merated power to regulate commerce. 

If Gallatin, Madison and Monroe had been opponents of 
a broad federal commercial power, their opinion that the 
Constitution did not authorize Congress to undertake the 
construction of roads and canals would have far less weight 
and might be attributed to a desire to limit the scope of 
congressional action. No such motive, however, can be 
attributed to them. They were earnest advocates of federal 
participation in such work, if constitutional obstacles could 
be removed. Monroe was so deeply impressed with the need 
o·f federal power to construct roads and canals that, in his 
Presidential messages, he repeatedly urged the adoption of 
an amendment creating this powe.r.' 

The foregoing discussion merely shows that certain promi
nent statesmen of the constitutional period did not believe 
that the Constitution granted to the federal government the 
power to construct roads and canals. It is not proof of a 
definite intention of the state conventions ratifying the Con· 
stitution that this particular power should be withheld. Bu! 

I Writings of Thomas JeffersoK (Thomas JeffersoD Memorial Associa. 
tion ed., %9(3), vol. xv, p. 131. 

t Richardson, o/'. ,il., vol. ii, pp. J8, 179, 217. 
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the fact that men of such prominence, intimately associated 
with the adoption of the Constitution' and earnestly advo
cating broad commercial powers, were' confident that the 
power to construct roads and canals had not been granted to 
the federal government, makes it impossible for us now to 
assert that the Constitution was originally understood to 
confer upon Congress the comprehensive breadth of com
mercial power which subsequently has been exercised and 
sustained by judicial decision. . 

It is futile to attempt to define just what was originally 
intended by the phrase, .. power to regwate commerce ", 
and other provisions of the Constitution expressed in gen
eral terms. Such an attempt would at best resolve itself into 
tile collection of divergent individual opinions. These opin
ions have only an academic historic interest because it is im
possible to distil from them a formula which could, by any 
stretch of the imagination, be characterized as the collective 
intent of the conventions of the thirteen states which ratified 
the Constitution. In the absence of a general formula, we 
cannot apply the test of orginaI intention to the power of 
Con.,aress to enact particular forms of commercial legislation. 
Such legislation may be, and usually is, of a character un
known to the statesmen, of 1787; they, therefore, could have 
no intention either to grant or to withhold the specific power 
so to legislate. The only practical solution is that suggested 
by Hamilton in his opinion on the constitutionality of the 
first Bank of the United States: 

\Vhatever may have been the intention of the framers of a 
law, that intention is to be sought for in the instrument itself, 
according to the usual and established rules of cons\I'Uction. 
Nothing is more common than for laws to eJ(pr~ss and effect 
more or less than was intended. If, then, a power to erect a 
corporation in any case be deducible, by fair inference, from 
the whole or any part of the numerous provisions of the Con-
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stitution of the United States, arguments drawn from extrinsic 
circumstances, regarding the intention of the Convention, must 
be rejected! 

This principle has necessarily been followed in the interpre
tation of the commercial powers of Congress by the United 
States Supreme Court, which has tested the authority of 
Congress to enact each particular fonn of commercial legis
lation by the provisions of the Constitution itself as con
strued by the court in the light of the peculiar facts and 
circumstances surrQunding each case. 

The creation of a general federal power to regulate inter
state and foreign commerce does not necessarily imply an 
intention to destroy state power over these subjects. 

The constitutional grant of such power was made in gen
eral terms and the restrictions upon concurrent exercise of 
state power were Iiniited to certain specific fonns of regula
tion. This shows that the grant was much broader than the 
restrictions and that a very extensive concurrent power was 
meant to be left to the states. In fact state power with re
spect to interstate and foreign commerce is specifically recog
nized in the provision of Article I, Section 10, pennitting 
states to levy duties absolutely necessary for executing state 
inspection laws. The implication is clear that the states 
should continue to regulate such commerce by inspection 
laws. Moreover, the mere fact that the Convention found 
it necessary to place specific restrictions upon state commer
cial powers is convincing evidence that the delegates did not 
intend to make interstate and foreign commerce immune 
from the exercise of any fonn of state power. This infer
ence is· fully confinned by a comparison between various 
proposals made prior to the Convention for establishing 
national control of commerce with the language of the com-

I W01"iJ of Alexand.,. Hamilto" (<d. by H. C. Lodge, New York, 188S), 
vol. iii, p. 197. 
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merce clause as finally adopted. In the earlier proposals 
we find: 

The United States in Congress assembled shall have the sole 
and eKclusi'IJ8 right and power . . . of regulating the trade of 
the States, as well with foreign nations, as with each other! 

As the local exercise within the states of the power of regulat
ing and controlling trade can result only in discordant systems 
productive of internal jealousies and competitions, and illy cal· 
culated to oppose or counteract foreign measures, which are 
the effect of a unity of council, this house are clearly of opinion 
that the individual as well as the general good will be best con
sulted by r,linquishing to congress all thss, seplWate and in
dependent powws.1 

Yet the Convention, with full knowledge of these previous 
proposals, did not say that "The Congress shall have sole 
and exclusive power" but merely that" The Congress shall 
have power" to regulate interstate and foreign commeroe. 
If the Convention had definitely intended to deprive the 
states of all power over this subject, it presumably would 
have retained the words .. sole and exclusive" or would 
have inserted an equivalent specific prohibition of state 
action. As previously indicated, in the case of commerce 
the specific prohibitions did not cover the entire field of reg
ulation of interstate and foreign commeroe, but only certain 

1 Report of a committee of Congress, 1,8s, of which James Monroe was 
chairman. Sparks. Jared, TIt, Wrilillgs of GlOrg, WasAiHgtOll (Boston, 
IIlJs), ix, p. SQ3. Italics min .. 

• Instructions to the Pennsylvania delegates in Congress, 1783. Bancroft, 
G-se. History of lA, Fo""'""' .. of tIN COJlSIilwIio" of lIN UIIi/_ 
SlotlS 01 A ... <rico (Jrd ed .• New York, 1883), vol. i, p. 335- Italics mine. 
Brown, D. W., TIN ColfUfMf'tial PtnIHr of C_,ss COIISikr_ ill tIN 
Lig/U of iIs Origi .. (New York, 1910). pp. 133-S, gives extracts from 
eleven different proposals of federal commercial power. ineluding the two 
just cited. Of these, five in CXi>l=I terms sought to make the federal 
authority exclusive. 
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enumerated forms of such regulation, of which the most im
portant was the imposition of duties on exports, imports 
and tonnage. 

Probably no member of the Convention was more national
istic than Alexander Hamilton. Yet Hamilton, in the Fed
eralist, devoted a paper to demonstrating the proposition that 
the taxing power was concurrent and not exclusive except as 
state action was expressly prohibited by the Constitution! 
His general argument is equally applicable to the commerce 
power. He says: 

. . . As the plan of the convention aims only at a partial union 
or consolidation, the State governments would clearly retain all 
the rights of sovereignty which they before had, and which were 
not, by that act, exclusively delegated to the United States. 
This exclusive delegation, or rather this alienation, of State 
sovereignty, would only exist in three cases: where the Constitu
tion in express terms granted an exclusive authority to the 
Union; where it granted in one instance an authority to the 
Union, and in another prohibited the States from exercising the 
like authority; and where it granted an authority to the Union, 
to which a similar authority in the States would be absolutely 
and totally contradictory and repugnant. I use these terms to 
distinguish this last case from another which might appear to 
resemble it, but which would, in fact, be essentially different; I 
mean where the exercise of a concurrent jurisdiction might be 
productive of occasional interferences in the policy of any 
branch of administration, but would not imply any direct con
tradiction or repugnancy in point of constitutional authority .... 

The necessity of a concurrent jurisdiction in certain cases 
results from the division of the sovereign power; and the rule 
that all authorities, of which the States are not explicitly divested 
in favor of the Union, remain with them in full vigor, is not a 
theoretical consequence of that division, but is clearly admitted 
by the whole tenor of the instrument which contains the articles 

132 Ftde,alisl. 
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of the proposed Constitution. We there find that, notwith
standing the affirmative grants of general authorities, there has 
been the most pointed care in those cases where it was deemed 
improper that the like authorities should reside in the States, to 
insert negative clauses prohibiting the exercise of them by the 
States. The tenth section of the first article consists altoget/ter 
of such provisions. This circumstance is a clear indication of 
the sense of the convention, and furnishes a rule of interpreta
tion out of the body of the act, which justifies the position I 
have advanced and refutes every hypothesis to the contrary. 

To apply Hamilton's own words to the commerce power, 
the Constitution did not" in express terms" grant .. an ex
clusive authority to the Union"; excepting specific fonps 
of regulation, it did not grant" in one instance an authority 
to the Union, and in another" prohibit .. the States from 
exercising the like authority"; it did not grant" an author
ity to the Union, to which a similar authority in the States 
would be absolutely and totaIly contradictory and repug
nant ". It is true that some forms of state commercial reg
ulation would be absolutely and ,totally contradictory and 
repugnant to similar national authority, such as state power 
to prohibit foreign trade, but this does not apply to the 
entire field of commercial regulation. To a large extent, the 
regulation of interstate and foreign commerce seems to fall 
within the category of powers .. where the exercise of a 
concurrent jurisdiction might be productive of occasional 
interferences in the policy of any branch of administration, 
but would not imply any direct contradiction or repugnancy 
in point of constitutional authority ". Hamilton carefully 
distinguishes powers of the latter description from those 
where concurrent jurisdiction is from the nature of the sub
ject impossible. 

Among the applications of the powers affecting commerce 
in which there is the most conflict of jurisdiction between 
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the nation and the states in the regulation of interstate car
riers, are the regulation of rates, fares and service and the 
general exercise of the police power to protect the morals, 
health and safety of the community. In 1787, however, 
such problems had not assumed national importance and 
undoubtedly received no specific consideration in the Con
stitutional Convention. Railroads were unknown; the reg
ulation of tolls and charges for transportation was distinctly 
a matter of local concern; and the general exercise of the 
police power to protect the public morals, health and safety 
was in its infancy and seldom raised problems of more than 
local interest. We, therefore, look in vain to the Constitu
tion for any specific guidance in determining whether the 
nation or the states or both may so regulate interstate and 
foreign commerce. What we do find is a general purpose 
to give the federal government adequate powers to meet 
national needs, specific prohibition of certain forms of state 
regulation of interstate and foreign commerce, and express 
Ot· implied recognition of state power to regulate such com
merce in other ways. From the instrument itself, therefore, 
no hard-and-fast rules can be deduced which definitely and 
precisely draw the line between the commercial powers of 
the nation and the states. As newer and varied forms of 
regulation were introduced, it became necessary to develop 
the principles of the distribution of commercial powers by 
judicial interpretation of the Constitution, each case being 
decided in the light of its own particular facts and circum
stances. 

The Constitution contains no express grant to the United 
States of power to regulate commerce wholly within the 
limits of a single state. The absence of an express grant, 
however, is not eqnivalent to a prohibition of all federal 
action affecting such commerce. Under the provisions of 
the last clause of Section 8, Article I, Congress may make 



CONSTITUTIONAL GRANT OF FEDERAL POWER 57 

any laws which may be necessary and proper for carrying 
into execution the other federal powers enumerated in the 
Constitution. Federal authority under this ." necessary and 
proper" clause clearly does not embrace .the entire field of 
regulation of intrastate commerce. Such regulation includes 
many subjects which are of local concern and are not closely 
related to the enumerated federal powers. A general power 
to regulate intrastate commerce as such is not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, nor is it prohibited to 
the states. The provisions of the Tenth Amendment, rati
fied in 1791, are clearly applicable: "The powers not dele
gated to the United States by the Constitution, nor pro
hibited by it ·to the States, are reserved to the States respec
tively, or to the People." 

This amendment was merely declaratory of the rule which 
the framers of the Constitution understood to be applicable 
with respect to powers not granted to the United States.' 
Therefore, the general power of regulating commerce wholly 
within the limits of a single state was intended to be a re
served power which might be exercised through state gov
ernments, subject, however, to such federal legislation as 
might be enacted under the authority of the .. necessary and 
proper" clause. 

The constitutional provisions quoted in this chapter, 
together with the reservation of state power confirmed by 
the Tenth Amendment, constitute the Magna Charta of the 
power to regulate commerce in the United States. They 
are the foundation upon which courts have subsequently 
erected an elaborate structure of interpretative decisions, at 
times almost legislative, here restricting and there extending 
the sphere of national and state regulation of commerce. 

This chapter has attempted to outline the character and 
purpose of the original constitutional grant of commercial 

, See extracts (rom 32 F<tkralist. quoted N/InJ, p. 54-
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powers to the government of the United States in the ligh 
of the circumstances existing when the Constitution wal 
adopted. The purpose was to clothe the federal governmen 
with commercial powers adequate to protect national inter, 
-ests, and to prevent the recurrence of evils such as those ex' 
perienced during the period of the Confederation whel 
Congress had substantially no commercial authority. Thl 
grant was, therefore, not meant to be limited to those specifil 
forms of commercial regulation for which at that time uni 
fied federal control was imperative. Just how much mon 
federal commercial power was intended, it is impossible tc 
state. Although a general federal power to regulate inter
state and foreign commerce was created, contemporary evi· 
dence does not support the conclusion that it was intended tc 
deprive the states of all concurrent jurisdiction. The instru· 
ment itself indicates that no such intention existed and thai 
its purpose was to place restrictions upon rather than to de· 
stroy state jurisdiction over interstate and foreign commerce, 
While expressly establishing the supremacy of federal legis· 
lation where state laws should conflict therewith, it still left 
room for state action. The general power of regulating 
intrastate commerce was left to the states, subject, however, 
to the exercise of the enumerated federal powers and federal 
laws necessary and proper to their execution. It was im· 
practicable, nor would it have been desirable, to prepare an 
instrument so explicit in its terms as to remove all doubts 
concerning its purport. The framers had to content them· 
selves with an outline of general principles to be more defi
nitely developed with the lapse of time and the growth of 
the nation. This development will be traced in subsequent 
chapters. 



CHAPTER II 

JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE 

POWERS. 1789-1887 

THE decisions of the United States Supreme Court, which 
interpret the constitutional grant of federal power over inter
state carriers and its effect upon state power, are so numerous 
that it will facilitate the discussion to divide them chrono
logically. The first period to be discussed ended with the 
enactment of the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887. During 
this period, the federal· government exercised little direct 
authority over interstate carriers. Consequently the de
cisions of those years relate more to the definition of state 
than of federal power. So far as the Court sought to define 
federal power, its decisions prior to 1887 were characterized 
by the statement of broad general principles rather than by 
numerous specific applications of those principles. The sub
sequent years, however, have witnessed the growth of a 
comprehensive and detailed regulation of interstate carriers 
by the federal government. As a result, the Supreme Court 
not only had occasion to develop new principle's of interpreta
tion of federal commercial power, but also was called upon to 
make a multitude of specific applications of the commerce 
clause to various forms of federal legislation. The present 
chapter will be devoted to decisions made during the first 
period, and the decisions of the later years will be considered 
in the neJ..-t two chapters. 

In accordance with the plan outlined in the introduction, 
59 
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these three chapters will include only decisions which help 
to answer one of the two following questions; 

1. What powers over interstate carriers are given by 
the Constitution to the federal government? 

2. What restraints on state power over interstate 
carriers are imposed by the Constitution by virtue of its 
grant of federal powers? 

It might appear at first glance that this states not two ques
tions, but only one; that every such federal power created by 
the Constitution implies a coextensive restraint on the ex
ercise of state power. This view obtained strong support 
during the first sixty years of constitutional interpretation. 
But it was finally decided that the mere grant to the federal 
government of the power to regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce did not absolutely exclude the states from this field 
of regulation, and that to a certain extent the existence of 
federal commercial power was not inconsistent with the co
existence of similar state power. This, of course, is the 
doctrine of concurrent powers so ably expounded by Hamil
ton in the Federalist! It is this doctrine of concurrent 
powers which makes it necessary to state two questions for 
consideration in this and the subsequent chapters on judicial 
interpretation. Having ascertained that the Supreme Court 
has decided that Congress has a particular form of commer
cial power, it i$. still necessary to inquire whether a state may 
also exercise similar power in the absence of conflicting fed
erallegislation. There is the further question whether par
ticular acts of Congress conflict with the exercise of similar 
power by the states. Decisions relating only to this question 
will be considered in a later chapter on the congressional ex
ercise of commercial powers, as they help to interpret the 
specific effects of federal legislation on state powers, rather 
than the effect of the Constitution itself. 

1 32 Federalist. See pp. S4. 55. supra. 
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The judicial interpretation of federal power will be con
sidered first. The case of Gibbons v. Ogden, decided by the 
United States Supreme Court in 182'4.' gives careful con
sideration to the meaning of the "power to regulate com
merce . . . among the several states." This decision arose 
from an attempt to enforce a monopoly, granted by the, State 
,of New York, of steamboat navigation of the waters of that 
state. In the period immediately following the invention 
of the steamboat, Robert Livingston and Robert Fulton had 
obtained such a monopoly by grant of the New York legis
lature, and had assigned to Ogden the right to' navigate be
tween New York City and New Jersey. Ogden sought to 
restrain Gibbons from navigating two steamboats between 
New York City and Perth Amboy, New Jersey. The latter's 
steamboats bore federallicense~ under an act of Congress of 
1793 regulating the coasting trade I and Gibbons claimed that 
his rights arising UIlder the laws of the United States could 
not be defeated by state legislation. 

This decision was of national interest, not only because of 
the importance of the New York monopoly, but also because 
the fate of similar monopolies in other parts of the United 
States depended upon the result. The most important of 
these was the grant by Louisiana to Livingston and Fulton 
of the e.'Cclusive privilege of steamboat navigation on the 
waters of that state.' This grant had aroused violent op-' 
position in Ohio and other states to which free access to New 
Orleans by the Mississippi river was of the utmost impor
tance.· Other grants of like character had been made by 
New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Pennsylvania 

'II Wheat. I. 
• , ,Stat. 1.. 305 . 
• MacGiII. C. E. and Meyer. B. H~ Hislory of TrtI ... ~ .. 1M 

Uniltd SIoI.8 /Hloro 1860 (Carnegie Institution of Washington, '917). 
Po 104-

• Ibid., pp. lOS, 106. 
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and Georgia.' The New York monopoly had led to retalia
tory legislation in New Jersey and Ohio. The New Jersey 
act imposed damages and treble costs against any party en
forcing the New York monopoly against a citizen of New 
Jersey, and the Ohio act closed its ports on the shores of Lake 
Erie to Livingston, Fulton and their assignees, unless similar 
privileges were granted by New York to citizens of Ohio." 
The situation was somewhat similar to the interstate tariff 
wars of the Confederation. 

From the standpoint of federal power, the issue raised in 
Gibbons v. Ogden was whether Congress, under the com
merce power, could authorize interstate navigation wholly 
within the territorial waters of adjacent states contrary to 
the provisions of state laws. The decision sustained such 
congressional authority and denied to Ogden the injunction 
which he sought to restrain Gibbons from infringing upon 
his monopoly. In reaching this conclusion, Chief Justice 
Marshall analyzed the commerce clause of the United States 
Constitution, and carefully defined the meaning of the words 
" commerce", " regulate", and" among the several states." 
His definitions of these terms are of such importance in sub
sequent constitutional interpretation that they will be quoted 
here. As to the meaning of " commerce ", he says: 

The counsel for the appellee [Ogden 1 would limit it to traffic, 
to buying and selling, or the interchange of commodities, and do 
not admit that it comprehends navigation. This would restrir 
a general term, applicable to many objects, to one of its si
fications. Commerce, undoubtedly, is traffic, but it is SOil" 

more; it is i»lercOfM'se.' It describes the commer~·· 
course between nations, and parts of nations, in all its branches, 
and is regulated by prescribing rules for carrying on that inter
course.' 

1 MacGiII, op. cil., pp. 106, 256 . 
• Ibid., pp. 106, 107. 
I Italics mine. 
• 9 Wheat. at 189, 190-
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" Among th~ several States" is thus defined: 

The word "among" means intermingled with. A thing 
which is among others is intermingled with them. Commerce 
among the states cannot stop at the external boundary line of 
each state, but may be introduced into the interior. . • . 

Comprehensive as the word " among" is, it may very prop
erly be restricted to that commerce which concerns more states 
than one. . •. The completely internal commerce of a state, 
then, may be considered as reserved for the state itself. 

But, in regulating commerce with foreign nations, the powel 
of Congress does not stop at the jurisdictional lines of the 
several states. It would be a very useless power if it could not 
pass those lines. • . . If Congress has the power to regulate it, 
that power must be exercised whenever the subject exists. If 
it exists within the states, if a foreign voyage may commence or 
terminate at a port within a state, then the power of Congress 
may be exercised within a state. 

This principle is, if possible, still more clear when applied to 
commerce "among the several states." ••. Can a trading ex
pedition between two adjoining states commence and terminate 
outside of each? And if the trading intercouse be between two 
states remote from each other, must it not commence in one, 
terminate in the other, and probably pass through a third? 
Commerce among the states, must of necessity, be commerce 
with the states •••• The power of Congress, then, whatever it 
may be, must be exercised within the territorial jurisdiction of 
the several states.' 

The term" regulate .. is very simply defined. To regulate is 
"to prescribe the rule by which commerce is to be governed".· 

Ogden's counsel did not attempt to deny that Congress had 
power to regulate the coasting trade. Their position was 
that Gibbon's boats were not engaged in that trade, and that 
the power of Congress over the coasting trade did not ex-

'9 Wheat. at 194-11)6. 
·l~d. at 11)6. 



64 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

tend to the regulation of the transportation of passengers 
between points in adjacent states. Marshall, however, could 
find no clear distinction " between the power to regulate ves
sels employed in transporting men for hire, and property for 
hire ".1 

It is true that this case definitely decides only that Congress 
may regulate navigation by licensing vessels to engage in the 
transportation of passengers for hire between points in differ
ent states, and thereby authorize such navigation, state laws 
to the contrary notwithstanding. But the reasons for the 
decision stated by the Court lay the foundation for a broad 
interpretation of federal commercial power. The conclu
sion of the Court was based upon its view that the power to 
regulate commerce among the several states meant the power 
to prescribe the rule, not only for the interchange of com
modities, but also for intercourse between different states, 
that in its application there was no distinction between the 
transportation of men and property for hire, and that it could 
be exercised within the territorial jurisdiction of the several 
states. 

The views of the extent of the federal power to regulate 
commerce, expressed in Gibbons v. Ogden, were elaborated 
and applied in other decisions in the period now under con
sideration. The Passenger Cases, decided in 1849,' in
volved the power of Congress to regulate immigration. The 
various opinions in the Passenger Cases are of chief value in 
their treatment of state commercial powers and will be con
sidered later in the chapter under that subject. From the 
standpoint of federal power, the Passenger Cases are im
portant because the five majority justices all took the position 
that a tax on immigrants was a regulation of commerce with 
foreign nations, and that the regulation of immigration was 

'9 Wheat. at 215. 
27 How. 28.). 
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a proper subject of Congressional action. They thus affirm 
and apply to immigration the doctrine expressed in Gibbon.r 
v. Ogden that the federal commerce power is equally ap
plicable to the transportation of persons and property.l 

Both GibbollS v. Ogden and the Passenger Cases relate to 
transportation by water, or, to use a more general term, 

. navigation. While the basic principles involved in Mar
shall's definitions of the terms used in the commerce clause 
are equally applicable to transportation by land, he used these 
definitions only to prove that Congress had power to rc:gulate 
navigation. Towards the close of the period under con
sideration the federal power to regulate interstate transpor
tation by land was expressly recognized by the Supreme 
Court. That such recognition was not given earlier is un
doubtedly due to the fact that there was little direct exercise 
of federal control of land transportation in the earlier years 
of our history. The minority opinion in Crandall v. Nevada, 
decided in 1868," held that a state tax of $I.oo on every pas
senger leaving the state of Nevada, obviously by land, was in
valid because the power to regulate such transportation was 
vested in Congress. The majority, while finding the tax 
invalid on other grounds. did not consider it to be a violation 
of the commerce clause. The opinion was based. however. 
on the fact that the tax was local. not national. in its opera
tion, and was in no sense a declaration that land transporta
tion was beyond congressional control. On the contrary. 
the emphasis laid by the majority opinion on the local char
acter of the tax implies recognition of the existence of federal 
power to regulate land transportation by legislation of a 
national character having a uniform operation over the whole 

1 Tho existence of federal power to regulate immigration is also the 
basis of the decision in H-urso" y. Moyor of N ... y .... i (1876), 
gaU. s.asg. 

• 6 Wall. 3S-
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country. The Case of the State Freight Tar, decided in 
1873,' held that the power of Congress to regulate interstate 
commerce was unconstitutionally invaded by a state tax on 
all freight carried in the state of Pennsylvania, including 
intersta,te shipments by railroad. The ground for this de
cision is thus summarized by the Court: 

The rule has been asserted with great clearness, that when
ever the subjects over which a power to regulate commerce is 
asserted are in their nature national, or admit of one uniform 
system or plan of regulation, they may justly be said to be of 
such a nature as to require exclusive legislation by Congress. 
[Citing Cooley v. Board of Wardens (1851), 12 How. 299; 

Gilmanv. Philadelphia (1866), 3 Wall. 713; Crandallv. Nevada, 
supra.] Surely transportation of passengers or merchandise 
through a state, or from one state to another, is of this nature! 

The cases cited in this quotation, while stating the rule, did 
not apply it to land transportation; the Cooley and Gilman 
cases concerned navigation, and the decision in the Crandall 
case, as already pointed out, was based on other grounds. 
The State Freight Tax case, however, leaves no room for 
doubt that the Supreme Court interpreted the commerce 
clause as including federal power to regulate transportation 
by land as well as by water. This case was soon followed 
by others which also recognized land transportation as a 
subject embraced in the federal commerce power.' Federal 

'Reading R. R. v. Pe"nsylvania, IS Wall. 232 • 

• IS Wall. 279-

• WeI/on v. Misso"" (1876),91 U. S. 275; Wabash, Sf. L. & P. Ry. v. 
Illinois (1886), u8 U. S. 557. See also Chkago, B. & Q. R. R. v. 
IOfJJ(J (1877),94 U. S. ISS; Peik v. Chkago & N. W. Ry. (1877),94 U. S. 
164; Railroad Com ... ission Cases (1886), 116 U. S. 307. In these three 
cases state stat\ltes regulating transportation by rail were sustained, but 
tho Supremo Court clearly recognized the existence of concurrent federal 
power. All of the decisions cited in this note arose from state legislation 
affecting land transportation, and will be considered more fully later in the 
chapter under the discussion of state power. 
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jurisdiction over the regulation of interstate transportation, 
both by land and by water, had thus become firmly established 
by judicial decision prior to the Interstate Commerce Act 
of 1887. 

To state in general terms that Congress has power to 
regulate interstate transportation is, however, indefinite. 
Owing to the ~omparative inactivity of Congress in exercis
ing authority over transportation during the period under dis
cussion, the Supreme Court had little opportunity to express 
an opinion concerning the validity of specific forms of federal 
regulation and the scope of authorized federal action. Fed
eral regulation of navigation, however, led to the decision in 
The Daniel Ball (1871) 1 which greatly broadened the con
ception of the extent to which congressional control of the 
highways and vehicles of interstate transportation could be 
exercised within the borders of a single state. Five years 
previously, tile Court had stated in Gilman v. PlIiladelphia' 
that" the power to regulate commerce comprehends the con
trol for that purpose and to the extent necessary, of all the 
na~igable waters of the United States which are accessible 
from a state other than those in which they lie." This state
ment, however, has only the force of a dictum as the decision 
sustained the authority of a state to authorize the construc
tion of a bridge across such waters in the absence of conflict
ing federal laws, and the same result would have been at
tained, even if the court had believed that Congress had no 
authority over the particular stream in question, the Schuyl
kill River. which lay wholly within the state of Pennsylvania. 
But the opinion made it clear that the Court recognized the 
power of Congress to control this stream. In Tile Daniel 
Ball. however. the situation presented to the Court was not 
con.,o-ressional inactivity as in the Gilman case. but the actual 

• 10 Wall 557. 
I (.866).3 wan. 713-
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exercise of the federal commerce power over a stream, the 
Grand River, lying wholly within the state of Michigan. 
The Court sustained the power of Congress to require a 
vessel navigating that stream to take out a federal license, 
although the vessel's construction did not permit it to leave 
the state. 

The decision was based upon the conception of the exis
tence of a chain of highways of interstate commerce desig
nated as "the navigable waters of the United States" over 
which Congress has complete regulatory power because of 
their use for interstate commerce. The Grand River, which 
the Da:tliel Ball navigated, was held to be a part of these 
navigable waters of the United States over which Congress 
had jurisdiction because it formed by uniting with the waters 
of Lake Michigan " a continued highway over which com
merce is or may be carried on with other states or foreign 
countries in the customary modes in which such commerce 
is conducted by water".' The commercial power of Con
gress o"ver such waters is described in the opinion: 

That power authorizes all appropriate legislation for the pro
tection or advancement of either interstate or foreign commerce, 
and for that purpose such legislation as will insure the con
venient and safe navigation of all the navigable waters of the 
United States, whether the legislation consists in requiring the 
removal of obstructions to their use, in prescribing the form and 
size of vessels employed upon them, or in subjecting the vessels 
to inspection and license, in order to insure their proper con
struction and equipment.' 

But it was objected that the power of Congress does not 
e,,1:end to the-requirement of a license of a vessel engaged 
only in the internal commerce of Michigan even if the Grand 

1 10 Wall. at 563 • 

• Ibid. at 564. 
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River isa navigable water of the United States. This ob
jection was met by pointing out that the vessel was engaged 
in carrying goods destined to or brought from other stateS. 
and to that extent it was engaged in commerce between the 
states and. therefore, subject to congressional legislation.' 
The federal power over the river itself, as conceived by the 
Court. would have seemed.sufficient ground for the decision, 
irrespective of the destination or origin of the goods carried. 
But the interstate character of the vessel's freight having been 
considered by the Court, the case may be considered authority 

. for the proposition that Congress may regulate an agency em
ployed in commerce between the states even when it is con
fined in its actions entirely within the limits of a single state. 
It is true that the Court declined to express an opinion as to 
whether the same doctrine would apply to transportation by 
land. but the reasoning is as applicable to artificial highways, 
such as canals, roads and railways, as it is to the navigable 
waters of the United States. The underlying principle of 
the Daniel Ball decision that the highways and instruments 
of interstate commerce are embraced within the federal com
men'inl power, as well as the commerce itself, has been ex- • 
tenr !e, 1 to transportation by artificial highways' and is the 
ba' i·, .' much of the federal legislation now affecting inter
st~te ·.'arriers . 

. her decision of this period deserves attention, al
th .. : ,he subject of regulation was not transportation, but 
c"'mn"m:cation by telegraph. This is Pmsacola Telegraph 
C,., \ Western Union Telegraph Co., decided in 1878,. in 
" "'wer of Congress, under the commerce clause, to 

! regulate communication by telegraph is sus-

I 11' a.t 565. 
, ... ,.M14 Nmoigalio .. Co.. Y. U ... ·'III StaI ... (1893), 148 u. s. 
.~ "P 123, 12.3. .fro. 
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tained. The point of interest, from the standpoint of the 
present discussion, is the following statement in the opinion: 

Both commerce and the postal service are placed within the 
power of Congress, because, being national in their operation, 
they should be under the protecting care of the national gov
ernment. 

The powers thus granted are not confined to the instrumentali
ties of commerce, or the postal service known or in use when the 
Constitution was adopted, but they keep pace with the progress 
of the country, and adapt themselves to the new developments 
of time and circumstances.' 

This statement is entirely inconsistent with a narrow inter
pretation of federal commercial power limiting it to certain 
particular forms of regulation for which immediate need of 
federal authority was felt in 1787, and is in accordance with 
the suggestion in the previous chapter that the circumstances 
and events, contemporaneous with the adoption of the Con
stitution, indicate an intention to grant a general power 
without such restriction. 

Congress, prior to 1887, enacted no legislation exercising 
control over the rates charged for interstate transportation. 
Its power to do so was suggested in the granger cases decided 
in 1877,' but at this time the Court was willing to sustain 
state legislation regulating rates on interstate traffic to or 
from points within the state "until Congress acts ", and 
Congress not having acted, there was no necessity {or a c1ean
cut decision sustaining similar federal power. Nine years 
later, however, the Court was less complacent with state inter
ference with interstate transportation, and in Wabash, St. 
Louis ami Pacific Railway v. Illinois (1886),' definitely de-

'g6U.S.atg. 
I Chicago, B. & Q. R. R. v. Iowa, 94 U. S. 155; P.ik v. Chicago & 

N. W. Ry., 94 U. S. 164-
I 118 U. S. 557. 
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cided that a state statute was invalid which defined and penal
ized unjust discrimination in charges for interstate transpor
tation. In the course of its opinion, the Court explicitly 
stated that the regul)ltion of the rates charged for interstate 
transportation" should be done by the Congress of the United 
States under the commerce clause of the Constitution".' 
The interpretation of the commerce clause contained in this 
decision is the foundation of the policy of federal control of 
rates charged for interstate transportation inaugurated with 
the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887. 

From the decisions subsequent to Gibbons v. Ogden which 
have been considered, it should be clear that the general con
ception of the scope of the federal commerce power was given 
ever widening application as the need for federal authority 
expanded. The opinion of Mr. Justice Field in County of 
Mobile v. Kimball, decided in 1881,' gives in general terms a 
picture of the breadth of the Court's conception of this power 
of Congress: . 

That power is indeed without limitation. It authorizes Con
gress to prescribe the conditions upon which commerce in all its 
forms shall be conducted between our citizens and the citizens 
or subjects of other countries, and between the citizens of the 
several states. and to adopt measures to promote its growth and 
insure its safety. And as commerce embraces navigation. the 
improvement of harbors and bays along our coast, and of navi
gable rivers within the states connecting with them, falls within 
the power •. The subjects. indeed, upon which Congress can act 
under this power are of infinite variety. requiring for their suc
cessful management different plans or modes of treatment.' 

So far the decisions of the Supreme Court have been con-
sidered solely with reference to the power of Congress to 

1 u8 U. S. sn. 
• 102 U. S. 691. 

• Ibid. at 6g6.' 
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regulate interstate commerce under the commerce clause of 
the Constitution. There still remains for discussion the 
power of Congress to regulate commerce wholly within the 
limits of a single state. No such power was expressly 
granted by the Constitution, but intrastate commerce is often 
so closely related to interstate commerce, that federal action 
affecting the former, if not actually a regulation of the latter, 
is at least necessary and proper to make such regulation 
effective. Therefore, it is appropriate to consider what force 
the Supreme Court has given to the provision that Congress 
shall have power" to make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution" the other powers 
conferred by the Constitution. The classic interpretation of 
this clause is given by Chief Justice Marshall in McCulloch. 
v. Maryland, decided in 1819.' This case involved the ques
tion whether Congress had power to incorporate the Bank of 
the United States. As no express grant of such power was 
contained in the Constitution, recourse was had to the "neces
sary and proper" clause to justify the action of Congress as 
incidental to the enumerated fiscal powers. Counsel opposed 
to the Bank argued that this clause authorized only such 
legislation as was absolutely indispensable to the execution of 
a granted power, and did not contemplate a choice of appro
priate means if its execution could possibly be attained with
out recourse thereto. To this argument Marshall replied: 

Is it true, that this is the sense in which the word "necessary" 
is always used? Does it always import an absolute physical 
necessity, so strong, that one thing, to which another may be 
termed necessary, cannot exist without that other? We think 
it does not. If reference be had to its use, in the cornmon affairs 
of the world, or in approved authors, we find that it frequently 
imports no more than that one thing is convenient, or useful, or 
essential to another. To employ the means necessary to an end, 

• 4 Wheat. 316. 
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is generally understood as employing any means calculated to 
produce the end, and not as being confined to those single means, 
without which the end would be entirely unattainable. • . . 

. . • To have declared that the best means shall not be used, 
but those alone without which the power given would be nuga
tory, would have been to deprive the legislature of the capacity 
to avail itself of experience, to exercise its reason, and to ac
commodate its legislation to circumstances. . . . 

In ascertaining the sense in which the word .. necessary .. 
is used in this clause of the Constitution, we may derive some 
aid from that with which it is associated. Congress shall have 
power" to make al1laws which shall be necessary and proper to 
carry into execution" the powers of the government. If the 
word .. necessary" was used in that strict and rigorous sense 
for which the counsel. for the state of Maryland contend, it 
would be an extraordinary departure from the usual course of 
the human mind, as exhibited in composition, to add a word, the 
only possible effect of which is to qualify that strict" and rigorous 
meaning; to present to the mind the idea of some choice of 
means of legislation not straitened and compressed within the 
narrow limits for which gentlemen contend. 

• . . Let the end be legitimate, let it be within the scope of 
the Constitution, and all means which are appropriate, which 
are plainly adapted to that end. which are not prohibited, but 
consist with the letter and spirit of the Constitution, are consti
tutional.1 

To justify legislation as within the authority of the necessary 
and proper clause, it is, therefore, not essential to show that 
it is a sift' qua "on to the execution of some granted power. 
V,'hile the judgment of Congress as to the appropriateness 
and applicability of such legislation to constitutional func
tions of the federal government is entitled to great weight, 
it is not conclusive; the Supreme Court has never recognized 
the necessary and proper clause as a blanket authority for un-

14 Wheat. at 4130 41So 418, 4190 421. 
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restrained congressional action. It refuses to sustain legis
lation for which, in its judgment, the federal powers enumer
ated in the Constitution afford no reasonable basis. 

The Court took this attitude towards federal legislation, 
which in fact regulated commercial transactions wholly 
within one state, in United States v. De Witt, decided in 
1870.' In this case a provision of a federal statute prohibit
ing the sale of illuminating oil, inflammable at a temperature 
of less than IIO degrees Fahrenheit, was held invalid. An 
attempt was made to justify this provision as necessary and 
proper to the federal taxing power because, it was argued, 
the prohibition would increase the sales of other grades of 
oil which were subject to federal taxation This far-fetched 
argument was summarily rejected by the court and the statute 
was treated in its true light as an attempt by Congress to im
pose a police regulation relating exclusively to the internal 
trade of the states. Chief Justice Chase stated the prin
ciple applicable to federal control of intrastate commerce in 
the opinion as follows: 

That Congress has power to regulate commerce with foreign 
nations and among the several states, and with the Indian tribes, 
the Constitution expressly declares. But this express grant of 
power to regulate commerce among the states has always been 
understood as limited by its terms; and as a virtual denial of 
any power to interfere with the internal trade and business of 
the separate states; except, indeed, as a necessary and proper 
means for carrying into execution some other power expressly 
granted or vested.' 

It is thus clear that there is no constitutional authority for 
federal regulation of intrastate commerce as such. This, 
however, is not equivalent to a decision that such regulation 

'9 Wall. 4I. 
I Ibid. at 4J. 
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is under all circumstances prohibited. In the De Witt case, 
the Court was unable to find a substantial oonnection between 
the federal regulation of intrastate commerce and the 
enumerated powers of Congress. But wh~re such a sub
stantial connection does exist, and where federal legislation 
affecting commerce wholly within the limits of a single state 
tends to promote or facilitate commerce between the states, 
then Marshall's interpretation of the "necessary and proper" 
clause seems applicable to sustain such legislation as neces
sary and proper to the execution of the power to regulate 
interstate commerce. 

There are other forms of federal legislation affecting com
merce which, if not actual regulations of interstate commerce, 
are at least necessary and proper to such regulation. Of 
such a character are federal laws creating corporations to 
.engage in interstate transportation and granting franchises 
to construct and operate interstate railways. The consti
tutionality of such laws was implicitly recognized in the 
Pacific Raill'oaa Removal Cases in 1885 1 by a decision that 
suits against a oorporation, created to construct an interstate 
railroad by federal laws which conferred the power to sue and 
to be sued, arose under the laws of the United States and 
were, therefore, removable to the federal District Court. It 
makes little difference whether federal legislation of this 
character is characterized as a regulation of interstate oom
merce, or as necessary and proper to such regulation. If 
there is any doubt as to whether an act of Congress is em
braced within the power expressly granted in the oommerce 
clause, it can frequently be sustained under the "necessary and 
proper" clause, the application of which can thus be used to 
avoid the absurd dialectics of a minute analysis of the words 
"to regulate oommerce among the several states ". It is 
doubtful whether the Court in the Pacific Railroad Remwal 

'U5 U. S.I. 
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Cases had the "necessary and proper" clause in mind in giv
ing effect to the federal laws there under consideration. The 
case is of interest in showing that the Court in 1885 accepted 
as a matter of course the validity of federal legislation in
corporating a company to construct and operate a highway 
of interstate commerce, which Hamilton, Madison, and 
Monroe would have considered beyond the scope of congres
sional power. Whether the result was due to a change in the 
interpretation of the commerce clause itself or to an enlarged 
conception of the effect of the "necessary and proper" clause, 
the fact remains that the Court was free from the doubts 
which beset the statesmen of earlier days and, without debat
ing the power of Congress to enact it, enforced legislation 
designed to provide facilities for interstate transportation. 

We now tum from the interpretation of federal commer
cial power to a much more complicated and difficult problem: 
the extent to which the states may constitutionally regulate 
interstate commerce. State legislation which attempts such 
regulation is usually enacted in the exercise of either the 
police power or the taxing power. Police power is here used 
in its broader sense as including "regulations designed to 
promote the public convenience or the general prosperity, as 
well as regulations designed to promote the public health, the 
public morals, or the public safety ",' Both the police power 
and the taxing power have always been recognized as among 
the powers reserved to the states. On the other hand, the 
power to regulate commerce among the several states was 
expressly granted to Congress by the Constitution. From 
the criterion of purpose, the commerce power is, however, 
not a separate and independent function of government, but 
is merely a manifestation of the police or the taxing power, 
as substantially all regulation of commerce is imposed either 
to promote the health, safety, morals or general welfare of 

1 Chicago, B. 6- Q. R. R. Y. Illinois (1906),200 U. S. 561, 592. 
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the community, or to raise revenue. We have, therefore, a 
situation in which the states throughout our history have 
been seeking to exercise fundamental powers admittedly re
served to them over a subject matter entrusted by the Con
stitution to the supervision of Congress. It is not surpriS" 
ing that this situation should lead to much confusion in de
termining the extent to which the states are deprived of their 
police and taxing powers by the express grant to Congress 
of power to regulate commerce. To declare that all state 
legislation affecting interstate commerce was prohibited by 
the commerce clause was manifestly impossible; the indirect 
effects of legislation required by loc3.I needs are so widespread 
and so easily reach interstate commerce, that such an inter
pretation would have destroyed the governments of all the 
states. The other extreme is not so manifestly absurd, 
namely to declare that all exercises of the police and taxing 
powers of the states are valid unless expressly prohibited or 
in actual conflict with laws of the United States enacted in 
pursuance of the powers granted to Congress by the Consti
tution. If such an interpretation had been adopted, Con
gress could still have interposed to protect interstate com
merce from undue interference by state legislation. The 
Supreme Court, however, was unwilling to entrust the protec" 
tion of interstate commerce unreservedly to the care of Con
gress, and it has accordingly built up an imposing barrier 
of constitutional interpretation against state interferenct 
with interstate commerce. This barrier, however, is not so 
solid or a-tensive as to exclude all state action on the subject. 
The Court has taken a middle ground; in the absence of ex
press prohibition either in the Constitution or laws of the 
United States, the validity of state legislation affecting inter
state commerce is made to depend upon the character and 
intensity of its inter£~ce therewith. 

In attempting to distinguish between state action which is 
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permitted and that which is prohibited, various efforts have 
been made to work out a logical abstract basis for such dis
tinction. This has resulted in tangling the discussion in a 
net of verbiage. It will hardly be possible to keep the present 
consideration of the problem clear of the meshes of this net 
because we have to consider many of the decisions by which 
the net is woven. We must face the fact that the Court 
distinguishes between certain subjects of national importance 
requiring a uniform rule of regulation throughout the nation, 
over which the jurisdiction of Congress is " exclusive ", and 
other subjects of only local importance permitting diversity 
of regulation over which the states have" concurrent" juris
diction. The Court has classified some state legislation 
affecting interstate commerce as " regulations" of that sub
ject, and other legislation, also affecting interstate commerce, 
has been excluded from this classification, as not "regula
tory" but only "incidentally affecting" the subject. In 
determining the constitutionality of state action, the tests 
applied to " regulations" are quite different from those ap
plied to acts which are not" regulations ". No attempt will 
be made to work out a definite rule for such classification. 
In general it may be said that the distinction is based upon a 
comparison of the interference with interstate commerce with 
the needs for local regulation of subjects conceded to be 
within the jurisdiction of the states, and that where the 
former predominates, the state action is classified as a regu
lation of interstate commerce. As the discussion proceeds, 
specific illustrations will be given of the way in which the 
Court has applied this distinction. Such verbal distinctions 
usually have no underlying basis in principle and are mere 
nomenclatures for the classification of decisions for which 
the real basis is a judicious balancing of national com
mercial interests"with local needs. We can, however, work 
out a few fairly reliable empirical rules to which most of 
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the decisions conform, with the understanding that they 
are not absolute, and that the particular considerations in 
specific cases for or against the support of state police' and 
revenue measures may, in the judgment of the Court, 
warrant departure from these rules. 

In the cases in which the state action was considered to be 
a regulation of interstate or foreign commerce, it took the 
Supreme Court some time to reach the conclusion that state 
power was not entirely destroyed by the Constitution. It 
was never the doctrine of the Court that the mere grant of a 
power to Congress was equivalent to the prohibition of the 
exercise of the same power by a state. The Constitution 
gave to Congress the power to establish uniform laws on the 
subject of bankruptcies throughout the United States, but in 
1819 the Supreme Court held that a state had authority to 
pass a bankruptcy law since Congress had not yet acted in the 
exercise of this power, saying: 

It is not the mere existence of the power, but its exercise, 
which is incompatible with the exercise of the same power by 
the states. It is not the right to establish these uniform laws, 
but their actual establishment, which is inconsistent with the 
partial acts of the states.' 

But Chief Justice Marshall's opinion in this case gave warn
ing that: 

Whenever the terms in which a power is granted to Congress, 
or the nature of the power, require that it should be exercised 
eJ\.-clusively by Congress, the subject is as c:ompletely taken from 
the state legislatures as if they had been expressly forbidden to 
act on it.' 

Did this warning apply to state power to regulate interstate 

• OUef Justiee Marshall in SIwr!l'$ .... C~14, 4 Wheat. I», 196. 
• IIH4. at 1930 
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and foreign commerce? For many years the Court seemed 
uncertain how this question should be answered. Counsel 
in Gibbons v. Ogden argued that the states still possessed this 
power which could be exercised by them in any ways not in 
conflict with federal legislation. ' Marshall, himself, avoided 
a definite answer. In Gibbons v. Ogden 2 and Brown v. 
Maryland,' the most important cases involving state power 
to regulate commerce in which he wrote opinions, it was un
necessary to decide whether any such power remained in the 
states because the particular state legislation attacked in each 
of these cases could be held invalid as inconsistent with ex
isting laws of the United States. In the Gibbons case, the 
state legislation authorizing a monopoly of steam navigation 
conflicted with the federal coasting trade act authorizing 
others to navigate the same waters; in the Brown case, a 
state law taxing the sale of imports was held to violate fed
eral laws authorizing importation. These cases, therefore, 
could be and were disposed of without deciding the broader 
question whether the state legislation involved would have 
been invalid merely because of the existence of federal 
power to regulate commerce, and irrespective of congressional 
action under that power. But in both of these opinions 
Marshall says much which would indicate that he believed 
that the grant to Congress of power to regulate commerce 
was in its nature inconsistent with the continued exercise of 
the same power by the states. For example, we find in his 
opinion in the Gibbons case; 

It has been contended by the counsel for the appellant that, 
as the word to " regulate" implies in its nature full power over 
the thing to be regulated, it excludes, necessarily, the action of 

, (1824), 9 Wheat. I, 60-65, 70, 71. 
, (1824),9 Wheat. I. 

I (1827), 12 Wheat. 419-
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all others that would perform the same operation on the same 
thing. That regulation is designed for the entire result, applying 
to those parts which remain as they were, as well as to those 
which are altered. It produces a uniform whole, which is as 
much disturbed and deranged by changing what the regulating 
power designs to leave untouched, as that on which it has 
operated. 

There is great force in this argument, and the court is not 
satisfied that it has been refuted.1 

Marshall, however, said in substance that laws, such as 
inspection laws, might be passed by the states in the exercise 
of powers not surrendered to the general government which, 
if passed by Congress, would be regarded as an exercise of 
the power to regulate commerce among the states j .. the same 
measures, or measures scarcely distinguishable from each 
other, may flow from distinct powers ... • This view ex
plains his position in Willson v. Black Bird Creek Marsh Co.," 
which 1s sometimes regarded as evidence that he recognized 
the existence of state power to regulate interstate commerce. 
His opinion in that case sustained state legislation authoriz
ing the construction of a dam obstructing a comparatively 
unimportant navigable stream. and shows that he regarded 
the state act, not as a regulation of commerce, but as a meas
ure calculated to enhance the value of property on the banks 
of the stream by excluding water from a marsh and to im
prove the health of the inhabitants. The attainment of these 
objects being within the reserved powers of the states, the 
state act was sustained, there being no federal laws protect
ing the stream from obstruction. Thus Marshall sustained 
the power of the states to control interstate commerce to a 
considerable degree in the exercise of powers not granted to 

• g Wh<at. at q. 
• Ibid. at lID4-
• (lIbg), • Pet. 84S-
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Congress without giving specific recognition to the existence 
of any concurrent state power to regulate commerce between 
the states. His position suggests the distinction subsequently 
made by the Court between state legislation "regulating" 
commerce and that which only" incidentally affects" it. 

The existence of state power to regulate interstate com
merce was seriously considered in the License Cases in I847.' 
It can hardly be said that any decision was reached on this 
particular· question. The License Cases, like some other 
decisions of the period, were disposed of without any opinion 
presenting the views of a majority of the Court, six of the 
nine Justices writing separate opinions. One of these cases 
involved a New Hampshire statute prohibiting the sale of 
liquor without state license even when sold in the container 
in which it was brought from outside the state. While the 
Supreme Court was unanimous in sustaining this statute, two 
distinct positions are found in the opinions, one that it was 
not a regulation of interstate or foreign commerce, the other 
that it was a regulation of commerce but that such regulations 
are valid unless they come in conflict with a law of Congress. 
An analysis of the various opinions to determine which of 
these views represented the opinion of the majority would 
now serve no useful purpose. The decision is important as 
showing the growing disposition of members of the Court 
to recognize that the states had some power to regulate inter
state commerce notwithstanding the commerce clause of the 
Constitution. Chief Justice Taney clearly states this position 
in his opinion: 

. . . The controlling and supreme power over commerce 
with foreign nations and the several states is undoubtedly con
ferred upon Congress. Yet, in my judgement, the state may, 
nevertheless, for the safety or convenience of trade, or for the 
protection of the health of its citizens, make regulations of 

..; J 5 How. S04-
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commerce for its own ports and harbors, and for its own terri
tory; and such regulations are valid unless they come in con-' 
flict with a law of Congress. • •• 

. . • And if it was intended to forbid the states from making 
any regulations of commerce, it is difficult to account for the 
omission to prohibit it, when that prohibition has been so care
fully and distinctly inserted in relation to other powers, where 
the action of the state over the same subject was intended to be 
entirely excluded. But, if, as I think, the framers of the Con
stitution (knowing that a multitude of minor regulations must 
be necessary, which Congress amid its great concerns could 
never find time to consider and provide) intended merely to 
make the power of the federal government supreme upon this 
subject over that of the states, then the omission of any prohibi
tion is accOunted for, and is consistent with the whole instru
ment.' 

Attention shOUld be called in passing to the fact that 
Taney's opinion in the Ucense Cases characterizes the power 
to regulate commerce as a part of the general police powers 
of the states. Taney says: 

But what, are the police powers of a state? They are nothing 
more or less than the powers of government inherent in every 
sovereignty to the extent of its dominions. And whether a 
state passes a quarantine law, or a law to punish offenses, or to 
establish courts of justice, or requiring certain instruments to be 
recorded, or to regulate commerce within its own limits, in every . 
case it exercises the same power; that is to say, the power of 
sovereignty, the power to govern men and things within the 
limits of its dominion. It is by virtue of this power that it 
legislates; and its authority to make regulations of commerce is 
as absolute as its power to pass health laws, except in so far as 
it has been restricted by the Constitution of the United States. 
And when the validity of a state law making regulations of 
commerce is drawn into question in a judicial tribunal, the 

1 5 How. at $19. 
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authority to pass it can not be made to depend upon the motives 
that may be supposed to have influenced the Legislature, nor 
can the court inquire whether it was intended to guard the 
citizens of the state from pestilence and disease, or to make 
regulations of commerce for the interests and convenience of 
trade.' 

The position thus taken by Taney differs essentially from 
Marshall's view that the same measures may flow from dis
tinct powers, and that commerce among the states is not 
regulated even when it is substantially affected by state laws 
passed for local purposes.' 

The opposing view that the federal power to regulate 
interstate and foreign commerce was exclusive still persisted 
in the minds of members of the Court as appears iii the opin
ions in the Passenger Cases, decided in 1849.' Here the 
issue involved the validity of Massachusetts and New York 
statutes taxing immigrants entering their ports. The rev
enue to be derived therefrom was for purposes concededly 
within the powers of the state, in the case of Massachusetts 
being for the support of alien paupers, and in the case of New 
York for the maintenance of its public health service. As in 
the License Cases, the Passenger Cases contain no single 
opinion presenting the view of a majority of the Court. The 
legislation was held invalid by a vote of five to four; five 
opinions favoring this result were written, and three opinions 
dissenting therefrom, Mr. Justice Nelson, who concurred 
with Taney's dissent, being ~e only member of the Court 
who refrained from writing. Again no attempt will be made 
to deduce the authority of the Court for anything but the 
result. Neither those concurring in nor dissenting from the 
result needed to commit themselves on the question whether 

'5 How. at 583. 
t See pp. 8[. 82, supra. 

'1 How.:z83· 
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the power of Congress was exclusive. The majority could 
have based their decision solely on conflicting treaties and 
laws of the United States which, of course, take precedence 
over state laws. The minority could have evaded the issue 
by holding that the taxes were not "regulations" of com
merce. The members of the Court, however, quite freely 
expressed their views on the broader question of the effect of 
the federal commerce clause on state power. Three of the 
Justices, either in their own opinions or by concurrence with 
other opinions, asserted that the power of Congress to regu
late commerce was exclusive of state action; 1 four supported 
the opposite view.· 

A compromise between these two conflicting views was 
reached in 1851 in Cooley v. Board of Wardens.· Here a 
Pennsylvania statute established rules for the employment of 
pilots on vessels arriving at or departing from Philadelphia. 
The issue could no longer be evaded; the statute was clearly 
a regulation of commerce and did not conflict with any fed
eral laws. The Court sustained the Pennsylvania statute, 
thereby rejecting the view that state power to regulate inter
state and foreign commerce was totally destroyed by the Con
stitution. The compromise lay in the division of the field of 
commercial regulation between subjects demanding a single 
uniform rule throughout the nation, and subjects permitting 
diversity of regulation. Over the former the power of Con
gress was declared to be exclusive, while over the latter thl! 
states could exercise control provided that their action did not 
conflict with actual federal legislation. Thus the doctrine 
of exclusive federal power to regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce was neither absolutely affirmed nor absolutely 
deni"ed. The existence of similar power in the states was 

1 McLeaD, Wa:rne. Mc:Kin1ey. 
• Taney, Daniel, Nelson, Woodbury. 

• la How. 19!10 



86 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

made to depend, not upon the nature of the power itself, but 
upon the nature of the subjects over which jt was exercised. 
The distinction made in this case still prevails and is of the 
utmost importance in subsequent constitutional interpretation. 
Perhaps the best statement of this view is that made by Mr. 
Justice Field in County of Mobile v. Kimball, sustaining the 
power of the state to improve the harbor of Mobile and issue 
bonds for that purpose . 

. . . The subjects, indeed, upon which Congress can act 
under this [the commerce I power are of infinite variety, re
quiring for their successful management different plans or 
modes of treatment. Some of them are national in their char
acter, and admit and require uniformity of regulation, affecting 
alike all the states; others are local, or are mere aids to com
merce, and can only be properly regul~ted by provisions adapted 
to their special circumstances and localities. Of the former 
class may be mentioned all that portion of commerce with 
foreign countries or between the states which consists in the 
transportation, purchase, sale and exchange of commodities. 
Here there can of necessity be only one system or plan of 
regulations, and that Congress alone can prescribe. Its non
action in such cases with respect to any particular commodity 
or mode of transportation is a declaration of its purpose that the 
commerce in that commodity or by that means of transportation 
shall be free. There would otherwise be no security against 
conflicting regnlations of different states, each discriminating in 
favor of its own products and citizens, and against the products 
and citizens of other states. And it is a matter of public history 
that the object of vesting in Congress the power to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations and among the states was to 
insure uniformity of regnlation against conflicting and discrim
inating state legislation. 

Of the class of subjects local in their nature, or intended as 
mere aids to commerce, which are best provided for by special 
regnlations, may be mentioned harbor pilotage, buoys and bea
cons to guide mariners to the proper channel in which to direct 
their vessels. . . . 
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The uniformity of commercial regulations, which the grant 
to Congress was designed to secure against conflicting state . 
provisions, was necessarily intended only for cases where such 
uniformity is practicable_ Where from the nature of the sub
ject or the sphere of its operation the case is local and limited, 
special regulations adapted to the immediate locality could only 
have been contemplated_ State action upon such subjects can 
constitute no interference with the commercial power of Con
gress, for when that acts the state authority is superseded_ In
action of Congress upon these subjects of a local nature or 
operation, unlike its inaction upon matters affecting all the states 
and requiring uniformity of regulation, is not to be taken as a 
declaration that nothing shall be done with respect to them, but 
is rather to be deemed a declaration that for the time being, and 
until it sees fit to act, they may be regulated by state authority.' . 

The question then arises who shall determine whether a 
subject requires a uniform system or plan of regulations 
which Congress alone can prescribe_ Three different situa
tions may be presented: first, where Congress has declared 
the necessity of uniform regulation by enacting such regula
tion; second, where Congress has remained silent; and third, 
where Congress has declared that the subject permits of a 
diversity of regulation by the states_ In the first situation, 
the judgment and discretion of Congress is accepted by the 
Supreme Court if in fact the subject of regulation can be 
characterized as interstate commerce. The necessity of uni
form regulation is not questioned by the Court; its position 
is that Congress has comprehensive power to regulate inter
state commerce, which power is assumed to embrace the 
right to declare that a particular subject of such commerce 
shall receive a uniform system or rule of regulation. In the 
second situation where Congress has given no indication of its 
views as to the necessity of uniform regulation, the Court 

• (1881), 101 u. S. 6\>1. 697. 6gB, 6go. 
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without hesitation exercises its own judgment as to whether 
such uniformity is demanded: It has been pointed out, that 
in so doing the action of the Court is legislative, rather than 
judicial, as it involves the determination of a matter of legis
lative policy! It is difficult to refute this charge; it is 
equally difficult to point out any satisfactory alternative. 
Unless the Court is willing to assume the responsibility of 
passing judgment on the need of uniformity, it must either 
deny all state power to regulate subjects of interstate com
merce not regulated by Congress, or must impose upon Con
gress the burden of expressly prohibiting state regulation of 
a multiplicity of commercial subjects which in the judgment 
of Congress should be free from state interference. Neither 
of these alternatives is acceptable. The third situation, a 
declaration by Congress that a sub je~ permits a diversity of 
regulation by the states, has not often arisen. This presents 
a difficulty when the Supreme Court believes that such a sub
ject requires uniformity of regulation, particularly if it has 
previously refused to sustain the exercise of state power on 
this ground. To sustain federal legislation permitting diver
sity of regulation by the states under these circumstances 
allows Congress to change the effect of the Constitution upon 
state powers. It may be argued that this is, in substance, 
an amendment of the Constitution for which state ratifica
tion is required. On the other hand, to hold such federal 
legislation unconstitutional seems to deprive Congress of its 
constitutional power to determine matters of legislative dis
cretion, unless the need for uniformity of regulation is so 
manifest as to place the question beyond the proper bounds of 
legislative·discretion. In the period now under consideration 
this third situation was presented in the Philadelphia pilotage 
case,' where a federal statute had declared that pilots should 

1 Prentice, E. P., Federal Power """ CllI"Y"itf'"s and Corporal;",.., (New 
York, 1907), p. n9-

• Cooley v. Board of Ward.,.., (18SI), 12 How. 291). 
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continue to be regulated in conformity with existing or future 
laws of the respective states. While the Court conceded to 
this declaration .. an appropriate and important signification .. 
and upheld state regulation, the entire tenor; of the opinion is 
such as to indicate that the declaration of Congress would not 
have been accepted as conclusive, if in the judgment of the 
Court pilotage had required uniformity of regulation_1 

In determining what subjects require uniformity of regu
lation, the Supreme Court can apply no definite legal test and 

. must act entirely at its discretion in the light of the various 
national and local needs involved in each case. This is what 
gives the decisions a distinctly legislative flavor_ During the 
period ending in 1887, the Court stated several times without 
qualification that the transportation of passengers and mer
chandise from one state to another admits of but one uniform 
system of regulation and is of such a nature as to require 
exclusive legislation by Congress.' But in one of the cases 
in which this rule was stated, it was conceded that interstate 
ferries could be more advantageously managed by the states, 
and that the privilege of keeping such a ferry is a franchise, 
grantable by the state, and subject to state regulation.' This 
case applied the rule that transportation is a subject over 
which the power of Congress is exclusive to invalidate a state 
tax on the business of operating such a ferry. The same 
rule, however, would seem to forbid a state to grant or with-

I In 1917 the Court sustained the Webb-Kenyon Act of 191J (37 Stat. 
L. 699) which made the legality of interstate shipments of intoxicating 
liquors depend. upon the laws of the states to which tht:J were eousigned. 
See pp. 148-153. u.!rs. 

• Cau of 1M SIoI. Fr<iglll T ... (1873), IS Wall. 232. "79; W., .... Y_ 

Mis$O""; (1876),91 U. S. 27S. :a8o; CotrIIly of Mobil. Y. KiwobGIl (I1lSl). 
loa U. S. 691, 697; Glo_slw Forry CO. Y. p~ (I88S). "4 
u. S. IIA 104; Wo/Jos,\. SI. L. '" P. Ry. Y. IUu...;, (1886). 118 u. s. 
557.574-

• Glo«tsltr Forry Co. Y. PIU&l/"-ia. 3tra, at '"7-
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hold the privilege of operating a ferry from its shore, and to 
prescribe conditions for the enjoyment of such a privilege. 
The recognition of state right to regulate interstate transpor
tation by ferry is, therefore, a clear exception to the rule that 
interstate transportation is a subject requiring uniform and 
exclusive regulation by Congress. It is an exception based 
upon the continuous exercise of this power by the states from 
a period antedating the Constitution,' and sustained by a 
Supreme Court decision ~njoining the operation of an inter
state ferry in competition with the holder of an exclusive 
franchise granted by the state.' Another subject which the 
Court declared to admit only of a uniform system of regula
tion under congressional control is the purchase, sale and ex
change of commodities in interstate and foreign commerce.' 
On the other hand, harbor regulation,' harbor improvement,' 
quarantine regulations: and the construction of intrastate 
bridges over navigable waters of the United States 7 were, 
during the period here considered, declared by the Court to 
admit of a diversity of local control within the reserved 
powers of the state. 

We have thus seen that in the gradual evolution of the 
conceptions of exclusive federal jurisdiction and concurrent 

1 See Prentice, E. P., The Federal Power over Ca"iers and Corpor
alions (New York, '907), pp. 64, 93. 

I Conway v. Taylot's Execulor (,862), , Black 603 . 
• Welton v. Missouri (,876),91 U. 5.275; Co,mly 0/ Mobil, v. Kimball 

(,88,), '02 u. S. 6g" 696. The Court has had much difficulty in deter
mining when goods brought from outside the state lose their interstate 
character so as to make this rule inapplicable to subsequent sales. The 
long line of decisions on this question is· beyond the scope of. the 
present discussion which is concerned, not with sale and exchange, but 
with transportation. 

• Cooley v. Board 0/ Warde .. (,85'), '2 How. 29!). 

• C ounly 0/ Mobil, v. Kimball, Sf.pra. 
• Morgan', S. S. Co. v. Louisiana Board 0/ Heallh (,886), 118 u. S. 455-

• Gil"",n v. Philadelphia (,866),3 Wall. 7'30 



JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION, 1789-1887 91 

state jurisdiction over interstate commerce, the Supreme 
Court, prior to the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887, had 
committed itself to the rul~ that that part of interstate com
merce which consists in the transportation of passengers and 
merchandise across state lines is a subject requiring the ex
clusive regulation of Congress. At first glance, this would 
seem to mean that the states must absolutely keep their hands 
off interstate transportation. Such a sweeping destruction 
of state power was not contemplated by the Court. In the 
first place, it is an empirical rule which is stated, and as such 
it is subject to exceptions, as in the case of transportation by 
ferry. In the second place, this rule is easily evaded by the 
convenient doctrine that the states may interfere to some 
extent with interstate transportation provided that their 
action escapes the damning epithets of " burden" or .. regu
lation" and can be more innocuously described as .. inci
dentally affecting interstate commerce". With these two 
open avenues of escape from the rule of exclusive congres
sional control, it fails to solve the problem of state contracts 
with interstate transportation. Therefore, it becomes neces
sary to review specific decisions, including several to which 
previous reference has been made, with the particular purpose 
of learning when the Court applied this rule to prohibit state 
action affecting interstate transportation and when it did not 

State action under the police power in its broader meaning 
will be considered first. The Court has always been im
pressed with the necessity of sustaining the reserved power of 
each state to protect the health. safety. morals and general 
welfare of its own citizens and of others within its territory. 
In so doing. the states could scarcely avoid contact with inter
state transportation. Some of these contacts are frankly 
admitted by the Court to be regulations of interstate com
merce. but are justified on the ground that the subject of 
regulation admits of diverse rules of regulation in different 
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localities. We have already. seen that for this reason the 
Court sustained state legislation regulating pilotage, imposing 
quarantine rules, providing for harbor improvements, author
izing the construction of bridges across navigable streams 
and granting exclusive franchises for interstate ferries.' To 
the extent that .the Court admits that such legislation regu
lates interstate commerce, it must be conceded that it is mak
ing exceptions to the rule that interstate transportation ad
mits only of regulation by Congress, because the particular 
part of interstate commerce which is affected by such regula
tions is the transportation of persons and property. But in 
other cases the o,urt deemed that the contact of state legis
lation with interstate transportation was not a burden on or 
regulation of that subject. These were cases where the local 
needs for state action were strong and the effect upon inter
state transportation was slight. In this category may be 
placed Willson v. Black Bird Creek Marsh Company in which 
we have seen that the Court through Mr. Chief Justice Mar
shall said that a state did not regulate interstate commerce by 
authorizing the construction of a dam across a navigable 
stream, to protect local health and property interests, the 
navigation obstructed by the dam being relatively unimpor
tant.· In several other cases decided in this period, state 
action affecting interstate transportation was held not to be 
a regulation thereof. Thus state legislation was sustained 
which regulated charges for services incidental to interstate 
transportation such as the storage of grain in warehouses.' 
Similarly an act, establishing the rules for liability for death 
resulting from negligence in interstate transportation, was 
held to be within the reserved powers of the state.' In the 

I See p. 90, 31""4 • 

• (1829), 2 Peters 245. See p. 81, SUPI'D. 

• M.lnll v.IlIinois (18n), 94 U. S. I13. 
• Sherlock v. Alling (1876),93 U. S. 99. 
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Railroad Commission Cases. decided in 1886. the Court sus
tained a Mississippi statute establishing a commission em
powered to enforce various police regulations against rail
roads engaged in intersta,te transportation.' The forms of 
state regulation approved in this decision which affected the 
interstate as well as the intrastate business of the railroads 
included provisions requiring the railroads to file and ·post 
tariffs of transportation charges, to conform to such tariffs 
without discrimination, to furnish financial statements and 
other information relative to the management of their lines, 
to report accidents involving serious personal injuries, to 
provide adequate waiting rooms, and to maintain train bul
letin boards at all stations, none of which were considered 
regulations of interstate commerce. On the other hand, a 
Louisiana statute requiring the operators of public convey
ances to give to all persons traveling in that state equal rights 
and privileges in all parts of the conveyance without dis
crimination on account of race or color was held invalid in 
Hall v. De Cuir (I878) as applied to the transportation of a 
colored woman between points in Louisiana on a steamboat 
which was also engaged in interstate transporta,tion! The 
particular regulation considered in Hall v. De Cuir was a 
more serious burden upon the interstate business of the 
carrier than those sustained in the Railroad C ommissioll 
Cases because, to quote from the opinion, .. it must neces
sarily influence his conduct to some a'tent throughout his 
entire voyage .... 

It took the Supreme Court some time to reach a elean-cut 
decision denying the power of a state to regulate charges for 
transportation between points within and points outside of 
the state. In fact. it was this decision made in 1886 in 

• n6 U. S. 307. 
• OS U. S. 48$. 
• Ibid. at 489. 
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Wabash, St. Louis and Pacific Railway v. Illinois! which 
marks the termination of the period now under consideration 
by throwing upon Congress the burden of protecting the 
shipping and traveling public from unreasonable and dis
criminatory charges for interstate transportation. The 
Court had an opportunity to establish this rule in the granger 
cases in 1877.' ·Part of the state legislation involved in 
these cases was attacked on the ground that it sought to regu
late interstate rates in violation of the commerce clause of the 
United States Constitution. No attempt was made to regu
late transportation crossing the state, but the statutes clearly 
applied to interstate movements commencing or terminating 
in the state. As to such movements, Chief Justice Waite 
said: 

Until Congress acts in reference to the relations of this 
company to interstate commerce, it is certainly within the power 
of Wisconsin to regulate its fares, &c., so far as they are of 
domestic concern. With the people of Wisconsin this company 
has domestic relations. Incidentally, these may reach beyond 
the state. But certainly, until Congress undertakes to legislate 
for those who are without the state, Wisconsin may provide for 
those within, even though it may indirectly affect those without.· 

While the legislation under consideration in the Railroad 
C ommission Cases • gave the Mississippi commission similar 
power to regulate interstate rates, the power had not been ex
ercised by the commission when the cases were decided. The 
Court was then very evidently in doubt as to the validity of 
this feature of the commission's power, and evaded the issue 

1 118 U. S. 557 . 
• Chicago, B. I!r Q. R. R. v. Iowa, 94 U. S. ]55; Pei" v. Chit:ago I!r 

N. W. Ry., 94 U. S. ]6+ . 
• 94 U. S. at ]78. 
• (]886), 116 u. S. 307. 
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by saying in substance that it would be time enough to con
sider it when the commission attempted to go beyond the 
limits of its constitutional aqthority! The Wabash case, 
decided a few months'later, compel1ed the Court to take a 
definite stand against state regulation of interstate rates.' 
In that case the state of Illinois sought to impose a statutory 
penalty against the defendant railroad company for unjust 
discrimination because its charges on a shipment from Gil
man, Illinois, to New York City exceeded the amount of its 
charges for like transportation for a greater distance on the 
same road. This, by -the provisions of the state statute, was 
prima facie evidence of unjust discrimination. It was con
ceded that such a statute would have been valid if it had ap
plied only to shipments which did not leave the state, but the 
Court held that the I11inois statute was unconstitutional be
cause it attempted to regulate the fares and charges by rail
road companies within the limits of the state for a transpor
tation which constituted a part of commerce among the states. 
The case clearly overruled the decisions in the granger cases 
in so far as they sustained the power of the states to fix rates 
for interstate transportation by statute. Mr. Justice Miner 
in the Wabash opinion attempted to explain the discrepancy 
between these decisions by pointing out that the great ques
tion in the granger cases was the right of the state to regulate 
or limit the amount of any railroad traffic charges, and that 
little attention was given to the question whether this right 
extended to charges for interstate transportation.· The 
Wabash case established beyond dispute that the reserved 
police powers of the states do not include the power to estab
lish or limit charges for interstate transportation by rail
road, and that state statUtes attempting to do so are uncon-

1 (1886), 116 U. S. at J3S. 

• (1886), 118 U. S. 551. 
"Ibid. at S66-S1O-
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stitutional as regulations of a subject of interstate commerce 
requiring a uniform national rule which may be prescribed 
only by Congress. 

We pass now to another form of state action affecting 
interstate transportation which is on the borderline between 
the police power and the taxing power. The state in the ex
ercise of its unquestioned reserved police powers may grant 
to interstate carriers the use of various privileges and facili
ties. Among these are the privileges of incorporation, of 
acquiring property by eminent domain, and of using or cross
ing public works constructed by the state or under its author
ity such as roads, canals and docks. For these privileges the 
state exacts compensation in different forms. To the extent 
that this compensation is merely a reasonable equivalent of 
the expense incurred by the state in furnishing the privileges 
and facilities, the power of the state is conceded. To this 
extent the amount paid by the carrier is no more a burden on 
interstate transportation than any other expense necessarily 
incurred in furnishing transportation, and is in no proper 
sense a tax. If the state as the owner and proprietor of its 
public works impos~s a charge for their use .in interstate 
transportation which does not exceed their rental value, it can 
scarcely be characterized as a tax even if it results in a sub
stantial profit to the state. The burden is of the same char
acter as that resulting from rentals paid for the use of 
privately owned property, and should be regarded as a neces
sary expense of transportation. To permit the use of these 
facilities at less than their rental value would confer a special 
privilege upon the user since the supply of these privileges is 
limited. But when the state uses its power to grant or with
hold such privileges as incorporation, eminent domain or per
mission to transact business within its borders as a means to 
add to its general revenues, then the state action closely re
sembles the exercise of its taxing power and a real burden 
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may be imposed upon interstate transportation by the exaction 
of exorbitant charges. The exaction of more than cost for 
the grant of these privileges can not be justified as rental be
cause there is no limit to the state's capacity to confer them. 
Yet charges for such privileges imposed by the states have 
been sustained by the United States Supreme Court, which 
has regarded them as proper compensation for state-granted 
privileges and has expressly stated that they were not burdens 
on or regulations of interstate commerce in violation of the 
commerce clause. The Court declared in 1875 that .. the 
state has an undoubted power to exact a bonus for the grant 
of a franchise, payable in advance or in futuro," and accord
ingly sustained a provision in the Maryland charter of the 
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad requiring that company to pay 
to the state one-fifth of the gross passenger receipts from its 
road between Baltimore and Washington as a proper bonus 
for the grant of a corporate charter to construct and operate 
a railroad between those points.' The Court recognized the 
difficulty of drawing the line between the state's right to con
trol corporations of its own creation and the prohibitions of 
the Constitution against regulating or impeding interstate 
commerce, but held that an exaction of a percentage of gross 
receipts from interstate transportation by charter provisions 
was not a regulation of interstate commerce. To this extent 
the Maryland charter case is still law. 

But the Court's reasoning in this case goes much farther. 
than the actual decision. Proceeding from the premise that 
the state has undisputed power to construct and operate roads, 
canals, and railroads, and to make whatever charges it sees 
fit for their use, the Court argued that the state could author
ize its citizens or corporations to do the same, and in grant
ing such a franchise could still retain absolute control of the 

• BGlliMort .1Id 0 ... R. R. v. Mary""'" (l87s). 21 Wall 4.;6. 
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amount and disposition of the charges for transportation. 
This argument carried to its logical conclusion would mean 
that the state, in the absence of conflicting legislation by Con
gress, could regulate the charges to be made by interstate 
carriers as a consideration for and condition of its grant of 
franchises. In accordance with this reasoning the Court 
said ten years after the Maryland charter decision that" the 
privilege of keeping a ferry, with a right to take tolI for 
passengers and freight, is a franchise grantable by the state, 
to be exercised within such limits and under such regulations 
as may be required for the safety, comfort and convenience 
of the public" f It is an interesting speculation whether the 
Court would have applied the same reasoning to provisions in 
state franchises limiting the charges for interstate transporta
tion by railroads. If, for example, in the Wabash case' 
Illinois had sought to enforce a franchise provision instead of 
a statutory penalty, would the Court have said in the words 
of the Maryland decision' that" in view of the very plenary 
powers which a state has always been conceded to have over 
its franchises and its corporations, we can not regard the 
stipulation in question as amounting to a regulation of com
merce between the states" ? I greatly doubt it. The Court 
in the Wabash decision was so insistent upon the necessity 
of interstate transportation being free from the restraint of 
a multitude of diverse rules, that it would scarcely have 
opened the door to the very situation it condemned so severely 
by recognizing the power of the states to regulate interstate 
railroad rates by franchise provisions. Such a power could 
be exercised at any time under the almost universal provisions 
of state constitutions and state laws reserving the right to 
alter or repeal the charters of their corporations. It is a 

I GloN",sler PetTY Co. v. Pen"sylvania (1885), 114 U. S. 196, 217. 

S See p. 95, supra. 
I (1875),21 Wall. 473. 
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question to which we can not obtain a definite answer, because 
Congress in x887 affirmatively exercised its power to regulate 
rates for interstate transportation, and its legisiation on this 
subject as the supreme law of the land, clearly supersedes the 
provisions of state franchises, even if they could be sustained 
in the absence of iederallegislation. 

The state in the exercise of its police power may do much 
to facilitate the movement of interstate commerce. It may 
improve navigation by the removal of rocks and the con
struction of dams and canals. It may promote the freedom 
and safety of transportation by measures such as harbor 
regulations and inspection laws. It may appoint officers to 
enforce such regulations and impose penalties for their viola
tion. All such action involves expense to the state for which 
compensation may be exacted from the users of the facilities.' 
This principle clearly supports the imposition of reasonable 
state license fees for vehicles used in interstate transportation 
to cover the expense incurred by the state in enforcing local 
police regulations concerning the inspection and operation of 
such vehicles, and providing facilities for their movement. 
The bounds of reasonable compensation would seem to be 
exceeded by a state license fee of $100 per annum for every 
ferry boat .operated within its territory, yet the Supreme 
Court not only sustained such a license fee as applied to inter
state ferry boats in Wiggins Ferry Co. v. St. Louis,. but also 
declared that it was not a regulation of commerce. It is 
somewhat difficult, in view of the amount of the fee, to recon
cile this decision with the ruling three years later that state 
taxation of interstate transportation by ferry is an invasion 
of the exclusive power of Congress.' 

, See GI"" ... , ... F...., Co. v. P"'""Yk ....... (.88S), 114 u. S. 196, 2'4; 
Hall, C_s o. Cooosrilutio"'" 1..ilaI ('9'3),1101<5, Pi>- 1101, II .... 

• ('883), 107 U. S. 36s. 
• See Glo."st ... F...., Co. v. PtIl''''sh""io (.SSs), ftFa. 
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It must be remembered that the various mam festations 
of the reserved police power of the state which were sustained 
in the decisions just reviewed are subject and subordinate to 
the superior power of Congress to regulate commerce be
tween the states. These decisions do not mean that the 
states may exercise the powers sustained in 1:hem irrespective 
of the action of Congress, but only in the absence of conflict
ing federal regulation. Under the clause of the United 
States Constitution making the Constitution and laws of the 
United States the supreme law of the land, the reserved police 
power of the states must bow to Congressional legislation 
enacted pursuant to the power of regulating commerce be
tween the states.' 

We turn now to United States Supreme Court decisions 
concerning the extent to which the states may affect interstate 
transportation by the exercise of the reserved power of 
taxation. It has already been pointed out that som~ state 
legislation which in its effect can scarcely be distinguished 
from taxation was sustained under the police power as com
pensation for privileges granted by the state. The decisions 
now to be considered relate to acts which are characterized 
by the Court as taxation. The taxing power of the states, 
absolutely essential to the continued existence of their gov
ernments, would be seriotlsly crippled if no contact whatever 
with interstate transportation were permitted. Yet, if un
restrained, it could easily be exercised in such a way as to 
cause serious interference with the federal power to regu
late commerce and with the free movement of commerce 
between the states. The Supreme Court, therefore, has es
tablished two general principles to which the exercise of state 
taxing power must conform in its relation to interstate trans
portation. The first of these principles to be discussed is that 
" the states have no power, by taxation or otherwise, to re-

I Glouces'" Fn't', Co. v. PennS3-'/vania, supra, at 21S. 
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tard, impede, burden, or in any manner control the operations 
of the constitutional laws enacted by Congress to carry into 
execution the powers vested in the general government ".' 
The second is that" all restraints by exactions in the form of 
taxes upon [interstate] transportation, or upon acts necessary 
to its completion, are so many' invasions of the exclusive 
power of Congress to regulate that portion of commerce 
between the states" and are, therefore, unconstitutional.' 

The principle that the states must not interfere with the 
operations of the laws of the United States was enunciated 
in 1 819 in connection with the attempt of the state of Mary
land to tax the issue of notes by the Bank of the United 
States.' The Bank; incorporated by Congress and acting as 
an agency of the federal government in carrying into execu
tion its fiscal powers, was held to be exempt from state taxa
tion imposed upon its authorized acts. In thus invalidating 
the Maryland tax upon the note issue of the Bank, the Court 
laid down the rule that not only the operations of the United 
States government itself, but also of other agencies employed 
by it to carry into execution its constitutional powers, are 
exempt from state taxation. Upon the same principle, it 
was decided in 1824 in Osborn v. Batik, that the state of 
Ohio could not tax the right of the bank to exist and to trans
act busine6s within the state.' OUef Justice Marshall, how
ever, in the opinion in the McCtJloch case, limited the de
cision to a state tax on the operatiolfS of the bank, and stated 
that the rule'" does not extend to a tax paid by the real prop-: 
erty of the bank, in common with the other real property 
within the state, nor to a tax imposed on the interest which 
the citizens of Maryland may hold in this institution, in com-

1 McC..uocli 't. Mory/mod (18Ig), 4 Wheat. 3'6, 436-
• Glo"",,'''' Fwry Co. 't. P~ (,88S), 114 u. S. ,96, a'4-
• McC..uoclt 't. Morylalld ... tN-
• II Wheat. 738-
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mon with other property of the same description throughout 
the state ".' In the Osborn case also, it was expressly stated 
that the decision did not apply to a state tax upon the local 
property of the bank! 

This distinction between a tax on the property of a govern
mental agent and a tax upon the action of such agent, or its 
right to do business, was recognized by the Court in two de
cisions arising from attempts of corporations constituting 
parts of the Pacific Railroad system, established under Con
gressional authority, to escape state property taxation.' In 
the earlier of these cases, the railroad company taxed was a 
corporation created by the state imposing the tax but claimed 
exemption upon the ground that it was a part of a railroad 
system constructed by authority of Congress for the use of 
the United States government. The tax was. sustained. 
The later case, Union Pacific Railroad v. Peniston, decided 
in 1873, presented stronger grounds for holding the tax 
unconstitutional because the railroad company owed its cor
porate existence to an act of Congress and the power of the 
state to tax corporations of its own creation could not be 
asserted. The question was, therefore, squarely raised 
whether a state could tax property within its borders which 
was owned by a corporation created by the laws of the United 
States for the purpose of carrying into execution the con
stitutional powers of Congress, and which was used by the 
corporation in the performance of the obligations imposed 
upon it by federal law. It was held that such 4 tax did not 
result in unwarranted interference with the operations of the 
laws of the United States. The Court frankly recognized 
that the principle of the McCuUoch case could not be carried 

, 4 Wheat. 436. 

• 9 Wheat. 138, 867. 
• Thomso .. v. Paci/ie Railroad (1870),9 Wall 579; U .. ioJo Paei/ie R. R. 

v. P",iston (1873), 18 Wall. 5. 
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to the extent of prohibiting a state tax which remotely affects 
the exercise of federal power. To do so would destroy state 
power to tax persons or property to such an extent that the 
state governments could not exist. It, therefore, insisted 
upon giving the Constitution a practical interpretation based 
upon the effect of the tax; 

That is, upon the question whether the tax does in truth de
prive them [federal agencies] of power to serve the government 
as they were intended to serve it, or does hinder the efficient 
exercise of their power. A tax upon their property has no such 
necessary effect. It leaves them free to discharge the duties 
they have undertaken to perform., A tax upon their operations 
is a direct obstruction to the exercise of federal powers.' 

The opinion makes it clear that any tax upon the franchises 
or right of such companies to exist and perform the functions 
for which they were created or upon any act which they were 
authorized to do, would be regarded as a tax upon their 
operations and, therefore, an unconstitutional interference 
with the execution of federal powers. 

The recognized power of the states to tax property owned 
by agencies of the United States and used in the execution of 
federal laws, does not extend to the property of the United 
States government itself, and « no state can tax the property 
of the United States without their consent "." It is difficult 
to distinguish in principle between state taxes upon the prop
erty of the United States and upon the property of its 
agencies so far as their effect upon the exercise of federal 
powers is concerned. In either case the tax diminishes pro 
IonIa the fund available for the execution of the laws of the 
United States. 

The cases just discussed arose in connection with agencies 

1 (1873), 18 Wall. at 36. 
" Ya 8 .... 111 ... Y. T_ (1886), 117 u. S. 151. 
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created by Congress, or acting under its authority, in the 
exercise of its fiscal, military and postal powers. The same 
principle, however, should be applicable to the same extent 
to corporations or other agencies created and employed by 
the United States under the commerce power, in the event 
that a policy of federal incorporation of interstate railroads 
should be adopted. 'Such federal corporations would un
doubtedly be held exempt from state taxation of their cor
porate franchises, or their right to engage in the business of 
interstate transportation, and of their acts and operations 
under their federal charter, but their property would be sub-
ject to state property taxes. . 

The principle that a state must not tax interstate transpor
tation or acts necessary to its completion raises at once the 
question: what is a tax on transportation? The line of 
reasoning is that a tax is a regulation, that Congress alone 
may impose regulations upon that part of interstate com
merce which requires uniformity of regulation, that inter
state transportation does require such uniformity, and that, 
therefore, the states may not impose taxes upon interstate 
transportation. Here again we are faced with the necessity 
of giving a practical interpretation to the Constitution which 
will not cripple state power to tax persons and property. 
The fact that so many forms of taxation may affect inter
state transportation to some degree has made it necessary for 
the Court to refrain from holding that every tax which even 
;remotely affects interstate transportation is a tax upon that 
subject, and hence an unconstitutiOnal regulation thereof. 
It has had recourse to the now familiar and somewhat vague 
distinction between acts which are a "regulation" or 
" burden" upon transportation and acts which only inci
dentally affect it. 

It has already been shown that the Court decided in the 
Peniston case that a state property tax was not an uncon-
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stitutional burden upon or interference with the execution of 
federal powers by agencies created for that purpose." Oearly 
no stronger reasons exist for considering a state property 
tax to be an interference. with interstate commerce, than for 
considering it to be an interference with the operations of 
federal agencies. Therefore, the Court gave its approval to 
taxes imposed by the states upon property within their 
borders used for interstate transportation. Mr. Justice 
Strong, who wrote the opinion in the Peniston case, re
marked in another opinion written a short time before: 

So it must be admitted that a tax upon any article of personal 
property, that may become a subject of commerce, or upon any 
instrument of commerce, affects commerce itself .... Still it 
is not a tax upon transportation, or upon commerce, and it has 
never been seriously doubted that such a tax may be laid.· 

In two other cases decided near the end of the period under 
consideration, the Court stated that a tax upon property used 
in transportation within the jurisdiction of the state is not 
a tax upon transportation and, therefore, is not invalid even 
where interstate commerce is involved, where no discrimina
tion is made against interstate commerce.' This rule has be
come settled law. 

On the other hand, the Court consistently has refused to 
sustain a state tax levied upon passengers or freight trans
ported in interstate or foreign commerce because of such 
transportation. Such a tax is regarded as a tax upon and 
regulation of transportation, and in violation of the exclusive 

, s"" p. 102, supra. 
t SIoI. Tu .... RtOihrIoy G ...... RHftt/s (1873), IS Wall. 28.t. 294- The 

Court subsequently overruled the docisioa in this case (P'ikrd.lplti4 & 
S. M. S. S. Co. Y. p....."m-iG (1887), 122 u. S. 326), but the passage 
quoted has not been discredited. 

t GI •• c.sl ... F....., Co. T. P"'IU)I/wJt ... (dI8S). "4 u. S. 196, 200; 
PIli/IJII.'pA ... & S. M. S. S. Co. Y. P-.ylwaio, ... t-
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power of Congress over that particular part of interstate and 
foreign commerce. This was one of the reasons advanced 
by members of the Court in the Passenger Cases (1849); 
for denying the power of New York and Massachusetts to 
impose a head tax on alien passengers landing in their ports . 

. Owing to the confusion of opinions in the Passenger Cases, 
they can scarcely be regarded as authoritative in establishing 
general rules of constitutional interpretation, but all doubt 
upon this particular point was removed by a group of cases 
decided in 1876.2 In these cases the Court decided that a 
state tax on passengers, collected from them, or on a vessel 
or its owners for the exercise of the right of landing 
passengers, is void because it is a regulation of the transpor
tation of passengers, a subject confided exclusively to the 
discretion of Congress. Similarly, the Court in Case of the 
State Freight T= (1873), held that a Pennsylvania statute 
was unconstitutional which provided that every company 
doing business in Pennsylvania on whose works freight may 
be transported, with certain exceptions, should pay a tax at 
specified rates on each ton of freight carried over, through, 
or upon its works within the state, that freight carried over 
different but continuous lines should be taxed but once, and 
that the companies were authorized to add the tax to the 
amount of their tolls or charges.8 This statute is described 
in considerable detail because the Court laid stress upon these 
details in finding that the burden of the tax was intended to 
rest upon the freight transported because of its transporta
tion, and not upon the business of the transportation com
panies as such. It, therefore, had no hesitation in declaring 
this particular measure to be a tax upon, and therefore regu-

1 7 How. 283. See pp. !l4. 8S. supra. 
I Henderson v. Mayor of lhe Cily of New York, 92 U. S. 2S9; Chy 

L.ng v. Freffll(Jn, 92 U. S. 27S. 

I IS WaIl. 230. 
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lation of, interstate- transportation since it applied to all 
freight, including interstate shipments, moving within the 
state. 

This distinction between a tax upon the freight transported 
and a tax upon the business of the carriers proved very 
troublesome in connection with the taxation of corporations .. 
In the case of corporations created by the taxing state, the 
Court was at first disposed to permit the state to impose a 
burden upon interstate transportation by taxing the gross 
receipts derived therefrom. The basis for upholding such 
taxation was found in the recognized power possessed by 
each state to tax corporate franchises of its own creation, as 
appears in the decision in State Tax on Railway Gross Re
ceipts, in the same term in which the Case of the State Freight 
Tax was decided.' This decision upheld a Pennsylvania stat
ute which provided that every railroad, canal and transporta
tion company incorporated under Pennsylvania laws, and not 
liable to a tax upon income, should pay a tax of three-quarters 
per cent of its gross receipts in addition to other taxes pro
vided by law. The reasoning of the decision is somewhat 
confused, but out of this confusion there emerges a definite 
statement that the states may tax the franchises of corpora
tions created by them, that the tax may be proportioned ac
cording to the value of the franchise or the eJ.."tent of its exer
cise, and that gross receipts may be a measure either of such 
value or of such exercise. So regarded the Court was un
able to see how such a tax was any more a tax or burden 
upon transportation than a tax upon the value of other prop
erty of the corporation, which, as already pointed out, is held 
to be within the taxing power of the states.' The opinion 

• (.873). 's Wall. 284-
• The Court also attempted to sustain this tax on the ground that the 

cross receipts, when taxed, were the property of the corporation, aod as 
sud! subject to a state property tax. The fallac;r of this argument, lying 
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made no distinction between the franchise to be a corporation 
with its various attributes such as limited liability, the right 
to sue and be sued as a corporation, and legal entity separate 
and distinct from that of its stockholders or members, and 
the franchise to engage in the business of interstate transpor
tation. It is, therefore, impossible to tell which type of fran
chise the Court considered to be the subject upon which the 
gross receipts tax was imposed. 

In 1887 another Pennsylvania gross receipts tax was pre
sented to the Court in Philadelphia and Southern Mail Steam
ship Company v. Pennsylvania ' in such a way as to make 
it clear that the subject taxed was the franchise to engage in 
the business of transportation. The statute taxed the gross 
receipts from transportation, not only of Pennsylvania cor
porations, but also of corporations of other states or coun
tries doing business in Pennsylvania. Since the latter class 
of corporations did not owe their corporate existence to 
Pennsylvania, the Court found that the tax could not have 
been intended to be imposed upon the corporate franchise. 
It held that as a tax upon the franchise of doing the business 
of transportation in carrying on interstate and foreign com
merce it was unconstitutional, and could not be enforced even 
against a Pennsylvania corporation. In using the phrase 
.. the franchise of doing business", the Court was perhaps 
confusing the f'ight to do business, which exists without 
legislative grant, and the franchise to do business in a cor
porate capacity, which is created by legislative grant. The 
latter, with respect to Pennsylvania corporations, was a cor
porate franchise granted by the taxing state. To the extent 

in the fact that the receipts were taxed, not because of their value as. 
property, but because of the source from which they were derived, was 
recognized in Phi/ade/phia & S. M. s. S. Co. v. Penn.syivania (1887), 
123 U. S. 326, 34'. 

1 123 U. S. 326. 
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that the statute taxed this franchise to do business as a 
·corporation created by Pennsylvania, it could have been 
sustained consistently with the opinion in the Gross Receipts 
-case. But the statute in the Philadelphia Steamship Com. 
pany case sought to extend the eA-ercise of the state taxing 
power to the franchise to do interstate business in a cQr
porate capacity granted by, other states. The case is, there· 
fore, technically distinguishable from the Gross Receipts 
case. Nevertheless, the Philadelphia Steamship Company 
case has always been regarded as overruling the Gross 
Receipts case because its reasoning is clearly opposed to sus· 
taining a tax upon gross receiptS derived from interstate 
transportation even if imposed under the guise of a tax on 
the corporate franchise. The following passages from the 
opinion may be cited in support of this statement: 

••. No doubt the capital stock of the former [domestic 
corporations 1, regarded as inhabitants of the state, or their prop
erty, may be taxed as other corporations and inhabitants are, 
provided no discrimination be made against them as corpora· 
tions carrying on foreign or interstate commerce, so as to make 
the tax, in effect, a tax on such commerce. But their business 
as carriers in foreign or interstate commerce cannot be taxed by 
the state, under the plea that they are e.""ercising a franchise. 

• . • The corporate franchises, the property, the business, the 
income of corporations created by a state may undoubtedly be 
taxed by a state; but, in imposing such taxes, care should be 
taken not to interfere With or hamper, directly or by indirection, 
interstate or foreign commerce, or any other matter exclusively 
within the jurisdiction of the federal government.' 

This decision makes it clear that a state, in exercising its 
recognized power to tax the franchise to be a corporation of 
its own creation, is not free from all restraint but must avoid 

"22 U. S. 344. 34S-
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methods which, in the opinion of the Court, make the tax, in 
effect, a tax on interstate commerce. ,A tax varying witb 
gross receipts from interstate transportation violates thi! 
principle. The decision left open for future consideration 
other standards of measurement of taxes upon the corporate 
franchises, such as the net income of the corporation. The 
cases more definitely drawing the line between permitted and 
prohibited forms of taxation of domestic corporations belong 
to the periods to be considered in subsequent chapters. 

As to foreign corporations, by which term is meant any 
corporation other than those created by the state imposing 
the tax, the decisions do not present so much difficulty. The 
Court much more readily found a tax imposed on such cor
porations to be a tax or burden upon interstate transportation 
in violation of the commerce clause of the Constitution be
cause the issue could not be clouded by an attempt to justify 
the tax as within the powers which a state might exercise 
over corporations of its own creation. The distinction, pre
viously referred to, between a tax on the freight transported 
and a tax on the business of the transporting company, was 
never observed with reference to interstate transportation 
by foreign corporations. Thus in Gloucester Ferry Co. v. 
Pennsylvania a state statute taxing every company, domestic 
and foreign, doing business in the state, except insurance 
companies and banks, at specified rates upon their entire 
capital stock was held invalid as applied to a foreign corpora
tion whose only business in Pennsylvania was the interstate 
transportation of passengers and freight by ferry! The 
Court could not regard this tax as a tax upon property be
cause it was measured by the entire capital stock of the com
panies which to a large extent represented property beyond 
the jurisdiction of the taxing state; nor could the tax be 
regarded as one imposed upon the franchise to be a corpora-

1(,885), II4 u. S. ,!)Ii. 
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tion as it made no distinction between domestic and foreign 
corporations. This left as the only ground for imposing the 
tax, the fact that the corporation was doing business within 
the taxing state, and the business being interstate transpor
tation, the tax was held to be an unconstitutional regulation 
of that subject. In so deciding, the Court said that the free~ 
dom of transportation between the states, secured under the 
commercial power of Congress, "implies exemption from 
charges other than such as are imposed by way of compensa
tion for the use of property employed, or for facilities 
afforded for its use, or as ordinary taxes upon the value of 
the property".1 A tax on the gross receipts derived by a 
foreign corporation from interstate transportation was also 
held to be an unconstitutional burden on such transportation.· 

In the period considered in this chapter the Supreme Court 
had only sketched the outlines of its interpretation of the 
effect of the commerce clause of the Constitution upon the 
taxing power of the states. In the various opinions on the 
subject, it is very evident that the Court was seeking to avoid 
technical considerations' and to ascertain the actual practical 
effect of the various forms of state taxation on which its 
judgment was required. On the one hand, it sought to pro
tect the essential power of the states to raise the revenues 
necessary to sustain their governments; on the other hand, 
it sought to preserve the freedom of commercial intercourse 
between the states. Whenever the state taxing power came 
in contact with interstate transportation, the general method 
of approach was to inquire whether the tax was a tax upon 
such transportation. If the only possible ground for taxa
tion was the transaction of the business of interstate trans
portation within the state, then the Court was constrained to 

I (1~5). ll~ U. S .• '7. 
• Fargo Y. Miclliga .. (1887). 121 u. S. 2JO. ~ also the discussion of 

Pllilodrlpllio. I/e. S. S. Co. Y. P.......-yk ......... po. 108, Stlf>ra. 
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find that the tax was in fact levied upon such transportation 
and, therefore, was an unconstitutional regulation thereof. 
But where some other basis for taxation could be found, such 
as the presence of property within the jurisdiction of the 
state, and the tax was of genera! character, not discriminating 
against transportation and equally applicable to those engaged 
in other occupations, the mere fact that persons and corpora
tions engaged in interstate transportation or property used 
therein were subject to the tax, did not in the opinion of the 
Court make it a tax upon interstate transportation. The 
states, however, under the guise of taxing their own in
habitants and corporations or property within their borders 
were not permitted to discriminate against interstate trans
portation or to measure such a tax by the gross receipts there
from. In such cases the Court disregarded the technical 
basis of taxation assumed by the states, and found that the 
taxes were, in fact if not in form, levied upon interstate trans
portation and, therefore, were unconstitutional regulations 
thereof. • 

A brief summary will now be given of the status of 
judicial interpretation of the Constitution in 1887 as affect
ing the relations of the states and the nation with respect 
to the control of interstat.e carriers. The active exercise of 
the federal power to regulate such carriers was then but com
mencing, but the United States Supreme Court had already 
established a basis for federal regulation by a series of de
cisions of which the more important have been reviewed in 
this chapter. The Court had made it clear that the power 
of Congress to regulate commerce with foreign .nations and 
among the several states is a comprehensive power, without 
limitation other than those imposed by the express prohibi
tions of the Constitution and its amendments, to prescribe 
the conditions on which such commerce in all its forms shall 
be' conducted. It had, therefore, been held that the power of 
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Congress embraces, not only the sale and exchange of com
modities, but commercial intercourse including the trans
portation of both passengers and merchandise by land as well 
as by water. The Court's interpretation had also recognized 
that the power extends to the regulation of the highways and 
instrumentalities used for transportation including, not only 
the older means of transportation in vogue when the Consti
tution was adopted, but also those of later development. The 
exercise of this power could, in the opinion of the Court, 
reach interstate and foreign commerce at all points within 
the borders of the several states; nor did the fact that a 
highway or instrumentality of transportation was entirely 
within the territorial jurisdiction of a singfe state, exempt it 
from federal control if it was used for interstate transporta
tion. In accordance with these principles, the regulation of 
all parts of the charges for interstate transportation had been 
declared to be within the jurisdiction of Congress. Thus. 
when Congress in 1887 undertook to regulate the affairs of 
interstate carriers by the Interstate Commerce Act, its power 
to prescribe the conditions on which interstate transportation 
should be conducted was held by the Court to be plenary and 
subject only to express constitutional prohibitions such as 
those contained in the Fifth Amendment protecting liberty 
and property. 

<A foundation of judicial interpretation had also been laid 
for the fostering and promotion of interstate transportation 
by congressional legislation· which does more than merely 
prescribe the rules for the conduct of such transportation. 
As a basis for federal legislation designed to promote inter
state commerce, there existed in 1887, not only the long line 
of decisions based upon the commerce clause, but also a 
broad interpretation of the power to make al11aws necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution the powers vested by 
the Constitution in the federal government. This power. 
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as interpreted in McCulloch v. Maryltmd and subsequent de
cisions, does not stop at legislation absolutely indispensable 
to the execution of enumerated federal powers, but extends 
to all appropriate means of carrying them into effect. Thus 
we have seen that the creation by federal law of corporations 
to further the execution of the fiscal, military and postal 
powers had been approved by the Court by decisions of which 
the reasoning was equally applicable to the commerce power. 
Similarly, federal regulation of intrastate transactions, if in 

. fact necessary for the protection of interstate transportation, 
clearly conforms with this interpretation of the .. necessary 
and proper" clause. But the regulation of intrastate com
merce as such, and not reasonably appropriate to the execu
tion of other federal powers, had been declared by the Court 
to be beyond the scope of congressional authority. 

The Court's position in 1887 with respect to the power of 
states to adopt legislation affecting interstate transportation 
is characierized by a conflict between its view that such trans
·portation is a part of commerce requiring a single and uni
form system of regulation to be prescribed only by Congress, 
and its recognition of the necessity of protecting the powers 
of the states to protect the health, safety and general welfare 
of those within their borders and to raise the necessary 
revenue for the support of their governments. Thus the 
general rule had been established that state legislation regu
lating or imposing burdens upon transportation between the 
states was unconstitutional as an invasion of the exclusive 
power of Congress to regulate that subject. But this rule 
was subject to exception with respect to certain particular 
subjects of regulation which, although clearly embraced in 
the general conception of transportation, were recognized by 
the Court to be of such character as to permit or require 
diversity of regulation appropriate to local conditions. The 
Court had sustained. state legislation, not conflicting with 
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laws of the United States, regulating such subjects as trans
portation by interstate ferry, bridges over navigable streams, 
pilotage, harbor improvements and quarantine. Further
more, all state legislation affecting interstate transportation 
was not regarded as a regulation thereof or a burden thereon. 
In order to avoid undue impairment of the police power of 
the states, the Court was disposed to balance the local need 
for the legislation against the effect upon interstate transpor
tation, and where the latter was comparatively insignificant, 
state legislation would be sustained as merely incidentally 
affecting interstate commerce without imposing a burden 
thereon. In this balancing process we find, for example, 
that the Court finally forbade state regulation of charges for 
interstate transportation even where the welfare of residents 
of the state was involved, but permitted the regulation of 
charges incidental thereto for such services as storage and 
wharfage. The exaction by the state of reasonable charges 
for facilitieS and privileges used by interstate carriers was not 
regarded as an unconstitutional regulation of interstate com
merce. In the field of ta."<:ation, the Court sought to protect 
interstate transportation from the direct burden of state 
taxation upon transportation as such, but where transporta
tion in common with other occupations was subjected to 
general state taxation such as a property tax, the Court did 
not regard the tax as an unconstitutional burden upon inter-
state commerce. 

It must always be remembered that these various forms of 
state action which had been sustained by the Court as within 
the reserved powers of the states are subordinate to legisla
tion adopted by Congress under its power to regulate inter
state commerce, and are void if in conflict therewith. The 
Court always recognized that the clause of the Constitution 
declaring that the laws of the United States made in pur
suance thereof shall be the supreme law of the land, gives 
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such laws precedence over state legislation which, in the 
absence of conflicting federal laws, would be a valid exercise 
of state power. 

The situation in 1887, therefore, was that the Constitution 
itself and the judicial interpretation thereof by the United 
States Supreme Court had firmly entrenched the federal gov
ernment in a dominant position in the control of interstate 
carriers. Its power to take any action appropriate to the 
protection or promotion of interstate commerce was prac
tical1y unlimited. The scope of state action with respect to 
such carriers was closely limited by the Court's interpretation 
of the Constitution itself. Furthermore, the recognized 
reserved powers of the states were subordinate to federal 
authority in matters concerning interstate commerce. The 
fundamental principles of the separation of state and federal 
power at this time had been established in outline. The 
specific applications and development of these principles in 
subsequent years will be the subject of the two fol1owing 
chapters. 



CHAPTER III 

JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE 

POWERS. 1887-1920 

THIS chapter will consider the judicial interpretation of 
federal and state power to regulate interstate carriers from 
1887 to 1920. The period under consideration began with 
the enactment of the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887. 
which was the first attempt of Congress to subject interstate 
carriers to any considerable degree of federal regulation, 
and ended with the enactment of the Transportation Act of 
1920 which greatly extended the scope of federal interven
tion in the relations of the states to interstate carriers. 'This 
period was characterized by the ever-increasing exercise of 
federal power over the interstate business of the carriers. 
It is true that the relations of interstate carriers to the states 
in matters involving intrastate transportation were frequently 
affected by federal regulation of their interstate affairs. 
Nevertheless, the system of regulation throughout this period 
was essentially dual, and state power over intrastate matters 
was in general restricted by federal authority only in partic
ular situations having an intimate and direct connection with 
the interstate business of the carrier. It was in 1920 that 
Congress definitely asserted its predominance in the general 
regulation of the intrastate business of carriers engaged in 
interstate transportation. But during the period considered 
in this chapter the Court foreshadowed this revOlutionary 
extension of federal control to intrastate transportation by 
some of its decisions sustaining federal power and restrict
ing state power in the regulation of intrastate transportation. 

117 
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It has been shown in the preceding chapter that the fed
eral power to regulate commerce between the several states 
had been very liberally and broadly defined even before the 
active federal regulation of interstate carriers had com
menced. The decisions of the United States Supreme Court 
. in the period now under discussion applied the general prin
ciples stated by the Court in the preceding period to specific 
legislation. The old definitions of the various phrases of the 
commerce clause were frequently reiterated or restated. It 
will be recalled that Chief Justice Marshall in Gibbons v. 
Ogden took up successively the terms "commerce", "among 
the several states" and "to regulate", and defined them 
with great care.' Nearly a century later Mr. Justice Van 
Devanter undertook the same task with the following result; 

1. The term .. commerce" comprehends more than the mere 
exchange of goods. It embraces commercial intercourse in all 
its branches, including transportation of passengers and prop
erty by common carriers, whether carried on by water or by land. 

2. The phrase "among the several states" marks the dis
tinction, for the purpose of governmental regulation, between 
commerce which concerns two or more states and commerce 
which is confined to a single state and does not affect other 
states,-the power to regulate the former being conferred upon 
Congress, and the regulation of the latter remaining with the 
states several1y. 

3 ... To regulate ", in the sense intended, is to foster, protect, 
control and restrain, with appropriate regard for the welfare 
of those who are immediately concerned and of the public at 
large.' 

The definitions of " commerce" and " among the several 
states" given by Van Devanter do not vary in any essential 
particular from those given by Marshall. It is in dealing 

1 (1824), 9 Wheat. I. See pp. 62, 63, ... pra. 
S Second Employ"'" Liability Cas,. (1912),223 U. S. 1,46, 47. 
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with the phrase .. to regulate" that we note a change in 
judicial interpretation. To Marshall, the power to regulate 
commerce was the power .. to prescribe the rule by which 
commerce is to be governed" ; to Van Devanter it was .. to 
foster, protect, control and restrain ", While Marshall's 
definition would clearly embrace the conceptions of control 
and restraint, the implications of the words .. to foster and 
pl'otect" seem much broader than those of the words used 
by Marshall. The 1l0wer to regulate commerce, conceived 
as a power to foster and protect commerce, embraces more 
than the authority specifically granted by the commerce 
clause as interpreted by Marshall. It practically throws into 
the commerce clause itself, powers which Marshall would 
have been compelled to seek in the necessary and proper 
clause. 

But this difference in interpretation is in form rather than 
in substance. It does not seem likely that the author of the 
broad interpretation of the .. necessary and proper" clause 
found in McCulloch v. Maryland 1 would have denied that 
Congress had power to enact laws designed to foster and pro
tect commerce as well as to establish the rule by which it shall 
be governed. There may be a distinction between the pro
tection and the regulation of commerce. But unless it is 
protected, it cannot be regulated. Therefore its protection 
would seem clearly to fall within Marshall's interpretation 
of the "necessary and proper" clause as "essential", "requi
site" or at least .. an appropriate means" to the execution 
of the power to regulate commerce. Whether we prefer to 
find the authority to foster and protect commerce in the 
commerce clause or in the .. necessary and proper .. clause, is 
immaterial. The important fact is that the existence in 
Congress of this power to foster and protect commerce 
among the several states has been sustained repeatedly by 

1 See pp. 7'. n. ~ 



120 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

the Court. It is thus apparent in discussing the powers of 
Congress in general terms, that the combined effect of Mar
shall's interpretations of the commerce clause and the "neces
sary and proper" clause was to attribute to Congress com
mercial powers as broad as those indicated by the sweeping 
definitions used by Mr. Justice Van Devanter. 

It is when we leave the realm of generalities and address 
our attention to the specific applications of these general 
definitions, that the real expansion of the Court's conception 
of federal commercial power becomes apparent. Let us first 
consider the regulation of the carrier's relation to its patrons, 
that is the terms upon which interstate transportation of 
passengers or merchandise is rendered. The general power 
of Congress to regulate the charges for interstate transpor
tation had been so clearly recognized by the Supreme Court 
prior to the enactment of the Interstate Commerce Act of 
1887' that the existence of this power was not seriously 
questioned thereafter. This power was conceded to include 
legislation designed to protect individual shippers from the 
imposition of unreasonable or discriminatory rates. The 
exercise of federal power, however, was not confined to the 
protection of individuals; the Interstate Commerce Com
mission sought to institute radical changes in the rate struc
ture affecting the economic interrelations of various sections 
and localities, and its authority to take such action was chal
lenged. This led to the decision in Interstate Commerce 
Commission v. Chicago, Rock Islami and Pacific Railway in 
1910 which involved an order of the Commission reducing 
rates from eastern points to the Missouri River cities such 
as Kansas City, St. Joseph and Omaha." The order was 
attacked on the ground that its effect would be to give to the 

1 Wabash, St. L. & P. Ry. v. Illinois (.886), 118 U. S. 557. See pp. 
70. 71, SN/Wa. 

• 2.8 U. S. 88. 
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jobbers of the Missouri River cities supremacy over the job
bers of the Central Freight Association territory by enabling 
the former to obtain their merchandise from the East at a 
lower cost than prior to the order. Notwithstanding this 
disturbance of pre-existing economic rdations, the order 
was sustained by the Supreme Court as a proper exercise of 
the power to establish reasonable rates and remove discrimi
nation. The Court, however, indicated that the order would 
not have been sustained if its purpose had been .to establish 
the economic supremacy of the Missouri River cities. In 
other words, federal control of interstate rates may be exer
cised to remove discriminations between localities notwith
standing the resulting change in their economic status, but 
may not be exercised for the purpose of effecting such 
change where the previous rate structure is neither unreason
able nor discriminatory. This merely affirms the power to 
remove rate discrimination between localities and denies the 
power to establish such discrimination. 

Qosdy connected with the regulation of rates is the regu
lation of the carriers' liability for loss or damage to ship
ments. In the absence of federal regulation of this subject, 
it has been generally hdd that the establishment of rules of 
liability arising even from interstate transactions is within 
the reserved powers of the states.' Neverthdess a rule of 
liability for loss or damage arising in interstate transporta
tion is so clearly a rule by which interstate commerce shall 
be governed within Marshall's definition of the commerce 
clause, that it was inevitable that federal regulation of this 
subject should be sustained. Thus the Carmack Amendment 
of 1906' making the initial carrier liable to the shipper for 
loss or damage on any road over which the shipment passes 
regardless of limitations of liahility in the bill of lading 

I See P. 90. ~; p. 164. iIo/t-a. 
• J4 Stat. L s84. sgs. 
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was upheld, and where the provisions of federal and state 
laws concerning liability conflict, the federal rules prevaiJ.1 

The regulation of the relations between carriers and their 
shippers and passengers perhaps more clearly falls within 
even the narrowest definitions of the power to regulate com
merce than any other form of regulation in the field of 
transportation. It is, however, almost equally clear that the 
federal commerce power embraces the regulation of the 
physical instrumentalities by which interstate transportation 
is furnished. We have already seen that, long before Con
gress exercised control over the physical instrumentalities of 
land transportation, the Court in the Daniel Ball case had 
sustained federal regulation of navigable streams used in in
terstate commerce and the vessels navigating those streams.' 
The reasoning of that case was equally applicable to artificial 
highways of commerce and the vehicles used thereon. It 
was, therefore, logical and reasonable for the Court to hold 
that there was no distinction in this respect between water 
and land or artificial highways of commerce, but that "on 
the contrary, ,the same fullness of control exists in the one 
case as in the other, and the same power to remove obstruc
tions from the one as from the other".s This power ,. ex
tends incidentally to every instrument and agent by which 
such commerce is carried on ".' It embraces not only the 
commercial highways, such as ,the roadbed and rails of rail
roads, but also all the equipment and roIling stock belonging 
to carriers engaged in interstate commerce.' Thus the cars 

I Atlantic Coast Li ... R. R. v. RiversUk Mills (1911), 219 u. S. 186; 
Adams Express Co. v. Croninger (1913),226 U. S.491. 

, See pp. 67-69, supra. 
'In .. Deb. (ISgS), 158 u. S. 564. 591 • 

• Second Emplo:;.d Liabilit:; Cas .. (1912),223 U. S. 1,47; MinnesotJI 
Rat. Cas .. (1913), 230 u. S. 352,399-

'Interstat. Commerce Com ",is';'" v. ll/ilOOis CmtrtJI R. R. (1910), 
215 U. S. 452; S ... thent R:;. Y. U"it.d Stat .. (1911),222 U. S. 20. 
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of an interstate carrier, used solely for the transportation of 
its own fuel, were held to be subject to orders of the Inter
state Commerce Commission establishing rules for the equi
table distribution of coal cars to shippers, notwithstanding 
the contention of the carriers that these cars were beyond the 
reach of federal power because they were not used in inter
state transportation.1 The power of Congress to regulate 
railroad equipment actually used in interstate commerce by 
requiring the use of various safety devices and imposing 
and enforcing inspection rules has been sustained.· The 
same power has been held to extend to the regulation of 
equipment of an interstate carrier used only in intrastate 
transportation, since the safety of passengers and employees' 
in interstate commerce depends, not only upon the condition 
of the equipment on which they are riding, but also upon 
that used in intrastate trains on the same line.' 

We will now proceed a step beyond the regulation of the 
terms on which transportation is furnished, and of the 
physical equipment used in transportation, and direct our 
attenton to the regulation of the management and affairs of 
the carriers other than the actual transportation service to 
the public. In this field the exercise of federal power has 
been much more vigorously contested. To this the Court 
applied the principles that commerce in the constitutional 
sense embraces more than rpere shipments and extends to 
the carriers engaged in interstate commerce, certainly in so 
far as so en.,aaged,· and that Congress has control over 
interstate carriers co in all matters having such a close and 
substantial relation to interstate commerce that it is neces-

, IIIf .... IaI. C .... Ift ..... Co .. ...w;". v. 111 ....... CtIItnJl R. Rv ... prg. 
I Joluuoa v. So"''''''' Poeific Co. (1904), 196 u. s. 1. 

I SolO/A .... R3. v. Ullittrd Slalo., ... p .... ; T ...... cS- Poeific Ry. v. Rigw., 
(11116),241 U. S. 33-

• 1"""._ COMMm:. C~. v. In ....... CtIItnJl R. R. (IIIIO). 
alS U. S. 452, 414-
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sary or appropriate to exercise the control for the effective 
government of that commerce "! The Sherman Act of 
1 890 prohibiting and penalizing .. every contract, combina
tion in the form of trust or otherwise, or conspiracy, in re
straint of trade or commerce among the several states, or 
with foreign nations" • as applied to interstate carriers went 
distinctly beyond the mere regulation of transportation ser
vice as such. It is true that the purpose of its enactment 
and enforcement, so far as interstate carriers are concerned, 
was to protect interstate transportation from such increase 
of charges as might arise from the elimination of competi
tion, and in that sense the Act may be said to be a regulation 
of transportation service. Interstate transportation, how
ever, could have been protected by a close scrutiny of the 
rates resulting from agreements between competing carriers, 
and the application to such rates of the ordinary regulatory 
procedure designed to prevent unreasonable and discrimina
tory charges. In enforcing the Sherman Act against car
riers the federal authorities did not concern themselves with 
the reasonableness of the terms upon which transportation 
service was being rendered by the members of a combination, 
but merely with the existence of any agreement whereby 
rates could be fixed by agreement between competitors. In 
this sense, the exercise of federal power was more than a 
regulation of transportation as such, but was a regulation of 
the management of the carriers. This form of federal 
regulation was sustained by the Supreme Court in 1897 and 
1898 by decisions which held that the rate agreements of 
the Trans-Missouri Freight Association and the Joint Traffic 
Association were void under the Sherman Act.· These 

I Houslon, E. & W. T. Ry. v. United Slolts (1914), 234 u. S. 342. 

JSS· 
, 26 Stat. 1.. 209-

• United Slates v. T,ans~Missouri Freight Associalio,., 166 U. S.290; 
Uniled Sloles v. Joinl Tro/fi& Associ.,Um, l]I U. S. 50S. 
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agreements, made between freight associations of competing 
carriers, provided in substance that the rates in the territory 
covered by these associations should be established by a 
committee of the association and observed by all members 
who did not give immediate written notice of dissent. Even 
though the rates thus established were reasonable, the agree
ments were held to be illegal.' In N orthern Securities Co. 
v. United States," decided in 1904, the Court sustained an. 
even greater extension of the exercise of federal power 
under the Sherman Act by holding that the acquisition by a 
holding company of stock control of competing carriers was 
an illegal restraint of trade, and therefore a violation of the 
act. The holding company was not engaged in interstate 
commerce, the carriers whose stock it held were parties to 
no agreement fixing rates, yet the relation of the arrange
ment to interstate commerce was so close and substantial as 
to warrant federal interference with the common ownership 
of the carriers' stock. The decision thus sanctions an exer
cise of federal control of the affairs of interstate carriers 
very much beyond the regulation of their transportation 
service. 

The Court also upheld federal regulation of business 
activities of interstate carriers not embraced in their public 
function of furnishing transportation for hire. It is true 
that the transactions so regulated have had a very direct 
connection with their interstate transportation business which 
afforded ample justification for federal intervention. Such 
a decision was made in 1906 when the Court held that the 
provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act against discrimi
nation were violated by a carrier selling coal to be delivered 
to the purchaser after an interstate transportation over its 

1 UMit'" S/O,.. Y. T ......... MWovri F .... g'" AuociaIioto, ... ~; UMit'" 
SIal,. Y. Jo;", Tro/li< As.sociolio .. .... "... 

• r93 U. S. r\l7. 
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own lines at a price insufficient to reimburse the carrier both 
for the amount it paid for the coal at the mines and for its 
transportation to the purchaser at its published rates.' The 
Court pointed out that, if this practice were permitted, a 
carrier could easily avoid its published tariffs by buying and 
seIling many of the commodities moving over its lines and 
thus defeat the federal legislation against discrimination in 
rates. The principle of this decision was embodied in the 
so-called commodities clause of the Hepburn Act of 1906, 
forbidding the interstate transportation by any railroad com
pany of .. any article or commodity, other .than timber and 
the manufactured products thereof, manufactured, mined, or 
produced by it, or under its authority, or' which it may own 
in whole or in part, or' in which it may have any interest 
direct or indirect, except such articles or commodities as 
may be necessary and intended for its use in the conduct of 
its business as a common carrier". 8 It cannot be said that 
the Court has sustained this enactment in its entirety if its 
terms are accepted at their full face value. Without defi
nitely declaring that any part of this provision is unconsti
tutional, the Court, by a very intricate and involved process 
of interpretation, substantially changed the meaning of the 
clause. Giving to the word .. or" as italicized in the above 
quotation its usual disjunctive meaning, the clause would 
appear to prohibit the transportation of articles manufac
tured, mined or produced by the carrier whether or not it 
owned and had an interest in them at the time of transpor
tation. Such, however, was not the interpretation of the 
Court which made the ownership of, or an interest in the 
commodity at the time of transportation the sole criterion 

'New York, N. H. l!r H. R. R. v. In'ff".'. Com,...,.,. Commission, 
200 U. S. 36,. 

t Italics mine . 
• 34 Stat. L. 584. 
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of illegality, and said that" we should treat the prohibitions 
as having a common purpose, that is, the dissociation of 
railroad companies prior to transportation from articles or 
commodities, whether the association resulted from manu
facture, mining, production or ownership, or interest, direct 
or indirect." 1 It was, therefore, decided that the commodi
ties clause did not prohibit the transportation of coal pre
viously mined by a railroad which it did not own at the time 
of transportation.' In this decision the Court specifically 
refused to decide the questionS whether the federal cor:.n
merce power embraces authority to control or prohibit the 
manufacture, mining, production or ownership of an article 
by a carrier simply because it may become the subject of 
interstate commerce, and if not, whether this power can 
impliedly be made to embrace subjects which it does not con
trol, by forbidding a railroad engaged in interstate com
merce from carrying lawful articles because at some time 
prior to transportation it had manufactured, mined, produced 
or owned them. The refusal of the Court to decide these 
questions, of course, raised grave doubt concerning the 
power of Congress thus to regulate the private intrastate 
activities of interstate carriers. The commodities clause as 
interpreted, or modified, by the Court was, however, sus
tained,' and federal power to prohibit the interstate trans
portation of articles owned by the transporting carrier thus 
received the sanction of the Court. This legislation was 
upheld as a constitutional exercise of the commerce power 
intended to cure or prevent the evils of discrimination that 
might arise, if, in hauling goods, the carrier occupied the 
dual and inconsistent position of public carrier and public 

I Ullittd Sial .. v. D.I-. GIld HodtoM Co. (Igog), 213 u. S.366,. 4'2. 
• Ullittd Sial .. T. D.r-. GIld HodtoM Co~ sr.1nL 
• Unittd SIaI'$ T. D.I...,.". GIld HodtoM Co., $MFa; D.r-., 1.. c5-

W. R. R. T. U.iltd Slot .. (1913), 231 u. S. 36J. 



128 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS . 
shipper. The principle was thus confirmed that Congress 
may intervene in the affairs of carriers as dealers in com
modities in order to secure the proper performance of their 
public function of rendering transportation for hire. 

The Supreme Court has sustained a large measure of 
federal control of the management of the relations between 
interstate carriers and their employees. Federal legislation 
in this field on which the Court took action during the period 
under consideration embraced such subjects as liability for 
injuries, hours of service, and wages, concerning which fed
eral action was upheld, and union affiliations which Congress 
was not permitted to regulate. 

The old common-law rules applicable to the liability of 
employer to employee for death or injuries arising from 
negligence made it very difficult for the employee to recover 
damages because his action could be defeated if his own 
negligence contributed to the injury, if the accident arose 
from the negligence of a fellow employee, or if he accepted 
or continued in employment with knowledge of the risk 
causing the accident. Federal legislation was enacted modi
fying or abrogating these three defenses of contributory 
negligence, negligence of a fellow servant, and assumption 
of risk in actions arising from the death or injury of em
ployees of iJ;lterstate carriers.' The first act of this character 
was declared to be unconstitutional because its benefits ex
tended not only to employees actually engaged in interstate 
commerce at the time of the injury, but to all employees of 
interstate carriers even if their employment at the time of 
the injury had no direct relation to interstate commerce." 
The ground of .this decision was, in substance, that one who 
engages in interstate commerce does not thereby submit all 
his business to federal regulation, as such a doctrine would 

1 June II, 1906, 34 Stat. L. 232-

I Employers' Liability Cas .. (lgoB), 2O'J u. S.463-
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extend the power of Congress to every conceivable subject 
and destroy the power of the states over matters of purely 
local concern which have been and must continue under state 
control. The act was thereupon repassed to conform to the 
Court's decision by limiting its benefits to those employees 
engaged in interstate commerce.' Federal power to el130ct 
such legislation was sustained.' The Court found a direct 
and substantial relation between the act and interstate trans
portation arising from the tendency of the act to make car
riers more &reful of the safety of their employees and thus 
to afford protection from wrong or disadvantageous condi
tions of service which may prevent or interrupt commerce 
or. make it less expeditious, reliable, economical or secure. 
The same reasoning would seem to justify federal regulation 
of liability to employees of interstate carriers engaged in 
intrastate commerce, because the interstate and intrastate 
operations are inextricably intermingled and use the same 
facilities so that wrong or disadvantageous conditions of the 
one service would necessarily be reflected in the other. This, 
however, was not the view of the Court. 

Federal regulation of the permissible length of the work
ing day of employees of interstate carriers employed in con
nection with the operation of interstate trains was sustained 
as embodied in the Hours of Service Act of March 4, 1907-' 
The dangers to passengers, employees and freight arising 
from the physical and mental inefficiency of employees 
wearied by excessive hours of service are so obvious that it 
seems surprising that this exercise of federal power should 
have been challenged. The ground of attack was that many 
of the employees to whom the act applied were also ettgaged 

I Aprn 22, 19a5. 3S Stat. L 6S. 
I Sl<oRd E .. ~o)/r'" Liability CGHS (1I1Ia), 223 U. S. 1. 

'34 Stat. L 141S; Boln..or. _ 0'"" R. R .... IIIhrstal. C_ 
C_it. (1\Ill), _1 U. S.l;'a. 
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in intrastate commerce. To this objection the Court replied 
that, conceding the power of Congress to limit the hours of 
service in interstate transportation, this power cannot be de
feated either by prolonging the period of service through 
other requirements of the carrier or by the commingling of 
duties relating to interstate and intrastate operations. The 
act by its terms does not apply to those employees whose 
duties never are connected with interstate train movements. 
Perhaps it was feared that the same view which led to the 
rejection of the first Employers' Liability Act,.would also 
hold unconstitutional federal regulation of the hours of ser
vice of all train-service employees of interstate carriers. The 
consideration of safety, however, would seem to justify the 
broadest application of federal power to this subject. A 
sleepy engineer of an intrastate train could easily cause the 
death or injury of scores of passengers on an interstate train 
on the same track. 

In the matter of federal power to regulate the affairs of 
interstate carriers with respect to the labor-union afIiliations 
of their employees, the leading decision of this period, Adair 
v. United States,' is less liberal than other decisions con
cerning the relations of carriers and their employees, and is 
somewhat difficult to reconcile with the general attitude of 
the Court in other cases. The Adair decision held that Sec
tion 10 of the Arb!tration Act of 1898, making it a criminal 
offense for a carrier engaged in interstate commerce to dis
charge an employee because of his membership in a labor 
union,. was unconstitutional. The objection to this legisla
tion was not that it encroached upon the reserved powers of 
the states, but that it violated the Fi fth Amendment because 
it deprived the carriers of liberty without due process of law 
by interfering with their freedom to determine whom they 

1 (,goB), 208 u. S. ,6,. 

• JO Stat. 1.. 424-
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would employ. Although the exercise of the commerce 
power is subject to the prohibitions of the Fifth Amend
ment, the Court gave consideration to and rejected the argu
ment that the interference with liberty was a regulation of 
interstate cOnlmerce authorized by the commerce clause of 
the Constitution. Since the validity of federal action in 
commercial matters over which the states also seek to exer
cise control is usually dependent upon the authority of the 
commerce clause, a decision interpreting that clause is perti
nent to the present discussion. The majority opinion in the 
Adai,. case, written by Mr. Justice Harlan, was explicit in 
finding that the legislation was not embraced within the fed
eral commerce power: 

Manifestly, any rule prescribed for the conduct of interstate 
commerce, in order to be within the competency of Congress 
under its power to regulate commerce among the states, must 
have some real or substantial relati~n to or connection with the 
commerce regulated. But what possible legal or logical con
nection is there between an employee's membership in a labor 
organization and the carrying on of interstate commerce? Such 
relation to a labor organization can not have, ill its.lf and in 
the eye of the law, any bearing upon the commerce with which 
the employee is connected by his labor and his services.' 

Justices McKenna and Holmes vigorously dissented from 
this view, not upon the general principles involved, but 
because they recognized a real and substantial connection 
between membership in a labor organization and the carry
ing on of interstate commerce. Mr. Justice McKenna very 
convincingly observed: 

A provision of law which will prevent, or tend to prevent, 
the stoppage of every wheel in every car of an entire railroad 
system, certainly has as direct an influence on interstate com-

, ...a u. s. at 1;8. 
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merce as the way in which one car may be coupled to another, or 
the rule of liability for personal injuries to all employee.' 

It is. difficult to' reconcile the interpretation of the com
merce clause in the Adair decision with the views of the 
majority of the Court in Wilson v. New, decided in 1917, 
which sustained the Adamson Act of 1916.' This legisla
tion was an eleventh-hour emergency measure enacted to 
forestall a threatened nation-wide strike of railroad em
ployees by compelling an immediate increase in the hourly 
rate of pay. It did so by shortening the standard working 
day to eight hours, and forbidding the reduction of com
pensation for a day's work pending the report of a com
mittee of investigation. In the Adair case Congress was 
denied the power to compel the railroads to accede to the 
demand of their employees to be permitted to belong to 
labor unions; in Wilson v. New, Congress was permitted to 
compel the railroads to accede to demands for an increased 
rate of pay. The mani fest relation of the legislation to in
terstate transportation was the same in both instances, the 
prevention of strikes arising from the employees' dissatis
faction with the attitude of their employers. It, therefore, 
seems impossible to reconcile the decisions in principle. An 
attempt to do so is made by pointing out that the Adamson 
Act was sustained by a five--to-four vote of the Court, that 
one of the majority, Mr. Justice McKenna, stated that the 
law did not fix wages, but merely regulated the hours of 
service, a concededly proper exercise of federal power, and 
that, therefore, the proposition that Congress had power to 
fix wages to prevent a strike was sustained by the decision 
of only four justices, a minority of the Court. The fact 
remains, however, that Mr. Justice McKenna, in his opinion, 
fully agreed with his other four majority colleagues that 

, 208 U. S. at 18!/. 

• 243 U. S. 332. 
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Congress had the power to fix wages, in the absence of 
agreement between carriers and employers, and that the same 
Court which sustained the Adamson Act, would have sus
tained a law which frankly ordered an increase in the"hourly 
rate of pay without the circumlocution of accomplishing this 
result by reducing the length of the standard working day_ 
The law sustained by the Court was in substance a regula
tion of wages, and not of hours of service, because it con
tained no provisions which in any way prohibited or penal
ized employment for more than eight hours. The opinion 
of the Court in this case, written by Chief Justice White, 
contains two significant dicta. One is to the effect that 
Congress may fix a standard of wages only in the absence 
of an agreement between the parties to a wage dispute, and 
that an agreement between the carrier and its employees on 
this subject is not subject to be controlled or prevented by 
public authority! The other is that in a business charged 
with a public interest, such as interstate transportation, the 
employees as well as the carriers could be compelled to accept 
a wage standard prescribed by Congress, which in principle 
would sustain a federal compulsory arbitration law appli
cable to interstate carriers.' 

Another subject of carrier management, at least one step 
removed from the actual transportation service, is the keep
ing of accounts. So far as interstate carriers are concerned, 
federal authority to inspect accounts and regulate accounting 
methods was very fully sustained in the period. under con
sideration. • The authority is not confined to those accounts 
which cover transactions of interstate commerce, but ex-

• "43 U. S. at 347. 
" "43 U. So at 351. 
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tends to all accounts of a carrier engaged in interstate trans
portatiOIL This broad application of federal power is deemed 
necessary to prevent the possible concealment of forbidden 
practices in interstate commerce in accounts which the fed
eral authorities are not permitted to see, and because of the 
impracticability of separating the accounts, as in the case of 
expenditures incurred jointly for interstate and intrastate 
transportation. 

The specific forms of federal legislation so far considered 
in this chapter are, in general, those which have either 
directly regulated the interstate movement of passengers and 
freight, or have had such a close relation thereto that the 
terms or character of transportation service would be sub
stantially affected. In other words, we have been consider
ing legislation which regulates interstate commerce by pre
scribing the rule by which such commerce is to be governed, 
and which thereby conforms to Marshall's definition of the 
federal commerce power. Let US now tum our attention to 
other forms of legislation which may not be regulations of 
commerce in this narrower sense, but which clearly fall 
within a definition embracing the power to foster and pro
tect such commerce. In so doing we are entering the field 
of federal authority which perhaps may be more accurately 
described as an exercise of power under the" necessary and 
proper" clause of the Constitution, than as under the com
merce clause. 

Of this description is the federal power to construct inter
state railroads or to authorize their construcion by individ
uals or corporations. It was shown in the previous chapter 
that this power was implicitly recognized by the Court in 
188S in the Pacific Railroad Removal Cases.' Three years 
later the Court expressly sustained such legislation, again in 
connection with the Pacific Railroad project, as follows: 

• See p. 75, supra. 
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The power to construct, or to authorize individuals or cor
porations to construct, national highways and bridges from 
state to state, is essential to the complete control and regulation 
of interstate commerce, Without authority in Congress to 
establish and maintain such highways and bridges, it would be 
without authority to regulate one of the most important adjuncts 
of commerce.' 

The opinion referred to the doubts entertained as to the ex
istence of this power at the time of the construction of the 
Cumberland and National highways," but pointed out that 
with the expansion of the country and the introduction of 
railroads, .. land transportation has so vastly increased, a 
sounder consideration of the subject has prevailed and led 
to the conclusion that Congress has plenary power over the 
whole subject ". 

The Court having recognized Congressional power to 
authorize the construction of interstate railroads, we are 
prepared for the next step, the recognition of the power of 
Congress to create corporations for that purpose. This is 
but the logical application to the commerce power of the 
doctrine of McCulloch v, Maryland, which sustained the 
authority of Congress to create corporations to carry into 
execution the fiscal powers specifically granted by the Con
stitution,' Thus the Court held that Congress could create 
corporations to construct interstate highways and bridges.' 
But legislation of this character would fail to accomplish its 
purpose of providing highways for the movement of inter
state commerce, if the corporations thus created were com
pelled to depend upon the voluntary action of private owners 
to secure the land for their right of way. A refusal to grant 

, CaJiftmtio't, c"","" PatiM R. R. (.888), '27 u. s. " 3!1-
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the land or the exaction of exorbitant prices for it could 
easily defeat the project. The power of eminent domain, 
whereby the corporations can compel the necessary grants at 
an equitable price to be judicially determined, is obviously 
essential to these enterprises. This power is usually con
ferred by the states, but corporations, acting as the agents 
of Congress in carrying out its constitutional functions, are 
not left at the mercy of the states, and the Supreme Court 
has sustained the power of Congress to confer upon such 
agencies the power of eminent domain to acquire the prop
erty needed for an interstate railroad 1 or an interstate 
bridge.' 

From the standpoint of the relation of state and federal 
commercial power, perhaps the most interesting problem is 
the extent to which Congress may directly regulate commer
cial transactions which, of themselves, are purely intrastate. 
In some cases the intrastate movement so directly affects the 
character of interstate service that regulation of the former 
may be said to regulate interstate commerce within the nar
rowest definition of that term. Illustrations of this have 
already been given in this chapter; for example, federal legis
lation requiring rolling stock used by interstate carriers in 
intrastate commerce to be equipped with prescribed safety 
devices, limiting the hours of service in intrastate commerce 
of employees who are also employed in connection with in
terstate train movements, and authorizing the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to supervise and control all accounts 
of interstate carriers. All such legislation has been sus
tained by the Court.' To this list may be added the regula
tion of liability to employees engaged in interstate commerce 
even when it arises from the negligence of other employees 

1 Ch ... ok .. Natio .. v. Sou/herr. KaMru Ry. (11190), 135 u. S. 64,. 
I L .... ' ... v. Nor,It Rill ... Bridg. Co. (1894), 153 u. S. 525-
I See pp. 122, 123, 129, 133t su/WtJ. 
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whose duties relate solely to intrastate transportation: and 
also the regulation of liability to employees not engaged in 
interstate commerce arising from violations. of the federal 
Safety Appliance Act, whether or not the defective vehicle 
was employed in interstate commerce at the time of the in
jury." The latter form of regulation was sustained, not be
cause of any general federal power to regulate liability for 
the death or injury of employees employed in intrastate com
merce, which was denied in the first Employers' Liability 
Cases,' but solely to support by appropriate sanctions the 
power to regulate the rolling stock of interstate carriers. 
. Other forms of regulation of intrastate commerce are, 
however, less direct in their effect upon interstate transpor
tation than the instances just cited, and, therefore, more 
closely resemble the exercise of power under the" necessary 
and proper" clause, although in accordance with modem in
terpretation they are regulations of interstate commerce be
cause they foster and protect the service of transportation 
between the states. Of foremost interest in this category is 
the federal power to regulate charges for transportation be
tween points in the same state in order to remove discrimi
nations against interstate commerce. The exercise of this 
power was one of the outstanding features of the Transpor
tation Act of 1920 and since that date has attracted much 
attention. The principle, however, was not new in 1920. 

It had received recognition by the Supreme Court in the 
MinMsota Rate Cases, decided in 1913,' and a year later 
was fully sustained by the Court in its decision in the 
Shreveport cases,' which enforced orders of the Interstate 

• SIC.NfI Empl.,..." Liabilily Can. ('910), 20J u. s. I. 
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Conunerce Conunission in such a way as to give that body 
control of certain charges for transportation wholly within 
the state of Texas. Since these two decisions mark the be
ginning of the direct conflict between the state and federal 
commissions in the regulation of rates, they deserve a some
what more detailed attention than has been given to decisions 
previously cited. 

The Minnesota Rate Cases arose from numerous and 
complicated relations between rates for transportation wholly 
within Minnesota, fixed by state authority, and interstate 
rates to and from Minnesota points. A single illustration 
will serve to bring out the principles involved and the atti
tude of the Court. Prior to 1907, identical rates had pre
vailed from the adjacent cities of Superior, Wisconsin, and 
Duluth, Minnesota, to various points in Minnesota until the 
state of Minnesota, partly by legislative action and partly by 
action of its Railroad Commission, ordered general rate re
ductions between points in Minnesota including the rates 
from Duluth. Stockholders of the carriers involved brought 
suit in the United States court to enjoin the enforcement of 
the rates prescribed by the Minnesota authorities. One of 
the arguments in support of this suit was that Minnesota 
had no power to order these reductions because they neces
sarily imposed a burden on interstate conunerce. This may 
be shown by reference to our illustration. With lower rates 
in effect from Duluth to Minnesota points, the carriers must 
establish lower interstate rates from Superior to these same 
points or the interstate conunerce from Superior to Minne
sota must diminish because of the rate advantages enjoyed 
by Duluth. Both of these alternatives affect interstate com
merce. At the time these suits were brought, the federal 
regulatory body, the Interstate Commerce Conunission, had 
taken no action in the matter. Under these circumstances 
the United States Supreme Court held that the new Minne-
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sota rates were valid notwithstanding their admitted effects 
on interstate commerce. At the same time, Mr. Justice 
Hughes, who wrote the opinion of the Court, pointed out 
that the basis of this holding was the entire absence of any 
federal action to protect interstate commerce from the re
strictions incidental to Minnesota regulation of Minnesota 
rates, and left no room for doubt that the Court would 
sustain federal action by the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion so regulating Minnesota rates. as to protect interstate 
commerce from discrimination. The principle is thus stated 
in the opinion: 

There is no room in our scheme of government for the as
sertion of state power in hostility to the authorized exercise of 
federal power. The authority of Congress extends to every 
part of interstate commerce, and to every instrumentality or 
agency by which it is carried on; and the full control by Con
gress of the subjects committed to its regulation is not to be 
denied or thwarted by the commingling of interstate and in
trastate operations. This is not to say that the nation may deal 
with the internal concerns of the state, as such, but that the 
execution by Congress of its constitutional power to regulate 
interstate commerce is not limited by the fact that intrastate 
transactions may have become so interwoven therewith that the 
effective government of the former incidentally controls the 
latter. This conclusion necessarily results from the supremacy 
of the national power within its appointed sphere.' 

In the Shreveport cases, decided in 1914," the situation 
was very similar to that presented in the Minnesota Rate 
cases, with this distinct difference, however, that the Inter
state Commerce Commission had taken action to remove the 
discriminations against interstate commerce from Shreve-

1230U.S.~3!I!I-

• H_ ... Eo &- W. T. Ry. v. Uttillfl SIoUs. ~ u. S. 34'L 
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port, Louisiana, to Texas points. The principle of the 
Shreveport decision may be stated as follows: Congress, 
through its agency, the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
may intervene in the regulation of intrastate commerce when 
it deems such intervention necessary and appropriate for the 
protection of interstate commerce; in such cases the national 
authority is paramount and may be exercised even to the 
extent of nullifying state regulation of commerce wholly 
within the state. The actual facts in the Shreveport cases 
involved a complicated relationship between state commodity 
rates and interstate class rates. To clarify the discussion 
and avoid the complications of technical rate terminology, the 
principle of the Shreveport cases will be brought out by a 
somewhat simplified illustration, without, however, distort
ing the substance of the decision. Let us suppose that Texas 
through its Railroad Commission had fixed a maximum rate 
on furniture of 20 cents per hundred pounds from Dallas, 
Texas, to X, a Texas point equally distant from Dallas and 
from Shreveport, Louisiana. At the same time, the railroad 
applied a rate of 50 cents on the interstate haul of the same 
commodity from Shreveport to X. Dallas and Shreveport 
are competing jobbing centers. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission, on complaint of the Railroad Commission of 
Louisiana, declared that rate situations of which this is 
typical were unjustly discriminatory against the merchants 
of Shreveport, further found that any rate above 30 cents 
for the interstate haul from Shreveport to X was unreason
able, and ordered the railroad to establish a rate that, first, 
should not exceed 30 cents, and second should not exceed the 
rate applied by the railroad for the intrastate haul of the 
same commodity from Dallas to X. Please note the care 
with which the Interstate Commerce Commission avoided 
saying what the intrastate Texas rate should be. A simple 
enough situation one would say at first glance; the railroad 
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merely had to establish an interstate rate of 2Q cents and 
both its federal and state masters would be obeyed. But the 
railroad was unwilling to forego the enjoyment of a 3Q-cent 
interstate rate, implicitly recognized as reasonable by the 
only authority which had jurisdiction over it, and sought 
relief in the Commerce Court. The case was carried to the 
Supreme Court and the result was the Shreveport decision. 

A few extracts will be quoted from the opinion, again by 
Mr. Justice Hughes: 

Wherever the interstate and intrastate transactions of car
riers are so related that the government of the one involves the 
control of the other, it is Congress, and not the state, that is 
entitled to prescribe the final and dominant rule, for otherwise 
Congress would be denied the exercise of its constitutional 
authority, and the state, and not the nation, would be supreme 
within the national field. . • . 

It is immaterial, so far as the protecting power of Congress 
is concerned, that the discrimination arises from intrastate rates 
as compared with interstate rates. The use of the instrument 
of interstate commerce in a discriminatory manner so as to 
inflict injury upon that commerce, or some part thereof, furn
ishes abundant ground for federal intervention. Nor can the 
attempted exercise of state authority alter the matter, where 
Congress has acted, for a state may not authorize the carrier to 
do that which Congress is entitled to forbid and has for
bidden •••• 

In removing the injurious discriminations against interstate 
traffic arising from the relation of intrastate to interstate rates, 
Congress is not bound to reduce the latter below what it may 
deem to be a proper standard, fair to the carrier and to the 
public: Otherwise, it could prevent the injury to interstate 
commerce only by the sacrifice of its judgment as to interstate 
rates .••• 

It was recognized at the beginning that the nation could not 
prosper if interstate and foreign trade were go'lel'tled by many 



142 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

masters, and, where the interests of the freedom of interstate 
commerce are involved, the judgment of Congress and of the 
agencies it lawfully establishes must control. .•. 

So far as these interstate rates conformed to what was found 
to be reasonable by the Commission, the carriers are entitled to 
maintain them, and they are free to comply with the order by so 
adjusting the other rates, to which the order relates, as to 
remove the forbidden discrimination.' 

We might paraphrase Mr. Justice Hughes' decision as 
applied to our illustration of the Shreveport cases, somewhat 
as follows: "In interstate commerce there is only one master, 
Congress. This master has forbidden you to discriminate 
against the interstate commerce of Shreveport and has given 
you permission to charge 30 cents on the interstate haul from 
Shreveport to X; on both these subjects his authority is 
supreme. The command of your state master to charge 
only 20 cents for the state haul from Dallas to X presents a 
dilemma. One horn is to charge more than 20 cents from 
Shreveport to X which is disobedience of the congressional 
command not to discriminate against interstate commerce. 
The other horn is to charge only 20 cents from Shreveport 
to X, which in effect establishes a maximum interstate rate 
lower than that authorized by congressional authority. Both 
horns concern interstate commerce of which there is but the 
one master, Congress. Therefore you may with impunity 
disregard your state master's command." Thus the Supreme 
Court virtually wrote into the order of the Interstate Com
merce Commission the following clause: "We hereby find 
that a state rate of 30 cents on furniture from Dallas to X 
is not unreasonable, the laws of the state of Texas to the 
contrary notwithstanding." This, of course, is federal regu
lation of intrastate rates, and the decision establishes the 
constitutionality of such regulation when necessary and ap
propriate for the protection of interstate commerce. 

'234 U. S. at 351-360. 
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The power of Congress to regulate interstate transporta
tion extends to electric railroads as well as to steam rail
roads. Accordingly, the Court decided that the provisions 
of the federal Safety Appliance Act are applicable to the 
equipment of an electric interurban railroad,' and that em
ployees of an electric suburban railroad may claim the bene
fits of the federal Employers' Liability Act.· It is true that 
in one case the Court denied the authority of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to regulate an ordinary electric street 
railroad crossing the state line between the adjacent cities 
of Council Bluffs, Iowa, and Omaha, Nebraska.· This de
cision, however, was purely a matter of statutory interpre
tation, and it in no way denies the power of Congress to 
regulate an intepstate street railway. The point was not 
whether Congress possessed such power, but whether, by the 
provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, the authority 
had been delegated to the Commission. All that the decision 
means is that Congress, by none of the statutes then appli
cable, had expressed an intention to give to the commission 
the power that it sought to exercise. 

The decisions of this period show a disposition to sustain 
the exercise of federal authority whenever the Court is able 
to discern a reasonably close connection between the subject 
of federal legislation and interstate commerce. The federal 
commerce clause was said to be .. subject to no limitations 
save such as are prescribed in the Constitution" in matters 
having a real and substantial relation to some part of inter
state commerce,' and was elsewhere described as .. control 
over the interstate carrier in all matters having such a close 

l S~1tmot 6- 1. E. R. R. v. U"i,.., S"" .. (1916),241 U. S. 344-
• WIISAioogl ... Ry. 6- EI. Co. v. Scola (1917),244 U. S. 630-
• 0-' MIl C"""", BI..,. Sl. Ry. Co. T. , ..... _ C-...n, Co.

woi.s.rio .. (1913). lI30 u. S. 324-
• Mr. Justice V"" Devanter in S..,nod E"'lwyw' Liabilily C ...... (1912), 

Il23 U. S. I, 4'1. 
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and substantial relation to interstate commerce that it is 
necessary or appropriate to exercise the control for the effec
tive government of that commerce "! 

Among "the limitations prescribed in the Constitution" 
are the prohibitions of the Fifth Amendment against the 
taking of liberty and property without due process of law. 
The exercise of state power is similarly restricted by the 
provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment. Since neither the 
nation nor the states may take liberty or property without 
due process of law, these prohibitions do not, in general, 
concern the conflict of state and national sovereignty in the 
control of interstate carriers. There is, however, one ex
ception to this statement, namely when the protection of the 
Fifth Amendment is sought to prevent federal interference 
with the rights of persons or corporations under the terms 
of contracts with or franchises granted by the states. A 
state franchise is property and the holder thereof cannot be 
deprived of this property by the federal government, even 
by the exercise of the power to regulate interstate commerce, 
without just compensation" But the Court has held that 
the Fifth Amendment does not restrain the federal govern
ment from prohibiting all contracts in restrant of interstate 
trade,. or from otherwise regulating or forbidding contracts 
relating to interstate commerce which injuriously affect the 
public interest.' This rule applies even to contracts made 
prior to the enactment of the prohibitory federal legislation, 
and the execution of such pre-existing contracts can be for
bidden.' In accordance with the principles of these de-

l Mr. Justice Hughes in Houston, E. & W. T. Ry. v. U .. iled SIal,. 
(1914),234 U. S. 342. 355. 

• Mo,,"ngahela Ntwigalion Co. v. Uniled Slales (1893).148 u. S. 312-

• Uniled Slales v. Joinl T,affic Associoliolf (1898), 171 u. S. 50S. 

• AI/anlic Coasl LiM R. R. v. Riflerside Mills (1911),219 U. S. 186, 202-

• Uniled Slales v. T,ans-Miss ... '; F,eight Associalio.. (1897). 166 
u. S. 290. 
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cisions, the exercise of franchise rights granted by the states, 
although partaking of the nature of contracts, is undoubtedly 
subject to federal regulation to the extent that the regulation 
has a real and substantial relation to interstate commerce.' 
A notable instance of federal interference with the exercise 
of a state-granted franchise is found in the N ortkern Secur
ities case,' in which the defendant corporation, under the 
corporate powers granted to it by the state of New Jersey, 
exercised control of competing interstate carriers through 
stock ownership. The Court sustained the power of Con
gress to prohibit such an arrangement as in restraint of inter
state trade, and said: 

The federal court may not have power to forfeit the charter 
of the Securities Company; it may not declare how its shares of 
stock may be transferred on its books, nor prohibit it from ac
quiring real estate, nor diminish or increase its capital stock. 
All these and like matters are to be regulated by the state which 
created the company. But to the end that effect be given to the 
national will, lawfully expressed, Congress may prevent that 
company, in its capacity as a holding corporation and trustee, 
from carrying out purposes of a combination formed in restraint 
of interstate commerce.' 

Before leaving the subject of federal power, passing refer
ence should be made to two decisions sustaining the exercise 
of the federal power to lay and collect taxes and excises upon 
the operations of the states and of corporations or individ
uals acting under state authority. It has always been con
ceded that the federal government cannot interfere by taxa
tion with the functions of the state which are of a strictly 

• See S_ Y. W .. , .... oM A,IIJlOti& R. R. (1912), 138 Ga. 8.3s. 76 s. E. 
S'l7. 

'Seep. us. ..... 
• (1904), 193 u. s. 197. 346. 
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governmental character. When, however, the state extended 
its activities by engaging in an ordinary private business, 
such as the sale of liquor, the Supreme Court sustained the 
collection of the federal internal revenue on sales made by 
the state.' Since the state itself is not exempt froni federal 
taxation in conducting a so-called private business, it follows 
a fortiori that the United States may tax the operations of 
such businesses when conducted by corporations or indi
viduals acting under franchises granted by the states. Thus 
the Court upheld a federal excise tax upon the business of 
all corporations in the United States." An attempt was 
made to invalidate this tax as applied to corporations supply
ing transportation, light, water and the like, on the ground 
that such corporations were acting as agencies of the state 
because of the public service rendered by them. The Court, 
however, refused to classify these occupations as part of the 
essential governmental functions of the state, exempt from 
federal taxation, and stated the rule as follows: 

The true distinction is between the attempted taxation of 
those operations of the states essential to the execution of its 
governmental functions, and which the state can only do itsel f, 
and those activities which are of a private character. The 
former, the United States may not interfere with by taxing the 
agencies of the state in carrying out its purposes; the latter, 
although regulated by the state, and exercising delegated au
thority, such as the right of eminent domain, are not removed 
from the field of legitimate federal taxation. Applying this 
principle, we are of opinion that the so-called public-service 
corporations, represented in the cases at bar, are not exempt 
from the tax in question.' 

It is clear that the principle of these decisions sustains fed-

• South CaroliM v. United Stat .. (1905), 199 U. S.437 . 

• Flint v. Stone Tracy Co. (1911),220 U. S. 107. 

I 220 U. S. at 172. 
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eral taxation of even the intrastate business of railroads 
operated under state charter. 

The problem of determining the extent to which state 
power is curtailed by the United States Constitution in mat
ters affecting interstate carriers is the subject of numerous 
decisions during the period covered by this chapter. Among 
the causes contributing to this great mass of judicial inter
pretation were the great increase in the regulatory activities 
of the states through the medium of commissions, and the 
development of new and varied methods of taxing corporate 
business. In many cases, the United States Supreme Court 
recognized and sustained the new developf\lents in state 
legislation under the reserved police and taxing powers of 
the states. In others, the decisions strengthened the barrier 
of constitutional interpretation against the exercise of state 
power. The growing appreciation of the national impor
tance of interstate transportation and of its sensitiveness to 
the exercise of the police and the taxing power resulted in a 
long line of decisions declaring tha~ state regulations and 
state taxes imposed an unconstitutional burden upon inter
state commerce. The number of decisions concerning the 
exercise of state power over commerce is so great that only 
the more important developments can be traced here. 

As in the case of federal power, the general principles 
defining the limits of state power with respect to interstate 
commerce had been developed prior to 1887. Of funda
mental importance is the principle that the jurisdiction of 
Congress is exclusive over subjects of interstate commerce 
requiring a uniform nation-wide plan or system of regula
tion. As pointed out in the preceding chapter, this principle 
can be applied only after it is determined whether a given 
subject requires a uniform system of regulatiolL This is a 
legislative problem for the solution of which we should 
naturally tum to Con"OTeSS rather than to the Supreme 
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Court. But we have seen that in the preceding period, when 
Congress was silent, the Court did not hesitate to act in a 
quasi legislative capacity by declaring that a subject demands 
uniform legislation, and that in at least one decision,' there 
was a strong intimation that Congress was without power 
to declare that a subject of interstate commerce permitted 
diverse plans of regulation if the Court believed that the 
subject in fact demanded a nation-wide uniform system of 
regulation. At that time the Court would probably have 
adjudged such legislation to be an unconstitutional delega
tion to the states of exclusive Congressional power granted 
by the Constjtution. On this point there was a marked 
change in the attitude of the Court in the period now con
sidered. It had repeatedly declared that the interstate sale 
and transportation of commodities was a subject demanding 
uniform regulation over which Congress alone had juris
diction, and had applied this rule to prohibit state regulation 
of interstate liquor traffic, even when manifestly in aid of 
the state's own internal police policy of protecting the health, 
morals, and general w~lfare of its inhabitants by state pro
hibition laws." Then came the Wilson Act of IB90' by 
which Congress provided that the sale of liquor brought 
from other states should be subject to the police power of 
the state in which it was sold, even when in the original 
packages. The Court had previously held that the sale of 
interstate consignments of liquor in the original packages 
was a subject requiring uniformity of regulation, and, there
fore, beyond the state police powers and subject only to the 
exclusive control of Congress.' Congress, by the Wilson 
Act, in substance abrogated this rule so far as the sale of 

1 Cooley v. Board of Ward"", (1851), 12 How. 299. See p. 88, supra. 
• Bowman v. Chicago & N. W. Ry. (1888), 125 u. S. 465; !.Iisy v. 

fIardi .. (1890), 135 U. S. 100. 

• 26 Stat. L. 313. 
, Leisy v. Hardin, supra. 
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liquor is concerned, and by implication declared that the sale 
of liquor in the original packages was a subject admitting 
of as many plans of regulation as there are states in the 
Union. The Supreme Court sustained the power of a state 
under this act to prohibit such sales of liquor! But by a 
rather unconvincing process of reasoning, it avoided recog
nition of the power of Congress to declare that a matter of 
interstate commerce permits diversity of control, and found 
that the Wilson Act merely established a uniform rule of 
regulation of interstate commerce to the effect that inter
state shipments of liquor lose their interstate character be
fore the original package is broken. 

The Webb-Kenyon Act of 1913' brought the matter be
fore the Court in such a form that it had to decide whether 
Congress has power to subject the interstate transportation 
and sale of liquor to a plan of regulation which varies with 
the provisions of state laws. This act prohibited interstate 
shipments of liquor intended to be received, possessed, sold 
or in any manner used contrary to the laws of the state to 
which it was consigned. It, therefore, made different rules 
applicable to the actual shipment of liquor over different 
state lines. By no stretch of the imagination could it be 
said, as was said concerning the Wilson Act, that the diver
sity of regulation was not encountered until after the ship
ments had by congressional fiat ceased to be articles of inter
state commerce. In sustaining the Webb-Kenyon Act, the 
Court not only upheld the power of Congress to make such 
a law,' but also declared that under its provisions a state 
may forbid or prescribe the conditions of shipment of liquor 
into its territory from other states.' The act was not re-

I III r~ RaIonr (ISgI). 1040 U. S. 545; Dao-tw Y. S""," Dallola 
(1907). :lOS U. s. !a 

t 31 Stat. L 699-
• ClorA Ditlilli,.g Co. v. W .. ,_ MoryIq.rwl Ry. (1917). "42 u. s. JU. 

• SNbHroI Air Litw Ry. Y. Nor/It CoroU ... (1917).245 U. S. 2g8. 
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garded by the Court as a delegation of congressional power 
to the states; on the contrary, this legislation throwing open 
to state regulation the terms and conditions of interstate 
liquor shipments, was declared to be a proper exercise of the 
power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce, and the 
Court stated that the Constitution does not restrict this power 
by a requirement that regulations enacted shall be uniform 
throughout the United States.' 

The Court reached this result without expressly reversing 
its previous decisions that state regulation of the interstate 
transportation and sale of intoxicating liquor is unconstitu
tional because the subject demands a uniform plan of regu
lation, and did not admit that it had changed its views on 
this subject. On the contrary, it stated in substance that the 
prohibitions of state laws would be invalid as applied to 
interstate shipments but for the provisions of the Webb
Kenyon Act. It is difficult to find a logical basis for the 
Webb-Kenyon decisions without taking one of three posi
tions, namely: 

I. That the Court was in error in its earlier decisions 
that the Constitution gave Congress exclusive power 
to regulate the interstate transportation and sale of 
liquor. 

2. That Congress may delegate a part of its constitu
tional legislative power to the states. 

3. That Congress may remove obstacles to the exercise 
of state power which have been interposed by the 
Constitution. 

The first of these positions is not admitted by the Court, 
the second it definitely repudiates, and it appears to have 
taken the third position. It took care to state that its de-

I Clark Distilling Co. v. We""", Moryland Ry. (1917), 242 u. S. 
3n,327. 
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cision was based upon the peculiar circumstances obtaining 
with respect to the transportation of liquor and was not in
tended to establish a rule of general application.' The same 
position, however, could consistently be taken with respect 
to other subjects of interstate transportation if particular 
circumstances were found to exist in support of a legislative 
determination that diversity of regulation according to state 
laws is desirable. 

If. these cases are correctly interpreted as implying that 
Congress may remove obstacles to the exercise of state 
power which have been interposed by the Constitution, from 
what source does Congress derive the power thus to change 
the effect of constitutional provisions? Certainly not from 
Article V, which prescribes the procedure for amendment, 
because that article requlres state ratification of amend
ments. Can authority be found in the grant of legislative 
powers to Congress contained in Article I? This depends 
upon our analysis of the judicial process by which the Court 
previously reached the conclusion that the Constitution gave 
Congress exclusive power to regulate the interstate transpor
tation and sale of liquor. There are two distinct steps in the 
process. The first step is the determination of a general 
principle of interpretation to the effect that the federal com
merce power is exclusive when unifonnity of regulation is 
required. The second 'step is the application of this principle. 
to the transportation and sale of intoxicating liquor by a de
termination that this subject requires unifonnity of regula
tion. If this latter step be regarded as the judicial deter-
mination of a pure question of fact, the answer to which is 
entirely independent of the views of Congress, it is difficult 
to find in the legislative powers of Congress authority to 
change the effect of the Constitution as interpreted by the 
Court. But the question whether unifonnity of regulation 

• 242 U. S. 332. 
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is required for the transportation of liquor may be regarded 
as a matter of legislative discretion, the determination of 
which is a regulation of commerce. So regarded, the Con
stitution authorizes Congress to decide this question, con
cerning which the Court gives effect to its own views only 
in the absence of congressional action, or in case the action 
of Congress is SO unreasonable as to exceed the proper 
bounds of legislative discretion. From this standpoint, the 
Court, without admitting error in its previous expression of 
its own views, may consistently sustain congressional action 
at variance therewith because Congress is the constitutional 
arbiter of matters of legislative discretion. This latter 
analysis of the situation interprets the Webb-Kenyon Act, 
not as an amendment of the Constitution made in an un
authorized manner, but as the exercise of constitutional legis
lative power to detennine as a matter of legislative discre
tion, how a recognized principle of constitutional interpreta
tion shall be applied to the particular situation confronting 
Congress. 

Irrespective of logical analysis, these decisions show that 
the United States Supreme Court in some circumstances will 
sustain federal legislation which gives effect to state laws in 
the regnlation of a particular subject of interstate commerce 
previously declared by the Court to require exclusive federal 
control. As a result state legislatures may actually prescribe 
the rules governing this subject. Since .federal power to 
make laws cannot be delegated, it seems to follow that the 
action of the state legislatures is an exercise of the reserved 
police power of the states to regnlate a part of interstate 
commerce which, according to the judgment of Congress, 
permits of diversity of regulation. It is very doubtful 
whether the Court would give similar deference to the views 
of Congress if it were convinced beyond reasonable doubt 
that the particular subject of legislation demands unifonnity 
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of regulation. In that case it would probably be hdd that 
congressional action at variance with the Court's views ex
ceeds the bounds of legislative discretion within which the 
determination of Congress should prevail. 

These decisions, however, may point the way to mitigating 
the severity of the rule that the states are deprived by the 
Constitution of the power to regulate i,nterstate transporta
tion. They suggest the possibility of similar federallegisla
tion to validate the exercise of state power with respect to 
other particular subjects of interstate transportation. This 
may be of supreme importance in determining the policy to 
be followed with respect to the regulation of interstate trans
portation by motor vehicles or of interstate transmission of 
power. It is by no means certain that the best results can 
be obtained by a uniform nation-wide plan of regulation of 
these subjects, and if Congress should decide that they admit 
of diversity of regulation in different localities, it is probable 
that state regulation would be sustained. In order to avoid 
conflict of their regulatory policy, a state could with the 
consent of Congress enter into agreements with other states! 

When Congress by its legislation shows that it has deter
mined that a subject of interstate commerce demands a uni
form national plan of regulation, it has never been ques
tioned that the jurisdiction of Congress over that subject 
becomes exclusive of all state action. Such legislation in 
effect prohibits state action on the subject. Being a regula
tion of interstate commerce, it is within the constitutional 
power of Congress. Therefore, it is the supreme law of the 
land. and any state regulation of the same subject is void 
because in conflict with the intention of Congress that a 
single plan of regulation shall prevail. The Court often 

'Constitution, Articl. I. section 10, paragraph 3- See Frankfurter. 
Felix, and Landis, 1. Y, • The Compact Cause of the Coostitutiou-A 
Study in Interstate Adjustments M. 34 Yak u- JotmIIJI (1925) 6850 
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interprets federal legislation under the commerce power as 
an indication that Congress intends to assume exclusive 
jurisdiction of the entire subject to which the legislation 
applies, and thereafter finds all state legislation upon the 
same subject void even if not in actual conflict with the 
specific provisions of the federal act. Thus it was held that 
the mere enactment of the Federal Hours of Service law 
deprived the states of all power to regulate the hours of ser
vice of employees engaged in interstate transportation, even 
before the provisions of the federal act became effective! 
Another decision of the same character prohibited the appli
cation of the provisions of a state workmen's compensation 
law to employees engaged in interstate commerce on the 
ground that Congress had assumed exclusive jurisdiction of 
the entire subject of liability to such employees by the federal 
Employers' Liability Act.· In this case the state was denied 
the right to regulate liability even for injuries occurring 
without fault, as to which the federal act provides no 
remedy. Other similar decisions held that the 1910 amend
ments to the Interstate Commerce Act by which Congress 
undertook the regulation of interstate telegraph service de
prived the states of the power to forbid contracts limiting 
the liability of telegraph companies for errors in unrepeated 
interstate messages,' or to impose penalties for failure to 
make prompt delivery of such messages.' 

When Congress is silent concerning the necessity of a 
uniform, nation-wide rule to govern some particular aspect 
of interstate commerce, the Court's attitude is thus stated: 

I Nor'Mm Pocific Ry. v. Washing,DIS (1912),222 U. S. 370. 

• Ntu1 York Cmlrol R. R. v. Winfield (1917),244 U. S. 147 • 

• Pos'ol T.I.groph-Cobl. Co. v. Wo" .... Godwi .. Lumber Co. (1919), 
251 U. S.27 . 

• W,,'ern Unio" Ttl. Co. v. Bo.gli (1920),251 U. S. 31S-
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The question. therefore, may be still considered in each case 
as it arises, whether the fact that Congress has failed in the 
particular instaoce to provide by law a regulation of commerce 
among the states is conclusive of its intention that the subject 
shall be free from all positive regulation, or that, until it posi
tively interferes, such commerce may be left to be freely dealt 
with by the respective states.' 

This purports to approach the problem by interpreting the 
intention of Congress. The procedure outlined could 
scarcely be avoided. but it results in actual practice in sub
stituting the will of the Court for that of Congress in mat
ters of legislative policy concerning which the latter body 
fails to act. In fOIlowing this procedure the Court continued 
to affirm the general rule that that portion of interstate com
merce which consists in the transportation of commodities 
is national in character. permitting of only one plan of regu
lation which Congress alone may prescribe.> 

The effect of these various decisions upon state power will 
now be briefly summarized. They indicate the possibility of 
sustaining state regulation of some particular kinds of inter
state transportation to the extent that Congress has ex
pressly declared it shall be subject to state law. as has been 
done with respect to interstate transportation of intoxicating 
liquor. But when Congress has affirmatively expressed its 
intention to assume exclusive jurisdiction over a particular 
subject relating to such transportation, state regulation of 
that subject is unconstitutional. In matters concerning which 
Congress has taken no specific action, the states usually are 
held not to possess the power to impose direct regulations 
upon interstate transportation. 

There are some exceptions to the rule that interstate trans-

1 B_ .... Clticago & N. W. R3. (1888), US u. S. 465. 483-
>B_ .... CMcogo & N. W. Ry~ ... tro at 4Bs; Lftsy Y. Hordia 

(dlgo), 135 u. s. JOO, log. 
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portation is a subject which the states must not regulate be
cause it requires a uniform, national plan of regulation. In 
addition to the exceptions made because of specific congres
sional declaration that state law shall apply, the Supreme 
Court itself occasionally fails to enforce this rule. In the 
preceding chapter it was shown that some state regulation 
of interstate ferries had been sustained! During the period 
discussed in this chapter, the problem of state jurisdiction 
over interstate ferries was quite troublesome to the Court. 
In 1904, it was held that Illinois could not require a state 
license to be obtained for operating a railroad car ferry 
across the Mississippi river from its shores.' This decision 
was carefully restricted to denying the power of the states 
to regulate ferries which are part of an interstate railroad 
system and which, therefore, are not ferries in the technical 
sense of being "a continuation of the highway from one 
side of the water over which it passes to the other ".' The 
Court then expressly refused to make a decision upon the 
proposition that the respective states have the power to reg
ulate ordinary ferries across state boundaries. In 1913, this 
i~sue was dodged again when it was held that a state may 
not regulate the tolls charged upon an interstate ferry oper
ated by a railroad, even in the case of passengers using only 
the ferry and not the railroad.' This result was reached by 
finding that Congress had assumed exclusive jurisdiction 
over such a ferry by the provisions of the Interstate Com
merce Act extending its operation to all bridges or ferries 
operated in connection with any interstate railroad. A year 
later the problem of state jurisdiction over those interstate 
ferries concerning which Congress had passed no legislation, 

I See p. !!g, -",pra. 
I SI. Clair COllnty V. Inlerslal. Trans! ... Co., 192 U. S. 454-

I 192 U. S. at 466 • 

• New York Cmlral 6- H. R. R. R. v. Hudso" Counly. 227 U. S.248. 
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was squarely presented to the Court. 1 The ferry was an 
ordinary highway ferry and not a part of a railroad system. 
Mr. Justice Hughes, in the opinion of the Court, discussed 
in much detail the origin and nature of state power to reg
ulate such ferries. His conclusions were that transportation 
by ferries across state lines is interstate commerce subject to 
the jurisdiction of Congress, that it is beyond the compe
tency of the states to impose direct burdens thereon, but that 
in the absence of congressional action, the states may exer
cise a measure of regulatory power not inconsistent with 
federal authority and not actually burdening or interfering 
with interstate commerce. He further found that ferries 
were not a subject requiring uniformity of regulation, ex
clusive of state power. It was, therefore, decided that a 
state may regulate the transactions of such a ferry in its own 
territory including the ferriage charged from its own shore, 
without imposing an unconstitutional burden on interstate 
commerce. Another decision, however, made at the same . 
time denied the right of a state to make its consent a condi
tion precedent to the operation of such a ferry or to burden 
the business by a privilege tax." 

As previously shown, the rule that interstate transporta
tion is a subject requiring exclusive regulation by Congress, 
can be escaped by finding that particular forms of state 
action do not regulate but only incidentally affect this sub
ject.· The ferry decisions just discussed show that the rule 
is also subject to exceptions where some restricted part of 
interstate commerce, such as highway ferries, does not re-

• Pm Rk""""'" aKd Borg". PoiM F......, Co. Y. Hwlstno COIIIIIy 
(11l14). aM u. s. 317 • 

• SOtIl, SI#. Mario v. ItII...-iorttJl T.-.it Co. (1914). aM u. s. 3J3. 
State power to regulate interstate transportation by fen-y was n:centb
discussod in f'irJalia y. MeN • .". U. S. Sup. Ct., June 6, 1917. 

• S ... pp. 91. 104. SfI/'r& 
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quire uniformity of regulation. Such exceptions, however, 
according to the ferry cases do not permit state action which 
is a burden on interstate commerce. We thus have, accord
ing to the view of the United States Supreme Court, three 
differing degrees of intensity of the effect of state legislation 
upon transportation between the states to each of which dif
ferent rules of constitutional interpretation apply, when Con
gress has not acted upon the subject. These are: 

1. Legislation which incidentally affects but is not a reg
ulation of interstate transportation. Such legislation is valid 
if not in actual conflict with laws enacted by Congress. 

2. Legislation which, while admittedly a regulation of, 
does not impose a burden upon interstate transportation. 
This degree of intensity of regulation is recognized and 
sustained only with respect to those subjects of transporta
tion which do not require a uniform plan of regulation. 

3. Legislation which is characterized by the Court as a 
burden upon interstate transportation. This is held uncon
stitutional even when applied to a subject said to permit of 
diversity of regulation.' 

A classification thus expressed in general terms, suscep
tible of a great variety of interpretation, is not very helpful 
without specific illustration. Some of the more important 
applications of these rules to the state police and taxing 
powers in the period under consideration will, therefore, be 
given. In doing so, it is often impossible to tell in cases 
sustaining state legislation whether the result was reached 
because the Court did not consider the legislation to be a 
regulation of interstate commerce or because the particular 
matter did not require a uniform plan of regulation. 

The exercise of the reserved police power of the states 
will first be considered. The term .. police power" is here 

I See Minnesota Rate Cases (1913),230 U. S. 35", 396, 400. 
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used, as in the previous chapter, in the broad sense. The 
Court continued to give very comprehensive definitions to 
this reserved power of the states, such as : 

The power, whether called police, governmental or legislative, 
exists in each state, by appropriate enactments not forbidden by 
its own Constitution or by the Constitution of the United States, 
to regulate the relative rights and duties of all persons and 
corporations within its jurisdiction, and therefore to provide for 
the public convenience and the public good. This power in the 
states is entirely distinct from any power granted to the general 
government, although when exercised it may sometimes reach 
subjects over which national legislation can be constitutionally 
extended.' 

It may be said in a general way that the police power extends 
to all the great public needs. It may be put forth in aid of what 
is sanctioned by usage, or held by the prevailing morality or 
strong and preponderant opinion to be greatly and immediately 
necessary to the public welfare.· 

State statutes reasonably adapted to promote safety in its 
limits were universally sustained by the Court in the absence 
of congressional regulation of the subjects to which they 
applied. The Court said: 

The safety of the public in person and property demands the 
use of specific guards and precautions. The width of the 
gauge, the character of the grades. the mode of crossing streams 
by culverts and bridges. the kinds of cuts and tunnels, the mode 
of crossing other highways. the placing of watchmen and 
signals at points of special danger, the rate of speed at stations 
and through villages, towns, and cities, are all matters naturally 
and peculiarly within the provisions of that law from the au
thority of which these modern highways of c:ommen:e derive 

'Mr. Justice Harlan in W. Slton & M. S. R,. Y. Ollio (1I!99). 173 
U. S. 38s. aw. 

I Mr. Justice Holmes in NoW. S"". B ..... Y. HasUU (1911). 219 
U. S. ICl40 Ill. 
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their existence. The rules prescribed for their construction and 
for their management and operation, designed to protect persons 
and property, otherwise endangered by their use, are strictly 
within the limits of the local law. They are not per se regula
tions of commerce; it is only when they operate as such in the 
circumstances of their application, and conflict with the express 
or presumed will of Congress exerted on the same subject, that 
they can be required to give way to the supreme authority of the 
Constitution.' 

The decision from which the foregoing quotation is taken 
sustained a state statute requiring the licensing of locomotive 
engineers, even when applied to an engineer employed solely 
in the operation of interstate trains. In accordance with this 
principle the states were permitted to require the use of head
lights of specified form and power on all locomotives, in
cluding those hauling interstate trains; to prohibit passen
gers standing. on the platforms of all railway motor cars 
operated in the state,' to prescribe the size of the crew of 
interstate as well as intrastate trains,' and to prohibit the 
use of stoves or furnaces in passenger cars.' The Court re
peatedly sustained the exercise of the state police power to 
require interstate railroads to construct and maintain bridges 
and viaducts at the railroad's expense in furtherance of plans 

'Smith v. Alabama (1888), 124 u. S. 465, oj82. Other cases sustaining 
the exercise of state police power to regulate the speed of interstate 
trains in the interest of safety are Erb v. Morasch (1900), 177 u. S. 
5114; Soutller" Ry. v. King (1910),217 U. S. 524-

• Atlantic Coast Line R. R. v. Georgia (1914),234 U. S. :280; Vandalia 
R. R. v. Public Swvic. CommissiOl' of Indiana (1916), 242 u. S. 255. 
These decisions applied only to state regulation of locomotive headlights 
prior to the Act of March '" 1915, 38 Stat. L. 1192, by which Congress 
assumed jurisdiction of this subject on interstate railroads. 

8 South Covington & C. St. Ry. v. Covingto .. (1915),235 U. S. 537 • 
• Chicago. R. I. & P. Ry. v. Ark .... as (1911),219 U. S.453; St. Louis, 

I. M. & S. Ry. v. Arkansas (1916),240 U. S. 518. 
• Nt'UI York. N. H. 6- H. R. R. v. New York (1897),165 U. S. 628. 
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for the elimination of grade crossings! This was done even 
when a highway crossing the railroad was opened subse
quent to the construction of the railroad.· In these grade 
crossing cases, the Court did not even refer to the possibility 
that the state requirements might be considered to be a bur
den upon interstate commerce; the opinions were directed 
solely to the contentions of the carriers that the statutes im
paired the contract obligations of charter provisions, denied 
to them the equal protection of the laws, or deprived them 
of property without due process of law. Another important 
illustration of proper use of the state police power to pro
mote safety is found in the decisions sustaining state regu
lation of the use of highways by motor vehicles, including 
requirements that state licenses shall be obtained for the 
operation of cars owned by non-residents and used on inter
state journeys.' The state, however, must not exceed reason
able limits in restricting interstate transportation in the in
terest of public safety. For this reason a Georgia statute 
known as the .. Blow Post" law was held to be an uncon
stitutional burden on interstate commerce" This statute 
required trains approaching highway crossings to slow down 
so that they might be stopped in time if any person or thing 
were crossing the track. It was shown that in a typical 
case, its enforcement would require 124 slowdowns in 123 

miles and add more than six hours to a schedule of four 
hours and thirty minutes. 

'N_ YorA 0- N. E. R. R. Y. Bristol ('894), '5' u. So 556; CloiaJgo. 
B. 0- O. R. R. Y. N.b_1to (.8<)8), 17O u. S. 57; Nortlwnl Pariji& 
Ry. v. Dtd"'A (.goB),:a08 U. S. s8J; Citu:iaMti,l. 0- W. Ry. T. C_ .... 
vii,. ('9.0), 2.8 u. So 336; MWoMri Paciji& Ry. Y. 0"""'" ('914). 
&35 u. S. 121. 

• Ca.n-ti,l. 0- W. Ry. y. Co ....... .roill •• $Vf>rD. 
I H...dricA v. Mary/aNl ('9'5), &35 u. So 6'0; K"", Y. N_ lrl'#Y 

('9,6), "42 u. So 160. 

• SNboani A;" Lirw Ry. Y. Blaciwdl ('911), "44 u. S.3'0. 
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State legislation designed to promote the health and morals 
of the community was usually sustained as a proper exercise 
of the state police power, where the statutes did not interfere 
with interstate commerce more than the exigencies of the 
case required. Thus the Court continued to uphold the valid
ity of reasonable state quarantine regulations applied to in
terstate commerce! In protecting health by quarantine laws, 
the Court recognized that state action did more than inci
dentally affect interstate commerce and had "the most ob
vious and direct relation" to that subject.' They were, 
nevertheless, held valid because of the necessity that proper 
health measures should be adopted by the states if Congress 
does not act, and because these measures should be adapted 
to varying local exigencies. State regulation of the fumi
gation, ventilation and cleauliness of vehicles used in inter
state transportation was also sustained as a proper exercise 
of state power to protect health.8 Of the same general char
acter, perhaps to be related as much to public morals as to 
public health, is a statute forbidding the operation of trains 
on Sunday. The Court upheld this statute as applied to 
interstate trains although interstate commerce was affected 
thereby to some extent and for a limited time.' It must not 
be supposed, however, that all state legislation purporting to 
promote public health and morals was sustained. Prior to 
the passage of the Wilson Act, the states were compelled to 
keep their hands off of the interstate sale and transportation 
of intoxicating liquor, notwithstanding the fact that the pur
pose of state legislation on this subject was to protect the 
health and morals of the community." It was also held that 

1 Smith v. SI. Louis &- S. W. Ry. ('90'), .8. u. S. 248. 
I See Min1U!sola Ral. CdS" ('9'3),230 U. S. 352, 402. 406. 
• South Covinglon &- C. SI. Ry. v. Covinglon ('9'5).235 U. S. 537 . 
• Henninglor. v. Georgw. (1I!96) •• 63 u. S.299-

• Bowman v. Chicago &- N. W. Ry. (.888) •• 25 u. S. 465; Leisy v. 
Hardin ('890). '35 u. S .• 00. 
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a state statute requiring all beef sold in the state to be in
spected by local inspectors twenty-four hours before being 
killed was invalid because it practically excluded beef from 
outside of the state from the local market and such exclu
sion was not reasonably necessary to preserve the health of 
the state.' 

We will now turn to the exercise of the state police power 
to promote the general welfare and convenience of the public_ 
In this field, the United States Supreme Court does not tol
erate as much interference with interstate commerce as in 
state protection of safety, health and morals. Nevertheless, 
the decisions do recognize that some degree of contact with 
interstate commerce must be permitted in the exercise of the 
police power even when safety, health and morals are not 
directly concerned. Otherwise the recognized power of the 
states to promote the general welfare and convenience of 
tlleir inhabitants would be reduced to a mere shell. There
fore, the states ,are permitted in the exercise of this power 
to affect interstate commerce to a limited extent, the degree 
of interference permitted varying with the subject of reguI
tion. There are two distinct classes of state legislation de
signed to promote public welfare and convenience and affect
ing interstate transportation. The first embraces state action 
which directly regulates the transportation of passengers 
and freight between the states by prescribing the terms and 
conditions of such transportation. The second embraces 
state action which makes no attempt to prescribe how inter
state passengers and freight shall be transported, but does 
regulate the instrumentalities used in interstate transporta
tion. While no comprehensive rule can be stated prohibiting 
all state action falling within the first class or permitting all 
state action falling within the second, it is obvious that the 
burden upon interstate commerce resulting from legislation 

l Miruot ... '" Y. Barb". (11190), 136 u. s. 313-
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of the former character is more serious and direct, and, 
therefore, more apt to lead to its condemnation as an in
vasion of the exclusive power of Congress to regulate inter
state transportation. 

Nevertheless, there are cases in which the direct state 
regulation of the terms and conditions of interstate trans
portation has been sustained in the absence of conflicting 
federal action. These, in general, fall within the terms of 
a proposition stated by Mr. Justice Hughes in the Minnesota 
Rate Cases as follows: 

There are certain subjects having the most obvious and direct 
relation to interstate commerce, which nevertheless, with the 
acquiescence of Congress, have been controlled by state legisla
tion from the foundation of the government because of the 
necessity that they should not remain unregulated, and that their 
regulation should be adapted to varying local exigencies; hence, 
the absence of regulation by Congress in such matters has not 
imported that there should be no restriction, but rather that the 
states should continue to supply the needed rules until Congress 
should decide to supersede them.' 

The regulation of the liability of carriers to shippers or 
passengers arising from misfeasance or negligence in render
ing transportation is of this character. From the earliest 
days, each state has prescribed the rules of liability for 
causes of action arising within its jurisdiction. So long as 
Congress remained silent on the subject, the Supreme Court 
sustained the validity of state statutes defining the liability 
of carriers in connection with transportation service, even 
when applied to the interstate transportation of both freight Z 

and passengers.' 

1 (1913), 230 U. S. at 402 . 
• Richmond and Alleghany R. R. v. Patt"son Tobacco Co. (18gB), 169 

U. S. 3I1. 

I Chicago, M. &0 St. P. Ry. v. Solon (18gB), 169 U. S. 133; Chicago, 
R. I. &0 P. Rli. v. Maw:/J" (1919), 241! U. S. 359. For the effect of 
congressional regulation of liability upon state power, see pp. 309-316, in/rtJ. 
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The states are also permitted to prescribe the terms and 
conditions upon which local services incidental to interstate 
transportation are performed. This includes the regulation 
of wharfage charges,' the weighing of interstate grain ship
ments and the issuance of weight certificates therefor, I and 
railroad cab service, even when operated solely for the use 
of interstate railroad passengers. I State regulatory statutes 
concerning all of these subjects have been sustained by the 
Court. With reference to cab service, the Court took the 
position that it was not a part of interstate commerce, but 
merely an independent local service rendered preliminary or 
subsequent to the interstate journey. The same result, how
ever, could have been obtained by recognizing the fact that 
the ride to and from the railroad station is a part of the 
interstate journey, but is a proper subject of state regulation, 
both because of long-established custom and because of the 
need of adapting its regulation to local conditions. 

But the Court has with few exceptions denied the exist
ence of state power to protect the public need for transpor
tation by direct regulation of the charges for and the service 
to be rendered in the actual rail movement of passengers and 
freight between the states. We have already seen that, in 
the preceding period, the principle was established that Con
gress has exclusive jurisdiction of the regulation of charges 
for interstate transportation.' This principle was then ap
plied to prohibit the enforcement of state legislation pena1-
izing higher charges for a short haul than for a longer haul 
011 the same line where both hauls were interstate. In the 
period now under consideration the Court took a further 

I See M ...... ""1a R.'~ ClUff (1913). 2JO u. S. 3S2. 4OS. 

• M .... 1otntIs Esdl."g. v. Mis"" .... (Iglg), ,..s u. s. J6S. 

• p~ R. R. v. K .. ig.' (1!ID4). 192 u. S. 21. ' 

• Woba.s4, Sf. L. 6- P. 4 v. lUiaois (1886). 118 u. S. 557. See P. 
9S. SfI#G. 



r66 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

step and held that the exclusive jurisdiction of Congress was 
unconstitutionally invaded by state legislation prohibiting· 
the charges for transportation wholly within the state from 
exceeding charges for interstate transportation for a greater 
distance over the same line.' At first glance this would 
appear to be merely a regulation of intrastate charges; a vio
lation could be removed by reducing intrastate rates without 
affecting interstate rates. The Court, however, took cog
nizance of the fact that, in actual practice, the requirements 
of the statute might be met by increasing interstate rates. 
This result was characterized as a hindrance to, an interfer
ence with, and a regulation of commerce between the states 
which invalidated the statute. 

It must not be supposed that the denial of state power to 
regulate charges for interstate transportation leaves shippers 
and passengers absolutely at the mercy of the carriers in the 
absence of congressional action. The United States Su
preme Court recognized the existence of a common-law obli
gation of those engaged in public callings to render service 
at reasonable rates and without discrimination, and that state 
courts may enforce this obligation as a part of the state law, 
even with respect to transactions of interstate commerce, 
until Congress intervenes by providing other means of en
forcement.· With respect to interstate transportation by rail
mad, Congress did so intervene by the creation of the Inter
state Commerce Commission, with power to protect shippers 
from unreasonable charges and discrimination.' The juris
diction of the Interstate Commerce Commission has not yet 
been extended to interstate transportation by motor vehicles 

1 Louisvill. and Nashville R. R. v. Eubank ('902), .84 u. S.27. 

, COvi"gtOK and Cincinnati Bridge Co. v. Kentucky ('894), '54 u. S. 
204; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Call Publislaing Co. ('90'), .S. u. S. 92-

• For the effect upon stale commoQ-law obligations and remedies, see 
pp. 300-303. infra. 
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over the public highways, and the common law, enforceable 
by the state courts, seems applicable to such transportation 
when rendered by common carriers .. 

The attitude of the Court towards state regulation of the 
character of service rendered in interstate transportation is 
illustrated by its opinion in South Covington and Cincinnati 
Street Railway v. Covington.' In that case it sustained state 
legislation reasonably calculated to promote the public health 
and safety, such as regulations concerning the use of plat
forms, fumigation, ventilation and cleanliness of cars, but 
refused to sustain provisions specifying the number of cars 
to be operated and the number of passengers per car to be 
carried between adjacent states. It is thus apparent that 
where the regulation of interstate transportation service is 
not closely related to safety, health and morals, but merely 
concerns the public need for adequate transportation, the 
states are powerless even where Congress has failed to act. 
The overcrowding of cars, as those who inhabit large metro
politan areas are forcibly reminded, may become more than 
a matter of public convenience, and enter the field of safety, 
health and morals. When this is the case, state intervention 
appears to be entirely consistent with Supreme Court de
cisions permitting the exercise of state police power. 

An exception to the general rule that the Supreme Court 
will not permit direct state regulation of the service rendered 
in the actual rail movement of passengers and freight be
tween the states, is found in connection with the distribution 
of cars in times of car shortage. In dealing with this prob
lem it is absolutely impossible for a state to protect the car 
supply for its internal commerce without simultaneously 
regulating the car supply for interstate shipments originating 
within i~ borders. Every car given to an intrastate shipper 
pro tmlto reduces the supply for interstate shipments and 

1 (1gI5). II3S u. S. 537. 
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vice versa. In the absence of federal regulation of car dis
tribution, the Court sustained a state statute requiring car
riers to furnish cars within a reasonable time after demand, 
notwithstanding the fact that it extended to car requirements 
for interstate shipments.' In regulating car distribution the 
states were, however, required to avoid any unreasonable 
interference with interstate commerce. An absolute state 
requirement that carriers shall furnish cars upon written 
requisition of the shipper within a specified number of days, 
regardless of any condition except strikes and other public 
calamities, was held to transcend the police power of the 
state and to amount to a burden on interstate commerce.' 
Even so rigid and burdensome a requirement was admitted 
by the Court to be close to the border line of permissible 
state police power. 

We will now consider the second class of state legislation 
designed to promote the general welfare and convenience of 
the public, namely that which affects interstate transportation 
through the regulation of the instrumentalities used therein. 
without attempting to prescribe the charges for and character 
of interstate service. The decisions of the period considered 
in this chapter were very liberal in upholding state legisla
tion of this character making reasonable provision for local 
needs notwithstanding its indirect effects upon interstate 
commerce. The state police power to govern its internal 
commerce and other matters peculiarly of local concern was 
recognized and was sustained as applicable to interstate car
riers in the absence of Congressional action upon the imme
diate subject of state regulation.' 

Of primary importance in this field is state regulation of 
charges by interstate carriers for transportation wholly 

'IlIi""" C",'ral R. R. v. Mulberry Hill Coal Co. (1915).238 u. S. 275-

• How'o" .nd T,ras Cen'ral R. R. v. M.y .. (1906),201 U. S. 321. 

• See Mi" .. ,o'. R." Cas .. (1913).230 U. S. 352. 402. 410. 
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within the state. Every student of transportition is familiar 
with the fact that any substantial change in the intrastate 
rate structure usually has a disti!lct effect upon interstate 
commerce. This is caused by a variety of interrelations be
tween interstate and intrastate shipments of which perhaps 
the most important is the competition in the markets within 
the state between local shippers and shippers from other 
states. A state statute compelling a substantial reduction of 
intrastate rates is bound to stop or diminish ,competing inter
state shipments to local markets unless met by a correspond
ing reduction in interstate rates. But either alternative thus 
presented, the reduction of interstate rates or the curtailment 
of interstate traffic, constitutes an indirect regulation of in
terstate commerce by state action. During the period now 
under consideration, the United States Supreme Court firmly 
established the principle that the states have power to reg
ulate the charges of interstate carriers for transportation 
wholly within the state notwithstanding such effects upon 
interstate commerce, so long as Congress or its subordinate 
agency, the Interstate Commerce Commission, fails to act to 
protect interstate commerce from the discrimination result
ing from state action.' The Court's decision on this subject 
in the Minllllsota Rate Cases has already been outlined in 
the discussion of federal power." In those cases, a very 
substantial discrimination against interstate shipments was 
clearly sho,wn to result from a state-wide reduction of intra
state rates made in pursuance of state statutes and orders of 
the state regulatory commission. While recognizing that 
Congress had power to intervene in such a situation, the 
Court held that, in the absence of federal intervention, the 

I M ... .ro'" Rol. C_. (1913).230 U. S. 352; l.otAmilk. N .. lIfJilk 
R. R. Y. GorNII (1913). 831 u. S. ag8; Cloicago. M • .s- Sf. P. Ry. Y. 

Ptd>l~ UliliM. C~ (1917), 24" u. S. 33J. 

• See P. '37. 3Wtra. 
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state-enforced reduction of rates was not invalidated by its 
very substantial interfe nce with interstate transportation. 
A few extracts from r. Justice Hughes' opinion will be 
given to show the attitu e of the Court: 

It is competent for a s ate to govern its internal commerce, 
to provide local improv ents, to" create and regulate local 
facilities, to adopt prote ive measures of a reasonable char
acter in the interest of th health, safety, morals and welfare of 
its people, although inters te commerce may incidental1y or in
directly be involved. . . . 

Where the subject is eculiarly one of local concern, and 
from its nature belongs to the class with which the state appro
priately deals in making reasonable provision for local needs, 
it can not be regarded as left to the unrestrained will of in
dividuals because Congress has not acted, although it may have 
such a relation to interstate commerce as to be within the reach 
of the federal power. In such case, Congress must be the judge 
of the necessity of federal action. Its paramount authority 
always enables it to intervene at its discretion for the complete 
and effective government of that which has been committed to 
its care, and, for this purpose and to this extent, in response to 
a conviction of national need, to displace local laws by sub
stituting laws of its own. . . . 

When the legislation of the state is limited to internal com
merce to such a degree that it does not include even incidentally 
the subjects of interstate commerce, it is not rendered invalid 
because it may affect the latter commerce indirectly. . . . Re
strictive measures within the police power of the state, enacted 
exclusively with respect to internal business, as distinguished 
from interstate traffic, may in their reflex or indirect influence 
diminish the latter and reduce the volume of articles transported 
into or out of the state .... When, however, the state in deal
ing with its internal co~erce, undertakes to regulate instru
mentalities which are also sed in interstate commerce, its action 
is necessarily subject to th exercise by Congress of its authority 
to control such instrumen" ities so far as may be necessary for 
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the purpose of enabling it to discharge its constitutional func
tion .... 

Wherever, as to such matters, under these established princi
ples, Congress may be entitled to act, by virtue of its power to 
secure the complete government of interstate commerce, the 
state power nevertheless continues until Congress does act and 
by its valid interposition limits the exercise of the local au
thority.' 

The power of a state to regulate rates for intrastate 
transportation is not unlimited but is subject to provisions 
of the Fourteenth Amendment against the taking of prop
erty without due process of law. These provisions have 
been held to prohibit state action compelling so great a re
duction of rates as to amount to a confiscation of a carrier's 
property.' The general problem of determining when rate 
regulation is confiscatory is beyond the scope of this discus
sion as it does not concern the distribution of power between 
the federal and state governments. One aspect of this prob:
lem is, however, of interest. It was at times contended that 
a state reduction of rates is not confiscatory because the 
aggregate income of the carrier from both intrastate and 
interstate traffic, even after the reduction in the intrastate 
rates, was sufficient to yield a fair return on the value of the 
carrier's property. This contention received short shrift 
from the Court, which required each class of traffic to pay 
its own way and held that from the standpoint of confisca
tion, the legality of rates prescribed by a state for transpor
tation wholly within its limits must be determined without 
reference to the interstate business done by the carrier.' 

1230 U. S. at ~ 40J, 410, 411, 4'12. For discussion of federal II01Rr 
to ftgUiat<: intrastat<: rates and the eIf<:c:t of its exercise upon stale 1I01Rr. 
- pp. 137-142, ~ pp. Z]2-a38. 3OJ-309, ;"fro. 

"R __ v. F-.n' 1.-. 0IId Tnut Co. (.894). 154 u. s. 362; S"'l'tl. 
Y. A_s (11198). 169 u. s. 466; Mu....$D/Q RtJI. C,...S, alNl-

• S",ytA Y. A_s. aJml at 54'; Mu....$D/Q RtJI. C ....... , $UJmI at 4JS. 
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The fact that a carrier is operating under federal charter 
does not prevent the exercise of state regulatory power to 
prescribe the rates charged by it for intrastate transporta
tion.' 

The foregoing cases on state regulation of intrastate rates 
involved state statutes or orders fixing legal maxima of 
charges. State power extends to other aspects of the rate 
structure where the legislation is confined to transportation 
wholly within' the state. Thus it was decided that there is 
nothing in the provisions of the federal Constitution or laws 
which necessarily prevents a state from prohibiting the re
ceipt of higher charges for short hauls than for longer hauls 
on the same line when both are wholly intrastate.' 

Another subject of state regulation in the interests of the 
general welfare and convenience of the public is the service 
rendered in transportation wholly within the state. Since 
such transportation to a very large extent is furnished by 
carriers also engaged in interstate commerce, state regulation 
of intrastate service cannot proceed without affecting com
merce between the states to some degree. This at once raises 
the problem of the extent to which a state may affect inter
state commerce by service regulations, specifically applicable 
only to intrastate transportation and adopted for the legiti
mate purpose of protecting the internal commerce of the 
state. This problem was the subject of a multitude of de
cisions in the period considered in this chapter, some of 
which sustained and others set aside state regulations of this 
character. The Court apparently followed a rough rule of 
reason applied with reference to the particular facts in each 
case after balancing the local needs against the effect upon 
interstate transportation. A few typical decisions will be 
cited. 

I Reagan v. Morcantil. Trust Co. (1894). 154 u. S. 413: Smyth v. 
Ames (18gS), 169 u. S. 466. 519-522 . 

• Missou"; Paci/k Ry. v. Mcwtv1 Coal Co. (1917),2# U. S. 191. 
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It was held that a state may require the use of the tracks 
and cars of interstate carriers for the continuous movement 
of intrastate freight shipments without unloading from the 
line of one carrier to that of another.' The objection was 
made that the requirement of such interchange was a burden 
upon interstate commerce because it might deprive a carrier 
of the rolling stock necessary to handle its interstate traffic, 
but the Court stated that it will not be presumed that the 
state will so construe or enforce the order as to interfere 
with or obstruct interstate commerce! 

The difficulty of drawing the line between valid and un
constitutional state regulations of intrastate service is shown 
by the series of decisions relating to "train stop" regula
tions, by which is meant regulations requiring certain speci
fied trains or a minimum number of trains per day to stop 
for intrastate passengers at designated stations. It is, of 
course, always possible to comply with these orders without 
stopping trains carrying interstate "passengers, either by run
ning additional sections or adding new trains to the schedule. 
As a practical matter, however, the traffic rarely warrants 
additional train service, so that the natural result of the en
forcement of the regulations is to increase the number of 
stops of interstate trains, thereby retarding the movement of 
interstate transportation. Nevertheless the Court sustained a 
state statute requiring three trains a day in each direction, if 
that many are operated, to stop at places of 3000 or more 
inhabitants,' and a similar statute requiring four stops per 
day at every county-seat.. On the other hand, it was de-

I Grmod Trw .... R3. Y. Mit:/tigoK R. R. C-wimo (1913), 231 u. So 
457; Mit:Ai_ CmtnJI R. R. Y. Mit:/Ugm& R. R. C-'s.rioa (19IS), 
236 U. So 6.5. 634-

• Mit:Aigaa C ... tral R. R. y. Mit:ltigaa R. R. C-wimo, ... "... 
• W. S"'- '" M. S. Ry. Y. OAio ('899), 173 U. So :MIs. 
t GH'f. c. '" S. F. Ry. 't. T.XGS (19.8),246 U. So sa. 
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cided that an unconstitutional burden was placed upon inter
state commerce by a state law which provided that every 
village of 200 or more inhabitants should be served by at 
least one train a day in each direction, and by two trains, if 
four or more were operated.' The test seems to be whether 
the stop requirement is necessary in order to provide ade
quate local transportation facilities, as is shown by the fol
lowing extract from the opinion of Mr. Justice McKenna: 

It is competent for a state to require adequate local facilities, 
even to the stoppage of interstate trains or the re-arrangement 
of their schedules. Such facilities existing-that is. the local 
conditions being adequately met-the obligation of the railroad 
is performed. and the stoppage of interstate trains becomes 
an improper and illegal interference with interstate commerce.' 

A state order, similar in principle to the train-stop regula
tions, required trains to start on schedule time and to wait 
only thirty minutes for connections. This order was held 
void as an unlawful interference with interstate commerce 
as applied to a through interstate train received by the de
fendant railway from a connection.' The observance of the 
order would have seemed possible if the defendant railway 
had made up and dispatched an additional section from the 
junction point. when the train was over thirty minutes late 
from the connecting road. the regular train following upon 
its arrival as the second section. This method of operation 
would affect interstate commerce by imposing upon an inter
state carrier the unnecessary financial burden of operating 
two sections where only one was required by the traffic. and 
would delay the movement of the regular interstate train 

1 Chicago, B. 6- Q. R. R. v. R. R. CommissiON of Wise ........ (1915). 
237 U. S. 220. 

• Chicago, B. 6- Q. R. R. v. R. R. Commission of Wisconsin (1915), 
237 U. S. 220. 226. 

8 Missouri, K. 6- T. Ry. v. T<xas (1918),245 U. S.44 
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whenever the railroad did not have extra motive power and 
crews immediately available at the point of connection. The 
Court, however, believed that the railroad could not free 
itself from liability for the delay of the interstate train by 
offering another, and, therefore, that the order unjustly 
penalized the railroad for delays for which it was not re
sponsible. 

The so-called " Jim Crow" laws, which require separate 
accommodations for intrastate white and colored passengers, 
are a form of regulation of intrastate commerce which, as 
applied to interstate railroads, closely approach the border 
line of interference with transportation between the states. 
It will be recalled that, in the preceding period, the Court 
had held that an unconstitutional burden was placed upon 
interstate commerce by a state law which compelled the ad
mission of an intrastate colored passenger of a steamboat, 
engaged in both interstate and intrastate transportation, to a 
cabin which had been assigned to the exclusive use of white 
passengers.' The Court, however, in the period now consid
ered, sustained state laws requiring the segregation of the 
races, even as applied to intrastate passengers on trains also 
engaged in interstate transportation." The decisions thus 
distinguished between a state law requiring intrastate colored 
passengers to be admitted to all parts of a vehicle used also 
in interstate transportation, and one requiring the segrega
tion of white and colored intrastate passengers; the former 
was held unconstitutional while the latter was sustained. 
Mr. Justice Harlan, in a dissenting opinion, stated that he 
could see no logical basis for this distinction.' There is, 

'Hall V. DI C.ir (18;-8),95 U. S. 485. See Po 9J, .. tra. 
'l.otAsfIilIl, N. O. 0- T. Ry. Co. Y. Mississi;~ (,890), '33 u. S. s87; 

Chlsopoo/rl alld OIoiD Ry. Y. K_Ay (.goo). '711 u. s. 388; McCain 
v • .tflchlsoto. T. 0- S. F. Ry. ('9'4). 2JS u. S. 'S'. 

a LaNinIill,. N. O. 0- T. Ry. Co. Y. Mississippi • ."tra. 



176 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

however, a difference; the law prohibiting segregation could 
not be obeyed without actual interference with white inter
state passengers by introducing colored intrastate passengers 
among them, while the law requiring segregation of intra
state passengers could be met without disturbing interstate 
passengers, by adding to interstate trains an additional car 
for intrastate passengers with separate compartments for the 
two races. This method of operation, while undoubtedly 
affecting interstate transportation, was considered to be no 
more of a burden than many other police regulations, the 
"l>alidity of which has been sustained. It should be noted 
that all of the decisions of this period, sustaining state "Jim 
Crow" laws, expressly construed these laws as requiring 
the segregation of only intrastate passengers, the implication 
being that it was beyond the police power of the states to 
compel iaterstate carriers to separate their white and colored 
interstate passengers at the state line! 

The attitude of the Court was less liberal to state regula
tions of intrastate service than to state regulations of intra
state rates. Where rates were concerned the Court, as in 
the Minnesota Rate Cases, disregarded the resulting dis
criminations against interstate transportation, so long as 
Congress, through the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
took no action to prevent the discrimination. In the service 
cases, however, the Court in substance acted as a regulatory 
commission charged with the duty of protecting transporta
tion between the states from unreasonable interference by 
state regulations of internal transportation. In so doing, it 
passed judgment upon the legislative question whether the 
interference with interstate transportation was reasonably 
required to meet the local needs for local transportation 

1 But see Sout" Covington &- C. St. Ry. Co. v. Kfflt""ky (1<)20), 252 
u. S. 399, discussed in the following chapter, p. 25~, infrfJ,. which may 
possibly be inl"erpreted as sustaining state power to require the segre.
gation even of interstate passengers. 
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facilities.' This difference of approach to state rate regula
tion and to state service regulation was probably due to the 
fact that, at the time these cases were being decided, Con
greSs had provided in the Interstate Commerce Commission 
adequate federal machinery for the prevention of rate dis
crimination against interstate traffic, but had then made no 
similar provisions giving the federal commission jurisdic
tion over the kind of questions arising in the service cases. 
In the rate cases, the Court would have invaded the jurisdic
tion of the Interstate Commerce Commission by deciding 
whether state legislation caused unjust discrimination against 
interstate commerce, before the question had been presented 
to the Commission. In the service cases, interstate com
merce would have been unprotected unless the Court had 
intervened as it did. 

There was a miscellaneous group of cases, passing upon 
the validity of state action for protecting the public welfare 
and convenience in local matters, which cannot be classified 
as either rate or service regulations. These decisions con. 
sidered the effect of such action upon interstate commerce 
and, as in the case of service regulations, sustained or set 
aside the state regulations according to the particular facts 
of each case. . A few illustrations will be given. 

A state court ordered the removal of a railroad bridge as 
a part of a plan for improving local drainage. The order 
was made regardless of whether the construction of a satis
factory substitute was possible. The United States Supreme 
Court held that under these circumstances the order was an 
unconstitutional interference with interstate commerce, the 
brid,.oe being an essential part of an interstate line.' The 
case is also noteworthy as holding that the freedom of inter-

IS .. cltitago, B. 6t Q. R. R. Yo R. R. C_1IIitrioa of Wisro...u. (I!/IS), 
ag u. So aao, a:a6. 

• K_ Cily s....,..,.,. 4 v. K_ Vall., DWk, (1914). "J3 u. So 7$. 
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state commerce from state obstruction is not confined to state 
legislative action, but also extends to interference by any 
other branch of the state government such as the courts. 
On the other hand, the Court sustained a city ordinance re-. 
quiring the removal of a railroad track used for the service 
of private industries in interstate transportation because the 
track crossed a thoroughfare blocking access to a union 
station, it appearing that other connections could be made 
for car service to the industries! The principal point of 
distinction between these two cases was the feasibility of 
providing substitutes for the facilities ordered removed. 

A state statute forbidding the consolidation of competing 
interstate carriers was upheld in the absence of congressional 
regulation of this subject.' In this case the Court expressly 
made the distinction between state regulation of interstate 
commerce itself and state regulation of carriers engaged in 
such commerce. The opinion said: 

In the division of authority with respect to interstate railways 
Congress reserves to itself the superior right to control their 
commerce and forbid interference therewith; while to the states 
remains the power to create and to regulate the instruments of 
such commerce, so far as necessary to the conservation of the 
public interests.' 

In reaching this decision the Court gave great weight to 
the fact that the corporate power to purchase the stock and 
franchise of another corporation was conferred by state 
charter. Being derived from the state, it was held that the 
state might accompany this grant of power by such limita
tions as it chose to impose, including the prohibition of its 
exercise to eliminate competition. 

I Demler and Rio wand. R. R. v. Den,," (1919),250 U. S.24I. 
I Louisvill. and Naslwill. R. R. v. Kmluci,l (1896), 161 u. S. ftn. 
I 161 U. S. at 702. 
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Other illustrations of valid state regulations of the affairs 
of interstate railways are found in decisions sustaining a 
state law requiring the semi-monthly payment of their em
ployees 1 and forbidding a change of the location of a rail
way's general offices and shops.' All of these decisions show 
that the Court is disposed to sustain the police power of the 
state to regulate matters of local concern in the interests of 
the general welfare and convenience, and to apply such reg
ulations to interstate carriers in the absence of conflicting 
federal action, unless the effects upon interstate commerce 
exceed the reasonable requirements of the local situation. 

While the states may, in the exercise of their police power, 
thus regulate or affect the business of interstate transporta
tion in a variety of ways without violating the commerce 
clause of the federal Constitution, they are not permitted to 
withhold the right to engage in interstate commerce nor to 
make the existence of that right depend upon the fulfillment 
of state-imposed requirements. A Kentucky statute pro
vided that no agent of an express company, not incorporated 
under the laws of Kentucky, should carry on business within 
the state without obtaining a license and showing that the 
company had at least $150,000 actual capital. This statute 
was held to be an unconstitutional regulation of interstate 
commerce in so far as it was applied to corporations en
gaged therein.' In this case the Court said: 

To carry on interstate commerce is not a franchise or a 
privilege granted by the state; it is a right which every citizen 
of the United States is entitled to exercise under the Constitu
tion and laws of the United States; and the ac:c:ession of mere 

I En. R. R. 9. Willio .... (1914), "'" u. s. 68s. 
'1,.,_IioMGI aad GrfGI Noy'",", Ry. Y. A ........... Co-Iy (1918), 

"'46 U. S. 424- See also LmrortIIU Y. $/. z.o.n...s .... FI'IIIIriI<o Ry~ U. S. 
Sup. Ct, May 31, 1927. 

'Crlllcltw Y. K_ky (1891), 141 u. s. 4'1. 
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corporate facilities, as a matter of convenience in carrying on 
their business, can not have the effect of depriving them of such 
right, unless Congress should see fit to interpose some contrary 
regulation on the subject.' 

This case was followed by a decision that a Kansas statute 
was unconstitutional which imposed as a condition precedent 
to the transaction of interstate business in Kansas a require
ment that foreign corporations file a financial statement and 
a list of their stockholders and officers.' Similarly a New 
York statute requiring an express company to take out a 
local license for transacting interstate business was adjudged 
to be a violation of the federal commerce clause.' The 
same case set aside a provision for the licensing of the 
drivers, but did so because of unreasonable qualifications 
required of the drivers, and not because of any inherent in
competence of state power to require the drivers to be licensed 
in the interests of public safety; on the contrary, the Court 
conceded that reasonable provisions for the licensing of 
drivers handling interstate express shipments do not violate 
the Constitution. This decision, therefore, brings out the 
distinction between state regulation of the conditions prece
dent to engaging in interstate business, which is prohibited, 
and state regulation of the conduct of that business, which 
is permitted under many circumstances. 

Nor can a state attach unreasonable conditions to the 
exercise of local privileges by a foreign corporation engaged 
in interstate commerce within its borders. While reasonable 
requirements may be imposed by a state concerning the use 
of its courts by such a corporation, it was held that a state 
statute was void as a burden upon interstate commerce, be
cause it sought to compel foreign corporations engaged 

1 141 U. S. at 57. 

'Int",w/iotuJI T,x/ Book Co. v. Pigg (1910),217 U. S.91 • 

• Ado .... Expr .. s Co. v. NtfJI York (1914),232 U. S. 14-
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therein to file a copy of their certificates of incorporation. 
to pay a recording fee therefor. and to appoint a resident 

,agent as a condition precedent to bringing suit in the state 
courts.1 

For a long time it was supposed that a state had practi
cally absolute control of the transaction by foreign corpora
tions of intrastate business within its borders. and could 
grant or withhold this privilege. or attach whatever condi
tions it chose to its exercise. In 1910. however. it was 
clearly established that. where interstate commerce is affected 
by the .conditions attached to doing intrastate business. the 
state power to dictate the terms upon which foreign corpora
tions may engage therein is not unlimited. In that year the 
Court held that an unconstitutional burden was imposed 
upon interstate commerce by a Kansas statute requiring for
eign corporations engaged therein to pay a fee ranging from 
one-tenth to one-fiftieth of one per cent of their total author
ized capital as a condition of their transacting local business 
in Kansas.' Further reference will be made to this case in 
considering state taxing powers.o At the present stage of 
the discussion it is of interest in showing that the state can
not make use of its right to dictate the terms upon which 
foreign corporations may engage in intrastate commerce in 
such a way as to burden the transaction of interstate busi
ness. The Court took cognizance of the fact that the de
fendant. a telegraph company. in order to accommodate the 
general public and make its telegraphic system effective. must 
do all kinds of business both interstate and intrastate. and 
that the intimate connection between the two classes of busi
ness made an onerous regulation of one class a burden upon 
the other. 

1 Siou RtMHY Co .... Co~ (IlIt4). 1US u. S. t!l7. 
o W .. j .... UIIio .. TokgnJ#I Co. ... K_. 216 U. S. L 
o See p. 19\1, ;,./t'o. 
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It was shown in the previous chapter that the states, in 
rendering services and providing facilities to promote the 
safe and expeditiouS movement of interstate transportation, 
are making a proper exercise of their police power and are 
not invading the· exclusive jurisdiction of Congress under 
the commerce clause. In this connection, it was pointed out 
that the exaction of a reasonable charge as compensation for 
such services or for the use of such facilities is in no proper 
sense an exercise of the taxing power or a tax burden upon 
interstate commerce. Several cases in the period now con
sidered followed this principle. It was the basis of a de
cision sustaining a state license fee of five dollars as com
pensation for the services rendered in licensing locomotive 
engineers in the interests of public safety, even when applied 
to an engineer engaged solely in the operation of interstate 
trains.' Similarly the states were permitted to impose a 
so-called "pole tax" upon telegraph companies engaged in 
interstate business; this was in no proper sense a tax, but 
was merely a fee for the occupation of the public highways 
by the poles of the telegraph companies.' By far the most 
important development along this line came with the exten
sive use of the public highways by motor vehicles on inter
state journeys. The non-resident owners of automobiles 
entering or passing through the states of Maryland and 
New Jersey resented the laws of those states requiring the 
payment of a license fee for using their highways, and 
attacked these laws as an unconstitutional burden upon in
terstate commerce. These license fees were sustained in two 
decisions.3 The requirement of a license for cars of non-

1 Smith v. Alabama (1888), 124 u. S. 465. 

J Postal Telegraph-Cable Co. v. Richmond (1919),249 U. S. 252; Mackay 
Telegraph and Cable Co. v. Little Rack (1919),250 U. S. 94-

J Helldrick v. Marylalld (1915), 235 u. S. 610; Ka"" v. New Jersey 
(1916),242 U. S. 160. 
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residents was declared to be a proper exercise of the. police 
power as facilitating the enforcement of necessary police 
regulations to preserve safety and order on the highways. 
The fee was justified as reasonable compensation both for 
the administrative expenses of the state incurred in the en
forcement of the law and for special facilities furnished by 
the state at its own expense. In the New Jersey case, it 
appeared that the license fees exceeded the cost of regulation 
and inspection of motor vehicles, but it escaped condemna
tion because the excess was applied to the maintenance of the 
highways. These decisions recognized that the reasonable
ness of the state's action is subject to inquiry in the United 
States Courts so far as it affects interstate commerce, and 
to that extent the state police power is also subordinate to 
the will of Congress. So. far as interstate commerce is con
cerned, these decisions justify only state fees for the main
tenance of the highways and for services rendered in secur
ing their safe and orderly use, and in no way authorize state 
taxation or regulation of the business of interstate transpor
tation by motor vehicle. 

The decisions involving the extent to which the states may 
affect interstate transportation by the exercise of the taxing 
power will next be considered. It was shown in the pre
vious chapter that the Court had firmly established two prin
ciples limiting the exercise of this power. The first is that 
the states must not tax the operations of the United States 
or its duly authorized agencies in carrying into execution the 
laws of the United States. The second is that state taxation 
is unconstitutional if it is a burden upon or regulation of 
interstate commerce. These two principles form the foun
dation of the structure of judicial definition of state taxing 
power in its relation to interstate transportation. Building 
upon this foundation, it was necessary for the Court to ex
amine various forms of state taxation and to determine in 
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each instance whether the particular kind of tax before the 
Court fell within the prohibition of the established principles. 
As a result, a few criteria of varying degrees of depend
ability were set up for testing the validity of state taxation, 
some of which were referred to in the previous chapter and 
others developed in the period now being discussed. 

So far as interstate transportation is concerned, the Court 
devoted but little attention to the principle that the states 
must not tax the operations of the federal government and 
its agencies in the execution of the laws of the United 
States. This is probably due to the fact that interstate 
transportation was for the most part conducted by railroad 
corporations created by and deriving their franchises under 
the laws of the various states. One notable exception to 
this statement. is found in the case of the Pacific railroad 
system which was constructed as a part of a federal project 
for uniting the Mississippi Valley with the Pacific coast. 
The Central Pacific Railroad Company, a constituent part 
of this system, although a California corporation, exercised 
franchises to construct and operate a railroad conferred 
upon it by Act of Congress. The state of California at
tempted to levy a property tax upon these franchises. The 
United States Supreme Court, in deciding that this tax was 
invalid,' held that in the exercise of these franchises, the 
railroad was an agency of the United States, and said: 

It seems to us almost absurd to contend that a power given 
to a person or corporation by the United States may be sub· 
jected to taxation by a state. The power conferred emanates 
from, and is a portion of, the power of the government that 
confers it. To tax it, is not only derogatory to the dignity, 
but subversive of the powers of the government, and repugnant 
to its paramount sovereignty.' 

1 California v. Cmtral PDCi/ic R. R. (1888), 12'1 u. S. I. 

• 12'1 U. S. at 41. 
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The principle that state taxation must not burden or 
regulate interstate commerce was, however, the subject of 
many decisions of this period. The Court was here faced 
by the same problem that was presented by the cases in
volving the state police power. It had to work out a prac
tical interpretation of the Constitution which would protect 
interstate commerce from burdensome state interference 
without depriving the states of adequate powers for efficient 
local self-government. Recognizing the practical impossi
bility of divorcing an adequate state taxing power from all 
contact with interstate commerce, the Court continued to 
rely upon the familiar distinction between state action, which 
merely incidentally affects interstate commerce, and that 
which amounts to a burden upon or regulation of that 
subject. 

The utmost liberality to state taxing power is found in 
the field of property taxation. The Court had at an early 
date committed itself to the proposition that a general prop
erty tax upon property within the state used in interstate 
transportation in common with other property of a similar 
nature, was not an unconstitutional burden or regulation. 1 

This rule clearly applied to physical tangible property such 
as land, buildings, rails, motive power and rolling stock, 
separately considered. But a new problem arose with the 
growth of the so-called unit method of taxation, that is, the 
assessment of railroad property, not as separate items of 
physical property, but as a single unit embracing all elements 
of value arising from the combination of the various sep
arate items of physical property into a railroad system and 
from its operation as such. This method of taxation inevi
tably involves the assessment of value resulting from the 
use of the property for the purpose of interstate transporta
tion. It was, of course, found that in many instances the 

1 See P. '05. ... tra. 
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unit value considerably exceeded the swn of the ordinary 
market values of the various items of physical property em
braced in the system. The excess value thus assessed neces
sarily varies with the income derived from all the uses of 
the property including interstate transportation. If a larger 
revenue is derived from interstate traffic, it is reflected in the 
net income of the property and in the unit value assessed by 
the state; if the interstate traffic diminishes in vol~e with 
a corresponding decrease in net income, the assessment for 
purposes of state taxation becomes lower. Since in. the long 
run the assessment of the state property tax under the unit 
method tends to vary with the results of the business of 
interstate transportation, it was most earnestly argued that 
taxes so assessed are a burden upon and regulation of inter
state commerce in violation of the Constitution. 

The Supreme Court, however, in a long series of decisions 
has consistently permitted the states to include in their assess
ment of property, for taxation as such, those elements of 
value which result from its use in interstate transportatiolL 
This rule was distinctly stated by Mr. Justice Brewer in 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. Louis Railway v. 
Backus (1894) 1 in an opinion which pointed out the im
possibility of separating from the value of property that 
part due to its use in interstate commerce and then said: 

Either the property must be declared wholly exempt from 
state taxation or taxed at its value, irrespective of the causes and 
uses which have brought about such value. And the uniform 
ruling of this Court, a ruling demanded by the harmonious re
lations between the states and the national government, has 
affirmed that the full discharge of no duty entrusted to the 
latter restrains the former from the exercise of the power of 
equal taxation upon all private property within its territorial 
limits. All that has been decided is that, beyond the taxation of 

1 154 U. S. 439, 446. 
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property, according to the rule of ordinary property taxation, no 
state shall attempt to impose the added burden of a license or 
other tax for the privilege of using, constructing, or operating 
any bridge, or other instrumentality of interstate commerce, 
or for carrying on of such commerce. It is enough for the 
state that it finds within its borders property which is of a cer
tain value. What has caused that value is immaterial. It is 
protected by state laws, and the rule of all property taxation is 
the rule of value, and by that rule property engaged in interstate 
commerce is controlled the same as property engaged in com
merce within the state. Neither is this an attempt to do by in
direction what can not be done directly-that is, to cast a burden 
upon interstate commerce. It comes rather within that large 
class of state action, like certain police restraints, which, while 
indirectly affecting, can not be considered as a regulation of 
interstate commerce, or a direct burden upon its free exercise.' 

But it was contended that the unit method was uncon
stitutional because it assessed, not only the tangible property 
within the state used for interstate transportation, but also 
intangible property over which the state had no jurisdiction 
such as the franchises of foreign corporations to be corpora
tions and to conduct the business of interstate transportation 
as corporations. The Court, however, definitely decided 
that the states have power to impose a general property tax 
upon not only tangible, but intangible, property within their 
borders used in interstate commeroe, and that in the intan
gible property thus assessed they may include the corporate 
franchises, granted by other states, including the franchise 
to engage in interstate commerce, to the Cl.."tent that these 
franchises are Cl..-ercised in the state imposing the tax.' In 

• For further discussion of state power to assess property values re
sulting from use in interstate transportation, see Admas ~u C .... Y. 

Olli. S_ AIIdiIor (1897), 165 u. So 194, r66 U. So 185; U ..... T ..... 
LiN C .... Y. Wrigllt (1919).249 U. So 275-

t Admas Er,..,u CO. Y. Oltio S_ Awlitor (1897). 166 u. S. 185; 
Allmotic oad Paciji£ Td. C .... Y. Ploilodoltilia (1903). 190 u. So 160' 
W.n ..... 0,,10 .. Ttl. C .... T. Mw.n.n (1903). 190 u. So 412. • 
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an opinion of the Court discussing the taxability of corporate 
franchises, Mr. Justice Brewer stated that the franchise to 
be a corporation is not for all purposes confined to the state 
that created the corporation, but is carried wherever the 
corporation goes; he then further pointed out that this is 
only one of its franchises and said: 

The franchise to do is an independent franchise, or rather 
a combination of franchises, embracing all things which the 
corporation is given power to do, and this power to do is as 
much a thing of value and a part of the intangible property of 
the corporation as the .franchise to be. Franchises to do go 
wherever the work is done. . . . Do not these intangible prop
erties-these franchises to do-exercised in connection with the 
tangible property which it holds, create a substantive matter of 
taxation to be asserted by every state in which the tangible 
property is found? 1 

Since the state taxing power does not extend beyond its 
territorial limits, it was necessary to determine what prop
erty of a company doing business in several states has a situs 
within the taxing state for purposes of taxation. Particular 
difficulty arises in connection with the assessment of two 
classes of property of interstate carriers, namely movable 
tangible property, such as locomotives and cars, which pass 
in and out of the taxing state, and intangible property, such 
as good will, contract rights, and franchises, which is appur
tenant to the company's property in several states and is not 
confined to the taxing state. 

In 1888, the Court stated that a state property tax upon 
rolling stock might be fixed by appraisement and valuation 
of the a verage amount within the state during the taxing 
year, and that the mere fact that the rolling stock was em
ployed in interstate transportation would not render the taxa-

1 Ada ..... Esprm Co. v. Ohio Stat. Auditor ('897), .66 u. S . • 8s. 224. 

225· 
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tion invalid.' This statement, however, was merely a dic
tum because the decision containing it held that the particular 
assessment there presented was invalid, not because it was 
unconstitutional in plan, but because it was not within the 
terms of the statute under which it was levied. A decade 
later, however, the Court definitely sustained a Colorado 
property tax upon a refrigerator car company assessed upon 
the value of forty cars, the average number employed by it 
within the state at the same time during the taxing period.' 
This opinion stated that such assessment contemplated only 
the assessment and levy of taxes upon property situated 
within the state. The corporation assessed in this case was 
a foreign corporation. As to such a corporation there seems 
to be no basis for contending that a state assessment of its 
rolling stock may exceed the value of the average amount 
used within the taxing state at the same time during the 
assessment period. With respect to a corporation created by 
the taxing state, it was argued that all of its tangible mov
able property, wherever situated. had a situs for the purpose 
of taxation in the state in which it was incorporated. The 
Court, however. refused to sustain any such sweeping rule 
and held uncoitstitutional a property tax imposed by Ken
tucky on 2000 freight cars owned by a Kentucky corporation 
where it was shown that only from 28 to 67 cars were on an 
average in Kentucky in the years for which the tax was 
assessed.' But it has been held that any rolling stock of a 
railroad incorporated by the taxing'state, which ever comes 
into the state during the taxing year, has a taxable situs' 
therein and may be assessed at its full value, even if a definite 
proportion of the property so assessed is always outside of 

I M_ v. Boltitooort 0J0d Oltio R. R~ '21 U. S. 117. 'll3-

• ..4 ............ R,frig_ TnIIIriI Co. v. Holl (.899). 174 u. S. 711. 

• Utrio. R,frigmJtor T""";' Co. v. K.lfltdll ('9oS). '99 u. S. '\14. 
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the taxing state! There is a suggestion in this opinion that 
immunity from taxation in the home state might be secured 
to the extent that it could be shown that this rolling stock 
had been taxed in other states, but this was not definitely 
decided. These decisions seem to establish clearly that a 
state may tax as property the average amount of rolling stock 
employed in interstate transportation within its borders by 
both domestic and foreign corporations, that in the case of 
domestic corporations it may also tax at its full value all 
rolling stock, not taxed elsewhere, which ever comes within 
its borders during the assessment period, but that rolling 
stock which never enters the state has no taxable situs tqere 
even in the case of domestic corporations. 

The unit method is frequently used in the assessment of 
intangible property values within the state. There are two 
steps in this process; the appraisal of the value of an entire 
system engaged in interstate transportation in several states, 
and the apportionment to the taxing state of a part of the 
aggregate system value. In the appraisal of the aggregate 
system value, consideration is given to the market value 
of the securities of the corporation. To this two objec
tions were made; first, that the resulting assessment de
pends upon and varies with the income derived from inter
state transportation, and second that the state is basing its 
assessment upon property values outside of its territorial 
limits. The decisions overruling this first objection have 
already been considered! The answer to the second objec
tion is that while the state is undoubtedly going beyond its 
territorial limits in the investigation and appraisal of the 
value of the entire system wherever situated, it is not actually 
assessing a tax upon extra-territorial values if it makes a 

I NeuJ York ex rei. New York Cenlral 6- H. R. R. R. y. Mill ... 
(1!)06), 202 U. S. s84. 

• See pp • • 85-.87, ,,,pro. 
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just and equitable apportionment of the aggregate system 
value; this results in the actual assessment of only that part 
thereof which represents property within its own borders. 
Assessments following this process of appraising the aggre
gate value of the system and then apportioning a part 
thereof to the taxing state have been repeatedly sustained by 
the Court.' . 

This raises the question of what constitutes a proper ap
portionment of value to the taxing state. 'A method com
monly followed has been to assess the property within the 
state at a value which bears the same ratio to the aggregate 
value of the system as the ratio of the miles operated in the 
taxing state to the total mileage of the system. This may 
be called the mileage-proportion method and, in the absence 
of special facts making it inequitable, was sustained in 
several decisions as a measure of the assessment for property 
taxation of the property within the state." It is, of course, 
a rough rule of thumb and the resulting assessment as a 
mathematical proposition, not only varies with extra-terri
to.rial conditions affecting the aggregate value of the system, 
but also gives weight to the value produced by the use of the 
system for interstate transportation both in the taxing state 
and elsewhere. This can be easily demonstrated. In the 
absence of construction of additional mileage, the proportion 
of mileage within the state to total mileage is a constant. 
The state assessment is reached by applying this constant to a 
variable, the aggregate value of the entire system as measured 
by the market value of its securities and other considera
tions. This variable is just as much affected by a change of 
conditions affecting value entirely outside of the taxing state, 

'1',,11_'$ 1''''''" CtIt' Co. T. p~ (11!g1), 141 u. S. 18; 
C'-'ONl, C. C. cS- St. L. Ry. Y. BM ..... (t~), 154 U. S. 439; Ad4.I 
&"...$ Co. T. 0"'" Slat • .flldilor (t897), t65 U. S. 1\14, 166 U. S. 18s. 

• S ... c:asos cited, ... />1'0, n. I. 
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as by a quantitatively equal change of value due to local 
conditions. To the extent that the aggregate value of the 
system varies with its capacity to earn income, an increase in 
the net return from interstate traffic which never enters the 
taxing state would be just as much reflected in the state as
sessment as an equal increase in the net return from wholly 
intrastate traffic. On the other hand, it must be recognized 
that an increase in value of property within the taxing state 
is by this method not fully assessed, but is assessed at only 
a small fraction of its actual amount. The fraction of prop
erty value in the taxing state, which thus escapes assessment, 
tends to counterbalance the fractional assessment of extra
territorial value, if we concede the propriety of assessing 
the value arising from the use of the property within the 
state for interstate transportation. The Court, as we have 
seen, has held that a state may impose a property tax upon 
value arising from interstate transportation within its 
borders; it also, in the decisions cited, refused to be con
trolled by the fact that technically the mileage-proportion 
method imposes a fractional assessment upon values beyond 
the jurisdiction of the taxing state, but was guided by the 
practical effect of the method, namely, that in the long run 
the amount of the assessment will roughly correspond to 
values within the state. 

The Court's position was stated by Mr. Justice Brewer as 
follows: 

The true value of a line of railroad is something more than 
an aggregation of the values of separate parts of it, operated 
separately. It is the aggregate of those values plus that arising 
from a connected operation of the whole, and each part of the 
road contributes not merely the value arising from its indepen
dent operation, but its mileage proportion flowing from a con
tinuous and connected operation of the whole. This is no 
denial of the mathematical proposition that the whole is equal 



JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION, 1887·1910 193 

to the sum of all its parts, because there is a value created by and 
resulting from the combined operation of all its parts as one 
continuous line. . . . 

Now, when a road runs into two states each state is enti~ed 
to consider as within its territorial Jurisdiction and subject to 
the burdens of its taxes what .may perhaps not inaccurately be 
described as the proportionate share of the value flowing from 
the operation of the entire mileage as a single continuous road. 
It is not bound to enter upon a disintegration of values and 
attempt to extract from the total value of the entire property 
that which would exist if the miles of road within the state were 
operated separately.1 

The mileage proportion is not, however, a method of ap
portionment which the Court will sustain under all circum
stances. Special conditions may exist which make the appli
cation of this method extremely inequitable. For instance, 
the average density of traffic within the taxing state may be 
far less than that of the entire system; or the aggregate 
value of the entire system may be augmented by the owner
ship of valuable terminal property in other states with no 
corresponding elements of value in the taxing state. Where 
such circumstances do appear, the Court has refused to sus
tain the assessment of a state property tax on the mileage 
proportion basis. Thus, in UKion Tank Lin" Co. v. 
Wright," a Georgia tax was assessed upon. the personal 
property of a tank-car company by appraising the aggregate 
value of all its cars and other personal property, and taking 
a proportion of that aggregate value equal to the ratio of the 
track-mileage over which it operated cars in Georgia, to the 
total track-mileage over which its cars ran. This tax was 
held to be an unconstitutional burden upon interstate com
merce because, as Mr. Justice McReynolds said that «during 
a year two or three cars might pass over every mile of rail-

1 C,_,-'. C. C. '" SI. L. Ry. Y. Bac .... (1894), 154 u. S. 43!1. #t
• (lglg),lI49 U. S. 37S, 
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road in one state while hundreds constantly employed in 
another moved over miles of less total length".' In other 
words, this method of apportionment is invalid where the 
traffic density in the taxing state is substantially less than that 
for the entire system. Indeed, there is much in the majority 
opinion in this case to discredit the previous decisions sus
taining the use of the IJ1ileage-proportion method. The 
majority, however, were convinced that in this particular 
instance the method resulted in a grossly excessive valuation, 
and a strong minority, in a vigorous dissenting opinion, 
sought to sustain the mileage-proportion rule. It is, there
fore, extremely doubtful whether the Court would go so far 
as to overrule the long line of decisions previously cited, by 
holding that the mileage-proportion method of assessment is 
unconstitutional even when no special circumstances exist 
to make its use inequitable. 

The extreme liberality of the Court in applying the prin
ciple that the states may levy a property tax upon property 
within their borders used in interstate commerce is shown by 
a series of decisions to the effect that state taxation levied in 
lieu of property taxes is valid even if its character and method 
of assessment are such that it would be held unconstitutional 
as a regulation of interstate commerce, if it were levied in 
addition to and not as a substitute for a general property tax. 
Some illustrations will be given. 'Mississippi levied a privi
lege tax on various corporations which was applied to ex
press companies, telegraph companies and sleeping-car com
panies doing an interstate business. This tax was in lieu of 
all other state taxation and was, therefore, sustained by the 
Court, which said: "The tax becomes substantially a mere 
tax on property and not one imposed on the privilege of do
ing interstate business. The substance and not the -shadow 
determines the validity of the exercise of the power." • 

1 ('9'9), 249 U. S. 283-

• Postal Telegraph Cabl. Co. v. Ada .... (.895),155 U. S. 688, 6gB. 
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Minnesota imposed 'a tax of six per cent upon the gross 
receipts of express companies from transportation within 
the state. The state court construed this to include receipts 
from interstate transportation which were attributable to 
the part of the journey performed in Minnesota. It is diffi
cult to conceive of any more direct tax burden upon inter
state commerce than a tax measured by the gross receipts 
derived therefrom. The United States Supreme Court, 
nevertheless, sustained the tax, the statute under which it was 
assessed having provided that it should be in lieu of taxes 
upon the property of the corporations subject thereto.' But 
the Court would scarcely go so far as to sustain a privilege 
or gross receipts tax levied in place of a property tax, if the 
amount thereof substantially exceeded the sum which might 

. be leviable upon the corporation property if it were subject 
to a general property tax.· 

Turning now from property taxes, or taxes levied in lieu 
thereof, to privilege and occupation taxes and other taxes of 
a similar nature, we find the Court much more disposed to 
hold that state taxation is an unconstitutional burden upon 
or regulation of interstate commerce. \Ve have seen in the 
previous chapter that when the subject upon which a state 
privilege or occupation tax was directly levied was the use, 
construction or operation of any instrumentality of interstate 
commerce or the carrying on of such commerce, the taxation 
was held unconstitutional.' The Court continued to enforce 
this rule rigorously. It was restated by Mr. Justice Bradley 
in 1888 as follows: 

No state , has the right to lay a tax on interstate commerce 
in any form. whether by way of duties laid on the transportation 

I Unittd Slot .. llxtnss Co. v. Mm...$Ota (1\112). 223 u. S. 3JS. Ac
tON, CudaAy PackiMg Co. v. Mimw$Ota (1918),246 U. S. 450. 

• See PlUtGi T'kgro~1I Cab/. Co. v. AIM .... (dIllS), ISS u. S. 688, 6g6. 

• See pp. 104-111, ~ro. 
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of the subjects of that commerce, or on the receipts derived 
from that transportation, or on the occupation or business of 
carrying it on, and the reason is that such taxation is a burden 
on that commerce, and amounts to a regulation of it, which 
belongs solely to Congress.' 

In the decision from which this quotation is taken, the Court 
held that the commerce clause was violated by an ordinance 
of the city of Mobile imposing an annual license fee upon 
telegraph companies doing business in the city, as applied to 
a company engaged in interstate business. In accordance 
with this rule, a state requirement of the payment of a license 
fee for the privilege of engaging in the business of interstate 
transportation in any form was uniformly condemned! 
Likewise, a Texas tax, not a property tax, levied on all rail
roads doing business in the state" equal to" a percentage of 
the gross receipts from both interstate and intrastate traffic 
within the state, was held unconstitutional.' It is not clear 
from the wording of the statute imposing this tax just what 
was intended to be the subject of taxation. The legislature 
avoided a wording which would appear to tax the gross re
ceipts as such but imposed the tax upon "railroads" and 
measured it by their gross receipts. It could not have been 
intended to be a tax upon the railroads as property, because 
they were subject to another property tax upon their valua
tion as going concerns. No other plausible basis of taxation 
appearing, the Court regarded the tax as aimed directly at 
the receipts derived from interstate commerce, and, there-

I L.loflp v. Pori 0' Mobile, 127 U. S. 640, 64It 
• C .... lcher v. Ken/fICky (1891), 141 u. S. 47 (agency of express com

pany); All.,. v. Pul/man's Pa/act Car Co. (1903), 191 U. S. 171 (sleep
ing cars); SI. Clair Counly v. [nlerslol. Trans'" Co. (1904), 192 u. S. 
454 (interstate car ferry) . 

• Go/veslon, H. & S. A. Ry. v. T •. TOS (19aS), 210 u. S. 217. Accord, 
Ok/olio"'" v. Wells, Fargo & Co. (1912),223 U. S. 2gB. 
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fore, as imposed upon their interstate business. In this light, 
it was held to be an unconstitutional burden upon and regu
lation of interstate commerce. 

The cases cited in the preceding paragraph all concern 
taxes levied directly upon the business of interstate com
merce. By this it is meant that the person or corporation· 
assessed became subject to the tax from the mere fact of 
doing interstate business within the state, regardless of 
whether local privileges or franchises were exercised. A 
somewhat different situation ar.ises when a privilege or occu
pation tax is imposed upon the exercise of franchises granted 
by the state or of the privilege ohransacting intrastate busi
ness. The state's. taxing power, in general, embraces the 
taxation of such privileges, just as it embraces the taxation 
of property within its borders. Unlike property taxation, 
however, state taxation of the' exercise of local privileges is 
subject to close scrutiny by the Court as to the extent to 
'which the tax is in fact a burden or change upon interstate 
commerce, and under many circumstances has been held 
unconstitutional because of its effects thereon. 

In connection with the taxation of the exercise of the 
corporate franchises granted by the taxing state, the Court 
had previously indicated its opinion that such a tax must not 
be measured by the gross receipts derived from interstate 
transportation or fluctuate therewith.' This principle ap
pears to have received the continued approval of the Court.· 
'Where, however, the tax on the corporate franchise was 
measured, not by gross receipts, but by the total amount of 
paid-in capital, the Court sustained such a tax even when the 
corporation's business consisted partly of interstate com
merce, and the capital represented property beyond the tax-

I See PAilad,lpAia I!r S. M. S. S. Co. T. P~ (1887), 122 u. s. 
,p6 and discussion, Po 108, ... ~ 

• See K-. City, Ft. S. I!r M. R!J. T. K-. (1916), "CO u. S. 277.2,31. 
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ing state! To the extent that the corporation required a 
greater amount of capital to engage in interstate commerce 
than was required for its local business, such a tax was ob
viously a charge upon its interstate business to be met from 
the receipts derived therefrom. It was nevertheless not con
sidered a burden upon or regulation of interstate commerce. 

During the period now discussed, there was a change in 
the Court's attitude toward state taxation of the privilege of 
doing intrastate business within its borders, resulting in a 
very distinct limitation of state power when such a tax is im
posed upon foreign corporations engaged in interstate com
merce. This tax sometimes took the form of a lump sum 
exacted for the privilege of doing a substantial amount of 
intrastate business, and was not imposed upon corporations 
engaged only in interstate commerce; in that form it was 
usually sustained. Z Ordinarily such a lump-sum tax is re
garded merely as a burden' on the intrastate business which 
can be charged against the income therefrom, and it does not 
vary with the receipts from interstate business or the amount 
of property used therein. Viewed in this light, there does 
not appear to be a connection with interstate commerce sub
stantial enough to justify its condemnation as a burden or 
charge on interstate business. With interstate carriers, 
however, the interstate and intrastate business are usually so 
closely connected that one cannot be conducted without the 
other. There are few railroads which can afford to operate 
solely in interstate commerce without the additional revenue 
derived from their intrastate operations. Even so, no sub
stantial burden or charge is imposed on interstate commerce 

1 Ka ...... Cily, Fl. S. &- M. Ry. v. KG"''', ",pra; Ka .... Cily, M. &- B. 
R. R. Y. Stiles (1916),242 U. S. III • 

• All", Y. Pull""",', Palac. Car Co. (1903), 191 u. S. 171 (a tax of 
$3000 per anntml for doing intrastate sleeping car business); K.M" Y. 

SllWOrl (19OS), 197 u. S. 60 (a tax of $200 per annum upon agents of 
packing houses doing local business). 
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if the lump-sum tax can be paid from intrastate receipts 
without unreasonable reduction of the net income from 
traffic between points in the state. Such a tax, however, 
can be made so excessive as to leave little or no return from 
the intrastate traffic, and thus indirectly diminish the return 
from interstate commerce. In 1903, the Court said that 
this would not invalidate the tax.1 But a much later de
cision suggests that, where a, corporation must from the 
nature of its business engage in both local and interstate com
merce, a tax upon the former exceeding the net return there
from is a direct and unconstitutional burden on interstate 
commerce,' 

The most radical change in the Court's attitude toward 
state taxation of the privilege of transl!-cting local business 
is found in cases where the tax is not a fixed amount but 
varies with some factor not directly taxable by the state such 
as the total gross receipts, including those derived from 
interstate business, or the total capital of a foreign corpora
tion, including that invested outside of the taxing state. 
Formerly the Court held that a state, having the absolute 
power of excluding foreign corporations from transacting 
intrastate business within its borders, could impose such con
ditions upon permitting them to enter the state for that pur
pose as it might deem expedient.' Accordingly, the Court 
sustained a state tax upon the business of a foreign corpora
tion measured by the value of its entire capital, most of 
which was outside of the taxing state.' The leading case 
marking a change from this position is Westertl UIIWtt Tele-

I All ... v. Pro/I_'s Pola .. Car Co ..... tro. 

• Potlol TIl'9f'tJplt-Cabl. Co. v. Ritlt_"" (1919), 249 u. S. 252, 2,58. 
But see Potlol TolIgraplt-Cabl. Co. Y. F..- (1921), 2S5 u. S. 124. 
p. :o8s. ;"fro. 

• H .... Silwr MiMttg CO. Y. N". Yori (11192), 143 u. S. 305-

• H .... Silwr jfiMAg CO. V. N". Yori ..... tro. 
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graph Co. v. Kansas, ex reI. Coleman, decided in 1910.1 

There a Kansas statute, as a condition of doing a local tele
graph business in Kansas, required a foreign telegraph cor
poration to pay into the state school fund a fee measured by 
a percentage of its entire capital, wherever located and in
vested. This tax was declared unconstitutional, both as a 
confiscation of property and as a burden upon interstate 
commerce. A minority of three, however, concurred in a 
dissenting opinion by Mr. Justice Holmes, which adhered to 
the old rule that, "as to foreign corporations seeking to do 
business wholly within a state, that state is the master, and 
may prohibit or tax such business at will".' But the major
ity laid stress upon the fact that" the telegraph company in 
order to accommodate the general public and make its tele
graph system effective, must do all kinds of telegraph busi
ness" both local and interstate. Since the telegraph com
pany, as a practical proposition could not escape the state 
tax by withdrawing from intrastate business without serious 
impairment of the efficiency of its interstate service, Mr. 
Justice Harlan said, in the majority opinion: 

The statutory requirement that the telegraph company shall, 
as a condition of its right to engage in local business in Kansas, 
first pay into the state school fund a given per cent of its au
thorized capital, representing all its business and property 
everywhere, is a burden on the company's interstate commerce 
and its privilege to engage in that commerce, in that it makes 
both such commerce, as conducted by the company, and its 
property outside of the state, contribute to the support of the 
state's schools. Such is the necessary effect of the statute, and 
that result can not be avoided or concealed by calling the ex
action of such a per cent of its capital stock a " fee" for the 
privilege of doing local business. To hold otherwise, is to allow 

'216 u. S. I. 
I Ibid. at 52. 
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form to control substance. It is easy to be seen that if every 
state should pass a statute similar to that enacted by Kansas, 
not only the freedom of interstate commerce would be destroyed, 
the decisions of this Court nullified, and the business of the 
country thrown into confusion, but each state would continue to 
meet its own local expenses not only by exactions that directly 
burdened such commerce, but by taxation upon property situ
ated beyond its limits.' 

The underlying principle of this decision is that a state must 
not, in fact, tax the interstate commerce of a foreign cor
poration by a tax nominally imposed upon the privilege of 
transacting intrastate business. The principle is violated 
when the tax is measured by some factor which the state 
can not tax directly, such as the capital invested outside of 
the taxing state, if the corporation cannot escape the tax by 
abandoning its local business without impairing the efficiency 
of its interstate service." Since the intrastate and interstate 
operations of railroad corporations engaged in commerce 
between the states are usually inseparable, a state tax upon 
their privilege of doing intrastate business must not be meas
ured by capital representing property beyond the territorial 
jurisdiction of the taxing state. 

The prohibition of the Kansas decision, however, was not 

I 0I1i U. S. at 37. 
• The Supreme Court was somewhat more liberal in cases imo1ving 

state taxation of the local business of foreign corporations, eogaged in 
manufacturing. mining or trading, whose intrastate and interstate 0per

ations are more readily separable than those of railroad. and telegraph 
companies. In such cases taxation measand by the entire capital ..... 
p10yed both in the taxing state and elsewhere was sustain<d, where the 
maximum amount ..... s.b1e was limited to a fixed sum. Ballie Miaiag 
Co. "t. MOSM£ ..... ,1.r (1913), 231 U. S. 68; CIwMy Brol/wrs Co. T. 
MOSM£ ..... ,1.r (1918). 241i U. S. 147. When the maximum limit was 
removed, the ta.'C was declared on IDlCODStitotiooa1 burden on interstate 
COIIIIIIOK<!. 1""",,,",,"'" P"pw Co. "t. M_lo .... ,1.r (1918). 246 U. s. 
135- See also l.otn<q "t. C ....... Co. (1917). 24S U. s. 178. 
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extended to state taxation of the exercise of the franchise to 
do intrastate business when measured by only the amount of 
the corporation's capital which represents property in the 
taxing state. Since a direct property tax on all property 
within the territorial jurisdiction of the state, including that 
used in interstate transportation, had been repeatedly sus
tained, the Court decided that the value of such property 
could be made the measure of a state franchise tax on the 
privilege of transacting local business! In fact, a state may 
simultaneously impose a general property tax upon a cor
poration's property within its borders and a franchise tax 
measured by the value thereof; such double taxation, not 
being based on arbitrary distinctions, is not unconstitutional.' 

The principle of Western Union Telegraph Co_ v. Kansas 
is clearly applicable to state taxation of intrastate business 
measured by the gross receipts from all business within the 
state, including receipts from interstate traffic. So meas
ured, a tax is, in fact, an even more direct charge upon inter
state business than a tax measured by the total amount of 
the corporation's capital. When the amount assessed varies 
directly with gross receipts, the least fluctuation in inter
state traffic is reflected in the tax, but a moderate change in 
the volume of traffic between the states might occur without 
affecting the amount assessed upon the basis of total capital 
employed. It is true that, early in the period now con
sidered, the Court in at least two decisions appeared to sus
tain the use of gross receipts from both interstate and intra
state commerce as a measure of state taxation of the privi
lege of engaging in intrastate business.· Such an attitude, 
however, was entirely consistent with the old rule that the 

lSI. Lo"is, S. W. Ry. Co. v. Ark.KSIJI (1914),235 U. S. 350-

• SI. Louis, S. W. Ry. Co. v. Ark ...... , supr •. 
• M.iM v. Gr.nd Trunk Ry. (1I!91), 142 u. S. 217; Fick/", v. Sht/b, 

Co",,'y (1892),145 U. S. 1_ 
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states could impose whatever conditions they saw fit upon 
foreign corporations entering their borders to do local busi
ness, which was not definitely overruled until the Westem 
Union decision in 1910. The validity of the tax in one 
of the earlier cases 1 was afterwards attributed by the Court 
to the fact that it was imposed in lieu of a personal property 
tax,' although a careful reading of the original opinion does 
not reveal that the Court had this distinction in mind when 
the case was decided. The other case· involved a tax upon 
carrying on the business of commission merchants, which is 
vastly different from the business of transportation in the 
degree to which its intrastate and interstate operations are 
mutually interdependent. In the light of the Kansas decision 
in 1910, neither of these earlier cases can now be regarded as 
authority for permitting the states to tax the intrastate busi
ness of interstate carriers upon the basis of their gross 
receipts within the state from all sources. Such a tax 
measured by gross receipts, if those from interstate traffic 
are included, must now be regarded as a burden upon and 
regulation of commerce between the states in violation of the 
commerce clause. 

Another illustration of the principle that a state must not 
use the taxation of loeal privileges as a means of imposing a 
burden upon interstate commerce is found in a case involv
ing a state tax upon the privilege of mortgaging property 
within its borders to secure an issue of corporate bonds" 
The acts of mortgaging property and selling bonds secured 
by such a mortgage are not interstate commerce, and are in 
general proper subjects of state taxation. The mere fact 
that the tax is paid by a corporation engaged in interstate 

1 MaiM Y. G""'" T ...... Ry~ .. ,... 
• GoIvuIolo, H. 6- S. A. Ry. Y. T ..... (1g08), 210 u. S. 217, za6. 
• Fitil .. Y. SINIby COMly, .. ,... 
• UotiD" PG£i~ R. R. v. PtobIit Sorvic. COMtOOUrimI (19.8), 2411 u. s. 67. 
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commerce or that the mortgaged property is used therein, 
would seem to afford no stronger grounds for condemning 
the tax than appear in connection wi th a state property tax 
upon the. same property. In the case just cited, the Union 
Pacific Railroad placed a mortgage on its entire system, 
located both in Missouri and other states, to secure a cor
porate bond issue to cover expenditures made mostly outsid~ 
of Missollri. For the privilege of mortgaging the Missouri 
property, that state sought to levy a tax of over $10,000 

measured by a percentage of the entire bond issue. This 
was held to be an unconstitutional burden upon interstate 
commerce. Here again a tax upon a proper subject of state 
taxation was rendered invalid by the measurement used. If 
the state had sought to compute the proportionate part of the 
bond issue attributable to the property mortgaged in Kansas, 
and had applied the rate of taxation only to that part of the 
issue, the tax, in all probability, would have been sllstained. 

A general income tax, strictly speaking, is neither a prop
erty, privilege nor occupation tax. Yet as applied to cor
porations engaged in interstate commerce, it closely resem
bles in its practical effects a property tax assessed by the unit 
method of combining in a single assessment all elements of 
property value, both tangible and intangible. Since the 
property value of a railroad system, considered as a unit. 
depends upon its capacity to earn an income, its assessment 
under the unit method is to all intents and purposes a capitali
zation of the net income, and the resulting tax tends to vary 
directly with the prospective income to be derived therefrom. 
The income tax assesses income actually earned; the prop
erty tax assesses the capacity to earn it. As capacity is 
largely judged by performance, it is apparent that the two 
taxes as applied to interstate carriers are in principle the 
same. It is, therefore, not surprising to find that the Court 
held that a state, in levying ~ general income tax upon the 
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gains and profits of a domestic corporati.on, may include in 
the computation the net income derived from transactions 
in interstate commerce without contravening the commerce 
clause of the Constitution.' In this decision, the Court 
found it necessary to distinguish between the use of gross 
receipts derived from interstate commerce, which it pro
hibits, and of net income from that source, as a basis for 
state taxation. This distinction was made by Mr. Justice 
Pitney as follows: 

The difference in effect between a tax measured by gross 
receipts and one measured by net income, recognized by our 
decisions, is manifest and substantial, and it affords a convenient 
and workable basis of distinction between a direct and immediate 
burden upon the business affected and a charge that is only 
indirect and incidental. A tax upon gross receipts affects each 
transaction in proportion to its magnitude and irrespective of 
whether it is profitable or otherwise. Conceivably it may be 
sufficient to make the difference between profit and loss. or to 
so diminish the profit as to impede or discourage the cond11.ct of 
the commerce. A tax upon the net profits has not the same 
deterrent effect, since it does not arise at all unless a gain is 
shown over and above expenses and losses. and the tax can not 
be heavy unless the profits are large. Suell a tax, when imposed 
upon net incomes from whatever source arising, is but a method 
of distributing the cost of government, like a tax upon property, 
or upon franchises treated as property; and if there be no dis
crimination against interstate commerce, either in the admea
surement of the ta.'< or in the means adopted for enforcing it, it 
constitutes one of the ordinary and general burdens of govern
ment. from which persons and corporations otherwise subject 
to the jurisdiction of the states are not exempted by the Federal 
Constitution because they happen to be engaged in commerce 
among the states.' 

1 U,",'" SIoI.s Glow Co. v. OQ C_' (1918). "'17 u. S. 321. 

"'17 U. S. at 32B. 329-
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In the light of these various decisions, it is clear that the 
validity of state taxation cannot be judged by the extent to 
which it imposes a burden upon interstate carriers which 
must be met from interstate revenues. A corporation 
created by one state may go into a second state to engage in 
interstate transportation and be subjected to an exception
ally high rate of property taxation, which it can be com
pelled to pay. It may go into a third state which imposes 
only a small property tax, but which in addition thereto im
poses a moderate tax on its gross receipts from interstate 
traffic. Even though the aggregate amount of taxation in 
the third state is smaller in proportion to the interstate busi
ness transacted than in the second state, the gross receipts 
tax of the third state is unconstitutional and void. Again, 
this corporation in the state of its origin may be compelled 
to pay, in addition to its property taxation, a tax upon the 
privilege of exercising its corporate franchise measured by 
its entire paid-in capital, regardless of the amount thereof 
actually invested in the taxing state. But if a tax of the 
same amount and measured in the same way is imposed upon 
the same corporation by a foreign state for the privilege of 
doing intrastate. business therein as a corporation, and if 
this local business can not be abandoned without impairing 
the efficiency of its interstate operations, the tax is void. 
This is true, regardless of the fact that in both instances the 
states are taxing the exercise of privileges granted by the 
taxing state, and that the local exercise of the corporate 
franchises may be far less in the home state than in the second 
state. It would be futile to multiply illustrations of the 
impossibility of reconciling the decisions judged solely from 
the criterion of the magnitude of the charge imposed upon 
interstate transportation. 

We mllst remember, however, that it would be impos
sible for the Court to approach this problem by weighing the 
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actual effect of each particular tax upon each corporation 
affected, and holding invalid only those assessments which 
seemed to impose an unreasonable burden upon the h:tter-
state business_ In order to establish even a semblance of 
order and to avoid an overwhelming multiplicity of litiga
tion, it was necessary for the Court to base its decisions upon 
the general character of the scheme of taxation rather than 
the actual effects of a specific statute upon specific litil@!1ts, 
and to conform such decisions to more or less general prin
ciples. Such procedure must, of course, result at times in 
sustaining some taxation which is in fact more of a burden 
upon the interstate business of particular carriers than other 
taxation condemned by the Court. 

The Court in all of the decisions was earnestly endeavor
ing to accomplish two purposes, namely to compel interstate 
carriers to bear their fair share of the burden of the expense 
of state government and to protect their interstate business 
from state-imposed burdens or regulations. These two 
purposes necessarily conflict and their complete attainment 
is impossible. The Court would find it less difficult to recon
cile its decisions if it would avoid general statements to the 
effect that state taxation must not burden or regulate inter
state commerce and if it would expressly limit its efforts to 
the prevention of unduly oppressive burdens or regulations. 
It confessed its inability to find a strict logical criterion to 
apply to the dilemma presented in state taxation cases when 
Mr. Justice Holmes said: 

We are to look for a practical rather than a logical or 
plulosophical distinction. The state must be allowed to tax 
the property, and to tax it at its actual value as a going concern. 
On the other band, the state can not tax the interstate business. 
The two necessities hardly admit of an absolute logical recon
ciliation. Yet the distinction is not without sense. When a 
legislature is trying simply to value property, it is less likely 
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to attempt or to effect injurious regulations than when it is 
aiming directly at the receipts from interstate commerce. A 
practical line can be drawn by taking the whole scheme of taxa
tion into account. That must be done by this court as best it 
can. Neither the state courts nor the legislatures, by giving the 
tax a particular name or by the use of some form of words, can 
take away our duty to consider its nature and effect. If it 
bears upon commerce among the states so directly as to amount 
to a regulation in a relatively immediate way, it will not be saved 
by name or form.' 

In the light of this frank statement, we do best to abandon 
any attempt to find in the decisions a logical criterion for 
testing the effects of state taxation upon interstate commerce. 
Instead we must recognize that the Court is, to paraphrase 
Mr. Jusice Holmes, doing the best it can to draw a practical 
line which will prohibit only those schemes of taxation which 
are more likely to attempt or to effect injurious regulation. 
We may not agree with the line drawn by the Court. It is 
difficult to see how a state is more likely to attempt to impose 
oppressive regulation by a general business or occupation tax 
applied to all businesses, including interstate commerce, 
conducted within its borders than by a general property tax 
which applies also to property used in interstate transporta
tion. Yet the universality of the tax, which would seem to 
insure against its use as an instrument of oppression, is 
sufficient to sustain the property tax, but not the business or 
occupation tax. However much we may dissent from the 
practical judgment of the Court in the distinctions made in 
these taxation cases. we cannot accuse it of logical incon
sistency when it does not profess to reconcile all its decisions 
concerning the validity of state taxation affecting interstate 
commerce. 

A summary will now be given of the principal develop-

1 Ga/"u/on, H. 0- S. A. Ry. V. TuGS (1908),210 U. S. 217. 227. 
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ments of the period from 1887 to 1920 in the judicial inter
pretation of the relation of state and federal powers in the 
control of interstate carriers. So far as federal power is 
concerned, the most noticeable change in general interpreta
tion was the gJ;owth of the conception that the enumerated 
power to regulate commerce among the several states em
braced legislation designed to foster and protect such com
merce as well as legislation prescribing the rules by which 
its conduct should be governed. This was, however, a 
change in the form rather than in the substance of constitu
tional interpretation. It merely transferred the attention from 
the .. necessary and proper" clause to the commerce clause 
as the source of federal authority to exercise commercial 
power in forms which are not, in the narrowest sense, regu
lations of commerce, but which seem to be .. requisite and 
appropriate" means to the execution of the power to regulate 
commerce within Marshall's definition of .. necessary and 
proper ". The general interpretation of the aggregate fed
eral commercial powers under both the commerce and the 
.. necessary and proper" clauses could not very well be en
larged in substance as the Court prior to 1 887 had already 
gone about as far as our language permits in giving broad 
definitions to the words of those clauses. 

The importance of the Court's decisions concerning federal 
power lies, not in any change of general definitions, but in the 
application of these definitions to congressional legislation 
covering an ever-increasing list of subjects more or less 
directly related to commerce among the states. Among the 
subjects upon which the exercise of federal authority was 
sustained, are the terms upon which interstate transportation 
is rendered to shippers and passengers, the carriers' liability 
for loss or damage to interstate shipments, the physical 
agencies of interstate transportation both fixed and movable, 
and the management of carriers engaged in such transpor-
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tation, including the purchase and sale of commodities, 
their transaction of business other than transportation and 
the rel'!tions between carriers and their employees. This 
does not mean that all legislation upon these subjects was 
sustained. .A substantial relation between the legislation and 
the movement of interstate commerce was held to be requisite 
to its validity. In several instances the Court failed to find 
a sufficiently substantial connection to justify the exercise 
of federal power. Among the most noteworthy cases of this 
character were those refusing to sustain federal regulation 
of the liability of interstate carriers for injuries to employees 
not actually engaged in interstate transportation at the time 
of injury 1 and a federal statute prohibiting the discharge of 
employees of interstate carriers because of their membership 
in labor unions.' The Court, however, in many other cases 
sustained legislation which only indirectly regulated the 
movement of interstate transportation. Important illustra
tions of this are found in the decisions sustaining the Sher
man Anti-Trust Act prohibiting combinations in restraint 
of trade among the states: the commodities clause of Inter
state Commerce Act prohibiting carrier ownership of com
modities transported by them from state to state: and the 
Adamson Act regulating wages paid by interstate carriers.' 

The development of the doctrine that Congress, under the 
commerce clause, may legislate to foster and protect com
merce between the states includes the decisions sustaining 
legislation authorizing the construction and operation of 
interstate railroads, creating corporations for this purpose, 
and granting the power of eminent domain to these corpora-

l Employers' Liability CBS .. (lgoB), 207 U. S. 463. See p. 128, supra. 
o Adair v. United Slates (lgoB), 208 U. S. ,6,. See p. 130, supra. 
8 See pp. 124, 125, supra . 
• See pp. 126-1.28, supra. 

• WilsoH V. NeTI! (1917),243 U. S. 332. See p 132, ",pra. 
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tions. The most important extension of this doctrine ap
pears in the Shreveport decision,' which sustained federal 
power to regulate rates for transportation wholly within one 
state when such regulation is needed to protect interstate 
commerce from discrimination. This decision was perhaps 
the most far-reaching in its implications of any rendered in 
the period discussed because it laid the foundation for the 
radical extension of federal power to intrastate transporta
tion embodied in the Transportation Act of 1920. 

In general it may be said that these decisions concerning 
federal power are consistent with the principle that the con
stitutional grant of power to regulate commerce between the 
states is "subject to no limitations save such as are pre
scribed in the Constitution" where a substantial connection. 
exists between federal legislation and some part of interstate 
commerce. Even the prohibitions of the Fifth :Amendment 
against the taking of liberty and property without due process 
of law do not prevent the Court from sustaining federal 
commercial regulations interfering with preexisting contracts 
or the future liberty of contract, when it believes that public 
necessity demands the regulations for the protection of in
terstate commerce. While the United States may not de
prive a corporation of a state-granted charter or franchise 
without compensation, the contract rights arising therefrom 
are subject to federal regulation. 

The Court in this period removed the chief obstacle to 
federal taxation of interstate carriers by deciding that a 
federal tax upon the operations of corporations created by 
the states as their agents to perform the public function of 
transportation is not an unconstitutional interference with 
state government; it reached this result by holding that public 
transportation is a quasi private business as distinguished 

1 H_,."., E. 61 W. T. Ry.. ... U.ittd SlGUs (11114), lI34 u. S. 342-
See pp. 1311-142, SR~ 
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from the essentially governmental functions of the state 
which the federal government may not tax.' 

In defining state power with respect to interstate transpor
tation, the decisions faced the difficulty of reconciling the 
necessary exercise of the state police and taxing powers to 
protect the health, safety, morals and general welfare of the 
public in matters of local concern, and to provide the revenues 
for local government, with the previously established doc
trine that that part of commerce, which consists of the trans
portation of merchandise and passengers between the states, 
is a subject requiring uniformity of regulation which Con
gress alone can prescribe. In a great many cases, the latter 
doctrine prevailed and state police and taxing measures were 
held invalid. In others, the Court sustained state action and 
evaded the doctrine that Congress alone may regulate inter
state transportation. This evasion was accomplished by 
adopting one of two expedients, that is, by holding either that 
some particular sub-division of the general subject of inter
state transportation did not require nation-wide uni formity 
of regulation: and, therefore, was an exception to the general 
rule of exclusive congressional jurisdiction over interstate 
transportation, or by holding that the state action merely 
incidentally affected transportation between the states and 
was not a regulation of that subject. 

In recognizing exceptions to the general rule of exclusive 
federal power, the Court opened a new door to the exercise 
of state power by sustaining federal legislation making a par
ticular part of the subject of interstate transportation, 
namely interstate liquor traffic, subject to diversity of regu
lation by the states, although the Court had previously de
clared that the federal power over that part of interstate 
transportation was exclusive." The Court itself also estab-

1 Flinl v. Slo~ Tracy Co. (19u). 220 u. S. 107. See p. 146. sw/Wa. 
I See pp. 149-153. supra. 
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lished exceptions to the general rule by its decisions sustain
ing state regulation of the liability of carriers arising from 
interstate transportation and of the operation of ordinary 
highway ferries between the states.' But state regulation of 
even these subjects was not permitted to be so severe as to 
amount to what the Court would call a burden on interstate 
commerce j a license or occupation tax imposed upon the 
privilege of operating an interstate ferry was held to be such 
a burden.· And when Congress prescribed a uniform plan 
of regulation for a subject previously declared by the Court 
to permit of state regulation, such an Act of Congress was 
generally considered to amount to a declaration that the sub
ject requires exclusive regulation by Congress so that state 
action with reference to it was held unconstitutional although 
not in actual conflict with the specific provisions of the 
federal law. 

In passing upon the exercise of the state police power to 
protect the safety of persons within its borders. the Court 
consistently held that state laws reasonably designed to ac
complish this end were not regulations of interstate com
merce, and permitted a considerable degree of interference 
with the latter SUbject, such as prescribing the size of crews 
of interstate trains, and requiring licenses for the operation 
of motor vehicles of non-residents used on interstate jour
neys. The Court was almost as liberal in sustaining state 
legislation protecting health and morals including such 
measures as quarantine and inspection laws and the prohibi
tion of Sunday trains. Some exceptions may be found such 
as the failure of the Court to sustain the exercise of state 
power to protect the health and morals of the community 

1 S.., pp. 156. 157. 164. ... tra. 
• SatIll SIt. Jfarit v. I",motJIitnoGl T.......u Co. (1914), 2J4 u. S. 333-

S .. P. 157 .... tra. 
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when it refused to enforce a state statute prohibiting the 
transportation of intoxicating liquor into the state.' 

When the exercise of state police power went beyond the 
field of 5afety, health and morals, and was directed to the 
public welfare and convenience, ~he Court gave much closer 
scrutiny to the resulting effects upon interstate commerce. 
It was particularly strict when the states sought to prescribe 
the terms and conditions upon which interstate transporta
tion is furnished to passengers and shippers. Thus state 
regulation of interstate railroad rates in any form was abso
lutely prohibited, and with but few exceptions the Court re
fused to sustain state laws designed to secure a more con
venient or adequate satisfaction of the public need for inter
state transportation service. But when the state legislation 
sought to regulate the instrumentalities of interstate trans
portation, as distinguished from the interstate traffic itself, 
a very considerable degree of latitude was permitted if the 
bona..fide object of the legislation was the protection of the 
public convenience and welfare in matters of purely local 
concern. Practically the only restrictions placed upon state 
power to regulate intrastate charges for transportation were 
that such regulation must not violate lawful federal action 
taken to protect interstate commerce from discrimination 
and must not be confiscatory. In other matters of purely 
local concern, such as the regulation of intrastate service, or 
the regulation of interstate carriers for local purposes not 
directly connected with rates or service, the Court was more 
zealous to protect interstate commerce from interference. 
But even in such cases, state legislation was sustained where 
the effects upon interstate commerce were inconsiderable in 
comparison with the local necessity which prompted the legis
lation. The attitude of the Court is well illustrated by the 

'Bowm<JII 'f. Chicago l!r N. W. Ry. (1888), 125 U. S. 465. See p. 
162, SWprB. 
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"train stop" cases; 1 when the reasonable requirements of 
intrastate transportation cannot be met without stopping 
interstate trains, they may be stopped by state order; but a 
train-stop order which exceeds the local needs and cannot 
conveniently be obeyed without stopping interstate trains is 
void. 

While the states may thus regulate in a variety of ways 
the conduct of the business of interstate transportation, the 
decisions were unanimous in holding. that they may neither 
deny the right of engaging in interstate commerce within 
their borders to any person or corporation, nor attach any 
conditions precedent to the exercise of that right. During 
this period, the Court took an additional step and departed 
from the long established rule that a state could dictate at will 
the terms upon which foreign corporations could engage in 
local business, by holding that the right to transact local 
business must not be made to depend upon the fulfillment of 
state requirements which in fact impose a burden on inter
state commerce. 

The Court continued to apply the principle that the states 
may charge reasonable fees as compensation for the expenses 
incurred in the lawful exercise of their police powers or for 
facilities furnished for interstate transportation. The most 
important application of this principle is found in the de
cisions sustaining laws requiring the payment of automobile 
license fees by non-residents using the highways of a state 
only on interstate journeys. Such fees may lawfully be im
posed to reimburse the state for the necessary expenses both 
of policing the highways and of maintaining them in good 
repair. 

In the field of state taxation, also, the work of the Court 
in this period consisted more in the application of prin-

t See pp. '73-'75. ... ~ 
• See PI>- .82, .8.1. ... ~ 
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ciples previously established than in the development of new 
principles. The rule that a general property tax upon prop
erty within the state is a proper exercise of the state taxing 
power, even as applied to the instrumentalities of interstate 
commerce, was given a very broad application. It was ex
tended to cover those intangible elements of value, such as 
good will, franchises, going concern value and the like, which 
derive their existence from the use of the property in inter
state commerce and vary directly with the extent or profitable
ness of that use. It was further extended to support taxes 
which did not even take the form of property taxation, 
simply because they were levied in lieu of property taxes. 
While adhering to the principle that the jurisdiction of a 
state to assess property for taxation does not go beyond its 
own borders, the Court dealt in a very liberal manner with the 
problem of apportioning to the taxing state a part of the in
tangible property values resulting from the operation of a 
railroad in several states as a unified system. It sustained 
rough rule-of-thumb methods of apportionment which from 
a strictly technical standpoint make a state's assessment vary 
with elements of value outside of its border, but which in the. 
long run result in a fairly equitable valuation of the prop
erty within the state. This is illustrated by the decisions 
supporting the mileage proportion basis of assessment under 
which the assessment of property within the state is reached 
by taking a percentage of the aggregate value· of the entire 
system, the percentage factor representing the ratio of mile
age in the taxing state to total mileage of the system.' The 
Court, however, refused to approve this method of assess
ment when special circumstances, such as a substantial differ
ence between the traffic density in the taxing state and in 
other states, impeached its accuracy as a fair measure of 
property value within the state. 

'See pp. 191-1\14. supra. 
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In considering state privilege and occupation taxes the 
Court steadfastly adhered to the rule that the business of in
terstate transportation must not be made the subject of such 
taxation. This rule, however, would give but scant protec
tion to interstate transportation, if the states were permitted 
to evade it by imposing privilege or occupation taxes upon 
other subjects, such as the exercise of corporate franchises 
granted by the state or the transaction of intrastate business, 
without any scrutiny of the effects of such taxation upon 
interstate commerce. The Court accordingly gave close at
tention to the relation between state taxation of local privi
leges or occupations and interstate commerce, and further 
developed the principle that the states must not regulate 
interstate commerce under the guise of taxing local privileges. 
By far the most important application of this principle in the 
period considered in this chapter is found in the departure 
from the former rule that a state might impose any condi
tions it saw fit upon the exercise by foreign co~rations of 
the privilege of transacting intrastate business. The de
parture was made in the decision that state conditions im
posed upon the transaction of purely local business are un
constitutional if they result in fact in placing a burden upon 
interstate commerce.' In the case of corporations whose 
intrastate and interstate activities are not easily separable, 
such a burden was found to result from a state tax upon the 
privilege of engaging in intrastate business measured by a 
factor not directly taxable by the state, such as capital in
vested in property outside of the taxing state. The Court, 
however, continued to sustain state taxation of local privi
leges and occupations when its effects upon interstate c0m

merce were not considered burdensome, as in the case of 
taxes imposed upon the exercise of the corporate franchises 

'W • .sI .... U ..... T.kgnJ#o CO. "f. K ....... (1910).216 U. S. L See 
pp. 19a-aGJ, ... ,... 
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of domestic corporations, even when measured by the capital 
of such corporations representing property outside of the 
taxing state, and reasonable lump-sum taxes upon the privi-
lege of transacting local business. 

A general income tax imposed by a state upon its residents, 
including domestic corporations, was declared to be a proper 
exercise of the state taxing power, although it included net 
income derived from transactions of interstate commerce; in 
so deciding, a distinction was made between the taxation of 
net income and of gross receipts, based upon the belief that 
the former is less likely so to diminish the profits from inter
state commerce as to discourage its conduct. 

60 far as federal power is concerned, the result of the de
cisions discussed in this chapter was to confirm and 
strengthen the authority of Congress and its agencies to take 
almost any action having a substantial relation to the trans
portation of persons or property between the states and not 
amounting to a taking of liberty or property without due 
process of law. With respect to state power, the resulting 
situation was much more complicated. The attitude of the 
Court varied with the subject matter of state action. It 
recognized some forms of legislation as within the reserved 
powers of the states irrespective of their effect upon inter
state commerce. In this group we find state regulation of 
charges ior intrastate transportation, not in actual conflict 
with federal laws or orders, and state taxation of property or 
income, not discriminating against interstate commerce. 
Towards some other subjects, the attitude of the Court was 
to permit state legislation reasonably adapted to local needs, 
and not interfering with interstate transportation more than 
was required by the necessity of the local situations. This 
group includes state laws to protect the safety, health and 
morals of the public, and to provide adequate intrastate 
transportation service. To other forms of legislation, the 
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rule that Congress has exclusive power to regulate interstate 
transportation was considered applicable, and state action 
was prohibited with few exceptions. In this group are 
found direct regulation of the charges for interstate trans
portation and the service rendered therein, direct taxation of 
the business of transporting persons or commodities between 
the states, and indirect taxation measured by the amount of 
such business or the gross receipts therefrom. 

This brings the discussion down to the Transportation 
Act of 1920, which embodied a new legislative policy of 
fostering and protecting interstate commerce by building up 
the earning capacity and credit of interstate carriers. The 
execution of this policy gave rise to new problems in the 
relation of state and federal powers which will be considered 
in the folIowing chapter. 



CHAPTER. IV 

JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE 

POWERS. 1920-1927 

THIS chapter will consider United States Supreme Court 
decisions subsequent to the Transportation Act of 1920. 

Prior to this legislation, there had been little direct conflict 
between state and federal authorities concerning the interpre
tation of their respective powers over interstate carriers. It 
is true that in a multitude of cases in the United States 
Supreme Court, federal legislation had been challenged as 
infringing upon the reserved powers of the states, and state 
legislation had been attacked as a violation of the exclusive 
power of Congress to regulate interstate transportation. The 
attack, however, usually was made by carriers or others who 
wished to escape the burden of the challenged legislation, and 
not by the sovereiguty whose power was alleged to have been 
infringed. There are, of course, exceptions to this state
ment, but even in the Shreveport cases, where the Interstate 
Commerce Commission directly invaded the recognized field 
of state action by making an order regulating charges for 
intrastate transportation in Texas, the state of Texas was not 
a party to the litigation. In general, the protection of state 
and federal authority from usurpation was left to private 
litigants, and the state and national governments were seldom 
found arrayed against each other in the United States 
Supreme Court. This was because actual collisions between 
the laws of the states and of the United States were relatively 
unimportant so far as interstate carriers were concerned. 

220 
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With the Transportation Act of 1920 this situation was 
changed. Under the authority conferred by this legislation, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission issued many orders 
regulating the general level of the intrastate rates of inter
state carriers and otherwise affecting their conduct of intra
state transportation. These orders were frequently in direct 
conflict with state statutes or the orders of state commissions. 
We, therefore, find that the state and federal governments 
joined issue with each other before the United States 
Supreme Court, and that there was a very determined effort 
on the part of the states to curb the extension of federal 
authority to intrastate transactions. The existence of direct 
conflict between the states and the nation is indicated by the 
titles of two important cases of this period, New York v. 
United Stoles,' and Colorado v. United Stoles." The de
cisions in these and other cases upholding federal interven
tion in matters previously left to state regulation are the out
standing development of the period beginning in 1920-

As in the preceding chapters, attention will first be directed 
to the decisions concerning federal power. Before turning 
to the more radical eJ..-tensions of federal control over inter
state carriers, which were sustained by the United States 
Supreme Court in the period now considered, brief references 
wiIl be made to a few decisions which further applied prin
ciples that had received recognition prior to 1920-

It has already been shown that the Court had decided that 
federal commercial powers embrace the regulation of the 
distribution among shippers of all the equipment owned by 
interstate carriers." Such regulation was usually applied to 
prevent discrimination among shippers in the distribution of 
the available car supply in times of car shortage. The Inter-

I (192'1), as1 u. S. 591. 

, (11126),871 U. S. 153-
, See p. 122, ~ 
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state Commerce Commission, however, went beyond the 
mere protection of the shippers' rights to a just and equitable 
distribution of the available car supply, and by means of its 
power to control the use of the equipment of interstate car
riers, it regulated the distribution of coal moving in interstate 
commerce among the consumers thereof according to the 
urgency of their needs for fuel. It did this by establishing 
an order of preference for the distribution of coal cars 
among shippers according to the purpose for which the coal 
shipments were to be used, including provisions giving prior
ity to the requirements of public utilities and hospitals over 
those of certain manufacturers. This exercise of federal 
authority was sustained by the Court.' It is thus clear that 
the federal power to regulate interstate carriers is not limited 
to securing adequate, reasonable and non-discriminatory 
transportation services for the public, but may also be used as 
an instrument to control the distribution of an essential com
modity moving in interstate commerce among the consumers 
thereof. Another illustration of the extent to which the 
Court will uphold federal power to regulate the distribution 
of the available car supply is found in The Assigned Car 
Cases.' These cases sustained an order of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission which prohibits any railroad engaged 
in interstate commerce from placing for loading at any coal 
mine more than that mine's ratable share of all cars available 
for use in the district in which it is located, and which re
quires that, in determining how many cars are available in 
the district, the carriers must count cars assigned by them 
or by foreign railroads for transportation of fuel for use of 
the road owning the cars, and must also count cars owned 

, Avefll v. United States (1924), 266 u. S. IZl; United States v. Ko ... ig 
Coal Co. (1926), 270 u. S. 512; United States v. Michigan Porlland 
Cement Co. (1936), ZlO u. S. 52'. 

, U. S. Sup. Ct., May 31, 1937. 
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by private shippers assigned to the service of the owners. 
Under the terms of this order, a railroad or private shipper 
may not use its own cars to obtain its own fuel from a mine 
which is under ct>ntract to supply that fuel and is capable of 
producing it, but which has already received its ratable pro· 
portion of the available car supply in the district. With 
respect to railroad·owned cars, intended for the transporta
tion of the owner's fuel, the power of the Commission to 
establish rules for equitable distribution had been previously 
sustained! With respect to the cars owned by private 
shippers, it was contended that the order was invalid as a 
taking of private property without due process of law. The 
Court answered this argument by stating that Congress may 
exclude ·privately owned cars from interstate railroads and 
may therefore prescribe the conditions on which they may be 
used. A further objection to the order was made on the 
ground that the Commission, under the guise of regulating 
the instrumentalities of interstate commerce, was seeking to 
equalize industrial fortune and opportunity by placing ship
pers who relied solely upon railroad-owned cars upon an 
equality with those who had the foresight and initiative to 
provide themselves with cars for their own use. To this the 
Court replied that the object of the order was not to equalize 
opportunity but to prevent unjust discrimination and to 
improve service. 

The basis of sustaining federal power to regulate the use 
of the equipment of interstate railroads for all purposes is 
the difficulty of separating the interests of interstate and 
intrastate shippers in its use. The same principle was fol
lowed by the Court in a recent decision which sustained the 
power of the Interstate Commerce Commission to require the 
New York Central Railroad to fumish transportation from 

t I","slotl Co_u C-u.no. ... Illiaois CMInJI R. R. (1910), 
2!S u. S. 4S2. See p. I~ ...... 
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its lines and connections to the terminal of the Erie Barge 
Canal at Buffalo under the provisions of Section 6( 13) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act authorizing the Commission to 
establish physical connection between the lines of a rail 
carrier and the dock of a water carrier and to prescribe the 
terms and conditions upon which the connecting tracks shall 
be operated.' In this case it was held that federal jurisdic
tion extends to the entire current of commerce flowing 
through the terminal, although intrastate in part, because 
interstate and intrastate transactions are so interwoven that 
the regulation of the latter is incidental to and inseparable 
from the regulation of the former. 

Two decisions of this period further extend the doctrine 
of the Shreveport cases' that the federal government has 
power to regulate the movement of purely intrastate traffic 
in order to prevent discrimination against interstate traffic 
in competition therewith, and in so doing may suspend the 
operation of the laws of the states in which such traffic 
moves. In one of these cases, it was held that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission may authorize carriers to limit their 
liability for intrastate shipments notwithstanding the pro
visions of a state statute prohibiting the limitation of 
liability.' This case arose from the provisions of the Cum
mins amendment of 1916,' which authorized carriers with the 
approval of the Interstate Commerce Commission to limit 
their liability for loss or damage to interstate shipments to 
the declared value of the shipment in cases in which the rates 
for transportation are dependent upon such declared value. 
An order of the Interstate Commerce Commission required 
that interstate carriers make a similar limitation of liability 
on shipments moving wholly within the state of Texas in 

1 United States v. New York Central R. R. (1926),2)'2 U. 5.457 • 
• See pp. 139-142, supra. 
t La"" .. ter v. McCarly (1925),267 U. S. 427 . 

• 39 Stat. 1.. 441. 
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order to prevent discrimination against interstate shippers. 
The Court decided that the conflict between the provisions of 
the Texas statute, prohibiting such limitation of liability, 
and the order of the Interstate Commerce Commission, can 
only be settled by recognition of the supremacy of the federal 
authority. It is clear that, a\1 other conditions being equal, 
an interstate shipper is at a di,sadvantage as compared with 
his local competitor if the amount of his recovery for loss or 
damage to his goods is limited, while that of his competitor 
is unlimited. The other' extension of the Shreveport doc
trine is found in a case in which the Court held that the Inter
state Commerce Commission has power to order an increase 
of the intrastate passenger fares of an interurban electric 
railway to prevent discrimination against interstate com
merce. ' This decision is noteworthy because it marks the 
extension of this form of federal regulation to an agency of 
transportation which was neither a part of a steam railroad 
system nor engaged in the general transportation of freight, 
and, therefore, enters a field in which intrastate transporta-

, tion is usually regarded as subject only to state regulation. 
The decisions sustaining a radical extension of federal 

control over interstate carriers are those which arose from 
the administration of the new policy of federal regulation 
embodied in the Transportation Act of 1920. In the words 
of Mr. Justice Brandeis: 

Transportation Act, 1')20, introduced into the federal legisla
tion a new railroad policy .•.. Theretofore, the effort of Con
gress had been directed mainly to the prevention of abuses: 
particularly, those arising from excessive or discriminatory 
rates. The 1')20 Act sought to insure, also, adequate trans
portation service. That such was its purpose, Congress did not 
leave to inference. The new purpose was expressed in un
equivocal language. And to attain it, new rights, new obliga-

1 l'rtittd s_ • ... Yil~ of HtIbbanI (1935).!066 U. S. 474-
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tions, new machinery, were created. The new provisions took 
a 'wide range. Prominent among them are those specially 
designed to secure a fair return on capital devoted to the trans
portation service." 

Chief Justice Taft also briefly and cogently describes the 
new policy: 

The Transportation Act adds a new and important object to 
previous interstate commerce legislation, which was designed 
primarily to prevent unreasonable or discriminatory rates 
against persons and localities. The new act seeks affirmatively 
to build up a system of railways prepared to handle promptly all 
the interstate traffic of the country. It aims to give the owners 
of the railways an opportunity to earn enough to maintain their 
properties and equipment in such a state of efficiency that they 
can carry well this burden. To achieve this great purpose, it 
puts the railroad systems of the country more completely than 
ever under the fostering guardianship and control of the [In
terstate Commerce] Commission." 

The key note of this new policy is struck in Section I sa 
of the Interstate Commerce Act as amended by the Trans
portation Act of February 28, 1920.' This is the section 
which popularly masquerades under the false name of the 
" guaranty" section. It is in reality merely the statement 
of a general rule of rate making to be followed by the Inter
state Commerce Commission with a view to securing "as 
nearly as may be" a reasonable remuneration for transporta
tion services rendered. If this desired result is not accom
plished by reason either of errors of judgment of the Com
mission Or of circumstances beyond governmental control, it 
is the carriers and not the government that must sustain the 
loss. Thus there is no element of guaranty in the section. 

I N"" England Divisio", Ca.s. (1923),261 U. S. I&j, 1Sg. 

'Dalilofl-GooSl Creek R,I. Co. v. Uniled SlaltS (1924), 263 U. S. 
456, 478. 

• 41 Stat. L 488. 
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The situation which led to the enactment of this sec:tion in 
1920 may be briefly stated_ The shipping and travelling 
public had suffered since 1916 from car shortage, embargoes, 
priority orders, congested terminals, delayed transportation 
and the like to such an extent that they had bec:ome convinced 
that the railways of the United States, regarded as a national 
system, were becoming more and more incapable of rendering 
adequate transportation service to the country as a whole 
and that the economic and industrial prosperity of the nation • 
depended upon drastic relief. Popular dissatisfaction with 
certain aspec:ts of government operation during the war had 
strengthened the conviction that this relief must be obtained 
under a policy of regulated private operation and not of 
government operation. The two prime requisites of such 
relief were increased transportation facilities and greater co
ordination of effort. Increased transportation facilities de
mand capital expenditure. Capital expenditure depends upon 
credit. Credit cannot exist without prospec:tive earning 
capacity; therefore Sec:tion 1 sa was enacted to prescribe a 
rate-making policy designed to give the investing public some 
assurance that capital invested in the transportation industry 
would be reasonably remunerative. 

The rule of Section 15a is that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission shall initiate, modify, establish or adjust rates 
so that the interstate carriers as a whole in each of several 
rate groups to be designated by the Commission will, .. under 
honest, efficient and economical management and reasonable 
expenditures for maintenance of way, structures and equip
ment, earn an aggregate annual net railway operating income 
equal, as nearly as may be, to a fair return upon the aggregate 
value of the railway property of such carriers held for and 
used in the service of transportation n. This fair return to 
which the Commission must direct its efforts is to be not 
merely upon the sefl'egaled value of the carriers' property 
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apportionable to illterstate transportation, but upon the aggre
gate value of all property used in transportation, including 
property value apportionable to intrastate transportation. 
Thus the federal government concerns itself just as much 
with protecting a fair return on the entire value of aNew 
York Central multiple unit car which carries intrastate com
muters between Yonkers and Grand Central as on the value 
of the locomotives of the Twentieth Century Limited. It 

• would have been entirely possible for Congress to have 
directed the Commission to adjust rates to provide a fair 
return from interstate receipts on the value of the carriers' 
property properly apportionable to the service of interstate 
commerce. Such an apportionment is an extremely compli
cated problem of accounting, but is possible; indeed it has 
been made in rate cases to determine whether state rate reduc
tions deprived carriers of property without due process of 
law.' Congress, however, did not see fit thus to restrict this 
rule of rate making; if it had not concerned itself with a fair 
return on the value of all property of interstate carriers 
whether used in interstate or state transportation, it is quite 
probable that a direct conflict between federal and state 
authorities would not have arisen; it is also possible that the 
carriers would not have been able to provide the facilities to 
handle an average of over one million car-loads of freight a 
week in the year 1926 without substantial car shortage. 

Immediately after Section I sa became a law, federal 
operation of the railroads ended, and the roads were returned 
to their private owners with a rate structure utterly in
adequate to provide any 'return at then existing cost levels. 
To be sure the carriers were given a breathing space of six 
months within which they were guaranteed (this was a real 
guaranty) a net income equivalent to the rental they had 
received from the government during federal control. But 

'See Minnesol. Ral. Cases (1913),230 U. S. 352, 436" seq. 
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it was clearly the duty of the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to busy itself at once with a rate adjustment, carrying 
out the instructions of Section 1 sa, which could be put into 
effect before the expiration of the guaranty period on August 
30th,1920• 

The Commission, therefore, instituted a general investiga
tion into the rate situation in which they diVided the country 
for rate-making purposes into four groups, Eastern, South-. 
ern, Western and Mountain-Pacific. This investigation was 
known as Ez PaH'te 74, and resulted in an order effective 
August 26, 1920, four days before the expiration of the 
guaranty period, raising all interstate freight rates in each 
group by percentages which varied as between the different 
groups, but not within each group.' The order also in
creased all interstate passenger fares twenty per cent, imposed 
the fifty per cent Pullman surcharge, and made other less 
important increases such as in the charges for excess bag
gage, and milk and cream transportation. ,By its terms the 
order applied only to interstate charges, but it was perfectly 
clear that the Commission considered these percentages of 
increase as representative of the amount by which all rates, 
state and interstate, must be increased to provide the fair 
return on aggregate property value contemplated by Section 
Isa. 

Passing for the moment the effects of Section Isa on intra
state transportation, attention will be directed to two new 
phases of the regulation of interstate commerce which arose 
from this legislation, and both of which were sustained by the 
Court. It is improbable that any order, such as the one in 
Ex Part~ 74, made for a rate group as a whole and without 
adjustment to the respective requirements of the indiVidual 
roads within the group, will produce the same rate of return 
upon the railway property of each carrier in the group. If, 

's8LC.C.lI2II. 
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therefore, the Commission achieved its purpose of establish
ing a fair return upon the aggregate value of all the railway 
prop«;rty in the group, the earnings of the stronger roads 
would, in the absence of any other regulatory action, exceed 
a fair return upon their property, while the weaker roads 
might require still further financial assistance. There are 
two remedies for this situation provided by the amended 
Interstate Commerce Act, namely, Section'ls(6) giving the 

. Commission authority to determine the divisions of joint 
rates, fares and charges between the participating carriers 
and Section Isa(s) to (18) inclusive, authorizing the re
capture of part of the net earnings of particular carriers in 
excess of six per cent of the value of their railway property 
used in the service of transportation. 

The authority of the Commission to prescribe the divisions 
of joint rates was not new in 1920. It had first been created 
by the Mann-Elkins Act of June 18, 1910.' The constitu
tionality of its use for the purpose of establishing just and 
equitable divisions on the basis of the services rendered by 
the respective carriers was not disputed. Subsequent to the 
Transportation Act of 1920, however, this power of prescrib
ing the divisions of joint rates was used by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission for an entirely new purpose, that is, 
to eke out the meagre earnings of weak carriers of a rate 
group by giving them a larger share of the divisions at the 
expense of their stronger connections. Such exercise of 
federal power was contested before the United States 
Supreme Court in The New England Divisions Case in 
1923. I This case arose from an order of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission which in substance directed that in 
the divisions of joint rates participated in by carriers of the 
New England, Trunk Line and Central Freight Association 

1 J6 Stat. L. 539, 55', 55" 
'26, U. S. '84. 
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territories, the share of the New England lines should be in
creased fifteen per cent, and the share of the lines west of the 
Hudson River should be correspondingly diminished! The 
basis of the Commission's action was the urgent necessity of 
increasing the net income of the New England lines, some of 
which were in a very precarious financial condition. The 
order was contested by the Trunk Line and Central Freight 
Association carriers upon several grounds, of which the most 
important, from our standpoint, was that the order was void 
because its purpose was not to establish just and equitable 
divisions as between the carriers on the basis of the respective 
service rendered by them, but was merely to take the property 
of the more prosperous roads to relieve the financial needs 
of the New England lines. This, it was contended, was a 
taking of property without due process of law in violation of 
the Fifth Amendment. The Court, however, sustained the 
order as a proper exercise of federal commercial power in 
aid of the declared policy of the Transportation Act of 
1920 to provide an adequate transportation system. In 
the opinion of the Court, Mr. Justice Brandeis links the New 
England Divisions order with the new federal transportation 
policy as follows: 

It was necessary to avoid unduly burdensome rate increases 
and yet secure revenues adequate to satisfy the needs of the 
weak carriers. To accomplish this two new devices were 
adopted: the group system of rate making and the division of 
joint rates in the public interest. Through the former, weak 
roads were to be helped by recapture from prosperous com
petitors of surplus revenues. Through the latter, the weak 
were to be helped by preventing needed revenue from passing 
to prosperous connections. • • • The provision concerning di
visions was, therefore, an intq:ral part of the machinery for 
distributing the funds expected to be raised by the new rate 
fixing sections. It was, indeed, indispensable.' 

1 (1903), 66 L Co Co tg6. 

• lI6I U. S. at 1\)1. 
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The constitutionality of the recapture provisions of Sec
tion 1sa was also contested, and in Dayton-Goose Creek 
Railway v. United States, decided in 1924, the Court sus
tained this legislation.' In opposition to the recapture of 
part of the earnings in excess of six per cent, it was argued 
that to deprive a carrier of its profit upon transportation 
furnished at rates found by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to be just and reasonable, was to take its property 
without due process of law. The Court, however, pointed 
out the necessity of maintaining uniform rates for all ship
pers and that such rates, as applied to some carriers, would 
result in only a fair return, while as applied to others, they 
would produce excessive profits. It distinguished between 
the reasonableness of one rate or a class of rates and the 
reasonableness of the general level of all the rates received 
by the carrier. 

Chief Justice Taft in the opinion said: 

By the recapture clauses Congress is enabled to maintain 
unifonn rates for all shippers and yet keep the net returns of 
railways, whether strong or weak, to the varying percentages 
which are fair respectively for them. The recapture clauses 
are thus the key provisions of the whole plan. . . . 

The reduction of the net operating return provided by the 
recapture clause is, as near as may be, the same thing as if rates 
had all been reduced proportionately before collection.' 

Let us turn now to the effect of Section I sa upon intra
state transportation. The order in Ex Parte 74 was im
mediately followed by a nation-wide movement of the car
riers to obtain authority for similar increases in intrastate 
rates. In some instances the railroads confined their case 
before state commissions to the presentation of the Inter
state Commerce Commission order and presented no other 

I 263 U. S. 456. 
• 263 U. S. at 480. 483. 
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evidence justifying the requested increases. The responses 
of the state commissions to these applications varied. Some 
commissions granted the increases in full, others in part, 
and some refused relief entirely. The hands of some com
missions were tied by state statutes fixing maximum rates 
which would be violated by percentage increases equal to 
those ordered by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The net result was that the railroads with respect to a large 
body of state rates failed to obtain state authority to make 
percentage increases corresponding to the interstat«: increases. 

The railroads, therefore, appealed to the Interstate Com
merce Commission for relief, and the latter body asserted its 
mastery of the situation in no uncertain terms. It said in 
substance: The transportation of freight and passengers 
within the borders of any state at general rate levels below 
the levels established by the Commission for interstate com
merce is a discrimination against interstate commerce as a 
whole and must cease; you, the carriers, must remove this 
discrimination at once by increasing your intrastate rates to 
general levels corresponding to those authorized by us for 
interstate commerce. The Commission consistently and ruth
lessly carried out this policy in a series of orders regulating 
intrastate rates in twenty-five different states contrary to 
state statutes or the orders of state regulatory boards. In 
taking this action the Commission relied not only on Section 
15a, but also on Section 13(4), which as amended in 1920 
specifically empowered it to regulate state rates upon a finding 
of discrimination against interstate commerce, "the law of 
any state or the decision or order of any state authority to 
the contrary notwithstanding ".' 

The excitement among state authorities was intense. 
They believed that these new orders, if sustained by the 
courts, would destroy state power to regulate state rates. 

• • 41 Stat. 1. <44 
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They denied that Congress had authorized the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to take such action; furthermore, 
they denied the constitutional right of Congress to confer 
such authority on the Commission; and, with the courage of 
their convictions, some of the states proceeded to enforce 
their lower scale of local rates. 

The railroads, confronted with the conflicting commands 
of two masters, resorted to the courts to restrain the enforce
ment of state laws and orders contrary to the orders of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. This squarely raised the 
issue of the existence of federal power to regulate wholly 
intrastate rates in order to provide sufficient revenues to 
maintain an adequate national system of transportation. 
This power was sustained in Railroad Commission of Wjs.. 
cOllsin v. Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad in 1922.' 
This case arose from an order of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission made on November 27, 1920,' directing the 
carriers in Wisconsin to increase their fares for passenger 
transportation wholly within Wisconsin to the same rate per 
mile as that directed for interstate fares by the order in 
Ex parte 74. The Wisconsin Railroad Commission had 
previously authorized an increase of intrastate freight rates 
proportionate to the increase in interstate freight rates in the 
Western group, but had refused to take similar action with 
respect to passenger fares because of a state statute prescrib
ing two cents a mile as the maximum. Thereupon the Inter
state Commerce Commission found undue, unjust and un
reasonable discrimination against persons traveling in inter
state commerce and against interstate commerce as a whole, 
and ordered the horizontal increase of all intrastate passenger 
fares on railroads also engaged in interstate commerce to 
remove this discrimination. When the matter was pre-

, 257 U. S. 563 • 

• WiseDMi .. Pa.rs.ngtr Far .. , 59 I. C. C. 39'. 
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sented to the United States Supreme Court two questions 
were considered: first, whether the intrastate passenger fares 
worked undue prejudice against persons in interstate com
merce, such as to justify a horizontal increase of them all, 
and second, whether the intrastate fares were a discrimina
tion against interstate commerce as a whole which it was the 
duty of the Commission to remove. On the first question, 
the Court took the position that an unjust discrimination 
against persons in interstate commerce existed only with 
respect to intrastate fares to and from points near the border 
line. As this discrimination could be removed without dis
turbing t"xisting fares between interior points, the Court 
decided that a sweeping horizontal increase of all intrastate 
fares could not be sustained on the ground of discrimination 
against interstate passengers. 

The decision sustaining the federal order was based en
tirely upon the existence of a rate situation which consti
tuted discrimination against interstate commerce as a whole. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission had found that a rate 
of 3.6 cents per mile for passenger transportation was neces
sary to produce the fail' retum contemplated by Section I sa. 
The rate fixed by Wisconsin law was only 2 cents per mile. 
If the Wisconsin law were enforced, passengers traveling 
wholly within Wisconsin would, therefore, pay less than their 
fair share of the revenues necessary to produce a fair return 
on the railway property. This, in the opinion of the Court, 
was a discrimination against interstate commerce as a whole. 

The federal power to remove discriminations against inter
state commerce arising from the enforcement of lower intra
state rates had previously been exercised only to protect the 
interstate commerce of particular persons or localities, and 
it was all.yued that Congress had not authorized the Commis
sion to make a broader application of this power. The 
authority to do so was found by the Court in the amend-
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ments made by the Transportation Act of 1920 to Section 
13(4) of the Interstate Commerce Act.' By this amend
ment the Act authorizes the Commission to remove not only 
.. any undue or unreasonable advantage, preference or preju
dice as between persons or localities in intrastate commerce 
on the one hand and interstate or foreign commerce on the 
other hand" but also" any unreasonable or unjust discrim
ination against interstate or foreign commerce". The 
Court pointed out that the latter provision would be tauto
logical if it did not extend the Commission's power to cases 
other than those in which discrimination against particular 
persons or localities was found. 

,section 13 (4), as amended, further provides that the orders 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission removing any such 
discrimination shall be observed by the carriers, .. the law 
of any State or the decision or order of any State authority 
to the contrary notwithstanding". The decision in the Wis
consin case fully sustained the constitutionality of the pro
visions of Sections Isa and 13(4) of the amended Interstate 
Commerce Act as administered by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to override the Wisconsin statute. This case, 
therefore, established the proposition that Congress, through 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, has power to regulate 
intrastate rates contrary to the proyisions of state law in order 
to compel intrastate traffic to pay its fair share of the cost 
of maintaining an adequate national system of transporta
tion.· The basis of this position is the fact that the same 
railroads must be used for both interstate and intrastate 
transportation, and that, therefore, the failure to receive 
adequate compensation for the intrastate service, places an 
unjust burden upon interstate commerce. As stated by 
Chief Justice Taft in the Wisconsin decision: 

, 41 Stat. L. 484-

"Accord, New York v. UKited Slat .. (1922),257 U. S. 591. 
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Commerce is a unit and does not regard state lines, and while, 
under the Constitution, interstate and intrastate commerce are 
ordinarily subject to regulation by different sovereignties, yet 
when they are so mingled together that the supreme authority, 
the nation, cannot exercise complete, effective control over 
interstate commerce without incidental regulation of intrastate 
commerce, such incidental regu1ation is not an invasion of 
state authority or a violation of the proviso [of the Interstate 
Commerce Act that the Commission is not to regu1ate traffic 
wholly within a state.] . . • 

Congress in its control of its interstate commerce system, is 
seeking in the Transportation Act to make the system adequate 
to the needs of the country by securing for it a reasonably com
pensatory return for all the work it does. The states are seek
ing to use that same system for intrastate traffic. That entails 
large duties and expenditures on the interstate commerce system 
which may burden it unless compensation is received for the 
intrastate business reasonably proportionate to that for the 
interstate business. Congress, as the dominant controller of 
interstate commerce, may, therefore, restrain undue limitation 
of the earning power of the interstate commerce system in doing 
state work. The affirmative power of Congress in developing 
interstate commerce agencies is clear .••• III such development, 
if can i,"pos, mil' ,.easonable Conditioll Oil II state's 1<$6 of int".
stat, CfJrTiers for intrasttJIB cOtntnert. it deems nBcessary or 
desirobr..' This is becau~ of the supremacy of the national 
power in this field." 

The WisCOMIi decision is carefully limited to sustaining 
federal authority to regulate the general level of intrastate 
rates as a whole. It does not authorize federal regulation of 
the interrelations of particular intrastate rates. These may 
be adjusted by the states without federal interference so long 
as the process does not result in discrimination against inter
state commerce. The action of the Interstate Commerce 

• Italics mine.. 

" 2S7 U. S. at s88-590-
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Commission should be directed to substantial disparity which 
operates as a real discrimination against and obstruction to 
interstate commerce and must leave appropriate discretion to 
the state authorities to deal with intrastate rates as between 
themselves on the general level which the Interstate Com
merce Commission has found to be fair to interstate 
commerce.' 

The Court sustained a further extension of the power of 
Congress to regulate intrastate transportation in aid of its 
policy of providing an adequate national system of trans
portation by a decision upholding the validity of the pro
visions of Section I sa of the Interstate Commerce Act for 
the recapture of part of the net earnings of interstate rail
roads in excess of six per cent of the value of their railway 
property even as applied to earnings derived from intrastate 
revenues.' This might be said to go beyond the necessity 
of protecting the earning power and credit of interstate 
carriers, because the capacity of the roads to meet the re
quirements of interstate transportation could by no stretch 
of the imagination be impaired by allowing them to retain 
excess profits from their intrastate business. The Court, 
however, found a sufficient connection between the recapture 
of intrastate earnings and interstate commerce to justify this 
exercise of federal power. Its position is stated by Chief 
Justice Taft: 

The third question for our consideration is whether the re
capture clause, by reducing the net income from intrastate rates, 
invades the reserved power of the states and is in conflict with 
the Tenth Amendment. In solving the problem of maintaining 
the efficiency of an interstate commerce railway system, which 
serves both the states and the nation, Congress is dealing with a 

1257 U. S. at 5900 See also Doylo,..Goose Creek Ry. v. Uniled Sloltl 
(1924), 263 u. S. 456, oj82, 483. 

I Dayton-Goos, Creek Ry. v. United Slates, .Il1prtJ. 
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. unit in which state and interstate operation are often inextricably 
commingled. When the adequate maintenance of interstate com
merce involves and makes necessary on this account the inci
dental and partial control of intrastate commerce, the power of 
Congress to exercise such control has been clearly established. 
[Citing cases.] The combination 6f uniform rates with the 
recapture clauses is necessary to the better development of the 
country's interstate transportation system as Congress has 
planned it. The control of the excess profit due to the level of 
the whole body of rates is the heart of the plan. To divide that 
excess and attempt to distribute one part to interstate traffic and 
the other to intrastate traffic would be impracticable and defeat 
the plan. This renders indispensable the incidental control by 
Congress of that part of the excess possibly due to intrastate 
rates which if present is indistinguishable.' 

The power of the federal government to regulate intrastate 
transportation is not confined to the rates charged and the 
earnings therefrom. It can impose any reasonable condition 
on a state's use of interstate carriers for intrastate commerce 
it deems necessary or desirable for developing interstate 
commerce.· Thus the Court has sustained the power of 
Congress to require interstate railroads proposing to con
struct a branch or extension of their system wholly within 
one state to obtain from the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion a certificate that public necessity and convenience re
quires such additional transportation facilities.' The pur
pose of this requirement is two-fold; first, it is used as a 
means to prevent an interstate railroad from impairing its 
financial capacity to render adequate interstate transportation 

'263 U. S. at 4Ss. 
• Wise ........ Y. ClticGgo, B. '" O. R. R. (1902),257 U. S. s6J, S90-

• RaiII'ood C-u.nm. v. Sowlh .... Pacific C •• (1904). 264 u. S. 331; 
T.JtGf aM Pacific Ry. Y. GMII. C. '" S. F. Ry. (1926). rJO u. s. 266; 
AlobaMG aM Yidsbwrg R:J. Y. Jaclt_ IJIId Basi .... Ry. (1926), 171 
U. S. 244-
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service on its existing lines by undertaking the operation of 
new lines at a loss or without adequate return upon the capital 
invested therein; second, it is used to protect existing lines 
adequately serving the territory in which it is proposed to 
construct a branch or extension of a competing road from 
the disastrous financial effects of unnecessary competition. 
Both of these objects are consistent with and a part of the 
new legislative policy of the Transportation Act of 1920, 

that is, they are appropriate means of protecting the national 
transportation system by sustaining the earning power and 
credit of the various railroads which constitute that system.' 

A similar federal power sustained by the Court is that of 
authorizing the abandonment of a part of the lines of an 
interstate carrier even when the part proposed to be aban
doned lies wholly within one state.' Federal authority to 
authorize the abandonment of the use of such a line for inter
state transportation could hardly be disputed, but this power 
as exercised by the Interstate Commerce Commission goes 
much further and is used to support the abandonment of such 
an intrastate branch for all purposes, including the movement 
of wholly intrastate traffic. The grounds for sustaining 
such action are stated by Mr. Justice Brandeis as follows: 

Prejudice to interstate commerce may be effected in many 
ways. One way is by excessive expenditures from the common 
fund in the local interest, thereby lessening the ability of the 
carrier properly to serve interstate commerce. Expenditures 
in the local interest may be so large as to compel the carrier to 
raise reasonable interstate rates, or to abstain from making an 
appropriate reduction of such rates, or to curtail interstate 
service, or to forego facilities needed in interstate commerce. 
Likewise, excessive local expenditures may so weaken the finan-

1 For discussion of the effect of this legislation upon state powers, 
see PP',330-333, infra. 

, Colorado v. United States (1926),271 U. S. ISJ. 
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cia! condition of the carrier as to raise ·the cost of securing 
capital required for providing transportation facilities used in 
the service, and thus compel an increase of rates. Such de
pletion of the common resources in the local interest may con
ceivably be effected by continued operation of an intrastate 
branch in intrastate commerce at a large loss. • . • 

This railroad, like most others, was chartered to engage in 
both intrastate and interstate commerce. The same instru
mentality serves both. The two services are inextricably inter
twined. The extent and manner in which one is performed, 
necessarily affect the performance of the other. Efficient per
formance of either is dependent upon the efficient performance 
of the transportation system as a whole. • • • 

Because the same instrumentality serves both, Congress has 
power to assume not only some control, but paramount control, 
insofar as interstate commerce is involved. It may determine 
to what extent and in what manner intrastate service must be 
subordinated in order that interstate service may be adequately 
rendered. The power to make the determination inheres in the 
United States as an incident of its power over interstate com
merce,1 

In the case from which the foregoing quotation is taken, 
the state of Colorado contested an order of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission authorizing the complete abandon
ment for all purposes, including intrastate commerce, of a 
branch of the Colorado and Southern Railroad which lay 
wholly within the state of Colorado. Among other grounds 
for disputing the validity of the federal order, the state urged 
that the Interstate Commerce Commission had not made the 
necessary findings to establish a substantial connection be
tween the abandonment of intrastate traffic on the branch 
and interstate commerce. It was contended that such an 
order was not within the power of the Commission because 
it had not found that the continued operation of the branch 

• • 271 U. S. at ~t6s. 
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would cause discrimination against interstate commerce or 
that the entire intrastate Colorado business would not earn 
a fair return on the property used in conducting that business 
even if the railroad were required to operate this branch at a 
loss. To this the Court replied that the sole test of the 
validity of the federal order is that abandonment is consis
tent with public necessity and convenience as determined by 
the Commission with regard for the needs of both interstate 
and intrastate commerce. In the words of Mr. Justice 
Brandeis: 

Whatever the precise nature of these conflicting needs, the 
determination is made upon a balancing of the respective in
terests-the effort being to decide what fairness to all concerned 
demands. In that balancing, the fact of demonstrated prejudice 
to interstate commerce and the absence of earnings adequate to 
afford reasonable compensation are, of course, relevant and may 
often be controlling. But the act does not make issuance of the 
certificate dependent upon a specific finding to that effect.' 

The Court thus clearly takes the position that the federal 
government, to strengthen the financial position of an inter
sfate railroad, may authorize the abandonment of a branch 
for purely intrastate traffic even when no discrimination 
against interstate commerce is shown, and the returns earned 
by the carrier from its intrastate business as a whole are 
justly compensatory. Under these circumstances it is diffi
cult to see how interstate commerce is sufficiently affected to 
justify the exercise of federal power. It is true that the 
continued operation of the branch at a loss to that extent 
reduces the net earnings of the railroad, and, therefore, 
affects its capacity to render interstate transportation service. 
If, however, the earnings from its intrastate traffic adequately 
compensate the railroad for the use of its property within the 
state, including the branch in question, any necessity for 

'271 U. S. at 16g. 
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reduction of operating costs must arise from the inadequacy 
of other revenues. In that case, the capacity of the railroad 
to render adequate interstate transportation service should be 
protected, not by compelling further economies in intrastate 
operations in the state where the branch is located, but by 
placing its interstate business or its business in other states 
upon an adequately remunerative basis. To do otherwise 
is to violate the principle that each class of traffic should pay 
its fair share of the joint expenditures incurred in rendering 
all classes of service.' 

Federal power, however, does not extend to authorizing 
the abandonment of the intrastate business of a railroad 
located entirely in one state and authorized by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to abandon all of its interstate busi
ness.· Since such a railroad has ceased to be an instrumen
tality of interstate commerce, its continued operation solely 
in intrastate commerce can have no possible effect upon inter
state transportation. No railroad engaged in interstate 
commerce is burdened by or compelled to make good any 
shortage in the earnings of such an intrastate line. The 
authority of the federal government to authorize the aban
donment of a line wholly within one state, therefore, applies 
only when that line is a part of a railroad which will continue 
to engage in interstate transportation on other portions of 
its railway property. 

The federal government also has power to affect the intra
state operations of interstate railroads by regulating the issue 
of securities to obtain the necessary capital for such opera
tions" The existence and exercise of this federal power to 

• See StII,Y,r. T. A_$ (18g8). 169 U. s. 466. 541 ; M ......... '" Rat. C,,"8 
(1913). lI30 u. S. JS2. 4J.5. See p. 171. ~ 

• TUIIJ T. Eo!, ..... TUGI R. R. (1932). 258 u. s. 204-

• Railroad C.....u.rimo T. So"' ...... Paei!i& Co. (11)24). 264 U. S. 331. 
See also ColOt"Olk> T. U,""" Slot"" (1!)a6).271 U. S. 153. 1650 
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regulate the issue of securities was one of the grounds for 
holding that a state has no power to require the construction 
of a union passenger terminal involving large capital ex
penditure for which the sale of new securities would be 
necessary! 

These various forms of federal regulation of the intrastate 
business of interstate railroads are constitutional even in 
cases in which the terms of the federal orders are in direct 
violation of the contract obligations of the railroads as em
bodied in the state charters under which they operate. Thus 
the Court sustained an order of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission requiring the New York Central Railroad to 
charge 3.6 cents per mile for passenger transportation wholly 
within the state of New York notwithstanding the fact that 
it was under charter obligation to carry passengers between 
Albany and Buffalo for two cents a mile.' The state urged 
as objections to the enforcement of the federal order that it 
impaired the obligation of contracts in violation of Article 
I, Section 10 of the United States Constitution, and that it 
deprived the people of the 6tate of New York of property 
without due process of law. In answer to these objections 
the Court pointed out that the constitutional prohibition 
against impairing the obligation of contracts applies only to 
state and not to federal action, and that "anything which 
directly obstructs and thus regulates that commerce which is 
carried on among the states, whether it is state legislation or 
private contracts between individuals or corporations, should 
be subject to the power of Congress in the regulation of that 
commerce .... In the Colorado case previously mentioned as 
sustaining federal power to authorize the abandonment of 

1 Railroad Commissio .. v. SouthtnO PfJCijic Co., "'tN . 
• NnJ1 York v. U .. it.d Stal .. (1922),251 U. S. 591. 
• The Court quoted this from Addyslo1l Pip- .114 SI .. 1 Co. v. U .. il.d 

SIoI .. (1I!99), 175 U. S. 211, 230. 
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an intrastate branch; the state's main contention was that 
the railroad company had assumed the obligation of provid
ing intrastate service on every part of its road within the 
state, and that the Interstate Commerce Commission had no 
power to authorize the company to continue to enjoy the 
privilege of operating other parts of its road in Colorado 
without carrying out its charter obligations with respect to 
the abandoned branch. The Court stated that this argument 
rests upon a misconception of the nature of the power exer
cised by the Commission in authorizing the abandonment. 

The certificate issues, not primarily to protect the railroad, 
but to protect interstate commerce from undue burdens or 
discrimination. The Commission by its order removes an ob
struction which would otherwise prevent the railroad from 
performing its federal duty.' 

These decisions made it clear that the charter obligations of 
interstate railroads to perform intrastate service are sub
ordinate to the federal power to foster and protect interstate 
commerce. 

With respect to the effect of the United States Constitution 
upon state power to regulate and otherwise affect interstate 
transportation, the Supreme Court since 1920 has continued 
to develop and apply the principles previously established by 
it. The process of judicial interpretation has not been as 
liberal to state as to federal power. Many decisions have 
further restricted the capacity of the states to apply their 
legislation to interstate commerce and its instrumentalities. 
But it cannot be said that the present trend of judicial de
cision is predominantly restrictive so far as the states are 
concerned. The Court has recently sustained state statutes 
in several decisions which confirm the extension of state 
power to newer forms of legislation which have developed 

1 See Po 840. ~ 
• (1g26), 1171 u. S. 1530 16& 
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with the modern tendency to broaden the scope of govern
mental activity and with the increased need for revenue 
resulting therefrom. This recognition of state power is 
particularly noteworthy in the field of taxation; a very fruit
ful source of revenue is made available to the states by the 
cases which uphold the use of the net income of persons and 
corporations engaged in interstate commerce, both as a sub
ject of state taxation and as a measure of state property, 
privilege and occupation taxes. 

Among the fundamental rules to which repeated reference 
has been made in this discussion is that which upholds the 
power of the states to regulate subjects of interstate com
merce which do not require a single, uniform national plan of 
regulation, but permit of diversity of regulation by the several 
states! It has been shown that this rule occasionally has 
been applied to the regulation of particular kinds of interstate 
sale and transportation, although in general the sale and 
transportation of commodities between the states was said to 
be a subject requiring uniformity of regulation, and, there
fore, beyond the power of the states to regulate! In view 
of the growing apprehension that the centralization of com
mercial control will overburden the federal government and 
its agencies and will deprive local needs and conditions of 
proper consideration, any indication that the Court is dis
posed to permit further exceptions to the general principle 
of exclusive federal jurisdiction over interstate sale and 
transportation is important. It is, therefore, interesting to 
note that a comparatively recent decision has recognized the 
necessity for and validity of local regulation of the rates 
charged for a form of transportation and sale which it de
clared to be interstate.' This case arose from the distribution 

I See pp. 85-87. 157. IsS. supro. 
I See pp. 89. 90. 155-157. supra. 
I P", ... ylvania Gas Co. v.Publie Seroic. Commissian (1920). 252 u. S.23. 
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of natural gas by a Pennsylvania corporation which trans
mitted the gas by pipe line from the wells in Pennsylvania 
into New York, and there furnished it directly to local con
sumers. The Court held that the State of New York has 
power to regulate the rates charged for this service. In 
reaching this conclusion, the Court decided, first, that the 
business was interstate commerce, second, that the rates not 
only were not regulated by Congress, but that the Interstate 
Commerce Act expressly withheld the subject from federal 
control,' and third, that the service, being similar to that of 
a local plant furnishing gas to consumers in a city, is subject 
to state regulation. In the Court's opinion Mr. Justice Day 
said: 

This local service is not of that character which requires 
general and uniform regulation of rates by congressional action, 
and which has always been held beyond the power of the states, 
although Congress has not legislated upon the SUbject. While 
the manner in which the business is conducted is part of inter
state commerce, its regulation in the distribution of gas to the 
local consumers is required in the public interest, and has not 
been attempted under the superior authority of Congress.o 

The difficulty which the Court has found in drawing the 
line between subjects which require uniform national regula
tion and subjects which permit of diversity of state action 
is shown by a later decision concerning the same industry.' 
In this case the corporation which piped the natura1 gas from 
state to state did not sell it to the consumers but to inde
pendent distributing companies. The state of Missouri, into 
which the gas was piped, attempted to regulate the rates 
charged for such sales. This action was held by the Court 

t 36 Stat. 1.. S3lI. S+\
o 252 U. S. at SI. 

• Mis ....... v. K ......... Natwal Gru Co. (1924). 1165 u. s. 298. 
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to be a direct burden on interstate commerce and void even in 
the absence of congressional regulation. The Court ad
mitted that" the line of division between cases where, in the 
absence of congressional action, the state is authorized to act, 
and those where state action is precluded by mere force of 
the commerce clause of the Constitution, is not always clearly 
marked". It distinguished between the retail distribution 
of gas to consumers and its wholesale distribution to dis
tributing companies, and said that with respect to the latter 
form of commerce " the paramount interest is not local but 
national,-admitting of and requiring uniformity of regula
tion ". These two cases show that the Court, while very 
reluctant to admit the propriety of state regulation of inter
state tran5actions of sale or transportation, still recognizes 
that under some circumstances the necessity for local regula
tion may be so great as to justify departure from the general 
rule that federal power over this subject is exclusive.' 

With respect to those forms of interstate commerce which, 
in the opinion of the Court, admit only of federal regulation, 
the COllrt still faces the difficulty of determining whether 
particular forms of state action are regulations thereof. In 
a decision denying the power of North Dakota to require 
licenses for and otherwise regulate the purchase of grain for 
interstate shipment, Mr. Justice Van Devanter said: 

The decisions of this court respecting the Validity of state 
law challenged under the commerce clause have established many 
rules covering various situations. Two of these rules are 
specially invoked here,~ne that a state statute enacted for 
admissible state PurPoses, and which affects interstate commerce 
only incidentally and remotely, is not a prohibited state regula-

'See also Public Utilities Commission of Rlwdt Islalld v. Attleboro 
Steam and Electric Co. ('927), 273 U. S. 830 in which the Court 
held that the State of Rhode Island had DO power to regulate the 
rate charged at tho state line for electric power produced by a Rhode 
Island company and there sold to a Massachusetts distributing company. 
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tion in the sense of that clause; and the other, that a state statute 
which, by its necessary operation, directly interferes with or 
burdens such commerce, is a prohibited regulation and invalid, 
regardless of ,the purpose with which it was enacted. These 
rules, although readily understood and entirely consistent, are 
occasionally difficult of application, as where a state statute. 
closely approaches the line which separates one rule from the 
other.' 

Most of the important recent decisions concerning state legis
lation affecting interstate transportation are efforts to deter
mine which of the two rules mentioned by Mr. Justice Van 
Devanter applies, that is, to distinguish between state legis
lation incidentally and remotely affecting interstate commerce 
and that which interferes with or burdens such commerce, 
and is, therefore, unconstitutional as a regulation thereof. 
Some of the more important recent decisions will now be 
reviewed. As in the preceding chapters decisions affecting 
the exercise of the state police power will be discussed first; 
and those sustaining or limiting the exercise of the state tax
ing power will be considered thereafter. 

The extreme to which the Court will go in sustaining the 
exercise of the state police power to protect public safety is 
shown by its attitude with respect to state statutes requiring 
the elimination of grade crossings. Such legislation usually 
imposes heavy financial burdens upon the railroads, which in 
the case of weaker lines engaged in interstate commerce 
might even result in their bankruptcy. The Court never
theless held that even the prospect of bankruptcy of an inter
state carrier is not sufficient to invalidate state legislation 
requiring it to tJ..-pend its funds for the elimination of grade 
crossings.' While it was recognized that the state cannot 
compel the railroad to serve at a loss, the Court took the 

tSIto/ .. Y. F ..... $ c ....... Co. (1925),268 U. S. 18!l. 199-
I EN R. R. Y. Nlic Ulilily C........wio_$ (Igal), as4 u. S. 394-
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position that if the railroad continues to use the rights 
granted to it by the state to occupy the land, it must comply 
with state safety regulations. Mr. Justice Holmes said: 

If it reasonably can be said that safety requires the change, 
it is for them [the states 1 to say whether they will insist upon it, 
and neither prospective bankruptcy nor engagement in interstate 
commerce can take away this fundamental right of the sovereign 
of the soil. . . • To engage in interstate commerce the railroad 
must get on to the land; and, to get on to it, must comply with 
the conditions imposed by the state for the safety of its citizens.' 

That this case is close to the border line of permissible exer
cise of state power is shown by the fact that three justices 
dissented.2 There seems to be little question that if Con
gress or its authorized agencies saw fit to intervene to pro
tect an interstate railroad from extreme financial burdens in 
complying with state grade-crossing statutes, the paramount 
authority of Congress to regulate interstate commerce would 
prevail over the state police power. 

The decisions of the preceding period made it clear that 
the Supr .. me Court will tolerate little direct regulation by the 
states of the character and quality of service rendered in 
interstate transportation where the purpose of the regulation 
is the protection of the general welfare and convenience of 
the public, and involves no question of health, safety or 
morals. One of the most noteworthy recent illustrations of 
this attitude of the Court is found in a decision holding that 
a state may not require a carrier engaged in interstate trans
portation by motor vehicle to furnish transportation to all 
who may apply on equal terms; that is, it cannot compel a 
carrier engaged in interstate transportation to become a 
common carrier.· The same decision also denied the power 

, 254 U. S. at 4'0. 
• White, Van Devanter and McReynolds. 
• Mkhig ... Publk Ulilit;es Co", ... isnoll v. Duk. ('925), .66 U. S. 570. 
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of the state to require such a carrier to carry insurance or 
provide indemnity bonds for the protection of property 
carried in interstate commerce.' In the view .of the Court, 
such requirements constituted a direct burden upon and inter
ference with interstate commerce. The carrier in this case 
was engaged in the business of transporting automobile 
bodies between Toledo, Ohio, and Detroit, Michigan, in the 
performance of private contracts for such transportation. 
The Court took the position that the state requirement that 
he become a common carrier would prevent him from using 
his trucks exclusively in the performance of his contracts 
and thus would deprive him of the use of the instrumentali
ties by means of which he carried on the interstate commerce 
in which he was engaged as a private carrier." 

In some situations, however, the Court recognizes that 
direct state regulation of interstate service cannot be avoided. 
and sustains such regulation. Congress by the provisions of 
Section 1 (22) of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended 
by the Transportation Act of 1920, expressly directs that the 
authority of the Interstate Commerce Commission to author
ize the construction, operation or abandonment of parts· of 
the lines of an interstate carrier co shall not extend to the 
construction or abandonment of spur, industrial, team, 
switching or side tracks,located or to be located wholly within 
one state, or of street, suburban, or interurban electric rail-

I The cas. also decided that a state may DOt require such a c:a.rrier to 
obtain a permit from a Stat<> Commission to engage in interstate trans
portation 0_ its highways on &xed routos or between find tenuiDi. 
See p. a6a, .jra. 

• The Court held that to require a privat<> carrier to become a common 
carrier also violates the Fourteenth AmeDdment prohibiting a state from 
taIrlng propert7 without due process of law. The Fourteenth AmeucI
mont is equalb' applicable to state regulation of its interoal CODIIIleI<:O and 
preftDts the state from reqairiog a private contract carrier eapgecI solely 
in intrastate transportation to become a COIIIIIIOD carrier. FIWf Tnoci
Dog Co • .,. Railroad C ............... of Cali/onoia (1906),271 u. S. sI\3. 
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ways, which are not operated as a part or parts of a general 
steam railroad system of transportation".' Recent de
cisions show that the Court will sustain the power of the 
states to regulate the construction or abandonment of the 
facilities thus withheld from the jurisdiction of the Inter
state Commerce Commission even when such facilities are 
used or intended for use principally in interstate transporta
tion! The reason for sustaining the exercise of the state 
police power thus to regulate interstate transportation is 
stated by Mr. Justice Brandeis: 

Tracks of that character [spur, industrial, team, switching or 
side tracks 1 are commonly constructed either to improve the 
facilities required by shippers already served by the carrier or 
to supply the facilities to others, who being within the same 
territory and similarly situated are entitled to like service from 
the carrier. The question whether the construction should be 
allowed or compelled depends largely upon local conditions 
which the state regulating body is peculiarly fitted to appreciate. 
Moreover, the expenditure involved is ordinarily small.' 

The opinion of Congress that the construction and abandon
ment of such facilities is a subject which permits of diver
sity of regulation according to local conditions is so clearly 
indicated by the Transportation Act of 1920 that the Court 
would naturally hesitate to prohibit the exercise of state 
power in the absence of clear and convincing proof that uni
formity of regulation was essential. 

Another decision of this period, South Covington and 
Cincinnati Street Railway v. Kentucky,' at first glance ap-

I 41 Stat. L 478 • 
• W,stern and Allanlic R. R. v. GMrgia Public S,","" Co ...... issitm 

(1925), 7157 u. S. 493; TexQS and Paeifie Ry. v. Gulf. c. 6- S. P. Ry. 
(.g7f), 270 U. S. 266. 

• 270 U. S. at 278. 
• (Igao), 252 u. S. 399-
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pears to sustain state power to regulate interstate transporta
tion service directly by requiring the segregation ()f inter
state white and colored passengers on interurban electric 
railways. A careful study of the opinion in this case, how- • 

. ever, raises considerable doubt whether the Court intended to 
establish such a rule. The decision sustained a state law of 
Kentucky requiring railroad companies to supply separate 
compartments for white and colored passengers under cir
cumstances which will be briefly outlined. The railway 
company, a Kentucky corporation, controlled a line of road 
owned by another corporation and lying wholly within 
Kentucky. It operated interurban electric cars over this 
controlled line and its own line as a part of one system be
tween Kentucky and Ohio. The state sought to enforce the 
law with respect to a car so operated on which eighty per 
cent of the passengers were interstate. Under Ohio law the 
separation of races was illegal. Nevertheless, the Court 
held that the enforcement of the Kentucky law was not an 
unconstitutional burden on interstate commerce. It seems 
clear that the railway failed to provide separate accomm<>da
tions for white and colored passengers traveling wholly in 
the state of Kentucky. That would constitute a violation of 
the Kentucky statute even if it were construed as applying 
only to intrastate passengers. There is no specific statement 
in the decision that the act would be violated by the operation 
of a car carrying only interstate passengers without segre
gating them if the railway provided adequate segregated 
transportation service for its intrastate passengers. In the 
opinion of the Court Mr. Justice McKenna said: 

There was a distin<:t operation in Kentucky,-QD operation 
authorized and required by the charters of the companies, and 
it is that operation the act in the question regulates, and does no 
more, and therefore is not a regulation of interstate CQIIIJDeI'Ce.' 

• asa u. s. at .f)3. 
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It seems fair to interpret this decision as meaning that the 
distinct operation in Kentucky to which the statute applies 
is an operation for intrastate Kentucky passengers over. the 
line owned by the subsidiary corporation located in that state. 
While the Court unfortunately did not make it clear that the 
decision was not intended to sustain state power to segregate 
interstate passengers, it is not sufficiently explicit to be relied 
on as an authority for sustaining such power. 

No decisions of this period disturb the general rule that 
the states have complete power to regulate the intrastate 
transportation charges of interstate carriers provided that 
the regulation does not conflict with federal laws or orders 
and is not confiscatory. The decisions affecting state power 
to regulate intrastate rates deal with the situation arising 
when Congress through the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion has intervened to protect interstate commerce from 
discrimination.' 

Attacks continued to be made upon state regulation of the 
character and quality of the service rendered in intrastate 
transportation because of its effect upon interstate commerce. 
A few of these decisions will be considered. The South 
Covington Roilway case, previously outlined,' clearly sus
tained the power of a state to require the segregation of in
trastate white and colored passengers under circumstances 
which apparently make the enforcement of the statute a dis
tinct burden upon interstate transportation. In that case 
the comparative volume of intrastate traffic was so small 
that the railway would be compelled either to transfer its 
interstate passengers to cars with separate compartments 
on entering Kentucky or to incur the heavy financial burden 
of operating additional intrastate cars for a very light volume 
of traffic. In the view of three dissenting justices,' an un-

1 See pp. 234-238, supra, pp. 303-309, infra. 
o See pp. 252. 253. supra. 
o Day. Van Devanter and Pitney. 
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reasonable burden was imposed on the railway by requiring 
it thus to change the character of its cars on crossing the 
state !ine_ 

• The Court sustained the exercise of the police power of 
the state to require interstate railroads to provide adequate 
and suitable facilities for the convenience of the community 
served by them when the state requirements did not involve 
the construction of additional main line or capital expendi
tures necessitating the issuance of new securities, over which 
subjects Congress has assumed exclusive jurisdiction_' In 
denying the power of a state to require the construction of a 
union terminal involving a relocation of the main lines of 
interstate carriers and large capital expenditures, Chief 
Justice Taft said: 

One might, too, readily conceive of railroad crossings or 
connections of interstate carriers in which the exercise by a 
state commission of the power to direct the construction of 
merely local union stations or terminals without extensions of 
main tracks and substantial outlay should be regarded as an 
ordinary exercise of the police power of the state for the public 
convenience, and would not trench upon the power and super
vision of the Interstate Commerce Commission in securing 
proper regulation of an interchange of interstate traffic or pas
sengers. Only a lawful order of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission would raise a question of the power of a state com
mission in such cases.' 

A short time thereafter, the Court held that a state com
mission may require a railroad to provide suitable facilities 
reasonably necessary for the removal from its premises of 
freight carried by it for its customers." In this case the 

I Railroad C........uno.. Y. S""' ..... Pocific Co. (1904), 264 U. S. 331. 
345: Norfol" """ W .. , ..... R3. Y. Ptoblio S.,.,;., C........uno.. of w,., 
Virgiooia (1904). a6s U. s.,.,. 

• 264 u. S. at 34So 
• Norfollt """ W .. , ..... 4 Y. PtobIio Snviu C........uno.. of Wuf 
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facilities consisted of a roadway along a siding and a cross
ing along the main line of a railway leading thereto. 

On the other hand, we find two decisions in which the 
Court continued to restrict the power of the states to stop 
interstate trains to accommodate intrastate traffic.1 One of 
these cases set aside an order of a state commission which 
required a railroad to detour two interstate passenger trains 
over a branch to serve a small city already receiving adequate 
service by fourteen local trains.' The other case held that 
a state order was invalid which required two long-distance 
interstate trains passing through a city at night to stop. 
This was held to be an undue interference with interstate 
commerce because the city had adequate service from four 
other through interstate trains.· 

The states may still regulate intrastate tran~portation ser
vice by controlling the construction and abandonment of the 
whole or any part of a road within their borders over which 
Congress has not conferred similar power upon the Inter
state Commerce Commission. The roads or tracks to which 
such state power still applies, include railroads which are not 
engaged in or have withdrawn from interstate transporta
tion: spur, industrial, team, switching or side tracks of 
interstate stearn railroads, and all parts of independently 

Virginia. su/Jrrl. See also Shealy v. S,,,dherll Ry. (1924). 127 S. c. IS, 
1.0 S. E. Rep. 561, in which the Supreme Court of South Carolina 
sustained the power of its state commission to require an interstate rail
road to construct sheds for the protection of passengers at a junction 
point. Considerable weight was given in the various opinions in this case 
to the facts that most of the passengers at this point were intrastate, and 
that the sheds were necessary for the protection of the public health. 

lSI. Lo"iI and Son Froncilco Ry. v. Public SBtIic. C_ilsimo 0/ 
Missotl" (1921).254 U. S. 535; SI. Louil-So .. Froncilc. Ry. v. Public 
SBtIic. C .... "'iI.tio .. of Mils""; (1923). :261 u. S. J69. 

• 254 U. S. 535. 
':261 U. S. 369-

• Texas v. BasI.,.. T.xas R. R. (1922), 2.;8 u. S. 2Q4. 
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operated electric railways.' It must not, however, be sup
posed that the power of .the states to compel the continued 
operation of such raHways is unlimited. The Court has held 
that a state may not compel a railway company to continue 
to operate at a loss unless it is under a contract obligation 
to maintain service.· State action prohibiting the abandon
ment of all operations under such circumstances is considered 
to violate the constitutional provisions prohibiting the taking 
of property without due process of law. .A different situa
tion prevails, however, where the proposed abandonment re
lates only to a part of a railway which proposes to continue 
operation of the rest of its system. It was held that a street 
railway company may be compelled by a state to operate an 
unprofitable line, even though its entire operations may not 
yield a fair return, if it continues to exercise its franchises 
on other parts of its system.· In this case Mr. Justice 
Brandeis said: 

So far as it appears, this company is at liberty to surrender 
its franchises and its continued operation throughout the city .... 
But the Constitution does not confer upon the company the 
right to continue to enjoy the franchise or indeterminate per
mit, and escape from the burdens incident to its use. 

The principle of this decision, of course, has no application 
to the operation or abandonment of any part of an interstate 
steam railroad system which the Interstate Commerce Com
mission may authorile or prohibit under the provisions of 
the Transportation Act of 1920." 

It is entirely clear that the Court would not tolerate state 

'lnterstata Commerce Act, Sect. I (ao). 
• B..u ... •• F10l"id4 (1921), 254 U. S. SIS; Roilroed C_..u..ioa of 

T#JtfU ... EAS'''' T#JtfU R. R. (t904), ~ u. S. 79-

• Fort S"';'. LlgAl """ T ..... 1iota Co .... BolIrimNJ (1925), 2fi7 U. So 33Q. 
• See Colorado ... U .. W S_s (1906), 271 u. S. ISJ. See pp. a»

a.jJ, Stf#G. 
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legislation regulating the character and quality of intrastate 
transportation service which required the railroads to give 
preference to traffic moving wholly within the state in the 
use of their transportation facilities. ·A recent decision held 
that a West Virginia statute was unconstitutional which 
required pipe-line companies to give preference to West 
Virginia consumers of natural gas over consumers outside 
of the state in distributing gas produced within the state.' 
This statute was regarded by the Court as a burden upon and 
obstruction of interstate commerce. The argument ad
vanced by the state was that the supply of gas produced in 
West Virginia was insufficient to meet both local and inter
state demands. The Court, however, held that the trans
mission of this gas from one state to another for sale 
and consumption in the outside state is interstate commerce. 
and that the state law by its necessary operation would 
prevent and obstruct such transmission, and would jeopar
dize the health, comfort and welfare of the communities 
using the gas in other states. The principle of this decision 
would be equally applicable to state legislation requiring 
interstate railroads to give preference to the movement of 
their traffic wholly within the state even if there were no 
federal law or order prohibiting such preference. 

The attacks upon state legislation affecting interstate com
merce are not confined to cases in which the states attempt 
to regulate the charges of or the services rendered by the 
railroads, but extend to the exercise of state power along lines 
not directly connected with transportation. It is generally 
conceded that the sovereignty of the states embraces the 
power to prescribe the procedure in state courts. Legisla
tion for this purpose is, however, held by the Court to im
pose an unconstitutional burden upon interstate commerce 
under some circumstances. A Minnesota statute provided 

I Pmnsylvania v. Wesl Virginia (1923).262 U. S.553. 
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that suit in the state courts could be commenced against any 
foreign corporation having an agent in the state for the 
solicitation of freight and passenger business by delivering 
a copy of the summons to such an agent. In Davis v. 
Farmers' Cooperative Equity Company,' the Court held that 
this statute violated the commerce clause by imposing an 'un
reasonable burden on interstate commerce as applied to an 
action against a railroad company not operating in Minne
sota, brought by a plaintiff not residing there on a cause of 
action arising outside of the state. The burden was found 
in the great expense which would be imposed upon a de
fendant railroad in conducting a litigation in a jurisdiction 
remote from where the cause of action arose. The basis of 
the decision, as pointed out by Mr. Justice Brandeis, was 
the direct concern of the public in the avoidance of waste in 
interstate service as well as in the maintenance of such ser
vice.' Another customary method of commencing action 
against a foreign corporation in a state court is by the gar
nishment or attachment of property or accounts of the de
fendant corporation in the state in which jurisdiction is 
sought. Following the principle of Davis V. FlWtHer's' Co
operative Equity Company, it was decided that a state could 
not constitutionally authorize its courts to obtain jurisdiction 
by garnishment of the rolling stock of a foreign railroad 
corporation engaged in interstate commerce which neither 
owned nor operated a railway in the state, nor had consented 
to be sued in its courts, in a cause of action by a non-

a (1923). o6a u. S. 312-

• But ",here the defendant .... lroad is incorporated by the state in which 
tho a.tiOQ is brought, that state ma:r authorize its couns to entertain 
jurisdi.tiOQ thenoof notwithstanding the DOft-residence of the plaintiff. the 
fact that the cause of a.tiOQ arose in another state, aDd the expense aDd 
interference with interstate C01DIIl<I'CO caused by bringing material wit-
....... engaged in .... lroad service to the place of trial. Hot-ro Y. 

M ............ OJr rrl. F ........ (19)7). 274 u. S. 21. 
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resident arising outside of the state.' Such procedure was 
regarded as an unreasonable interference with interstate 
commerce. On the other hand, the Court sustained the 
jurisdiction of a Missouri court acquired by garnishment 
under somewhat different circumstances.' In this latter 
case the suit was also brought against a foreign railroad 
corporation engaged in interstate commerce which operated 
no railroad, had no local place of business, and had not con
sented to be sued in the state; the subject of garnishment was 
its traffic balance due from connecting railroads having places 
of business in Missouri. The distinguishing features upon 
which the Court relied to support the jurisdiction of the 
Missouri 'Court were the facts that the plaintiff, a Delaware 
corporation, had a usual place of business in Missouri which 
gave it the status of a resident of that state for legal pur
poses, and that it was possible that the cause of action, 
damage in transit to freight shipped from Texas to :Missouri, 
might have arisen in Missouri. Under the provisions of the 
Carmack amendment to the Interstate Commerce Act,' the 
defendant railroad, although operating only in Texas, was 
liable for loss or damage to shipments originating on its 
lines, even when actually occurring on the lines of its connec
tions.· It is thus apparent that a state violates the com
merce "clause of the Constitution by throwing its courts open 
to suits of non-residents on causes arising outside of the 

'A/chiso .. , T. & S. F. Ry. v. Wells (1924),265 U. S. 101. 
I St. Louis, B. & M. Ry. v. Taylor (1924), 266 u. S. 200. 

I 34 Stat. L. 584, 595. 
4 Another interesting point decided in this case is that Congress. by the 

Carmack Amendment, bas not assumed exclusive jurisdiction of the 
remedy and procedure to be fonowed in enforcing the substantive rights 
conferred by that legislation, and that the states have concurrent juris
diction to prescribe matters of procedure in recovering for loss or dam
age to interstate shipments so long as they do not enlarge or abridge the 
substantive right conferred by federal law. See pp. 3[4, 3[5. infra. 
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state and brought against an interstate railroad not doing 
business in the state or consenting to be sued therein, but that 
the power of the state to promote the general welfare and 
convenience of its residents extends to providing remedies in 
the state courts to residents on suits arising in the ,state 
against a foreign railroad corporation which has any prop
erty, tangible or intangible, located therein. 

While the states may thus regulate or affect the conduct of 
the business of interstate transportation within their borders 
in a variety of ways, and enforce their regulations by appro
priate penalties, the Court continues to enforce the rule that 
compliance with state regulations cannot be made a condition 
precedent to the exercise of the right to engage in interstat~ 
commerce, and that such right cannot be made to depend upon 
the authorization or permission of the states. In accordance 
with this principle, it was decided that a Kentucky statute. 
prescribing the conditions upon which corporations of other 
states might do business in Kentucky, was not applicable to 
a Tennessee corporation whose only business in Kentucky 
was the purchase of grain for interstate shipment. 1 The rule 
was stated by Mr. Justice Van Devanter in this case as 
follows: 

A corporation of one state may go into another, without ob
taining the leave or license of the latter, for all the legitimate 
purposes of such [interstate] commerce; and any statute of the 
latter state which obstructs or lays a burden on the exercise of 
this privilege is void under the commerce clause_' 

This case was fol1owed in a later decision in which it was held 
that a state license law imposing a license fee on coal dealers 
could not constitutionally be applied to invalidate a contract 
for the sale of coal t 0. b. cars at mine for interstate ship-

• DaW ... Wal~" Milliag Co. Y. B~ ('92'), ~ u. s. • 
• Ibid. at 29'. 
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ment by dealers who had not paid the fee! Irrespective of 
the right of the state in this case to require the payment of 
a license fee, the Court held that such payment could not be 
made a condition precedent to the exercise of the right to 
engage in interstate commerce" The same rule was applied 
in holding the states have no power to require persons en
gaged in the purchase of grain for interstate shipment to ob
tain a state license for the conduct of this business.· 

From the standpoint of the present discussion, by far the 
most important decisions following this principle are those 
which hold that the states have no power to require persons 
engaged in the business of interstate transportation by motor 
vehicle over the state highways t9 obtain the permission of 
the states for such use of the highways! In Buck v. Kuy
kendall' and Bush Company v. Maloy" the Court held that 
state statutes prohibiting common carriers for hire from 
using state highways for the operation of motor vehicles 
between fixed termini or over regular routes without a cer
tificate of convenience and necessity from a state commis
sion, are primarily not regulations to secure safety on the 
highways or to conserve them, but are prohibitions of com
petition and, as applied to common carriers engaged in inter-

1 Flanagan v. Federal Coal Co. (1925), 267 U. S. 222 • 
• See also UndnTlJood Typewriter Co. v. Chamberlai .. (1920),254 u. S. 

113,119; South".,. Ry. v. Watts (1923),260 U. S. 519, 530; Pullman Co. 
v. Richardson (1923), 261 U. S. 330, 340, and cases there cited, to the 
effect that the provisions of a state statute excluding a company not pay ... 
ing a state tax from doing business in the state would be invalid as 
applied to interstate commerce. 

• Lemke v. Farmers Gra;" Co. (1922),258 U. S. 50; Shafer v. Farmers 
Grain Co. (1925), 268 U. S. 18g. 

'Michigan Public Utilities Commission v. Duk, (1925), :z66 U. S. 570; 
Buck v. Kuyk,MalI (1925), 267 U. S. 307; Bush Co. v. Maloy (1925), 
267 U. S. 3'7. 

• Supra. 
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state commerce, are in violation of the commerce clause of 
the United States Constitution. These decisions, however, 
must not be interpreted as denying all state power to regulate 
or affect the conduct of interstate transportation by motor 
vehicle. They contain no implication that the exercise of 
state power within its commonly recognized spheres is not 
applicable to this business. State regulations designed to 
promote the health and safety of the inhabitants of the 
state, or to make such carriers pay their share of the cost 
of maintenance of the highways used by them, or to require 
them to render adequate intrastate transportation service at 
reasonable rates, if they also undertake to engage in the 
business of intrastate transportation, are undoubtedly valid 
unless in conflict with federal legislation adopted in the regu
lation of interstate commerce, or in violation of the constittl
tional prohibitions against the taking of liberty or property 
without due process of law. The Court also sustained state 
power to require an interstate carrier by motor vehicle to 
obtain a state license to carry intrastate passengers on their 
interstate busses, in the absence of proof that its interstate 
passengers may not be carried efficiently and economically in 
busses used exclusively for that purpose.' Other recent de
cisions sustaining state legislation as applied to interstate 
carriers by motor vehicle have held that a state has power 
to limit the loads of motor -vehicles to protect the highways 
from injury unduly increasing the cost of maintenance," that 
carriers engaged in business on the highways may be com
pelled to pay a tax for their cost and upkeep in addition to 
the license fee imposed upon all automobile owners,· and 
that a state statute is valid which provides that a non
resident, by using the highways, thereby appoints the state 

'1 ..... _ B ...... C.,.,. y. HolyoA* Sf. ~. (1921) "73 u. S. 4s. 

• M ....... T. DNby (1921). "74 u. S. 135-
• ClGrle T. Poor, U. S. Sup. Ct., May 31, 1921. 
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registrar as his attorney to receive service of process in 
causes of action arising therefrom! 

A recent decision, consistent with the principle that the 
right to engage in interstate commerce cannot be made to 
depend upon state authorization, is of particular interest 
because of the vigorous dissent of Justices Brandeis, Holmes 
and Stone" This case involved a Pennsylvania statute 
which required persons or corporations other than railroad 
or steamship companies, selling steamship tickets or orders 
for transportation to or from foreign countries, to procure 
a license, furnish proof of character and fitness to conduct 
such business, and give bonds to account for moneys re
ceived and to abstain from fraud and misrepresentation. 
The statute imposed an annual license fee of fifty dollars 
which did not appear to exceed the cost to the state of super
vising the administration of the law. The purpose of the 
statute was to protect residents of the state against fraud in 
the conduct of this business. The Court reversed a convic
tion for violation of this statute by conducting the business 
of selling such steamship transportation without a license. 
The majority took the position that the business was a well
recognized part of foreign commerce and that the license fee 
and other requirements imposed by the statute constituted a 
direct, and therefore unconstitutional, burden on such com
merce. The dissenting Justices liid stress upon the necessity 
of considering all the facts and circumstances surrounding a 
state statute with a view to determining whether the statute 
does in fact obstruct, discriminate against, or directly burden 
interstate or foreign commerce. They regard the rule of law 
to be settled that the states in the exercise of their police 
power must avoid such obstruction, discrimination or bur
den. They insist, however, that the actual decision must 

1 Hess v. Pawloski (1927), 274 u. S. 352 • 

• Di SaK'o v. Per .. ",/"",,;" (1927), 273 u. S. J4. 
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depend upon the effect of the particular statute upon inter
state or foreign commerce, which is a question of fact. 
The Pennsylvania statute, according to this minority, did not 
in fact impose an obstruction, discrimination or burden upon 
foreign commerce, and was merely a proper exercise of the 
police power of the state to protect its citizens from fraud. 
The view of the minority, carried to its logical conclusion, 
would break down the distinction made between state regu
lation of the conditions precedent to engaging in interstate 
business which is prohibited, and state regulation of the 
conduct of that business which is permitted under many 
circumstances. It would apply to both kinds of regulation 
the same tests based on a study of the facts and a balancing 
of local needs against the magnitude of the impediment to 
interstate commerce.' 

These various decisions produce an anomalous situation 
with respect to state power to require licenses for trans
actions of interstate commerce. The states are not permitted 
to prohibit a person from engaging in a business which is 
recognized as a part of interstate commerce without obtain
ing a license, but they are permitted to require a license for 
the performance of certain acts which are absolutely essen
tial to the successful conduct of such business. It is scarcely 
possible to conduct intersta~ transportation by railroad with
out the employment of locomotive engineers, yet the state 
police power may be exercised in the interest of public safety 
to compel every such engineer to obtain a license.' The 
states cannot require a person to obtain a certificate of con
venience and necessity to engage in interstate transportation 
by motor vehicle, but such a person finds it impossible to 
conduct that business without obtaining state licenses for 
each of his motor vehicles to use the public highways. It is 

, s.., pp. 78. us, l12. 177. 179, 180, .. p.o.. 
, s.wA T. AloboMo (1888), 124 u. s. ¢S. 
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very difficult to see why state licensing of the business itself 
should be prohibited regardless of the surrounding facts and 
circumstances, while state licensing of acts essential to the 
conduct of the business is permitted when the Court finds 
that the protection of the public reasonably requires that 
degree of interference with interstate commerce. In either 
case the unreasonable exercise of state power, if permitted, 
could bring interstate commerce to a standstill. In either 
case the Supreme Court could prevent such a calamity by 
the exercise of a proper discretion in determining, as a ques
tion of fact, whether the state license requirements, under 
all the circumstances, exceed the reasonable demands of their 
residents for protection by local laws. 

Some recent decisions deserve attention which concern 
state power to impose charges upon interstate commerce, not 
as taxes, but merely as fees to compensate the state for 
specific expenditures made in the exercise of its police 
powers. It has been shown previously that a reasonable 
charge for the services of the state in policing transactions 
of interstate commerce, or for the use of facilities furnished 
by the state, is generally regarded as merely part of the 
necessary expense of engaging in interstate business and not 
as a tax or burden thereon. This applies to fees imposed 
for state inspection of commodities moving between the 
states, where the inspection is a legitimate exercise of the 
power of the state to protect the public safety and health as 
in the case of inflammable petroleum products. But the 
Court has continued to hold that state laws applicable to 
both interstate and intrastate commerce, which impose fees 
for the inspection of petroleum products in excess of the 
legitimate cost of inspection, amount to taxation and are 
void to the extent that the excess is collected from interstate 
transactions.' Assessments imposed to compensate the state 

• T.sIU Co. v. BrOWft (1922),258 u. S. 466; Phipps v. CIft/.IaM R.
fining Co. (1923), 261 u. S. 449-
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for public improvements beneficial to interstate commerce are 
closely analogous to fees for services or for the use of facili
ties. Assessments being necessarily limited to the expense 
actually incurred by the state, no tax or burden is imposed 
upon interstate commerce by compelling those engaged 
therein to pay for the benefits accruing to their interstate 
business, if the levy is fairly apportioned and does not exceed 
the actual benefit derived from the improvement. In a re
cent case an interstate railroad was assessed for the improv~ 
ment of a highway; the assessment, principally based upon 
benefits to accrue to the railroad in the form of increased 
interstate traffic, was sustained.' This case originated in a 
state court where the railway included among its objections 
to the assessment the argument that it was made in disregard 
of the commerce clause of the United States Constitution 
because the benefits assessed were such as would accrue to 
the interstate business in which its property was being used 
and not to the property itself, and therefore could not be 
made the basis of a special improvement tax without burden
ing interstate commerce. This particular ground of attack 
was abandoned by the railway in its appeaJ. to the United 
States Supreme Court. 

Where state-granted privileges are exercised in the con
struction of an instrumentality of interstate commerce, the 
states may to a certain extent attach conditions to the grant 
of those privileges which in fact amount to regulations of 
interstate commerce. Thus a state charter of a corporation 
constructing an interoational bridge was amended to provide 
that the company should equip the bridge with ways for foot 
passengers and vehicles. The bridge was built as a railroad 
bridge only and the Court held that the state could compel 
the company to provide the additional facilities in accord
ance with the provisions of its charter." In this case the 

I K_ City SOtItIlmo Ry. Y. Road Districl (1914), :a66 U. S. 379-

• IMI~ Bridg. Co. Y. Now Yorll (1900), "54 U. S. u6. 
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commerce affected by the enforcement of state charter pro
visions was foreign, but the same principles apply to inter
state commerce. The theory that a state's power to grant or 
withhold privileges embraces the lesser power to attach any 
conditions it desires to its grant was pretty thoroughly shat
tered by the decision in Western Union Telegraph Company 
v. Kansas, which held that the conditions attached to the 
privilege of engaging in intrastate business must not in fact 
impose a burden on interstate commerce.' It is, therefore, 
unsafe to attempt to deduce any general rule from cases 
supporting the conditions attached to state grants of charter 
or other privileges, as state power to regulate or affect inter
state commerce in this way is distinctly limited. It is, more
over, strictly subordinate to the exercise of federal power 
by Congress so that the state-imposed conditions are not en
forcible if in conflict with federal law.' 

Let us now consider decisions affecting the taxing power 
of the states. Two cases decided since 1920 are of interest 
because they show further extensions of the application of 
the rule that the states must not impose a tax burden upon 
the operations of the United States Government or its agen
cies in the execution of federal law.8 In one of these cases 
the Court held that the net income derived by a lessee of 
Indian lands from sales of his share of oil and gas taken 
from such lands could not be taxed by a state because the 
lessee was an agent of the United States Government in the 
discharge of its duties to its Indian wards" The Court had 
previously decided that a general state property tax levied 
upon the property of agencies of the United States Govem-

I (1910), 216 U. S. I. See p. 181, supra.. 
• See Inl,noa"ollO/ Bridge Co. v. New York, ... po. 
• Gillespi. v. Oklahoma (1922), 257 U. S. 501; Jaybird Mining Co. 

v. Weir ('926),271 U. S.609-
• Gillespie v. Oklahoma, "'po. 
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ment and used by them in carrying federal laws into execu
tion was not unconstitutional! The theory that such a tax, 
if non-discriminatory, does not obstruct the operation of 
federal law, would appear to apply equally to a non-discrimi
natory tax upon net income. A net income tax is not con
sidered to be a burden upon interstate commerce when levied 
upon income derived from such commerce." It is not at all 
clear that there is any more cogent reason for holding that 
such a tax is an unconstitutional burden upon the opera
tions of federal agencies. Mr. Justice Holmes, however, 
distinguished between interstate commerce and an instru
mentality of the United States as affected by such a tax in 
deciding that the tax on income derived from Indian lands 
was unconstitutional. He said: 

The criterion of interference by the states with interstate 
commerce is one of degree. It is well understood that a certain 
amount of reaction upon and interference with such commerce 
can not be avoided if the states are to exist and make laws ... , 
The rule as to instrumentalities of the United States on the 
other hand is absolute in form and at least stricter in sub
stance. . , • .. A tax upon the leases is a tax upon the power to 
make them, and could be used to destroy the power to make 
them," 240 U. s. 530. The step from this to the invalidity of 
the tax upon income from the leases is not long.' 

If a general policy of federal incorporation of interstate 
railroads should be adopted, so that the present state cor
porations would be replaced by federal corporations, and if 
the net income of the federal corporations should be held 
exempt from state taxation, a grave crisis in state finance 
would result from the loss of this fruitful source of revenue. 

The other decision casts some doubt upon the rule that 

I s.e PP- IOI-IOJ, ...".. 

• s.e PP- Z4. aos. ...".. 
• ~ U. S. o.t 50S-
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the property of federal agencies is subject to a general state 
property tax levied without discrimination against such 
agencies.' In this case the state of Oklahoma sought to 
levy an ad valorem property tax on the ores taken from 
Indian lands by a lessee. The tax was assessed on these 
ores in mass in the lessee's bins prior to the payment or 
segregation of the royalties or equitable interests of the 
Indians. The Court considered that the lessee was an agent 
employed by the government for the development and use 
of the restricted land and to mine the ore therefrom for the 
benefit of the government's Indian wards. It, therefore, 
held that this property tax was unconstitutional. In the 
decision, the Court made no reference to the previous dis
tinction between a tax on the property of an agent of the 
government and a tax on the occupation of such agent in 
carrying into execution the laws of the United States. The 
decision, however, doubtless turned on the fact that the In
dian wards of the United States still had an interest in the 
property that was assessed and cannot be regarded as com
pletely overruling the prior decisions to the effect that the 
property of agencies of the United States Government used 
in the execution of its laws is not exempt from a general 
state property tax. But the taxable status of such property 
at the present time would be more clear if the Court in the 
course of its opinion had explicitly stated that the state had 
power to tax property of the lessee in which the Indians 
had no equitable interest. 

Several decisions of this period deserve attention which 
concern the application of the rule that the states have no 
power to burden interstate commerce by taxation. The 
Court continued to follow its previous decisions that this 
rule is not violated by an ad valorem property tax assessed 
upon railroad property within the state under the so-called 

I Jaybird Mining Co. v. WIir, ,supra. 
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unit method of including in one assessment all elements of 
property value, both tangible and intangible,' and that such 
an assessment may include the value arising from the fran
chise to engage in the business of interstate transportation! 
It seems, however, that a state property tax, which assessed 
the franchise to do interstate business and disregarded other 
elements of intangible value, would be considered an uncon
stitutional burden on interstate commerce; the validity of a 
property tax on such a franchise, therefore, depends upon 
its being a general tax which includes all elements of value, 
and which is, therefore, not aimed directly at· the business 
of interstate transportation! The Court also stated that a 
state property tax may be measured by the net profits of a 
corporation earned within the taxing state, although these 
profits may have been derived in part or indeed mostly from 
interstate commerce.' 

We have already seen that the rule that a state may not 
levy a tax upon property beyond its borders gives rise to the 
problem of apportioning the property values of an interstate 
railroad between the taxing state and the other states in 
which the railroad operates. The Court continued to'give 
attention to this problem! In one case the State Tax Com
mission of North Dakota computed the value of all the 
property of an interstate railroad, wherever located, by the 
market value of its stocks and bonds, and then assessed the 
proportion of this value that the main track mileage within 
the state bore to the main track mileage of the whole line.' 

'SI. Lo .... 6- E. St. L. EI..,. Ry. v. Mis ...... " (1921), 256 u. S. 3'4; 
S •• 1Itmo Ry. v. W.,1.t (1923),260 U. S. SIll-

• SI. Lo.m 6- E. SI. L. EI«. Ry. Y. M ............ ... tro-
• S ... SI. Lo.is 6- IS. SI. L. Ry. Y. Mwo .... J1A~ 
• UrtdwtrlOO<l Tytfturiltr Co. Y. CIIa .. bm.i .. (1920),254 U. S. 113. , .... 

• Wall ... v. H ..... ('920).253 U. S. 66; Sclralab Y. Ritllard.soA ('923), 
26J u. S. 88. 

• Walla« T. HiMs, su/'nJ. The tax involved in this case was aD excise 
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Upon the particular facts of this case, it was decided that 
the mileage proportion method of apportionment was im
proper. These facts were that the cost of constructing the 
mileage on the plains of North Dakota was comparatively 
low and that the railroad owned valuable terminal property 
and land grants in other states, and bonds secured by mort
gages on lands in other states, no part of the value of which 
was properly attributable to North Dakota. Mr. Justice 
Holmes stated the principle as follows: 

The only reason for allowing a state to look beyond its 
borders when it taxes the property of foreign corporations is 
that it may get the true value of the things within it, when they 
are part of an organic system of wide extent, that gives them 
a value above what they otherwise would possess. The purpose 
is not to expose the heel of the system to a mortal dart,-not, 
in other words, to open to taxation what is not within the state. 
Therefore no property of such an interstate road situated else
where can be taken into account unless it can be seen in some 
plain and fairly intelligible way that it adds to the value of the 
road and the rights exercised in the state! 

There is nothing in this opinion to discredit the mileage
proportion basis for assessing value within the state where 
there are no circumstances making its use inequitable. The 
Court expressly said that on the allegations of the appeal in 
this case .. which is all that we have before us, the circum
stances are such as to make that mode of assessment inde
fensible ". In a recent decision the Court refused to sustain 
a Kentucky assessment which was made by the mileage
proportion basis upon the intangible property value of sub-

tax upon the privilege of doing business in North Dakota, measured by 
the railroad's property in that state, but the decision concerning the 
method of apportioning property value to the taxing state is equally 
applicable to a state property tax and the Court so stated in the opinion. 

I 253 U. S. at 6g. 
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sidiary lines of the Southern Railway system operated in 
Kentucky.' This decision also was based upon particular 
circumstances making the use of this basis of assessment 
inequitable. The Kentucky lines to which the· assessment 
was attributable showed a very much lower income per mile 
than the average for the entire Southern Railway system. 
While recognizing that as feeders their contribution to the 
value of the system as a whole might exceed that computed 
by capitalizing their net earnings, the Court was unable to 
find any foundation for attributing to these lines a sufficient 
amount of the system earnings to justify an assessment of 
their intangible value upon the mileage-proportion basis. In 
another case the Court sustained an apportionment of in
tangible property value based upon the ratio of the business 
transacted in the taxing state to the total business of the 
railroad.' This method is less likely to give undue weight 
to large property values outside of the taxing state than the 
mileage-proportion method, because the volume of business 
tends to be proportionately less in those states in which the 
property is less highly developed. The business-proportion 
method of apportioning property value would cause the as
sessment to increase to some extent with an increase in the 
gross receipts derived in the taxing state from interstate 
commerce, if receipts in other states did not increase to the 
same degree. This contingency, however, is scarcely suffi
cient to characterize this method of assessment as imposing 
a burden on interstate commerce. Furthermore a gross 
receipts tax in lieu of a property tax is not forbidden;' 
there is no stronger reason for prohibiting a property tax 
measured by gross receipts. 

We have already seen that certain fonns of taxation, such 

·S .... ,1wnI Rl/o T. K""",r., ('907),274 U. S. 76-
·S<II""'" T. Ricllanlsfno ('!1'13), 26J U. S. 8S. 
• See pp. 194, '95. ...,ra. 
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as that imposed on gross receipts, which would ordinarily. 
be held to constitute unconstitutional burdens on interstate 
commerce, are sustained if the tax is levied in lieu of a 
general property tax." In accordance with this principle, the 
Court sustained an ad valorem state property tax of twenty
five mills levied by Louisiana on the rolling stock of non
resident corporations having no domicile in the state because 
it was in lieu of local taxes levied by the various parishes 
on corporations domiciled in the parish.' Ordinarily a state 
property tax to be valid; as applied to property used in inter
state transportation, must not discriminate against non
residents, but in this case the element of discrimination was 
removed by the fact that the local parish taxes, to which 
resident corporations were subject, averaged throughout the 
state about the same amount as the state tax on non-resident 
corporations which was sustained. 

We have seen in the previous chapter that the Court sus
tained the power of the states to impose an income tax upon 
the net income of corporations created by them even when it 
is derived from transactions of interstate commerce.' In 
Shaffer v. Carter, decided in 1920; it was held that the 
power to tax net income may also be exercised to tax the 
income of a non-resident derived within the taxing state 
from transactions of interstate commerce. This decision is 
a logical application to income taxation of the same theory 
which sustained property taxes upon property of non
residents located in the taxing state and used in interstate 

1 See pp. 194, 195, supra; see also Pullman Co. v. Richardson (1923), 
261 U. S. 330. sustaining a California tax levied in lieu of all property 
taxes and measured by a percent of the gross earnings within the state, 
including those derived from ~interstate transportation. 

• Gennal America,. Tank Car Cor". v. Day (1926), 270 u. S. 3&7. 

• See pp. 204. 205 • .... "'a. 
• 252 U. S. 37. 57. 
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commerce. If a non-discriminatory property tax is not 
considered to be an unconstitutional burden upon interstate 
commerce, since it merely imposes upon those engaged in 
such commerce their fair share of the ordinary expenses of 
the government of the states in which they operate, there 
appears to be no good reason why such expense cannot be 
as fairly apportioned by an income tax levied upon all in
come earned within the state, including that derived from 
interstate commerce. While income taxes are usually as
sessed upon the net income of a person or corporation com
puted by deducting from gross income various expenses, 
such as interest paid by the taxpayer on his obligations, it 
has been held that an income tax need not be a tax in per
sot/am upon the owner of property measured by his net 
income from all sources, but may be a tax in rem upon the 
property, in which case the interest paid by the owner on his 
obligations is not deductible.' In so holding the Court sus
tained a North Carolina tax upon the net income derived 
from the operation of a railroad within the state, in com
puting which the non-railway income of the corporation was 
not included, and no deduction was made of interest paid on 
its obligations. The Court decided that such a tax was valid 
and did not violate the commerce clause of the Constitution 
notwithstanding the fact that much of the income ta..'Ced was 
derived from interstate commerce. 

Previous decisions' had finhly established the rule that the 
states may not impose a direct excise or occupation tax upon 
engaging in the business of interstate commerce." Under 
this rule it was held that a state cannot iplpose a license tax 
upon a steamship agency whose duty is to solicit business, 
issue bills of lading, collect freight and generally look after 
loading and unloading vessels entirely engaged in interstate 

• Allatic Coa.sf LiM R. R. Y. Vag"'" (1!I'll), a62 u. S. 41J. 
• See pp. 104-111, 1115-197 • ...,...,. 
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and foreign commerce! This case deserves comment be
cause of the dissent of Justices Brandeis and Holmes, who 
contended that such a tax is no more of a direct burden on 
interstate commerce than are concededly valid taxes on other 
indispensable instrumentalities thereof, such as the ship or 
the pilot boat which she must employ. The decision of the 
majority may be considered authority for the proposition 
that the rule against state taxation of the occupation or 
business of interstate transportation applies also to occupa
tions incidental or auxiliary to such transportation. Two 
decisions of this period are of interest because of the con
flict between members of the Court as to whether this rule 
prohibits a state tax upon the exercise by foreign corpora
tions of the privilege of carrying on the business of inter
state commerce in corporate form.' The cases held that 
such a tax is an unconstitutional burden upon interstate 
commerce, but Mr. Justice Brandeis, in a minority opinion, 
took the position that a tax upon the exercise of the privi
lege of doing business as a corporation is not a tax upon the 
occupation in which the corporation is engaged. He said: 

Under the rule applied, every tax laid by any state upon the 
corporate franchise (properly so called) of every corporation, 
domestic or foreign, must be void, in the absence of congres
sional authorization, where the corporation is actually engaged 
exclusively in what is deemed interstate commerce. I find in 

J Texas Traosporl and Terminal Co. v. New Orleans ('924),264 u. S. 
ISO. This case was said by the majority in Di Santo T. PntnsylvaNia 
('927), 213 U. S. 34 (see p. 264. sopra) , to control the latter 
decision. The two cases, however. seem distinguishable. because the 
Ttzw Transport case concerns the exercise of the state taxing power, 
while the Jicense f~ in the Di SaKto case was imposed, not as a revenue 
measure, but merely to defray the expenses to be incurred in the super~ 
vision of the licensees. 

'Osark Pipe Line v. Monier ('925), 266 u. S. 555; Alpha Portland 
C"" .... , Co. v. M~sachu.re/ls ('925), 268 U. S. 203. 
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the Constitution no warrant .for the assumption which leads to 
such a result. 

The tax assailed is not laid upon the occupation__ • • Nor is 
the tax laid upon ·the privilege of doing business. It is laid 
upon the privilege of carrying on business in corporate form; 
of doing so with a usual place of business within the state; and 
with power to exercise for that purpose the right of eminent 
domain .•.• 

Can it be said that this tax directly burdens interstate com
merce? A tax is a direct burden, if laid upon the operation or 
act of interstate commerce. Thus, a tax is a direct burden 
where it is upon property moving in interstate commerce [cases 
cited]. or where, like a gross-receipts tax, it lays a burden upon 
every transaction in such commerce [cases cited]. But a tax is 
not a direct burden merely because it is laid upon an indispen
sable instrumentality of such commerce, or because it arises 
exclusively from transactions in interstate commerce. Thus. a 
tax is valid although imposed upon property used exclusively 
in interstate commerce [cases cited] ; or although laid upon net 
income derived exclusively from interstate commerce [cases 
cited]. These taxes were held valid because, unlike a gross
receipts tax, they do not withhold .. for the use of the state, 
a part of every dollar received in such transactions" .•.• 
Surely the tax upon the corporate fr;mchise is as indirect as .the 
tax upon the pipe line.' 

The majority, however, took the opposite view, so that these 
cases clearly affirm the rule that a state tax upon a foreign 
corporation's exercise of the privilege of doing the business 
of interstate commerce in a corporate capacity is a tax upon 
that occupation and, therefore, an unconstitutional burden 
upon such commerce. 

Brief reference will now be made to a few decisions con
cerning state excise taxes upon the exercise by domestic cor
porations of the franchise to do business as a corporation 

• 0_1 Pi~ u.w T. JloroWr (1\125), 266 u. s. sss. 567, s/i9. 
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granted by the taxing state. The immediate subject of 
taxation in such cases, being a privilege granted by the state 
imposing the tax, is in general within the recognized taxing 
power of the state. In assessing such a tax against corpora
tions engaged in interstate transportation, it is very difficult 
to avoid using a measure which will not impose some burden 
upon interstate commerce. The Court, however, has con
tinued to be very liberal in sustaining this particular form 
of state taxation, notwithstanding the fact that the measures 
used reflect to some degree the interstate activities of the 
corporations. Except for the use of gross receipts derived 
from interstate commerce as a measure of such an excise 
tax, the Court has given its approval to the methods of 
assessment commonly adopted by the states. Recent de
cisions have sustained the measurement of this tax by the 
amount. of the corporation's capital and surplus employed in 
the taxing state for all purposes including interstate com
merce; and by the value of that portion of the corporation's 
intangible property which is equitably apportionable to the 
taxing state.' The Court also made it very clear that the 
rule that a state may not measure an excise tax by the total 
authorized capital of a foreign corporation engaged in inter
state commerce does not apply to a similar tax upon the 
corporate franchise of a domestic corporation, since the 
privilege to issue the stock is granted by the state and is, 
therefore, taxable by the state.· It is obvious that all of 
these measures, the amount of stock employed within the 
state, the value of the intangible property of the corporation 
in the state, or the total authorized capital, are likely to vary 
more or less directly with the interstate business of the cor
poration as well as with its intrastate activities. To the 

'SI. 1.0";'-.5' ... F,.",,;'co Ry. v. Middlek.,.p (1921), 256 U. S. 226-
• Schwab v. Richa,dson (1923). 263 U. S. 88. 
• See Rober's and Schaefer Co. v. Em,""son (1!)26). 271 U. S. so, S4-
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extent of such variation these measures, therefore, impose 
in fact a burden upon interstate commerce. Nevertheless, 
the position of the Court is that the effeCt upon interstate 
commerce is only incidental, and not from the constitutional 
standpoint a burden which invalidates the tax. 

Since the privilege of engaging in a corporate capacity in 
business wholly within the state is one which may be granted 
or withheld by the state, it possesses the power to impose 
an excise tax upon the exercise of this privilege. The power, 
however, is very distinctly limited by the principle of West
ern Union Telegraph Company v. Kansas that such an excise 
tax may not be imposed upon foreign corporations, whose 
interstate and intrastate operations are not readily separable, 
if the tax is measured by elements which are not directly 
subject to state taxation.' This principle prohibits a method 
of assessment which includes the amount of a corporation's 
property located beyond the jurisdiction of the taxing state. 
Even when the tax purports to be measured only by the 
value of the corporation's property in the taxing state, the 
tax is invalid if the method of apportioning property values 
among the various states in which the corporation operates 
i& faulty and results in including in the assessment values 
properly attributable to other states.' Air-Way Electric 
Appliance Corporation v. Day, decided in 1924: furnishes 
another illustration of the principle that an excise tax im
posed upon foreign corporations for the privilege of doing 
business within the state must not be measured by elements 
beyond the jurisdiction of the taxing state. This was an 

t (1910), 216 u. S. I. See PII- 199-:103. svpra. 
t Wall,," v. Hw, (1920), 2S3 u. S. 66. The rusons for disapprovtD&' 

tho method used in this c:ase for the apportionment of proper1;7 value 
have already been giveo in detail in the discussion of-state power \0 tax 
property, II- 272. .... Jora. 

• 266 U. S. 71. 
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appeal from a judgment of a lower court which held that 
the state of Ohio had power to measure such a tax by the 
proportion of the allthorized capital stock represented by 
property owned and used and business transacted in Ohio. 
In this case a Delaware corporation was authorized by its 
charter to issue 400,000 shares of no par value stock of 
which only 50,485 were outstanding. All of its property 
was located in Ohio and twenty-eight per cent of its busi
ness consisted of local sales, the. balance being interstate 
transactions. The lower court sustained a tax of five cents 
a share upon 298,520 shares, taking that number because it 
bore the same ratio to 400,000 that the company's business 
done and property owned in Ohio bore to its total business 
done and property owned everywhere.' The United States 
Supreme Court held that this tax was invalid because there 
was included in its assessment shares of stock which were 
authorized but not issued, and therefore could not possibly 
represent anything within the taxing jurisdiction of Ohio. 
The Court would have had no objection to the ratio used in 
computing the portion of the corporation's capital represent
ing property owned in and business done in Ohio, if it had 
been applied, not to the total allthorized shares, but to the 
total isslled shares of the corporation. Mr. Justice Butler 
said: 

The inevitable effect of the Act is to tax and directly burden 
interstate commerce of foreign corporations permitted to do 
business in Ohio, and engaged in interstate commerce, wherever 
the number of shares authorized, subject to the charge of 5 
cents each, exceeds the number of outstanding shares attribu
table to or represented by the corporation's property and busi
ness in that state. In this case, the fee fixed by the commission 

I """,000 X 1458,278:,5.6 (property i. Ohio) + '70-,802 .30 (local Ohio bu.i.ess) 
1458,278,56 (total property) + '250,594.55 (total b .. i .... ) 

= 400,000 X 74.63~ = 298,520. 
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was based on nearly eight times the number of outstanding 
shares, and that determined by the Court on nearly six times 
that number. As some of the outstanding shares are repre
sented by the plaintiff's interstate business, the application of 
the rllte to all the shares, or to a number greater than the total 
outstanding, necessarily amounts to a tax and direct burden 
upon all the property and business, including the interstate 
commerce, of the plaintiff.' 

The real meaning of this decision is perhaps clarified by 
Mr. Justice Stone, who thus interpreted it in a later case: 

That case [the Ai,.-way Corporation case] dealt with a 
privilege tax, laid by Ohio on a foreign corporation engaged in 
interstate and intrastate commerce in that and other states. . . . 
While one factor in the computation of the tax was properly 
the proportion of the corporation's business done and property 
owned within the state, the other factor was the amount of its 
authorized capital stock, only a part of which had actually been 
issued. The authority to issue its capital stock was a privilege 
conferred by another state and bore no relation to any franchise 
granted to it by the state of Ohio or to its business and property 
within that state. When authorized capital stock is taken as the 
basis of the tax, variations in the amount of the tax are obtained, 
according as the corporation has a large or small amount of 
unissued capital stock. This was held in the Air-Way Case, 
to be an unconstitutional discrimination, since it resulted in a 
tax larger than the tax imposed on other corporations with like 
privileges and like business and property within the state, but 
with a smaller capital authorized under the laws of the state of 
their creation.' 

Out of the distinctly involved and complicated discussion 
of the Air-Way Corporalioll case there emerges a definite 
holding that a state e .. "cise tax upon a foreign corporatioti 

':a66 U. S. at Sa. 

• Robtrls """ S,ltMf .. Co. ... E_". ...... (.g:z6), 27' U. S. so. Sol-
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engaged in interstate commerce must not be measured by 
capital stock, authorized by the state of its origin, but not 
issued. 

While states are not permitted to measure a local excise 
tax on foreign corporations engaged in interstate commerce 
by elements which are not proper subjects of direct state 
taxation, the Court has usually followed the converse of this 
rule and sustained excise taxes upon engaging in intrastate 
business as a corporation, measured by elements which 
may be taxed directly by the states, although they may vary 
with the interstate business of the corporation. Thus it has 
been held that foreign corporations doing local business in 
a corporate capacity are subject to a state tax for the exer
cise of this privilege measured by the value of their property 
located in,' the amount of capital invested in; or the por
tion of their net income attributable to their business in the 
taxing state.8 Since a state may impose direct taxes upon 
property located therein and used in interstate commerce, or 
net income earned within the state from transactions of 
interstate commerce, it may also include such property or 
income in the measurement of local excise taxes upon for
eign corporations.' The sole tests of the validity of state 
excise taxes upon foreign corporations measured by prop
erty or net income are that the corporation shall actually be 
engaged in intrastate business, and that the property or in
come used in measuring the tax shall be located in or earned 
in the taxing state; if these tests are fulfilled, the fact that 

I Underwood Typrnn-iter Co. v. Chamberlain (1920), 254 U. S. 113; 
Soutlwrn Ry. v. Watts (1923), 260 U. S. 519 • 

• See Air-Way Corp. v. Day (1\l24), 266 U. S. 71, 82; Rob.rts and 
Schaefer Co. v. Emmerson (1g26), 271 U. S. so, 501-

I Underwood Typewriter Co. v. Chamberlain, supra; Bass, R. I!r G. Ltd. 
v. Tas Commission (1\l24), 266 U. S. 271. 

• Underwood Typewriter Co. , •• Chamberlain, ... pra. 



JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION, 1960·1967 283 

the property is used in interstate commerce, or that the in
come is derived therefrom, does not invalidate the tax. 

In the case of foreign corporations engaged in business 
in several states, the use of anyone of these measurements, 
property, invested capital, or net income, gives rise to a 
problem of apportionment, as there is no clean-cut test for 
making an exact allocation of any of these elements of a 
corporation's business to each of the various states in which 
it operates. We have already discussed in considerable de
tail the Court's attitude toward methods of apportioning 
property values.' The Court has indicated that the capital 
investment apportionable to the taxing state may be com
puted by taking the total amount of capital actually issued 
and applying to that the ratio of the property value and 
intrastate business done in the taxing state to the total prop
·erty value and business done by the corporation in all states.· 
This gives a very complicated computation, but there is no 
reason to suppose that either one of the elements used in this 
·complex ratio could not be used alone in apportioning capital 
investment; in other words, it seems proper to measure the 
amount of capital invested in the taxing state by applying 
to the total amount of capital actually issued by the cor
poration either the ratio of its property value in the taxing 
"State to its total property value. or the ratio of the intrastate 
.business transacted in the taxing state to its total business 
transacted. The apportionment of 'net income to the taxing 
state has been sustained on the basis of the ratio of the value 
.of certain classes of property within the taxing state to the 
total value of the same classes of property owned by the 
corporation wherever located; in one case the real and tan
gible personal property of the corporation was used;' in 

l See pp. 188-194. 1I71~J, ....;n.. 
• See AiJ".W II, C~. Y. DII,. pp. 2i9-aS3, ... tru. 
• U...u...oo.I T,~ C ... Y. C1IIItRbm..a.. .. tru. 
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another case, the assets used in computing the ratio included 
not only real and tangible personal property, but also bills 
and accounts receivable, and shares of stock owned in other 
corporations, of which the value was allocated according to 
the location of physical property represented by such stocks.' 
The underlying purpose in working out these various plans 
of apportionment is to get a fair workable measure of the 
property, capital investment, or net income of a foreign cor
poration properly apportionable to the taxing state, and the 
Court is disposed to sustain any method of apportionment 
which is reasonably calculated to accomplish this result. 

In accordance with the principle that the state has power 
to levy a flat-sum license tax upon the transaction of intra
state business, even though the licensee may also be engaged 
in interstate commerce, the Court sustained a state license 
tax of $100 upon brokers or commission merchants buying 
or selling goods for another, who were definitely engaged in 
the business of making sales for resident principals, even 
though most of their business was for principals residing 
in other states" In this decision, Mr. Justice Sutherland 
said that a tax upon a taxable business cannot be avoided by 
also engaging in a non-taxable business. A flat-sum tax 
upon the transaction of intrastate business may, of course, 
be a very real burden on interstate commerce in the case of 
corporations such as railroad and telegraph companies whose 
interstate and intrastate operations are not readily separable, 
if the tax substantially exceeds the profits from the intra
state business. Nevertheless, the Court held that a small 
license tax on a telegraph company for the privilege of 
doing intrastate business was not an unconstitutional burden 
on interstate commerce merely because the local business 
was unprofitable, but in reaching this decision the Court 

I Bass, R. 0- G. Ltd. v. Tux Commissitnt, lJ4/mJ • 

• R.I., .",1 Brothers v. Rich.rdson (1924), 26.j U. S. 157. 
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laid stress upon the fact that the state had provided machiri
el-y for the increase of intrastate rates of which the company 
had not availed itself.' It may reasonably be inferred from 
this opinion that such a tax would be held unconstitutional 
if the company were unable to effect an increase in its local 
rates sufficient to absorb the tax and to prevent its becoming 
a charge upon its interstate revenues_ 

In summarizing the effect of United States Supreme 
Court decisions of this period, special emphasis must be 
placed upon the wide extension of federal power over intra
state transactions which was held to be authorized by the 
commerce clause of the Constitution. The power to reg
ulate commerce between the states, according to these de
cisions, embraces fed~ral legislation reasonably adapted to 
providing an adequate transportation system for the move
ment of interstate commerce. Since the adequacy of the 
transportation system depends upon the financial ability of 
the railroads to provide necessary facilities, the efforts of 
the federal government to protect the earning capacity and 
credit of interstate railroads were sustained, not only when 
they were directed to the regulation of interstate trans
actions, but also when they superseded state regulation of 
subjects which had been previously regarded as matters of 
purely local concern and which had no substantial connection 
with interstate commerce aside from their relation to the 
financial ability of the railroads to render adequate trans
portation service. 

The federal policy of protecting the earning capacity and 
credit of interstate railroads found expression in many 
forms of regulative activity which met with judicial ap
proval. Foremost among them was the regulation of the 
rate structure, both interstate and intrastate, with a view 
to providing a general level of rates which would produce a 

I Postal TrltgrG~-CobI~ Co. 't. F .... "'" (1921),255 U. S. 124-
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fair return upon the aggregate value of the railway prop
erty of carriers engaged in interstate transportation. To· 
accomplish this result, Congress through the Interstate Com
merce Commission was permitted to prescribe the general 
level of intrastate rates, and in so doing, to set aside, not 
only the orders of state regulatory commissions, but also the· 
laws of the states and the contract obligations of state
granted charters. Since there is bound to be inequality be
tween the rates of return earned by various carriers at th~ 
same general level of rates, Congress and the Interstate Com
merce Commission have attempted to correct this inequality 
by such measures as the recapture of part of the net income 
earned in excess of the prescribed fair rate of return, and 

. by the readjustment of the divisions of joint through rates 
between the participating roads. The Court sustained the 
constitutionality of these efforts, even as applied to earnings 
derived in part from intrastate traffic. The federal power 
to protect the earning capacity and credit of interstate rail
roads includes the power to authorize or prohibit their con
struction, extension or abandonment. This power may be 
validly exercised to prohibit the construction or authorize the 
abandonment of a part of a railroad lying wholly within one 
state, even for purely intrastate traffic, if the road is else
where engaged in interstate commerce. It does not, how
ever, extend to a railroad transacting no interstate business. 
A similar form of federal authority which has been sus
tained by the Court, is the power to authorize or prohibit 
proposed issues of securities of interstate railroads; this 
may be the instrument of interference with state require
ments for the improvement of local facilities and service 
which involve large capital expenditures necessitating the 
sale of stocks or bonds. 

In this period there was no outstanding development in 
the judicial interpretation of the effect of the Constitution. 
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itself upon the reserved powers of the states. It is true that 
the scope of state activity was severely restricted as a result 
of the various decisions sustaining federal action under the 
provisions of the Transportation Act of J920. From the 
standpoint of constitutional interpretation, however, these 
decisions are significant only as the expression of a very 
broad conception of federal power, and add absolutely noth
ing to the doctrines previously established concerning the 
constitutional limitation upon state power. They merely 
apply to state legislation the fundamental Constitutional 
provision that the laws of the United States enacted in pur
suance of the authority granted to Congress by the Consti
tution are the supreme law of the land. In considering the 
effect of the Constitution upon stl!-te power to regulate or 
otherwise to affect interstate commerce in ways not con
flicting with federal legislation, the decisions of the Court in 
this period are merely applications of principles which had 
been evolved prior to J920. We find no distinct trend in 
this process which would justify anything in the nature of a 
general summary statement of the effect of these decisions 
upon the reserved powers of the states. All that can be done 
in summarizing the discussion of this chapter, so far as it 
relates to state power, is to enumerate some of the more 
important applications of familiar principles. 

The rule that the transportation and sale of commodities 
between the states is a subject requiring uniformity of regu
lation to be administered only by Congress has always 
proved troublesome and has never been rigidly enforced to 
the extent of forbidding all direct state regulation of this 
subject. Departures from the rule have been permitted 
where particular forms of regulation of interstate transpor
tation and sale must be adjusted to local conditions. The 
Court appears willing to sustain direct state regulation of 
interstate transportation or sale where it is impressed with 
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the necessity for local control. This is shown by the de
cision upholding state regulation of retail sales of natural 
gas piped directly to the consumer from another state, and 
by the recognition of state power to regulate the construc
tion and abandonment of spur, industrial, team, switching 
or side tracks wholly within one state and of street, sub
urban or interurban electric railways, even when these facili
ties are used or intended to be used for interstate transpor
tation. It is frequently contended that interstate transpor
tation by motor vehicle over the public highways is a subject 
requiring local regulation to meet local conditions. But this 
view is not accepted by the United States Supreme Court as 
is shown by recent decisions holding that the rule of exclu
sive Congressional jurisdiction over interstate transporta
tion is applicable to the operation of motor vehicles between 
the states. 

In the decisions considering the power of the states to 
affect interstate commerce indirectly by regulations primarily 
directed to their own internal affairs, we see the same bal
ancing of local needs against the practical effect upon inter
state transactions that was observed in the cases decided in 
previous periods. The Court is disposed to permit a consid
erable degree of interference with interstate commerce where 
the primary object of state iegislation is local. This is 
shown by the decisions sustaining "Jim Crow" laws, laws 
requiring interstate railroads to provide additional facilities 
for intrastate transportation which do not involve large 
capital expenditures, and laws permitting resident creditors 
of non-resident interstate railroads to attach their property 
and accounts used in or derived from interstate transporta
tion. On the other hand, the Court has refused to permit 
the states to stop or detour interstate trains for the accom
modation of local traffic otherwise adequately served, to re
quire companies engaged in both interstate and intrastate 
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commerce to give preference to their local patrons, or to 
give their courts jurisdiction over non-resident interstate 
carriers in suits by non-resident plaintiffs on causes of action 
arising outside of the state_ 

In the field of taxation, the prohibition of state taxes upon 
the operations of the United States or its agencies in the 
execution of federal laws has been made more stringent by 
the recent decisions that the net income of such agencies is 
not subject to a state income tax and that a state property 
tax may not be assessed upon property in which the Indian 
wards of the United States have an equitable interest_ The 
latter decision. however, is not to be interpreted as meaning 
that agencies of the United States are entirely exempt from 
state property taxes. 

In dealing with the difficult problem of determining what 
state taxation is an unconstitutional burden upon interstate 
commerce. the Court in recent decisions bas made it clear 
that a state may include in the assessment of a general in
come tax the net income from transaction of interstate com
merce earned within its borders by either residents or non
residents. Since such income may be taxed directly, it may 
also be used as the measure of other valid forms of state 
taxation such as excise tue,t upon the transaction of intra
state business by foreign corporations. Although pennitting 
the income from interstate commerce to be taxed by the 
states. the Court still firmly adheres to the rule that inter
state business itself is exempt from state excise or occupa
tion taxes. It has decided that the rule is violated. not only 
by tal..-es upon actual interstate transportation or sales, but 
also by taxes upon occupations incidental thereto. such as 
the business of conducting a tid-et agency for the sale of 
tickets to destinations outside of the state. Where foreign 
corporations are concerned, no distinction is made between 
an excise tax upon interstate business, as such. and an eA-cise 
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tax upon the transaction of such business in a corporate 
capacity. The latter has been held to be as direct a burden 
upon interstate commerce as the former. 

In the application of the rule of Western Union Telegraph 
CompatlY v. Kansas, that a state must not measure its excise 
taxes upon the transaction of intrastate business by elements 
themselves beyond its jurisdiction, the Court has continued 
to subject the measurement of such taxes to the closest scru
tiny. It has permitted the use of property located in the 
taxing state or capital invested therein as a basis of assess
ment, but has carefully checked the method of computing 
these elements to see that capital or property in other states 
is not included. In the case of foreign corporations, the use 
of capital authorized but not issued has not been permitted 
in assessing a state excise tax because the bare authority to 
issue capital represents nothing subject to the jurisdiction 
of the taxing state. A lump-sum fee exacted from foreign 
corporations engaged in interstate commerce for the privi
lege of doing intrastate business has been sustained where it 
does not exceed the intrastate profits or where the corpora
tion has not exhausted the statutory remedies for the in
crease 0 f intrastate rates. 

The foregoing summary is tperely a resume of judicial 
interpretation since 1920 for the purpose of emphasizing 
the more important developments of the period affecting the 
relations of the state and federal governments in the control 
of interstate railroads. It does not purport to give a com
prehensive view of the present status of the distribution of 
authority between the states and the nation. Before this 
can be done it is necessary to survey existing federal legis
lation which has narrowed the scope of state power by ex
tending the exercise of Congressional power to subjects 
which the states would be permitted to regulate in the ab
sence of conflicting federal laws. This will be the subject 
of the next chapter. 



CHiAPTER V 

FEDERAL LAws AFFECTING STATE POWER. 

IN determining whether state action regulating or affect
ing interstate carriers is valid, there are two distinct prob
lems. The first is to ascertain the effect of the Constitution 
itself upon state powers. State action regulating certain 
subjects of interstate commerce is held by the United States 
Supreme Court to be unconstitutional for the sole reason that 
the Court interprets the Constitution as giving Congress 
exclusive power to regulate those subjects, and entirely irre
spective of whether Congress has exercised its power. The 
decisions which thus limit state powers have already been 
discussed. These subjects over which federal jurisdiction 
is exclusive occupy what we have designated as the zone of 
exclusive jurisdiction from which state action is barred even 
if not in actual conflict with congressional enactments. The 
preceding chapters have also shown that the Constitution is 
interpreted as establishing a zone of concUrrent jurisdiction 
in which both Congress andothe states may act provided that 
their actions do not conflict. But if conflict arises in this 
zone of concurrent jurisdiction. the state action becomes in~ 
valid under the provisions of Article VI. Section 2, of the 
Constitution declaring that the Constitution and the laws of 
the United States made in pursuance thereof shal1 be the 
supreme law of the land. The definition of the limits of 
this zone is a matter of constitutional interpretation and has 
therefore been considered in the preceding chapters. The 
discussion. however. has heretofore made no attempt to show 
the extent to which Congress has interposed obstacles to the 
e."<ercise of state powers within these limits. 

agt 
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This leads us to the second problem in determining the 
validity of state action. This is to ascertain the restraints 
which have been imposed upon the exercise of state powers 
by laws enacted by Congress and which invalidate state 
legislation that would have been sustained if Congress had 
remained silent. The present chapter is devoted to the dis
cussion of the extent to which the states have thus been ex
cluded from authority to act in the zone of concurrent juris
diction by the operation of laws of the United States. The 
more important federal legislation concerning interstate rail
roads will be reviewed, together with the Court's interpreta
tion of the intention of Congress as indicated therein, in so 
far as it affects the states' authority to continue to act with 
respect to the same subjects. 

The problem of determining the effect of congressional 
action upon state powers would be comparatively simple if 
the laws enacted by Congress and the orders of subordinate 
federal agencies made in pursuance thereof operated only to 
deprive the states of authority to make laws and orders in 
direct conflict therewith. But federal legislation, as inter
preted by the United States Supreme Court, in many cases, 
places a far greater restraint upon state powers. According 
to these decisions, Congress, by legislating upon a particular 
subject of interstate commerce, not only deprives the states 
of power to act in direct conflict with the federal law, but 
also assumes complete jurisdiction of the subject matter of 
the legislation, so that any further state action in relation 
thereto is invalid. This is illustrated by the Court's attitude 
toward state regulation of liability to employees engaged in 
interstate transportation as affected by the "Federal Em
ployers Liability Act of 1908.' The Act by its terms regu
lated only liability arising from injuries or death due to negli
gence or to violations of the provisions of federal statutes 

'35 Stat. L 65. 
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requiring safety appliances. Obviously it precluded the en
forcement of state legislation establishing a conflicting rule 

. of liability arising from these causes. Eut the Court held 
that Congress, by this Act, had assumed complete jurisdic
tion of the regulation of liability to employees engaged in 
interstate commerce arising from injuries ot death, and 
therefore refused to permit the enforcement of state legisla
tion providing for compensation to interstate employees for 
accidental injuries to which neither negligence nor defective 
appliances contributed, although such legislation did not 
directly conflict with the federal law! The theory is that 
Congress, by legislating upon a particular subject, indicates 
its intention that the subject shall be unregulated except as 
provided by congressional enactment; state action relating 
thereto, although not in conflict with the express provisions 
of federal law, is considered to conflict with the implied in
tention of Congress. This theory, however, must not be 
given too broad an application. For example, it might lead 
to the implication that Congress, by conferring upon the 
Interstate Commerce Commission power to regulate inter
state transportation in a variety of ways, had intended to 
deprive the states of all jurisdiction to regulate matters inci
dental to such transportation. That such was not the inter
pretation of the Act is indicated by the following statement 
of the Court: 

The mere grant by Congress to the Commission [Interstate 
Commerce Commission J of certain national powers in respect to 
interstate commerce does not itself, and in the absence of action 
by the Commission, interfere with the authority of th& state to 
make those regulations conducive to the welfare and conveni
ence of its citizens. Running through the entire argument of 
counsel for the Missouri Pacific is the thought that the control 
of Congress over interstate commerce, and /l delegation of that 

I N ... Vorl C,"""", R. R. Y. Wu./ifld (1917),244 U. S. 147. 
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control to a commission, necessarily withdraws from the state 
all power in respect to regulations of a local character. This 
proposition can not be sustained. Until specific action by 
Congress or the Commission, the control of the state over those 
incidental matters remains undisturbed.1 

The opinion containing this statement sustained the authority 
of a state to require an interstate carrier to furnish non
discriminatory local switching service to shippers, including 
the switching of cars to be used for interstate shipments, a 
duty which the state" may-at least, in the absence of con
gressional action,--compel a carrier to discharge". This 
shows that there is a very real difficulty in determining how 
much restraint is placed upon state power by any particular 
federal legislation. State action directly in conflict with the 
express terms of the federal statute is clearly prohibited. 
But we must also consider the implication that Congress, by 
legislating upon a particular subject, has indicated its inten
tion to assume exclusive control of that subject, precluding 
any state regulation thereof. This impli~tion varies in its 
effect upon state powers with the breadth of our definition 
of the subject matter over which Congress intends to assert 
exclusive jurisdiction. In any case it is a question of the 
interpretation of the intention of Congress in each particular 
statute for which no precise rule can be stated. For ex
ample, if we find that Congress in the Employers' Liability 
Act has intended to regulate the entire subject of liability to 
employees engaged in interstate commerce, we preclude much 
state action which would be permitted if we should give the 
subject of the act a narrower definition such as liability for 
injuries or death resulting from negligence or defective 
safety appliances. State action has been repeatedly chal
lenged upon the ground that Congress has assumed exclusive 

1 Missou" Pacific R;J. v. Larab .. Flour Mills Co. (1909), 211 u. S. 
612, 1>23-
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control of the subject; in some cases the state laws or orders 
have been sustained, and in others they have been held in
valid. The resulting decisions give a definite interpretation 
of the effect of many federal statutes ul?on state powers. 
With respect to other statutes concerning which the Court 
has not been called upon to act, we must seek enlightenn;tent 
from any source that will indicate what Congress really 
meant to accomplish by the legislation, or, in default of defi
nite evidence of congressional intention, from the most 
analogous decisions of the Court. 

Congressional legislation regulating or affecting interstate 
carriers is now so extensive in its effects that much of the 
authority formerly possessed and exercised by the states has 
vanished. This applies not only to the legislative and ad
ministrative functions of the states, but also to the power of 
the states to enforce in their courts both common-law and 
statutory remedies applicable to transactions of interstate 
commerce. Among the subjects which must be discussed in 
considering the effect of congressional action upon state 
power are included the charges for transportation, the liabil
ity of carriers to shippers and passengers, transportation 
service and facilities, the safety of passengers and employees, 
the liability of carriers for the injury or death of their em
ployees, and the finances and management of carriers. Each 
of these subjects falls partly or wholly within the reserved 
powers of the states in the absence of congressional action, 
and each has been regulated by federal authority. This 
chapter will take up separately the various subjects which 
have just been enumerated. The relevant federal legislation 
on each subject will be outlined, and an attempt will be made 
to interpret its effect upon state power with the assistance of 
the United States Supreme Court decisions. 

The federal statutes are not applicable to the same extent 
to all classes of carriers. Steam raiIroads, including the eI~ 
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trieally operated parts of steam railroad systems, interurban 
electric railroads, railroad ferries, carriers by water engaged 
in transportation in connection with railroads nnuer a com
mon control, management, or arrangement for a continuous 
carriage or shipment, express companies, sleeping-car com
panies, and pipe lines transporting oil or other commodities, 
except water and natural or artificial gas, are all subject to the 
general provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act if they are 
engaged in interstate transportation! On the other hand, the 
Act in general does not apply to ordinary street electric rail
ways,' carriers by motor vehicle on the public highways, or 
carriers by water not engaged in transportation in connection 
with railroads under a common control, management or ar
rangement for a continuous carriage or shipment. Par
ticular sections of the Interstate Commerce Act or other 
federal legislation have a wider or narrower application ac
cording to their express provisions. The discussion which 
follows, will point out various limitations imposed upon the 
reserved powers of the states by federal legislation. Unless 
expressly qualified in the discussion, these limitations affect 
state power to regulate the classes of carriers engaged in 
transportation to which the general provisions of the Inter
state Commerce Act apply and no others.' Care will be taken 

1 Interstate Commerce Act, Section, (,) (2) (3). This and other 
citations of sections of the Interstate Commerce Act refer to the text as 
published by the Interstate Connnerce Connnission revised to August 
',1926. (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1926). 

t See Omaha and Council Bluffs Street Ry. v. Interstat, COfllmuU 

Co",,,,;',"," (1913),230 U. s. 324; United Stat .. v. Villag. of Hubbard 
(I92S), 266 u. S.474-

• The Interstate Connnerce Act includes telegraph, telephone and cable 
companies in its definition of the term II carrier." Sec. J (3). Its general 
provisions therefore apply to such companies. The present discussion, 
however. makes no attempt to include these JOooCalled ., carriers" engaged 
in the transmission of intelligence, and uses the term II carrier" in its 
more common meaning as designating an agency of transportation. 
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to point out express provisions of federal laws' which ex
clude from their operation classes of carriers subject to the 
general provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act or include 
other classes of carriers. 

Charges for Transportation 

Federal regulation of the charges for transportation com
menced with the Interstate Commerce Act of z887! This 
exercise of federal power was made necessary by the decision 
of the United States Supreme Court in the Wabash Railway 
case which established the rule that Congress alone has 
power to regulate charges for interstate transportation.' At 
that time the public, particularly in the granger states, was 
intensely aroused by the practices of the railroads of which 
the most flagrant was discrimination' in transportation 
charges. Since the Court had denied the power of the states 
to enforce statutes to protect the shippers from these abuses. 
it became incumbent upon Congress to act. 

It must not be supposed that the states, in the absence of 
congressional action, were wholly without power to protect 
shippers from unjust and discriminatory charges. In ad
dition to complete authority to regulate transportation wholly 
within their borders, the states through their courts could 
enforce the common-law obligations of common carriers 
which include the duty to furnish interstate transportation 
at reasonable rates and, in some states, to furnish such trans
portation without discrimination.' This was done by render
ing judgment in favor of injured shippers for the actual loss 
or damage sustained by the imposition of unjust or dis
criminatory charges. The common-law remedy, however. 

I ~ Stat. 1.. 3:79-
, (1886). 118 U. S. 557. See Po 9S. SOl"",, 

, CotIiIog"'" """ CiIotIMa" Bridg« Co. Y. X_iy (1894). 154 U. S. 
..... _; W.sImo Ullio. T.t. Co. Y. Call 'Ptoblisltilog Co. (l!IIll). 1St 
u. s. po. See Po 166, no"",, 
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was wholly inadequate. Besides the expense and delay im
posed upon each shipper in obtaining relief, there was an
other serious disadvantage in this method of enforcing the 
carriers' obligations. The judgment of the Court was bind
ing upon the carrier only with respect to the particular ship
ment or shipments involved in the litigation, and in no sense 
fixed the level of rates which the carrier could legaUy impose. 
Other shippers, or the same shippers with respect to other 
transactions, had to repeat the same long and expensive pro
cess of bringing suit against the carrier, if they believed that 
its charges were illegal. Furthermore, legal proof of the 
actual damage suffered was difficult, particularly in cases 
arising from discrimination. Under these circumstances 
the vast majority of shippers were loath to undertake the 
burden of bringing suit; therefore, the fear of litigation and 
the resulting judgments proved a totally inadequate sanction 
to compel the observance bf the carriers' obligations. The 
situation demanded an efficient and expeditious method of 
procedure, which not only would secure prompt reparation 
to injured shippers, but also would define and enforce the 
carrier's obligations for the benefit of all shippers by pro
viding specific scales of maximum charges which the carriers 
could not legally exceed. 

The original Interstate Commerce Act failed to meet these 
requirements because it did not give the Interstate Commerce 
Commission the power to prescribe the rates which must be 
observed by the carriers in the future, but only the power to 
order them to cease and desist from enforcing particular 
charges found by the Commission to be unreasonable and to 
make reparation for injuries done.' Subsequent amend
ments, however, have evolved a very comprehensive plan of 
federal regulation. The Act, as now amended, contains 
numerous provisions concerning interstate rates, and it would 
confuse the present discussion to quote them in full. At this 

, Se. 24 Stat. 1.. 379, 34 
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point it is sufficient to outline the federal plan of rate regula
tion to show how it protects the shippers from abuses in con
nection with charges for interstate transportation and sup
plants the former common-law rules which were enforceable 
in the state courts. The Act prohib.ts unjust and unreason
able interstate charges, classifications, regulations- and prac
tices.' It defines and prohibits unjust discrimination in 
interstate charges.· For any violation of these requirements, 
it imposes upon carriers liability in civil damages to shippers 
for the full amount of damages sustained and a reasonable 
attorney's fee.' Carriers are required to file with the Com
mission, print and keep open to public inspection schedules 
showing all their charges for interstate transportation and 
the classifications and regulations which affect such charges." 
Any departure from the published rates is prohibited and 
severely penalized.' The Act gives to the Interstate Com
merce Commission the power to determine whether any 
interstate charge, classification, regulation or practice con
cerning such charge is unjust, unreasonable, unduly dis
criminatory, or otherwise in violation of the Act; to pre
scribe the rates, charges, classification, regulations and prac
tices to be observed in the future; and to order the carriers 
to cease and desist from violations of the Act thus found by 
the Commission to exist, and to observe the charges, regula
tions or practices prescribed by the Commission.' Such 
orders are enforceable by injunction proceedings in the fed
eral courts, and a heavy penalty is imposed for their viola
tion. ' The Commission may exercise this power after 

• S..,tion I (5) (6) • 
• Section .. 

• S..,tion 8. 
• S«:tion 6 (I). 
• S..,ticms 6 (7), 10 (I) (a), Elkins Act (33 Stat. L.1I47). SectiOll I. 
I S..,tion IS (I). 
, S«:tion 16 (7) (8) (ra). 
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hearing, either upon the complaint of shippers, civic and com.' 
mercial organizations, or state commissions, or in a proceed
ing instituted by the Commission upon its own motion.1 

The power is applicable, not only to tariff provisions in effect 
when it is exercised, but also to any proposed charge, or 
classification, regulation or practice affecting a charge, stated 
in schedules filed with the Commission in advance of their' 
effective date as required by the provisions of the Act; the 
Commission may suspend such schedule, and after investiga
tion and hearing make such order with reference thereto as 
would be proper in a proceeding initiated after it had become 
effective.· In addition to the rate-making powers thus out
lined, the Commission is authorized to determine the damages 
to which any complainant is entitled for a violation of the 
Act and to make an order directing the carrier to pay to the 
complainant the sum to which he is entitled. 8 Such order 
is enforceable either in a district court of the United States 
or in a state court of general jurisdiction having jurisdiction 
over the parties.' 

The Act thus provides comprehensive remedies to protect 
shippers from unreasonable and discriminatory charges for 
interstate transportation. Are these remedies supplementary 
to or exclusive of the old common-law remedies enforceable in 
the state courts? The Act itself seems to give an unequivocal 
answer to this question; it says: .. Nothing in this Act con
tained shall in any way abridge or alter the remedies now ex
isting at common law or by statute, but the provisions of this 
Act are in addition to such remedies."· The Supreme 
Court, however, held in Teras and Pacific Railway v. Abilene 

I Sections 13 (I) (2), IS (I). 

I Section IS (7). 

I Section 16 (I). 

, Section 16 (2). 

• Section 22 (I). 
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C' otton Oil Company 1 that a shipper may not bring suit in 
the state courts, based on his common-law right to be charged 
reasonable rates, for the recovery of the excess paid over a 
reasonable rate of transportation, where the rate charged 
was that specified for interstate transportation in accordance 
with published tariffs filed as required by the Interstate Com
merce Act. For redress the shipper must proceed by com
plaint before the Interstate Commerce Commission. The 
opinion of the Court by Mr. Justice White states! 

The existence of such a power [to hold a published rate un
reasonable and award reparation] in the courts, independent of 
prior action by the Commission, would lead to favoritism, to the 
enforcement of one rate in one jurisdiction and a different one 
in another, would destroy the prohibitions against preferences 
and discrimination, and afford, moreover, a ready means by 
which, through collusive proceedings, the wrongs which the 
statute was intended to remedy could be successfully inflicted .... 

If the power existed in both courts and the Commission to 
originally hear complaints on this subject, there might be a 
divergence between the action of the Commission and the 
decision of a court .•.• Thus a conflict would arise which 
would render the enforcement of the act impossible .•.. 

The contention now made, if adopted, would necessitate the 
holding that a cause of action in favor of the shipper arose from 
the failure of the carrier to make an agreement, when, if the 
agreement had been made, both the carrier and the shipper 
would have been guilty of a criminal offense and the agreement 
would have been so absolutely void as to be impossible of en
forcement.' 

The conclusion reached was that the common-law right of 
action in the courts to recover damages resulting from un
reasonable charges, as applied to charges made in acooroance 

I (1907), lI04 u. S. ¢ 

• lI04 U. S. at 441. 44So 
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with published tariffs, is so entirely inconsistent with the 
objects and purposes of the Interstate Commerce Act that 
it must be deemed to have been repealed by implication.' 

This decision, however, must not be interpreted as depriv
ing the shippers of all remedies with respect to unjust or 
discriminatory charges except those provided by the federal 
statutes. Subsequent cases make it clear that the determin
ing consideration in the Abilene case was the fact that the 
shipper's right to damages depended upon a ruling concerning 
the reasonableness of the charges published and enforced 
by the carrier.' This was regarded as a matter of adminis
trative discretion for which there must be a single arbiter in 
order to avoid contradictory rulings. The Interstate Com
merce Commission having been authorized to make this ad
ministrative determination, the procedure prescribed by 
statute for obtaining the decision of that body must be fol
lowed. But occasions may arise in which the shipper's 
right to recover damages does not depend upon the exercise 
of administrative discretion. For example, unjust discrim
ination may result from charges against a particular shipper 
exceeding the rates published and filed by the carrier as pre
scribed by statute, or from a departure from published 
classifications, regulations or practices. In such cases no 
administrative act of the Commission would be necessary to 
establish the existence of discrimination, and it, therefore, 
seems that the enforcement by the state courts of common 
law or statutory remedies existing at the time the Interstate 
Commerce Act became a law would be permissible under the 
provision of the Act preserving existing remedies.' Thus 

1 Accord, Texas and Pacific Ry. v. Cisco Oil Mill (1907),204 U. S.449-

• See Pennsylvania R. R. v. Puritan Coal Mining Co. (1915),237 U. S. 
121, 130, 131; lIIinois Central R. R. v. Mulberry Hill Coal Co. (1915), 
238 u. S. 275, 282. 

• Section 22 (I); see Pennsylwnia R. R. v. Puritan Cool Mining Co., 
supra; lIIinDis Central R. R. v. Mulberry Hill Coal Co., supra. 
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the Act may safely be interpreted as repealing the common 
law remedies for unreasonable or discriminatory charges 
previously enforceable by ,the state courts only in those cases 
in which an administrative determination of the reasonable
ness or fairness of the published tariff provisions of the 
carrier is involved. ,But when the carrier discriminates 
against a shipper by violation of the provisions of its own 
tariffs, the shipper's right to relief may be established without 
the exercise of administrative discretion and the remedies 
provided by the Act are in addition to and do not repeal the 
previous common-law or statutory rights which the shipper 
may enforce in the state courts. 

Among the most controversial questions concerning the 
division of state and federal power are those which arise 
from federal regulation of charges for intrastate transporta
tion. The Interstate Commerce Act specifically declares that 
its provisions shall not apply" to the transportation of pas
sengers or property or to ·the receiving, delivering, storage. 
or handling of property, wholly within one state ".' The 
most that can be said for this proviso is that it prohibits 
federal action regulating intrastate transportation which is 
not expressly authorized by other parts of the Act. The Act 
makes it unlawful for any common carrier subject to its pre
visions "to subject any particular person, company, firm, 
corporation or locality, or any particular description of 
traffic, to any undue or unreasonable prejudice or disad
vantage in any respect whatsoever ".' The prejudices and 
disadvantages must of course be interpreted as meaning those 
affecting interstate transportation. But it is obvious that 
particular interstate shippers or particular descriptions of 
interstate traffic may be subjected to unreasonable prejudice 
or disadvantage by the movement of competing intrastate 

I Section 1 (0) (a) • 
• Section 3 (I). 
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traffic for similar distances at substantially lower rates. It 
is true that the federal authorities could protect interstate 
shippers and traffic from such prejudices or disadvantages 
without interfering with intrastate rates by the simple ex
pedient of ordering reductions of interstate rates, if the pro
posed reductions are not confiscatory. But relief by reduc
tion of particular interstate rates may have far-reaching and 
disastrous effects upon interstate commerce. In the first 
place the interstate traffic against which prejudice or dis
advantage is claimed may be moving at rates which can not 
be reduced without depriving the carriers of adequate com
pensation for their services. In the second place the process 
of reducing a few interstate rates is apt to disturb the gen
eral rate structure by creating other discriminatory situations 
which in turn must be removed by other reductions, and be
fore a satisfactory adjustment is obtained, the carriers' inter
state revenues may be very substantially diminished. To 
remove prejudices and disadvantages to particular interstate 
traffic without seriously disturbing the interstate rate struc
ture and the revenues derived therefrom often absolutely 
requires federal regulation of intrastate rates. 

The mere enactment of this provision of the Interstate 
Commerce Act prohibiting discrimination against particular 
persons, localities, or descriptions of traffic did not interfere 
with the continued exercise of state authority to regulate 
rates for exclusively intrastate traffic! In other words, the 
subject over which Congress thus asserted its jurisdiction to 
the exclusion of state power was not intrastate rates in 
general. but only. those intrastate rates found by the Com
mission to cause prejudice or disadvantage to particular 
interstate traffic. It was therefore held that, until the Inter
state Commerce Commission acts to protect particular inter
state shippers or traffic from discrimination, an intrastate 

• Minnesota Rate Cases (1913),230 U. S. 352, 420. 421. 
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rate fixed by state authority may not be attacked in the 
courts on the ground that it causes undue or unreasonable 
prejudice or disadvantage to such shippers or traffic.' But 
when the Commission does act to declare certain interstate 
rates unduly prejudicial to the interstate commerce of par
ticular shippers or localities and to prescribe the relation be
tween' those rates and authorized interstate rates, then the 
further exercise of state power to regulate the charges for 
the intrastate traffic embraced within the federal order is 
precluded by reason of the exercise of the power of Congress 
under the commerce clause, which is paramount.' While 
this particular form of exercise of federal power was at first 
vigorously resisted as an unwarranted invasion of the re
served powers of the states, the opposition has practically 
disappeared with the recognition of its necessity for the 
adequate protection of interstate shippers and traffic. It is 
now generally conceded that it is not only constitutional but 
advisable to permit the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
override state authority in those particular cases in which 
discrimination against persons and localities in interstate 
commerce is found to exist. 

The Transportation Act of 1920, however, extended the 
exercise of federal authority over charges for intrastate 
transportation far beyond the removal of particular dis
criminations against interstate commerce. Prior to 1920 

the authority of the Commission to protect interstate com
merce from the effects of intrastate rates was limited by the 
Interstate Commerce Act to those which subjected .. any 
particular person, company, firm, corporation, or locality, or 
any particular description of traffic: to any undue or unreason
able prejudice or disadvantage in any respect whatsoever .... 

t U ........... Rat. C ........ ,... 
• HOtI.tfott, B. &> W. T. Ry. ". Utoilftl S_. ('914). "34 U. S. 342-
• StctioD 3. at Stat. L 37!1. 380. . 
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The Act of 1920 inserted a paragraph in the Interstate Com
merce Act which expressly authorizes the Interstate Com
merce Commission to remove " any undue or unreasonable 
advantage, preference, or prejudice as between persons or 
localities in intrastate commerce on the one hand and inter
state or foreign commerce on the other hand, or any undue, 
unreasonable, or unjust discrimination against intl!'Tstate or 
foreign comml!'Tce ", by prescribing charges, classifications. 
regulations or practices in place of those imposed by state 
authority causing such advantages, preference, prejudice, or 
discrimination! The italicized words would be meaning
less if they did not extend the power of the Commission be
yond the mere protection of particular persons or localities 
from discrimination. They have been construed by the 
Court as granting to the Commission the power to remove 
unjust discrimination against interstate commerce as a 
whole.' Its exercise developed in connection with the appli
cation of Section I sa of the Interstate Commerce Act, also 
added by the 1920 amendments. This section, it will be 
recalled, authorized and directed the Commission to establish 
rates so that the railroads as a whole in each of the rate 
groups designated by the Commission will earn a fair return 
upon the aggregate value of their railway property. Section 
Isa applies only to steam railroads, electric railways operated 
as a part of a general steam-railroad system, and interurban 
electric railways engaged in the transportation of freight.· 
:At the outset the Commission's action under this section was 
an order directing a general horizontal increase of the inter
state rates in each designated group of railroads.' In mak-

I Section 13 (4). Italics mine. 

• RailrotJd Com",iuimo of Wise""';,. v. CIoietJgo, B. 6- a. R. R. (11)22). 
257 u. S. 56J. 

• Section lsa (I). 

• E$ Parl, 74 (1\120), sS I. c. C. 220. 
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ing this order the Commission clearly contemplated that the 
intrastate rates in each group would be proportionately in
creased. In many instances, however, the state authorities 
refused to authorize or permit corresponding increases in 
intrastate rates, and at this point the new power to remove 
discrimination against interstate commerce as a whole was 
extensively and vigorously exercised by the Commission. 
This discrimination was found to exist because intrastate 
traffic moving at the lower rate levels prescribed by state 
authorities would pay less than its fair share towards pro
viding the fair return upon aggregate property value Contem
plated by the federal law. Unless the Commission could 
compel an increase in the intrastate rates, it could not dis
charge its statutory duty of establishing rates yielding a fair 
return without imposing upon interstate traffic more than 
its fair share of the burden. The resulting situation was, 
therefore, clearly discriminatory against interstate commerce 
as a whole, regardless of its effect upon particular persons or 
localities, and the Commission endeavored to remove this 
discrimination by a series of orders relating to twenty.nve 
different states which in substance directed the railroads to 
place their interstate and intrastate rates upon the same 
general level.' 

The decisions sustaining the constitutionality of this exer
cise of federal power have already been discussed. • :We are 
here particularly interested in estimating its effect upon state 
power. The net result is that with respect to interstate 
railroads subject to the provisions of Section Isa the states 
may no longer establish general levels of charges for intra
state transportation substantially lower than those prevailing 
for similar interstate transportation as established by the 

1 n .... cas<:S are reported in ~ames 59 to fi4. iD::lasiYe, of the Intao
state Commerao Commission Reports. 

• See PI'- ~-aJ8. .. ~ 
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Interstate Commerce Commission pursuant to that section. 
State power to regulate intrastate rates nominally stiU re
mains. But if any marked discrepancy between the charges 
for interstate and intrastate transportation develops from 
such regulation, the carriers will invariably apply to the 
Interstate ~ommerce Commission for relief; their applica
tion, if the Commission finds discrimination against inter
state commerce, will result in a federal order definitely fixing 
the general level of intrastate rates and thereby removing 
it from the control of the states. State legislatures or com
missions find their hands tied so far as general reductions 
of intrastate rates are concerned, by the certainty that the 
power of the Interstate Commerce Commission will be in
voked to prevent the enforcement of state regulation of this 
character. It is, therefore, the shadow and not the substance 
of power that remains to the states. With the exception of 
unusual cases where intrastate rates are on a substantially 
higher basis than interstate rates, the general level of the 
charges for transportation wholly within a single state is 
controlled by the interstate rate structure, and not by state 
authority, for railroads engaged in interstate commerce which 
are either operated by steam or as a part of a general steam 
railroad system or are interurban electric railways engaged 
in the general transportation of freight. 

So far as such railroads are concerned the only effective 
rate-making power that still remains in state legislatures and 
commissions is the power to make minor adjustments in the 
intrastate rate structure which do not substantially affect the 
aggregate revenue derived from intrastate transactions. 
The Supreme Court has declared that the Interstate Com
merce Commission must leave appropriate discretion to the 
state authorities to deal with intrastate rates as between 
themselves on the general level which the Commission has 
found to be fair to interstate commerce.' This clearly im-

1 Railroad C01II"'issi"" of Wiseo",," v. Chkago, B. lY O. R. R. (1\l32), 
257 u. S. 563, 591. 
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plies that state power remains to iron out injustices or dis
criminations in the intrastate structure by compensatory in
creases and reductions in particular rates or classes of rates. 

Both the Commission and the Court also recognized the 
fact that the horizontal increases ordered by the Commission 
would in some particular instances reduce instead of increase 
the carrier's revenue because of the diminution of traffic 
resulting therefrom. The power to correct this situation, 
however, was retained by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, which attached to its orders establishing general 
levels of intrastate rates a saving clause preserving the right 
of state authorities or any other party in interest to apply to 
the Commission for a modification of its findings and order 
as to any specified intrastate fares or charges on the ground 
that the latter are not related to the interstate fares or charges 
in such a way as to contravene the provisions of the Inter
state Commerce Act.' 

Liability to Shippers and Passengers 

Closely related to the power to regulate the rates charged 
for transportation is the power to regulate the carriers' 
liability to shippers and passengers for failure to perform 
their obligations in connection with transportation service. 
The connection between these two subjects is particularly 
close where the rates charged for transportation service'vary 
with the extent of the carrier's liability. In the absence of 
congressional action, the states have the power to regulate 
the liability of carriers to their shippers and passengers even 
when it arises from transactions of interstate commerce.' 
In 1906 Congress enacted the Carmack amendment to the 
Interstate Commerce Act: which was followed by the Cum-

• See Witt ....... P,.. .. NgW For •• (.goo), 59 I. c. C. 391, J!11. 

• S ... PI' ga, .64. ... Jora. 
• M Stat. 1.. s&4. S9s. 
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mins amendments of 19151 and 1916' and subsequent 
amendatory legislation all of which is now embodied in Sec
tion 20, paragraphs (I I) and (12), of the present Interstate 
Commerce Act. These sections provide in substance that a 
carrier receiving property for interstate transportation shall 
issue a receipt or bill of lading therefor and shall be liable to 
the lawful holder thereof for any loss, damage or injury to 
the property caused by the receiving carrier or any other 
carrier transporting the property on a through bill of lading; 
that such liability shall be for the full actual loss, damage or 
injury, except in the case of baggage or of property other 
than ordinary live stock for which the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has authorized rates of transportation dependent 
upon the declared value of the property, in which case the 
recovery is limited to an amount not exceeding the declared 
value; and that no contract or other limitation of any char
acter whatsoever shall exempt the receiving carrier from the 
liability thus imposed. The receiving carrier is given the 
right to recover from any connecting carrier, on whose line 
the loss, damage or injury shall have been sustained, the 
amount that the receiving carrier is required to pay under 
these provisions. 

The Supreme Court has held that this legislation indi
cates the intention of Congress to establish a uni form 
rule on the subject of carriers' liability for interstate freight 
shipments and that, therefore, all state laws relating thereto 
have become inapplicable.· The original legislation of 1906 

1 38 Stat. L. 1196 • 

• 39 Stat. L. 441. 
S Adams Expr.ss Co. v. C,o.ing", (1913). 226 U. S. 491; W,IIs, 

Fargo 6- Co. v. Ntimao-MarcIU Co. (1913). ZZ7 U. S. 469; Ka ..... Cit, 
Soulh.,. Ry. v. Carl (1913). ZZ7 U. S. 639; Missouri. K. 6- T. Ry. v. 
Ham"", .. (1913). ZZ7 U. S. 657; Chicago. R. I. 6- P. Ry. v. Cra .. ", 
(1914).232 U. S. 49G; Boslo. aod Mai ... R. R. v. Hook" (1914).233 
U. S. 97; Alchiso ... T. 6- S. F. Ry. v. RobiflSo" (1914).233 U. S. 173; 
Alchiso ... T. 6- S. F. Ry. v. Moore (1914).233 U. S. 1&1; Soulhero Ry. 
v. Pr .. coll (1916). 240 U. S. 632. 
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contained no express provisions authorizing limitation of 
liability to the declared value of shipments where reduced 
rates were applied on account of such limitation. N ever
theless, the Court refused to sustain a state statute pro
hibiting such limitation of liability in a case arising from 
an interstate shipment.' The mere fact that Congress had 
legislated upon the subject of liability was considered suffi
cient to deprive the states of the power to regulate the rule 
of liability, and the Court, therefore, applied the common
law rule sustaining a contract provision restricting the 
amount of recovery to the declared value of the shipments 
where rates were based on such value." The Cummins 
amendment of 1916' gave statutory expression to this 
common-law rule and any state legislation prohibiting limita
tion of liability to the declared value of interstate shipments 
where rates are based thereon would now conflict with the 
express provisions of federal law. 

The federal legislation, in addition to depriving the states 
of the power to regulate the rule of the liability for inter
state shipments by statute, placed other restrictions upon 
state authority. It was construed to assert federal jurisdic
tion over the entire subject of carriers' obligations in con
nection with interstate shipments to -such an extent that a 
state statute imposing a penalty on carriers for failure to 
-settle or adjust claims within forty days after their presenta
tion was held to conflict with the provisions of federal law. • 

I Admou Es~ .. Co. 'P. C......u.g" • ... #nJ. 
• Ibid. The c:ommon law rule was s1ate:\ and applied by the SllPftlD" 

Court in nor' v. P~ R. R. (1884). 112 u. S. 331. 34J. 

• 39 Stilt. L 441. 
• C/oor"""" """ W • ...,.,.,. C ...... liIIa Ry. y. y.......,;u. F....."". Co. 

(1915). lI37 u. S. 5W. But see P. 314. iNfra. and M ........... Ie. I!r T. 
Ry. 'P. n..".... th .... cited, to the elfect that a state may require the __ 
ment of • mmpensatory alIo ........ for at\orneJ's f .... when the carrier 
UDr<8SOIIabIy delays the __ of • iust dOllWlld. 
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The duty of the carriers to issue bills of lading for interstate 
shipments and their responsibilities thereunder would, as a 
practical matter, be regulated just as much by the enforce
ment of local and peculiar common-law rules of liability as 
by the enforcement of state statutes. It was accordingly 
held that the state courts must not apply local common-law 
rules giving to holders of bills of lading greater rights than 
they would receive under the general commercial law on the 
SUbject! Congress, having asserted its power over this sub
ject by the Carmack amendment, indicated its intention that 
a uniform plan of regulation must prevail, and that where 
that plan results from the enforcement of common law in
stead of statutes, the rules applicable must be those genera1\y 
recognized by the federal courts and not local state rules in 
conflict therewith. This case involved the additional point 
that the liability which the transferee of the bill sought to 
enforce did not arise from loss or damage to the freight, but 
from his reliance on an erroneous statement in the bill of the 
date of shipment, which, however, was known by the 
original shipper. It was contended that the federal law regu
lated only liability for loss or damage and therefore did not 
supplant local rules concerning other forms of liability. On 
this point Chief Justice White said: 

But this ignores the view expressly pointed out in the previous 
decisions dealing with the Carmack Amendment, that its prime 
object was to bring about a uniform rule of responsibility as to 
interstate commerce and interstate commerce bills of lading,
a purpose which would be wholly frustrated if the proposition 
relied upon were upheld. The principal subject of responsi
bility embraced by the act of Congress carried with it neces
sarily the incidents thereto." 

I Ateltiso .. , T. 6- s. F. Ry. v. Harold (1916),241 U. S. 371. 
• 241 U. S. at 378. 
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Since the federal legislation applies to the baggage of inter
state passengers as well as to freight shipments, it has been 
held that the states are without power to prohibit the enforce
ment of contract provisions limiting a carrier's liability for 
loss of or damage to such baggage.' 

The Carmack and Cummins amendments by their terms 
do not apply to shipments from points in the United States 
to non-adjacent foreign countries. The Interstate Com
merce Act, however, provides that carriers subject to its pro
visions shall establish, observe and enforce just and: reason
able regulations and practices affecting the issuance form and 
substance of tickets, receipts and bills of lading.· The Court 
held that this general legislation is sufficiently broad to cover 
contractual provisions in a bill of lading for the interstate 
transportation to a sea-port of freight consigned to a non
adjacent foreign country, so as to render inoperative the 
provisions of a state statute prohibiting the limitation or 
abrogation of the common-law duties or liabilities of the 
carrier, so far as such statute 'would prevent provisions 
against liablity for loss by fire.' 

In addition to the provisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Act on the subject of liability for loss or damage to inter
state shipments, Congress enacted the Bills of Lading Act 
of August 29. 1916,' which further regulates the rights and 
obligations arising under bills of lading issued by common 
carriers for interstate transportation. The provisions of 
the Interstate Commerce Act relate primarily to liability for. 
loss, damage or injury to interstate shipments. The Bills 
of Lading Act regulates in detail the form of bills of lading 

1 Bos/ott 0>Id M ... R. R. Y. Hoo/t;tr (1914), "33 u. s. 97; 
Calwltoto, H. &- S. A.. 4 Y. Woodbtory (1900), 2S4 u. S.357. 

• !i«:tiOQ I (6). 
• M ......... Paciji& R. R. Y. PorI ... (1921),173 U. S. 341. 

• » Slat. 1.. S38. 
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and the respective rights of carriers, shippers and holders 
of the bills to the title or possession of goods covered by them. 
This act governs bills of lading issued by any common 
carrier engaged in interstate transportation, and, therefore. 
includes carriers by motor vehicle and by water not subject to 
the general provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act. In 
view of the decisions interpreting the Carmack and Cummins 
amendments as depriving the states of all power to regulate 
the rights and duties of parties under bills of lading for 
interstate transportation, issued by carriers subject to the 
Interstate Commerce Act, it is practically certain that the 
states would not have been permitted to have regulated such 
carriers by legislation substantially similar to that contained 
in the Bills of Lading Act even if Congress had not enacted 
this latter legislation. The combined effect of the Carmack 
and Cummins amendments and the Bills of Lading Act is 
to deprive the states of all power to regulate the issuance of 
interstate bills of lading and the responsibilities of carriers 
thereunder. 

The restriction upon state power imposed by this federal 
legislation does not, however, prevent the states from regu
lating the procedure in their own courts for the enforcement 
of the rights created by federal statute. The Court has held 
that state regulations of procedure are valid if they neither 
enlarge nor limit the responsibility of the carrier as defined 
by federallaw.1 It has accordingly sustained, in actions for 
the enforcement of rights arising under the Carmack 
amendment, a state law imposing upon the carrier a com
pensatory allowance for the expense of employing an attor
ney where the carrier has unreasonably delayed the payment 
of a just demand; and a state law providing a remedy by 

I Missouri. K. (I,- T. Ry. v. HiMrU (1914). 234 u. S. 412; St. 1-0# .. , 
B. (I,- M. Ry. v. Taylor (1924). 266 u. S. 200. 

J Missouri, KaMas ond TeztJ.f R,. v. Harris, suprtL 
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process of attachment enforceable against the traffic balance 
due to a non-resident defendant carrier from connecting car
riers having places of business within the state.' In both of . 
these cases the state laws which were enforced were regarded 
as regulating matters of procedure oitly and not affecting the 
substantive rights of the parties as established by federal law. 

With respect to the regulation of the liability of. carriers 
for injuries to interstate passengers, the situation is entirely 
different. The Carmack and Cummins amendments related 
only to liability for loss, damage or injury to property. 
Congress, however, has remained silent upon the general sub
ject of the rights of passengers to recover for personal 
injuries, anc,J the Court has accordingly indicated its opinion 

. that the states are free to establish their own laws and policies 
with reference to contracts limiting the liability of carriers 
to passengers.' A later decision, however, held that the 
states have no power to regulate the liability of carriers to 
persons holding free passes for interstate transportation by 
enforcing the provisions of a state statute which declared that 
conditions attached to passes releasing the carrier from 
liability are invalid.' The ground of this decision was that 
Congress, by forbidding common carriers to issue free 
passes for interstate passengers, except to specified classes of 
persons, asserted exclusive jurisdiction over the subject of 
interstate transportation by pass to the exclusion, not only 
of state power to regulate what passes may be issued, but 
also to regulate ~eir limitations, conditions and effect upon 
the respective rights and responsibilities of the holder of 
the pass and the carrier. The decision, however, has no 
bearing upon state regulation of liability for the injury of 
interstate passengers paying their fare, and there is no reason 

• Sf. Lotoir, B. c!r M. R3- Y. Taylor, .. ,.... 
• See CAkogo, R.I. c!r P. R3- Y. Jl'_"'" (1919),248 u. S. 3SlI-
• K_ Cit, SOIIIAma Ry.. Y. VA z"'" (1\133), a60 u. S. ~ 
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to suppose that existing legislation would be interpreted as 
preventing this exercise of state power. 

Service and Facilities 

The underlying economic cause of the conflict between 
state and federal powers in the regulation of interstate car
riers is the fact that the same facilities must be used for both 
interstate and intrastate transportation service to avoid un
necessary and extravagant duplication of plant and equip
ment. This is nowhere more forcefully illustrated than in 
the field of legislation which embraces the carriers' obliga
tions to render adequate transportation service and to pro
vide the requisite facilities therefor. In the absence of con
flicting congressional action, the reserved, powers of the 
states to regulate intrastate commerce necessarily include the 
power to require carriers to move their intrastate traffic 
promptly and efficiently and to equip themselves with the 
tracks, stations, terminals, motive power, rolling stock and 
other facilities needed for that purpose. Furthermore the 
reserved powers of the states have been held to include the 
regulation of services incidental to interstate transportation, 
particularly in cases where it is impracticable to regulate in
trastate service without similarly regulating interstate ser
vice. Thus the Court in the absence of conflicting federal 
regulations has sustained state power to enforce a carrier's 
common-law obligation to provide switching service to aU 
shippers on its line without discrimination, for both intra
state and interstate traffic; and to impose a statutory liability 
upon a carrier for failure to furnish a shipper with cars 
within a reasonable time after freight is offered for trans
portation, regardless of the destination of the traffic for 
which the use of cars is required.· But Congress, under its 

I Mis.o"'; Pacific Ry. v. Ltwab .. Flou, Mills Co. (1909),211 U. S.612. 

I Illi""ir C.,.Ir.z R. R. v. Mulbwry Hill Coal Co. (1915),238 U. S. 2750 
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power to regulate interstate commerce, may also pass laws 
affecting many of the same services and facilities thus em
braced within the reserved powers of the states. A carrier,' 
by virtue of the fact that it is engaged in interstate com
merce, is subject to regulation by Congress. When Con
gress, for the purpose of protecting interstate commerce, 
prescribes the extent and character of the service that must 
be rendered and the facilities that must be provided, it con
siders the needs of the aggregate traffic of the carrier both 
interstate and intrastate and makes its regulations conform 
to those needs. Congress could not otherwise perform its 
function of regulating interstate commerce, because it is im
possible as a practical matter to restrict the use of particular 
tracks, stations, locomotives or cars to interstate traffic. 
Any state action prescribing different requirements to pro
tect even the intrastate portion of the traffic becomes incoD
sistent with such exercise of congressional authority. The 
inescapable consequence is that federal laws regulating ser
vice or facilities, even if enacted solely for the purpose of 
protecting interstate commerce, usually exclude the states 
from the exercise of some part of their power which they 
could validly assert while Congress remained silent on the 
subject. 

As far back as 1866. Congress exercised its PQwer to 
regulate interstate transportation service. In that year it 
passed an act authorizing every steam railroad to carry pas
sengers and freight in interstate commerce, and to connect 
with roads of other states so as to form continuous lines 
for such transportation.' This statute standing alone did 
not seriously restrict the exercise of state power. The only 
effect attributed to it by the Court was the removal of 
trammels interposed by state enactments or by existing laws 
of Congress upon the powers of railroad companies to form 

, ]""" IS, 1866, 14 Slat. L 66, Section 5258. u. s. Re-risal Statutes. 
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continuous lines of transportation for interstate commerce 
with connecting roads.' By the Interstate Commerce Act, 
however, Congress has assumed a general control of the ser
vice rendered in interstate transportation. The Act makes it 
the duty of every common carrier subject to its provisions. 
engaged in transportation of passengers or property, to pro
vide and furnish such transportation upon reasonable request 
therefor.· Transportation is very broadly defined by the Act 
to include locomotives, cars and other vehicles, vessels, and 
all instrumentalities and facilities of shipment or carriage, 
and all services in connection with the receipt, delivery, 
elevation, and transfer in transit, ventilation, refrigeration 
or icing, storage, and handling of property transported.' It 
imposes a duty upon carriers to establish, observe and enforce 
just and reasonable regulations and practices with respect 
to their transportation service which may be necessary or 
proper to ~ecure the safe and prompt receipt, handling, trans
portation and delivery of interstate traffic." Any combina
tion, contract or agreement to prevent the carriage of freight 
from being continuous from the place of shipment to the 
place of destination is prohibited.' The Act gives to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission the authority to find that 
any regulation or practice of carriers relating to interstate 
transportation service is unjust or unreasonable, and to pre
scribe just and reasonable regulations or practices to be 
observed by the carriers." It gives to shippers the same 
remedies that are given to obtain relief from unjust and 

• See D"btIqu< and Sious Citl/ R. R. v. RiclintOltd (1874), 19 WaU. 584. 
589; Dow v. Cleveland, C. C. & St. L. Rl/. (1910),217 U. S. 157, 178. 

• Section I (4). 

• Section 1 (3) • 
• Section 1 (6). 

• Section 7. 
• Section IS (I). 
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unreasonable rates; they are entitled to recover the full 
amount of damages sustained in consequence of any viola
tion of the provisions of the Act,' and may proceed by com
plaint to the Interstate Commerce Commission to obtain an 
order establishing just and reasonable practices and regula
tions to be observed by the carriers, and an award of damages 
occasioned by violation of the Act.' Provisions are made 
for the enforcement of the Commission's orders and awards 
by court procedure.' Heavy penalties are imposed for 
violation of the provisions of the Act or of the orders of 
the Commission.' 

It is apparent from this brief resume of the general pro
visions of federal law relating to transportation service that 
Congress has established a comprehensive plan for the regu
lation of this subject. It must not, however, be implied 

. that these various provisions of federal law can be construed 
as preventing the exercise of all the reserved powers of the 
states to regulate or otherwise affect interstate transportation 
service. The Court has held that the mere creation of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and the grant to it of a 
large measure of control over interstate transportation, does 
not, in the absence of action by the Commission, change the 
rule that Con.,aress by non-action leaves to the states the 
power to regulate matters incidental to such transportation! 
This decision sustained state power to compel a carrier to 
discharge its common-law duty to furnish non-discriminatory 
switching service to interstate shippers. In another case, the 
contention was made that the provisions of federal law re
quiring railroads to provide continuous interstate transpor-

• Section 8. 
• Sections 13 (I). IS (I). 16 (I). 
I Section 16 (a) (101). 

• S«:tions 10 (I). 16 (8): Elkins Act (32 Stat. I. 847). Section I. 
I MWowi PfIri/ic 4 ... L.arabn FI_ Mills Co. (J909), au U. S. 612. 
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tation over connecting lines 1 are violated by the enforcement 
of provisions of a state law permitting the attachment of cars 
owned by an interstate carrier in a suit brought by its 
creditor.2 In opposing the attachment, it was argued that it 
interfered with the federal statutory duty of furnishing con
tinuous interstate transportation. The Court, however, sus
tained the attachment and stated that the provisions of fed
erallaw showed no congressional purpose to relieve railroads 
from their obligations to their creditors, or to take from the 
creditors any remedial process provided by the laws of a 
state. It is apparent from these decisions that the Court 
has not interpreted federal regulation of interstate trans
portation service as indicating congressional intention to 
prevent the exercise by the states of all reserved powers 
relating to that service. In fact the Act expressly protects 
state power to regulate or affect interstate transportation 
service, when its exerci'll! is incidental to the regulation of 
intrastate service, by a provision that nothing in the Act shall 
impair or affect the right of a state, in the exercise of its 
police power, to require just and reasonable freight and 
passenger service for intrastate business, except in so far as 
such requirement is inconsistent with any lawful order of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission.· It is, therefore, neces
sary to consider separately various sub-divisions of this 
general subject of transportation service and to point out 
the effect of federal legislation as interpreted by the courts 
upon state power to enforce particular forms of regulation. 

In the absence of congressional action, it was customary 
for the state to impose statutory penalties for failure to 
render prompt transportation service, and to enforce these 

I Section 5258, U. S. Revised Statutes, 14 Stat. L 66; Interstate C0m
merce Act, Section 7 • 

• Da";" v. Clev.land. C. C. 0- SI. L. Ry. (1910),217 U. S. 157. 
o Section I (17). 
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penalties even in cases arising from interstate transportation. 
Section 6, paragraph (7), of the Interstate Commerce Act 
prohibits a carrier from engaging in the interstate transporta
tion of passengers or property unless the rates and fares 
applicable thereto have been filed and published. The Court 
held that a state statute imposing a penalty for failure to 
transport freight as soon as received conflicts with the re
quirements of this section as applied to freight offered for 
interstate transportation for which rates had not been pub
lished and filed as required by the Act.' This case-, however, 
involved a direct and obvious conflict between the provisions 
of federal and state law. In a later decision, the Court went 
much further and held that the general proviiUons of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, imposing a duty to furnish inter
state transportation upon reasonable request, deprived the 
states of power to impose penalties as a means of compelling 
the performance of this duty.· T.e provisions of the Act 
upon which particular stress was placed are those which in
clude in the definition of transportation any service in con
nection with the receipt and delivery of property trans
ported.' This decision refused to sustain an Arkansas 
statute, requiring railroad companies to give notice to con
signees of the arrival of freight shipments and imposing a 
penalty for non-compliance, as applied to interstate ship
ments. The statute involved in this case was enacted in 
1907 after the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
with which it was held to conflict, had been inserted by the 
Hepburn Act of 1906. It clearly establishes the rule that the 
states, by statutes enacted subsequent to 19<J6, may not im
pose penalties for failure to render prompt transportation 
service. With respect to the enforcement of state statutes 

'SOtIIltmo Ry. Y. Rn.I (1912),222 U. S. 424-
• St. LtnRs.l. N. 6- S. R)I. Y. Em-w ('913). U/ U. s. a6$
t Section I. (3). 
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in existence in 1887, there is, however, an apparent protection 
of state power in the provisions of Section 22, paragraph 
(I), enacted in 1887, that nothing in the Act" shall in any 
way abridge or alter the remedies now existing at common 
law or by statute",' As to state statutes passed between 1887 
and the enactment of the Hepburn Act of 1906, the situation 
is distinctly confused because Congress did not definitely 
establish the federal statutory duty to render prompt trans 
portation service until it passed the Hepburn Act of 1906: 
There is, therefore, ground for the contention that with 
respect to penalties for failure to discharge this duty, the 
provision of the Interstate Commerce Act preserving existing 
state statutory remedies speaks not as of the date of its en
actment, 1887, but as of the date of the Hepburn Act, 19OO, 

One of the subjects concerning which the concurrent ex
istence of state, and federal laws has occasioned much con
fusion is the regulatiou.o f car service, This term is now 
defined by the Interstate Commerce Act as including " the 
use; control, supply, movement, distribution, exchange, inter
change, and return of locomotives, cars, and other vehicles 
used in the transportation of property, including special typ~ 
of equipment and the supply of trains ",. The distribution 
of cars to shippers in times of car shortage is a matter con
cerning which it is absolutely impossible to unscramble the 
interests of interstate and intrastate traffic. Each kind of 
traffic is dependent upon the same car supply for its move
ment, and, therefore, any laws enforcing a just and equitable 
distribution of cars must necessarily regulate both interstate 
and intrastate commerce. Congress in 1920 inserted in the 
Interstate Commerce Act a series of provisions specifically 
relating to the duties of carriers with respect to car service 

~ Italics mine. 
• June 29, 1906, 34 Stat. L sS4. 
• Section I (10). 
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and conferring authority on the Commission to regulate this 
subject.' But even before these paragraphs were inserted. 
the general duty of the carriers to furnish transportation 
upon reasonable request was defined to include car service," 
and the authority of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to prescribe regulations and practices to be observed by the 
carriers was interpreted by the Court to include authority to 
regUlate the rules for the distribution of cars in times of 
car shortage.' Furthermore. the failure of a carrier to make 
a just and equitable distribution of this car supply among 
shippers applying for transportation service is clearly a viola
tion of Section 3. paragraph (I). of the Interstate Commerce 
Act. prohibiting undue or unreasonable preferences •. advan
tages. prejudices or disadvantages. Full remedies were 
given by the .Act to shippers for the violation of this section. 
and severe penalties were imposed therefor. ,Because of 
these general provisions of fedtral law. it was held in 
Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway v. HlWdwick 
Farmers Elevator' Company that a Minnesota statute en
acted in 1907. and imposing penalties payable to the shipper 
for failure to furnish cars for the transportation of freight 
within a specified time after demand. was invalid as applied 
to cars intended for interstate shipments.' Chief Justice 
White in the opinion of the Court, after referring to the pro
visions of the Hepburn Act of 1906 concerning the duty of 
every carrier to provide interstate transportation service upon 
reasonable request. says : 

The purpose of Congress to specifically impose a duty upon 
a carrier in respect to the furnishing of cars for interstate 

• Sectioa I, ~ ('Q) to ('7). iDdusi\>e. 
• Sectioa I, paragraphs (3) aDd (d. 
• I", ... "". C ......... C-u.no. ... IU ...... Cftllral R. R. ('910). 

a,s U. s. .sa. 
• (19'3). Ui U. s. 436. 
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traffic is of course by these provisions clearly declared. That 
Congress was specifically concerning it.elf with that subject is 
further shown by a proviso inserted to supplement Section 1 

of the original act imposing the duty under certain circum
stances to furnish switch connections for interstate traffic, 
whereby it is specifically declared that the common carrier mak
ing such connections "shall furnish cars for the movement of 
such traffic to the best of its ability without discrimination in 
favor of or against any such shipper." 1 Not only is there then 
a specific duty imposed to furnish cars for interstate traffic upon 
reasonable request therefor, but other applicable section~ of 
the Act to Regulate Commerce give remedies for the violation 
of that duty . • . [citing Sections 8, 9, 10 J. 

As legislation concerning the delivery of cars for the carriage 
of interstate traffic was clearly a matter of interstate commerce 
regulation, even if such subject was embraced within that class 
of powers concerning which the state had a right to exert its 
authority in the absence of legislation by Congress, it must 
follow, in consequence of the action of Congress to which we 
have referred, that the power of the state over the subject
matter ceased to exist from the moment that Congress exerted 
its paramount and all-embracing authority over the subject.' 

This case was recently followed by the Court in a decision 
holding that a state statute imposing triple damages for dis
crimination in car supply is not enforceable as applied to 
interstate commerce.' 

A short time after the Hardwick decision, which it will be 
recalled concerned a statute passed after the Hepburn Act 
of 19Q6, a series of decisions was made concerning the power 
of the ~tates to impose penalties under state statutes enacted 
prior to 1887 for failure to make a just and equitable dis-

\ 

I SectiO~(9). 
J :n6 U. • 426. 434. 435. 
J Miss"""; aciji& R. R. v. Slroud ('925), "2h7 U. S. _ 
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tribution of the car supply.' According to these decisions, 
such penalties continue to be enforceable under the provisions 
of Section 22, paragraph (.I), of the Interstate Commerce 
Act preserving existing statutory remedies, provided that 
their enforcement does not require an administrative de
termination of the justice and equity of the established regu
lations and practices of the carrier. If the carrier discrimin
ates against a particular shipper by failing to observe its own 
rules concerning car distribution, ·then the shipper's right to 
relief is established without the necessity for any adminis
trati ve determination, and a state statute penalizing discrim
ination may be enforced, although the aggrieved shipper 
wanted the cars for interstate transportation.' If, on the 
other hand, the shipper's grievance lies, not in the failure of 
the carrier to observe its own rules, but in the alleged unjust 
and unreasonable character of those rules, then his right to 
relief depends upon the exercise of administrative discretion 
to determine what are just and reasonable rules of car distri
bution to apply under the circumstances. He must then use 
the machinery provided for his relief by the Interstate Com
merce Act by filing a complaint with the Interstate Com
merce Commission and obtaining the decision of that body. 
The Commission, having been charged with the duty of de
termining the justice and equity of car-distribution rules, 
must have exclusive jurisdiction over this subject in order 
to avoid the confusion and conflict that would arise if other 
tribunals could concurrently reach and enforce different 
conclusions.' When resort to the Interstate Commerce 

• P~ R. R. Y, Pwri"", Cool MUoiag Co. (1915), ll37 u. S. 121: 
IlIiIooU C",1rol R. R. Y. MNI~rry Hill Cool Co. (1915), =38 u. S. 27S: 
P~ R. R. Y. ClorA BrotMrs Cool Mirlirog Co. (1915), =38 
u. S. 456-

• P~io R. R. y. pun"", Cool Mirlirog Co., $V,,",; I1/iIooU 
CtftInIl R. R. y. MNI~ Hi/I Cool Co~ .. tra-

• P~ R. R. Y. ClGrA B,."lNrs Cool Mirlirog Co., $Vtra-
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Commission is thus necessary to obtain the exercise of its 
administrative discretion, the entire procedure provided by 
the Interstate Commerce Act is applicable, including the 
remedies and penalties for the violation of the provisions of 
that Act, and no other remedies or penalties provided by 
state law can be applied.' 

In addition to common-law and state statutory remedies, 
the Interstate Commerce Act itself gives to shippers the right 
to apply directly to the courts for relief without first resort
ing to the Interstate Commerce Commission. The Act pro
vides that any person claiming to be damaged by a common 
carrier subject to its provisions may either make complaint 
to the Commission or bring suit for the recovery of the 
damages for which the carrier may be liable under the pro
visions of the Act in any district court of the United States 
of competent jurisdiction.' It further provides that a ship
per showing such violation of the provisions of the Act as 
prevents him from having interstate traffic moved at the 
same rates as are charged or upon terms or conditions as 
favorable as those given for like traffic under similar condi
tions to any other shipper, may obtain in a district court of 
the United States a writ of mandamus commanding the 
carrier to move and transport the traffic or to furnish cars 
or other facilities for transportation for the party applying 
for the writ.· These remedies also are available to shippers 
only in cases where no exercise of administrative discretion 
within the jurisdiction of the Commission is necessary to 
establish the shipper's right to relief. Since the determina
tion of the justice and equity of car-distribution rules is sub
ject to the administrative discretion of ·the Commission, the 
Court decided that a shipper may not apply for a writ of 

1. PefJtUyivania R. R. v. Clark Brothers Coal Mining Co., supra. 

I Section g. 

o Sectio.o 23. 
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mandamus under the provisions of the Interstate 'Commerce 
Act to compel a railroad company to change its rules for the 
distribution of coal cars on the ground that the existing rules 
are unjustly discriminatory.' 

Mr. Justice White in the opinion of the Court said: 

When the situation is thus defined we see no escape from the 
conclusion that the grievances complained of were primarily 
within the administrative competency of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and not subject to be judicially enforced, at 
least until that body, clothed by the statute with authority on the 
subject, had been afforded by a complaint made to it, the oppor
tunity to exert its administrative functions. • . • 

The remedy by mandamus in the cases which it embraces, 
must be limited either to the performance of duties which are so 
plain and so independent of previous administrative action of 
the Commission as not to require a prerequisite exertion of 
power by that body, or to compelling the performance of duties 
which plainly arise from the obligatory force which the statute 
attaches to orders of the Commission.' 

The same principle would prevent a shipper from applying 
directly to tlte courts for damages under Section 9 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act without first resorting to the Com
mission in cases where his claim for damages is based upon 
an allegation that the regulations or practices of car distri
bution enforced against him are unreasonably discriminatory. 

It is thus clear that, even before the amendments of 1920, 
the Interstate Commerce Act had regulated the subject of car 
distribution in such a way as to deprive the states of a large 
measure of their reserved powers concerning this subject. 
The decisions to which reference has been made show that 
the Court interpreted the general provisions of the Act 
relating to interstate transportation service as applying to 

I Boln-. ... 1IIId Olio R. R. Y. Pilcaino Coal Co. (lgIO), 21$ u. s. ..sr. 
'ars U. S. at 493. 4~ 
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the regulation and the distribution of the available car 
supply. The Act as now amended contains a series of pro
visions specifically relating to car service. In addition to a 
very broad definition of the term" car service", which covers 
practically the entire freight operations of interstate raii
roads," the Act requires every railroad subject to its pro· 
visions to furnish safe and adequate car service, and to estab
lish, observe and enforce just and reasonable rules, regula
tions and practices with respect to car service.' It defines 
in even greater detail the obligation of railroads concerning 
the distribution of cars for the transportation of coal in times 
of car shortage.· The Commission is authorized to establish 
rules. regulations and practices with respect to car service,' 
and in times of emergency to suspend the existing rules and 
to make such directions as in its opinion will best promote 
the service in the interest of the public and the commerce of 
the people.· Compliance by the railroads with such order~ 
or directions of the Commission is required, and heavy 
penalties are imposed for their violation.· These various 
specific provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act concern
ing car service do not materially add to restrictions upon 
state power which existed as a result of the Court's interpreta
tion of the general provisions of the Act. 

In connection with the regulation of car distribution, 
special attention should be given to the provisions that 
nothing in the Act shall impair or affect the right of a state, 
in the exercise of its police power, to require just and reason
able freight and passenger service for intrastate business. 

I Section I (10). 

I Section I (n). 

I Section I (12) • 

• Section I (14). 

• Section 1 (IS). 
o Section I (17). 
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except in so far as such requirement is inconsistent with any 
lawful order of the Commission.' Therefore, if no federal 
order regulating car distribution is in force in a given terri
tory, the state, in order to protect intrastate traffic, may make 
its own order prescribing rules for the distribution of the 
entire available car supply, and may enforce its order by 
imposing penalties for failure to give intrastate shippers the 
quota of cars to which they are entitled under the state estab
lished rules. Although the state in such a case is denied the 
power to impose the penalties for failure to furnish'the pre
scribed quota of cars for interstate shipments,· it may never- . 
theless regulate the car supply available for interstate trans
portation by strict enforcement of the railroad's obligation 
to protect the traffic destined to points within the state. If, 
in such a situation, a railroad should discriminate against a 
shipper applying for cars for interstate shipments, the state 
is powerless to protect him, but he may resort to the Inter
state Commerce Commission for the protection of his rights 
under the provisions of the federal law.· 

The present situation with respect to car distribution may 
now be summarized. Whenever the Interstate Commerce 
Commission makes an order regulating the distribution of 
cars, the terms of that order prevail with respect to car sup
ply for both interstate and intrastate traffic. The states are 
without power to regulate the distribution of the particular 
kind of cars in the particular territory covered by the Com
mission's order. But if the situation is not controlled by 
an order of the Commission, the states may prescribe the 
rule of distribution for all kinds of traffic. They may, how
ever, enforce their order by appropriate penalties only in 
cases where its violation adversely affects intrastate shippers. 

• Section I (17). 
• Mw.-i Paci/k R. R. Y. Sirowl (1\lOS), 2fq U. S. 404-

·In~lale Commerce Act, Sections S. 90 IJ (1),15 (I). 16 (I). 
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SO far as interstate shippers are concerned, their only remed 
is by complaint to the Interstate Commerce Commission c 
by suit in the federal courts, except in those comparativel 
rare cases where a state statute enacted prior to the creatio 
of the federal remedies can be enforced for violation of t1 
established rules of the carrier. 

The Transportation Act of 1920 has inserted in Section 
of the Interstate Commerce Act five paragraphs which gh 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission broad and compr. 
hensive powers to prescribe the facilities for transportatio 
which shall be furnished and operated by railroads engage 
in interstate commerce.' As so amended, the Act now r. 
quires that no railroad subject to it shall extend its line, ( 
acquire or operate any line of railroad or extension thereo 
without obtaining from the Interstate Commerce Commii 
sion a certificate that the present or future public convenienc 
and necessity require the construction or operation of t~ 
additional or extended line, and that no such railroad sha 
abandon the operation of all or any portion of its line withOl 
a certificate from the Commission that the present or futul 
public convenience and necessity permit of such abandOl 
ment." The Commission is given power to attach to t~ 
issuance of the certificate such terms and condition~ as in il 
judgment the public convenience and necessity may requir. 
and the railroad may, without securing approval other tha 
such certificate, comply with its terms and conditions an 
proceed with the construction, operation or abandonmeI 
covered thereby.' The Commission may authorize or r, 
quire by order any carrier by railroad subject to the Act t 
provide itself with safe and adequate facilities for perfom 
ing its car service and to extend its line.' Severe penaltic 

1 Section I ([8) to (2.), inclusive. 
• Section J ([8). 

• Section J (20) • 
• Section I (.[). 
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are imposed for unauthorized construction, operation or 
abandonment and for violations of the Commission's orders 
requiring facilities or extensions.' The Act, however, pro
vides that the authority of the Commission conferred by these 
paragraphs shall not extend to the construction or abandon
ment of spur, industrial, team, switching or side tracks 
located wholly within one state, or of street, suburban or 
interurban electric railways which are not operated as a part 
or parts of a general steam railroad system of transportation.' 

As a result of this legislation the states now cannot exer
cise their power to authorize or require steam railroads en
gaged in interstate commerce to extend their lines or con
struct branches even for the purpose of providing wholly 
intrastate transportation service by extensions wholly within 
one state. An interstate railroad, undertaking such exten
sion or construction in sole reliance upon state authorization 
or requirements and without first obtaining a certificate of 
convenience and necessity from the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, would be immediately faced with an injunction 
prohibiting the project on the ground that it would be a viola
tion of the Interstate Commerce Act.' If, on the other 
hand, a state should require the continued operation of a part 
of an interstate railroad for the abandonment of which the 
Interstate Commerce Commission's certificate of convenience 
and necessity had been obtained, the railroad would be fully 
protected from the enforcement of the state requirement by 
the provision that it may comply with the terms and con
ditions of the federal certificate without securing other ap
proval.· The economic reason for thus preventing the e..xer-

I Section 1 (20) (2') • 

• Section 1 (22). 

• T ....... """ Pad~ Ry. T. GfIll. C. &- S. F. Ry. (1926).270 U. S. 066; 
AI~ ad "tcA$bwg Ry. T. Joe""'" ad Eon ... Ry. (1926). 271 
.U. S. "44-

• ColtWOtlo T. UlliW S'G"~ (1926),271 U. S. 153-
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cise of an important part of the states' reserved powers to 
protect their own internal commerce is found in the financial 
connection between the intrastate operations of railroads and 
their ability to furnish adequate interstate transportation, 
and has already been discussed in deail in connection with the 
decisions sustaining the power of Congress to enact such 
legislation.1 But the economic argument ceases to apply 
when a railroad located wholly within one state has been 
authorized to abandon its entire interstate business. Mr. 
Justice Van Devanter said of such a road: 

Its continued operation solely in intrastate commerce can not 
be of more than local concern. Interstate and foreign com
merce will "tIot be burdened or affected by any shortage in 
the earnings, nor wi\l any carrier in such commerce have to 
bear or make good the shortage. It is not as if the road were 
a branch or extension whose unremunerative operation would 
or might burden or cripple the main line, and thereby affect its 
utility or service as an artery of interstate and foreign com
merce.' 

It was, therefore, held that a state may require it to continue 
its intrastate service without conflicting with the provisions 
of the Interstate Commerce Act• The state, however, is 
restrained by the due process clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment from compelling the road to handle intrastate 
traffic at an actual loss unless it is under a contractual obli
gation to continue it!> operations.' 

The requirement of a certificate of convenience and neces
sity is held to apply to the construction or abandonment of 
connections between steam railroads engaged in interstate 

1Se. pp. 239-243. supra. 

• T.xas v. East ..... T.xas R. R. (1922),258 U. S. 204. 216. 
IIbid . 

• Railroad Co,"",issio .. of Texas V. East.",. Texas R. R. (1924), 264 
U.S.79-
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-commerce, so that it is beyond state authority to require 
the construction of such connections or their continued 
oOperation.' 

This radical restriction of state power is now the cause of 
. much complaint. Both shippers and state authorities feel 
that the reasonable requirements of intrastate traffic \'annot 
be fully met so long as it is necessary to rely upon the Inter
.state Commerce Commission for the regulation of construc
tion or abandonment. The procedure now required, not 
~nly involves considerable delay in obtaining the final order 
~f the Commission, pending which much needed construction 
cannot be commenced, but also places the final determination 
~f what the public necessity and convenience requires in the 
hands of a body which cannot be as familiar with local con
ditions and requirements as the state authorities. 

The new paragraphs concerning construction and abandon
ment also affect state power to regulate the construction and 
operation of station and terminal facilities. A state cannot 
require steam railroads engaged in interstate commerce to 
undertake the construction of a station or terminal project 
if it involves the construction or abandonment of portions 
~f their main line, or if the project is so costly as to require 
the issuance of capital securities to obtain the necessary funds 
for its execution.· The reasons why state power cannot be 
exercised under these circumstances are found in the require
nlents of a certificate of convenience and necessity for the 
constructioo or abandonment of any part of the main line 
of such railroads and the provision prohibiting them from 
issuing securities without the approval of the Commission.· 
It also seems quite clear that a state cannot require an inter-

'.Alallatu """ yitltsbwg 4 T. /tJ<Uoa ....., &utono Ry.. (.926).1171 
U.5. ...... 

• RoJrood C..........no.. of Califontio T. SOIII",", PtJ<iM Co. (1!Ia4). 
~ U. 5.331. 

• Sectioa _ (a). 
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state railroad to construct station or terminal facilities for 
common use with other railroads. Congress has asserted 
very complete jurisdiction over this subject by the provisions 
of the Interstate Commerce Act requiring interstate railroads 
to provide reasonable facilities for operating through routes,> 
to afford reasonable, proper and equal facilities for the inter
change of traffic between their respective Iines,2 and author
izing the Commission to require the use of the terminal facili
ties of any carrier by other carriers in an emergency,· or 
when it does not impair the carrier's power to handle its own 
business with its terminal facilities.' Concerning these pro
visions Chief Justice Taft said: 

It is obvious from the foregoing that Congress intended to 
place under the superintending and fostering direction of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission all increased facilities in the 
matter of distribution of cars and equipment and in joint term
inals, in the exchange of interstate traffic and passengers be
tween railways so as to make it prompt and continuous. It 
not only provides for the temporary expropriation of terminals 
and main track of one railway to the common use of one or 
more other railways in an emergency, but it also comtemplates 
the compulsory sharing of one company's terminals with one or 
more companies as a permanent arrangement. This is a drastic 
limitation of a carrier's control and use of its own property in 
order to secure convenience and dispatch for the whole shipping 
and travelling public in interstate commerce. It gives to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission the power and duty, where 
public interest requires, to make out of what is the passenger 
and freight station of one interstate carrier, a union station Of 

depot.' 

I Section I (4). 
I Section 3 (3). 
a Section I (IS) • 
• Section 3 (4). 
• Railroad C01f,mission of California v. Southent Pacific Co. (1924). 

_L .... ,. ... __ _ 
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Since the determination of the extent to which a carrier's 
terminal facilities shall be used by other carriers is clearly a 
matter of administrative discretion, and since the exercise 
of this discretion is vested by the Interstate Commerce Act 
in the Interstate Commerce Commission, the exercise of 
similar powers by state authorities would seem to be pre
cluded by the various decisions to the effect that the Inter
state Commerce Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over 
matters of administrative discretion entrusted to its care. 
This jurisdiction would be invaded by state laws or orders 
requiring one carrier to construct terminal facilities for the 
use of another. 

There is, however, nothing in the Interstate Commerce 
Act which prevents the exercise of state power to require an 
interstate railroad to furnish adequate station and terminal 
facilities for handling its own intrastate traffic where this 
can be done without changing -the location of its main line or 
without the issuance of new securities to obtain the necessary 
funds. It is true that the Interstate Commerce Act gives 
to the Commission the general authority to require a railroad 
to furnish safe and adequate facilities for performing its 
car service.' But the Act expressly provides that this gen
eral authority shall not extend to the construction or abandon
ment of spur, industrial, team, switching or side tracks, 
located or to be located wholly within one state.' It has 
therefore been held that a state has power to authorize and 
require an interstate railroad to provide such facilities even 
for the purpose of performing switching service for inter
state traffic.' This decision was reached with respect to an 
industrial siding notwithstanding the fact that another pro-

t Soctioa I (al). 

I Sottioa I (82). 

I W.",", mwl AllaN R. R. v. Gtorgia PobIic Stnlic. C_...uno.. 
('925), a67 u. S. 493: see also TUfU mwl Pat:ifK R,. v. Gtdf. C. 0- S. F. 
R:J. ('916), .,.. u. s. s66, a;8. 
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vision of the Act; which empowers the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to require a railroad to construct and operate a 
switch connection with any private side track, has never been 
expressly repealed.' The Supreme Court has indicated that 
state authority to require the construction of adequate station 
and terminal facilities for intrastate traffic includes the power 
to compel carriers to unite in the construction of a union 
station at an existing intersection of their lines where· the 
project does not involve the issue of securities.' 

What has just been said relates to the power of the state~ 
to require interstate railroads to provide station and terminal 
facilities or to prohibit their abandonment. With respect to 
the operation of existing facilities, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission clearly has authority to regulate their use under 
the general provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act estab
lishing the duty of carriers to furnish interstate transporta
tion upon reasonable request therefor and entrusting the 
Commission with the enforcement of this duty. This is 
made clear by the Act's definition of the terms" railroad " 
and "t~nsportation" which include respectively "all 
switches, spurs, tracks, terminals and terminal facilities of 
every ki d used or necessary in the transportation of the 
persons or property designated herein, including all freight 
depots, yards, and grounds, used or necessary in the trans
portation or delivery of any such property ", and "all in-

I Section I (9). 
I West"" and Atlantic R. R. v. G.orgill Public Seroic, COffI",itsimt, 

supra. Section I (22) provides that the authority of the Commission 
conferred by Section I, paragraphs (18) to (21) inclusive, shall not ex
tend to the construction or ahsndonment of industrial tracks wholly 
within one state. This proviso, therefote, by its terms does not affect 
the special power of the Commission to require the construction and 
operation of a switch connection with a private side track conferred by 
Section I (9) • 

• See Railroad Commitsion 0/ Cali/omill v. Southern Pacific Co., SUprllo 
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strumentaIities and facilities of shipment or carriage ... and 
all services in eonnection with the receipt, delivery, elevation, 
and transfer in transit, ventilation, refrigeration or icing, 
storage and handling of property transported"" The states 
are, of course, subordinate to the exercise of this authority 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, and no state regula" 
tion or order regulating the use of stations and terminals 
for intrastate traffic would be valid if in conflict with orders 
of the Commission regulating their use for interstate traffio. 
State power to establish and enforce regulations not in con
flict with federal orders seems, however, to be fully protected 
by the provision of the Act that nothing therein shall impair 
or affect the right of a state in the exercise of its police power 
to require just and reasonable freight and passenger service 
for intrastate business, except in so far as such requirement is 
inconsistent with any lawful order of the Commission.· 

The power of the states to require interstate railroads to 
equip themselves with additional motive power or rolling 
stock for handling their intrastate traffic is now restricted 
by two provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act. One of 
these authorizes the Interstate Commerce Commission to re
quire by order any interstate steam railroad to provide itself 
with safe and adequate facilities for performing its car 
service.· The other is the provision prohibiting the issue 
of securities without the authority of the Commission." 
Under the authority of the former provision, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission may prescribe the quantity of motive 
power and rolling stock which an interstate railroad must 
provide for all its traffic both interstate and intrastate. It is 
quite probable that the Court would hold that the discretion-

I Soc:tlO1l I (3). 

• Soc:tl01l1 (17). 

• Stdion I (at). 
• Soc:tlO1l_ (a). 
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ary authority thus vested in the Commission is inconsistent 
with the exercise of similar authority by the states even if the 
Commission has not acted under it. It is entirely clear that 
when the Commission has acted, the states are without power 
to make orders on this same subject and that in any event 
state orders for the installation of additional equipment must 
not impose such a financial burden on the railroads as to 
require the issue of securities which can be authorized only 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

The states formerly had the power to authorize or pro
hibit the construction of bridges over navigable streams.' 
This power no longer exists, as Congress by acts passed in 
1890 and 1899' has assumed jurisdiction over the entire 
subject of obstructions to navigation, and has committed to 
the Secretary of War the power to determine when such 
obstructions may be erected. Therefore, a new railroad 
bridge over a navigable stream must be approved by the 
Secretary of War, and the authority of a state legislature 
is not sufficient.· 

It is thus apparent that the exercise of the reserved powers 
of the states to regulate the facilities furnished by interstate 
railroads is severely restricted by federal legislation. They 
can no longer be exercised with respect to the construction 
and continued operation of the main line and branches of 
steam railroads engaged in interstate commerce. Even with 
respect to other facilities, state power as a practical matter 
is crippled by the requirement that the issue of securities, so 
often necessary when new facilities are installed, must be ap
proved by the Interstate Commerce Commission. Further 
restriction is placed upon state powers by the comprehensive 

1 Gilman v. Philadelphia (1866),3 Wall. 713. See pp. 67, \)0, .... pra. 
'26 Stat L. 426, 453; 30 Stat L. 1121, 1151. 
I Soulh .... Pacifie Co. v. Olympia .. Drtdging Co. (1922), :060 U. S. 

205,1308. 
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jurisdiction vested in the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to control the joint use of terminals and the facilities for 
interline transportation. About all that. the states may now 
do is to regulate the construction and continued operation of 
inexpensive switching. station and terminal facilities and the 
use of existing facilities for intrastate traffic in ways not in 
conflict with federal orders regulating their use for inter
state traffic. 

Safety 

In the absence of conflicting federal· laws. the reserved 
power of the states to regulate interstate railroads for the 
protection of the safety of passengers and employees is very 
comprehensive. In no other field of regulation is less re
straint placed upon state authority by the judicial interpreta
tion of the Constitution. &> long as Congress remained 
silent, state regulations not exceeding the reasonable require
ments of public safety were usually sustained regardless of 
their effect upon interstate commerce. But this important 
reserved power of the states is now materially restricted by 
various federal laws enacted under the commerce power to 
promote safety on interstate railroads. Among these are 
the Safety Appliance Acts. the Ash Pan Act, the Boiler In
spection Act. the section of the Interstate Commerce Act 
concerning the installation of train-stop or control devices. 
lhe Hours of Service Act. and the Transportation of 
&.-plosives Act. 

The Safety Appliance Acts as amended 1 require the I1se 
of specified safety devices on the locomotives and cars of 
railroads engaged in interstate commerce. Their provisions 
apply to all locomotives and cars owned by such railroads 
regardless of whether they are actually used for the move
ment of interstate traffic. The devices required by the Act 

• Act of Mardl .. 1893. fZ1 Stat. L 531; Act of Mardl .. I903. J3 Stat. 
L 943; Act of April '''' 19">' 36 Stat. L ogS. 
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are power driving-wheel brakes on locomotives, appliances 
for controlling the trains by power brakes without requiring 
brakemen to use the common hand brake, automatic couplers. 
secure grab-irons and hand-holds in the ends and sides of 
each car and at the top of ladders, draw bars of standard 
height, secure sill-steps and efficient hand-brakes on all cars, 
and secure ladders and running boards on cars requiring their 
use. A percentage of the cars in every train, determined by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, must have their brakes 
used and operated by the engineer. The Interstate Com
merce Commission is authorized to regulate the details of the 
application of sill-steps, hand-brakes, ladders, running-boards 
and grab-irons, and to prescribe the standard height of draw 
bars. Penalties are imposed for violations of the Act or of 
the orders of the Commission issued in pursuance of its 
authority. 

As interpreted by the Court, these Acts have entirely sup
planted state authority to regulate the equipment of the 
freight cars of interstate railroads with safety appliances. 
Mr. Justice Lamar in an opinion of the court said: 

The exclusive effect of the Safety Appliance Act did not 
relate merely to details of the statute and the penalities it im
posed, but extended to the whole subject of equipping cars with 
appliances intended for the protection of employees. The states 
thereafter could not legislate so as to require greater or less or 
different equipment; nor could they punish by imposing greater 
or less or different penalties. . .. 

Congress has so far occupied the field of legislation relating 
to the equipment of freight cars with safety appliances as to 
supersede existing and prevent further legislation on that sub
ject.-

It was accordingly held that an Indiana statute, requiring 

I S ... ,hmI Ry. v. Railroad C_missio .. of llIdia ... (1915), '36 u. S. 
439. 446, 447· 
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railroad companies to place secure grab irons or hand holds 
on every railroad car under penalty of $"100 fine for every 
violation, was unenforceable against an interstate railroad 
even with respect to a car moving in intrastate commerce.' 
A Pennsylvania law, requiring the rear platform of trains to 
be thirty inches wide with guard rails and steps, was also 
held invalid as in conflict with the Safety Appliance Acts 
and the regulations of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
thereunder permitting the employment of caboose cars with
out platforms.' 

In addition to the requirements of the Safety Appliance 
Acts, Congress has regulated. the equipment of locomotives 
by the Ash Pan Act,' and the ,Boiler Inspection Act.' The 
Ash Pan Act by its terms applies only to locomotives used in 
interstate transportation and requires the use of an ash pan 
which can be dumped or emptied and cleaned without the 
necessity of any employee going under the locomotive. The 
Boiler Inspection Act as amended applies to all the loco
motives of interstate railroads, except street, suburban and 
interurban electric railways not operated as a part of a gen
eral railroad system of transportation. Its principal re
quirement is that every locomotive, its boiler, tender and all 
parts and appurtenances thereof, shall be in proper condition 
and safe to operate. Elaborate administrative provisions 
are made for the enforcement of this requirement, which in
clude the inspection of all locomotives in accordance with 
rules of inspection subject to the control of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. This control of the inspection rules 

1 SotOtMno Ry. y. Railroad C-unm. of rOldimta, swP'Oo 
• P~ R. R. T. ProbIit: StnM. C--.no. of P......,.,...... 

(l!lIp). 250 u. S. s66. 
• M81 3a. IIlO8. 3S Stat. L 476-
• Ftbnarr 17. Ipn. 36 Stat. L !lI3. .......red by Acts of Man:h 4. IPIS. 

38 Stat. L 1191 aDd 11Il10 7. 1!IlI4. 43 Stat. L 6sg. 
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gives the Commission power to prescribe the tests which must 
be met on inspection, and thus to regulate the standards of 
equipment for all parts of locomotives and tenders. The 
Act also contains the usual provisions imposing penalties for 
violations of the Act or any rule or regulation made under its 
provisions. 

Prior to an amendment of 1915, the Act applied only to 
locomotive boilers and their appurtenances. In that form it 
was not considered by the Court to be an exercise of congres
sional authority over the entire subject of the equipment of 
locomotives, and state statutes prescribing the standard 
candle-power of locomotive headlights were sustained.' 
These decisions are also noteworthy because the cases arose 
after the enactment of the Safety Appliance Acts, and, there
fore, show that the Court did not construe them as destroy
ing all state power to regulate the safety devices of loco
motives, although it had decided at approximately the same 
time that the Safety Appliance Acts completely supplanted 
state power to regulate safety devices on freight cars.' The 
"1915 amendment to the Boiler Inspection Act, however, ex
tended its provisions to all parts of the locomotive and tender, 
and now the reserved power of the states to regulate the 
standards of equipment of the steam locomotives and cars of 
interstate railroads has been completely suspended.' 

Section 26 of the Interstate Commerce Act, which was 
inserted in 1920, confers upon the Interstate Commerce Com
mission the power to order any interstate railroad to install 
automatic stop or train control devices or other safety devices, 
which comply with specifications and requirements pre-

1 Atlantic Co"",, Line R. R. v. Georg;" (1914),234 U. S. 280; Vandol;" 
R. R. v. Public Service Commission of Indiana (1916),242 U. S. 255. 
" • See Southern Ry. v. Railroad Commissio .. of Iadiona (1915), 236 
U. S. 439-

• See Napier v. Atlantic Co"",, Line (1926),272 U. S.60S. 
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scribed by the Commission, upon the whole or any part .of 
its railroad. This power is now being extensively exercised 
by the Commission, and most of the important interstate 
railroads have already installed or are now installing auto
matic train control devices on parts of their lines in accord
ance with the Commission's orders. The administrative dis
cretion given to the Commission by this section would un
doubtedly be interpreted by the Court to preclude the power 
of the states to require such railroads to install similar 
devices. 

The federal Hours of Service Act,' applies to all railroad 
employees engaged in interstate transportation and actually 
engaged in or connected with the movement of any train. 
This, of course, includes not only train crews, but also train 
dispatchers, telegraph operators handling train orders, signal 
operators and switchmen. The Act fixes the maximum 
hours of continuous service of such employees and the num
ber of hours that they shall be off duty. This Act has been 
construed by the courts to prevent state legislation regulating 
the hours of service of employees engaged in the movement 
of interstate trains even when the legislation does not con
flict with the actual provisions of the federal act.' Thus 
the Court held that state statutes regulating the hours of ser
vice of such employees were not enforceable between the 
enactment of the federal law and the date when it became 
effective. the Court attributing to Congress an intention that 
the subject should be unregulated during the intervening 
perioo,' and that a state may not prescribe for such employees 
even shorter hours of service than those prescribed by the 
federal law. • 

1 March ... 1907. 34 Stat. L 141S. 
I Nort"- Pari/i& Ry. .... Woshoglo1o (1912), _ u. s. .170: &W 

R. R . .... N,.. Ycri (1914).233 U. S. 671. 

'Ibid. 
• &W R.·R ..... N,.. Yori, w.~ 
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Sections 232 to 2'36, inclusive, of the Penal Laws of the 
United States as amended March 4, 1921,' contain detailed 
regulations of the transportation of explosives and similar 
commodities. The regulations apply to the transportation 
of these commodities by any common carrier engaged in 
interstate or foreign commerce and, therefore, affect street 
railways, carriers by motor vehicle, and all water carriers as 
well as the classes of carriers subject to the provisions of 
the Interstate Commerce Act. They prohibit the transporta
tion of high explosives on any passenger vehicle of an inter
state carrier subject to certain exceptions and provisos. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission is authorized to make regu
lations for the safe transportation of explosives applying to 
all shipments via any interstate carrier. The transportation 
of liquid nitro-glycerine arid other like explosives by an inter
state carriE:r is prohibited. Provisions are made for the 
marking of packages containing explosives or other danger
ous articles, and penalties are imposed for the violation of 
these various provisions or of regulations by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission on the subject. The regulations 
apply to all shipments of explosives by interstate carriers, in
cluding those moving wholly within one state. These sec
tions of the penal law are clearly such a complete exercise 
of congressional authority over the entire subject of the 
transportation of explosives and dangerous articles by inter
state carriers that the states may no longer exercise power 
to enforce safety regulations on this subject applicable to 
such carriers. 

Liability for Injuries or Death of Employees 

The regulation of liability for injuries to or the death of 
employees is really a part of the general subject of the regu
lation of safety. The avowed purpose of federal 01' state 

1 41 Slat. I. 14440 
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statutes enlarging the liability of railroads is to promote th~ 
safety of the employees. There is no more powerful sanc
tion to compel etIlployers to protect the safety of their em
ployees than a severe rule of liability for their injury or 
death. Congress has regulated, both expressly and by im
plication, the liability of railroads for injuries or death result
ing from the use of equipment in violation of the Safety 
Appliance Acts and similar statutes. It has also regulated 
the railroads' liability for injury to or death of employees 
engaged in interstate commerce. These two forms of regu
lation clearly overlap in cases where defects of safety ap
pliances result in injury to or death of interstate employees. 
Such a situation is fully covered by the Federal Employers' 
Liability A ct and will be discussed in connection with that 
Act. 

The Supreme Court has decided that the Safety Appliance 
Acts, and ot1!er similar acts of Congress, imposing obliga
tions on railroads to equip their locomotives and cars in the 
manner thereby prescribed, create by implication a civil 
liability for injury or death resulting from a violation of 
these acts.' Mr. Justice Qarke, in an opinion of the Court, 
said: 

By this legislation the qualified duty of the common law is 
expanded into an absolute duty with respect to car couplers, and 
if the defendant railroad companies used cars which did not 
comply with the standard thus prescribed, they violated the plain 
prohibition of the law, and there arose from that violation a 
liability to make compensation to any employee who was injured 
because of it." 

An express regulation of liability for violation of the Safety 
Appliance Acts is found in Section 8 of the Act of 1893,' 

'T_ """ Paeifit 4 T. Rtg.,by (1\116), .... u. s. 33. ~ 
""" N ... 1nIill. R. R. Y. !.ayloa (11117), -.u u. s. 1117. 

"~ """ N ... 1nIill. R. R. T. L.oytoa. .. "., at Po 6111. 
, tI!I Stat. L 531, S31 



346 POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

which provides that any employee of an interstate carrier 
injured by any locomotive, car or train in use contrary to the 
provisions of the Act shall not be deemed to have assumed 
the risk thereby occasioned, although continuing in employ
ment after the unlawful use of such locomotive, car or train 
had been brought to his knowledge. This section expressly 
revokes the old common-law defense of assumption of risk 
formerly available in actions based on injuries resulting from 
defective equipment. Congress, by the Safety Appliance Act 
as thus construed, has, therefore, established the liability of 
railroads to their employees for injuries resulting from the 
use of illegal equipment, and has abolished the defense of 
assumption of risk in any action to recover damages there
for. The liability thus established enures to the benefit, not 
only of the particular class of employees for whose protec
tion a safety device is required, but of any employee injured 
by reason of the defect. The requirement of automatic 
couplers was made primarily to obviate the necessity of em
ployees going between cars in coupling operations. In a 
case where the plaintiff was thrown from the roof of a car 
by the impact of a collision, which would not have occurred 
if every car had been properly equipped with automatic 
couplers, he was permitted to recover the damages sustained 
by this accident under the federal Safety Appliance Act, al
though he was not engaged in coupling when injured.' It 
has also been held that neither the injured employee nor the 
defective equipment resulting in his injury need be engaged 
in or used in interstate commerce at the time of the injury! 
From these decisions it is clear that Congress has compre
hensively regulated the subject of liability of interstate rail
roads to all employees where the injury results from the use 
of illegal equipment. The effect of this exercise of federal 

I Louiwill. and N as/",i/ll R. R. v. LoylO1l, ",/Wa. 
• T./ras and Pad!ie Ry. v. Rigsby, StI/Wa. 
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power upon the reserved powers of the states is thus deifined 
by the Court's opinion by Mr. Justice Pitney in the case last 
cited: 

Without the express leave of Congress, it is not possible, 
while the federal legislation stands, for the states to make or 
enforce inconsistent laws giving redress for injuries to work
men or travellers occasioned by the absence or insecurity of such 
safety devices, any more than laws prescribing the character 
of the appliances that shall be maintained, or imposing penalties 
for failure to maintain them; for the consequences that follow 
a breach of law are vital and integral to its effect as a regula
tion of conduct, liability to a private suit is or may be as potent 
a deterrent as liability to public prosecution, and in this respect 
there is no distinction dependent upon whether the suitor was 
injured while employed or travelling in one kind of commerce 
[interstate] rather than the other [intrastate].' 

The federal regulation of employers' liability resulting from 
violation of the laws requiring the use of safety devices was 
not, however, considered to occupy the entire field of regula
tion of employer's liability to the exclusion of all state power. 
Prior to the enactment of the federal Employers' Liability 
Act, the states could enforce statutes enlarging the right of 
employees to recover for injuries resulting from caUSes other 
than the defect of safety appliances even when the injured 
employees were engaged in interstate commerce at the time 
of injury. This is shown by a decision sustaining the right 
of an employee engaged in interstate commerce to recover 
damages under a state statute for injuries resulting from the 
negligence of other employees, which occurred prior to the 
enactment of the federal Employers' Liability Act.· 

By the Employers' Liability Act Congress assumed com
plete and a"Ciusive jurisdiction of the regulation of the civil 

I a41 U. S. at 41. 

• Missouri PGCiM Ry. 't. C"'& (1912). 224 u. s. 541. 
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liability of railroads for damages caused by the injury or 
death of employees engaged in interstate commerce.' This 
legislation abolished the defense afforded by the common-law 
fellow-servant rule whereby an employer was not liable in 
damages for the injury or death of an employee resulting 
from the negligence of a fellow employee. It modified the 
common-law defense of contributory negligence by providing 
that this defense should not be a complete bar to recovery, 
but should merely diminish the amount of damages in pro
portion to the amount of negligence attributable to the in
jured employee; in cases where a violation by the railroad of 
any statute enacted for the safety of employees contributed 
to the injury or death, the defense of contributory negligence 
was entirely abolished. The legislation also abolished the 
common-law defense of assumption of risk by the employee 
in cases arising from the violation of safety statutes; with 
respect to violations of the federal Safety Appliance Acts this 
merely confirmed the express provisions of those Acts. The 
Employers' Liability Act as amended also gives a right of 
action to tho: widow, children, parents or dependent next of 
kin of such an employee for damages resulting from his 
death, and provides for the survival of the employee's right 
of action in case he dies subsequent to his injury, thus 
abolishing the common-law rule that his right of action dies 
with him. 

In sustaining the power of Congress to enact this law, the 
Court held that its provisions were applicable to the injury 
or death of employees engaged in interstate commerce even 
when resulting from the negligence of an employee not en
gaged in interstate commerce.' The laws of the state, in so 
far as they cover the same field, are superseded.' This field 

• Act of April 22, 1!lOB. 35 Stat. L. 65, amended by Act of April So 
1910, 36 Stat. L. 291. 

'S"tm4 Employers' Liability Cas .. (1912),223 U. S. I. 

'Ibid. 
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includes the entire subject of the liability of railroad com
panies to their employees injured or killed while engaged in 
interstate commerce, excepting matters of procedure which 
do not affect the substantive right to recover damages.l 
Prior to an amendment of 1910, the federal law did not pro
vide for the survival of the right of action of an injured em
ployee after his death. The matter of survival was held to 
affect the substantive right to recover damages and not to 
be merely a matter of procedurej therefore, the common-law 
rule that the right of action of the injured employee died with 
him was held to apply prior to the 1910 amendment, notwith
standing the fact that state statutes provided for the survival 
of the right of action.· Although Congress has established 
a right of action only for injury or death due to negligence 
or the violation of safety acts, it was held that the states are 
deprived of power to enforce workmen's compensation laws 
for the benefit of interstate employees even in cases where 
the injury or death is purely accidental and not attributable 
to those causes covered by the federal Act.' This position 
of the Court met with very vigorous dissent by Mr. Justice 
Brandeis on the ground that Congress did not intend to enter 
the field of regulating all liability for injuries arising without 
fault on the railroads' part. He makes a very interesting 
argument based on the totally different philosophy and pur
pose of the Employers' Liability Act and of workmen's com
pensation laws, the former being merely intended to do 
justice under the old individualistic system and the latter 

I Mitll/gatl Cmtral R. R • .... Y,."hwf (1913), U1 U. s. 590 66; NtwllI 
Coro/iRa R. R • .... Z ... """ (1914). 332 U. S. 2411; S<tJboard Air LiM 
Ry. v. Horw .. (1\114),233 U. S. 49'1; C1Iitago, R.I. '" P.!(y. Y. Wriglll 
(1016), 239 U. s. 54& 

I MitltigfJJI Cmtral R. R • .... Y_Jo.d, .. ~ 
• N_ Yor" Cmtral R. R • .... WiA~ld (1917). "44 U. S. 147; EN 

R. R • .... WiAJi«4 (1917). "44 U. S. 170; N_ Yori C""",, R. R. .... 
P_ (1919). 1149 U. S. r6&. 
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being intended to promote a departure from the individual
istic basis of right and liability and to impose the burden of 
industrial accidents arising through nobody's fault on the 
industry! The position of the majority, however, seems 
to be more consistent with the avowed purpose of the Court 
to prevent conflict between state and federal rules of liability. 
The state workmen's compensation laws are usually appli
cable to the injury or death of employees regardless of the 
cause, and would appear clearly to be inconsistent with the 
federal legislation if applied to injuries resulting from negli
gence or violation of safety laws. As an administrative 
matter, it is very difficult for the states to separate the two 
classes of injuries and to entertain applications for relief for 
purely accidental injuries while rejecting those based upon 
the fault of the railroad or its employees. It would be very 
unfortunate for the injured employee if a railroad should 
successfully contest the award of a state compensation com
mission on the ground that the injuries resulted from negli
gence, and if this contest should not be finally determined 
until after the employee's right to recover under the Em
ployers' Liability Act had been barred by its provisions 
requiring suit to be brought within two years. The injus
tice of imposing the burden of purely accidental injuries 
upon the injured employee and his family can be satisfactorily 
removed only by a federal law similar to the state workmen's 
compensation laws. 

The federal Employers' Liability Act does not deprive the 
state courts of jurisdiction to entertain suits for the recovery 
of damages arising from the injury or death of interstate 
employees, but the substantive rule of liability must be that 
imposed by federal law or by the common law as interpreted 
by the federal courts.' Rules as to the burden of proof in 

'N"" York C",t,a/ R. R. v. WinMld ..... "'o . 
• Stcood Employ,," Liability COSts (191:2), :2:23 u. S. ,; C",t,a/ 
Y~"t Ry. v. Whit. (1915), :238 u. S. 507. 
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sucli action are held by the Court to be a matter of substan
tive rights and not of mere procedure. Therefore, state 
S?tutory rules concerning the burden of proof, or state 
common-law rules differing from the common law as inter
preted by the federal courts, cannot be applied in such actions. 
Thus it was held that a plaintiff could recover full damages 
in an action in a state court under the federal Employer's 

,Lillbility Act without affirmatively proving his freedom from 
contributory negligence, notwithstanding the fact that the 
local rule of the state assumed contributory negligence in the 
absence of affirmative proof to the contrary.' In other cases 
the Court refused to apply a Mississippi statute providing 
that negligence shall be assumed where the injury is inflicted 
by an engine propelled by steam unless the defendant railroad 
affirmatively proves the absence of negligence, and reversed 
judgment for the plaintiff obtained without proof of the 
defendant's negligence.· 

The net result of these federal laws is to prevent the exer
cise of state power to regulate the liability of interstate rail
roads for the injury or death of their employees if caused by 
violations of federal laws enacted to promote their safety or 
if the employees were engaged in interstate commerce at the 
time of the accident resulting in their injury or death. So 
far as the substantive right to recover damages is concerned, 
state power remains only with respect to employees not en
gaged in interstate commerce when injured or killed, and 
whose injury or death is not caused by violation of federal 
safety laws. The federal legislation, however. does not de
prive state courts of jurisdiction of causes of action arising 
thereunder. nor of the power to enforce in such actions local 

I C,..",., v ..... "'" Ry. T. WAit" "'Fa-
• N_ on ...... 0IId N.".,Ittot' ..... R. R. T. Hanis ('9.8). "47 u. s. 367: 

N_ on...... owl No""""""'" R. R. T. S""", ('919), 249 u. S. sail: 
y ....... owl Mu.u.iPIi Voll., R. R. T. M..uiN (19'9),249 U. S. 53'. 
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rules which are purely precedural, such as those relating to 
the form of the action, the sufficiency of the pleadings and 
the rules of evidence. 

Finances and Management 

In the absence of conflicting federal legislation, the states 
possess extensive authority to regulate the finances and 
management of interstate carriers. This authority springs 
from two principal sources, namely, the power to regulate 
intrastate commerce and the power to create corporations, 
incidental to which the state may grant or withhold various 
corporate powers and attach conditions to the grant which 
are in fact regulations of corporate management. But Con
gress by various laws has assumed jurisdiction over the busi
ness affairs of interstate carriers to such a degree that state 
power has been very much restricted with respect to such 
matters as their accounts, their issue of securities, their inter
corporate relations, their contracts for supplies, construction 
or maintenance, and their relations with their employees. 

Federal regulation of accounts is found in Section 20 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act. This section authorizes the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to require detailed annual 
reports of the financial affairs and operations of interstate 
carriers, and to prescribe the manner in which they shall keep 
a uniform system of accounts.1 The Commission may pre
scribe the forms of any and all accounts, records and memo
randa to be kept and the amount of depreciation which may 
properly be included under operating expenses.' From the 
standpoint of state power the most important provision of 
this section is that which declares that .. it shall be unlawful 
for such carriers to keep any other accounts, records, or 
memoranda than those prescribed or approved by the Com-

I SectiOD 20 (I). 

• SectiOD .... (5). 
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mission.... Both the failure to keep the prescribed accounts 
and the keeping of unauthorized accounts are subject to 
severe penalties.' This legislation as interpreted by the 
Court applies to all accounts of interstate carriers, whether 
they relate to interstate transportation or not. a It is, there
fore, clear that the exercise of state power to regulate the 
accounting methods of carriers subject to the Interstate Com
merce Act is severely restricted by federal legislation. If the 
states should either attempt to require the keeping of forms 
of accounts not authorized by the Commission, or prohibit 
the keeping of forms of accounts authorized or required by 
it, they would in either case be acting directly in conflict with 
the provisions of federal law and their action would be void. 

Under the provisions of Section 20a of the Interstate Com
merce Act, Congress has assumed complete jurisdiction over 
the subject of the issue of securities by interstate steam rail
roads. This section, added in 1920, makes it unlawful for 
any such railroad to issue any share of capital stock or any 
bond or other evidence of interest in or indebtedness of the 
railroad, or to assume any obligation or liability in respect of 
the securities of any other person or corporation without the 
authorization of the Interstate Commerce Commission." 
Short-term notes for limited amounts are excepted from this' 
requirement.' Provision is made for giving the authorities 
of the state in which the railroad operates an opportunity 
to be heard by the Commission, but their function is purely 
advisory." The paragraph of this section which defines its 
effect upon state power reads as follows: 

1 Sectiolloo (5). 

• SectioIl *' (6) (7). 
'1", ... _. C_ C-u.no.. Y. CoodricIo T"';' Co. (lgI2). 

224 u. S. 1\l4; see pp. I.U 1J4, .. ~ 

• SectioIl_ (a). 
a SectioIl ... (g). 
, Sectioll _ (6). 
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The jurisdiction conferred upon the Commission by this 
section shan be exclusive and plenary, and a carrier may issue 
securities and assume obligations or liabilities in accordance 
with the provisions of this section without securing approval 
other than as specified herein.' 

Thus the states clearly cannot validly authorize or require 
the issue of securities by interstate steam railroads without 
the approval of the Interstate Commerce Commission. It 
has already been pointed out that these provisions deprive 
the states of authority to order the installation of facilities 
for handling intrastate traffic where the issue of securities 
is necessary to provide funds for the improvement.· 

In spite of the sweeping provision quoted above, to the 
effect that the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission over the issue of securities is exclusive and plenary, 
it cannot be asserted with confidence that an state power to 
prevent the issue of securities is suspended. In the case of 
a corporation, it must possess by its charter the corporate 
power to issue stocks or bonds for such securities to be valid. 
Let us suppose that a railroad corporation has already ex
hausted the powers to issue securities granted to it by the 
corporate charter of the state under whose laws it was created, 
and thereafter applies to the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion for authority to issue more securities. Can the pro
visions of Section 20a be interpreted as granting to the Com
mission the authority to create corporate powers which do 
not exist otherwise? If not, the state from which the cor
poration derived its charter could effectively prevent the issue 
of securities authorized by the Commission by merely re
fraining from granting the necessary corporate power. It is 
clear, however, that any state statute requiring the approval 

I Section 20a (7). Italics mine. 
• See Railroad Commissio" of California v. SOllthem Padjic Co. 

(1924),264 u. S. 331; p. 333. supra. 
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of state authorities for the issue of securities within the cor
porate powers of the corporation would not be applicable to 
issues approved by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Congress seems to have deprived the states of power to 
authorize or prohibit the pooling of intrastate traffic or 
revenue by interstate carriers by the provisions of Section 5, 
paragraph (I) of the Interstate Commerce Act. This para
graph makes it unlawful for an interstate railroad to enter 
into any contract, agreement or combination with another 
road for the pooling of freights of different and competing 
railroads, or to divide between them the aggregate or net 
proceeds of the earnings of such railroads, or any portion 
thereof, without the approval of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, but the Commission is authorized to approve 
pooling which will be in the interest of better service to the 
public or economy in operation, and will not unduly restrain 
competition. The authority to approve pooling was inserted 
by the Transportation Act of 1920, and is a part of the 
general plan of that Act to place in the hands of the Com
mission the care and supervision of the finances of carriers 
for the purpose of providing an adequate national system 
of transportation. In the light of this purpose, the provi
sions of the paragraph appear to apply to the pooling of even 
the intrastate traffic of interstate railroads, as any economies 
which may be obtained from such pooling would be reflected 
in the financial ability of the railroads to provide adequate 
interstate service just as much as economies resulting from 
the pooling of interstate traffic or revenues. So interpreted. 
the paragraph deprives the states of power to regulate this 
subject even with respect to intrastate traffic because the 
states could neither authorize pooling not approved by the 
Commission, which is prohibited by federal law, nor p1"9-

hibit pooling authorized by the Commission, without directly 
violating the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Art. 
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The Act contains an express provision that the railroads are 
relieved from the operation of all restraints or prohibitions. 
by law, state or federal, in so far as may be necessary to 
enable them to do anything authorized or required by the 
Commission pursuant to the provisions of the section relating 
to pooling.' 

Federal legislation upon the subject of the consolidation 
of interstate railroads gives such complete jurisdiction to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission that it is difficult to see 
how any exercise of state power could possibly be sustained. 
The provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act at present in 
force empower the Commission to authorize any carrier en
gaged in interstate transportation and subject to the Act to 
acquire control of another such carrier in any manner not 
involving their consolidation into a single system for owner
ship and operation upon such terms and conditions as the 
Commission shall find to be just and reasonable.' The con
solidation of interstate railroad properties into one corpora
tion for the ownership, management and operation of the 
properties is lawful by the terms of the Act only when the 
consolidation is in harmony with and in furtherance of a 
complete plan of consolidation to be formulated and approved 
by the Commission.' The Commission has confessed its 
inability to formulate such a plan, and one of the purposes of 
bills now pending in Congress is to remove this restraint upon 
consolidation. As matters stand at present, therefore, com
binations falling short of complete consolidation of owner
ship and operation may be made upon terms prescribed by 
the Commission and complete consolidation of interstate 
railroads for ownership, management and operation is un
lawful. The same provision relieving carriers from the re-

I Section 5 (8). 

• Section 5 (2). 
• Section 5 (4) (6). 
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straints of state law when pooling is authorized by federal 
order, applies to orders of the Commission authorizing the 
acquisition of control of other carr-iers.' Since the combina
tion or consolidation of interstate railroads is subject to the 
administrative discretion of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, except as prohibited by the Act, the exercise of state 
authority on the same subject is clearly precluded by the 
recognized principle that the jurisdiction of the Commission 
is exclusive in matters of administrative discretion entrusted 
to its control. 

Congress has regulated the subject ~f interlocking direc
torates of interstate railroads in such a way as to remove this 
matter from state control. The Interstate Commerce Act 
makes it unlawful for any person to hold the position of 
officer or director of more than one steam railroad engaged 
in interstate commerce unless such holding shall have been 
authorized by an order of the Commission upon due showing 
that neither public nor private interests will be adversely 
affected thereby.· The subject being thus placed within the 
administrative discretion of the Commission, any exercise of 
state pOlVer authorizing or prohibiting the simultaneous 
holding of office in two such railroads would clearly conflict 
with the provisions of federal law. 

Congress has regulated the business dealings of interstate 
carriers in securities, supplies or other articles of commerce, 
and their contracts for construction or maintenance of any 
kind. The Interstate Commerce Act prohibits any officer or 
director of an interstate steam railroad from deriving per
sonal benefit from the sale or other disposition of the rail
road's securities." The Qayton M requires that dealint,'S 
by a common carrier in securities, supplies or other articles 

• s..:tion 5 (8). 
I Section ... ('2). 

• Section ... (,a). 
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of commerce, or contracts for construction or maintenance 
to the amount of more than $50,000 in the aggregate in any 
one year with another corporation, firm, partnership or as
sociation, shall be with the most favorable bidder ascertained 
by competitive bidding, if the carrier shall have upon its 
board of directors or as its president, manager or as its pur
chasing or selling officer or agent in the particular transaction 
any person who is at the same time a director, manager or 
purchasing or selling officer of, or who has any substantial 
interest in, the other concern.' Full power is given to the 
Commission to prescribe the administrative details of and to 
enforce these provisions. In accordance with the general 
principles of interpretation applied to other forms of federal 
legislation, it is apparent that the states are deprived of power 
to prescribe other or different rules for such dealings and 
contracts, and to enforce other or different penalties for their 
violation. Since the Clayton Act applies to all common 
carriers engaged in interstate commerce, its provisions are 
not limited to the particular classes of carriers subject to the 
Interstate Commerce Act and .nc1ude street railways, carriers 
by motor vehicle and independent water carriers, any part 
of whose traffic is interstate. The resulting restraint upon 
state power to regulate the dealings and contracts of such 
carriers is correspondingly broad. 

The entire matter of the settlement of industrial disputes 
between interstate carriers by railroad and their employees 
is exhaustivly covered by Congress in the Railway Labor 
Act of May 20, 1926.' This legislation not ouly sets up 
elaborate machinery for the disposition of such disputes, 
such as boards of adjustment to be appointed by the carriers 
and their employees, a federal board of mediation, and 
boards of arbitration to be chosen as provided by the Act, 

• Act of October 15, 19'4. 38 Stat. L 730, Section 10. 
t 44 Stat. L 577. 
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,but also prescribes in detail the procedure to be followed in 
the adjustment of the disputes. 1£ a dispute is not otherwise 
adjusted, the Act authorizes the appointment of an emergency 
board to investigate and report within thirty days respecting 
suC;h dispute, and imposes upon both carriers and employees 
the duty of preserving the status quo until thirty days after 
such board has made its report. The Act is, therefore, 
clearly such a complete assertion of federal jurisdiction over 
the subject of the settlement of industrial disputes of inter
state railroads as to prevent the exercise of state power to 
regulate this subject. The Act is so new that no Supreme 
Court decision thus interpreting its effect upon state power 
has been rendered, but it can be asserted with confidence that 
the states may not regulate this subject in view of the many 
decisions relating to other federal laws. 

This review of federal legislation shows that the reserved 
powers of the states, which survived the adoption of the 
Constitution, have suffered severely from the exercise of the 
federal powers created by that instrument. The chapter 
will now be summarized by an enumeration of the most 
important limitations upon state powers resulting from the 
enactment and operation of laws of the United States affect
ing interstate carriers. 

The common-law obligation of carriers to render interstate 
transportation service at reasonable rates, formerly enforce
able in the state courts, has been superseded by a similar 
statutory obligation imposed by the Interstate Commerce 
Act which cannot be enforced with respect to charges made 
in accordance with published tariffs until the Interstate Com
merce Commission has rendered its decision concerning their 
reasonableness. The states cannot prescribe the general 
level of intrastate rates, nor even prescribe particular intra
state rates for transportation over which the Interstate Com-
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merce Commission has assumed jurisdiction by orders pro
tecting the interstate commerce of particular shippers or 
localities from discrimination. They are powerless to es
tablish and enforce any rule defining the carriers' liability for 
the safe transportation and delivery of interstate freight 
shipments. State statutes imposing penalties for failure to 
render prompt or non-discriminatory transportation ser
vice upon reasonable request are ~ot enforceable with respect 
to interstate shipments, if they were enacted subsequent to 
the Hepburn Act of 1906, and earlier state statutes of this 
character may not be applied to such shipments if their en
forcement requires an administrative determination of the 
justice and reasonableness of the carriers' regulations and 
practices. The power of the states to regulate intrastate 
transportation service is subordinate to lawful orders of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission regulating such matters 
as car distribution and the use of facilities, concerning which 
any effective rule must be equally applicable to both interstate 
and intrastate traffic. This power is further limited by the 
provisions of federal law which prevent a state from author
izing or requiring a railroad engaged in interstate commerce 
to extend its lines or from prohibiting the abandonment of 
parts of its lines, even when the extension or continued 
operation is desired solely for intrastate traffic. State power 
to require adequate facilities for intrastate commerce is also 
distinctly crippled by the necessity of obtaining federal 
authority for the issue of securities to finance improvements. 
Various subjects relating to public safety have been with
drawn from the field of state regulation. These include the 
equipment of cars and locomotives of interstate railroads with 
safety devices, the standards of inspection with which these 
locomotives must comply, the use of automatic train-control 
devices on such railroads, and the hours of service of employ
ees engaged in the movement of interstate trains. To this 



FEDERAL LAWS AFFECTING STATE POWER 36 l 

list should also be added the regulation of the civil liability. 
of railroads to their employees for failure to comply with 
federal laws enacted to promote safety, and for the injury 
or death of employees engaged in interstate commerce result
ing from any cause. Among the most important restraints 
upon state power to regulate the finances and management 
of interstate railroads are those it;nposed by laws of the United 
State~ asserting jurisdiction, inconsistent with the further 
exercise of state authority, over their accounts, their issue of 
capital securities, the pooling of traffic or revenues, consoli
dation, interlocking directorates, their business dealings in 
purchasing supplies and contracting for construction or 
maintenance, and the settlement of industrial disputes with 
their employees. 

This formidable array of limitations upon state power is 
not, of course, a complete summary of the present situation. 
It is merely supplementary to the restraints resulting from 
the original constitutional grant of federal commercial powers 
which have been discussed in the preceding chapters. The 
combined effect of the Constitution itself as interpreted by 
the United States Supreme Court and of the legislative and 
administrative acts of federal authorities in pursuance of 
constitutional powers is encountered throughout the entire 
field of regulation of carriers engaged in interstate com
merce. The resulting situation has aroused a demand for 
amendments to federal laws which will permit a broader 
exercise of the states' reserved powers. \Ve a~e now in a 
position to outline the present distribution of state and fed
eral power. to point out the possibilities for a readjustment 
of this distribution, and to call attention to some of the pend
ing proposals to remove restraints upon state authority. 
This will be the subject of the concluding chapter. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE PRESENT DISTRIBUTION OF POWER AND 

PROPOSED CHANGES 

WE have in the continental United States a net-work of 
more than a quarter of a million miles of railroad lines 
which the United States Supreme Court has called a "na
tional railway system ".' The unity implied in this term is 
a unity of function, not of organization. That function, 
which this entire system unites in performing, is the trans
portation of passengers and freight from state to state. 
From the standpoint of ownership, management and opera
tion the system is composed of several hundred separate 
units many of which do not cross state lines, but must be 
regarded as a part of the national system because of their 
participation with connecting roads in the continuous trans
portation of passengers and freight between points in dif
ferent states. 

Facts and circumstances which affect the interstate com
merce of anyone of these separate units or their combined 
capacity to provide adequate interstate transportation are 
now regarded as matters of national concern which justify 
the exercise of the constitutional power of Congress to reg
ulate commerce between the states, or to make such laws as 
are necessary and proper for the execution of this power. 
Subject to the provision of the Fifth Amendment prohibit
ing the taking of liberty or property without due process of 
law, the power of Congress an,d its subordinate agencies to 
regulate the affairs of each unit of the national system of 

1 Railroad Commission of Wisconsin v. Chicago, B. '" Q. R. R. (1922), 
251 U. S. 563, 585. 
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transportation is without substantial limitation if a reason
ably close connection can be ,established between the pro
posed federal regulation and commerce between the states. 
Very few of the problems arising in the regulation of these 
roads are wholly unrelated to their interstate commerce. 
The same facilities ,and equipment are used for both inter
state and intrastate traffic. Therefore, the regulation of 
their use'in intrastate commerce usually has a direct bearing 
on the road's capacity as an interstate carrier. The same 
treasury supplies the funds for rendering each class of ser
vice. Therefore, any regulation which augments or depletes 
that treasury is reflected in the financial ability of the road 
to provide adequate and efficient interstate transportation. 

These direct relations between interstate and intrastate 
transportation are the basis of the recent decisions sustain
ing federal regulation of railroad operations which are pri
marily intrastate. The most extreme are those which held 
that the Interstate Commerce Commission may prescribe the 
general level of intrastate rates and authorize an interstate 
railroad to abandon local service on a branch located wholly 
within one state. But federal power to regulate the affairs 
of these railroads is not absolutely unlimited. It is impos
sible to trace a substantial connection between some kinds 
of regulation and interstate commerce. This may be said 
of the adjustment of the relations between particular intra
state rates with which federal authorities may not interfere 
if it is made without disturbing the aggregate revenue from 
intrastate operations and without discrimination against 
particular interstate traffic. The O>urt has also held that 
O>ngress may not regulate the general rule of liability for 
the injury or death of employees not engaged in interstate 
operations because interstate commerce is not affected 
thereby! This decision, however, was rendered nearly 

, E_t/o,.,-$' l.iability CIUU (1g08), flO'/ u. s. 463. 
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twenty years ago, before the intimate relation between intra
state operations and interstate commerce had been fully 
recognized. If statistics could be presented to prove that 
the careless operation of interstate trains caused many cas
ualties to employees not engaged in interstate commerce, a 
very strong argument could be made to sustain federal 
power to impose a strict rule of liability applicable thereto, 
just as federal regulation of liability to such employees for 
injuries resulting from defective safety appliances has been 
sustained. The subjects concerning which federal regula
tion of interstate railroads is not permitted are, however, 
comparatively unimportant. The fact that a railroad is a 
part of the national railway system means that the federal 
government has power, not only to prescribe the terms and 
conditions upon which it shall transport passengers and 
freight between the states, but also to regulate the vast 
majority of its other affairs because they have a substantial 
relation to its capacity as an interstate carrier and the char
acter and efficiency of its interstate transportation service. 

The constituent units of the national railway system have 
been most comprehensively regulated by Congress and we, 
therefore, have numerous Supreme Court decisions giving 
this broad interpretation of federal power to regulate rail
roads. The fact that other classes of interstate carriers are 
not subject to the provisions of much of the federal legisla
tion does not, however, indicate the absence of federal power 
to exercise the same degree of control over them. When 
Congress finds that the protection of commerce between the 
states requires similar regulation of carriers other than rail
roads engaged in such commerce, we may confidently expect 
that its power to impose such regulation will be sustained. 
The same principle that has been applied to the power of 

. Congress to regulate railroads engaged in interstate com
merce is equally applica\>le to common carriers operating 
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{lver the public highways, by water or by air. Any of their 
affairs which 1Ulve a substantial relation to their interstate 
transportation service are subject to such federal control as 
Congress in the exercise of its legislative discretion may 
find necessary and proper for the effective regulation of 
interstate commerce. 

State action affecting any part of the national railway 
system must run the gauntlet of several tests to establish its 
validity. These tests may be put in the form of questions 
concerning a state law or order as follows: 

I. Does it conflict with the express provisions of valid 
federal laws or orders? 

2. Does it conflict with an implied intention of Congress 
to assume exclusive control of the subject to which it 
relates? 

3. Does it regulate interstate commerce? 
4. Does it regulate a subject which requires a single, uni

form rule or plan of regulation? 
S. Does it burden interstate commerce? 

An affirmative answer to either of the first two questions 
immediately condemns the proposed state action. But if it 
is not found to conflict with valid federal legislation, we may 
then proceed to the question whether the state law or order 
regulates interstate commerce. At this point we have the 
highly convenient and elastic rule that some forms of state 
action incidentally affect interstate commerce without being 
a. regulation thereof. If the law or order may be thus 
characterized, it is valid. But when we are constrained to 
call it a regulation of interstate commerce, we must apply 
the fourth and fifth tests. If the subject is a part of the 
general subject of interstate commerce which requires a 
single uniform rule or plan of regulation, the state action 
must be condemned. Where, however, the subject perInits 
.of diversity of regulation adapted to local conditions, as in 
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the case of switching service, the fact that a state is regu
lating interstate commerce does not invalidate its action. 
In such a case we may proceed to the final test, and the state 
law or order may be sustained if the regulation imposed 
thereby does not amount to a burden. 

This outline of the theory of the validity of state laws 
or orders affecting interstate carriers contains several very 
elusive terms and distinctions. The determination of the 
implied intention of Congress to assume exclusive control 
of a subject, the distinction between regulations of interstate 
commerce and state action only incidentally affecting that 
subject, the necessity for uniformity of regulation, and the 
difference between a regulation and a burden all permi t the 
widest exercise of discretion in judicial interpretation. In 
applying such a list of abstract tests it is inevitable that the 
Court should be greatly influenced by its own views con
cerning the advisability of permitting particular forms of 
state regulation, which in turn depend upon its interpretation 
of economic facts. When the intention of Congress is not 
unequivocally expressed, state action is often sustained or 
condemned according to the Court's judgment of the extent 
to which local necessity justified interference with interstate 
commerce in view of the particular facts and circumstances 
in the case. The statement of abstract rules is, therefore, a 
very inadequate guide to definite knowledge of the present 
scope of state power. The existing situation cannot be de
scribed even in outline without specific reference to partic
ular kinds of regulation. 

In spite of these various barriers to the exercise of state 
power, the national railway system is still subject to a very 
substantial amount of state control. If a shipper believes 
that the rates charged for intrastate shipments give undue 
preference or advantage to his local competitors, he may 
apply to his state commission for relief which may be given 
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if it does not change the general level of intrastate rates nor 
cause discrimination against interstate shippers. The rail
roads must obey state laws or orders prescribing the fre
quency and character of intrastate passenger service unless 
they interfere unreasonably with interstate transportation. 
Interstate passenger trains may be required by state author
ity to stop at designated points when necessary to provide 
adequate service to other points in the same state. The use 
of existing tracks and equipment may be regulated by the 
states to protect the public needs for intrastate freight ser
vice provided that the state regulation does not conflict with 
service orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The states may authorize or require the construction or con
tinued operation of spur, industrial, team, switching or side 
tracks, wholly within one state, even for the purpose of 
interstate transportation. They may also order the con
struction of minor station facilities required for intrastate 
traffic, but their power in this respect does not extend to 
improvements made by one road for the use of other roads,
requiring relocation of main line track, or involving the issue 
of capital securities. 

Although Congress has assumed exclusive control of 
safety devices on locomotives and cars, the installation of 
automatic train control, the hours of service of employees 
engaged in the movement of interstate trains, and the trans
portation of explosives, other forms of safety regulation 
may be prescribed by the states. The national railway sys
tem is forcibly reminded of the existence of state power to 
require the protection or elimination of grade crossings by 
the numerous state laws relating to this subject which im
pose sta.,oogering financial burdens upon the railroads. Other 
permissible forms of state safety regulation are full-crew 
laws, laws regulating the hours of service of employees not 
engaged in the movement of interstate trains, building and 
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fire codes applicable to their fixed structures, and factory 
laws which must be observed in their shops. The states 
may also regulate the liability of railroads for the death or 
injury of employees not engaged in interstate commerce 
except in cases arising from violation of federal safety laws. 

As practically all railroads are operated by corporations 
deriving their existence and powers from state charters, 
state control of their corporate affairs is still very extensive. 
They must observe the conditions and provisions of their 
charters and the general provisions of the corporation laws 
of the states of their incorporation, unless they are con
strained to do otherwise by some valid federal law or order. 
The states may thus regulate, in the absence of conflicting 
federal action, such matters as the forms of business in 
which a corporation may engage, the corporate organization, 
the rights of stockholders, the time, place and manner of 
holding corporate meetings, the number and qualifications 
of directors, the publicity of corporate records, the form 
and contents of reports, and many other details of manage
ment. With respect to the corporate powers to issue secur
ities and to acquire control of other railroads, the present 
status of a state's control of the railroad corporations it 
creates is somewhat confused. It is clear that neither of 
these powers may be exercised without federal approval, and 
that both may be exercised with federal approval notwith
standing conflicting provisions of state laws. But the exer
cise of a power implies its existence, and unless the Inter
state Commerce Act is interpreted as authorizing the Com
mission to create corporate powers not otherwise existing, a 
state grant of corporate power to issue the class of securities 
authorized by the Commission or to purchase stock, lease or 
otherwise contract for control of other railroads seems a 
prerequisite to such action. Another important power still 
subject to state control is that of eminent domain. The 
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states may still prescribe the terms and conditions undeE 
which a railroad, may acquire private or public property o~ 
the use thereof for the construction and. operation of its line. 

In the field of taxation the national railway system is 
particularly sensitive to the fact that a very large measure 
of state power stilI remains. Wrom reading the numerous 
decisions refusing to sustain various forms of state taxation; 
one might obtain the impression that the taxing power of 
the state is seriously crippled so far as interstate carriers are 
concerned. This is not the case. The number and variety 
of valid forms of taxation are quite sufficient to make the 
national railway system one of the most fruitful sources of 
revenue for the states. They may impose property taxes on 
all property within their borders, including not only real 
estate and tangible personal property, but also those intan
gible elements of value which result from use of property 
'within the state as part of a general system of interstate and 
intrastate transportation. They may tax' the net income 
attributable to operations, both interstate and intrastate, 
within the taxing state. They may tax the gross receipts 
derived from intrastate trafli.c .. They may tax the exercise 
of the franchise to be a corporation granted by the taxing 
state provided that the tax is not measured by the volume 
of interstate traffic. They may even tax the privilege of 
doing intrastate business in the taxing state exercised by 
corporations created by other states subject to the restriction 
that such a tax must not be measured by elements not 
directly subject to the jurisdiction of the taxing state, such 
as property or business transacted beyond its borders, or the 
volume of interstate traffic. 

Federal poWell has been most extensively exercised and in 
consequence state powers have been most restricted with 
respect to steam railroads, and the electrically operated parts 
of steam railroads, which are engaged in interstate com-
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merce, either by actually transporting passengers and freight 
across state lines, or by participating with their connections 
in continuous transportation between points in different 
states. Yet carriers of this class are subject to all the forms 
of state regulation which have just been enumerated. In 
addition thereto other state powers are found to exist in the 
regulation of other classes of carriers engaged in interstate 
transportation. 

State certificates of necessity and convenience may be re
quired for the construction, operation or abandonment of 
street, suburban, or interurban electric railways not operated 
as part of a general steam-railroad system. This power 
cannot be exercised to exclude an electric railway from en
tering a state solely for interstate traffic, but in the vast 
majority of cases an electric railway cannot live without 
intrastate traffic and, therefore, the construction, extension 
01" abandonment of the lines of this class of carriers is sub
ject to comprehensive state regulation even when they are 
engaged in interstate commerce. The states may also re
quire a carrier engaged in interstate transportation by motor 
vehicle over the public highways to obtain a state certificate 
of necessity and convenience before operating intrastate ser
vice as a common carrier. State power to require a certifi
cate of necessity and convenience for the operation of intra
state service is, as a practical matter, less effective in the 
regulation of motor-vehicle carriers than in the regulation 
of electric railways. The carrier by motor vehicle finds it 
far less difficult to avoid this form of state regulation by 
confining his operations to interstate traffic. He is not com
pelled to bear the entire burden of the construction and 
maintenance of the permanent way on which he operates, a 
burden, which in the case of electric railways, usually re
quires some contribution from intrastate traffic. 

• The states also possess very comprehensive power to reg-
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ulate the charges for intrastate transportation by street elec
tric railways, motor vehicles, and interurban railways not 
engaged in the general transportation of freight, even when 
the same carriers are also engaged in interstate commerce. 
The general level of the intrastate charges of these classes of 
carriers is still subject to state regulation because Congress 
has not inc;1uded them in the rate-making policy prescribed 
by Section Isa of the Interstate Commerce Act under which 
the Interstate Commerce Commission has required intra
state charges to conform with the interstate rate structure. 

Some economic effects of the distribution of power be
tween the state and federal governments should be pointed 
out. Foremost among these is the increased financial sta
bility which proceeds from unification of regulation. There 
are many factors affecting the financi~ capacity of railroads 
to provide adequate transportation facilities and to render 
efficient service commensurate with public demand. A rail
road may find itself financially embarrassed by low rates, 
high operating costs, high taxation, or requirements of un
productive additions or improvements. If none of these 
factors were subject to a uniform plan of regulation, a rail
road operating in several states would find its earning capac
ity and credit fluctuating with diverse and conflicting poli
cies of the various states in which it operates concerning such 
matters as the rate of return which it should be permitted 
to earn, the value of the property to which the rate of return 
should be applied and its obligations to extend or improve 
its service. Under these circumstances the investor would 
have less confidence in railroad securities than if he believed 
that his investment would receive the protection of a uni
form plan of regulation. To the extent that the present 
distribution of power assures a uniform plan of regulation. 
it. therefore. strengthens the ability of the railroads to obtain 
capital funds without which needed facilities cannot be pro
vided. 



372 POWER TO REGULATE INTER$TATE CARRIERS 

It must not be supposed that all the factors affecting credit 
and earning capacity are subject to a single uniform control. 
The cost of operation in most respects is unregulated, the 
aggregate amount paid in taxes varies with the taxing policy 
of the various states in which each railroad operates, and 
the states still have the power to require some forms of 
capital expenditures, such as the protection or elimination of 
grade crossings, which are to a large extent unproductive 
from the standpoint of railroad finance. Notwithstanding 
the absence of uniform regulation- of these factors, the Inter
state Commerce Commission can give substantial protection 
to the credit and earning capacity of interstate railroads 
through its powers' to regulate the aggregate amount of 
revenue received from all traffic, both interstate and intra
state, to prohibit unproductive extensions of the main line 
or branches either by construction or by acquisition of other 
roads, to authorize the abandonment of existing portions of 
the line, and to prevent the issue of securities in circum
stances detrimental to the credit of the roads. The exercise 
of these po~ers, and in particular the power to regulate the 
general level of rates, may be used to offset drains upon the 
treasury of a railroad resulting from such causes as high 
operating costs, high taxation, and expensive grade-crossing 
improvements. We must recognize, however, that federal 
power to promote financial stability is not unlimited. Both 
political and economic considerations tend to restrict the use 
of the power to regulate rates as a means of augmenting 
aggregate revenues. The shipping public is not disposed to 
acquiesce without protest in substantial increases of their 
payments for transportation, and can exert very powerful 
political pressure to influence congressional action. "What 
the traffic will bear" also must be considered. There is a 
point beyond which rates cannot be profitably increased, 
particularly in the case of commodities of low value in pro-
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portion to weight or bulk where transportation charges rep
resent a large part of the final cost to the consumer. When 
rates are raised beyond this point, the traffic diminishes in 
volume or disappears and net earnings are consequently cur
tailed. But these restrictions on the exercise of federal 
power do not prevent its being a very effective instrument 
for the protection of railroad credit and earning capacity. 
Without detracting from the part efficient management has 
played, we must recognize that the present financial stability 
of our national railway system is to a considerable extent 
attributable to the concentration in the Interstate Commerce 
Commission of power to regulate rates, construc'Uon and 
abandonment, and the issue of securities, and to the exten
sion of such regulation to the intrastate operations of inter
state railroads. 

Another effect of the present distribution of power is the 
protection of interstate traffic from discriminatory state 
action. One of the fundamental principles of our federal 
commercial system is freedom of trade between the states. 
This principle would clearly be violated by the imposition of 
duties upon commodities crossing state lines. But from the 
purely economic standpoint the freedom of interstate 'trade 
would be just as much restricted by a situation in which an 
intrastate shipper pays five dollars a ton less than his inter~ 
state1:Olllpetitor for the transportation of the same com
modity the same distance to the same market, as by the im
position of a duty of five dollars a ton at the state line. 
The federal government has power to restrain the states 
from creating or maintaining any such discrimination. This 
is the principle of the Shreveport decision' and is given 
statutory expression in Section 13, paragraph (4), of the 
Interstate Commerce Act. 

'H_. B. ctw. T. "R3. .,. UIlimI S_ (1914), -:14 u. S. 34'L 
S .. pp. 1»-14lt, .. ,... 
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The freedom of trade between the states is further pro
moted by the prevention of multiple regulation of the terms 
and conditions upon which interstate transportation service 
is rendered. An extreme illustration is afforded in the case 
of commodities moving by rail between the North Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts. Even by the most direct routes such 
traffic must enter at least nine different states. In exercising 
its power to prescribe a uniform rule of regulation of this 
traffic, the Interstate Commerce Commission has found the 
utmost difficulty in satisfying the sectional demands of the 
various localities through which it passes. It needs no elab
oration 'of argument to show that the movement of this 
traffic would be very materially hampered if each of the 
nine states had power to prescribe the rates and classifica
tions applicable to the part of the haul within its borders, 
and the character and specifications of the equipment used 
for its transportation. 

An exceedingly one-sided presentation of the situation 
would be given if only these economic benefits derived from 
the present distribution of power were pointed out and no 
reference were made to its unfavorable aspects. The over
whelming burden of responsibility which is now placed upon 
the Interstate Commerce 'Commission tends to impair the 
efficiency of regulation. It is not necessary to give a com
plete list of its statutory duties to show that it is unreason
able to expect prompt and careful consideration of all mat
ters referred to it. An enumeration of a few of its more 
important functions will suffice for that purpose. It must 
hold hearings and render decisions on complaints alleging 
violation of the Interstate Commerce Act, on new schedules 
of rates which have been suspended pending investigation, 
on applications for certificates of convenience and necessity 
covering proposed construction, extension or abandonment, 
on applications for authority to issue securities, and on appli-
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cations for authority for a road to acquire control of other 
roads. Legislation will probably be enacted at the next ses" 
sion of Congress enlarging the power of the Commission 
with respect to the consolidation of interstate railroads. It 
must supervise the regulation of the general level of rates 
throughout the country to provide the fair return contem
plated by Section 15a of the Interstate Commerce Act, and 
in this connection it has to conduct long and complicated 
investigations such as those resulting from the applications 
of the western railroads for increased rates, and from the 
Hoch-Smith resolution of January 30, 1925,' requiring an 
investigation of the rate structure with a view to· making 
readjustments as between various localities, classes of traffic 
and classes of commodities, with particular reference to the 
existing depression in agriculture. It is required to enforce 
the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act for the re
capture of earnings in excess of a fair return and for the 
administration of the fund resulting from such recapture. 
It must supervise and prescribe the methods of accounting 
for interstate railroads, which entails complicated work, such 
as that involved in the recent re-classification of carriers' 
accounts and the order concerning the establishment of d~ 
preciation reserves. In 1913 the Commission was charged 
with the duty of making a complete valuation of the prop
erties of the railroads subject to its jurisdiction, which has 
demanded the constant attention of the Commission for 
fourteen years, which has not yet resulted in a final valua
tion of any large railroad system, and which in its nature 
can never be completed because of the necessity of constant 
revision occasioned by additions, improvements and reti~ 
ments. It is charged with the enforcement of the various 
federal laws for the promotion of safety such as the Hours 
of Service Act, the Safety Appliance Acts, the Boiler In-

• 4J Stat. L. Sot. 
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spection Act, and the provisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Act concerning automatic train-control devices. It must de
cide applications for permission for a person to hold a posi
tion as officer or director of more than one carrier. It must 
execute various provisions of the Qayton Anti-Trust Act 
relating to interstate carriers including the supervision of 
dealings with other corporations having the same officers. 
Some idea of the volume of work which all this entails may 
be obtained f.rom a statement in the annual report of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission for the year ending Octo
ber 31, 1926, that 1524 formal complaints were filed with 
the Commission during the year covered by the report, and 
that the Commission decided 1035 cases so arising! The 
hearing and decision of complaints is only one of the many 
functions which have been enumerated. During the same 
year the Commission conducted 1584 hearings and took 
over 300,000 pages of testimony.· 

It should be clear from this statement of the volume of 
the Commission's work that it is physically impossible for 
the Commissioners to give prompt and careful personal 
attention to the innumerable problems which require decision 
by them. To a very large extent this work must be dele
gated to subordinates. This is illustrated by the practice 
governing complaints of violations of the Interstate Com
merce Act. The hearings are usually conducted by an 
attorney-examiner who takes the testimony and prepares a 
tentative report for the adoption of the Commission. It is 
true that the parties may take exception to the examiner's 
report and may argue the matter before a division of the 
Commission sitting at Washington, but the fact remains that 
the findings and decision of the examiner frequently play an 
important part 'in determining the action of the Commission. 

'1 Interstate Commerct Commission, AKIIIMll Report, 11)Z6, Po 3J. 

"Ibid. 
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Another result of 'the concentration of regulatory power 
in the Interstate Commerce Commission is 'the delay inoh
taining final decision on complaints and 'other -proceedings 
brought before the Commission. The 1926 'report -of the 
Commission refers to a plan of "shortened 'procedure", 
which eliminates the taking of testimony and provides for 
decision on written memoranda offered by the parties. In 
cases handled in this way the Commission states that a de
cision is reached on an average of 455 days from the receipt 
of the complaint and 359 days from 'the receipt of 'the 
memorandum of facts,' It does not give figures for the 
time taken in disposing of cases in which testimony must be 
taken, but the average time in such cases presumably exceeds 
that in cases where the shortened procedure is used. In 
some matters expeditious disposition of proceedings is very 
vital, as where the development of new territory depends 
upon the prompt construction of railroad facilities. The 
possibility 'of delay in obtaining -federal authority for con
struction is shown by a recent decision of the Commission 
disposing' of six applications for certificates of neoessity and 
convenience to authorize the 'construction of new lines in 
'the South Plains of the Panhandle section of Texas." The 
first of these applications was filed July 20, 1923, on which 
hearings commenced in November of that year. The fina1 
decision of the Commission was not rendered until Novem
ber 8, 1926. It then authorized 'the construction of ap
proximately 200 Iniles of railroad pursuant to two of the 
applications, filed TeSpec:tively in April and July, 1925, on 
which hearings were held in July and October of that year, 
and denied the other four applications. It is not surprising 
that Senator Mayfield and 'Representative Jones, both of 

• Interstate Commaoce Commissicm, .4"""'" R.~ 1!I06. II- 50 
a Co_limo by Fori 'Worll """ D_ ·s","" 'J>1aiM R,. '(19'26), 

"iI' L C. C. 2330 
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Texas, have introduced bills to remove the requirement of a 
federal certificate of necessity and convenience for the ex
tension of railroads. 

A further result of the present centralization of power is 
that many questions which are primarily of local concern 
are decided by authorities not fully familiar with local needs 
and conditions. The intervention of a state line does not 
always give national importance to problems arising in con
nection with short-haul traffic which happens to cross that 
line. For example, the metropolitan areas of the cities of 
New York, Philadelphia, Chicago and St. Louis are inter
sected by state lines, but the regulation of transportation 
between points in those areas requires the most intimate 
knowledge of local conditions. It is too much to expect 
examiners or Commissioners to acqnire such knowledge, 
which should be the product of years of experience and ob
servation, from the consideration of the testimony in a single 
case. Furthermore, the exercise of federal power is now 
extended to many transactions, which geographically are 
purely intrastate, but have a substantial connection with 
transactions of interstate commerce. This relationship pre
sents a very real difficulty in balancing local needs against 
the interests of interstate transportation, and in many trans
actions in which local considerations are predominant there 
is danger that strangers to the situation will fail to appre
ciate the necessities of the case. This is one of the reasons 
urged for the restoration of state authority to authorize ex
tensions of interstate railroads to be located wholly within 
one state, and to prohibit the abandonment of their opera
tions for intrastate traffic, it being argued that in many cases 
the effect upon interstate commerce is insignificant as com
pared with local needs for intrastate service. 

The comment on the effect of the extreme concentration 
of power in the Interstate Commerce Commission is not in-
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tended in the least as a criticism of the Commission. The 
purpose is rather to point out the inherent defects of the 
system of regulation under which it acts. These defects 
could undoubtedly be removed by distributing some part of 
the power now exercised by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to state authorities, but in proposing any such ad
justment of our present distribution of power, careful con
sideration must be given to the possibility of losing the 
distinct benefits which flow from unified regulation. 

As a result of the rule that interstate transportation is in 
general a subject requiring a uniform, nation-wide plan of 
regulation which Congress alone may prescribe, the regula
tory process does not keep pace with the need for regulation. 
The states cannot act. Owing to the pressure of other duties 
Congress does not act. The result is often the absence of 
any regulatory policy. To the proponents of laisses-faire 
this is not without its bright side. It proves, however, em
barrassing at times even to the carriers themselves. An illus
tration is given by the present situation concerning inter
state motor-vehicle transportation over the public highways. 
At present such transportation is without regulation except 
that it is subject to the ordinary exercise of the state police 
power to protect health and safety. Any person or corpora
tion may establish interstate motor-vehicle service as a com
mon carrier without obtaining a certificate of necessity and 
convenience, and without being subject to any regulation 
of rates and service. In many localities there has resulted 
a situation of cut-throat competition by irresponsible car
riers. which has led to a demand for regulation, not only 
from the railroads whose traffic has suffered thereby, but 
also from responsible concerns operating motor vehicles. 
It is hoped that the present session of Congress will adopt 
appropriate legislation to remedy this situation. 

The long list of matters subject to state regulation, given 
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earlier in this chapter, should make it clear that the present 
distribution of power to regulate interstate carriers by no 
means eliminates the states. Many critics, however, believe 
that the effort to protect interstate commerce from state in
terference has gone too far. The criticism follows two gen
erallines of thought. The first relates to the administrative 
defects of extreme concentration of power in a single regu
latory body. It is possible to meet this criticism without a 
redistribution of state and federal power by the expedient 
of creating regional federal agencies which could relieve the 
Interstate Commerce Commission of much of its burden and 
would have the requisite knowledge of local conditions. 
The second line of criticism is political in the broadest mean
ing of that term, and necessarily demands a. redistribution 
of power. It is based on the contention that the rights of 
the states to regulate their own internal affairs are seriously 
threatened and that the fundamental conception of our fed

. eral system of government requires that the states should 
be permitted to exercise their sovereign powers in ways that 
are now barred by federal statute or by judicial interpreta
tion of the 'Constitution. When the barrier is interposed 
solely by federal statute, there is no serious difficulty atten
dant on its removal. In such a case the exercise of state 
power is now prohibited because it conflicts with the inten
tion of Congress as expressed in or implied from federal 
statutes. The obvious remedy is to repeal or to amend the 
statutes so as to make it clear that Congress does not intend 
to -restrict the exercise of state power conceded to exist in 
the absence of conflicting congressional action. But when 
the barrier arises from a United States Supreme Court de
cision declaring that the proposed exercise of state power is 
a regulation of a part of the subject of interstate commerce 
which requires a single and uniform plan of regulation, then 
the difficulties attending its removal are very serious. In· 



THB PRESENT DISTRIBUTION OF POWER 38,1 

some way the Court must be persuaded to recede· from· its 
view, either that the proposed exercise of state power is a 
regulation of interstate commerce, or that the subject re
quires uniformity of regulation. This suggests two lines of 
approach. One is to attempt to convince the Court that the 
hindrance to interstate commerce resulting from the pro
posed exercise of state power is so small as compared with 
the local necessities for its exercise that the measure is pri
marily a regulation of the internal affairs of the state which 
incidentally affects but does not regulate interstate com
merce. This effort may be successful· if accompanied by an 
accurate and convincing analysis of economic facts, not pre
viously presented to the Court, which will demonstrate that 
the actual interference with interstate commerce is insignifi
cant in comparison with the local benefits t9 be derived 
therefrom. The other line of approach is suggested by the 
Court's decisions sustaining the Webb-Kenyon Act. ~ Those 
decisions indicate that in some circumstances the Court will 
recede from its view that a particular subject of interstate 
commerce requires uniformity of regulation, if Congress in 
substance declares that the subject permits diversity of regu
lation as determined by the legislatures of the various states, 
In sustaining the Webb-Kenyon Act, the Court permitted 
the rule of regulation of the interstate transportation of in
toxicating liquor to vary with the laws of the states to which 
the liquor was consigned, notwithstanding its previous de
cisions that such transportation required uniformity of reg
ulation. This clearly suggests the possibility of enlarging 
the scope of state power to regulate other subjects by acts 
of Congress declaring that particular forms of interstate 
transportation, such as transportation by motor vehicles 
over the public highways, shall be subject to the require
ments of state law. 

• ClarIJ Dim/liJog Co. .... W_ Mary1a4 R:J. (1917), "4'1 u. S. 311: 
SCGboonI Air u... R:J. .... Norll c.....- (1917),34S U. S. ag8.. 
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Various proposals have been made to remedy the defects 
of the present adjustment of state and federal power. These 
may be roughly grouped in three classes as follows: 

I. To decentralize the administration of federal powers 
by the creation of regional federal agencies. 

2. To accomplish the same result by authorizing state 
authorities to act as federal agencies. 

3. To remove restraints upon state power by limiting 
the scope of federal regulation. 

The first class does not involve any readjustment of the 
present distribution of power between the state and federal 
governments. It has a place in this discussion, however, 
because it offers an alternative remedy for the evil of ex
treme centralization which is one of the chief grounds for 
demanding a'n enlargement of state power. A proposal of 
this character has been made by Walter M. W. Splawn, 
President and Professor of Economics at the University of 
Texas and former member of the Texas Railroad Commis
sion! To quote Professor Splawn: 

As a means of obtaining a more satisfactory organization for 
the regulation of interstate commerce, we should have a regional 
commission of three or five commissioners in each well defined 
freight territory. Six or seven such commissions might be re
quired from the outset. They could be given final jurisdiction 
over matters local to their regions. Appeal could be taken to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, somewhat as appeals 
are now taken from the lower courts to the Supreme Court. 
The details of the jurisdiction could be worked out in the in
terest of economy, the expedition of business, and the require
ments of justice. The expense would be very little more than 
that incurred under the present system, for the government 
spends about as much on the salaries of attorney-examiners and 

'Railway Age, November 27, 1926, pp. 1027, 1028. 
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their travelling expenses as would be required to maintain these 
regional commissions. . 

The great advantage of such an arrangement would be that 
the commissioners would themselves hear the testimony in the 
causes which they decide. They could better master the .prob
lems of a limited area than can the Interstate Commerce Com
mission as at present constituted. The regional regulatory body 
would be much closer to the people looking to it for relief and 
advice. Cases could be disposed of more promptly. The ex
pense for presenting complaints would be far less than under 
our present system. 

From these considerations it appears that it would be advis
able to amend the act to regulate commerce so as to provide for 
regional commissions and define the jurisdiction of such re
gional commissions, with a view to giving relief both to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and, more partiCUlarly, to 
the public. 

The advantages of this plan of decentralization, as com
pared with plans for utilizing state boards or commissions 
in the execution of federal powers, lie in the fact that a 
single regional body could decide many problems of a local 
character, but involving the interests of more than one state, 
which would require the cooperation of more than one state 
commission for determination, and in the further fact that 
the creation of regional federal commissions is not open to 
attack as an unconstitutional delegation of federal power. 
The chief objection to the plan is that it further multiplies 
the number of regulatory bodies which may participate in 
the control of interstate railroads. Commissioner Joseph B. 
Eastman of the Interstate Commerce Commission, in an 
address at the 1926 convention of the National Association 
of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, expressed the view 
that the solution of the problem of decentralization would 
not be found in regional commissions, but rather in the de
velopment of cooperation between the state and federal com-
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missions.1 This leads us to the second class of proposals 
which advocate the use of state boards and commissions as 
agencies of Congress in the execution of federal powers. 

The Interstate Commerce Act authorizes the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to confer with state commissions 
with respect to the relationship between rate structures and 
practices of carriers subject to both state and federal juris
diction, and to hold joint hearings with state commissions 
on any matters wherein it is empowered to act, and where 
the rate-making authority of a state is or may be affected 
by its action.' The Act also provides for giving notice of 
hearing to state authorities in applications to the Commis
sion for authority to issue securities and' for certificates of 
necessity and convenience.' The utmost effort has been 
made under the provisions of these sections to promote co
operation between state and federal authorities with very 
satisfactory results. The representatives of state commis
sions sit in various hearings with representatives of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and occasionaUy prelimi
nary inquiry is left to the state bodies. In a note to Mr. 
Justice Brandeis' opinion in Colorado v. United States, he 
points out that from the enactment of the Transportation 
Act of 1920 to February 18, 1926, 191 abandonment appli
cations were acted upon by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, of which 170 were granted; of these only 6 were 
granted contrary to the recommendations of state author
ities, and of 47 cases where state authorities made recom
mendations, the Commission acted in accordance therewith 
in 38 cases.' In the annual report of the Interstate Com-

1 National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioner .. 
p,.oceedings, 1926. p. 48-

• Section 13 (3). 

• Sections 1 ('9),2Oa (6) • 
• ('926),271 U. S. 1530 '67. 
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merce Commission for the year ending October 31, 1926, it 
was stated that a check of the Commission's records dis
closes that 27 state commissions cooperated with the federal 
commission in 51 rate cases in which interstate-intrastate 
rate relations were in some manner involved, 22 state com
missions cooperated in 44 construction and abandonment 
cases, and 6 in car-service cases.1 The cooperative pro
visions of the Interstate Commerce Act, however, give 
absolutely no authority to the state commissions, and the 
enforcement of their views concerning regulatory matters 
requires the acceptance of those views by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

In a bill introduced in 1925 by Senator Pittman," there 
is a provision to authorize the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to .. request any State commission, or State com
missioners representing more than one State commissiolT to 
hold a hearing for the commission in any proceeding pend
ing before said Interstate Commerce Commission, and to 
report recommendations or proposed findings for the dis
position of such proceeding". This provision would 
merely operate to transfer to state commissions part of the 
work now performed for the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion by attomey-examiners. It delegates no federal power 
to state authorities to make orders binding on the carriers, 
as their reports and recommendations would require confir
mation by the Interstate Commerce Commission before be
coming effective. It is, therefore, difficult to see how it 
would substantially reduce the burden of work to which the 
federal commissioners now give their personal attention, as 
the procedure would presumably be the same as that now 
followed by the commissioners after the filing of the reports 
and findings of the attomeY-eJ.-anUners who conduct the 

• P. I. 

• S. 7SS. introduced December S. 19l,5. 
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original hearings. Its advantage lies in the fact that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, in reaching its final con
clusions would have the benefit of the group opinion of a 
body of men who are presumably selected because of their 
long experience and familiarity with local conditions, in
stead of the opinion of one attorney-examiner not so well 
qualified to understand the issues involved in the case. 
Senator Pittman's bill contains other provisions, referred to 
later in this chapter, for a very material readjustment of 
state and federal power, but this particular provision merely 
extends the use of state commissions in an advisory capacity 
without giving them actual authority. 

In I920 Hon. George W. Anderson, Judge of the United 
States District Court for the District of Massachusetts, and 
former State Commissioner and Interstate Commerce Com
missioner, delivered a very significant address entitled "State 
Commissions as Regional Federal Commissions" to the 
National Association of Railway and Utilities Commission
ers.' In the course of this address he said: 

What is needed, now that the railroads are recognized as 
being essentially national in nature and function, is that there 
shall be a delegation by the Nation to the state officials of 
national power, together with a guarded but adequate right of 
review by the central national tribunal if and when the state 
commission really disregards national right and interests. It 
is not enough that the state commissions should, as of grace. 
exercising state powers and only state powers, be permitted to 
confer and cooperate (whatever those words may mean) with 
the national commission. Dealing with a problem which is in 
legal essence national, state commissions ought, if possible, to be 
given federal powers for local use. . . . 

Whether we like it or not, state functions as to railroad or-

I National Association of Railway and Utilities Commissioners, 
Proceedings. 1920, pp. 32·42. 
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ganization, administration and regulation are certain to diminish 
almost to the disappearing point. Practically, therefore, what I 
am trying to work out is a plan to keep in the hands of state 
officials a large part of the powers which they have hitherto 
exercised, by having those powers delegated to them from the 
real and ultimate source of railroad-control, to wit, the federal 
government ••.• 

Somewhat more concretely-I think the federal railroad 
statutes should provide that commutation rates around our large 
cities, the elimination of grade crossings, the details of local 
service as to the time and number of trains, and their stopping 
at stations, and the functions otherwise necessarily shortly to be 
deputed to local examiners 0 f the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, etc., should primarily be determined by the state public 
utility boards, acting for the federal government, with a guarded 
power of review or appeal to the Interstate Commerce Com
mission or to some division thereof if, and when, the local 
determination is found to involve, substantially, methods or 
practices or financial results of national moment. • . . More
over, the Interstate Commerce Commission should of its own 
initiative retain power, on certiorari or analogous method, to 
bring before it for review or modification any record of pro
ceedings before a state tribunal requiring, in the interests of 
uniformity or because of national prejudice, federal revision. 

Judge Anderson went at considerable length into the ques
tion whether federal power could legally be delegated to state 
officials in this way, and came to the conclusion that Con
gress may constitutionally empower, but may not compel, 
state commissions to perform federal functions concerning 
the regUlation of II. national transportation system. Any 
federal statute granting such authority to state officials must, 
therefore, provide for the contingency of their refusing to 
act thereunder, either at their own discretion or because of 
the provisions of state law. 

The plan thus suggested by J ud"oyc Anderson several years 
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ago is now of particular importance because of the growing 
demand that interstate transportation by motor vehicle over 
the public highways, particularly in the case of motor busses 
carrying passengers in competition with steam railroads, 
shall be subject to regulation. It is recognized that this 
character of traffic, even when it crosses a state line, pre
sents problems which are largely of a local nature and 
which would greatly add to the burden of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission if that body were required to attempt 
their solution. The demand for the use of state commis
sions in regulating interstate traffic of this character is, 
therefore, very strong. Mr. A. G. Patterson, President of 
the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commis
sioners, in addressing the 1926 convention of that body, 
said: 

Out of all the investigations and experience regarding motor 
vehicle regulation, it is becoming more and more apparent that 
existing local authorities should be employed as the agencies by 
which this regulation should be made effective. The peculiar 
nature of motor vehicle carriers, the fact that they must travel 
over highways provided largely by the states and counties and 
not over their own roadways, the fact that there will probably 
never be the same economic reasons for the ownership of such 
carriers or the operation thereof, to be consolidated or vested 
in one person, firm or corporation, operating across many states, 
and the manifest necessity for closer supervision than rail car
riers require in order to protect the lives of the public and of 
passengers of such vehicles; these characteristics indicate not 
only that the states can best perform the task of regulating this 
traffic, but that effective regulation in this field is well nigh 
impossible if performed by a single national body.' 

A bill introduced by Representative Denison of Illinois 
to regulate interstate commerce by motor vehicles operating 

1 National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners. 
Proceeding,. 1926, p. II. 
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as common carriers on the public highways seeks to make 
use of state commissions as agencies of Congress in the 
administration of such regulation.1 This bill proposes the 
exercise of federal power to prescribe the substantive rules 
of regulation applicable to interstate motor-vehicle transpor
tation. It does not suggest the delegation to state legisla
tures of any power to prescribe these rules of regulation. 
The authority which it seeks to confer upon state commis
sions is a purely administrative authority for carrying into 
effect the substantive provisions of federal law. Thus the 
bill provides that a carrier subject to its provisions must 
obtain a certificate that the public convenience and necessity 
requires its operation in interstate commerce and prescribes 
the criteria for determining whether the granting of a cer
tificate is so required; the state commissions are merely en
trusted with the administrative discretion of determining 
whether public convenience and necessity requires the grant
ing of the certificate. The bill requires that the carrier shall 
furnish bonds with adequate corporate security binding the 
obligors to pay judgments arising out of the death or injury 
to passengers. or injury to other persons or property as the 
result of negligent acts. and the state commissions are en
trusted with the administrative discretion of determining the 
amount of such bonds. The bill requires that charges shall 
be just. reasonable and non-discriminatory. and provides for 
the administrative determination of the justice or reasonable
ness of rates by a joint board composed of representatives 
of each state where any part of the service COvered by the 
charge is performed. Provision is made for the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to act in place of any state commis-
sion which fails to file notice that it is prepared to act as 
authorized by the bill. The Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion is given jurisdiction to hear and finally determine ap-

I H. R. 's606. introduced December 22, .g06. 



POWER TO REGULATE INTERSTATE CARRIERS 

peals from any action by state commissions or joint boards 
under the provisions of the bill. It is thus apparent that the 
purpose of the bill is to apply federal law, not state law, to 
interstate motor-vehicle transportation, and that the ,state 
commissions consenting to act under its provisions would be 
administrative agents of the federal government. 

Is this an unconstitutional delegation of federal power? 
The precise question has not been decided by the United 
States Supreme Court because no such bill has yet been 
passed. Attention, however, may be called to two carefully 
considered expressions of opinion to the effect that such use 
of state commissions to administer federal law is constitu
tional. One of these is by Judge Anderson and is found in 
his address, " State Commissions as Regional Federal Com
missions ", to which previous reference has been made.' 
The other is by Mr. Alfred P. Thorn, General Counsel, Asso
ciation of Railway Executives, and is contained in his testi
mony at the Interstate Commerce Commission motor-trans
port investigation at Washington, D. c., on October 27, 
1926.' The argument for the validity of this plan of regu
lation will be briefly outlined. Congress may not delegate 
its power to make laws, but it may make a law to delegate 
a power to determine some fact or state of things upon which 
the law makes, or intends to make, its own action depend.' 
It is impracticable for Congress itself to prescribe detailed 
regulations which will be adaptable to all the varied facts 
and circumstances that arise in the administration of federal 
law. It may accordingly confer administrative functions 
upon an agent acting under the provisions of federal law to 
fill in the details of regulation! This is what Congress has 

1 See pp. 386-387, supra. 
t A transcript of this testimony appears in Railway Age~ Motor Trans

porI Seenod, Nov. Zl, 1926, pp. 1072-1076 • 

• Union Bridge Co. v. U .. iled S'.'es (1907), 204 u. S. 364. 383 • 

• U"iled Slales v. Grimalld (1911),220 U. S. 506. 
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done in authorizing the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
regulate the charges, service and other details of manage
ment of interstate carriers. The delegation of congressional 
power involved in proposed legislation, such as the Denison 
bill, would, therefore, clearly be constitutional if the agents 
to administer its provisions were federal appointees. But 
there is no hard-and-fast rule that federal agents must be 
appointed by federal authority. The Court sustained the 
provisions of Section 5 of the Safety Appliance Act of 
1893 1 authorizing the American Railway Association to 
designate the standard height qf draw bars for freight cars.' 
The United States, where not prohibited by a state, may use 
state courts, Judges, and other officials. in the enforcement 
of federal law.' State officers have been permitted to par
ticipate in the enforcement of federal laws relating to the 
return of fugitive slaves, compulsory military service in 
both the Civil and World Wars, eminent domain proceed
ings, the naturalization of aliens, and the liability of em
ployers for death or injury to their employees. A. convinc
ing argument is, therefore, made that no illegal delegation 
of federal power is involved in the use of state appointees 
to perform administrative functions in the regulation of in
terstate commerce. 

We now tum to the third class of proposals which con
template the removal of restraints upon state power by limit
ing the scope of federal regulation. For some years past 
the National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commis
sioners has adopted at its annual conventions a series of 
resolutions proposing the amendment of the Interstate Com- . 
merce Act to curb federal interference with the exercise of 

1 87 Stat. 1.. 531. 
a St. LotI;:,I. M. 6- S. Ry. T. Taylor (Igdl), 210 u. S. 281. 

a See SlColId EMpI.YIn' Liobilily elmS (1912), II2J u. S. I, 55-511; 
Hall, elms 011 e .... tihono"'" Law ('913), Po 9S3. D. 2 and cas<:s ~ 
tikd. 
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state powers. The amendments proposed in these resolu
tions relate to a variety of subjects, including intrastate rates, 
state power to order additions and betterments, car service, 
certificates of convenience and necessity, and the rates and 
service of electric street railways. Various bills have been 
introduced at recent sessions of Congress which, if en
acted, would carry into effect some of the Association's 
recommendations. 

The most important of these proposals is intended to 
diminish the exercise of federal power to regulate the 
charges for intrastate transportation. The position of the 
National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commis
sioners is stated in resolutions repeatedly adopted by it 
which read as follows: 

Resolved: That we urge upon Congress immediate legislation 
which shall so amend the Interstate Commerce Act as clearly 
to define and limit the power of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission so that no intrastate rate may be changed or set aside 
without proof by competent evidence and upon findings of fact 
made, that the same injures a person or persons or a locality 
or localities engaged in interstate commerce to such an extent 
as seriously to diminish the business of such person or persons, 
or seriously to retard the growth and development of such 
locality or localities; and that no intrastate rate may be changed 
or set aside by the Interstate Commerce Commission except 
upon formal complaint by such person or persons, or by such 
locality or localities. 

Resolved: That it is the sense of this Association that the group 
plan of making rates, prescribed by said Section I sa is un
economic and unsound and that the attempt, under its provisions, 
to produce returns upon roads that are unable to earn returns 
themselves, has placed an unjust burden upon the business of the 
nation, from which it should be relieved by the immediate repeal 
of said Section Isa.' 

1 National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, 
ProctediKgs, 1925. p. 385. 
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If the recommendations of these resolutions were carried 
into effect, the power of the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to regulate the general level of intrastate rates would 
disappear because changes in the general level of rates 
throughout a state are ordinarily not necessary to protect 
particular persons or localities from discrimination, but are 
ordered for the purpose of executing the general rate
making policy prescribed by Section I sa. A bill introduced 
by Senator Pittman 1 is along the lines of the first resolution 
above quo~ed, but does not go quite so far as the Associa
tion's recommendation. Senator Pittman's bill distinguishes, 
as does the Association's resolution, between discrimina
tions against particular persons or localities engaged in in
terstate commerce and discrimination against interstate 
commerce as a whole. Concerning the former class of dis
crimination, both Senator Pittman and the Association 
recognize the necessity for the continued existence of fed
eral power to protect persons or localities engaged in inter
state commerce from discrimination arising from intrastate 
rates. The bill, however, would limit the exercise of this 
power by the following proviso: 

Provided, . That no rate, fare, charge, or classification or any 
regulation or practice with respect to rates, in intrastate com
merce, made or imposed by authority of any State, shall be 
changed or set aside unless the same shall be found, from com
petent evidence, to inj ure a person or persons, or a locality 
or localities, engaged in interstate commerce, to StICh (JJI exleftl 
as smously to diminish th. busin.ss of StICh pwson or per-soru, 
or'seriously to retard II" growtlt msd d6fJe/0pII .... t of StICh 
locality or 10calitWs, and tlnless th • .sa.... slaall also b. found, 
/rOtM COtllPdeftt nJid,tlU, to be unreasmsable Nfldw the traffic 
mid lrallS/'ortatiolt cONditioltS .xistillg "' StIch State, and undw 
hOIl,st, elfid""t, alld ecollOtltical tllallagenwnl and operatio ... -

I S. 758, introduced December 8, IgaS. 

• Italics mine. 
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The restriction upon federal power resulting from the itali
cized words is not contained in the Act as it now stands. 
An obvious implication from these words is that in cases 
where the intrastate rates in question are reasonably high, 
aside from the question of discrimination, the discrimination 
must"be removed, not by increasing intrastate rates, but by 
reducing interstate rates. With reference to federal power 
to remove discrimination against interstate commerce as a 
whole by ordering an increase in the general level of intra
state rates, the Association's recommendations would de
stroy this power entirely. But the Pittman bill also contains 
provisions relating to this power of the Interstate Com
merce Commission which would destroy it ouly when some 
regulatory or administrative body of the state has authority 
to adjust the intrastate rate structure from time to time as 
warranted by existing conditions. In other words, the Pitt
man bill would still leave full power in the Interstate Com
merce Commission in executing its rate-making policy pur
suant to the provisions of Section I sa, which would not be 
repealed by the bill, to order the increase of intrastate rates 
fixed by state statutes. The justification for this distinction 
lies in the fact that it is much easier to obtain a state com
mission order to increase rates as required by existing con
ditions than to persuade a state legislature to amend statutes 
by which rates are fixed. While the Pittman biII neither 
repeals nor amends Section I sa of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, it makes it impossible for federal authority to apply 
the rate-making policy prescribed by that section to intra
state rates in states having commissions clothed with the 
ordinary regulatory powers. 

The position of the state authorities as set forth in these 
resolutions adopted by state commissioners and in the Pitt
man bill, is in substance that the authority of state commis
sions over intrastate rates should be restored to the extent 
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that it existed prior to the Transportation Act of 1920, sub
ject, however, to federal power to remove substantial dis
criminations against particular persons or localities engaged 
in interstate commerce in accordance with the principles of 
the Shreveport decisions. The arguments for and against 
this position will be discussed under three headingg...:....,polit
lcal, economic and administrative. 

The political argument advanced by the states has for its 
basis the doctrine of .. states' rights JJ, with which we are 
familiar in many forms. The federal government is a go"," 
ernment of limited jurisdiction, possessing only those powers 
specifically granted to it by the people of the United States, 
and all powers not so granted are reserved to the states. 
These reserved powers have been held to include the police 
power to regulate local affairs so as to protect the health, 
morals and general welfare of the inhabitants of each state. 
Therefore, the state commissioners say the federal govern
ment is guilty of gross usurpation of state power when it 
dictates the fares and rates the New York Central Railroad 
shall charge between Syracuse and Utica-to choose a situa
tion as unrelated to interstate commerce as can possibly be 
found on an interstate railroad. 

Two criticisms shouid be considered with respect to the 
states' rights argument. First, does it not beg the question 
by presupposing that rates between Syracuse and Utica are 
purely matters of local concern? It seems to be rather badly 
shaken if it can be shown that the nation as a whole is con
cerned with such rates. In other words, is there a relevant 
political argument? When the question of states' rights is 
raised we seem to be driven at once into the realm of eco. 
nomies to determine whether vital national interests are not 
involved in such a problem. The second criticism is that 
the argument is inconsistent with the acceptance of the pnn.. 
ciple of the Shreveport decision. In accepting that principle 
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the states concede the right of the federal government to· 
regulate, for example, commutation fares from Yonkers to 
New York City, if they believe that such fares result in 
unjust discrimination against interstate commuters from. 
New Jersey, but at the same time the states deny that pos
sible injury to interstate shippers using the New York Cen
tral, which might arise if its earning capacity became unduly 
low, can give to federal authorities any right to say what 
should be charged for transportation between Syracuse and 
Utica. 

The basis of the economic argument stressed on the fed
eral side of the controversy is the fact that about one quarter 
of the gross revenue of railroads engaged in interstate com
merce is derived from traffic which does not cross state 
lines, and that the same facilities, such as tracks, yards, 
stations, locomotives and cars, must be used for both intra
state and interstate traffic. The physical separation of the 
two kinds of transportation is impracticable; it is only 
through the combined use of the same facilities that either 
class of traffic can be transported without enormous eco
nomic waste. This means that the return on capital invested 
in such facilities must be derived from both intrastate and 
interstate revenues. \Vhether there is single or multiple 
regulation of the charges of an interstate carrier, there is 
but a single final result of operations, the net railway oper
ating income. This, in the language of theory, is a function 
of many variables, such as labor costs, material costs, taxes, 
interstate rates and intrastate rates. The composite func
tion, the net railway operating income, must be sufficient to 
attract new capital required to expand the national trans
portation system to meet the growing national demand for 
transportation. Such expansion of facilities is clearly a 
matter of national concern. Therefore, it is argued, it is 
not only appropriate but necessary that the federal govern-
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.ment should have and exercise the. power to. override state 
authority when, in the judgment of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, intrastate traffic is ,not paying its fair 
share of the total transportation costs, including a fair return 
·on the value of property used in transportation service. 
Unless this is done, either one of two results must foIlow; 
tpe needed expansion of facilities must cease because the net 
{)perating income has fallen below the level necessary to 
attract new capital, or interstate rates must be raised so as 
to yield revenue in excess of their fair share of transporta
tion costs. Either of these results places an unjust burden 
on interstate commerce, which it is the duty of the federal 
.government to avert. 

But the states reply to this economic argument: We think 
the present basis of federal rate regulation is economically 
unsound and imposes an unreasonable burden on the com
·merce of the states. We do not accept the underlying prin
ciple of Section I sa which seeks to establish a general rate 
level, applicable to both prosperous and weak carriers, which 
will yield a fair return on the aggregate value of the prop
erty of all railroads in a given rate group. This principle 
.attempts to make transportation revenues in the aggregate 
-equal to the cost of service by all carriers in a grpup in-
-c1uding a fair return on the value of their properties. We 
contend that the cost of service by the weaker roads is not 
.a correct basis of rate regulation where it exceeds the eco
J10miC value of their services as measured by the rates at 
which similar traffic is profitably transported by their 
stronger competitors. Many of the weaker lines in each 
Tate-making group do not and can not render transportation 
·of sufficient value to produce what is called a fair return on 
the value of their property as computed by any of the com
monly accepted methods of valuation. Yet the rate-making 
policy prescribed by Section· I sa seeks to include such a re-
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tum .in the aggregate freight bill of the nation. Moreover,. 
Section 1 sa does not attempt to give these weaker lines such 
a return, but does attempt to collect an amount equivalent 
thereto from shippers using other lines for both interstate 
and intrastate traffic. We, therefore, find that our residents 
shipping freight wholly within a single state and using the 
stronger lines of a rate group are compelled by a federal 
plan of rate-making to pay rates in excess of the amount 
necessary to yield a fair return to the railroads they patron
ize, for which excess no other shippers receive equivalent 
service. 

To illustrate, suppose a rate group consists of only two· 
roads, A and B, each with property valued at $100,000,000. 
The Commission, having decided that s:li % constitutes a 
fair rate of return, in accordance with Section 1 sa fixes 
general rate levels for the· group so that the aggregate net 
operating income of both roads is $II,sOO,ooo. But owing 
to its more favorable geographic situation, road A gets 
$7,500,000 of this net income and road B only $4,000,000. 
Thus the patrons of road A are paying $1,750,000 per 
annum in excess of the amount needed to yield a fair return 
to that road. Under the recapture provisions of the Trans
portation Act of 1920, none of this $r,750,000 is added to 
die net operating income of road B, although some of it is 
subject to recapture and is placed in a fund to be used for 
loans to railroads, or for the purchase of equipment to be 
leased to railroads. According to the state view, the pro
visions of Section Isa unjustly exact from the patrons of 
the stronger roads a sum in excess of the reasonable cost of 
the transportation services rendered to them, even when such 
cost is figured to include a fair return on the value of the 
property used in such service. This excess, the states argue, 
cannot be justified by the financial position of the weaker 
roads, not only because it is not actually added to thei r in-
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come, but also because no service of equivalent value is ren
dered by these weaker roads. The states thus desire a re
distribution of power which will enable them to protect intra
state shippers from the economic consequence of applying 
the policy 0 f Section I sa to intrastate rates. 

In addition to the objections to the principle of this rule 
of rate-making, another reason contributed to the deter
mined opposition by state authorities to federal regulation 
of the general level of intrastate rates. There was a wide
spread feeling on the part of state commissioners that the 
tentative valuations used by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission in 1920 were unduly liberal to the railroads in fix
ing the value of their property to be used for rate-making 
purposes and that the final valuations would be correspond
ingly high. Some of these critics then feared that the Com
mission would exceed the "original prudent investment" 
basis which they advocated, and in other respects would fail 
to conform with the views of the stricter authorities on this 
highly controversial problem of valuation. At the present 
time the valuation work of the Commission is under fire 
from the opposite direction and is criticized as conforming 
too closely to " original prudent investment" without giving 
sufficient weight to the present cost of reproducing the prop
erties. It now seenlS that the advocates of low valuations 
did not correctly forecast the attitude of the Commission, 
and that there was little basis for their fear that it would 
attempt to regulate the general level of intrastate rates in 
SUcll a way as to extort from intrastate shippers a return 
on non-existent property values. Nevertheless we still find 
critics of the Commission's methods who contend that its 
valuations are too high.' The fear that federal regulation 

t TM Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Copunission bas. rec=tly 
.ta~ that the Interstate Commerce Commission has o ....... n1U<d a 
group of roads operating in Minnesota by $40.000,000. See N .... York 
Bw";"9 P"", April S. 1927. 
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of intrastate rates will be based on excessive values has 
made many state authorities eager to regain the power to 
relieve intrastate traffic from a burden which to them ap
pears to be so unjust. The United States Supreme Court 
has not yet passed upon the valuation method of the Com
mission and may find that the use of values substantially 
less than the present cost of reproduction, as a basis for 
rate-making or recapture of excess earnings, constitutes a 
taking of property without due process of law. In that 
event, the Commission would be compelled to value the 
properties more nearly in accordance with the present cost 
of reproduction, which as a basis of valuation is exceedingly 
offensive to the advocates of " original prudent investment ". 
They would, however, gain little by a transfer of the power 
to regulate the general level of intrastates rates from the 
nation to the states, so far as the values used for rate
making are concerned, because the same principles which 
would prevent the use of low values by the federal govern
ment would also prevent their use by the states. 

Regardless of one's individual opinions concerning the 
principle of rate-making set forth in Section 15a, or the 
valuation being made by the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, it must be recognized that both are subjects upon which 
the views of reasonable men can and do vary widely. Views 

. will necessarily differ as to whether a given impediment to 
interstate commerce is economically justifiable, but there 
must be a master entrusted with the responsibility of de
cision, and our entire scheme of government imposes this 
responsibility upon Congress and not upon the several states, 
subject to the constitutional prohibitions against the taking 
of property without due process of law. The economic 
argument for federal control of intrastate rates, therefore, 
seems complete when it is shown that a decrease in such 
rates will in some measure impede interstate commerce and 
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our agreement or disagreement with the federal rate-making 
policy is aside from the point. 

The administrative argument for restoration of state 
power over intrastate rates is based upon the contentions 
that the problems arising therefrom are too numerous for 
anyone commission to hear and determine, and that it is 
impossible for a central\y located commission to obtain the 
knowledge of local conditions necessary for intelligent de
termination of many of the questions raised. Both of these 
contentions seem sound. It is, therefore, impracticable to 
deprive the state commissions of aU regulatory power over 
the intrastate rates of interstate carriers. The exercise of 
power by them is, however, not inconsistent with the exer
cise of the paramount authority of the federal government 
where the issue affects interstate commerce. This suggests 
that it may be wise to apply the principles of Judge Ander
son's plan and the Denison bilI, which would place the state 
commissions in substantially the same relation to the Inter
state COmmerce Commission as that of courts of original 
jurisdiction to appe11ate courts. In all matters relating to 
intrastate rates the position of the state commission could 
be made similar to that of courts of original jurisdiction, 
that is, all complaints could be made to them in the first in
stance. If the issue involves merely local adjustments be
tween commodities or localities within the state, without 
substantial effect on the net income of interstate carriers, 
the state decision should be final. If, however, the issue 
involves interstate questions, the state commission could 
render and enforce its decisions, just as inferior courts do, 
consistently with general principles laid down by appellate 
authority, and subject to appeal to this higher authority, in 
this case the Interstate Commerce Commission. Probably 
in the majority of cases, even though the right of appeal 
exists, the defeated party would abide by the decision of the 
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state commission unless it departed radically from the fed
eral policy as pronounced by federal authority. Such pro
cedure; however, would not satisfy those who advocate 
restrictions of federal power to regulate intrastate rates 
because they dislike the necessity of conforming state regu
lations to general principles laid down by Congress and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission which they are unwilling 
to accept. 

Another recommendation made by the National Associa
tion of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners is that Con
gress be urged to amend the existing law in such manner 
and form as to restore to the several states all the rights, 
powers and authority enjoyed by them relative to certifi
cates of convenience and necessity prior to the enactment of 
the Transportation Act of 1920.1 This means that the state 
commissioners desire to have the power to compel an inter
state railroad to extend its lines within a state for the pur
pose of rendering intrastate service and to prohibit the 
abandonment of intrastate service on any such lines. Bills 
have been introduced in Congress to accomplish this re
sult. One of these bills,' introduced by Senator Mayfield 
of Texas, was passed by the Senate on April 22, 1926, but 
was not passed by the House. Under the provisions of 
this bill federal certificates of necessity and convenience 
would be required for the construction of an entirely new 
line of railroad by a carrier engaged in interstate commerce, 
but would not be required for extensions of existing lines. 
The bill provides that in the case of abandonments a federal 
certificate of necessity and convenience authorizing the aban
donment shall not operate to relieve the carrier from also 
procuring such authority for the abandonment of a line 

I National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, 
Proclldi"g.l. 1925. p. 386. 

'S. 750. 
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located wholly within one state as may be required by the 
laws of that state. Senator Mayfield's bill would thus re
store to the states their former power with respect to the 
regulation of the extension or abandonment of railroads for 
purposes of intrastate commerce. Senator Pittman of Ne
vada introduced a bill' which would permit all railroads 
engaged in interstate commerce to construct extensions of 
their lines or new lines without obtaining certificates from. 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. Representative Jones 
of Texas also introduced a bill • which would dispense with 
federal certificates in cases in which a state commission 
Certifies to the Interstate Commerce Commission that the 
present or future public convenience and" necessity require 
or will require an extension of a line of railroad or the con
struction of a new line. wholly within the state. The dif
ference between the Pittman bill and the Jones bill is that 
the former would entirely remove the requirement of a fed
eral certificate for the construction of new Jines or of ex
tensions of existing lines, irrespective of whether the con
struction would cross a state line, while the latter would re
move the requirement only with respect to construction 
wholly within a state, certified by state authority to be re
quired by public convenience and necessity. But either of 
these bills would restore state power to compel an interstate 
railroad to extend its lines within a state for purposes of 
intrastate transportation. Neither the Pittman bill nor the 
Jones bill contains any provision to restore state power to 
prevent the abandonment of any part of an interstate rail
road. 

Another resolution of the National Association of Rail
road and Utilities Commissioners urges such amendment of 
the Interstate Commerce Act as shall remove all question as 

1 S. 759. Introdu<:«! ~ II. 19a$. 

, H. R. 13493. introduc«l December 6, I~ 
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to the continued power of state authorities to require com
mon carriers to make additions and betterments to their 
plants and facilities reasonably necessary for the safe and 
proper service of the public! The two chief obstacles to 
such exercise of state power are ~he present provisions of 
the Act requiring federal certificates of necessity and con
venience covering construction and extension, and federal 
approval of the issue of securities. The Association's 
recommendation, broadly interpreted, would appj!ar to re
quire, not only the amendment of the provisions concerning 
certificates of necessity and convenience, but also the amend
ment of the provisions concerning the issue of securities so 
as to dispense with the necessity of federal approval in cases 
where it is necessary to issue securities to obtain funds to 
comply with state requirements. 

These proposals to remove restraints upon state power to 
require construction, extensions, additions and betterments, 
and to compel the continued operation of existing lines are 
supported by the same political and administrative arguments 
which have been considered in connection with the proposals 
for the restoration of state power to regulate charges for 
intrastate transportation. From the economic standpoint 
they seem to be inconsistent with the policy of imposing 
upon the Interstate Commerce Commission the duty and 
responsibility of protecting the financial stability of our 
national transportation system, with adequate power to 
accomplish this result. Whenever a state compels a railroad 
to make capital expenditures which fail to earn the interest 
charges on the capital invested therein, or to continue par
ticular operations at a loss, one of two results must follow. 
The credit and financial capacity of the railroad to render 
adequate transportation service must suffer, or the financial 

I National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, 
Proceedings, 1925. p. aSS. 
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burden of meeting the deficit must be transferred to the gen
eral public by increasing the charges for transportation or 
by taxation. It is often possible for a state to prevent its 
requirements from becoming a burden upon interstate com
merce by authorizing an increase of intrastate charges or by 
imposing a part of the expense upon the taxpayers as is cus
tomary in grade-crossing elimination. But there is no assur
ance that the states will provide compensation for the finan
cial burdens imposed by their requirements, nor would it 
always be possible to do so, as neither taxes nor charges for 
transportation can be increased indefinitely without reaching 
a point where the revenue yield is diminished by raising the 
rates. It is, therefore, practically certain that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, in the discharge of its duty of pro
tecting the financial stability of the national transportation 
system, would confront state requirements involving expen
ditures which would have to be met from the general fund 
which supports the service of interstate transportation. If 
the Commission should be deprived of all power to veto 
such requirements, it would be helpless to protect this gen
eral fund from impairment except through the expedient of 
increasing the general level of charges for transportation. 
This expedient, however, is not available if the traffic will 
not bear higher rates and even when it might be possible to 
increase revenue by raising rates, the resulting burden upon 
the shipping and travelling public might in the judgment of 
tlle Commission be unreasonable. For these reasons it is 
possible to make a very strong argument against the impair
ment of the Commission's powers to control the capital ex
penditures of interstate railroads and to authorize them to 
discontinue unprofitable operations even when the expendi
tures or operations are to be made or conducted solely for 
the service of intrastate traffic. 

The Association has also recommended that the Inter-
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state Commerce Act be a,mended in such way that the regu
latory authorities of the states may make reasonable orders 
and regulations, not in conflict with federal law or with 
lawful orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission, re
quiring cars within the respective borders of such states to 
be equitably distributed to shippers desiring them, without 
regard to whether they are desired for use in shipments that 
are interstate or intrastate.' This recommendation is much 
milder in its effect upon the distribution of powers than the 
other proposals which have just been considered. It does 
not contemplate any impairment of existing federal powers 
and merely seeks to reestablish the concurrent power of the 
states to regulate car service subject to the paramount power 
of Congress. A persuasive administrative argument can be 
made in favor of this suggestion, which can best be summar
ized by quoting from the preamble to the Association's 
resolution: 

It is impracticable for the Interstate Conunerce Commission 
to attempt to supervise the distribution of cars as between in
dividual shippers throughout the United States, and there should 
be some governmental authority within reasonable reach to 
which appeal can be made to require equitable distribution of 
cars without regard to whether the same are to be used for ship
ments, interstate or intrastate. 

Nor does there appear to be any valid political or economic 
argument against the recommendation, since it does not 
attempt to attack the Interstate Commerce Commission's 
power to regulate car distribution whenever in its judgment 
the needs of interstate commerce require such action. It is 
true that the United States Supreme Court has decided that 
the states cannot impose penalties for failure to give inter-

~ National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, 
Proceedings. I9ZS, p. 386. 
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state shippers their fair share of the available car supply.' 
These decisions, however, are not based upon the effect of 
the Constitution itself, but upon the Court's interpretation 
of the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act by which 
Congress assumes general jurisdiction of the subject of in
terstate transportation service. From. these provisions the 
Court has reached the conclusion that Congress intended 
that this subject should be unregulated except as prescribed 
by federal law. Therefore, if Congress by amendatory 
legislation should clearly indicate a contrary intention, it is 
probable that state power to regulate car distribution for all 
purposes, in ways not inconsistent with federal laws or 
orders, would be sustained. 

In the closing days of the last session of Congress, Sen
ator Mayfield of Texas introduced a resolution for the 
amendment of the commerce clause of the Constitution by 
adding to it a proviso which reads as follows: 

Provided, .however, That such power to regulate commerce 
shall not extend to the transportation of passengers or goods 
wholly within a State, such transportation beginning and ending 
within such State i and no regulation, classification, tariff, sched
ule, rate, fare, or charge prescribed by State authority for the 
transportation of passengers or goods wholly within a State, 
such transportation beginning and ending within such State 
shall be set aside, either in whole or in part, on account of its 
relation to, or effect upon, interstate or foreign commerce, 
or on account of its relation to or effect upon any regulation, 
classification, tariff, schedule, rate, fare, or charge applicable 
to interstate or foreign commerce.' 

It is hardly too much to say that such an amendment would 
completely revolutionize our present dual system of regu-

1 Clticogo, R. I • .s- P. Ry. v. Hartluliclt F..--. El""""" Co. ('!I'3). 
206 u. S. 426; M ......... Paciji& R. R. v. SIrotId ('9'15).267 u. s. 404-

I S. J. Res. '72, March I, 1927. 
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lating interstate carriers. The proposals for amendments to 
the Interstate Commerce Act, which have been outlined in 
this chapter, would automatically become effective because 
the federal legislation which they seek to repeal or amend 
would be unconstitutional in so far as it applied to trans
portation wholly within a state. The constitutional amend
ment would go much farther than is contemplated by these 
proposals and would invalidate much federal legislation 
which is not under attack at the present time. It would 
destroy federal power to regulate transactions of intrastate 
commerce in ways which are conceded to be necessary and 
proper for the execution of the power to regulate interstate 
commerce. The principle of the Shreveport decision could 
not longer be applied to sustain federal orders protecting the 
interstate commerce 0 f particular persons or localities from 
discrimination resulting from the low level of intrastate 
rates. The only relief that the federal authorities could 
possibly give them would be to reduce the interstate rates 
regardless of their reasonableness and the effect of such 
reduction upon the revenues of interstate commerce. Fed
eral power to promote safety on interstate railroads would 
be crippled. The federal Safety Appliance Laws and the 
Boiler Inspection Laws could be applied only to motive 
power and rolling stock used in interstate transportation. 
Intrastate shipments of explosives or other dangerous com
modities could not be regulated. Thus the federal govern
ment would be powerless to protect interstate travelers from 
the dangers arising from the use of defective equipment on 
intrastate trains or the intrastate transportation of danger
ous commodities on the same railroad. 

A redistribution of power by constitutional amendment 
differs radically from the amendment of federal statutes to 
remove obstacles which they have interposed to the exercise 
of state powers, although the immediate practical effect may 
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be the same. When the statutes only are amended, there is 
implicit recognition that the matter is one of legislative dis
cretion and that with a change of economic conditions or 
other pertinent considerations a further readjustment could 
be made. The proposals for the amendment of statutes con
template a legislative determination by Congress that federal 
regulation of intrastate rates, construction, extension, and 
operation, is not requisite for the proper execution of the 
power to regulate interstate commerce. Such a determination, 
which is made in view of all the attendant facts and circum
stances, may be changed when these facts and circumstances 
change. To remove obstacles to the exercise of state power 
by amendment of federal statutes leaves the door open for a 
future exercise of federal power over intrastate transactions 
when it is necessary and proper for the effective federal reg
ulation of interstate commerce. To effect the same result by 
a redistribution of power by constitutional amendment closes 
this door and leaves interstate commerce at the mercy of the 
states, which is just the situation that the framers of the 
Constitution sought to prevent by inserting the commerce 
clause and the supplementary .. necessary and proper" 
clause. 

The conflict between the state and the national demands 
for power to control interstate carriers is essentially a con
flict between two principles, the principle that matters of 
national concern should be regulated by the federal govern
ment free from state interference, and the principle that 
matters of local concern should be regulated by the states 
free from federal interference. Both of these principles, 
abstractly stated, are generally accepted. The difficulties lie 
in their concrete application. In our complex civilization 
national and local interests have become inextricably com
mingled. We, therefore, need a third principle to apply to 
the vast majority of subjects of regulation which involve 
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both the interests of the nation and the states. It is very 
difficult to state a principle applicable to this situation, but 
an attempt to do so can be made somewhat as follows: In 
matters where national interests predominate the rule o£ 
regulation should be prescribed by the federal government, 
and in matters where local interests predominate the rule of 
regulation should be prescribed by the states. I believe that, 
in general, both the United States Supreme Court and Con
gress have endeavored to conform to such a principle. Its 
application necessarily involves the determination whether 
national or state interests are predominant in any given 
situation. It would be exceedingly confusing to give to the 
courts and legislatures of forty-eight different states final 
authority to make this determination. The power to decide 
this question should rest with some branch of the federal 
government, either Congress or the Supreme Court accord
ing to whether the determination is regarded as a matter of 
legislative discretion or judicial interpretation of constitu
tional powers. 

In the regulation of interstate transportation the question 
of the predominance of state or national interests is usually 
one of economic fact, whether it arises in Congress or in 
the Court. It is here that the 'economist must play his part. 
If Congress is considering the expediency of extending or 
restricting the exercise of its power to regulate interstate 
carriers, it should obtain from experts in the economics of 
transportation an analysis of the facts showing the extent to 
which national interests need protection by federal regula
tion and the extent to which the exercise of federal power 
is likely to interfere with the protection of local interests by 
state regulation adapted to local conditions. If the Supreme 
Court is called upon to decide whether a state law or order 
is an unconstitutional regulation of interstate commerce, it 
should be given a careful economic study of the local neces-
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sity calling for state regulation, and the extent to which that 
regulation impedes or burdens interstate commerce. The 
Court uses various formulre in sustaining or denying state 
power in such cases. A state law or order may be declared 
valid because it does not regulate interstate commerce but 
merely incidentally affects that subject, or because the par
ticular subject permits diversity of regulation by the states. 
On the other hand, it may be declared invalid because it is 
a regulation of a subject demanding a uniform, national rule 
to be prescribed only by Congress, or because it imposes a 
burden on interstate commerce. But regardless of the for
mula used, the Court frequently reaches its decision by a 
process of balancing the local need for state action against 
the interference with interstate commerce resulting there
from, a process which cannot be performed intelligently 
v.ithout an accurate and detailed knowledge of economic 
facts. 

The tendency of congressional action, sustained by Court 
decisions, has been to transfer from the states to the nation 
a large measure of control over interstate carriers. The 
process reached its climax in the comprehensive exercise of 
federal power, pursuant to the provisions of the Transpor
tation Act of 1920, and the resulting impairment of state 
authority. Symptoms of a reaction are now apparent. The 
present demand is not for further expansion of federal 
regulation, but for the removal of restraints upon the exer
cise by the states of much of the power which they exercised 
prior to 1920. The 69th Con,.aress adjourned siM die on 
March 4, 1927, without giving legislative o.-pression to this 
demand and the extreme concentration of control in the 
hands of federal authorities still prevails. Further limita
tion of state power in the immediate future is higbly im
probable. The pressing problem will be to determine to 
what e. ... tent, if any, it is advisable to decentralize the control 
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of interstate carriers in favor of the states. In facing this 
problem there are two fundamental considerations; the need 
for relieving the Interstate Commerce Commission of much 
of its present burden with a view to promoting the prompt 
and efficient regulation of matters of local concern as re
quired by local conditions, and the need for protecting our 
national transportation system from the uncertainty and con
fusion of diverse and conflicting policies of regulation. Is 
it possible to reconcile these two apparently conflicting re
quirements? The answer has been suggested by Judge An
derson, Senator Pittman and Representative Denison in 
their proposals for the use of state commissions as agencies 
for the execution of federal power. The need for an ade
quate and efficient national transportation system is so vital 
that we cannot afford to deprive it of the protection of a 
single, consistent plan of regulation. But the administra
tion of such a plan permits of a multitude of local adjust
ments to meet local needs. There is an imperative duty to 
provide efficient administrative machinery for this purpose, 
subject, however, to the control of a central authority vested 
with comprehensive power to conform local regulation to 
national necessity. 

The conflict between the demand for a uniform federal 
policy and the demand for state autonomy to control what 
are regarded as matters of purely local concern has arisen 
or may well arise in connection with the solution of many 
other problems with which we are now confronted. As 
between the states and the nation, how should we distribute 
the power to enforce prohibition, to make laws concerning 
marriage and divorce, to regulate industrial conditions, such 
as the employment of child labor, to construct highways, to 
control the use of natural resources, such as water power, 
timber, minerals and oil, to provide protection against floods, 
to regulate the transmission and sale of electric power, and 



THE PRESENT DISTRIBUTION OF POWER 413 

'to tax property, income and inheritance? It is not within 
the scope of this volume to attempt to answer this question. 
But a method of approach may be suggested by the study of 
the regulation of interstate carriers. In this regulation we 
find an established principle that, in matters requiring a uni
form nation-wide plan of regulation, the federal government 
has exclusive power to establish such a plan. To the extent 
that uniformity of regulation is necessary in other fields of 
governmental activity, we may find it imperative to attempt 
the solution of the problem by a similar exercise of exclusive 
federal power. In some cases this would require constitu
tional amendment to clothe Congress with powers which are 
now lacking. On the other hand, when the situation is one 
which does not require uniformity of regulation, but permits 
of adjustment to meet varying local conditions, should we 
not endeavor to preserve the fullest measure of state power? 
We have seen from the regulation of interstate carriers, that 
the existence of a very considerable amount of state auton
omy is not incompatible with the recognition of exclusive 
federal power with respect to other aspects of the same gen
eral subject requiring a uniform policy. 

In the regulation of interstate carriers economic facts have 
played a very large part in determining whether a uniform 
nation-wide plan of regulation is necessary. Thus the exer
cise of federal power to regulate the general level of intra
state rates is sustained because of the economic relation be
tween the intrastate rate structure and the efficiency of inter
state transportation service. The same economic test seems 
applicaWe in many other fields of legislation. For example, 
the question of whether a uniform federal plan of inheri
tance taxation is necessary may resolve itsel f into a balancing 
of the economic needs of the states for revenue from this 
source against the economic burden imposed upon the nation 
by the confusion of a multiplicity of state inheritance tax 
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laws and by the resulting restraint upon the free flow of 
capital from state to state. 

Our experience with interstate carriers indicates that 
whenever the demands for federal and state power conflict, 
we should seek to determine whether national or state in
terests predominate. Such determination requires a careful 
study and interpretation of economic facts. When national 
interests are predominant, they should be guarded against 
the evils of multiple regulation by the establishment and en
forcement of a uniform federal policy. The federal legis
lation, however, should permit such local adjustments to meet 
local needs as can be made without injury to paramount 
national interests. When state interests are predominant, the 
evils of extreme centralization of power should be avoided 
by the preservation of state autonomy. 
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state commerce, Interstate Com~ 
merce Act, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Land transporta
tion, Motor vehicles, NavigaM 
tion. Passengers, Passes for 
transportation, Police power of 
states~ Power of Congress to 
regulate commerce. Rates. Ser .. 
vice, State powers, Taxation.. 
state, Transportation Act 1920 

Intoxicating liquor. S~(! Liquor 
Intrastate commerce: 

necessary and. proper clause as 
authorizing federal regulation 
of, 72-76. 137 

no express grant of federal power 
to regulate, S6 

proposals to protect from fed
eral regulation, 391-405. 407-
409 

S" clso Police power of stateS, 
Power of Congress to regulate 
commerce, State powers, Taxa .. 
tion, state 

Intrastate transportation. Set In~ 
terstate transportation, Police 
P.!~ __ ~~ states. Pn .. - -~ 



INDEX 431 

Jefferson, Thomas, 48. 49. So 
Joint Traffic Association, 134-
Jones, Representative, 3'17. 403 

King. Rufus. 45. 46 

Lamar, Justice. 340 
Land transportation. subject to 

commerce clause. 65. 66, 122 
Law, as affected by economic con

siderations. 7-11, 366, 381, 410. 
411 

Liability of carriers to etf,ployees. 
128, 136 .. 292. 344-352. 363 

Liability of carriers to passengers 
and shippers, 92, 121. 164. 224-
260, 309-3.6 

Licenses for transactions of inter
state commerce. 179-181, 261-

. 266. 275. 276 
Liquor, transportation and sale of, 

8<), 148-153. 162. 381 
Livingston. Rober~ 61. 62 
Locomotives, 337. 339, 341, 342 
Long and short haul. rates for. 95. 

165. 17. 

Madison. James. 43. 45-50 
Maintenance. contracts for. 357 
Managemen~ regulations of. 123-

M...:.~t:J~3A~t. 230 
Marshall. Chief Justice, 62. 72, 79> 

80, 101. 118, 1191 120 
Mason, George, 45 
Mayfield, Senator. 377. 402, 407 
McKenna, Justice, 131. 253 
McReynolds. Justice, 193 
Mileage proportion method of tax 

Mor!"e.j=~. ~~~s:.94. 211-273 
Morals, protection of, 163 
M~s, taxation of. 203 
Motor vehicles, transportatioa by, 

153. I61. I66, I82, 250, 262-264, 
36s. 30 ..... 30"9. 388-390 

National Association of Railroad 
and Utiliti.. Commissioners, 
391. 402-<\06 

National railway system. 362 
Natural gas, transportation and 

sal. of, 246-a4S, 258 
Navigable waters, 67. 68, 900 333 
N ""igation, 61. 63-6s. 67 

Necessary and proper claus .. 38, 57. 
7'-76. U9. I34. I37 

Negligence, liability to employees 
resulting from, 128, 136, 2g2, 
347-352 • 363 

Operations of laws of United 
States, taxation of, 100-104. 
183. I84, 268-270 

Passengers, transportation of, sub-
ject to commerce power, 64. 65 

Passes for transportation, 3IS 
l'atterson. A. Ci. J88 
Penalties: 

imposed by federal laws. 299, 3IIl. 
323. 326, 528, 330, 340, 342, 344 

imposed by state laws, 316, J2O-
326. 329. 340, 34I 

Pitney, Justice, 205, 347 
Pittman. Senator. 385. 393. 394. 403 
Police power of states: 

as affecting interstate commerce, 
76-71l. 830 9I-93 

defined. 76. 83. 159 
exercised by conditions attached 

to grant of corporate fran .. 
chises, 97-99, 178, 18I. 267. 368 

not applicable to regulate inter-
state railroad rates, 93-96. I6S-
167 

not applicoble to require licenses 
for transaction. of interstate 
business, 179> 26I-266 

to furnish and charge for facili
ties and privileges, g6-100, 181-
18J, 266-268 

to promote convenience and wel
fare of public. 163, I77-I79 

to promote health and morals, 900 
148-151. 160, I67 

to ~;. safety. 159-16,. ,67. 

to regulate facilities and senice 
of interstate transportation, 9J, 
I67. 168, 25<>-254, 316, 317. 33S 

to regulate faCIlities and service 
of intrastate transportation, 
172-178, 2S4-2sB. 316, 3'7. J28. 
J2!l. 331-3J9, 34<>-343, 367, 370 

to regulate liability of c:arrien to 
employ .... _ 347-352 

to n.gulate liability of c:arrien to 
~ and shippers, !Po 
12I. 164, 31<>-316 
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Police power of states: (conlinued) 
to regulate privilege of transact~ 

iog intrastate business, ]8[, 263 
to regulate rates of interstate 

ferries, 89, 90, '56, '57 
to regu1ate rates for interstate 

transportation and sale of na
tural gas, 246-248 

to regulate rates for intrastate 
transportation, 168--172, 254, 
307-309, 366, 37' 

to regulate services incidental to 
interstate commerce, 92, 165 

S Ie also State powers 
Pooling of earnings, 3SS 
Power of Congress to regulate 

commerce, 62, 63, 71, IJ2-IJ4, 
u6, n8-I2o, 143, 209-2II, 218, 
285, 286, 362-365 

applied to facilities and service 
of interstate transportation, 68, 
69, 75, 122, '34, '43, 221-224, 
239-245, 316-343 

applied to facilities and service 
of intrastate transportation, 
123, 223, 239-'245, 28S, 286, 3[6, 
3'7, 329-343, 363 

applied to finances and manage
ment of carriers, 123-134, 229-
232, 238, 352-359 

applied to instrumentalities of 
commerce unknown to framers 
of Constitution, 70 

applied to intrastate commerce, 
72-75, lJ4, 136-142, 211, 221, 
223-225, 227, 228, 232-245, 285, 
286, 303-309, 363 

applied to land transportation, 65, 
66,122 

applied to liability of carriers to 
employees, 128, 136, 344-352 

applied to liability of carriers to 
passengers and shippers, 121, 
224, 309-316 

applied to navigable waters and 
navigation, 61-68, 338 

applied to passenger transporta
tion, 6.j, 65 

applied to rates for interstate 
transportation, 700 '20, 225-
231, 297-303, 326 

applied to rates for intrastate 
transportation, 9. 136-142, 221, 
225, 232-238, 303-309, 363, 373 

Power of Congress to regulate 
commerce: (continued) 

applied to safety of passengers 
and employees, 123. 129. 339-
344 

attitude of framers of Constitu-
tion to, 40-52, 55-57 

constitutional restrictions on, 39 
interpreted, 61-64,71, 1I8-120, 143 
proposals to limit the exercise of, 

392-405, 407-409 
proposals for state commissions 

to exercise, 384-391 
relation to police and taxing 

powers, 40, 76 
when concurrent and when ex

clusive of state power, 22--24, 
52-55, 60, 77-9', '47-'58, 245-
248, 365, 380, 381 

See also Federal powers 
Powers, distribution of. Stt Dis

tribution of power to regulate 
interstate carriers 

Privileges : 
conditions attached to grant of. 

97-99, 18" 267 
fees for use of, 96. ,82, 266 
taxation of, 101, 103, 104t 107-

III, 184, 187. 194-204, 2']1, 2']5-
285 

Procedure in state courts, ISo, 181, 
258-26" 3'4, 320, 350-352 

Property, taxation of, 101-103, 104t 
,os, ,85-195, 202, 269-274, 282 

Quarantine regulations, 90, 163 

Railr02ds. S" Abandonment of 
railroads, Cars, Car service, 
Electric railways, Extensions 
of railroads, Facilities of trans
portation, Federal powers, 
Grade crossings, Interstate 
Commerce Act, Interstate Com
merce Commission, Interstate 
transportation, Locomotives, 
National railway system, Police 
power of states, Power of Con
gress to regulate commerce, 
Rolling stock, Service, regula
tiOQ of, Stations and termin
als, Switches and switching, 
Train control, Train stop cases 

Railway Labor Act, 3S8 
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Rates, regulation of, 

interstate transportation, 70. 93-
96, 98, 120, 165-167, 226-231, 
246-248, 297-303. 384. 385 

intrastate transportation, 9. 131-
142. 168-172. '32-'38, '54. 303-
309. 363. 366. 370, 371. 392-402 

Recapture of earnings. '30. 232, '38 
Regional federal commissions. 382. 

Re~~io::!~~~t~~~~l~mnierce : 
defined. 61-63. 118-120 
distinguished from incidental ef

fects. 78. 91-93. 157. 158, 248. 
ta!:~';'6~~ ~~~!~~:.' ~04. 196 

Reserved powers. S •• Police power 
of states, State powers 

Return on carriers investment, 225-
239, 305-308, 371-373. 392-401 

Roads. federal power to construct, 
<14. 41-51. 76 

Rolling stock. regulation of : 
safety devices on, 123.339-342 
supply of. 337 
S .. al.ro Cars. Car service 

Safety. regulations to promote, 123, 
129> 130, 159-161. 167. 249> 339-
352 

Safety Appliance Acts, 123, 339-
341, 345-341 

Sales. regulation of. 9Q, 148-152. 
246-248 

Securities, regulation of issue of, 
~ 33J, 337. 338, 3S3-35S. 357. 

S~tion of passengers of dif
ferent races, 93. 175. 2S2-2SS 

Service, regulation of : 
interstate transportation. 167) 221-

22J. 2J9> 240, OSD-aS4, 310-331, 
335-338, 367. J89> 405-407 

intrastate transportation, 172-
177. 22J. 239-245. 254-2sS. 316, 
317.320. 322, 3>3-339. 367; 402-
407 

~=~ X~f-'~.!t Act, 124 
Shre~port deci&ion, 139-142, 224. 

22S. 395, 408 
Splawn, Water M_ w. 3B2 
State Commis&ions: 

as regional federal commissions, 
386-391, 40'.4

'
• 

State Commissions: (c.nli_d) 
cooperation with Interstate Com

merce Commission. 384-386 
S .. also National Association of 

Railroad and Utilities Com
missioners, Police power of 
states 

State courts: 
jurisdiction of. 166, 167, 177. '58-

.61. 297. 298. 300-303, 319> 320. 
350, 351 

procedure in, 180, 181, '58-261, 
314. 320, 350-352 

State powers, 21-26, 16--91, 114-116, 
147-158, "2-2'9. 245-249 •• 86-
29Q, 291-297. 359-361. 365-371, 
379-381. 409-414 

attitude of Constitutional Con
vention to. 38, 52-55. 58 

concurrent with federal powers, 
22-24, 52-55, 58. 60, 78-gI, 141-
153. 154-1sS. 245-24B. 291, 365 

proposed legislation to remove 
restrictions of. 382, 391-409 

reser~ by Constitution, 57 
restricted by Constitution, 39. 76-

87. 89"91. 147. 154-158, 245-249 
restricted by exeICi .. of federal 

power, I:n, 122, 138-142, 144-
145. 170. 224, 225, 233-238, 243-
245. 291-297. 3OG-303, 304. 307-
309. 310-316, 317. 3 19-344. 341-
361 

subordinate to federal powers, 
39, 100, liS, IJ9. 141, I~ 153. 
237. 291-295 

to enforce common law obliga
tions and remedies coucerning 
interstate transportation, 166, 
297. 3OG-303 

to ngulate procedure in state 
conrts, 180, 181. 258-261, 314-
320. 350-352 

rmdor the Articles of Confeder
ation, 08-Jo, 32-34 

SH al.se Police power of states, 
Taxation, state 

States' rights, 395 
Stations and terminals, 24J. 244. 

2SS. 333-331 
Stone, Justice, a64, 381 
Strong. Justice, 105 
Supplies, purchase of, 357 
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Supreme Court of United States: 
effect of federal legislation on 

decisions of, 87-89, 14B-IS3. 381 
exercises legislative discretion, 

87, 88, 14B, 154. ISS, 176, 177 
interprets Constitution, 22-24 
interprets federal legislation. 23, 

24, 292-295 
limits scope of state power, 77, 

147, 148, 245, 380, 410, 41I 
See also special subjects for atti

tude of Court relating thereto 
Supreme law of law clause, 39, 100, 

291 . 
Switches and switching, 251, 2,52. 

294, 316, 319, 331, 335, 336 

Taft, Chief Justice, 226, 232, 236, 
23B, 255, 334 

Taney, Chief Justice, 82-85 
Taxation, federal: 

constitutional provisions, 38, 39 
of corporations created by states, 

146 
of operations of state govern

ments, 145, 146 
Taxation, state, 39, 40. 76, 100, 

101, III, 183,206-208, 369 
of domestic corporations, IfYl-

110, 197. 204, 205, 277-279 
of foreign corporations, 108-111, 

J87. 188, 199-203, 272, 274, 276, 
277, 279-284 

of gross receipts from interstate 
commerce, 106-110, III, 195, 
196, 197, 202, 205, 274. 278 

of income from interstate com
merce, 9, 10, 204. 205, 274, 275 

of interstate transportation, 101, 
104, 105-1 II, 185, 195-197, 270, 
275-277 

in lieu of property taxes, 194, 273. 
274 

of mortgage of carner's prop
erty,203 

of operation of United States 
laws, 100-104. 184. 268-'70 

of privilege of transacting intra
state business, 197-204, 279-285 

of property of agencies of United 
States, 101-103, 269--270 

of property of United States, 103 
of property used in interstate 

commerce.. 9, 10. 104, 105. 185-
.. nc: ~n..?'7A 

Terminals. See Stations and ter-
minals 

Thorn, Alfred P., 390 
Train control, 342 
Train stop cases, 173, 256 
Trans Missouri Freight Associa

tion, 124 
Transportation. Set Car service, 

Continuous interstate transpor
tation, FaciJities of transporta
tion, Interstate commerce, In
terstate Commerce Act, Inter
state Commerce Commission, 
Interstate transportation, Intra
state commerce, Land transpor
tation, Motor vehicles, Navi
gation, Passengers, Passes for 
transportation, Police power of 
states, Power of Congress to 
regulate commerce, Rates, Ser
vice, State powers, Taxation, 
state, Transportation Act, 1920 

Transportation Act, 1920, 221, 225-
245, 305-309. 327, 328, 330-335, 
355 

See also Interstate Commerce Act 

Uniform federal regulation, sub
jects requiring, 78, 85-91, 147-
IsS, 245-248, 380, 381 

United States. See Agents of 
United States, Bank of United 
States. Congress, Constitution 
of United States, Federal 
powers, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Operations of 
laws of United States, Supreme 
Court of United States 

Unit method of taxation, 185-188, 
190-194, 270-273 

Unions. See Employees 

Valuation, 399 
Van Devanter, Justice, liB, 24B. 

261,3J2 

Water, carriers by, 224. '96, 365 
Webb-Kenyon Act, 8g, 149-152, 381 
We(fare, public. S .. Police power 

of states 
White, Chief Justice. 133, 301, 312, 

323, J27 
Wilson, James, 45 
Wilson Act, 148 
Wisconsin passenger fares, 234 
WnJ"lnnpn'o. rnrnrvonlCltinn laW!l.. I Yo 
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