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In reviewing background material for this paper, I was reminded of the diligent effort 
of the American Management Association to develop and promulgate a management pro-
cess for business and industry—and all other organized activity in the United States and 
the world. Recognizing that what you call it does matter, the AMA convened a 3-day 
conference in Pittsburgh in 1940 for the sole purpose of developing a universally ac-
ceptable, useful definition of management. Business school professors and deans and 
others hammered it out to this conclusion: Management is guiding human and physical 
resources into dynamic organization units that attain their objectives to the satisfaction 
of those served and with a high degree of morale and sense of attainment on the part of 
those rendering the service. 

AN INTRODUCTION TO FAILURE 

Applying the above definition to the transportation process in this country, even a con-
structive but objective critic must readily conclude that our efforts have not been very.  
successful. If success or progress is measured by any standard—whether return on 
investment in a capital-intensive industry; safe, efficient, balanced, and integrated 
systems in a multimodal, interdisciplinary approach; meeting deadlines and budgets; 
or any other—it must include results. And our failure to complete the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways in 1972 for about $41 billion is just that—a failure—
and a critical failure when measured against the few standards we have developed: 
safety, service, efficiency, mobility. Early completion of major. segments provided 
these benefits at costs that were considered reasonable even at that time. Completion 
of the entire system on schedule remained a national objective, and everyone thought 
it was being accomplished. Now we are told by the Federal Highway Administrator 
that, at present and proposed rates of spending and cost, it will be 2007 before the sys- 
tem is completed. 	 . 	 . 	 . 	. 	. 

The Interstate Highway program is merely a good example of failure, not the worst. 
I could discuss TOPICS or, the Lady Bird program that planted marigolds on the medians 
while bridges fall down or the 1972 Federal-Aid Highway Act. I could also discuss the 
other modes—rapid transit, buses, airports and airways, ports and waterways, rail- 
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roads and bikeways. Most of these facilities are not yet in most of our programs, the 
systems are advancing as much on motherhood as on technology, and we suddenly must 
have methods and standards for measuring the need for and the benefits of various 
modes in a system when we know so little about the individual elements—or about 
systems. 

Quite simply, our transportation process or program or system has not been suc-
cessful because it has not been managed. The basic cause of this failure is human, 
not technical. It starts with the positions—not the players—on our team and the league 
in which we play. 

The major league is for public agencies and public agencies alone. There is another, 
the minor league, for the private sector. We have two major positions, they are poli-
ticians and bureaucrats. Politicians are always at bat, and their success is measured 
by how long they get to stay at bat. If they are really successful, nobody else gets to 
bat. Bureaucrats are always in the field, and they catch a lot of things. Their success 
is measured by good weather and long seasons. They do not like to bat. 

And if that sounds facetious and unbecoming to a conference of the Transportation 
Research Board, I agree with that appraisal. But the situation is more real than imag-
med and totally out of place if we are to have a modern, comprehensive, systematic 
transportation program that results in an efficient, economical, and effective network 
for the movement of people and goods throughout this country. 

With growth, urbanization, and many external factors, we have experienced inflation, 
cost escalation, and materials shortages. The construction cost index doubled in 7 
years. Then the pendulum swung, and the environmental movement gave birth to the 
National Environmental Policy Act and related laws, rules, regulations. More than 
anything else, it changed the hallowed custom of the legal profession in which attorneys 
traditionally recommended that their clients try to resolve their concerns out of court. 

And the transit movement was no less vigorous, no less political, differing from the 
traditional helter-skelter, hodge-podge approach to transportation only in the size of 
the spotlight and the fervor for goring someone else's ox. 

AN ADVENTURE IN BASICS 

in evaluating the transportation programming process, we traditionally refer to a linear 
alignment of functions—from planning to programming to engineering to right-of-way 
acquisition to construction— and to factors of time, funds, and manpower, generally 
for individual projects and possibly grouped. We try to measure how things are going 
in terms of efficiency, economics, or effectiveness and to obtain results in quantity or 
sometimes in quality. 

But the question, How are we doing? is vague and the question, Did we do what we 
said we would do? is not much better, certainly not today, after our experience with 
hits and misses. 

There are a few managers—even a few politicians and bureaucrats—who have come 
to realize that there is a missing, untried step: resource allocation. Yet, resource 
allocation is only another fragmented element in the transportation planning and de-
velopment process because it is not a practiced discipline in the total realm of public 
taxation and finance, and the private sector remains on the outside of the critical 
decision-making structure, if any. 

The focus of the conference should have been on the vertical structure of govern-
ment (federal, state, regional, local), the relation between the legislative and the 
executive branches of government at each level, the interdependence of all these levels 
and units, and the horizontal relation of sister agencies at each level. 

The evaluation of program success must seriously consider the role of transporta-
tion in meeting the needs and the desires of society, the role of each level and unit of 
government, the role of private enterprise in establishing and accomplishing reasonable 
objectives, the balance of resources among all functions of publicly funded programs, 
and the performance of individual agencies and units in their assigned roles with avail-
able resources. 
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Are we doing what we should be doing? is the first question that we must answer, 
recognizing that we are in a going business. And the answers must come from the 
Congress of the United States and the legislatures of the 50 states and in reports and 
recommendations by the President and the 50 governors based on completed staff work 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and the state departments of transportation 
and related state agencies. 

DISCUSSION 
Lester P. Lamm, Federal Highway Administration 

I would like to give the background of what, within title 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act, .currently constitutes a programming requirement. Programming has been a part of 
title 23 since the first Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1916. Congress obviously indicated 
its idea that individual highway projects should be more than just individual highway 
projects. They should be tied together within some general fiscal controls. They 
should be related to attain an impact as a program that will be greater than its indi-
vidual projects. 

Programming should really be a tie between the systemwide planning activities and 
the individual project development, but it has not worked out that way for several rea-
sons. One reason is that emphasis on the Interstate Highway System disrupted all 
other priorities that the states had in effect at that time. The federal funding began 
to be much more heavily concentrated in the Interstate System. The emphasis to com-
plete the Interstate System by 1972 should have been at the state level. At the time of 
enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, a fiscal plan was proposed to per-
mit completion of the system by 1972. 

Failure to complete the system on schedule came about as a result of a number of 
influences, some of which related to systemwide planning. Others related to how the 
elements of the Interstate System tie together. There was pressure to increase the 
mileage of the Interstate System. Within the approved Interstate System there were 
many failures in terms of the development of individual projects. As a result, the 
programming process that the states had historically carried out before 1956 began to 
be less and less desirable. 

Title 23 calls for an annual program of projects. The process is supposed to be 
that Congress authorizes funds for a given year, and then the funds are apportioned to 
the states on the basis of the legislative formula. The states know in advance of the 
year how many dollars they are going to have for highway projects on various systems. 
They know this in time to get matching funds from state legislatures. 

The programming function is intended to tie internal priorities of an individual state 
into a listing of projects. However, overconcentration on completion of the Interstate 
System by the 1972 deadline caused states to warp priorities when funds became short. 
Another warp was introduced into the programming process beginning in 1967, when for 
the first time there was a shortfall between the amount of funds authorized to the states 
and the amounts that they could actually put to work within the course of the fiscal year. 
Each of these outside factors made the programming function within the highway program 
potentially more difficult to perform. 

Some of the recent program directives of the U.S. Department of Transportation deal 
with areawide programming within urbanized areas. Another companion regulation 
deals with the annual process of programming highway projects at the state level. We 
are trying to do two things. We are calling for orderly annual programming. We are 
trying to restore the short-range planning function to the concept of programming. And 
we are trying to divorce the program function from the detailed fiscal accounting pro-
cess that has grown up during the years. 

It has been necessary in the period of reduced program levels to make certain that 
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state dollars are tied to specific projects at the earliest possible time. Policy and 
Procedure Memorandum 21-1, which is our basic directive for the carrying out of a 
state-level highway program, dates back to 1958. It has been modified 12 or 13 times 
in the intervening period; each modification has concentrated more heavily on the de-
tailed financial aspects, the accounting principles, and the tie between the dollars and 
projects than on the overall function of programming. We have been working on a com-
plete revamping of the highway programming directive since 1965. We are committed 
to an effort to try to restore the function of programming to its rightful place. A lot of 
the criticisms of the process reflect the fact that there is no real tie between the area-
wide planning process, whether it be urbanized area or statewide, and the individual 
projects. We are trying to restore that tie. 

Should the program itself ever be evaluated? We can recall that the areawide plan-
ning process has a requirement for evaluation and that, at least from the Federal High-
way Administration's point of view, we are evaluating the planning process. We are 
not evaluating the product. We do not approve areawide plans, but we do go into the 
process to see how it is working and make certain that it is carrying out the intent of 
the federal legislation. Individual projects receive by far the heaviest evaluation of 
any aspect of the transportation system, primarily through the development of environ-
mental impact statements. 

Do we want to go back and evaluate program development? It would probably be easy 
to set up an evaluation process. We could put it in cost-effectiveness terms. We could 
tie it to the fiscal dollars very effectively, and as I try to visualize what we would have 
as a result, I am stuck with the term PPBS. 

That concept was fine, but the process became unworkable. I am afraid that a rela-
tively formal and extensive evaluation process of the transportation program may yield 
the same results. From my point of view, it might be preferable to view program de-
velopment as a necessary link and not become worried unless that link is not there. 
Unless the local and the state governments fail to develop a program, we have no prob-
lem. We do not, and cannot by statute, send the state back to redo the priority ranking. 
We are not authorized by Congress to put a Washington influence on the selection of in-
dividual projects within an urbanized area or within a state. 

To summarize briefly, from the viewpoint of the Federal Highway Administration, 
the programming process is necessary. It has been neglected, and we are committed 
to restoring it with a minimum requirement of federal presence in an evaluation process. 

DISCUSSION 
C. Kenneth Orski, Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Many discussions during the conference were filled with words like "failure," "lack of 
performance," and "lack of success." Many participants apparently felt that transporta-
tion, public transportation anyway, had not achieved the kind of success that had been 
expected of it. I am not sure that I fully agree with that pessimistic assessment. Al-
though there is room for improvement, there is also some cause for congratulating 
ourselves or at least for not feeling overly pessimistic. 

I will comment on Revell's remarks by taking up his 2 principal points. First of all, 
he said that the transportation profession has had a morale problem. I am not sure that 
our profession really has a greater number of unhappy or dissatisfied people than other 
professions. Compared to other federal programs, like space or atomic energy or 
some of the other public sectors, the transportation program is actually doing quite 
well. For the first time people are beginning to find a certain sense of satisfaction and 
accomplishment. I would certainly not characterize our profession as demoralized. 

He also mentioned performance or results or output and felt that in some way we 
have not measured up to some predetermined standard of success. My problem with 
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this is that I do not really know what kind of measures of performance the transporta-
tion program is being judged against. Is it return on investment? Is it profitability? 
Are these measures of success? 

Certainly back in the nineteenth century, perhaps even in the early twenteeth century, 
profitability was a measure of accomplishment. Transportation in those days was con-
sidered as basically private enterprise that was supposed to produce profit for its in-
vestors, and any transportation venture that did not meet this test was judged to be a 
failure. Today we have a somewhat different outlook on transportation. We tend to 
view it more as a public service than as a private venture; therefore, the index of 
profitability, of return on investment, has become a much less meaningful measure 
of performance than it used to be. 

If it is not profitability, what then is the measure for our success? In UMTA we 
are still struggling with that question. We have, of course, certain statutory objectives 
against which to measure progress, and we have certain national objectives of air qual-
ity and energy conservation. But these are not operational objectives, and they are not 
objectives that transit or transportation alone has the power to achieve. 

My own private targets for accomplishment would be three. First, we should be 
trying to improve the quality of service for what Pikarsky has called the "transit in-
dependents," that is, those people who are not obliged to use public transportation. 
Second, we should be trying to improve the mobility of the transit dependents, those 
people who, for one reason or another, are forced to use public transportation. And 
third, and this is probably a more subjective kind of standard, we should be trying to 
reduce automobile usage because automobile usage, in some ways, serves as a surro-
gate for certain more basic goals, such as improved environmental quality and energy 
conservation. 

The transportation profession has done quite well in terms of the first objective. We 
have improved the quality of service for the independents rather spectacularly. Both 
the automobile-highway system and the aviation system have performed surprisingly 
well. The fact that I was able to leave Washington and arrive at the conference in 
Orlando within 3 hours and to go to Disney World one evening without too much problem 
testifies to the fact that the transportation system does work rather well. 

Of course, it does break down on occasion, and it can be improved; but on the whole 
the Interstate Highway System, the commercial aviation system, and the automobile have 
served us well. We can be justifiably proud of having accomplished all this in a rela-
tively short period of time. 

We have not done as well in terms of the other 2 measures of success. We have not 
sufficiently improved the mobility of the transit dependents, and we have made hardly 
any dent in reducing automobile usage. But I would plead here for some patience. 

One reason why we feel dissatisfied, why we have this feeling of failure and of lack of 
performance, is that we are an impatient people and we are trying to accomplish in a 
short period of time things that in other countries took literally whole generations. The 
field of transit is a good example of what I mean. 

In most countries of the world, transit systems have been built during several gen-
erations. The London and Paris subway systems, for example, were begun in the early 
1900s, and they are still being expanded. They are still not quite finished. The same 
thing is true of New York's subway system, which was begun in 1900 and was not com-
pleted until the late 1930s. It took some 40 years before New York really obtained its 
rapid transit system. 

What some cities are trying to do these days is to compress this process into a much 
shorter time frame. Washington and Atlanta are trying to build rapid transit systems 
on a much more accelerated schedule. For example, Washington is trying to complete 
a 98-mile system within a decade. 

Understandably politicians desire to see things done within their political lifetimes, 
and even transportation professionals like to see things done while they are still active. 
But from a detached, historical perspective, these are hardly reasonable objectives. 
These major public works programs simply cannot be compressed into short time 
scales. I would plead for a greater degree of tolerance and a greater understanding of 
what we are up against. 
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The transit program is not the Manhattan Project or the Apollo Program in which 
money was of no consequence and things had to be done by a certain deadline. This is 
a program that, important though it may be, does have to compete for funding with 
other national programs such as education, housing, health, and defense. The money 
available for transportation development is not unlimited, and therefore we must not 
expect the impossible. 

Having said this, I want to stress that I do recognize a lot of validity to what both 
Revell and Hilton say. I am particularly conscious of their criticism that transporta-
tion is not being managed well enough. I think we can all agree on that. Both the tran-
sit system and the highway system can and should be managed in a more effective way. 
But to go on from there to an admission of failure is, I think, a long and unjustified 
step. 


