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Discussion 
This paper led to group discussions on the differences 
between labor relations in the public and private sector, 
politicians and the collective bargaining process, fi-
nancing transit, and the formulation of transport policy 
at different levels of government. A labor representa-
tive asked the author whether he felt that the problem of 
collective bargaining in the public sector is so compli-
cated because the public employer does not have enough 
interest in making it work. Kheel responded: 

There is a lot of misunderstandirg and a lot of mixed motivations. Some 
people do not believe there should be collective bargaining. There are 
those who are fearful that with collective bargaining will come the right 
to strike and that the unions will have too much clout. There are those 
who simply do not understand what the process is; others are so beset 
with other problems that they just hope these things will quiet down. 
think that one of the main problems is that employers are not good 
enough as employers; they are not sufficiently motivated to be as effec-
tive as private-sector employers. 

A management representative suggested that it was 
the political process that slowed the bargaining process 
and noted that "the private corporations have a conti-
nuity of labor relationships; in the public sector, each 
time the negotiators come to the bargaining table there 
are new faces." Kheel said it is "important to recog-
nize that bargaining in the public sector can not be fit 
into the mold of bargaining in the private sector; it is 
too different." 

Labor disagreed, arguing that collective bargaining 
procedures used in the private sector will work in the 
public sector if politicians are kept away from the bar-
gaining table. A labor representative also said that, 
since politicians are held responsible for the economics 
of running the transit operations and are therefore con-
cerned about the industry's ability to meet its operating 
costs, any increase in wages resulting from the bar-
gaining process invariably affects the ability of the or-
ganization to meet its costs for the year. He added: 
"There is not a city in the country in which the top 
political person is not definitely involved. Transporta-
tion will not be able to keep the politicians out because 
this industry is in the public sector." 

Because politicians are held responsible for the eco-
nomics of running a system, they are interested in f are-
box revenue from both an economic and a political per-
spective at the bargaining table. A management repre-
sentative submitted that public financial support may be-
come stabilized, as it has in California, where 

the level of tax support is not going to expand beyond what it is now, 
except for increases caused by inflation. If this stabilization in the pub-
lic support of transit actually occurs, collective bargaining will become 
very similar to that in the private sector. Fare-box revenues can be fore-
cast within reasonable ranges. Trade-off decisions will be made among 
fares, service levels, and wages. If this trend in public financial support 
is realized, the authorities will have the discretion to increase fares and 
will therefore be able to talk at the bargaining table about wage settle-
ments. 

Labor was concerned about the role of the federal 
government in regulating the decision-making process, 
considering the tremendous injection of federal funds into 
the industry. In response, Kheel expressed his opinions 
on the actions that should be pursued by the federal gov-
ernment: "We have always lacked a balanced transpor-
tation policy in this country. The federal government 
must have a transportation policy that takes into account 
the kind of balance that should exist in each region." He 
continued to discuss governmental roles and expressed 
his views on the states' role: 

A distinction should be made between financial matters and operating 
matters at the state level. Sometimes it is hard to draw that line, be-
cause many operating matters have financial costs. There should be 
statewide settlements, pension systems, and standards; operational de-
cisions should be entirely localized. Decision making should be con-
fined to operating people as much as possible. However, an effective 
working relationship must exist because operational matters cost money 
as well. The question then becomes whether decisions come within the 
budget or operating process. 

When questioned about regional policy, Kheel said: 

Logically our regions are the more appropriate governmental form but, 
in practice, they are difficult to bring about. I would like to see re-
gional compacts on transportation everywhere, with federal policies that 
provide funds for that kind of coordinated action by the states or cities 
that are involved. 

Employee Protection: Perceptions 
of Section 13c 
Earl Putnam, Amalgamated Transit Union, Washington, D.C. 

It is interesting to note the varying perceptions of sec- 	One of the underlying problems is that few seem to ac- 
tion 13c held by the industry and by the academic world. 	cept or understand the factors behind section 13c. For 
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example, one academic has suggested that section 13c 
is "labor's price for the enactment of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964." On the contrary, it rep-
resents labor's request that there be something that 
would recognize that the worker in the industry had some 
legitimate interests and certain rights that had been 
badly damaged in the process of transition from private 
to' public employment before 1964. The movement of 
the transit industry from the private to the public sector 
affected union representation, collective bargaining, and 
pension rights. 

The transition from federal labor law to state labor 
law resulted in extreme losses by the workers in jobs, 
pension rights, and bargaining rights. The industry was 
in decline, system alter system went into abandonment 
or bankruptcy, and more and more jobs were lost. 
People who had worked in transit their entire working 
lives suddenly found themselves on the street at a time 
when they could neither pursue employment in their 
trained professions nor obtain other employment. 

When Congress enacted the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964, labor welcomed federal money into the 
industry. It felt that the federal dollars should be benefi-
cial to the transit workers in terms that would be fair 
and equitable to labor. 

The recent resurgence of employment in the industry 
is largely a result of the increase in federal aid, both 
capital grants and operating assistance. The program 
is designed to create jobs and provide more financial 
aid within the system so that there will be additional 
funds for wages. Capital assistance may be helpful to 
the worker, just as operating assistance is helpful to the 
worker. 

A factor that distinguishes operating assistance from 
capital assistance is that there is no assurance that op-
erating assistance is going to be used for conventional 
transit. The original theory of Congress was that this 
sort of program might result in incidental effects on the 
working force as a result of improved technology or the 
other uses to which federal funds might be put that could 
cause job losses or reductions in earnings. Operating 
assistance may be used to provide taxi service or some 
other transportation service that will not benefit labor. 
It is for this reason that the protection arrangement is 
to be put in place in advance. Then, in the event that some-
one is hurt by the advancement of technology in the field 
and losses of jobs occur, there is a remedy available. 

In recognizing the need for fair and equitable treatment 
of labor, Congress recognized that the transit workers 
have certain rights that must be considered by the federal 
government and that they should be protected. Because 
labor is receiving a fair shake in the transit industry, 
which is receiving federal funds, it is felt that it should 
share some of the benefits that flow from federal dollars. 

Section 13c should be put into its proper perspective. 
Because of the increasing political furor surrounding it 
today, transit labor is under heavy attack. The basic 
thrust of the forces against section 13c seems to be based 
on the fact that we have moved into the public sector and 
have been the focus of a much broader dispute about the 
structure for wage determination in state and local public 
employment in general. Unfortunately, it appears that 
transit employment is setting the precedent for decision 
making in state and local public employment. Local 
government officials are 'suddenly concerned that what 
they do for transit will be expected by the rest of their 
employees. Because of this, there is a great deal of 
opposition to collective bargaining from local govern-
ments. 

The progress that has been made since 1964 in transit 
labor has recently come to a halt. General acceptance 
of a basic statutory provision administered and inter-
preted since 1964 is now in question. Today everything 
is open to question; it is not known what Congress and 
the Carter administration may do. It is even very dif-
ficult to predict what the industry will do. 

The original section 13c agreement for operating as-
sistance was only in place for about 6 months before 
certain segments of the industry began attacking it. It 
was never properly administered and put into place at 
the U.S. Department of Labor. It is certainly still an 
open question whether the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation feels there is any need for section 13c protection 
in the area of operating assistance. Such uncertainty 
makes it difficult for industry and the worker to know 
what to do. There are no accepted ground rules or 
guidelines, and the levels of protection are uncertain. 

There are legitimate differences of opinion as to the 
structure and application of section 13c. It can be used 
constructively to promote transportation, or it can be 
used as a weapon to assure that transportation innova-
tion does not occur or that it occurs in ways that will be 
detrimental to the general public. 

Employee Protection: Paratransit 
and Its Impact on the Operator 
Leo Cusick, Regional Transportation Authority, Chicago 

The overriding fear regarding paratransit in the regular 	the operator will phase out enough routes to put himself 
business of mass transportation is that operators will 	out of business. If the basis for the decision on route 
continually be in the position to eliminate routes and say 	extension or existence is economic, the operator will 
that paratransit vehicles can handle the riders; perhaps 	continue to eliminate lines. What has been done tradi- 


