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[bookmark: _Toc12978003]Introduction


“Who shot the passenger train?... It would be simpler if the train were just a means of moving people. But the train is also photogenic and nostalgic and fun, a source of employment and taxes, the pride of every Chamber of Commerce… “
-David P. Morgan, “Trains” Magazine Editor, April 1959[footnoteRef:1]	 [1:  Quoted from Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2014, 100.  ] 


	It was April 28th 1965, and the ballroom of the Biltmore Hotel in New York City was filled to capacity. Outside, successful stockbrokers and other well-dressed figures walked down the sidewalk in an orderly fashion holding picket signs reading “there is no other alternative.”[footnoteRef:2] Inside, over the chattering of the crowd, a commissioner demanded silence and announced the next witness. A lawyer rose from his small table opposite the make-shift witness stand and began asking questions. However, this was no trial. Instead, it was a regulatory hearing pertaining to a railroad’s attempt to discontinue a portion of its New York City commuter rail service.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  New York Daily News Photo, “William Tucker Papers #239,” 1965, Box 055, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: [Undated Drafts and Notes],” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, William H. Tucker Papers, John F. Kennedy Library ]  [3:  Business Week, “New Haven Commuters Tell it to the ICC,” April 17th, 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings (1 of 3 folders),” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, WHT Papers, JFK Library. ] 

	Four years earlier in 1961, the major railroad serving New England, the New Haven Railroad, had declared bankruptcy. The Federal Government’s construction of an interstate from New York to Boston caused the corporation to lose huge numbers of its passenger and freight customers. [footnoteRef:4] As the company’s reorganization dragged on, the New Haven’s bankruptcy trustees announced their intention to discontinue commuter service at four stations in Westchester County, NY. All of these communities were about seventeen miles from midtown Manhattan.[footnoteRef:5] Their proximity meant that many Westchester County residents relied upon these trains daily to travel to their jobs, appointments, and social engagements in New York City. [4:  Corporation is a term that has carried a variety of meanings and connotations throughout history. This thesis does not intend to enter into this contentious debate. I use the term corporation because it was used with regularity in relevant primary sources. I have remained devoted to my actors’ own categories.  In 1968, Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) Commissioner John Messer described railroads as “quasi-public corporations” who “acquire thereby an exclusive privilege to carry on their business over their highways” (John Messer, “Ruling in FD No. 343733: Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company Between California and Louisiana,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733: Adequacies - Passenger Service - Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana: April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, WHT Papers, JFK Library). Thus, railroads were given powers of incorporation to serve as common carriers that transported goods and passengers across their networks. This view informed how the historical actors included in this thesis thought of the nation’s railroads. To effectively analyze their words, this thesis utilizes the term corporation in a similar manner; Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2006), 34.   ]  [5:  Richard Joyce Smith, Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission, April 12th, 1965, Box 050, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Binder: Testimony (1 of 2 folders),” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, WHT Papers, JFK Library. ] 

In this era, railroads were heavily regulated by federal, state, and local governments, so the company could not simply stop operating these trains. For this service modification, it required the permission of the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) – the federal agency which had regulatory authority over the nation’s passenger rail services. Per standard procedure, but unique to almost any other industry, the agency held hearings to evaluate the railroad’s reasoning and to sample the public’s opinion of the discontinuance. The dramatic scene from 1965 pertained to a hearing focused on the New Haven’s attempt to stop serving these communities in Westchester County. 
As demonstrated by picketing and a packed ballroom, the proceeding grabbed the public’s attention and inspired passionate opposition to the New Haven’s plans. From April 1965 to January 1966, newspapers from New York City to Hartford, Connecticut carried around 90 articles while reporting on this complicated saga.[footnoteRef:6] The headline of one of them reads, “Ted [Senator Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts] Defends New Haven Riders,” illustrating the high-profile nature of this issue. The public’s interest was stirred by fear as demonstrated by the words of Westchester County Executive Edward Michaelian. Before the ICC, in the Biltmore Hotel’s ballroom, Michaelian asserted: “The impact of such proposed discontinuances of commutation services at the four Westchester Stations would be catastrophic, particularly as to the immediate future.”[footnoteRef:7] This official’s district stood to lose the most if the New Haven’s discontinuance petition was approved. However, concern related to the termination of a region’s passenger rail services was not specific to Westchester County. [6:  Box 052, “Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Folder “FD 23514: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library. There are a 107 pages of newspapers stories pertaining to the New Haven’s attempt to discontinue commuter service in Westchester County, New York in this document collection.  ]  [7:  Westchester County, County Executive Edwin G. Michaelian, “Testimony of Edwin G. Michaelian,” April 1965, Box 050, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Binder: Testimony (1 of 2 folders), Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, WHT Papers, JFK Library. ] 

	In 1968, letters poured into the ICC from rural Indiana regarding the attempt of the Penn Central Railroad, a large corporation with tracks extending across the Northeast and Midwest, to discontinue the Kentuckian.[footnoteRef:8] This train was the last daily service operating between Chicago, IL and Louisville, KY. Edward Albrand traveled every weekend on the Kentuckian to assist his elderly mother who lived in Seymour, IN – a small town located between Indianapolis, IN and Louisville. He wrote: “it was with shock that I first learned that the Penn Central plans to discontinue trains Nos. 94 & 95. […] As a regular passenger between Chicago and Seymour, Indiana, I strongly protest discontinuing Penn Central Trains 94 & 95.”[footnoteRef:9] His reaction utilized the same distressed tone found in the words of County Executive Michaeliean. Mr. Albrand’s support remained steadfast regardless of the regular bus service that served Seymour, IN.[footnoteRef:10]   [8:  Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24972 – Pennsylvania New York Central Transportation Company – Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 94 and 95 Between Logansport, IND., and Louisville, KY,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, Records Group 134, Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission, National Archives.]  [9:  Edward Ahlbrand, “Letter to ICC Secretary H. Neil Carson [sic],” March 4th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24972, etc.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives. ]  [10:  Penn Central, “Application for Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 94 and 95 between Logansport, IN and Louisville, KY,” February 19th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24972, etc.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.] 

	These were only two examples of a phenomenon that occurred across the country in the 1960s. Federally subsidized competition from interstate highways and airlines, and inept management caused the nation’s passenger train network to enter into a rapid decline. As passenger counts dropped, the ICC began receiving a wave of train discontinuance applications.[footnoteRef:11] These filings struck a nerve with a cross section of the American public. From Los Angeles to the rural South to the densely crowded Northeast to the plains of North Dakota, people protested these corporate decisions. They spoke up at pertinent ICC hearings across the country, wrote to their state and local politicians, and organized formal protests.[footnoteRef:12] Their efforts alone were remarkable, but interestingly their advocacy came at a time in which the percentage of U.S. intercity travelers riding passenger trains dropped from around 40% in 1955 to only 7.5% in 1970.[footnoteRef:13] Why did enthusiasm for the country’s passenger trains persist while patronage dropped steadily?          [11:  Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, 122-124 ]  [12:  Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 122-123. ]  [13:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story (Omaha: Simon-Boardman Books, 1994), 20.] 

This thesis analyzes the American public’s support for the preservation of the country’s passenger train network between 1958 and 1971, the same time that witnessed a slow escalation of the federal government’s role in the industry. Congress’s first meaningful attempt to solve the nation’s passenger train problem came in 1958 when it when it passed the Transportation Act of 1958, giving the ICC regulatory authority over America’s interstate passenger trains.[footnoteRef:14] In 1971, the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 took effect. This piece of legislation created Amtrak, a quasi-government entity that assumed operating authority over the vast majority of the nation’s passenger trains. This act represented Congress’s final solution to decline of the nation’s passenger rail services. This thesis proposes causes for this strange contradiction between the public’s urgent rhetoric and the diminishing role of passenger trains in the country’s transportation network. Furthermore, it illustrates how citizens’ strong attachment to rail passenger services played an instrumental role in inspiring the government to become intimately involved in the operation of these trains.    [14:  Ibid., 33-34. ] 

The public’s understanding of railroads was skewed by views that were rooted not in reality but in an unrealistic conception of the industry. Many Americans could not throw from their minds the image of railroads as powerful corporations even as the industry struggled financially in the 1960s. Railroad executives pridefully reinforced these views by hiding their corporations’ monetary difficulties with accounting tricks and subsidiary profits.[footnoteRef:15] With this mentality surrounding the industry, the public expected railroads to perform public services, like operating passenger trains, regardless of their profitability, believing that these corporations could bear the strain. Unfortunately, most railroads could not actually afford to operate their lightly patronized passenger trains.[footnoteRef:16] These public misconceptions had a lasting impact on America’s transportation landscape because they framed Congressional discourse surrounding this issue, influencing the legislature’s decision to essentially nationalize the country’s passenger trains with Amtrak. This institution still operates the majority of the nation’s rail passenger services.  [15:  Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 117.]  [16:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 1-2.] 

These public sentiments and their enduring effect warrant examination because historians have yet to explore both the public’s affinity for passenger rail services in the 1960s and the role of these sentiments in Amtrak’s creation. However, this topic still interacts with historiography pertaining to railroads in the twentieth century, the effects of Interstate Highways and the public’s understanding of corporations in the 1960s. These subjects command robust literatures; yet the country’s response to the disappearance of its passenger trains has never directly caught the attention of historians in these fields. This dearth of scholarship is not a commentary on the significance of America’s attachment to its passenger trains in this era. It is important to note that the controversy and failure of the Vietnam War, the splintering of the liberal coalition, the explosion of racial tensions and other developments all occurred concurrently with the demise of America’s rail passenger services. All of these events stirred chaos in the 1960s, making it difficult for historians to give every worthy subject the attention it deserves. An analysis of these strong sentiments pertaining to the country’s passenger rail network expands upon these areas of historical research, introducing new dimensions of understanding to these subjects.   
         In the historiography pertaining to American railroads in the twentieth century, historians see the epoch as a time of massive transition for the industry. According to historians Mark Reutter and Thomas Taber, these corporations entered the century as one of the nation’s powerful economic institutions, but soon began facing headwinds like an overbearing regulatory regime, and government subsidized competition in the form of highway construction and support for the nation’s fledgling airlines.[footnoteRef:17] These forces brought the industry to its knees by the 1960s, forcing many railroads to endure a desperate struggle for their survival. Historians Robert Gallamore and John Meyer assert that the government was slow to react to these circumstances, ushering in a partial collapse of the industry in the early 1970s.[footnoteRef:18] From their perspective, the government then stepped in afterwards to ameliorate the situation by creating government-funded corporations to operate certain aspects of the industry in the late 1970s, and deregulating the industry in the early 1980s.[footnoteRef:19] Accordingly, in both of these accounts, the authors identify the government as a major cause of the decline suffered by these corporations, and consider these subsequent actions as Congress’s attempt to reverse these negative trends.    [17:  Thomas T. Taber, And Mark Reutter. "Century Gone." Railroad History, no. 183 (2000): 30-52. http://www.jstor.org.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/stable/43504794.]  [18:  Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, 154.]  [19:  Thomas T. Taber, And Mark Reutter. "Century Gone." Railroad History, no. 183 (2000): 30-52. http://www.jstor.org.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/stable/43504794.] 

Historians see the importance of the relationship between the Federal Government and these corporations to both the railroads’ development and demise in the twentieth century. However, these examinations typically focus on high-level interactions between railroad executives and government officials.[footnoteRef:20] Consequently, the public’s understanding of this industry and its effect on this close relationship between railroads and the government remains essentially unexamined. Consequently, historians occasionally mention the presence of public concerns pertaining to the disappearance of passenger trains and acknowledge these services’ consistent lack of patronage. However, they do not provide an adequate explanation for this contradiction, or draw connections between these sentiments and the government’s decision to save the industry from collapse in the early 1970s.[footnoteRef:21]  [20:  Ibid., 31.]  [21:  Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, 123. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk2199808]	Historians that specifically discuss the rise of the Interstate Highway System and its effects on institutions like the nation’s railroads strike a similar tone. In Getting There by Stephen Goddard, the author regards the ability to sway the federal government as central to the success and failure of transportation companies in the twentieth century. To him, the development of the nation’s interstate highways serves as evidence of an effective lobby organized by automobile manufactures, tire makes and other industries. In contrast, he asserts that the railroad industry viewed the government as an obstacle to be surmounted, causing the industry to build a relationship of animosity toward the federal government. He blames this strained relationship for the rapid decline of railroads after World War II.[footnoteRef:22] From this perspective, Goddard portrays Amtrak as a deal offered by the Federal Government to which the beleaguered railroads “could not refuse.”[footnoteRef:23] The author insinuates that Amtrak arose out of close cooperation between railroads and the federal government, further illustrating the tendency to concentrate on powerful corporate actors and policy makers when discussing Amtrak’s creation. Though some railroads did work with the federal government in crafting this legislation, their influence fails to account for why the government decided to nationalize the industry’s passenger services, instead of awarding railroads the direct subsides requested by their executives.[footnoteRef:24] On the other hand, the public’s strong distrust of these corporations provides a reasonable solution for this difference.    [22:  Stephen Goddard, Getting There: The Epic Struggle between Road and Rail in the American Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1994), IX. ]  [23:  Ibid., 227. ]  [24:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 207. ] 

	Unlike historians focused on railroads, those who study the nation’s interstate highways assign great importance to the influence of public opinion. These authors emphasize the grassroot efforts in cities across the country that shaped the federal government’s highway construction policy in the same era in which Congress created Amtrak. Before the mid-1960s, civil engineers had authority to place freeways wherever they wanted in American cities. This development caused the destruction of many fragile urban neighborhoods across the country. Often, oppressed minorities bore the brunt of the externalities from these traumatic construction projects. In the mid-1960s, Congress passed legislation that restricted the power of civil engineers in the route selection process for new interstate highways.[footnoteRef:25] As a result, many controversial interstate construction projects were canceled across the country in cities like San Francisco and Baltimore. Historians, in part, credit this shift in government policy to the famous “freeway revolts” of the 1960s and 1970s in which residents fought against these proposed highway construction projects with grassroot campaigns.[footnoteRef:26] Amtrak’s formation was guided by similar processes, but it has never received this frame of analysis which gives strong weight to the public’s sway on government policy decisions relating to transportation. I apply this lens to the legislative process that bore Amtrak.   [25:  Raymond Mohl, “Stop the Road: Freeway Revolts in American Cities.” Journal of Urban History 30, no. 5 (July 1, 2004): 674–706. http://search.proquest.com/docview/37985549/.]  [26: Mark H. Rose, and Raymond A. Mohl, Interstate Highway Politics and Policy Since 1939 3rd ed. (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 2012).  ] 

	Similar to other subjects, historians that deal with Americans’ understanding of corporations in the 1960s devote little attention to railroads, but document trends that complement my argument. For instance, historian David Vogel argues that record setting corporate profits in the 1960s caused many people to expect more from the nation’s corporations at this time. From this perspective, citizens believed that businesses should spend portions of their ballooning profits on remedies for societal issues like the decline of urban cities and racial tension. For example, Vogel quotes a Newsweek article from 1971 which observed, “the rare corporation now is the one that doesn’t have some active social program. The list is endless, running the gamut from minority training and housing rehabilitation to day-care centers, medical services and experiments in education.[footnoteRef:27] These rising expectations help explain the burdensome demands that the public directed toward railroad corporations. Often, these expectations entailed the provision of adequate passenger train service regardless of the costs incurred by these operations.  [27: David Vogel, Fluctuating Fortunes, (New York: Basic Books Publishing, 1989), 42.] 

	This thesis expands upon these three literatures by filling in gaps that currently exist in these historiographies. In regards to history focused on the complex relationship between railroads and the federal government, it delivers an in-depth analysis of the public’s role in the legislative process that eventually bore Amtrak, an essential part of the government’s program to resuscitate the nation’s railroads. In doing so, this work provides explanations for the public’s attachment to the country’s passenger train network and illustrates the tangible impact of these sentiments, which often are acknowledged, but unexamined in this literature. For histories dealing with the public’s role in the “freeway revolts” of the late 1960s, I develop this topic by showing that Americans desired to shape the country’s transportation network in ways that extended beyond highway construction. Finally, in regards to historiography pertaining to the public’s understanding of corporations in the 1960s, I elaborate on these perspectives, because neither work directly discusses the nation’s railroads. The industry was an outlier in this time as it was declining while so many other industries were thriving. With this distinction, my work reveals that the actual economic success of the business did not matter. Instead, the public’s perception of corporations applied to most, if not all industries, causing citizens to project the profitable nature of most businesses on to all of them including the nation’s beleaguered railroads. Furthermore, the public’s demands for rail passenger service provides a tangible example of Vogel’s characterization of American public thought in this era. 




[bookmark: _Toc12978004]Scope, Methodology & Sources

Public support for the preservation of the nation’s passenger service existed throughout the country. As a result, this thesis does not focus on any particular region of the country. In ICC proceedings it was common for a witness to state their occupation, hinting at the individual’s social status. Pronouns utilized by questioning attorneys reveal the gender of those who sat on the witness stand. There is significantly less information relating to the races of those involved, but periodically African-Americans identify themselves on the witness stand. To them, passenger trains were a key transportation resource as many of them could not afford cars or plane travel due to the harsh repression they faced in this time period.[footnoteRef:28] In spite of this distinction, I found that these concerns garnered attention from no particular group in America’s population. Consequently, I do not focus on any particular age group, race or gender. However, I draw subtle distinctions between rural and urban populations, because the economic climates of their areas varied greatly in this time period.[footnoteRef:29] Their differing contexts caused these groups to emphasize different concerns while striving to protect their areas’ passenger trains.    [28:  I came across a few examples of this phenomenon in Box 4142, Folder “Finance Dockets Nos. 25143, 25150 & 25151, Illinois Central Railroad Company Change in Service of Trains Nos. 9 & 10 between Chicago and Carbondale, Illinois, and Discontinuance Between Carbondale, Illinois and Birmingham, Alabama, Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 17 & 18 between Jacksonville, Florida and Albany, Georgia, Central of Georgia Railway Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 10-9 & 9-10 Between Birmingham, Alabama and Albany, Georgia,”  Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.]  [29:  David Torstensson, “Beyond the City: Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty in Rural America.” Journal of Policy History 25, no. 4 (2013): 593. doi:10.1017/S0898030613000316.] 

For my analysis, I rely principally on two main groups of sources. The first group of documents contain materials from ICC train discontinuance investigations. These documents include correspondence from concerned residents, local officials and politicians, transcripts of public testimony given at ICC proceedings, railroad petitions requesting discontinuance and other related materials.[footnoteRef:30] These documents were created between 1958 and 1971, as these ICC matters occurred only after the passage of the Transportation Act of 1958 and before Amtrak’s creation.[footnoteRef:31] Accordingly, I examine the public’s attachment to the nation’s passenger trains and its impact on government policies in this time span. Given that each case generated hundreds of pages of material and the large number of these matters, it is not reasonable to look at every single proceeding. To address this issue, this thesis relies on a representative sample of cases. This sample was generated by selecting proceedings from all parts of the country. An effort was made to ensure that these cases also pertained to a wide-variety of passenger services: long-distance intercity trains, regional operations and commuter services. Furthermore, the selected cases were heard by the ICC at dates spread throughout the chronology of this thesis. This representative sample still spans thousands of pages. The size of this project does not allow for involved explanations of every example mentioned in this thesis.  [30:  Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, Record Group 134, Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission, National Archives.]  [31:  Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, 124-129. ] 

	I also draw from the Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Act of 1970.[footnoteRef:32] This compilation contains materials related to Congressional debate over the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, the piece of legislation that created Amtrak, and other proposals that preceded this piece of legislation. These sources include transcripts of all major House and Senate hearings pertaining to passenger train legislation between 1969 and 1970, letters from concerned stakeholders such as railroad presidents, community activists and the Interstate Commerce Commission, texts of proposed bills, and the unamended text of the Rail Passenger Service Act passed by Congress in October 1970. This collection is also rather large, necessitating a sampling of materials. A concentrated effort was made to include examples from representatives of both political parties, of populated and rural districts and of districts spread across the entire country. From this sample, it is clear that Amtrak received wide-spread support which transcended partisan and geographic divides.[footnoteRef:33]  [32:  Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#. 
This collection contains nearly 2,000 pages of material related to the legislative process surrounding the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970.]  [33:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story (Omaha: Simon-Boardman Books, 1994), 41. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978005]Breakdown of Chapters

	To explain the contradiction between the public’s devotion to the country’s passenger trains and the diminishing number of individuals utilizing these trains, I develop the perceptions that inspired the American public to hold these sentiments in the first two chapters. The first chapter discusses the poor conditions that were common aboard the nation’s passenger rail services, and how these circumstances caused individuals to assume that railroads were intentionally sabotaging their services. People inferred that railroads were trying to discourage passenger travel in an effort to subvert their obligations to the public, stirring frustration and anger toward these corporations. These sentiments encouraged citizens to seek reform by demanding government intervention in an effort to force these companies to improve their passenger services. The second chapter examines how passenger train discontinuances stirred regional fears among both urban and regional populations. These individuals assumed that the disappearance of passenger trains would exacerbate the problems facing their areas. Rural persons worried that reductions in passenger rail service would worsen the economic decline and separation plaguing these locales in this era. People from urban areas inferred that the removal of these trains would worsen the traffic congestion and pollution afflicting city centers. With these local motivations, people fought to solve the issues facing their regions’ by advocating for the preservation of rail passenger service. These justifications served to provide a strong political basis for the nationalization of America’s passenger trains. Then, in chapter 3, I show how the developments detailed in the previous two chapters affected the legislative process that resulted in Amtrak. From the Congressional record, it is evident that these public concerns influenced the federal government’s response to this issue by framing the lawmakers’ discourse as they debated solutions meant to solve this transportation problem.      
[bookmark: _Toc12978006]Setting the Scene

While examining pubic fears pertaining to the decline of the nation’s passenger services, it is important to acknowledge that the 1960s were an age of anxiety to the people who lived through the decade. A major contributor to these perceptions was the fracturing of the standing political order which had existed since the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt. Under FDR, the Democratic Party forged a strong alliance consisting of northern liberals, labor union members, African Americans, farmers and Southern Whites. This “New Deal” or “liberal” coalition served as the dominating political force in American politics from the 1930s to the 1960s. During the 1960s, several divisive developments including the Vietnam War and the fracturing of the Civil Rights movement in the mid-1960s served to break-up this coalition and to trigger major political realignment.[footnoteRef:34] For instance, many manufacturers began moving their operations from urban areas, ushering in a decline of their main economic base.[footnoteRef:35] These city centers had once been bastions for the liberal coalition. As these areas decayed, minority groups, particularly African Americans, bore the brunt of the economic consequences. These repercussions, coupled with African American’s growing dissatisfaction over the progress of civil rights initiatives, bred frustration that contributed to the rise of the more militant “black power” wing of the Civil Rights Movement. The prominence of black power leaders like Malcom X coincided with the “long, hot summer” races riots of the late 1960s that created over a billion dollars in damage to American cities between 1964 and 1969. Northern Whites began to associate these destructive outbursts of anger with the black power movement, spurring a rapid drop in their support for the Democratic Party’s Civil Rights initiatives.[footnoteRef:36] This set of events represents only a few aspects of the upheaval that typified American life in this era.  [34:  Holly M. Allen, “New Deal Coalition”, 2007.]  [35:  David Koistinen, Confronting Decline: The Political Economy of Deindustrialization in Twentieth-Century New England (Florida: University Press of Florida, 2013), Accessed April 8, 2019. ProQuest Ebook Central.]  [36:  C. Galvin Mackenzie and Robert Weisbrot, The Liberal Hour: Washington and the Politics of Change in the 1960s, (New York: Penguin Press, 2008), 335-338. ] 

As citizens dealt with these rapid shifts, they became anxious, disturbed and angry as they experienced the impacts of these changes.[footnoteRef:37] The presence of these strong emotions provides important background information for this analysis. It reveals that the public’s preoccupation with the declining state of America’s passenger train network occurred in the midst of an age typified by intense sentiments that sparked movements like civil rights and the environment. Thus, the strong reaction to the disappearance of the nation’s passenger trains was emblematic of the public’s response to a wide-variety of issues in 1960s. This perspective normalizes advocacy for the preservation of passenger rail services because it was one of the numerous causes that people dedicated themselves to in this epoch.  Furthermore, other movements started in this era, like the Civil Rights Movement, are recognized as having a tangible effect on the federal government’s policies.[footnoteRef:38] Accordingly, the notion that citizens’ support for the preservation of passenger rail services inspired Congress’s decision to create Amtrak becomes more reasonable.    [37:  Ibid., 359-364. ]  [38:  Ibid., 173-175. ] 

Also, the ICC’s role in the eyes of the public helps explain why citizens sought the agency’s help in reversing the decline of the American passenger train. The ICC was established to reign in the evils of the “robber barons” by regulating how much railroads were able to charge for their services with the Act to Regulate Commerce of 1887. An organization known as the Grange, among other grassroot efforts, advocated for these administrative restrictions.[footnoteRef:39] Thus from the start, the ICC was created at the public’s urging to protect citizens from the harmful motivations of these corporations. This view continued into the 1960s. During a proceeding in 1966, an ICC examiner proclaimed that the agency was “the guardian of public interest in matters relating to Interstate commerce.”[footnoteRef:40] With these words, he was affirming the ICC’s position as the primary protect of the consumer in matters regarding the American railroad industry. Legally, this representation was readily evident in how much control this bureaucracy had over this industry. By the mid-1960s, in addition to controlling railroad rates, these corporations had to get ICC approval to discontinue or modify passenger train services, issue common stock, install individuals on their board of directors, and merge with other railroads.[footnoteRef:41] Often, these decisions were discussed in administrative law courts where railroads had to provide justifications for their proposals on public record.   [39:  Gallamore and Meyer, 3-4. ]  [40:  Federal Supervision of Railroad Passenger Service: The Sunset Case, Dawn of a New Era or Monument to the Old?” Duke Law Journal 1970, 547.  ]  [41:  This list is compiled from Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, 3-4, and Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains, 33-34. Also, in sifting through Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives, I came across records detailing all of these different types of matters. 
] 
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[bookmark: _Toc12978007]Chapter 1: Corporate Conspiracy

[bookmark: _Toc12978008]Renaissance of the Robber-Baron

	On August 19th, 1968, H.L. Williams, a citizen from Columbus, Georgia, stood before an ICC Commissioner, two railroad lawyers and other members of the public. As he pleaded for the preservation of a once popular train between Chicago, IL and Jacksonville, FL, he said, “I love the Seminole and I would sure hate to see them take the Seminole off. And as an old rider of the Seminole during my younger days, […] I have a certain love for it, I feel they can get the business if they didn’t try to discourage it.”[footnoteRef:42] With these words, Mr. Williams hoped to convince the ICC to deny the Central of Georgia Railroad’s petition to discontinue the train. Ironically, Mr. Williams had not ridden the train in the last three years. To further complicate things, Mr. Williams also ended his testimony with a jab at the Central of Georgia Railroad, claiming that the train’s recently low passenger numbers were somehow a result of this corporation’s actions. This man’s impassioned support of his local passenger train and his clear distrust of the railroad company that operated it was common throughout the country. These individuals believed that people were avoiding these services because of the unfavorable conditions found aboard these trains. In response, the public blamed the railroads for the undesirable nature of train travel. With this perspective, Americans passionately called on railroads to improve these services, expecting that these upgrades would reverse the rapid decline of America’s passenger trains in the post-war era. Surprisingly, people held these views even as ridership aboard these services dropped almost to insignificance, and newly enhanced interstate highways and jet-powered airplanes offered numerous alternatives. From this set of circumstances, it is evident that concerns other than practicality encouraged people to take up this cause.  [42:  H.L Williams., “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Columbus, GA,” August 19th, 1968, Box 4142, Folder “Finance Dockets Nos. 25143, 25150 & 25151, Illinois Central Railroad Company Change in Service of Trains Nos. 9 & 10 between Chicago and Carbondale, Illinois, and Discontinuance Between Carbondale, Illinois and Birmingham, Alabama, Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 17 & 18 between Jacksonville, Florida and Albany, Georgia, Central of Georgia Railway Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 10-9 & 9-10 Between Birmingham, Alabama and Albany, Georgia,”  Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.] 

Before diving into these perceptions, it is important to understand why Americans in this era simultaneously mistrusted railroads and expected these companies to provide public services like passenger transportation. This outlook was the product of two key historical developments that occurred in the 19th century. First, many railroads received valuable land grants to support their construction. As a result of these subsidies, railroads were viewed as public corporations. This perception resulted in a “sense of entitlement” that assumed railroads should readily bear burdens for the general welfare.[footnoteRef:43] Second, Americans traditionally viewed railroads as natural monopolies due to their once great technological superiority; in that era, no entity could effectively compete with the nation’s railroads. With no worthy competitors, railroad owners became powerful men that frequently abused their positions of influence, and perpetrated injustices like favoring certain shippers at the expense of other companies.[footnoteRef:44] Their avaricious tendencies also created an unstable railroad industry that failed to adequately meet the nation’s transportation needs.[footnoteRef:45] As a result, an effort, supported most famously by organizations such as the Grange, resulted in Congress’s formation of the Interstate Commerce Commission in 1887 to ensure that that these big businesses acted with the “social welfare” in mind. This was the federal government’s first comprehensive regulatory scheme for an American industry.[footnoteRef:46] Originally, this role involved regulating railroad rates in an effort to protect “the public interest” from the greedy tendencies of railroad owners.[footnoteRef:47]  [43:  Robert Gallamore and John Meyer, American Railroads, Cambridge: Harvard Univeristy Press, 2014.]  [44:  Herbert Hovenkamp, "Regulatory Conflict in the Gilded Age: Federalism and the Railroad Problem," The Yale Law Journal 97, no. 6 (1988): 1017-072, doi:10.2307/796340.]  [45:  George Revill, "Richard White, Railroaded: The Transcontinentals and the Making of Modern America," Transfers: Interdisciplinary Journal of Mobility Studies 2, no. 3 (2012): 195+, Academic OneFile (accessed March 9, 2019). http://link.galegroup.com.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/apps/doc/A397007541/AONE?u=tel_a_vanderbilt&sid=AONE&xid=25ae4273.]  [46:  Gallamore and Meyer, 3-4. ]  [47:  Hovenkamp, 1-2.] 

	Historical accounts like American Railroads and Railroaded focus on these events in an effort to examine the years approximately between 1880 and 1910. They capture the public’s mandate for bold action by describing the ICC’s formation as the nation’s first foray into sweeping business regulation, and adequately developing the “robber-baron” image that was associated with railroad executives in the public’s minds. However, their accounts fail to explain the impact of this legacy on future decades. This chapter reveals that Americans remained distrustful of these corporations well into twentieth century, and that these negative perceptions affected the public’s response to the economic hardships faced by the railroad industry in the 1960s.  
	In this era, railroads faced a set of circumstances that differed dramatically from their situation at the turn of the century. Instead of dominating the transportation market, railroads fought for their economic survival. Several competitors now challenged the railroads’ once leading position in the transportation market place. To make matters worse, their opponents often received huge subsidies in the form of massive infrastructure projects. For example, trucking companies benefited enormously from the construction of interstate highways, and barging companies received an advantage from extensive public waterway projects. In contrast, railroads paid for the complete cost of their tracks and facilities, and bore the additional burden of property taxes levied on their extensive land holdings. This disparity allowed competitors to charge low rates that railroads could not match due to their higher operating costs.[footnoteRef:48] Consequently, many railroads ended up starved for freight traffic, their main source of revenue, leaving them in perilous financial condition.[footnoteRef:49]  [48:  Gallamore and Meyer, 9-10.]  [49:  Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2006), 15-17.] 

However, the regulatory regime that controlled railroads in the 1960s remained unchanged from the one established in the late nineteenth century to restrict their “monopolistic tendencies.” In American Railroads, Gallamore and Meyer acknowledge that “until the mid-1970s…the regulatory grip on railroads was always tightening – becoming more all-embracing, more complex and convoluted and more deleterious in its negative economic consequences.”[footnoteRef:50] The Transportation Act of 1958, which conferred the authority to discontinue unprofitable and unneeded passenger trains to the ICC, serves as a clear example of the government’s ever-constricting grip on the nation’s railroads. The law’s themes were reminiscent of the “robber-baron” era that had long since passed, because Congress did not trust the country’s railroads to independently provide passenger service that would serve the public’s interests. Instead, the bill specified that the “Commission [ICC] shall have authority…either upon complaint or upon its own initiative, to enter upon an investigation of the proposed discontinuance or change.” With this power, the ICC could investigate any corporate attempt to modify or discontinue a passenger rail service. The ICC’s inquires often took the form of public “train-off” proceedings where railroads had to justify the proposed service change or passenger train removal. To garner official support, a railroad needed to establish with evidence that the service in question caused an “undue financial burden” for the company and that the train was no longer “a public necessity”.[footnoteRef:51]  [50:  Gallamore and Meyer, 223. ]  [51:  85th Congress, “Transportation Act of 1958: P.L. 85-625,” August 12th, 1958. Government Publishing Office, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-72/pdf/STATUTE-72-Pg568.pdf, 4. ] 

As evidenced by The Transportation Act of 1958, the operation of passenger trains was considered a part of the public service that railroads were obligated to perform. These services were especially affected by post-World War II shifts in the American transportation landscape that were instigated by extensive government spending. For instance, the airline industry received access to airports built at the expense of local, city and state governments. Sometimes, this money came from special taxes levied on railroad property. Also, the Interstate Highway System greatly reduced the expense of traveling across the country by automobile. Railroads found it especially difficult to compete with these subsidized forms of competition in both freight and passenger services. As a result, the number of Americans traveling by train dropped drastically after World War II. The industry’s market share of intercity travel fell from 39.9% in 1955 to only 7.5% in 1970.[footnoteRef:52] This dramatic decline in passenger count caused railroads to lose massive amounts of money which created another financial burden that worsened the monetary pressure created by the loss of freight traffic. According to ICC calculations, these corporations lost $421 million while operating passenger trains in 1965.[footnoteRef:53] To put that in perspective, that’s over $3.3 billion in today’s dollars![footnoteRef:54] This monetary burden coupled with declines in freight revenue drove many railroads to take aggressive cost-cutting measures. Consequently, the vast majority of these businesses began submitting petitions to the ICC in an effort to discontinue their unprofitable passenger trains.    [52:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story (Omaha: Simon-Boardman Books, 1994), 20. ]  [53:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 6.]  [54:  “CPI Inflation Calculator,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, Accessed March 11, 2019, https://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl?cost1=1%2C000%2C000.00&year1=196506&year2=201901.] 

These service reductions were often met with severe disappointment by the American public, because they assumed that these corporations were acting out of malice or indifference, instead of financial necessity. This perception prevailed, even in the 1960s, as many citizens were unaware of the dire economic straits faced by most railroads. These corporations contributed to this viewpoint by downplaying their financial difficulties. For example, the nation’s largest railroad in the late 1960s, known as the Penn Central, hid their massive monetary losses through accounting tricks.[footnoteRef:55] These corporate actions bolstered the public’s already unrealistic perception of the railroad industry’s financial health, but were not totally responsible for this phenomenon. The nation’s traditional understanding of these corporations as the country’s “first big business” also played a role in forging this standpoint. This view encouraged individuals to assume that railroads were economically stable enough to bear the financial strain caused by operation of unprofitable passenger train services.[footnoteRef:56] Furthermore, as argued by Vogel, the public began to expect corporations to act in socially responsible manners during this era.[footnoteRef:57] These sentiments contributed to the public’s warped view of the American railroad industry by reinforcing the sense that these businesses should serve communities by providing adequate passenger service. Documents from ICC train discontinuance proceedings bolster Vogel’s characterization of American public thought pertaining to its businesses.   [55:  Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains, 82.]  [56:  Gallamore and Meyer, 3. ]  [57:  David Vogel, Fluctuating Fortunes, 42.] 

	As a result of these circumstances, the sudden increase in train discontinuance petitions offended Americans because they believed that railroads were abandoning a traditional aspect of their public obligation. This standpoint stirred strong negative feelings toward railroad companies and their leaders. In Twilight of the Great Trains, Fred Frailey writes “railroad presidents stood somewhere between cemetery lot salesmen and carnival pitchmen in public esteem, and the common wisdom was that passenger trains weren’t doing well because their owners didn’t want them to.”[footnoteRef:58] Frailey explains that these train discontinuances were not only unpopular, but also seen as a part of a larger conspiracy instigated by the railroads. In this plot, these corporations desired to accelerate the decline of their passenger trains to the point of ruining even their profitable services in an effort to completely abandon the passenger business. Similar to other authors, Fraily mentions these sentiments in this book, but provides little explanation for their presence.  [58:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 5.] 

The public’s perception of the nation’s railroads in this era provides an explanation for these beliefs. Instead of ascribing the decline of passenger trains to the increased prominence of air travel and freeways, citizens blamed inept railroad managers or assumed that these corporations intentionally sought to discourage train travel through deceitful practices. These negative public views stemmed from the nation’s historic mistrust of its railroad companies, among other factors.  As a result, Americans believed that the nation’s passenger rail network could be restored to its former glory even in the jet-age by forcing railroads to stop sabotaging their passenger trains. These hopes drove citizens to highlight the supposedly dishonest or negligent actions of these companies to federal regulators in an effort to spur the ICC to mandate reversals of these unfavorable practices. To examine this phenomenon, this chapter assess the credibility of the public’s charges and then develops the specific issues they identified while making these claims. This analysis develops a key part of the public’s view relating to the nation’s passenger trains in this era, thereby explaining the observations detailed by authors like Frailey, and building a frame of reference for an upcoming analysis of the public’s role in the legislative process that bore Amtrak.  
[bookmark: _Toc12978009]Sensing Betrayal

In this climate, the public’s negative views relating to these corporations stirred a number of strong emotions. Many individuals felt that their communities were being abandoned by the companies originally charted to serve them, and reacted with strong anger. These sentiments often boiled over into open hostility as citizens tersely accused railroads of deceitful and inept conduct during ICC proceedings. When presented with evidence of steep monetary losses, citizens often unsympathetically asserted that railroads had caused their own problems by creating unfavorable conditions on their passenger trains. Passengers asserted that these corporations intend to worsen their financial losses in an effort to craft more compelling train discontinuance petitions for the ICC. With a larger financial cost, it was easier for a railroad to argue that the train created “an undue burden” on the business – an important prerequisite for ICC approval. These accusations paralleled the misdeeds perpetrated by railroad executives in the Gilded Age as they assumed that these railroads were acting against the public interest. In some regions of the country, these charges were true in the 1960s, but it is telling that the public held these sentiments before the scandals that broke late in the decade. It took these events to definitively prove the public’s suspicions about certain railroads. However, the public made these charges repeatedly throughout the ICC’s tenure over the nation passenger train’s between 1958 and 1970, establishing that other factors encouraged citizens to make negative inferences about these railroad companies.  
A particularly dramatic example of these suspicions manifested itself in 1965, during the fight over the New Haven Railroad’s Westchester County commuter services.  In response to the railroad’s intention to stop providing service at four stations in Westchester County, the community quickly organized into the United Communities for Railroad Action (UCRA). This organization comprised of commuters, chambers of commerce, realty boards, taxpayer groups, and other civic organizations sought to oppose the discontinuances recommended by the New Haven Railroad’s bankruptcy trustees.[footnoteRef:59] In testimony given before the ICC, Richard Rosan, a representative appointed by the UCRA to appear in these proceedings, observed that “there is almost universal feeling of frustration among these people [of Westchester County] because it apparent to them that there is no alternative to New Haven Railroad passenger service.”[footnoteRef:60] These wealthy suburbanites were not alone in their anger. In the fall of 1969, the students of Millikin University – a small liberal arts college in rural Illinois – submitted a petition with over 280 signatures, demanding that the Interstate Commerce Commission stop the Norfolk & Western Railroad’s attempt to discontinue the Blue Bird, a train running between Chicago, IL and St. Louis, MO. In a letter attached to this petition, student William Shaffer wrote “the equipment could hardly be termed “excellent” and the service could rarely be termed “good”. If the Blue Bird is noted for one thing in particular, the fact would prove to be that the Blue Bird is almost always late.”[footnoteRef:61] Individuals in rural Illinois also became irritated by the current state of their rail passenger services and opposed the removal of these trains. These two anecdotes, representative of several others, speak to the widespread nature of these negative sentiments among America’s population in the 1960s.[footnoteRef:62] [59:  Richard A. Rosan (on behalf of United Communities for Railroad Action), “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission,” 1965, Box 050, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Binder: Testimony (1 of 2 folders),” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 1. ]  [60:  Ibid., 2. ]  [61:  William Schaffer, “Letter and Petition to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” Fall 1969, Box 4216, Folder “Finance Docket 25810,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [62:  Standard Star (New Rochelle, NY), “NHRR Dallied Says Ribicoff,” April 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library; Stamford Advocate, “Ribicoff Says NHRR Is Sick Not Dead; ‘We Must Revive It,” April 13th, 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library; James W. Canan for The Hartford Times, “NHRR Riders Back Hearing on Service, “April 12th, 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library.   ] 

In other cases, the public’s language was more intense. A telegram, sent by a concerned citizen unable to attend an ICC hearing in Detroit, provides an example of the accusatory language periodically present in these confrontations. In April 1964, the Grand Trunk Western applied to cancel Trains No. 57 and No. 22 between Detroit and Durand Michigan. These trains handled commuters and served long-distance passengers by providing a connection with a Chicago to Montreal train. The railroad alleged that the train’s operation had cost them $105,084 in 1963 due to declining patronage.[footnoteRef:63] In response, Mr. Direnfeld sent the following by Western Union: “Decline in numbers of passengers is GTWRR’s own fault[.] An active advertising campaign would result in increased trade[.] proof of this is the fact that for six months after I moved into Southfield[,] I had no knowledge of the existance of any commuter trains. [sic]”[footnoteRef:64] From Mr. Direnfeld’s sentiments, it’s readily apparent that he had no concern for the Grand Trunk Western’s financial status. Instead, he wanted to ensure that the GTW’s failure to advertise is entered into the record of this ICC investigation. Direnfeld’s intention illustrates the public’s tendency to accuse these corporations in public. Other citizens across the country also took opportunities to openly confront the supposedly inept railroads that were failing to properly operate their regions’ passenger trains.[footnoteRef:65]  [63:  Grand Truck Western Railroad, “Application of the Grand Trunk Western Railroad Company for the authority to discontinue the operation of its Trains Nos. 57 and 22 now operated between Detroit, Michigan and Durand, Michigan, on its Holly Subdivision of its Detroit Division,” April 7th, 1964, Box 3939, Folder “FD 23069,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [64:  James A. Direnfeld, “Telegram to Interstate Commerce Commission,” May 27th, 1964, Box 3939, Folder “FD 23069.”]  [65:  The New York Times, “Commuters Tell New Haven Story,” March 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library; Record American of Boston, “Urge ICC, Refuse NHRR Rider Halt,” January 18th, 1966, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library; Samford Advocate, “Ribicoff Says NHRR Is Sick Not Dead; ‘We Must Revive It,” April 13th, 1965, Box 052, Folder “FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuance and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press clippings,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library.] 

	  Different individuals believed that corporations fabricated unfavorable conditions in an effort to manipulate the regulatory regime that controlled a railroad’s ability to discontinue passenger trains. From this view, these people saw railroads as villains who were covertly working to escape their public obligation to haul passengers. As a result, citizens frequently interpreted unfavorable circumstances as evidence of this wide-ranging conspiracy. A letter written to ICC Secretary H. Neil Gartson in regards to a possible train discontinuance in the Midwest illustrates this tendency. On February 15, 1968, the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) petitioned to discontinue trains Nos. 69 and 70 between Kansas City, MO and Salina, KS. These trains were all-stop locals that served a number of small communities in the rural area between these two cities. In response to the UP’s request, Henry Kastell, a local resident, made this assumption in his correspondence to the ICC: “the Union Pacific Railroad has deliberately scheduled the westbound train No. 69 to leave from Kansas City as a very late hour and serve the small communities at very inconvenient times. If the schedule is changed, I am sure that train no. 69 would show a much larger revenue.”[footnoteRef:66] Mr. Kastell’s charges are telling, for his words reveal that he was aware of how revenue was an important consideration in the ICC’s investigation process. Accordingly, his charge, alleging that the UP sought to lower this train’s revenue, illustrates the public’s belief in the notion that railroads were fabricating favorable evidence for ICC proceedings. Furthermore, Kastell’s positive perception of this service’s future, predicated on a change in the train’s operation, reveals that he assumed an adequate number of people would ride a more conveniently scheduled train No. 69. His words show that the public identified the actions of railroad companies, not the rise of Interstate Highways or jet aircraft, as the main cause of their passenger trains’ decline.  [66:  Henry E. Kastell, “Letter to Secretary H. Neil Garson of the Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 19th, 1968, Box 4148, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24970 – Union Pacific Railroad Company – Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 69 and 70 Between Kansas City, MO., and Salina, KS,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ] 

Mr. Howard Craft, a substitute teacher from Springfield, Massachusetts, made similar charges on May 21st, 1969 against the Penn Central Railroad. In this case, the corporation was attempting to cancel trains Nos. 404 and 405 between Boston, MA and Albany, NY. In his public testimony, given before an ICC commissioner and Penn Central lawyers, Mr. Craft stated: “of course, if they deliberately not advertise the thing, try to dry up the service by making it miserable, well no doubt they can.”[footnoteRef:67] Like Kastell, Craft supposed that it was perfectly within a railroad’s power to deter travel by offering “miserable” service, thereby ruining the train’s economics and providing favorable evidence for an ICC petition. These similar accusations, offered in a matter involving a train operating through rural Kansas and in a case regarding another train in the populated Northeast, illustrate the widespread nature of these negative views among the American public in the late 1960s.[footnoteRef:68]  [67:  Howard Craft, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Springfield, Massachusetts,” May 21st, 1969, Box 4180, Folder “Finance Docket No. 25585 – Penn Central Company – Discontinuance of Passenger TRS. Nos. 404 and 405 Between Albany, New York and Boston, Mass,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [68:  See also Edmund W. Pratt, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Detroit, Michigan,” May 28th 1964, Box 3939, Folder “FD 23069.”; Clifford Kuhl, “Letter to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 4th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24972 – Pennsylvania New York Central Transportation Company – Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 94 and 95 Between Logansport, Ind., and Louisville, KY,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives; Herman Allen, “Survey submitted to Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ] 

	The palpable presence of these powerful sentiments establishes how the public’s elevated expectations of the nation’s railroad industry fostered their impassioned support of the nation’s passenger trains. When railroads sought to discontinue their services, they were acting contrary to the public’s traditional understanding of these companies as wealthy businesses that could afford to operate services for the public regardless of the cost. The resulting cognitive dissonance spurred the public’s negative reaction to these cancellations; they wanted railroads to continue offering the rail passenger services that had traditionally served their communities. Their negative responses were also colored by the railroad industry’s historic reputation. Citizens automatically assumed that railroads were shirking their traditional duties for unwarranted selfish reasons and that these companies were engaged in deception while seeking to eliminate their passenger rail services. This supposed “public be damned” mentality ascribed to these corporations had striking similarities to the negative public sentiments of the late nineteenth century which coined the term “robber-baron” to scorn the selfish and morally dubious railroad leaders of that era. Railroads were effectively restrained with the creation of the ICC, so these similar sentiments of the 1960s must have had their roots in the 1800s.[footnoteRef:69] As the declining state of the nation’s passenger trains became evident to the public, they jumped to the conclusion that these railroad companies were acting out of malice, well before it became public that certain railroads were intentionally downgrading their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:70] [69:  Gallamore and Meyer, 5-7. ]  [70:  Frailey, 47-48, 125. ] 

In a sense, the public’s mistrust, influenced by the past, served as a punishment for the industry’s gross misconduct in the nineteenth century. Some corporations were legitimately struggling financially like the Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad, known as “The Katy,” that could not afford the approximately two million dollars it lost each year while operating its passenger trains.[footnoteRef:71] The railroad industry suffered both due to its past and the actions of railroads that did attempt to drive away passengers like the Southern Railway that served the American South.[footnoteRef:72] When the railroads needed public support to face strong challengers in the 1960s, citizens remained dubious of their motives and unsympathetic to their cause. This development ultimately kept these corporations from receiving any meaningful assistance to face the strong economic pressures that threatened them in this era. Goddard in Getting There asserts that the railroad executives and government officials remained unwilling to work with each other, while automobile manufacturers and other industry heads formed warm relationships with federal politicians.[footnoteRef:73] Again, this explanation discounts the public’s influence on these historical processes. Citizens’ testimony before the ICC conveys a tangible sense of the public’s strong resentment of these corporations. This anger made individuals inclined to blame the railroads and remain unsympathetic to the plight of these corporations as they sought to cut costs by eliminating their unprofitable passenger services.        [71:  Ibid., 80-82. ]  [72:  Ibid., 126-129.]  [73:  Stephen Goddard, Getting There: The Epic Struggle between Road and Rail in the American Century, 5. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978010]Reality Check

So, were these undesirable conditions intentionally created by the country’s railroads? The answer, in short, depended on the unique financial circumstances and corporate culture of each individual railroad. Twilight of the Great Trains reflects this understanding by analyzing “not only the trains of 11 railroad systems but also the environment in which they toiled.” In doing so, Frailey devotes a separate chapter to each railroad discussed in his book.[footnoteRef:74] There were a few railroads that undisputedly worked to get rid of their passenger trains as soon as possible regardless of their popularity. For example, the Southern Pacific Railroad, a relatively wealthy company that served primarily the West Coast, was notorious for sabotaging their own passenger trains in an effort to discourage travel. In the early 1960s, the Southern Pacific replaced the majority of their full-service dining cars with “automats.” These cars carried a few vending machines and microwave ovens, and they served cold sandwiches and canned casseroles to passengers during their journeys. Many citizens responded indignantly, but the railroad refused to remove them from service. The deployment of these cars became an infamous event, demonstrating the corporation’s commitment to discouraging travel on their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:75] However, in other cases, railroads were hemorrhaging money and simply could not afford to operate their passenger trains properly. For instance, the New York Central Railroad, which operated primarily between the Northeast and Midwest, was famous for their luxurious passenger trains like the 20th Century Limited. However, as competition increased, the railroad lost almost half a billion dollars over the course of 8 years, absorbing the revenue from other services and putting the company in a dangerous financial position.[footnoteRef:76] To survive, the railroad had to reduce their passenger services and eliminate onboard amenities.[footnoteRef:77] Other prestigious railroads like the Pennsylvania Railroad with its famous Broadway Limited also had to make similar choices in an effort to survive.[footnoteRef:78]  [74:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 8.]  [75:  Ibid., 44-45. ]  [76: Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains, 14-15. ]  [77:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 170-173.]  [78:  Ibid., 177-178. ] 

Further complicating matters, there were also railroads that maintained extremely high standards aboard their passenger trains like the Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe and the Seaboard Coast Line. Both of these railroads retained their esteemed reputation among passengers up to the day Amtrak took over their operations. The corporate culture and the strong financial condition of both of these railroads enabled them to continue providing amenities that had long since disappeared on the trains of other railroads.[footnoteRef:79] Though widely-respected, the actions of these corporations did little to change the public’s negative attitude toward the majority of the nation’s railroads. As individuals observed these differing situations, they often could not tell whether railroads intentionally worsened their services or acted out of financial desperation. The public’s unrealistic perception of the railroads’ economic strength caused them to doubt the severity of these corporations’ passenger train losses. Consequently, most citizens were inclined to assume that these businesses made their passenger trains undesirable on purpose.    [79:  Ibid., 55, 135. ] 

This tendency among the American public was also fostered by a number of scandals in which railroads were caught purposefully taking steps to drive away prospective passengers. The Southern Pacific’s treatment of the Sunset Limited and the resulting public backlash proved to be the most glaring example of deceitful railroad practices. In 1894, the Southern Pacific Railroad inaugurated the Sunset Limited – America’s oldest named passenger train – as a limited stop, all first-class service between San Francisco and New Orleans.[footnoteRef:80] During World War II, the train was cut back to run from Los Angeles to New Orleans and remained on this schedule until Amtrak. Southern Pacific, like most railroads, was quite enthusiastic about passenger trains in the immediate post-war era. Accordingly, the company invested 16.5 million dollars into the Sunset Limited in the late 1940s. With this investment, the railroad quickened the Sunset’s schedule and upgraded the train’s equipment to new “streamlined” cars of stainless steel and diesel-electric locomotives. This huge capital investment had little effect, and patronage on Southern Pacific’s passenger trains ultimately dropped fifty percent between 1949 and 1959.[footnoteRef:81] By 1959, the Southern Pacific “had had it” with their passenger trains and decided to exit the passenger business entirely.[footnoteRef:82] However, the ICC would never allow them to completely end their passenger operations. The Sunset Limited earned almost 4.5 million dollars above its direct costs in 1960, but the train was not immune to the railroad’s vendetta against its passenger services.[footnoteRef:83] In 1964, the company removed the train’s full dining car, replacing it with a diner-lounge. Also, the company reduced the train’s sleeping accommodations by half that same year. Two years later, the Southern Pacific acted again. The company removed the last sleeping car in 1966, even though records showed that its average occupancy was somewhere around 70%. A month later, the train’s diner-lounge was removed and replaced with one of Southern Pacific’s infamous “automat” vending machine cars.[footnoteRef:84] Passengers were left with no sleeping facilities and only canned food for the 2,033-mile trip between Los Angeles and New Orleans. Not surprisingly, patronage on the Sunset Limited began to fall even faster. [footnoteRef:85] [80:  Brian Solomon, Southern Pacific Passenger Trains (Minneapolis: MBI Publishing, 2005), 124.]  [81:  Association of American Railroads President Thomas Goodfellow, “Statement of Thomas M. Goodfellow, President, Association of American Railroads; Accompanied by William M. Moloney, Vice President and General Counsel,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service Legislation, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation of the Senate Commerce Committee, September 23, 24 and 25, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#. ]  [82:  John Messer, “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 15. ]  [83:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 48.]  [84: John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” 15. ]  [85:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 48.] 

The Southern Pacific’s treatment of the Sunset Limited drew the concern of state regulators along the train’s route. The train was the last one serving many cities such as Yuma, AZ and El Paso, TX. It seemed as if the Southern Pacific was working to craft a compelling train discontinuance petition regarding the Sunset Limited. To preempt this action, all five states served by the Sunset Limited (California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, and Louisiana) submitted identical petitions in 1966 protesting the Southern Pacific’s actions. Within these documents, the states alleged that the “S.P. has, over a period of years, consistently downgraded, discouraged the use of, and eroded the quality of its common carrier passenger train service.”[footnoteRef:86] Furthermore, these petitions also demanded action. These states wanted the ICC to investigate and to ultimately order the railroad to reinstate sleeping cars and proper dining facilities aboard the Sunset Limited.[footnoteRef:87] The Southern Pacific responded with its own petition, arguing that passenger trains were a lost cause and that the ICC had no legal standing to impose service standards on the Sunset Limited.[footnoteRef:88]  The ICC agreed to investigate the Southern Pacific’s handling of the Sunset Limited. The resulting proceeding was dubbed the Sunset Adequacies Case and lagged on for months in Washington D.C. This matter involved the participation of thirty-two attorneys over the course of about two years.[footnoteRef:89] On April 22nd, 1968, ICC hearing examiner John Messer released his opinion which found that “the S.P. (the Southern Pacific Railroad) […] has down-graded its passenger-train service and that this has contributed materially to the decline in patronage.” He also affirmed the notion that the ICC did have authority to set requirements for services on passenger trains and ordered the Southern Pacific to replace the train’s dining and sleeping facilities.[footnoteRef:90] This ruling proved to be a landmark decision from the ICC that had far-reaching implications for the government’s involvement in the country’s passenger train network.[footnoteRef:91] This thesis discusses these impacts in later chapters. [86:  Arizona Corporation Commission, “Petition under Section 12(1) and 13(2) of the Interstate Commerce Act for institution of an investigation of the downgrading of Southern Pacific Company’s passenger service between California and Louisiana, April 20th, 1966, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1966,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 2.]  [87:  Ibid., 8-9.]  [88:  Southern Pacific Company, “Reply of the Southern Pacific Company to Petitions of Louisiana Public Service Commission and California Public Utilities Commission seeking institution of investigation,” May 2nd, 1966, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1966,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library.]  [89:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 49.]  [90:  John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library.  ]  [91:  Senator Vance Harkte, “Purpose and Need,” April 9th, 1970, Folder “Senate Report No. 91-765 to Accompany S. 3706, April 9, 1970,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.] 

In regards to the public’s perception of the country’s railroads, the Sunset Adequacies Case became a poster-child for the industry’s alleged conspiracy against its passenger trains. The proceeding captured the attention of nationwide papers, exposing citizens across the country to the Southern Pacific’s dishonest conduct. For instance, The Wall Street Journal reported on the case while it was pending before the ICC in October 1968. A staff reporter quoted the ICC which noted “that approximately 160,000 paying passengers will use the Sunset service in 1968. […] ‘This continuing patronage is nothing short of remarkable, considering the actions taken by the carrier to discourage use of these trains.’”[footnoteRef:92] As a result of the media’s dissemination of these charges, citizens across the nation began to view the circumstances surrounding their region’s passenger trains from a different perspective. They claimed that their local railroads were utilizing the Southern Pacific’s tactics to sabotage their areas’ passenger trains.  [92:  "Southern Pacific Told to Keep 'Sunset'; ICC Says Road Purposely Cut Services." Wall Street Journal (1923 - Current File), Oct 24, 1968. http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/133267745?accountid=14816.] 

This influence is illustrated by testimony given at an ICC hearing in Birmingham, AL. C.E. Walker, an attorney who served as a transportation official in Alabama, testified against the possible discontinuance of the Seminole, a Chicago, IL to Jacksonville, FL train that was jointly-operated by three railroads. He recounted his personal experience with this service: “in my travels to Chicago, St. Louis and Kansas City, I always rode this particular train, the Seminole until the railroad company began to strip it. […] the railroad company began cutting off through pullman cars [connecting sleeping cars], eliminating the dining car and allowing the train to deteriorate.”[footnoteRef:93] These charges were remarkably similar to those brought against the Southern Pacific. Further paralleling the Sunset Adequacies Case, Mr. Walker wrote to the ICC, asking “the Commission to force the railroads to put their passenger trains in good repair.”[footnoteRef:94] C.E. Walker’s testimony was made just months after the ICC issued its Sunset Adequacies opinion. His words, which bear a strong resemblance to the main issues of this landmark case, illustrate how the Sunset Adequacies case influenced public opinion. This proceeding tainted the reputation of railroads across the country, thereby causing many to believe that these corporations were actively trying to eliminate their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:95] [93:  C.E. Walker, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Columbus, GA,” August 19, 1968, Box 4142, Folder “Finance Dockets Nos. 25143, 25150 & 25151, Illinois Central Railroad Company Change in Service of Trains Nos. 9 & 10 between Chicago and Carbondale, Illinois, and Discontinuance Between Carbondale, Illinois and Birmingham, Alabama, Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 17 & 18 between Jacksonville, Florida and Albany, Georgia, Central of Georgia Railway Company Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 10-9 & 9-10 Between Birmingham, Alabama and Albany, Georgia,”  Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.]  [94:  Ibid. ]  [95:  See also William Schaffer, “Letter and Petition to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” Fall 1969, Box 4216, Folder “Finance Docket 25810,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives, 2; Ralph Tillma, “Letter to ICC Secretary H. Neil Garson,” September 8th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives, 3; Henry Stegemoeller for Senator Vance Hartke, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Garrett, Indiana,” October 20th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978011]Contributing Trends

	There were a number of other trends present in the American passenger train industry of the 1960s that fostered the public’s negative perception of the country’s railroads. For instance, the public complained about the antiquated equipment utilized in most passenger trains. They asserted that these conditions were proof the railroads’ insensitive intentions. In the 1960s, it was certainly true that the majority of the nation’s passenger cars were far from modern; there had not been a significant upgrade of the industry’s equipment since the late 1940s and early 1950s.  
In this era, railroads became eager to upgrade their trains as they sought to retain the record number of passengers who traveled by train during World War II. Consequently, between September 1, 1945 and December 31, 1948, the nation’s major railroads ordered 2,700 new passenger cars, spending over a billion dollars in 1948 alone.[footnoteRef:96] Unfortunately, this massive investment paled in comparison to the five billion dollars per year that the government planned to spend on highways in the mid-1950s. To justify these massive expenditures, politicians and industry magnates utilized rising Cold War tensions to their advantage. They claimed that cities needed these improved highways to facilitate rapid evacuations during nuclear confrontations. By utilizing this strategy, these highway advocates were able to crystallize these plans into law with the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956.[footnoteRef:97] These increases in federal spending triggered rapid declines in people riding trains as they began using these new freeways, rendering the railroads’ efforts of the late 1940s and early 1950s fruitless. Accordingly, the executives of these corporations felt little incentive to upgrade their passenger trains’ equipment after the mid-1950s. After years of constant use, the old age of most American passenger cars was readily apparent, giving trains a worn-out appearance.[footnoteRef:98]  [96:  Gallamore and Meyer, 108-109.]  [97:  L.  Lacy, “Dwight D. Eisenhower and the Birth of the Interstate Highway System,” Army Sustainment, (2008), 50(2), 64-67. Retrieved from http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/2049990722?accountid=14816.]  [98:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 5.] 

During ICC investigations into possible train discontinuances, many people pointed out these unfavorable conditions. For example, in protest to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad’s attempt to consolidate two passenger trains operating between West Virginia and Washington, D.C., Mr. and Mrs. Burnett E. Bragdon detailed the unfavorable conditions aboard one of these trains: “some of the seats are so dirty and ragged that a person is reluctant to sit on them. Also, more than half of the time we haven’t had heat and have had to ride bundled up like Eskimos.”[footnoteRef:99] The Bragdons complain of the cold because the majority of rail cars relied on steam-heating systems which would frequently fail in their old age, forcing people to either crowd into the train’s other passenger cars or endure the uncomfortable conditions. To passengers like the Bragdons, these circumstances were the reason for the decreasing number of people aboard the country’s passenger rail services.[footnoteRef:100] On the other hand, railroad executives used declining passenger counts as justification for their minimal investments in these trains. In reality, both groups were correct. As passenger counts dropped, railroads expended less effort in maintaining their equipment. As conditions worsened, less people rode these passenger rail services, creating a vicious cycle that plagued the nation’s passenger train network until Amtrak’s formation. This situation, initiated by rapid innovations in the automobile and airplane industries, represents a clear example of Joseph Schumpeter’s notion of creative destruction. Schumpeter asserts that new technologies, or improvements to existing ones, not only bring benefits, but also bring disruptions to traditional industries. These disturbances vary in severity, but have the potential to usher in decline.[footnoteRef:101] Furthermore, government subsides worsened the effect on privately-operated passenger rail services by reducing the cost of other modes of transportation.     [99:  Mr. and Mrs. Burnett E. Bragdon, “Letter to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 8th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [100:  See also Lois Cobler, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Garrett, Indiana,” October 20th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives; Donald C. Schaab, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Garrett, Indiana,” October 20th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives; James Herzer, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Garrett, Indiana,” October 20th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [101:  Mark Dodgson, and David Gann, “Joseph Schumpeter’s Gales of Creative Destruction,” In Innovation: A Very Short Introduction, Oxford University Press, 2010.] 

However, the public’s preoccupation with the conditions aboard passenger trains revealed that citizens did not view the railroads’ predicament with this economic understanding. Instead, they blamed these corporations, assuming that their lack of initiative or selfish motives were the primary cause for the diminished quality of the country’s rail passenger services. As citizens demanded better passenger trains before the ICC, they would often cite specific issues as proof of the railroads’ improper management of their rail passenger services. For example, onboard service downgrades were a common step taken by railroads to cut their losses from operating passenger trains. The public would see these reductions in amenities as evidence that demonstrated the railroads’ contribution to the decay of their own passenger rail services because major long-distance trains had traditionally carried facilities meant to make long journeys comfortable. For example, the Baltimore & Ohio’s National Limited, which operated between Newark, NJ and St. Louis, MO had a lounge car, dining car, sleeping cars, and an observation lounge located at the end of the train well into the post-war era.[footnoteRef:102] As fewer passengers boarded these trains in the 1960s, losses mounted for railroads; the Baltimore & Ohio lost around 2.4 million dollars operating their passenger trains in 1963.[footnoteRef:103] In response, railroads began removing facilities aboard their long-distance trains in an effort to reduce these losses.  [102:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 154.]  [103:  Ibid., 150. ] 

By the late 1960s, the once proud National Limited had become a coach-only train between Martinsburg, West Virginia and Washington, D.C.[footnoteRef:104] This remnant was now known as Trains No. 51 and 52. In February 1968, the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad sought to combine this service with a commuter train operating over the same route, submitting a petition to the ICC about the service change that same month.[footnoteRef:105] The outcry was sufficient enough for Maryland State Senator George R. Hughes Jr. to write a letter to the ICC on behalf of his constituents. In this communication, the state senator notes that “several of our present trains no long offer diner service to its patrons who travel during the dinner hour creating further inconvenience.”[footnoteRef:106] His choice to identify this trend as a “further inconvenience” illustrates how the pubic considered these service downgrades as another tendency that made train travel less attractive. The senator alerts the ICC to this development in an effort to convince them to investigate the Baltimore & Ohio’s treatment of his constituents. This perception, which identifies the removal of onboard facilities as something worth investigating, demonstrates how the public saw the elimination of such amenities as proof of the railroads’ poor treatment of their passenger business.[footnoteRef:107] [104:  Ibid., 167.]  [105:  Boren Chertkov, “Letter to Interstate Commerce Commission Chairmen Paul Tierney,” March 12th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [106: Maryland State Senator George H. Hughes Jr., “Letter to Secretary H. Neil Garson of the Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 14th, 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [107:  See also Frank Churick, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,” October 24th, 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives; R.B. Swanson, Chairman, Potomac Passenger Associtation, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission, October 1969, Box 4217, Folder “FD 25813,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives; Robert Fitcher, “Letter to ICC Chairman Mrs. Virginia Mae Brown,” March 14th, 1969, Box 4180, Folder “Finance Docket No. 25585 – Penn Central Company – Discontinuance of Passenger TRS. Nos. 404 and 405 Between Albany, New York and Boston, Mass,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.    ] 

	The public also identified the rapid decline in passenger train advertising that occurred in the 1960s as another possible way in which the railroads were contributing to the demise of their passenger services. As railroads sought ways to reduce the expenses of their passenger departments, they drastically reduced the amount of money allocated for publicizing their passenger trains. The Southern Pacific Railroad epitomized this trend. Between 1954 and 1959, they spent six million dollars on promotions relating to their passenger trains. As patronage continued to drop, the Southern Pacific stopped these aggressive efforts. In regards to the Sunset Limited, the railroad spent $45,000 on advertising in 1959, but only $531 in 1965.[footnoteRef:108] This rapid change in promotion expenditures was common across the industry. The public was surprisingly perceptive to this sudden shift. In their protests to train discontinuance petitions, they would often cite the railroad’s failure to advertise as a likely reason for the train’s poor economic performance. A letter submitted to the ICC on March 1st, 1968 in protest to the discontinuance of the Kentuckian – a train that ran between Chicago, IL and Louisville, KY -establishes this assertion. Louisville resident Clifford Kuhl writes “if the train were publicized, people might ride it in favor of the Greyhound Bus, which is on a much more inconvenient schedule.” To emphasize his point, Kuhl argues in the last paragraph of his correspondence that “with a little publicity, Pennsy [the Penn Central] could probably operate a profitable train between Chicago and Louisville.”[footnoteRef:109]  [108:  John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 14-15. ]  [109:  Clifford Kuhl, “Letter to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” March 4th, 1968 Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24972 – Pennsylvania New York Central Transportation Company – Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 94 and 95 Between Logansport, Ind., and Louisville, KY,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives. ] 

In regards to this issue, citizens correctly sensed the disillusionment of certain railroads, because a lack of advertising effort often indicated that a railroad had stopped laboring to save their passenger trains. The lackluster intitative of these companies arose out of the same development that made railroads reluctant to order new passenger cars – the steep declines in the number of people riding these services. To some railroads, this trend meant that it was only a matter of time before there would be no need for their passenger trains, causing many of these businesses to become hesitant to spend their scare dollars on publicity. This fatalistic approach was evident in the Southern Pacific’s decision to cut promotion spending 99% in only six years.[footnoteRef:110] As Americans sensed this mentality, they became frustrated, for these people still believed that these trains had a future as shown by their passionate protests in the midst of train discontinuance cases.[footnoteRef:111] Thus, corporate policies like these encouraged individuals to view railroads as the main obstacle hindering their efforts to improve the country’s passenger train network.  [110:  John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, 14-15.]  [111:  See also Stedman H. Stephens, “Letter to ICC Examiner Isadore Freidson,” May 17th, 1969, Box 4180, Folder “Finance Docket No. 25585 – Penn Central Company – Discontinuance of Passenger TRS. Nos. 404 and 405 Between Albany, New York and Boston, Mass,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.   ] 

	Finally, the public also saw the shoddy time-keeping which characterized many passenger trains in the 1960s as another development that indicated railroads were trying to eliminate their passenger trains by making them unattractive. Traditionally, the nation’s consciousness intimately associated railroads with timeliness. In 1883, the major American railroads adopted four standardized time zones in an effort to coordinate schedules. Eventually, in the early 20th century, these time zones were adopted by the Federal Government, establishing the country’s current system of timekeeping.[footnoteRef:112] In the early post-war era, railroads were still associated with strict timekeeping. A 1949 Chicago Daily Tribune article brags about how “railroading is an occupation where virtually every operation is carried out on a time schedule.”[footnoteRef:113] This characterization exemplifies how railroads were traditionally regarded as a timely industry. In the 1960s, this reputation crumbled. As financially-strapped railroads deferred maintenance and utilized aged equipment, it became harder for railroads to run their trains on schedule, especially their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:114] Other railroads began prioritizing freight trains ahead of their passenger trains in an effort to save their most profitable business or simply discourage passenger travel.[footnoteRef:115] These changes in passenger train timeliness also upset the public and were viewed as part of the corporate conspiracy against their passenger services.  [112:  Ian R. Bartky, "The Invention of Railroad Time." Railroad History, no. 148 (1983): 13-22. http://www.jstor.org/stable/43523865.]  [113:  J. Thomson, “How Railroads Made Clocks Run on Time,” Chicago Daily Tribune (1923-1963), June 24th, 1949, Retrieved from http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/177722026?accountid=14816. ]  [114:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 179-183. ]  [115:  Ibid., 49-50.] 

This perception was especially apparent in comments section of several surveys submitted to the ICC in February 1968 to show public opposition to the Baltimore & Ohio’s plan to combine the remains of the National Limited with a commuter run that operated on a similar schedule. A survey taker wrote: “the departure from Cumberland will increase greatly the chances of the consolidated train to arrive late at Washington [...]. What will prevent the B&O [the Baltimore & Ohio] from discontinuing all commuter service after the public gets discouraged from riding the undependable consolidated service of the new train?”[footnoteRef:116] Several other letters and surveys sent to the ICC in regards to this matter made similar accusations against the Baltimore & Ohio, alleging that this consolidation was part of the railroad’s plan to eliminate all rail service in their area.[footnoteRef:117] From these charges, it is evident that these trains’ poor time-keeping also fostered the assumption that these corporations were responsible for the decline of their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:118] In a similar manner, this trend of declining timeliness conveyed to the public the increasing complacency of railroad managers in matters related to passenger trains. Thus, this development also encouraged citizens to seek government assistance in an effort to usher in improvements to America’s passenger train network.   [116:  Ramos Rafael, “Survey submitted to the Interstate Commerce Commission,” February 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [117:  February 1968, Box 4118, Folder “Finance Docket No. 24977 – The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company – Consolidation on Weekday Trs. 37 and 40 with Trs. 51 and 52; Discontinuance Trs. Nos. 51 and 52 Weekends and Holidays, Cumberland, MD., and Washington, D.C.,” Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, RG 134, Records of the ICC, National Archives.  ]  [118: ] 
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An unrealistic perception of railroads pervaded public thought in the 1960s. These corporations were expected to provide public service, because citizens assumed that railroads could afford to operate passenger trains due to their historic reputation of economic strength. In reality, the monetary prowess of the railroad industry faltered in this era as heavily subsidized competitors took away large swaths of their traditional customers. As a result, these corporations began to reduce their passenger services and downgrade their services standards in an effort to reduce their monetary losses. These changes disturbed the public as they conflicted with their traditional conception of the nation’s rail industry, leading citizens to become frustrated and actively oppose these downgrades. In alignment with their understanding of the railroad industry, the public believed that railroads were acting dishonestly. They supposed that these corporations were purposefully worsening their passenger trains in an effort to discourage travel and hurt their economic performance. Since monetary losses were an important consideration in the ICC’s determination of a passenger train’s viability, the public’s charges assumed that these corporations were attempting to fabricate conditions that would encourage the ICC to grant their request. In some cases, citizens were correct in their inferences, encouraging them to assume that all railroads were engaged in these practices.  
Several trends present in the practices of the nation’s railroads of the 1960s supported the public’s negative perception of the entire industry. In reality, only certain railroads focused on eliminating their passenger trains in a purposeful manner. Other corporations were in dire economic straits, and sought to reduce their passenger services out of necessity. To the public, these differing motivations were hard to perceive, and most people assumed that the majority of these corporations were intentionally sabotaging their passenger trains. Furthermore, some railroads were found by government agencies and the media to be engaged in actions meant to discourage travel on their passenger trains, further encouraging the public to scorn these corporations. 
These sentiments partially account for the country’s devotion to passenger trains in the 1960s. Citizens remained committed to these services, even as their role in the nation’s transportation network diminished, because the public believed that the passenger trains’ decline could be reversed under the right circumstances. People assumed individuals stopped using trains due to the unattractive conditions that were supposedly caused by the companies that were operating these services. Consequently, passenger trains were not a lost cause to the public, inspiring them to voice their opposition against the railroads that had supposedly given up on these passenger rail services. In doing so, citizens sought the help of the ICC, and organized collective action meant to force the railroads to change their behavior. This conduct further underscores the public’s distrust of these corporations, because citizens wanted to appeal to an outside authority, instead of expecting the railroads to honor their desires for public service. Additionally, the public’s reliance on the government parallels the politics of the “robber-baron” days in which citizens inspired Congress to establish the ICC to protect the public from the selfish desires of the nation’s railroads. These developments, resulting from traditional perceptions of the nation’s railroad industry, establish in part how the public’s understanding of these corporations instigated their fervent support of the country’s passenger trains. Also, this phenomenon partially explains Amtrak, because the public’s distrust of railroads made it more politically acceptable for the government to assume control of the nation’s rail passenger services.  
The American public’s understanding of the railroad industry did not only breed distrust. In addition, their unrealistic understanding of these companies caused passenger train discontinuances to stir anxieties pertaining to local issues. These apprehensions also fostered the public’s strong support for the preservation of the country’s passenger rail service. These worries, pertaining to issues like economic development, were also found across the country. However, the different problems facing urbanites and rural townspeople stirred differing concerns. Though distinct, the anxieties of both groups created a shared interest in protecting America’s passenger rail network in the 1960s. In the next chapter. I develop the issues confronting both populations, and the apprehensions pertaining to rail passenger service that arose as a result of these problems. 
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	In February 1965, Westchester County Executive, Edwin G. Michaelian, was anxious about the future of his county. The New Haven Railroad had just announced its intention to drastically reduce commuter service between the county and New York City.[footnoteRef:119] Citizens of this area relied heavily on these trains to travel into the city, but Michaelian’s concern went beyond inconvenience to his constituents. When protesting the New Haven’s proposal during an ICC hearing in New York City, he mentioned, “the pattern of development of the County of Westchester for the past 100 years has been intimately tied to each of these railroad lines.”[footnoteRef:120] To him and to a number of his constituents, the removal of these passenger trains represented a threat, because this corporation had played a major role in turning Westchester County into a wealthy suburban community, by making it possible for individuals who worked in the city to reside in the suburbs.[footnoteRef:121] The end of these services would mean the withdrawal of this foundational link to New York City, endangering the continued development of Westchester County in the minds of its residents.   [119:  “New Haven commuters tell it to the ICC,” Business Week (1968) 2, Box 052, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuances and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press Clippings”, Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, the William H. Tucker Papers, Boston: John F. Kennedy Library.]  [120: Westchester County Executive Edwin G. Michaelian, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in New York City, New York, 7-8, (February 1965), Box 050, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuances and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Westchester County,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, the William H. Tucker Papers, Boston: John F. Kennedy Library.]  [121:  Statement of United Communities for Railroad Action President Haynes N. Johnson, “NHRR Commuters Stage Demonstration at Hearing,” New Rochelle Star, (April 12, 1968), Box 052, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuances and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Press Clippings,” JFK Library.  ] 

The anxieties of Michaelian and his constituents, triggered by an attempt to remove passenger rail service, surfaced throughout the country. In small towns, populations dreaded the disappearance of their area’s rail passenger services, assuming that a reduction in passenger trains would accelerate the economic decline already experienced by these regions. Cities feared that the effects of passenger train discontinuances would exacerbate their worsening traffic and environmental problems. These apprehensions reveal that people viewed the preservation of passenger trains as a way to help tackle the issues affecting their regions, thereby demonstrating that people continued to consider rail passenger service as a significant part of their local transportation networks in the 1960s. In the midst of ICC proceedings, citizens often referred to these trains with the words “essential” and “necessity.”  Accordingly, these individuals believed that the removal of passenger trains would have a tangible negative impact on their locales. Ironically, these sentiments remained strong despite a dramatic decline in the number of people riding American rail passenger services after World War II. In 1945, 74.7% of all intercity travel in the United States was by passenger train. By 1965, this number had dropped to only 18.5% of all intercity travel.[footnoteRef:122]  [122:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story (Omaha: Simon-Boardman Books, 1994), 20.] 

Commuter services like the New Haven’s trains serving Westchester County also experienced reductions in popularity, but they were not as acute. In 1960, less than 18% of the region’s total working population utilized commuter trains as their primary means of transportation to work. They were spread disproportionally throughout the county with a few communities having up to 40% of their workforce riding these trains.[footnoteRef:123] Towns like these certainly stood to lose the most if these trains were discontinued, but the entire area feared that the removal of these services would damage their region. County Executive Michaelian predicted that “the desirability of living in the affected suburban areas would substantially diminish” as commuting times grew longer due to traffic congestion and other factors.[footnoteRef:124] He anticipated that these changes would make it impossible for his region to continue serving as a suburb, shutting down the development that increased the country’s population from 800,000 to around 900,000 between 1960 and 1965.[footnoteRef:125] Consequently, according to Michaelian, the disappearance of these passenger trains would drastically change the area by suddenly curtailing the trends contributing to the county’s current fiscal success.  [123:  Westchester County Executive Edwin G. Michaelian, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in New York City, New York, 21, (February 1965),  Box 050, Folder “Finance Dockets (FD): FD 23514: New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, Trustees, Discontinuances and Change of Certain Passenger Service to and from New York, NY: Westchester County,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, the William H. Tucker Papers, Boston: JFK Library.]  [124:  Ibid., 8. ]  [125:  Ibid., 6.] 

This chapter provides explanations for the public’s urgent rhetoric which often did not match the relatively small impact that these trains actually had on these areas. Instead of practicality, individuals were motivated by their preconceived notions of the railroad industry. Since most people remained unaware of the railroads’ actual economic struggles, these citizens saw these corporations as powerful institutions that had the ability to either ruin or improve their local areas. With this understanding, Americans assumed that railroads pumped funds into municipal and state economics with their passenger services, and that they had the potential to ease gridlock with their capacity to convey hundreds of people in an efficient manner. These understandings were encouraged by a climate of high expectations for corporations in the 1960s. Often, citizens would look to these corporations to improve both rural and urban areas. Consequently, train discontinuance petitions triggered fears of worsening regional issues and inspired devoted efforts to save these passenger trains for the sake of addressing their areas’ problems. As passenger trains quickly disappeared in the late 1960s, these sentiments triggered a feeling of crisis that helped motivate Congress to authorize the creation of Amtrak. This phenomenon provides a clear case in support of Vogel’s characterization of American public thought toward businesses in this decade. I apply Vogel’s argument to an important industry that he leaves unexamined in his book.  Also, the key role of these sentiments in Amtrak’s creation reveals that these elevated standards had a lasting impact on the country’s transportation network, drawing a connection that is untouched by Vogel in his work.[footnoteRef:126]   [126: David Vogel, Fluctuating Fortunes, (New York: Basic Books Publishing, 1989), 42.] 

	These sentiments were present in both rural and urban populations, because both groups viewed passenger trains as important tools to address local issues. However, the main issues facing rural and urban areas differed in the 1960s. As a result, the concerns of these groups carried distinct nuances that necessitate separate analyses. Rural communities suffered disproportionately from poverty as shown by a 1964 survey conducted by the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), a government agency established as part of Johnson’s Great Society to administer different types of aid to disadvantaged Americans. The OEO found that 60% of America’s impoverished lived either in rural areas or small urban areas. While conducting this survey, they defined poverty with a computation based on a family of four earning less than $3,000 annually.[footnoteRef:127] These communities also felt increasingly alienated from their fellow Americans in urban parts of the country as poverty and other developments gave an impression of regional decay.[footnoteRef:128] From this context, the post-war decline of the country’s rail services aroused numerous fears. Many of these communities historically owed their existence to the railroads that ran through their communities. Consequently, as people sensed that these companies were withdrawing by discontinuing their area’s passenger trains, these individuals feared that these changes would stunt their region’s economic growth, exacerbating the decline already affecting these locales.  [127: David Torstensson, “Beyond the City: Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty in Rural America,” Journal of Policy History 25, no. 4 (2013): 587–613. doi:10.1017/S0898030613000316.]  [128:  Derek S. Hoff, “‘Kick That Population Commission in the Ass’: The Nixon Administration, the Commission on Population Growth and the American Future, and the Defusing of the Population Bomb,” Journal of Policy History 22, no. 1 (2010): 23–63. doi:10.1017/S0898030609990273.] 

On the other hand, urban communities saw passenger trains as a solution to the congestion and environmental issues that were plaguing cities. In their minds, passenger rail services could efficiently convey wealthy suburbanites and travelers back into urban centers, allowing cities to partially clear their overload highways and reduce the air pollution that sometimes blocked out the sun. As cities suffered from the effects of smog and water pollution, urban citizens started to become conscious of environmental degradation in the 1960s. These issues caught the attention of city residents more strongly, because the impacts of smog and other environmental problems affected them more severely, and urban residents were typically more left-leaning than their rural counterparts.[footnoteRef:129] Vogel acknowledges the rising prominence of the environmental movement in this decade, quoting a Time Magazine article that labels the environment “a national obsession.” However, he limits his environmental examination only to the legislation relating directly to the issue like the Clean Air Act of 1970, arguing that these bills reveal the declining political efficacy of corporations in the late 1960s and early 1970s. This focus again fails to deal with America’s railroads, and provides a limited scope of analysis. I show that urban residents’ rising environmental consciousness contributed to their attachment to their regions’ passenger trains, and that this phenomenon had lasting impact by partially spurring Amtrak’s rise in the early 1970s. Furthermore, this examination reveals that urban residents sometimes spoke of their passenger trains in ways that belied their diminished role in these communities.  [129:  B. A. Drake, The Unnatural State: Conservatives, Libertarians, and the Postwar American Environmental Movement (Order No. 3214802), 2006, Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (305318569). Retrieved from http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/305318569?accountid=14816] 

Materials from ICC train discontinuance cases capture outlooks from both urban and rural areas. From these documents, it is clear that the American public sometimes failed to acknowledge the greatly reduced role of passenger trains in the country’s transportation network, periodically rendering their concerns unrealistic. These anxious expressions often sounded similar to those from communities that actually stood to be materially affected by passenger train discontinuances, thereby legitimizing both the unwarranted and reasonable concerns. Consequently, these sentiments carried a clout that made them more compelling to politicians from across the country.    
[bookmark: _Toc12978015]Keeping Up

The atmosphere of 1960s rural America was filled with great concern. According to a 1964 government study, the majority of the nation’s poor lived in smaller towns and rural areas.[footnoteRef:130] This drove economic development to the forefront of rural policy makers and residents, who hoped to solve this wide-spread problem. In his dissertation, Orejel notes that only a few American historians have focused on rural America in the post-war era. Consequently, there is not a developed historiography that deals with this topic. Within this small literature, authors usually emphasize the battles that took place in these regions between unions and manufacturers.[footnoteRef:131] Keith Orejel takes a different approach in his work by examining how rural communities responded to the economic problems posed by widespread poverty in the post-war era. From this perspective, he examines the efforts of local politicians to attract industries away from expensive urban areas and to their lower-cost locales. He finds that rural populations viewed these pursuits of industries as essential to the economic revitalization of their areas. He also observes that this strategy proved successful in many parts of the country such as Northern Arkansas and Southern Iowa.[footnoteRef:132] His emphasis on manufactures does not capture the entire picture as many other industries were retreating from these areas like the railroads that began abandoning their lightly used branch lines through rural areas, and cutting passenger train service to these areas.[footnoteRef:133] I analyze how rural populations reacted to the perceived retreat of this industry. My approach captures the fears that helped motivate the efforts to attract development studied by Orejel, thereby capturing another part of the picture left underdeveloped by Orejel.    [130: David Torstensson. “Beyond the City: Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty in Rural America.” Journal of Policy History, 593. ]  [131: Keith Orejel. "Factories in the Fallows: The Political Economy of America's Rural Heartland, 1945-1980," 17, Order No. 3702019, Columbia University, 2015. http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1685959233?accountid=14816.  ]  [132:  Ibid., 8. ]  [133:  Gallamore and Meyer, 102-103. ] 

However, Orejel’s study still provides important context for understanding the perspective of rural populations. As rural populations demonstrated their enthusiasm to the corporations that were considering moving to their areas, these industries, like chemical factories and defense plants, held leverage while negotiating their plants relocation. Consequently, these companies often made demands on these regions for perks like tax breaks and infrastructure improvements. Orejel found that the existence of adequate transportation facilities was a key concern for companies as they deliberated their move to rural regions, and that they would often ask small towns or rural counites about their existing transportation facilities. These inquiries focused on the conveyance of both materials and people.[footnoteRef:134] From his research, it is logical to infer that rural areas regarded the preservation of connections as a top priority, because of the pressures from these corporations. With this perspective, people from rural areas likely became sensitive to any reductions in their region’s transportation networks, thereby helping spur their preoccupation with the decline of their area’s rail passenger services.    [134:  Keith Orejel. "Factories in the Fallows: The Political Economy of America's Rural Heartland, 1945-1980," 17, Order No. 3702019, Columbia University, 2015. http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1685959233?accountid=14816, 
Ibid., 3-4, 61.  ] 

In support of this argument, historian Derek Hoff notes that increases in farming productivity through mechanization triggered huge job losses in rural areas.[footnoteRef:135] Hoff asserts that this development initiated a mass exodus out of rural areas and into city centers.[footnoteRef:136] As populations dwindled, institutions like schools, churches and small businesses suffered in rural areas, causing them to lose most if not all of these establishments.[footnoteRef:137] Orejel argues that these circumstances helped inspire a preoccupation with redevelopment, because people desired to restore their declining communities. This interest in restoration indicates that rural America sought to share in the progress experienced by the rest of the nation. From this outlook, the disappearance of commercial links like passenger trains stood as an obstacle to the development that they sought for their communities. As shown in the primary sources, these sentiments heavily influenced how rural populations responded to the post-war decline of the nation’s passenger trains.  [135:  Ibid., 1.]  [136:  Derek S. Hoff. “‘Kick That Population Commission in the Ass’: The Nixon Administration, the Commission on Population Growth and the American Future, and the Defusing of the Population Bomb.” Journal of Policy History, 32.]  [137:  Keith Orejel. "Factories in the Fallows: The Political Economy of America's Rural Heartland, 1945-1980," 1. ] 

	From these documents, it is clear that rural residents feared that the removal of the region’s passenger trains would hamper their area’s economic progress. These apprehensions had their roots in the past when railroads enabled the rise of industry in most areas during the nineteenth century. In regions of the country like Southern Iowa, the coming of railroads made commercial farming and mining possible.[footnoteRef:138] Consequently, as individuals sensed railroads withdrawing from their communities by discontinuing their passenger services, they worried that these circumstances would prevent new industries, thereby preventing the progress that these places were seeking to achieve. Testimony given by Louis Ambrosio, a mayor of the Village of Chatham, during a May 1969 ICC hearing in Albany, NY illustrated the presence of these sentiments. The Village of Chatham was a small town near Albany, NY. In this proceeding, Ambrosio appeared in his official capacity for his constituents who were protesting the discontinuance of Penn Central passenger trains Nos. 404 and 405 between Boston, MA and Albany, NY. The mayor stated “we have a little community here, it was brought up and grew up with the railroad.” He continued, “what happens to a little community? There again, this is why I’m here. It’s very aggravating. You grow a town up. The town is grown up.”[footnoteRef:139] Clearly, the Penn Central’s train discontinuance petition stirred fear into the Village of Chatham and its elected officials about the town’s economic future. This small village near Albany, NY was not alone in its anxieties.   [138:  Keith Orejel. "Factories in the Fallows: The Political Economy of America's Rural Heartland, 1945-1980." Order No. 3702019, Columbia University, 2015. http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1685959233?accountid=14816, 28-29. ]  [139:  Louis Ambrosio, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Albany, New York,” May 23rd, 1969, Box 4180, “Financial Docket 25885,” Record Group 134, Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives. ] 

In the Midwest, the mayor of Logansport, Indiana, a small town between Indianapolis, IN and Chicago, IL expressed similar concerns in a letter written to the ICC to protest the discontinuance of the Penn Central’s trains Nos. 94 and 95 between his town and Louisville, KY. He wrote “the City of Logansport since it began, has been dependent on rail service and the above named trains being considered for discontinuance, are greatly needed in our community. Our city is beginning to grow and we feel this service will be important, as we move forward.”[footnoteRef:140] Likewise, the mayor’s words touch upon both the city’s past reliance on the railroad, and the fear concerning the impact of this discontinuance on the town’s growth.     [140:  Martin Eugene Monahan, “Letter to ICC Secretary Neil Garson,” February 20th, 1968, Box 4118, “Financial Docket 24972,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives.  ] 

 	One state over in Ohio, these sentiments were also present as the Baltimore & Ohio sought to cancel trains Nos. 7 and 10 between Chicago, IL and Akron, OH. Upon hearing of this discontinuance petition, the mayor of Willard, Ohio wrote to Ohio’s passenger train regulatory body, the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio. He claimed, “the discontinuance of these trains will have a grave effect on our economy and future development.”[footnoteRef:141] Willard’s Mayor also responded with concern to the Baltimore & Ohio’s petition. Ohio State Representative Ethel Swanbeck, who represented Willard and the surrounding area, reacted similarly after hearing of the same discontinuance matter. She penned a letter to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio to protest this discontinuance. In her correspondence, she wrote, “Last May-1969 the 100th anniversary of the first transcontinental rail line was marked with a golden spike.” She went on to express, “I am here to speak for my people of this area West of Akron and the great effect it will have on our economy and future development of this era.”[footnoteRef:142] Representative Swanbeck invoked the railroad’s historic role as an economic stimulator by mentioning the celebration of the nation’s first transcontinental railroad. She then argued that the discontinuance of B&O trains Nos. 7 and 10 would have a noticeable effect on commercial progress in this area. The urgent tone struck by these letters from different elected officials on behalf of their constituents reveal an outlook held by rural populations in the 1960s that saw these discontinuances as a development that could jeopardize a region’s attempt to improve its economic condition.  [141: Mayor of Willard, Ohio, C. M. Grossman, “Letter to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio,” August 21st, 1969, Box 4217, “Financial Docket 25813,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives.  ]  [142:  Ohio State Representative Ethel Swanbeck, “Letter to Public Utilities of Ohio Chairman, Mr. Carl E. Johnson,” October 21st ,1969, Box 4217, “Financial Docket 25813,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives. ] 

Also, the resemblance of these cases goes beyond their content. In each example, the speaker or author offered an argument for the necessity of their region’s passenger service in vague language. None of these officials substantiate their predictions of economic decline with any concrete examples or details. This absence of tangible information illustrates two developments. First, this vagueness hints at the possibly unrealistic nature of these perceptions, because its possible that these officials and their constituents struggled to tie their concerns to reality. Second, this characteristic could indicate how uncertain the world was without the town’s passenger train, thereby demonstrating its actual importance to the community. In reality, some of these complaints fell into the first category, and others fell into the second category. Regardless of their validity, these sentiments reflected rural populations’ desire to solve their issues by fighting for the preservation of their areas’ passenger trains. This interest reveals how rural residents viewed passenger trains as a resource that might help them in their efforts to stave off the decline of their regions.[footnoteRef:143]  [143:  See also O. H. Fritts, “Letter to the ICC”, February 27th, 1968, “Financial Docket 24970,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives; South Carolina State Senator Thomasine Mason, “Letter to ICC Secretary H. Neil Garson,” March 13th, 1968, “Financial Docket 24976 RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives; Ware County (Alabama) Community Action Committee, “Resolution of Ware County Community Action Committee,” August 19th, 1968, Box 4142, “Financial Dockets 25143, 25150 & 25151,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives.  ] 

Materials from ICC train discontinuance investigations also show that rural residents worried about losing their region’s passenger trains because they believed these service reductions would leave their communities farther removed from the rest of the nation, thereby worsening their local issues. With this perspective, locals assumed that these diminished links would limit the opportunities available to their area’s residents and institutions. The President of Tiffin University, a small private college located in a small town, expressed these concerns when protesting the discontinuance of Baltimore & Ohio trains Nos. 7 and 10 between Chicago, IL and Akron, OH. In a letter to the City of Tiffin’s mayor, President Pfeiffer wrote “as we expand our operations here, we will be extending farther east and west in the state of Ohio and would like to be able to tell our prospective students that there is adequate train service from their home to Tiffin.” [footnoteRef:144] The President of Tiffin University believed that these discontinuances would leave the school unable to appeal to students from other areas. With this concern, President Pfeifer worried about Tiffin University’s ability to serve students beyond the organization’s local vicinity after this passenger train’s discontinuance. In the absence of a larger pool of students, this university’s growth would be hampered, preventing it from developing as an institution. His views provide an example of a rural resident fearing that the disappearance of train service would hinder his organization’s progress. From this perspective, it is evident that President Pfeifer saw passenger trains as an important component in his community’s future.  [144:  Tiffin University President Richard C. Pfeiffer, “Letter to Mayor of Tiffin Hon. Gilmore H. Lange,” September 29th, 1969, Box 4217, “Financial Docket 25813,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives.   ] 

One state over in Indiana, comparable sentiments were also expressed by the Mayor of Nappanee, Indiana, during his testimony before the ICC in Syracuse, Indiana. With his statement, the mayor protested the same train discontinuance petition regarding trains Nos. 7 and 10. Mr. Pippen explained “well, of course, we have, first of all, no bus service to Nappanee, which in my mind in talking these trains off would just isolate some of our folks period.”[footnoteRef:145] The mayor implies that some residents would have their lives materially affected by this service reduction. Without any links, these individuals would probably have to move to other towns, which could cause Nappanee to slide into a steep decline. Given the lack of other transportation options, Nappanee stood to lose a great deal if these trains were discontinued. The mayor’s response to this situation further illustrates how rural residents fought passenger train discontinuances in an effort to address their regions’ issues.[footnoteRef:146]  [145:  Mayor of Nappanee, Indiana Everett Pippen Jr., “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Syracuse, Indiana,” October 17th, 1969, “Financial Docket 25813,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives]  [146:  See also T. E. Tate, “Testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Haleyville, Alabama,” August 26th, 1968, “Financial Dockets 25143, 25150, and 25151,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives; Mayor James E. Witt, “Letter to Interstate Commerce Commission,” June 12th, 1968, “Financial Docket 25148” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives; Fulton-South Fulton Chamber of Commerce, “Letter to Interstate Commerce Commission,” June 13th, 1968, “Financial Docket 25143,” RG 134, Records of ICC, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives. ] 

	The apprehensive comments made by Representative Swanbeck and others suggested that Baltimore and Ohio trains Nos. 7 and 10 were essential to serving the needs of these communities. However, the number of people actually riding these trains conflicted with these assumptions. In 1968, an average of 101.13 people per day boarded train No. 7 for a portion of its run between Chicago, IL and Washington, D.C. At most, there was an average of 44 people on the train at once as it ran through rural Ohio. In the last six months of 1968, an average of 34.55 people per day boarded train No. 10 for a portion of its run between Chicago, IL and Pittsburgh, PA. At most, there was an average of 19 people on the train at once as it ran through rural Ohio.[footnoteRef:147] The number of people riding these trains at once was barely enough to fill half of a standard railroad coach. This was a far cry from the profitable twelve to twenty coach passenger trains that typified operations in the golden age of American passenger rail service.[footnoteRef:148] The passenger count on many of the nation’s passenger trains dwindled to similar levels in the 1960s.[footnoteRef:149] Baltimore and Ohio Trains Nos. 7 and 10 demonstrate the irregular nature of public affection for the country’s passenger rail services. Given the low utilization of these trains, something in addition to functionality must have stirred citizens’ devotion to the preservation of their area’s passenger trains.    [147:  Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company, Statement before the Interstate Commerce Commission, August 11 1969 from FD 25813 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.]  [148:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 8. ]  [149:  See also Statement of Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Company in relation to the Proposed Discontinuance of Passenger Trains Nos. 117 and 118 Operating Between Chicago, Illinois and Madison, Wisconsin, February 26 1968 from FD 24980 located in in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives; Arthur D. Little Inc., An Analysis of Patronage on Trains 121 and 124 for the Norfolk and Western Railroad Company, October 22 1969, from FD 25810 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.  ] 

	These primary sources in conjunction with historiography related to 1960s rural America suggest that their worries were endemic of their areas’ issues. Historians like Orejel and Hoff argue that rural America suffered from economic decline, and that community leaders sought to reverse these trends by attracting manufacturers to their locales.[footnoteRef:150] In this environment, citizens also looked to passenger rail service as a way to address these problems due to both the rising expectations focused on American corporations and the railroads’ historic reputation of economic stimulus. As a result, rural citizens enthusiastically supported their areas’ passenger train as the railroads’ sought to remove these services. Furthermore, as these areas sought to attract industry in an effort to provide jobs for their regions’ improvised populations, these locales strived to provide these manufacturers with what they saw as convenient transportation options. They wanted to accommodate executives and other important figures who might have resented driving long distances. For them, passenger trains offered dependable conveyance to these rural areas with little hassle. Therefore, the loss of a region’s rail service could conceivably discourage an industry from relocating to their area. This possibility made passenger train discontinuances threats to the economic ambitions of certain rural areas. In this context, opposition to these service reductions also represented the furthering of their regions’ commercial interests.   [150:  Keith Orejel. "Factories in the Fallows: The Political Economy of America's Rural Heartland, 1945-1980." Order No. 3702019, Columbia University, 2015. http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1685959233?accountid=14816; Derek S. Hoff. “‘Kick That Population Commission in the Ass’: The Nixon Administration, the Commission on Population Growth and the American Future, and the Defusing of the Population Bomb.” Journal of Policy History, 32.
 ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978016]Turning the Tide

	Urban areas faced a different set of issues in the 1960s, including environmental deterioration. From the early 1960s, ecological concerns were an important issue for urban voters. People began to become conscious of the dirty air and water around them. These problems manifested themselves most strongly in cities due to their higher population densities. As a result, the government began to respond with modest environmental measures like Kennedy’s Federal Water Pollution Act.[footnoteRef:151] Then, Rachel Carson began portraying the situation as a crisis with her landmark book Silent Spring that detailed the use of a dangerous pesticide. This book further increased the nation’s conscious about environmental issues.[footnoteRef:152] As the public began to understand the need for environmental action, they sought to find remedies for these problems, and a public movement began to blossom in the mid-1960s.[footnoteRef:153] Within this context, urban residents began to search for practical ways to stem the decay afflicting their areas’ environment. Passenger trains with their ability to efficiently convey large numbers of people naturally attracted their attention. Consequently, passenger train discontinuances were perceived as nightmares for their efforts, for it would eliminate this ecologically friendly mode of transportation. From this perspective, opposing passenger train removals became a part of their fight for the environment.              [151:  C. Gavin Mackenzie and Robert Weisbrot, The Liberal Hour: Washington and the Politics of Change in the 1960s, (New York: Penguin Press, 2008), 195-196.]  [152:  Ibid., 197 ]  [153:  Ibid., 210-211. ] 

	A related issue that also caught the attention of city residents was congestion. Gridlock was seen as a problematic condition that had contributed to the decline of the environment. Traffic was a major way in which citizens focused on the environmental impact of the nation’s transportation policy. Evidence of this idea arose as early as 1960; when visitors began complaining about the amount of traffic and smog present in Southern California.[footnoteRef:154] These issues mushroomed as the Los Angeles Basin rapidly increased in population in the 1960s as evidenced by a Los Angeles Times piece written in 1965. Journalist Peyton Canary wrote a piece about the complexities inherent in dealing with traffic congestion in “older” cities like Pasadena and Glendale. He predicted that it would take $125 million and over a decade to alleviate traffic congestion in these areas.[footnoteRef:155] These issues were not confined to the West Coast. On the other side of the country, planners and business leaders in Philadelphia believed that relieving traffic congestion was key to renewing their urban region. [footnoteRef:156] As concerns about this issue grew, state governments began to take notice. Historian Paul Sabin ascribes acute congestion and environmental problems as the main reason for the introduction of state automobile regulations in the mid-1960s.[footnoteRef:157] Cleary, automobile gridlock was a pressing concern for American cities in the 1960s. As shown, cities sought solutions to reduce road overcrowding in an effort to make their centers more attractive to suburbanites. This atmosphere greatly affected how urban populations reacted to the decay of America’s passenger trains in the post-war era.  [154:  Davis, Clark. "From Oasis to Metropolis: Southern California and the Changing Context of American Leisure." Pacific Historical Review 61, no. 3 (1992): 357-86. doi:10.2307/3640592.]  [155:  Canary, P. (1965, Nov 21). Traffic solution cost: $125 million, 10 years. Los Angeles Times (1923-1995) Retrieved from http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/docview/155284447?accountid=14816]  [156:  Kobrick, Jacob I. "“Let the People have a Victory”: The Politics of Transportation in Philadelphia, 1946-1984," 31. ]  [157:  Sabin, Paul. "Crisis and Continuity in U.S. Oil Politics, 1965-1980." The Journal of American History 99, no. 1 (2012): 177-86. http://www.jstor.org.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/stable/41510313.] 

	Sources from ICC proceedings related to train discontinuance cases reveal that urban populations feared the disappearance of their region’s passenger trains because they assumed that these service reductions would worsen their area’s congestion and environmental problems. The assistant to the Mayor of Gary, Indiana, a populated industrial center near Chicago, IL, expressed these sentiments while protesting the discontinuance of Baltimore & Ohio Trains Nos. 7 & 10 between Chicago, IL and Akron, OH. While testifying before the ICC i, Mr. Van Thease expressed that “we, of course, are not as overcrowded as Japan but our highways certainly are, and I think we need additional passenger service to help to alleviate the problems on the highway.”[footnoteRef:158] In response to this discontinuance, this city emphasized the need for additional rail service to address traffic congestion on their region’s highways. The mayor’s office was not alone in its apprehensions. Gary City Councilman Eugene Kirtman also testified at this same ICC proceeding. During his statement, he argued “as I talk to the people of my district, I think that it is the general feeling and consensus that the removal of additional means of transportation is only going to aggravate the already very aggravating problem in this immediate area of crowded means of transportation.”[footnoteRef:159] These concerns offered in response to the Baltimore & Ohio’s discontinuance petition reveal that urban populations feared the disappearance of their region’s passenger trains. This apprehension existed partially because urban residents assumed that these reductions could worsen their area’s traffic congestion.   [158:  Van Thease, Glen, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Gary, Indiana, October 16, 1969 from FD 25813 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.]  [159: Gary City Councilman Eugene Kirtland, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in Gary, Indiana, October 16, 1969 from FD 25813 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.  ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk527894271]These fears were not limited to Gary, Indiana. St. Paul City Councilman James Dalglish gave similar testimony while protesting the discontinuance of Great Northern trains Nos. 3 and 4 between St. Paul, MN and Fargo, ND and trains Nos. 7 and 8 between St. Paul, MN and Grand Forks, ND. He gave testimony at an ICC hearing in St. Paul, MN. During his statement, the City Councilman remarked “I think in this time of rapidly overloading roads, freeways and all these other things […] that it [transportation] be increased rather than be reduced.” He also goes on to say “and the requests from cities and from the state particularly for increased expenditures on highways. We are just going to run out of space and money, I’m afraid.”[footnoteRef:160] From these words, it is evident that these possible Great Northern train discontinuances create apprehensions about traffic congestion in the St. Paul area. Councilman Dalglish hypothesized that cities and the state would not be able to keep up with future demands for highway construction. These thoughts, offered in response to the Great Northern’s attempt to reduce rail service to St. Paul, also support the assertion that urban populations feared the removal of their local passenger trains because they believed that these discontinuances would worsen their region’s traffic congestion. The presence of these sentiments in two cities in regards to two different passenger trains underscores the common nature of these concerns.[footnoteRef:161] [160:  St. Paul City Councilman James Dalglish, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in St. Paul, Minnesota, October 22, 1969 from FD 25816 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.]  [161:  See also Kovitz, Sheldon, letter to the Interstate Commerce Commission, March 18, 1969 from FD 25585 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives; Flitcher, Robert, letter to Interstate Commerce Commission Chairman, March 14, 1968 from FD 25585; Westchester County County Executive Edwin G. Michaelian, testimony before the Interstate Commerce Commission in New York City, New York, 3, February 1965 from FD 23514 located in the Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, 125 legal archives boxes, Boston: John F. Kennedy Library.] 

	Though these apprehensions were common among urban populations, citizens living in rural areas rarely, if at all, expressed anxieties pertaining to traffic congestion.[footnoteRef:162] This pronounced distinction between the anxieties of rural areas and the apprehensions of urban regions highlights how their respective economic issues heavily influenced their residents’ views of the nation’s passenger train problem. Congestion was a serious issue for the nation’s urban areas, associated with the decay of city centers. With gridlock already attracting their attention, urban populations responded to train discontinuance petitions by assuming that these service reductions would worsen their already crowded roads. However, like their rural counterparts, the desperate tone of their speech often failed to match up with reality. Baltimore & Ohio Trains Nos. 7, the source of concern for the elected officials of Gary, IN, transported an average of only 22 passengers through the congested area between Chicago, Il and Gary, IN between January and April 1969. Its counterpart, train No. 10, conveyed an average of 10 people through the same area in this time frame.[footnoteRef:163] From these numbers, it is clear that Baltimore & Ohio Trains Nos. 7 & 10 were not contributing materially to the alleviation of traffic congestion.  [162:  From my representative sample of cases, I have not found a single example where an individual from a rural area expressed concerns about traffic congestion.  ]  [163:  Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company, Statement before the Interstate Commerce Commission, August 11 1969 from FD 25813 located in Record Group 134: Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission - Finance Dockets, 1920-1995. Print. College Park: National Archives.] 

	This mismatch between rhetoric and reality establish the urban public’s tendency to make statements about the necessity of passenger train service that were not necessarily representative of actual conditions. Still, their concerns demonstrate that these individuals also looked to passenger trains as a resource in their fight to tackle local issues like traffic congestion which severely impacted the environment. Consequently, their areas’ context inspired their support of the nation’s passenger rail services in the midst of ICC hearings, because it encouraged people to fear the impacts of these discontinuances on their already struggling surroundings. These sentiments also helped supporters couch justifications of Amtrak in the terms of a crisis, increasing its chances of political success.        	
[bookmark: _Toc12978017]Station Stop

	The American public in both rural and urban areas were incredibly anxious in the 1960s as the nation’s passenger trains rapidly declined. Their apprehension had its roots in both the contemporary context of these regions and the public’s out of touch understanding of the railroad industry. As the nation’s first big business, these corporations were viewed as economic powerhouses. Passenger trains were emblematic of a railroad’s presence in a region. Accordingly, a corporation’s attempt to remove a passenger train signaled the railroad’s partial withdrawal from an area in the minds of rural individuals. They feared the possible economic repercussions of the railroad’s reduced presence and opposed attempts to remove these trains, believing that they were addressing the economic problems that were plaguing their regions. In urban areas, advocates made efforts to resist train discontinuances in an effort to protect their homes from traffic congestion and its harsh effects on the environment. In both cases, Americans sought to avoid negative consequences that would severely affect their communities. These motivations partially account for Amtrak’s formation, because this piece of legislation appealed to a multitude of local issues that mattered to a wide-variety of Americans. Consequently, the concept had a nationwide following while Congress debated its merits in 1970. 
	The public sentiments detailed here and in Chapter 1 were not merely expressed. They were also heard by government officials who began discussing the nation’s passenger train issue in the language used by these individuals. Consequently, citizens framed political discourse surrounding this subject, thereby influencing how the legislature approached this matter. The next chapter provides a detailed account of Amtrak’s formation, thereby illustrating the public’s role in this process.    
	 

[bookmark: _Toc12978018]Chapter 3: All Aboard Amtrak

[bookmark: _Toc12978019]The Impending Collapse

America’s oldest named passenger train – the Sunset Limited – was inaugurated by the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1894. The train was a limited stop, all first-class service between San Francisco and New Orleans.[footnoteRef:164] Over the course of history, the Sunset Limited evolved dramatically in response to the circumstances of different historical periods The West Coast terminus of the train was changed to Los Angeles during World War II and it remained there until Amtrak’s creation. In the highly competitive post-war era, the Southern Pacific upgraded the train’s equipment and quickened the Sunset Limited’s schedule. The railroad hoped to compete with the rising popularity of airlines and highway travel.[footnoteRef:165] However, the company was unsuccessful as Americans flocked to new transportation options. As fewer people rode the Sunset Limited, the train’s financial losses began to discourage the executives of the Southern Pacific Railroad. Starting in 1964, the company sought to discourage travel by downgrading the train. Eventually, the Sunset Limited carried only coach seats and vending machines for the multi-day trip across the country. With few passengers riding the train, the Southern Pacific petitioned the ICC to allow them to discontinue the train, but the agency refused, citing evidence of the railroad’s intentional attempts to discontinue the train. Afterwards, the train, in a slightly improved form, limped along until 1971.[footnoteRef:166] [164:  Brian Solomon, Southern Pacific Passenger Trains (Minneapolis: MBI Publishing, 2005), 124.]  [165:  Brian Solomon, Southern Pacific Passenger Trains (Minneapolis: MBI Publishing, 2005), 145-147; Association of American Railroads President Thomas Goodfellow, “Statement Of Thomas M. Goodfellow, President, Association Of American Railroads; Accompanied By William M. Moloney, Vice President And General Counsel,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service Legislation, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation of the Senate Commerce Committee, September 23, 24 and 25, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970, Covington & Burling. ]  [166:  Federal Supervision of Railroad Passenger Service: The Sunset Case, Dawn of a New Era or Monument to the Old?” Duke Law Journal 1970, no. 3 (June 1970): 532. http://www.jstor.org/stable/1371852; Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 49.] 

In that year, the Sunset Limited experienced the most significant change to its operations. At that time, a quasi-government agency known as Amtrak took control of the service from the Southern Pacific. Congress created Amtrak with the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 to operate a basic system of passenger routes decided upon by the Department of Transportation (DOT). These trains would operate on tracks maintained by the country’s privately-owned freight railroads, but the services’ operating losses would be bankrolled by the Federal Government. In creating this system, DOT was to take into account “the need for expeditious intercity rail passenger service within and between all regions of the continental United States,” meaning that Congress tasked the agency with determining what routes were essential to the public’s needs.[footnoteRef:167] With the birth of this institution, the vast majority of the nation’s private passenger rail services, including most of the trains operated by the Southern Pacific, disappeared.[footnoteRef:168] The Sunset Limited was spared this fate because it was deemed essential by DOT. It and other trains that received this designation began operating under the auspices of a quasi-public entity.[footnoteRef:169] Today, the Sunset Limited remains a government concern with Amtrak running the train as an all-stop, standard service between Los Angeles and the Big Easy.[footnoteRef:170]  [167:  91st United States Congress, “Public Law 91-518,” October 30th, 1970, Folder “Public Law 91-518 as Approved October 30, 1970,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ]  [168:  Fred Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 208.]  [169:   Chairman George M. Stafford, “Letter from Interstate Commerce Commission,
Office of The Chairman,” February 3rd, 1970, Folder “Senate Report No. 91-765 to Accompany S. 3706, April 9, 1970,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ]  [170:  Brian Solomon, Southern Pacific Passenger Trains, 156; Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 41-43.] 

Why did America decide to take this bold step in policy? In the sparse academic literature that pertains to this question, most authors assert that the financial troubles of the Penn Central served as the primary stimulus for Amtrak’s creation. This corporation’s bankruptcy in June 1970 supposedly spooked Washington into passing this piece of legislation in October of that same year.[footnoteRef:171] Framing the cause so close in time to the passage of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 does not pass academic muster. Our nation’s slow, and complex legislative process does not lend itself to such swift action, especially when it pertains to a massive shift in policy like Amtrak. Vigorous Congressional debate over this issue happened before the Penn Central Railroad even existed. Other pressures encouraged the legislature to develop a number of possible remedies to the decline of the nation’s passenger rail service. The Penn Central and its issues certainly had an effect, but they were not the only factor driving the legislative process. The following account provides a more detailed chain of events that illustrates the impact of other forces on Amtrak’s formation.   [171:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 41-43; Mark Reutter and Thomas Taber, “Century Gone,” Railroad History, 47.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk6058557]The Federal Government’s extensive involvement in the country’s once privately-run passenger rail services began in the mid-1950s after Congress passed The Transportation Act of 1958, giving the ICC jurisdiction over passenger train discontinuance matters. Authors like Frank Wilner in the Amtrak Story, and Gallamore and Meyer in American Railroads both recognize this act as the beginning of the government’s involvement. Yet, they do not draw explicit connections to the eventual passing of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970.[footnoteRef:172] In doing so, they ignore the controversy surrounding the burdensome process instituted by this bill to govern the ICC’s regulation of American passenger train discontinuances. During the 1960s, government officials and the public believed that these procedures did little to arrest the decline of America’s rail passenger services. Some citizens even argued that this protocol worsened the decay by creating bad incentives that encouraged some railroads to downgrade their passenger trains.[footnoteRef:173] These perceived shortcomings would contribute to the political drama that eventually drove Congress to nationalize the majority of the nation’s rail passenger services in 1970. Though significant, it is also important to note that this shift in regulatory authority did little to change the relationship between the government and railroads in 1958 as the ICC continued to heavily regulate these services, and these companies still received no federal funds to support their passenger operations.  [172:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 33-34, Gallamore and Meyer, 124. ]  [173:  John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 25.   ] 

The next step toward Amtrak came as a result of the High-Speed Ground Transportation Act of 1965. It was created to allocate federal funds for the development of new transportation forms and the improvement of existing types.[footnoteRef:174] This piece of legislation encouraged collaboration between the Federal Government and the Pennsylvania Railroad. Together, the two entities developed the Metroliners. These electric multiple-unit trains with new high-speed technology debuted in January 1969, allowing for the fastest rail travel time ever offered between New York and Washington, D.C.[footnoteRef:175] Interestingly, Congress authored the bill with no particular form of transportation in mind, meaning that it was never specifically intended to address the passenger train problem facing America.[footnoteRef:176] Still, the Metroliners represented an unprecedented federal investment in the nation’s rail infrastructure. Washington allocated $12 million for research and development, allowing the Pennsylvania Railroad to invest its capital for the rehabilitation of track and the purchase the equipment.[footnoteRef:177] This cooperation marked the Federal Government’s first substantial capital investment in the nation’s post-war rail passenger services.   [174:  89th Congress, “High Speed Ground Transportation Act of 1965: P.L. 89-220,” September 30th, 1965, Government Publishing Office, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-79/pdf/STATUTE-79-Pg893.pdf.   ]  [175:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 38. ]  [176:  89th Congress, “High Speed Ground Transportation Act of 1965: P.L. 89-220.”]  [177:  Frailey, Twilight of the Great Trains, 183. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978020]The Sunset Triggers a Sunrise

The next few years were relatively uneventful until the Sunset Adequacies Case rocked Washington, D.C. in 1968. These proceedings spurred Congress into action, instigating a change in the legislative body’s mentality toward the nation’s passenger train problem. Up to this point, politicians enjoyed complaining about the decline of the nation’s rail passenger services, but were reluctant to introduce tangible policies that addressed this issue. In contrast, Congress introduced several proposals, including the bill known as Railpax which would eventually become Amtrak, after the outcome of the Sunset Adequacies Case. Briefly, the case began with the downgrading of the Sunset Limited passenger train. To address this action, all five states served by the Sunset Limited (California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas and Louisiana) submitted petitions, alleging that the “S.P. [Southern Pacific Railroad] consistently downgraded, discouraged the use of, and eroded the quality of its common carrier passenger train service.”[footnoteRef:178] The ICC agreed to investigate the Southern Pacific’s handling of the Sunset Limited, finding that the railroad had intentionally sabotaged the Sunset Limited and that the ICC did have authority to set service standards for the nation’s passenger trains.[footnoteRef:179] [178:  Arizona Corporation Commission, “Petition under Section 12(1) and 13(2) of the Interstate Commerce Act for institution of an investigation of the downgrading of Southern Pacific Company’s passenger service between California and Louisiana,” April 20th, 1966, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733: Adequacies - Passenger Service - Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana: April 1966,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, the William H. Tucker Papers, Boston: John F. Kennedy Library.]  [179:  John Messer, “Ruling in FD No. 343733: Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company Between California and Louisiana,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733: Adequacies - Passenger Service - Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana: April 1968,” JFK Library. ] 

However, in September 1969, the ICC refused to act on its own decision, claiming that it did not have the legal ability to enforce service standards.[footnoteRef:180] The ICC’s disavowal of this regulatory power was not only economically prudent, but also politically shrewd. The industry’s weak economic state meant that the extra costs imposed by enforcing these standards on railroads had the potential to cause financial trouble for many of these companies.[footnoteRef:181] With the public concerned and the railroads’ main regulatory agency supposedly powerless, Congress was enticed to directly addresses the issues surrounding the country’s rapidly diminishing passenger rail service network for the first time. The Senate held three days of hearings shortly after the ICC’s decision that same month.[footnoteRef:182] The House followed suit a few months later, devoting several days to the matter in November 1969.[footnoteRef:183] During these proceedings, both legislative bodies heard testimony about the dire state of the nation’s passenger train network. Also, several members of Congress proposed bills to remedy this problem. At this stage, Amtrak was only one of the many solutions that were being discussed in Washington.[footnoteRef:184] [180:  “Federal Supervision of Railroad Passenger Service: The Sunset Case, Dawn of a New Era or Monument to the Old?” Duke Law Journal 1970, 535.]  [181:  Ibid., 563.]  [182:  Senator Vance Hartke, “Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 Report,” April 9th, 1970, Folder “Senate Report No. 91-765 to Accompany S. 3706, April 9, 1970,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling. ]  [183:  91st Congress, “Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,” November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19, And 20, 1969, Folder 
 “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ]  [184:  Senator Vance Hartke, “Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 Report,” April 9th, 1970, Folder “Senate Report No. 91-765 to Accompany S. 3706, April 9, 1970.” ] 

 Democratic Congressman Brock Adams – from Washington state – officially introduced the first of these proposals in October 1969. It was a direct response to the ICC’s ultimate decision in the Sunset Adequacies case, but did little to address the other issues affecting the nation’s passenger trains. This bill would have explicitly delegated the authority to regulate amenities on the nation’s passenger trains to the ICC, thereby forcing the agency to exert this power. The bill’s simplicity made it quite popular in Congress and it received over seventy co-sponsors.[footnoteRef:185] However, Congress soon realized that many of the nation’s railroad companies would be unable to afford compliance with politically acceptable service standards. Thus, two other proposals became the most prominent options. The Adams-Tydings Bill, sponsored by Representative Brock Adams in the House and Senator Joseph Tydings of Maryland in the Senate, authorized the U.S. Department of Transportation to purchase new passenger cars. Railroads would have been able to lease this equipment to replace their aging passenger cars from the 1940s and 1950s, thereby providing America’s passenger trains with much needed capital.[footnoteRef:186] The other idea, supported by most railroad companies, was for the government to provide direct subsidies to cover the losses incurred by operating passenger trains deemed publicly essential by the ICC.[footnoteRef:187] Ironically, Amtrak (known as Railpax at this time) was not one of these two front runners. In comparison with the other proposals, Railpax was unorthodox, for it was the one that delegated complete control of the country’s passenger rail services to the government. In the early stages, this proposal had only a few supporters including Senator Vance Hartke (D-IN), and Senator Winston Prouty of Vermont (R-VT), because many politicians, especially conservatives found the idea too radical. Even with détente, many in Congress still viewed this issue through the political frame of the Cold War, thereby making them hesitant to create a quasi-government entity to assume responsibility for a service traditionally offered by private companies. From this perspective, Railpax seemed too close to soviet-style nationalization.[footnoteRef:188]  [185:  U.S. Representative Brock Adams, “Statement of Hon. Brock Adams, U.S. Representative from Washington,” September 23rd, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service Legislation, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation of the Senate Commerce Committee, September 23, 24 and 25, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.   ]  [186:  Ibid., 36. ]  [187:  Association of American Railroads President Thomas Goodfellow, “Statement of Thomas M. Goodfellow, President, Association of American Railroads; Accompanied by William M. Moloney, Vice President and General Counsel,” September 24th, 1969, Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling. ]  [188:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 39-40. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978021]Washington’s Belief in the Conspiracy

[bookmark: _Hlk4964061]As Congress debated these proposals and heard testimony from railroad executives, the public, and government officials about the impending collapse of the nation’s private passenger rail services, legislators expressed sentiments that were similar in nature to the concerns voiced by the public to the ICC. For instance, many in Congress believed that the nation’s railroads were responsible for the economic failure of the nation’s passenger trains. They also assumed that these corporations were driving away passengers with poorly maintained equipment and other undesirable conditions out of complacency or malice. These perceptions mirrored accusations made by citizens demonstrating how these viewpoints framed political discourse pertaining to this issue. 
When the House held its hearings in November 1969, they called Stuart Saunders, the Penn Central Railroad’s Chairman of the Board to testify. Saunders was brought in because the Penn Central operated the most passenger trains out of any railroad in the country.[footnoteRef:189] In a heated exchange over the topic of subsidies between Chairman Saunders and Representative Dan Kuykendall (R-TN), the Congressman said “I don’t like the idea of subsidizing failure.” Farther along in the conversation, Representative Kuykendall retorted “it is an attitude that we have evidence of. Sir, the attitude is your problem, because that is the attitude the general public has today, you don't want passenger service and you are doing everything in the world you can to sabotage it.”[footnoteRef:190] Clearly, the Congressman was furious at Chairman Saunders while suggesting that he and the Penn Central (PC) were hostile to their own passenger trains.  [189:  Chairman Stuart Saunders, “Statement of Stuart T. Saunders, Chairman of The Board,
Penn Central Co.; Accompanied by Robert Minor, Senior Vice President,” November 12th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” 212,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ]  [190:  Ibid., 229.] 

Also, Representative Kuykendall noted that citizens believed similar things about the Penn Central, indicating the legislature’s cognizance of public opinion. Consequently, this awareness illustrates citizens’ influence on the legislative process that bore Amtrak, because Congress utilized their rhetoric while examining witness, thereby framing the debate pertaining to this issue with the public’s words and understandings. The parallels between Representative Kuykendall’s assertions and the public accusations made during ICC train discontinuance hearings provide evidence for this development. Representative Kuykendall’s quick dismissal of the direct subsidies suggested by Saunders reveals the significance of the public’s effect on this legislative process. As citizens blamed railroads like the PC for the rapidly worsening condition of America’s rail passenger service network, it became politically unpopular to cooperate with the railroads by simply giving them funds to operate these passenger services. Consequently, Congress was encouraged to “stick it to the man” and treat the railroads like villains in this crisis to appeal to the public’s understanding of the issue. This political climate made legislators more amenable to the idea of extensive government involvement, because this course of action enabled them to take control of these trains from the nation’s uninterested and complacent railroads, thus satisfying the public’s concerns and providing them hope for the future of America’s rail passenger network.  
This representative from Tennessee was not the only one influenced by these pressures from the American people. Republican Representative John Hall Buchanan Jr. of Alabama (R-AL) also called attention to these public charges against the executives of these corporations. During his remarks on the House floor in September 1969, the representative read from a New York Times editorial that declared “nobody not even the I.C.C. can be under any illusion about the deliberate sabotage of their passenger trains by some railroads.”[footnoteRef:191] The Congressman submitted an article that labeled railroad attempts to purposefully ruin their passenger trains as obvious to support the accusations made by citizens. Representative Buchanan chose to support their claims while publicly expressing his own support for government intervention in the nation’s passenger train services, signaling that he was responding to his constituents’ apprehensions. Many more Congressmen made similar appeals in their remarks to both chambers, and in their questions to witnesses during hearings pertaining to this issue.[footnoteRef:192]  [191:  U.S. Representative John Hall Buchanan Jr., “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Remarks by Mr. Adams upon Introduction of H.R. 13832,”, Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.    ]  [192:  See also U.S. Representative Frank Annunzio, “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th 1969 Folder “Remarks by Mr. Adams upon Introduction of H.R. 13832,”, Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#; U.S. Representative Seymour Halpern, “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th 1969, Folder “Remarks by Mr. Adams upon Introduction of H.R. 13832;” U.S. Representative Frank E. Evans, “Statement Of  Hon. Frank E. Evans, A Representative In Congress From The State Of Colorado,” November 17th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.     ] 

Representative Glen Cunningham (R-NE) also spoke during the testimony of Penn Central Chairman Stuart Saunders. As Chairman Saunders complained about the state of Penn Central’s passenger business, the Congressman responded with:
And now that we have this serious problem before us affecting your industry, I think perhaps a lot of it is due to the fact that in years past your industry neglected passenger service and the maintenance of passenger cars and cleanliness of them, and I think now perhaps you are paying a price for that neglect.[footnoteRef:193]     [193:  Chairman Stuart Saunders, “Statement of Stuart T. Saunders, Chairman of The Board,
Penn Central Co.; Accompanied by Robert Minor, Senior Vice President,” November 12th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ] 


Representative Cunningham drew a clear connection between dirty, poorly-maintained passenger cars and the rapid decline of the nation’s passenger rail services. 
He referred to the current status of the industry as the “price” the railroads were paying for allowing their passenger equipment to fall into disrepair. His logic reflected arguments made by some members of the public while testifying at ICC train discontinuance proceedings. The parallels between the Congressman’s reasoning and public sentiment demonstrate that citizens’ beliefs did influence Amtrak’s formation by swaying how the Federal Government sought to remedy this crisis. With the dilapidated state of many passenger trains drawing the public’s attention, Representative Cunningham asserted that this highly-visible deficiency caused the dramatic downturn of the nation’s rail passenger business.[footnoteRef:194] The public’s charges encouraged the Congressman to confront the Chairman of the nation’s largest railroad by pointing out this unattractive trend affecting the nation’s passenger trains. The public’s mindset encouraged Congress to go beyond merely aiding the industry. The rapidly-deteriorating condition of many passenger cars illustrated the rail passenger industry’s great need for capital and the apparent unwillingness of the country’s railroads to invest this money into these services. Thus, citizens highlighted the private sector’s unwillingness to invest in something perceived as a “public necessity,” thereby encouraging the government to intervene in this issue.  [194:  See also Department of Transportation Secretary John Volpe, “Statement of Hon. John A. Volpe, Secretary, Department Of Transportation; Accompanied By Charles D. Baker, Assistant Secretary For Policy And International Affairs; Reginald N. Whitman, Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration; And J. Thomas Tidd, Legislative Counsel,” June 2nd,1970, Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee on H.R. 17849 and S. 3706, June 2, 3 and 4, 1970,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#; Senator Frank Church, “Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970,” May 5th 1970, Folder “Senate Consideration of S. 3706, May 5, 1970” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ] 

It is important to consider that, though railroads were owned by private interests, these businesses were understood as “quasi-public corporations,” because of the land grants awarded to these railroads by the government. According to this doctrine, railroads were allotted their right of ways by the government with the expectation that they would provide adequate service to the public.[footnoteRef:195] As citizens began sensing that railroads were failing to offer sufficient options for Americans, their dissatisfaction was powerful enough for people to look to the government even if it meant nationalization, because they thought it was the only way to preserve a travel option that they regarded as essential. Looking to the government to protect something that already existed was less extreme than demanding it to create a new system for health care, or another perceived necessity. As a result, the public was more comfortable with government intervention in this arena. Thus, the prevailing understanding of the railroad industry helped people  overcome their fears of soviet-style nationalization, and trust the government with the country’s passenger trains.  [195:  John Messer. “Sunset Adequacies Opinion,” April 22nd, 1968, Box 005, Folder “Formal Dockets: 34733 Adequacies – Passenger Service – Southern Pacific Company between California and Louisiana April 1968,” Interstate Commerce Commission Files, 1958-1968, JFK Library, 5. ] 

Also, the Sunset Adequacies Case affected how Congress understood the actions of the railroads serving their constituents. These legislators began to accuse railroads of engaging in the same acts of sabotage perpetrated by the Southern Pacific Railroad (SP) against the Sunset Limited. In the midst of Senate hearings held in September 1969, the Senate’s Majority Leader, Mike Mansfield, (D-MT), asserted, “instead of improving and prompting passenger service in my state, the railroads have made obvious attempts to discourage train travel. The Montana delegation receives many complaints about poor schedules, inadequate facilities, incompetent personnel and poorly maintained equipment.”[footnoteRef:196] Majority Leader Mansfield assumed that the poor conditions found on passenger trains across Montana were intentionally caused by the leadership of the state’s railroads in an effort to dissuade his constituents from using these passenger trains. His beliefs pertaining to this issue stemmed from two main sources. First, Congressmen frequently received letters from their constituents about the dilapidated state of their region’s passenger trains. These letters struck an accusatory tone that stoked anger on Capitol Hill.[footnoteRef:197] Second, the Sunset Adequacies matter appalled legislators, causing them to accuse railroads across the country of engaging in the same tactics with their passenger services. [196:  Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield, “Statement of Honorable Mike Mansfield, Majority Leader and U.S. Senator from Montana,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service Legislation, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation of the Senate Commerce Committee, September 23, 24 and 25, 1969,”  Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ]  [197:  Correspondence of this nature can be found throughout Financial Dockets pertaining to passenger train discontinuances located in Record Group 134, Records of the Interstate Commerce Commission, Finance Dockets, 1920-1995, National Archives. ] 

Senator Metcalf of Montana (D-MT) also made an indictment against the Northern Pacific Railroad similar to the principle accusations of the Sunset Adequacies Case in a statement given during these proceedings. Metcalf asserted that “the practice of the Northern Pacific in downgrading the Mainstreeter service [is] a parallel with those of the precedent Sunset Limited case.”[footnoteRef:198] The Senator accused the Northern Pacific Railroad of downgrading the Mainstreeter – a secondary service operating between Chicago, IL and Seattle, WA – in the same manner as the SP’s mischief regarding the Sunset Limited.  [198:  Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield, “Statement of Honorable Mike Mansfield, Majority Leader and U.S. Senator from Montana,” September 24th, 1969, 71.] 

These accusations from Montana’s Senators indicated they both viewed the predicaments of their state’s rail passenger services from the lens of the Sunset Adequacies Case. Members of the public viewed the problems pertaining to their region’s passenger trains in a similar light. The similar influence wrought by the Sunset Adequacies Case on the outlooks of Americans and their Congressional representatives illustrates that public sentiments did affect Amtrak’s creation by determining how the government approached this crisis.[footnoteRef:199] With the Sunset case evolving into a nation-wide scandal, Senators Mansfield and Metcalf utilized a popular perspective to analyze their state’s rail passenger network. The public’s fears inspired these figures to communicate with their constituents’ rhetoric. By using their language, legislators strived to demonstrate that they shared citizens’ apprehensions. This prevailing mindset regarding the Sunset case made cooperation with the nation’s railroads even more unpalatable. With this lens, these corporations were viewed as dishonest and unconcerned with the general welfare. Furthermore, this made Congress sensitive to the public’s desires regarding amenities aboard the nation’s passenger trains. These considerations would ultimately lead to the inclusion of specific provisions that addressed these issues in the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970.  [199: See also U.S. Representative Brock Adams, “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Introduction of H.R. 13832, September 24, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#; U.S. Representative Kenneth Hechler,  “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Introduction of H.R. 13832, September 24, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling; U.S. Representative Richard White, “Intercity Rail Service,” September 24th, 1969, Folder “Introduction of H.R. 13832, September 24, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling.  
] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978022]Anxious Overtones

During these same hearings in 1969, Congress also articulated fears about the nation’s economic future while discussing this matter. Their words paralleled the anxieties expressed by the public in the midst of ICC hearings. These representatives, from both rural and urban areas, worried about the impact of passenger train discontinuances on their districts’ pressing regional issues. Their presence, expressed in a tone that paralleled the public’s perceived sense of crisis, demonstrates how these perceptions also shaped political discussions regarding this problem, further highlighting how Americans influenced Amtrak’s creation.  
Legislators hailing from urban districts stressed the impact of disappearing rail passenger services on their areas’ growing traffic congestion. In the House, Representative John Rarick (R-LA) observed, “despite the heavy accent placed upon the construction of new interstate highways, we are told that these will be adequate for only 12 to 15 more years. An alternative means of good, dependable, economical transportation – with a reliable timetable – is essential.”[footnoteRef:200] His apprehensions served as his justification for government intervention in the nation’s rail passenger service network. Rarick was not the only legislator to utilize the specter of traffic congestion while advocating for federal action to solve the nation’s passenger train problem.[footnoteRef:201] From this rhetorical similarity, it is evident that the nation’s politicians equated a reduction in their region’s passenger rail service with overcrowding on the country’s roads like the anxious urban residents who voiced their concerns to the ICC.  [200:  U.S. Representative John Rarick, “Statement of Hon. John R. Rarick, A Representative in Congress from The State of Louisiana,” November 19th, 1969, Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.   ]  [201:  See also Senator Joseph Tydings, “Text of Senate Bill 2939,” September 19th, 1969, Folder “Remarks by Mr. Tydings upon Introduction of S. 2939,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970. (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#; U.S. Representative Brock Adams, “Remarks of Representative Adams,” August 6th, 1969, Folder “Remarks by Mr. Adams upon Introduction of H.R. 13352,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970.  (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#] 

With a similar tone, these legislators worried about worsening environmental conditions in the nation’s cities. Like the public, their observations emphasized the unattractive nature of these externalities, highlighting Congress’s increasing concern for the environment of urban areas. For example, U.S. Representative Odin Langen (R-MN) mentioned, “no one knew of the hydrocarbons emitted by the internal combustion engine that gradually builds up until a haze blankets a city like an evil spell,” while discussing the business district of Washington, D.C.[footnoteRef:202] This focus on the negative repercussions of the automobile denotes a concern for the health of city centers. By invoking these apprehensions in the midst of debate regarding the passenger train, Representative Langen identifies these services as a possible solution for the declining environmental conditions of urban America. Thus, like the public, Congress viewed passenger trains as a tool to address issues in urban areas, while advocating for government action to save the nation’s passenger rail network. This outlook that promised solutions to issues that deeply affected urban areas across the country spurred the bill’s popularity among representatives from different geographical areas. Consequently, Congress became more receptive to taking unprecedented action to save the nation’s passenger train network.   [202:  U.S. Representative Odin Langen, “Statement of Hon. Odin Langen, A Representative in Congress from The State of Minnesota,” November 18th, 1969, Folder Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.    ] 

	 On the other hand, Congressmen, who represented rural populations, took a different approach. In their remarks, they dread the disappearance of their region’s passenger trains, because they believed this development would stunt their districts’ economic development, thereby hampering their efforts to address the problems afflicting their areas. In the same proceeding, Representative John Zwach (R-MN) asserted, “as we strive to develop rural America […], railroad passenger service must play an important part. In fact, they go hand in hand. If passenger service is so inadequate that our citizens will not use it […], then this will hamper the future development of the countryside.”[footnoteRef:203] Like the public, Representative Zwach viewed passenger trains as a necessity for the nation’s rural areas. U.S. Representive James McClure (R-ID) also expressed this view, warning that the disappearance of passenger trains would preclude many rural residents from reaching commercial centers. With their access to these hubs impeded, the Congressman asserted that the country’s less developed areas would become economically isolated from the rest of the nation, losing their access to opportunities that had the potential to improve their areas.[footnoteRef:204] Other legislators voiced similar concerns as they commented on different solutions meant to save the country’s passenger rail network.[footnoteRef:205]  [203:  U.S. Representative John Zwach, “Statement of Hon. Jon M. Zwach, a Representative in Congress from the State of Minnesota,” November 19th, 1969, Folder Folder “Passenger Train Service, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, November 5, 6, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19 and 20, 1969,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.    ]  [204:  U.S. Representative James McClure of Idaho, “Remarks of the Senate Floor,” June 12th, 1969, Folder “Remarks by Mr. Allott upon Introduction of S. Con. Res. 32,” Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970.  (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#. ]  [205:  See also Senator Frank Church of Idaho, “Remarks made on the Senate Floor,” May 5th,1970, Folder “Senate Consideration of S. 3706, May 5, 1970,” located in Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970.  (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#; Senator Winston Prouty of Vermont, “Questions and Answers submitted in the Senate Record,” May 5th,1970 Senate Consideration of S. 3706, May 5th, 1970, Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970.  (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis# ] 

	This outlook was essential to ensuring that Railpax served as a solution for both long-distance and regional passenger train service. The success of the Metroliners between Washington, D.C. and New York, NY made some legislators believe that the future of rail passenger service lay in corridor operations between major cities. Senator Prouty spoke directly against this notion on the Senate floor, asserting that rural areas also needed their passenger services protected expressly for the purpose of ensuring economic development.[footnoteRef:206] This distinction was required, because the trains serving the countryside were often the remains of long-distance trains that traveled distances often over a thousand-miles. Their operations differed greatly from the passenger rail services that operated over short distances between major cities because they often carried coaches with fewer seats, and more robust dining facilities, making them more costly operate.[footnoteRef:207] Between end points, these trains would take significantly longer than air travel, taking days and nights to reach a destination that a plane could fly to in hours. Thus, many railroad executives and legislators expected these services to completely disappear. However, though most people stopped riding these trains between major cities, some rural residents continued to utilize these trains to travel to major cities as mentioned by Representative McClure of Idaho.[footnoteRef:208] Consequently, this outlook, expressed by Congress and reminiscent of public opinion, helped inspire the inclusion of both long-distance and regional trains in Amtrak’s operating plan.      [206:  Senator Winston Prouty of Vermont, “Questions and Answers submitted in the Senate Record,” May 5th 1970, Folder “Senate Consideration of S. 3706.” ]  [207:  Gallamore, Robert and John Meyer, American Railroads, Cambridge: Harvard Univeristy Press, 2014, 123. ]  [208: Remarks by U.S. Representative James McClure of Idaho, June 12th 1969, located in Remarks by Mr. Allott upon Introduction of S. Con. Res. 32, June 12, 1969, pp. S6388-95 Debate: 115 Congressional Record (Daily Edition), 91st Congress, 1st Session (1969): Document No. 42, S6390 located in Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970: P.L. 91-518: 84 Stat. 1327: October 30, 1970.  (Washington: Covington & Burling), http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.  ] 

[bookmark: _Toc12978023]The Bottom Falls Out

[bookmark: _Hlk6200299]During these voluminous debates, the new chairman of the Senate Transportation Subcommittee, Democratic Senator Vance Hartke of Indiana, desired bold action in the form of Railpax. According to the Senate majority’s transportation counsel, “Senator Hartke came on the scene like a tornado to make things happen.” In cooperation with Senator Warren Magnuson of Washington, Senator Hartke was able to get a comprehensive subsidy bill passed through the Senate’s transportation subcommittee in early 1970.[footnoteRef:209] However, Senator Hartke’s still wanted the Senate to pass the Railpax legislation. Senator Hartke was able to garner bipartisan support for Railpax through Republican Senator Winston Prouty of Vermont, who was feeling political pressure as passenger trains rapidly disappeared from Vermont. Together, they were able to stir up tentative support for Railpax in the Senate’s Commerce Committee. However, many senators were still reluctant to publicly support Railpax due to the legislation’s provision for a government takeover; to them, this course of action seemed too extreme for the current situation. Then, on March 5th, the Penn Central Railroad shocked the country by announcing its intentions to cancel “34 of its best-known remaining trains,” effectively ending all service between the Northeast and Midwest. As the ICC began hearing this matter, Washington was in an uproar as politicians heard of people cramming into hearing rooms to protest these discontinuances.[footnoteRef:210] In this climate, Senator Hartke and a few other legislators took a bold step. They executed a rare maneuver in May, offering the Railpax bill as a committee substitute for the subsidy bill already approved by the Commerce Committee. In early May, as a feeling of crisis pervaded Washington, the Senate floor was receptive to the substitution. On the 6th, the Senate approved Railpax by a margin of seventy-eight to three.   [209:  Ibid., 39.]  [210:  Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains 122-23. ] 

Even with this dramatic victory, the House remained uninterested in this unprecedented solution.[footnoteRef:211] Then, June brought disaster. The Penn Central unexpectedly declared bankruptcy, citing massive losses incurred while operating passenger trains as a major contributing factor.[footnoteRef:212] In that era, it was the nation’s largest corporate bankruptcy. The company had formed less than two years earlier when two large and historically prestigious railroads, the New York Central and the Pennsylvania Railroad, merged in an effort to cut costs. Its huge size left many believing that the company was too big to fail.[footnoteRef:213] As further panic reverberated around Washington, the House took the problems plaguing the nation’s railroads much more seriously. To Representative Richard Ottinger (D-NY), the Penn Central’s bankruptcy “underscored” a problem with the nation’s passenger trains “that had been intensifying for years.”[footnoteRef:214] With this understanding, Congress believed that the unprecedented circumstances of the era called for a sweeping change. Representative Edward Boland (D-MA) argued, “we must strike out on the bold approach” and “create new structure,” advocating for the adoption of Railpax.”[footnoteRef:215] Shocked by the Penn Central’s bankruptcy, the House promptly passed a version of Railpax that provided even more money for the nation’s rail passenger network on October 14th, 1970. That afternoon, the Senate quickly approved the amended version.[footnoteRef:216] [211:  Frailey., Twilight of the Great Trains, 207.]  [212:  Linda Charlton. "Penn Central is Granted Authority to Reorganize under Bankruptcy Laws," New York Times (1923-Current File), Jun 22, 1970: 1, URL: http://login.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest.com.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/docview/118764372?accountid=14816.]  [213:  Robert F. Holzweiss, “Too Big to Fail?” Railroad History, No. 188 (2003): 12-27, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/43524215.]  [214:  US Representative Richard Ottinger, “Congressional Record, House: Passenger Train Service,” October 14th, 1970, Folder “House Consideration and Passage of H.R. 17849, October 14, 1970,” H10102 Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.leghis/rpsa0001&div=1&id=&page=&collection=leghis#.   ]  [215:  US Representative Edward Boland, “Congressional Record, House: Passenger Train Service,” October 14th, 1970, Folder “House Consideration and Passage of H.R. 17849, October 14, 1970,” H10102 Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, Covington & Burling. ]  [216:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 42.] 

Official Congressional approval did not end the political drama surrounding this piece of legislation. President Nixon’s economic advisers urged him to kill the bill with a pocket veto. Instead, the President privately signed Railpax into law on the night of October 30th. Subsequently, little effort was made to publicize Nixon’s approval of this law. Consequently, most major news publications remained uninformed of the signing and carried no major stories pertaining to Railpax in the immediate aftermath of Nixon’s decision.[footnoteRef:217] Though strange, the president’s conduct is not surprising for this era. During his presidency, Nixon was ultimately focused on foreign policy, allowing Congress to handle most domestic policy concerns. Accordingly, the president was willing to tepidly support liberal policies like increases in welfare spending that did not mesh with his ideology to gain Congressional support for his foreign policy directives.[footnoteRef:218] This phenomenon provides a reasonable explanation for Nixon’s decision to sign the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 into law. With Congress’s enthusiastic support of this policy, Nixon sidestepped a direct confrontation with the legislature by putting his signature on Railpax. [217:  Ibid., 42-43.]  [218:  C. Gavin Mackenzie and Robert Weisbrot, The Liberal Hour: Washington and the Politics of Change in the 1960s, (New York: Penguin Press, 2008), 305.] 

Despite the medium-term history building up to the act, most analysts see the bankruptcy of the Penn Central as the single important event in Amtrak’s creation. Mark Reutter and Thomas Taber’s article, “Century Gone” is typical in this regard. This piece skillfully distills the complex story of America’s railroads in the 20th century. It clearly labels the Penn Central’s financial troubles as the main driving force in Amtrak’s formation. According to Reutter and Taber, Amtrak “was designed in large part to relieve the Penn Central of its intercity passenger service.”[footnoteRef:219] From this view, Amtrak becomes primarily a response to the collapse of this one railroad company. The Amtrak Story by Frank Wilner takes a more nuanced approach, but still places a strong emphasis on the Penn Central’s collapse. Wilner writes that the House of Representatives began to grow “warmer” to the idea of Railpax after Penn Central’s request to cancel all passenger rail service west of Buffalo and Philadelphia in March 1970. Then, Wilner mentions Penn Central’s bankruptcy, writing that the House moved to support the bill after “its [Penn Central’s] ghost rattled about Capitol Hill.”[footnoteRef:220] With this language, Wilner also emphasizes the significance of one railroad’s financial troubles in the legislative process that resulted in Amtrak. This viewpoint also suggests that Amtrak was primarily a reaction to the Penn Central’s collapse. However, evidence reveals that this event mainly spurred Congress to take the final vote. In their speeches on the House floor, Congressmen utilized the Penn Central’s bankruptcy as a justification for bold action.   [219:  Mark Reutter and Thomas Taber, “Century Gone,” Railroad History, 47.]  [220:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 41-42.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk535241389]	Notably, the sweeping action decided upon by Congress, Railpax, and the alternatives that also received their attention all emerged in the years before Penn Central’s troubles became obvious. These plans were created in response to public support for the preservation of the nation’s passenger network and other events like the ICC’s refusal to enforce its recommendations from the Sunset Adequacies Case. Thus, the prevailing view, which focuses on the Penn Central’s failure, oversimplifies Amtrak’s story by developing only its climax. As shown by the Senate’s initial Railpax vote, this legislation received support from many representatives whose districts remained unaffected by the Penn Central’s collapse.[footnoteRef:221] These facts remain unexplained by the Penn Central’s financial failure. Thus, accounts which focus only on the Penn Central’s bankruptcy leave important questions unanswered.    [221:  Ibid., 41. ] 

	Wide-spread public support for the preservation of the nation’s passenger trains explains these circumstances. The public’s concerns drove the legislative body to seek solutions in the 1960s before Penn Central came on the scene. The pressure of citizens partially accounts for why a timid House and an unsure President approved this daring policy decision. Also, the public’s consistent enthusiasm for the country’s rail passenger services provides a rationale for why Railpax garnered support from Congressmen in districts that were completely unaffected by the Penn Central Railroad’s bankruptcy. The Legislative History of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 provides evidence that illustrates citizens’ prominent role in Amtrak’s creation. In the last two chapters, I developed the context necessary to understand the public’s consistent devotion to the preservation of the country’s passenger rail services in the 1960s. Materials from ICC train discontinuance proceedings capture American sentiment pertaining to the decline of the nation’s passenger rail services. These sources reveal that the public angrily blamed the nation’s railroads for the decline of their passenger trains, encouraging citizens to seek government intervention as a possible solution to this issue. Also, these documents show that Americans feared the local repercussions that could stem from the loss of their region’s passenger rail services. These outlooks increased the urgency of their calls to save the nation’s passenger trains. Historical accounts that focus mainly on the influence of the Penn Central discount these powerful sentiments felt throughout America in this era. This chapter revealed how these pubic sentiments swayed the legislative process that bore Amtrak. It showed that these sentiments did translate into political action, and provides a more comprehensive analysis of Amtrak’s creation by highlighting a development that is typically overshadowed by the conduct of one large corporation in the literature dealing with Amtrak’s formation. 










[bookmark: _Toc12978024]Conclusion: End of the Line?

	In the 1960s, America’s passenger train network rapidly declined under the pressure of subsidized competition and other challenges. The dilapidated state of the nation’s rail passenger services garnered massive amounts of public attention, even as these trains become less important to the country’s transportation network. The context of the 1960s partially accounts for this phenomenon. As regional issues like traffic congestion and economic decay stirred anxiety, citizens feared that the disappearance of their areas’ rail services would worsen these problems, encouraging them to protest the passenger train discontinuances petitions. Furthermore, the public’s out of touch perception regarding the railroad industry also explains this apparent contradiction. Though railroads were beset with numerous setbacks, people continued to view railroads as powerful and fiscally-sound companies in this era. This image, inspired by the epoch’s general prosperity, and the historically dominant position of these companies, caused citizens to expect passenger trains regardless of the financial loss incurred by operating these services. From this perspective, the poor state of America’s passenger trains stirred anger because it signified the railroads’ unwillingness to adequately serve the public. This outlook instigated grassroot efforts meant to save the nation’s passenger rail services by reporting these unsatisfactory conditions to the ICC, and hoping that the agency would force these corporations to end their unfavorable practices. 
	The public’s strong attachment to the American passenger train, in its many forms, had lasting impact. They helped spur Congress to essentially nationalize the country’s passenger rail services with Amtrak – the entity that still operates the majority of the nation’s passenger trains. Congressional discourse highlights citizens’ powerful role in this legislative process. The lawmakers’ words illustrate how the public’s understanding framed the legislators’ approach to this issue. Arguably, Amtrak was the proper solution for the nation’s passenger train problem as shown by ridership statistics. In 1972, the organization’s first full year of operation, 16.6 million Americans rode its passenger trains.[footnoteRef:222] Forty-Six years later, in 2018, Amtrak welcomed 31.7 million people aboard its passenger rail services.[footnoteRef:223] This steady growth speaks to the institution’s ability to reverse the decline that plagued the country’s privately-operated passenger trains in the post-war era. Accordingly, the public’s perceptions were partially correct in the 1960s. Though they often misjudged the ability of railroads to support these services, and the economic impact of these service reductions on some communities, citizens properly inferred that some Americans would return to the nation’s passenger trains after their subsequent improvement by the government.  [222:  Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 90. ]  [223:  National Railroad Passenger Corporation, “Amtrak FY18 Ridership,” Amtrak, http://media.amtrak.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/FY18-Ridership-Fact-Sheet-1.pdf.] 

	With analysis, the public’s sentiments provide new depth to the historiography focusing on interactions between the federal government and the nation’s railroads in the twentieth century. For instance, in The Men Who Loved Trains, Loving provides this vivid description, “a young woman in a miniskirt, her two children trailing behind, walked through the hearing room bearing a sign condemning the cancellations,” as he discusses the Penn Central’s attempt to cancel 34 passenger trains in 1970. Yet, he offers no explanation for why this corporate action disturbed her enough to publicly oppose it. Instead, this vignette appears briefly in Loving’s account of Penn Central Railroad executives and their interactions with government officials.[footnoteRef:224] This analysis fills in missing context by providing explanations that account for this woman’s enthusiasm for the preservation of these rail passenger services. Similarly, Gallamore and Meyer in American Railroads suggest that the subliminal association between transcontinental trains and nation-building contributed to the government’s decision to intervene in the operation of these private services, but never firmly establish this connection. Instead, the authors focus on the government’s policy decisions and the economic needs of American railroad companies.[footnoteRef:225] My work draws an explicit connection between the public perceptions mentioned by Gallamore and Meyer, and Congress’s decision to take action, thereby substantiating their supposition, and developing a new perspective for this era.   [224:  Rush Loving Jr., The Men Who Loved Trains (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 123. ]  [225:  Gallamore, Robert and John Meyer, American Railroads, Cambridge: Harvard Univeristy Press, 2014, 123-125. ] 

	Furthermore, The Amtrak Story by Frank Wilner and “Century Gone” by Mark Reutter and Thomas Taber assert that Amtrak was mainly the product of the Penn Central’s financial troubles, which became apparent to Congress in March 1970.[footnoteRef:226] In doing so, these authors emphasize only the last four months of a long process that culminated with the passage of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 in October of that year. There is no denying that these four months were pivotal in providing political momentum for Congress’s overwhelming approval of Railpax. However, this perspective fails to examine the years prior when the legislature began discussing a variety of proposals meant to reverse the rapid decline of the country’s passenger trains. In these same years, the public fought to preserve rail passenger services by calling on the ICC to take action. Consequently, their focus oversimplifies the process that bore Amtrak and undervalues the influence of public opinion. In reality, major policy shifts like Amtrak rarely materialize in such a short time frame. My analysis remedies these shortcomings by delving into the developments from the years prior to 1970. It reveals that the Federal Government began intervening in the operation of the nation’s passenger trains in 1958, and that in years following to 1970, the public played a significant part in shaping how Congress ultimately decided to address this issue with Amtrak. This perspective allows for a more comprehensive understanding of this drastic change in government policy.  [226:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story (Omaha: Simon-Boardman Books, 1994); Taber, Thomas T., And Mark Reutter. "Century Gone." Railroad History, no. 183 (2000): 30-52. http://www.jstor.org.proxy.library.vanderbilt.edu/stable/43504794.] 

By providing a new dimension, this study serves as a call to humanize the historic study of America’s railroads and their complex relationship with the Federal Government. It is a disservice to only develop the high-level interactions between government officials and railroad executives. In doing so, historians ignore the significant impact of citizens, who also left their mark on these policy developments. Examinations of these public sentiments and their resulting effect properly respect the efforts of individuals like Mr. and Mrs. Bragdon, who sought change by reporting the dilapidated conditions aboard Baltimore & Ohio passenger trains in West Virginia to the ICC, and the Mayor of Willard, Ohio, who fought to preserve passenger rail service in an effort to protect his region’s economic growth. The sum total of these efforts helped create an appreciable shift in government policy. This phenomenon mirrors the success of the publicly-inspired “freeway revolts” that also occurred in this era.  After examination, the ability of citizens to influence policy in this case reminds us that our efforts as citizens do matter, even if they might seem only minor in the moment. Consequently, this story should inspire us to fight for what we value, because it demonstrates the huge potential of public advocacy in our democracy.
In regards to passenger trains, it is important to remember that the corporation has spent most of its life in political limbo. The Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 never created a consistent funding source for the organization. Consequently, Amtrak receives its funding each year in the Federal Government’s annual budget, making its subsidy susceptible to political whims.[footnoteRef:227] Interestingly, Amtrak rarely comes under pressure to trim its route structure. Instead, the President’s administration often seeks to reduce the corporation’s funding, while leaving its service obligations untouched. Depending on the political climate, Congress either intervenes, or goes along with the President’s suggestion, sometimes leaving Amtrak in a financial crunch. For fiscal year 2018, the Trump Administration sought to cut 630 million dollars from the passenger railroad’s subsidy. This amount was almost half of the 1.4 billion dollars Amtrak received in fiscal year 2017. Luckily, Congress intervened in the situation, and after negotiations between Republicans and Democrats, it was agreed to actually increase Amtrak’s subsidy to almost 2 billion dollars. To explain this development, USA Today journalist Bart Jansen notes, “the railroad remains popular with lawmakers, with 31 million riders and 500 stops in 46 states.”[footnoteRef:228]  [227:  Frank Wilner, The Amtrak Story, 117.  ]  [228:  Bart Jansen, “Amtrak Gets Nearly $2 Billion In Federal Spending Bill, Despite Trump Criticism and Accidents,” March 21st, 2018, USA Today, https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2018/03/21/amtrak-gets-nearly-2-billion-federal-spending/447301002/.  ] 

Similarly, to the 1960s, Congress today desires rail passenger service even when they are cheaper options available. For instance, the legislature forced Amtrak’s new chief executive to drop his plan to replace a section of the Southwest Chief route between Los Angeles and Chicago with a bus. Immediately afterward, the Senate voted 95 to 4 to appropriate $50 million to upgrade deteriorating track on the route, thereby staving off any further attempts to partially end this service.[footnoteRef:229] From a Senate vote of 95 to 4, the lasting popularity of the passenger train remains evident, especially in the currently acrimonious political climate of Washington, D.C., where it is rare for both political parties to agree on an issue.  [229:  Ted Mann, “Amtrak Plan to Expand Ridership Could Sidetrack Storied Trains,” February 20th, 2019, Wall Street Journal, https://www.wsj.com/articles/amtrak-plan-to-expand-ridership-could-sidetrack-storied-trains-11550664000?mod=searchresults&page=1&pos=13.] 

Ultimately, this affinity for the passenger train is good for our country. According to the U.S. Department of Energy, rail passenger service is still the most energy-efficient way to travel between cities.[footnoteRef:230] As Americans grow dedicated to adopting sustainable solutions, rail passenger service offers an attractive alternative to plane, bus and automobile travel. Of course, the expansions required to make passenger trains accessible to more of the nation’s population would require massive investment by the Federal Government. Cleary, the Trump Administration has no interest in spurring this development. Though Amtrak is popular in Congress, the legislature will be faced with simply preserving the nation’s long-distance network in the coming years. The equipment Congress enabled Amtrak to purchase in the late 1970s is nearing the end of its life-span, and must be replaced with completely new passenger cars.[footnoteRef:231] Unfortunately, this means the political climate in Washington is currently not amendable to any major advances in the nation’s rail passenger network. However, I believe that there is hope for the long-term future of America’s passenger trains. Like the 1960s, these services still carry a “committed following” that has been able to mobilize Congress even in 2018 to step up and protect the country’s passenger trains.[footnoteRef:232] In my opinion, we should all join them.   [230:  Alternative Fuels Data Center, “Average Per-Passenger Fuel Economy of Various Travel Modes,” United States Department of Energy, https://afdc.energy.gov/data/10311.]  [231:  Amelia Lucas, “Amtrak’s Plan to Boost Ridership Could Hurt Long-Distance Routes, Report Says,” February 20th, 2019, CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/20/amtraks-plan-to-boost-ridership-could-hurt-long-distance-routes.html. ]  [232:  Ibid., 1. ] 
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