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the transit community—what kinds of people use transit, 
where they live, where they are going. These data have 
guided the RTA since its inception. But we need to 
know much more about such things to enable RTA and 
other transportation agencies to serve the people who do 
not yet use transit. It is especially important if we hope 
to change future urban growth patterns. 

Perhaps the most significant thing we are learning is 
how important transit is in saving energy, even when 
much of the community may not use it. Good public tran- 

sit decreases automobile use and changes mobility pat-
terns. At RTA we are seeing that transit can and does 
make a difference—a far greater difference than was 
thought previously. 

All of us at this conference have a special, vested in-
terest and responsibility in working together to commu-
nicate more effectively to the public that support for 
strong public transportation throughout the nation is 
synonymous with building a brighter and more prosper-
ous future. 

Transportation Programs and Investments to 
Deal With Critical Needs 
Philip Hammer, Hammer, Suer, George Associates, Washington, D.C. 

Revitalization of the inner city—or perhaps of the older city—is the most 
a-itical economic need that faces us today. We are not going to solve that 
problem by dreaming up some program and imposing it from the top. 
Rather, we need programs that will respond to and will encourage local 
initiative; the stimulus for improving the economy must come from 
the bottom. What is needed is flexible joint development. While the 
money may come from the top, work with local government and with 
private investors in realizing whatever potentials may exist at local 
levels is also necessary. 

We are at another of those turning points in national 
policy making where issues are discussed in concrete 
terms. Many at this conference have been in the field 
of land use and transportation for many years. Some 
time ago, we were talking about regional land use and 
transportation planning and joint development opportu-
nities at e,q)ressway interchanges. The new life was 
on the way; we were going to build a new America in 
the suburbs. 

In those discussions and in the planning and imple-
mentation that followed, all of us omitted a very impor-
tant factor. It was the existence of the arbitrary bound-
ary line that set off the central city from the rest of the 
metropolitan region. We discussed regional planning as 
if the central city did not exist. The city limits lines 
were deleted from the maps. We never showed where 
the city ended and the suburbs began. For highway and 
expressway planning, it did not seem to make much dif-
ference. 

The fact is that the existence of the arbitrary boundary 
line that separates the central city from the rest of the 
region is the most important single fact in our domestic 
polity today. I think it has been proved in the last 20 
years that our inability and incapacity within the central 
city area to maintain both private and public institutions 
for dealing with the central economy within that boundary 
line has been at the heart and source of most of what is 
called the urban problem. Most of the nation's unem-
ployed are within that boundary line; most of the nation's 
new job creation and new investment are taking place 
outside that boundary line. 

INSTITUTIONAL CRISIS 

We have, in effect, an institutional crisis. I think we 
are now aware—probably for the first time and with a 
willingness to recognize it—that we are going to have to 

deal with the urban problem more specifically as the city 
problem within the framework of the municipal corpora-
tion. We are going to have to think in terms of the 
pressure that the municipal corporation can exert on the 
economy within the city limits, if indeed we are to get 
any answers to our urban problem. 

This is not to say, of course, that there is not a re-
gional framework or that we should not continue to pursue 
regional approaches and get regional cooperation and co-
ordination. But until and unless we can develop the mus-
cle in city hall that is capable of using private invest-
ments as leverage within that boundary line, we are going 
to continue to throw public money down the drain. We 
will continue to have large "backwater" economies within 
our central cities. We will continue to have underutilized 
and unused resources in our cities—people, land, and 
buildings. We will not be able to make any fundamental 
gains in dealing with the urban problem. I am not min-
imizing the fact that we also have problems in the sub-
urbs nor am I minimizing the importance of a regional 
context for our overall planning. I am simply saying that 
the most important need is to strengthen the economy of 
the city, and this can be done only by strengthening the 
capacities of the municipal government in the area of 
economic development. 

The present administration is now beginning to put to-
gether an urban program that promises to deal more 
realistically with the problems and that highlights the 
decisive importance of the city as an institution. The 
leadership is talking about economic development within 
the city, of using public money as a leverage against, 
private reinvestment within the city, and of the capabili-
ties of municipal corporations. For the first time, 
Washington is talking realistically about how to deal 
with gut issues at the local level. 

We see this in the new definitions and regulations re-
lated to urban development action grants (UDAGs), to the 
deployment of community development block grant funds 
for economic development, and to the new urban thrust 
of the Economic Development Administration (EDA). We 
see it in the new guidelines that the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration (UMTA) is talking about regard-
ing the use of Young amendment money in transit develop-
ment. All of these are related to economic development 
with a primary emphasis on the city and its economy. 
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A NEW FRAMEWORK 

This activity sets a new framework for our joint trans-
portation and land use planning, a framework that calls 
for very concrete and specific developments within cities 
to create jobs and new investments and to help turn 
around the central city economy. I believe most of us 
recognize that we have been fighting a losing battle in 
our central cities. The biases in favor of private invest-
ment flow to the outlying areas have been overwhelmingly 
great. Between 80 and 90 percent of the new private in-
vestments made in the American metropolitan area have 
been outside the central city boundary lines. The great 
bulk of the investments that have gone inside the bound-
ary lines have gone to the central business districts. 
These downtown areas have done well for the most part, 
making the transition from an earlier monopolistic posi-
tion to a more modest specialized role in the metropoli-
tan area. But outside the central business district, the 
city economy has taken a beating. Across the board, our 
policies have worked in behalf of the strong forces al-
ready causing the deployment of private investment out-
side the city. 

There is a large underutilized, underprivileged pop-
ulation within the central city, a backwater economy that 
is not getting any more viable as time goes on. Land 
and buildings are underutilized. As a result, municipal 
corporations are under tremendous pressure in terms 
of revenue and tax support; at the same time, they are 
under tremendous pressure to maintain service delivery 
to a large number of people whose service requirements 
are higher than average and whose service requirements 
are not proportionate to their ability to pay for them. 
The heavy outlay of federal funds in our cities will con-
tinue to be merely a holding action unless and until we 
can get the basic economy of the city on its feet. 

This is, as we all know, a tremendously difficult task. 
It has direct implications for all public-sector policies, 
including those relating to transportation. We are talk-
ing about the need to deploy public, basically federal, 
dollars in such a way that they will have maximum lever-
age on private investment for economic activity within 
the city. I think it is clear in the approach of the Carter 
administration that the initiatives for deploying these 
dollars and effectively leveraging them against private 
investments will be local initiatives, not top-down initia-
tives. There will, of course, be some strings attached 
to the federal money to assure conformance with the leg-
islative requirements that the money be spent in the ap-
propriate ways. But I believe that the Carter adminis-
tration is looking to the local areas, with help from re-
gional and state levels, to get this job done. 

Thus, economic development will have to become an 
integral function of the municipal government for the first 
time. This is a tremendous undertaking for the city and 
it is politically difficult. Economic development is a 
much more complicated business than housing, where 
there are definable programs with deliverable and tan-
gible benefits. Economic development involves risk 
taking by political leaders—the mayor, the city council, 
and the administration. It means putting public money 
on front-end new investments and projects, in infra-
structure improvements, in land acquisition, even front-
end equity participation—sometimes with only the hope 
that private investment may be attracted. It means tak-
ing firm actions to create a new set of favorable condi-
tions for private investors and entrepreneurs. It calls 
for the municipal government to initiate rather than 
simply to respond to the actions that might trigger new 
investment and job creation. This is not easy. 

We have seen a crystallization of economic develop-
ment thinking in the fourth year of the community de- 

velopment block grant programs in cities around the 
country. In the first 3 years, most community develop-
ment programs were pretty eclectic programs that at-
tempted to meet a very wide range of community and 
neighborhood needs. As the cities move into the fourth 
year of this program, however, there is a much sharper 
focus on economic development, at least on the part of 
planners and chief executives. For example, there is 
new emphasis on neighborhood commercial revitaliza-
tion and industrial park development. It is clear that 
chief executives are having difficulties in getting support 
from city councils and aldermanic boards for these kinds 
of investments, which do not have an immediate political 
payoff, are risky, and call for a private-sector response 
that may not be immediately identifiable. Nonetheless, 
the effort is being made. 

At the national level, the counterpart to this local 
economic development thrust is a new attempt to coordi-
nate various federal programs to provide maximum as-
sistance to local program efforts. At the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, UMTA, EDA, 
and the U.S. Department of Labor, there is a degree of 
talking together and joint planning that we have not seen 
for a decade. The administrators of different programs 
are talking about tandem operations that can result in a 
piggybacking of funding at the local level. Those of you 
who have been working with federal administrators in re-
cent months have heard this story: "We will coordinate 
our efforts on this end so that the whole range of dollars 
will be available to you in the most effective way at the 
local level, but the initiatives for economic development 
must come from the bottom up." We are getting this word 
from Washington on matters relating to transportation as 
well as those relating to housing and other programs. 

So I think we are getting down to the serious business 
of coordinated transportation and land use planning on a 
very concrete basis. How do we use the leverage of 
transportation to help create new jobs and investments 
within the city? How do we move together on joint de-
velopment projects? How do we incorporate economic 
development objectives in our transportation planning? 

I think it is significant, as we move toward a greater 
emphasis on economic development in our transportation 
and land use planning, to note that there already is a sub-
stantial momentum toward public and private collabora-
tion in development projects in U.S. cities. I do not know 
of a single city in which local businessmen, financial in-
terests, and municipal governments have not joined in in-
novative approaches to project development—housing, 
commercial revitalization, and so on. Community de-
velopment money has been used as a loan guarantee, an 
interest subsidy, or even as a front-end investment to 
initiate some private development. Other devices, such 
as tax increment or tax abatement financing, have been 
employed to make private development projects work. In 
city after city, these collaborative approaches are being 
undertaken by conservative, private-sector leaders sit-
ting down with the politicians to get something done. It 
might be noted that this public and private collaboration 
is a response to the decentralization of responsibility 
that was inherent in the revenue-sharing decision made 
several years ago. Some people take a very dim view of 
revenue sharing, claiming that it was simply an ab-
rogation of federal responsibility. I think that it was a 
profoundly important step toward dealing effectively 
with the city problem. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Another important trend following from the same forces 
is the beginning of a reorganization process in local 
governments. With the dismantling of the categorical 
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grant program and the shifting of development responsi-
bilities to local jurisdictions, the creation of community 
development departments and agencies in many cities is 
evident. There is an almost universal attempt being 
made to establish local goals for economic development 
and to set up a new framework for decision making and 
implementation in the economic development field. 

What are the prospects for turning around the sick 
economies of most central cities? Despite the moves 
that are made to stimulate new development within the 
city, most people believe that the prospects are only 
minimal. Clearly, even if you can offset the overall 
biases in favor of the suburbs that we still find in na-
tional policy, such as the biases of tax policy and the 
widespread availability of development subsidies, there 
are still major psychological and political barriers to the 
flow of private investments back into the cities. 

The appalling thing is how little we really know about 
the structure of the economy of the central city as a ba-
sis for understanding what the development prospects 
really are. In our move toward regionalism, we have 
tended to wipe out the integrity of the city as an eco-
nomic unit. The fact is, whether or not the concept of 
a city economy has any theoretical integrity, what hap-
pens to that economy is the guts of our urban problem. 
It is the range of activities that can be undertaken within 
that city economy that will determine whether or not we 
can get at the basic problems of unemployment and un-
derutilized resources. Clearly, the city economy is 
part of the regional economy. The question is, how big a 
part? What are the prospects of bringing enough jobs 
and investments back into the city to cut the unemploy-
ment rate and to maintain the viability of the municipal 
government? The problem is that we do not even know 
what the city economy looks like, much less what it can 
or should become. 

You cannot readily obtain statistics on the city econ-
omy. It takes special computer runs from regional data 
to find out by subcategory what the employment is in the 
average city. It is almost impossible to develop trend-
line information on what has happened to the city econ-
omy over the past 10 to 20 years. As a result, it is 
very difficult to determine the specific kinds of economic 
activities bleeding the central city so that we can deter-
mine the factors forcing relocation. What were the con-
ditions that prompted these relocation decisions? What 
could have been done to turn these decisions around? 
What can be done to obviate similar decisions in the fu-
ture or to attract some of these displaced activities back 
to the city again? 

I am not suggesting that there are any prospects for 
recreating the exact economic profiles of cities of past 
decades. Basic structural changes have taken place and 
the city's economy never again will be what it used to be. 
But we have clearly positioned ourselves to do something 
about revitalizing the economy of our cities and it is our 
job to get realistically on with it. Obviously, we can 
think in terms of getting some of our city people to go 
out to the suburbs where the new jobs are, either by re-
location or by transportation. But, even if we could go 
in that direction, this will not help much with the city's 
tax base and the viability of the municipal corporation. 
We need to stop the job losses from the city and we need 
to rebuild the city's employment base. 

There are few central cities in this country that have 
been able to maintain their employment levels. Most 
cities have been losing employment to the suburbs in 
nearly every employment subcategory. I contend that 
many of these losses have been unnecessary, i.e., they 
could have been obviated by public policy. I believe that 
a substantial part of the metropolitan employment gains 
projected for the future can be captured by the central  

city. This is where we are headed in our new public 
policies. It is what we are talking about when we refer 
to strengthening the muscle of the municipal corporation 
for economic development, for public and private collab-
oration in new project activities, and for coordination of 
land use and transportation planning. 

NEW OPPORTUNITIES 

There is a range of new development opportunities within 
the city that need to be vigorously pursued. There are 
unmet consumer needs that can support an expansion of 
activities in the city. There are economic functions for 
which the city has comparative advantages but that, for 
one reason or another, have not been fully exploited. 
There are other types of functions for which the city 
would have comparative advantages if negative factors 
were removed and positive incentives created for de-
velopment. Our job is to identify these opportunities and 
to devise the specific devices for capturing them. 

A large number of retail sales and service activities 
have been lost to the cities in the process of change in 
the mix and composition of the population and the out-
migration of the affluent consumer. The average city 
has only about two-thirds as many establishments in the 
consumer service field as it had 15 years ago. In some 
cities, the number of establishments has been cut in half, 
even as the population has remained about stable. In al-
most every city, we see neighborhood commercial cen-
ters with 30, 40, and even 50 percent vacancies in ex-
isting buildings. Yet the surrounding neighborhoods rep-
resent substantial markets whose needs are unserved. 

We have found that such situations represent large re-
development potentials. The markets are already there; 
it is simply a question of reorganizing these commercial 
districts to serve their legitimate functions. By bringing 
together city hall, local bankers, local merchants, and 
neighborhood representatives, many of these districts can 
be revitalized. Buildings can be rehabilitated, traffic 
and parking conditions can be improved, and a wide range 
of environmental amenities can be added. In city after 
city, this kind of grass-roots economic development ac-
tivity is taking place. The strategic use of community 
development block grants has been a major factor in many 
developments. 

There are many types of regional activities that can 
be located as advantageously within the city as on the out-
side but for which the city has lost its attraction. The 
challenge is to deal specifically with the negative factors 
that cumulatively have forced such activities from the 
city. Although the list of negative factors is discourag-
ingly long, I think we have come to the point where we 
either have to deal effectively with removing these dis-
advantages or we simply are not going to be able to meet 
our national objectives for employment and municipal 
stability. By concerted effort, most negative situations 
can be turned around. We can do something about land 
assembly, tax abatement, front-end subsidies, and sub-
sidies for adaptive uses of existing buildings. If we pin-
point the specific types of economic functions for which 
the city can compete under favorable circumstances, we 
can create those circumstances. It will take money, 
political effort, and the utmost in public and private col-
laboration, but it can be done. 

There are large areas in most central cities that are 
substantially vacant. It is estimated that as much as 30 
percent of the land in the average central city might be 
available for some type of better use (e.g., green space 
and open areas). There are old railroad lands, utility 
lands, warehouse areas, and other spaces that can be re-
developed. Clearly, the market forces cannot bring 
these lands into better use, but a strong public and pri- 
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vate effort might do so. There is no question about the 
heavy front-end investments that might be required with 
public funds—subsidies for land acquisition and improve-
ment and for provision of infrastructure and public ser-
vices. It is a question of priorities—whether we want to 
use our public funds for basic improvements that can 
generate private investments or to continue supporting 
the unemployed and welfare cases at present levels. 

It is precisely this approach that underlies the new 
UDAG program. It is also seen in the deployment of 25 
percent of community development funds for economic 
development. Clearly, the dollars available for these 
two programs are few compared with our total needs, 
but it is a beginning. We are starting to turn away from 
holding actions to actions that might encourage private 
investments. 

The land use and transportation objectives that we are 
now seeking are being increasingly framed in terms of 
the viability of the central city economy. We are talking 
about using transportation as well as other devices tied 
together in an integrated, coordinated program—i.e., in 
very specific project terms, for specific pieces of land, 
doing specific kinds of economic activity and hoping to 
get the kind of reinvestment response that makes some 
sense. 

The implications for transportation are obvious. Rapid 
transit and downtown people-mover systems can have a 
powerful effect on land development; activities generated 
at or around stations can become the catalysts for signif-
icant redevelopment. Transit systems can deliver pa-
trons, customers, and employees to specific locations; 
they can create site utility where none existed before. 
Combining transit-induced traffic with a comprehensive 
redevelopment approach in station areas gives us a new 
approach to urban renewal and new potentials for sub-
stantially reorganizing patterns of land use within a city, 
which is absolutely essential if the city is going to survive 
in competition with the outside areas. We are talking here 
about the possibilities for joint multiuse development at 
strategic places on transit and people-mover routes. 

TRANSIT AND LAND OBJECTIVES 

The urban highway system has been the primary re-
organizer of land use over the past 30 years. Our met-
ropolitan land use structure has been built on our high-
way network. Why is it not possible to view transit in 
terms of its reorganizing effect on land uses within 
our central cities in the future? Why can we not identify 
those nodes of potential development that can be gener-
ated at strategic central city locations by transit's power 
to deliver customers, employees, or tenants at locations 
where large-scale redevelopment can take place? There 
is no reason why we cannot combine UDAG, community 
development, and EDA funds in major transit corridors 
to begin a process of land use reorganization in many 
areas. This will not be possible in every city, of course, 
but it is symbolic of the joint planning and thinking that 
we need to do. 

At the other end of the development spectrum is the 
neighborhood commercial district, the revitalization of 
which can have a significant effect upon the city's tax 
base and employment and service levels. A lot is hap-
petting in these neighborhood commercial areas. A crit-
ical element in all of the revitalization efforts is the 
transportation improvements that are being made, e.g., 
traffic flow, parking, pedestrian movements, and the de-
velopment of new industrial parks within the city limits 
that can compete with similar developments in the sub-
urbs. Transportation access is the key to the competi-
tive advantage that the city park offers. 

In addition, my firm is working in Detroit on an eval- 

uation of what a proposed rapid transit system might be 
able to do in the way of generating new private reinvest-
ments within the city limits. You may recall that sev-
eral years ago DOT made a $600-million commitment 
for a regional rapid transit system if it could be shown 
that there would be a dollar-for-dollar matching of pri-
vate investments generated by such a system within the 
city limits. My company was given the task of evaluating 
this prospect. It involved a comprehensive analysis of 
the specific redevelopment potentials in the impact areas 
of more than 100 different stations and for 11 different 
transit system alternatives. It was a complicated piece 
of analysis. 

Our analysis clearly showed that the dollar value of 
the private investment potential in several of the al-
ternative systems would substantially exceed the $ 600-
million reinvestment target within a relatively short time 
frame. Not every station area offered redevelopment 
potential, of course, and the leverage of the alternative 
systems on private redevelopment potential varied a 
great deal. However, the aggregate impact of several 
of the alternatives on private redevelopment potential 
was found to be substantial, assuming a major develop-
mental effort by the city and involving land assembly, 
front-end improvements, and effective collaboration with 
the private sector. In virtually every impact area, the 
joint development potential would far exceed the normal 
development that might be expected in the absence of the 
rapid transit system. In the stronger development cor-
ridors, the transit system would act to create opti-
mum development through improved linkages among 
activity areas, functions, and markets; in the weaker 
corridors, the impact of transit would be to generate 
investments that would otherwise simply not take place. 
It is clear that a large part of the new development 
that the transit system would help generage in Detroit 
would represent a shift of activities from the suburbs, 
but this is precisely the point: There would be an over-
all reorganization of land use functions to help redress 
the imbalance that the highways have helped to create in 
the outlying areas. 

From a standpoint of transportation alone, it is more 
than likely that an expensive rapid transit system might 
not be justified for the Detroit region. This is an area 
with one of the finest expressway systems in the country, 
a system capable of moving people and goods at a high 
level of efficiency. However, the Detroit economy is a 
classic example of a declining economic structure in 
the central city located within a prosperous overall re-
gion. If you make an objective evaluation of what it will 
take to help turn around and revitalize the city economy, 
you would be hard-pressed to come up with any approach 
that would come even close to the cost-effectiveness of 
the regional rapid transit system in achieving your ob-
jective. Dollar-for-dollar, the rapid transit system 
would probably turn out to be the most cost-effective way 
to make basic structural improvements within the econ-
omy of Detroit. Coupled with an effective redevelopment 
program within station impact areas, rapid transit can 
generate developments that would otherwise not take 
place by picking up or delivering people at strategic lo-
cations within the city. 

This was not the case we set out to prove in the De-
troit study, but I think it could be proved in an objective 
evaluation of alternative ways to deal with the gut issue 
of central city decline. Although the academic argument 
is that the economy of the central city is not separate 
from the economy of the region, I feel it is a specious 
and unrealistic contention. Economists, city planners, 
and transportation people must begin to realize that for 
better or for worse we are going to have to deal with the 
realities of the economic structure within the boundary 
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lines of the city limits. We are going to have to deal 
with the powers of the municipal corporation to affect 
the economic activities that go on within those city limits. 
We are going to have to concentrate our efforts on mak-
ing the city competitive with the suburbs for a much 
larger slice of the private investment pie. Unless and 
until we do this, the money we are pouring into our cen-
tral cities for ostensible economic development activities 
will result in nothing more than holding actions on behalf 
of the unemployed and underutilized population. I do not 
mean that we should not be concerned about suburban 
problems or that we should not favor regional planning. 
Maybe some day we will have full-scale regional govern-
ments with no jurisdictional boundary lines to give us 
trouble. For a long while to come, however, we will 
have to deal with the reality of the city and the plight of 
the economy as it is now. 

COMMITMENT 

I firmly believe that we have a strong commitment in this 
regard on the part of the present administration in Wash-
ington. Whether or not we can get the job done, whether 
we can really create an economic development function 
within the city government that is capable of mobilizing 

our public and private resources and getting the neces-
sary political support for large-scale public risk taking, 
I am not sure. But I do know that we are not going to 
turn around the investment and entrepreneurial patterns 
until we take sure vigorous steps. The private dollars 
are not going to be available for major project develop-
ment within the city unless we create the appropriate 
conditions—unless we eliminate the long front-end delay 
in project development, cut down on the speculative risk, 
and commit ourselves to decisive public involvement. 
This means that there has to be a major commitment by 
the public to deal with those problems, to build the in-
frastructure, to bring in the transportation, and to make 
it work. If you do that, you can get private reinvest-
ments. 

I think that the new leaders in Washington with re-
sponsibility for urban programs come from backgrounds 
that include successful involvement in such redevelop-
ment efforts. The pressure is going to be on the cities 
to respond in concrete terms. Will it be done? Or will 
we find 3 years from now that we were not able to build 
a realistic approach to joint development in the cities? 
Will we then go back to categorical programs that will 
attempt to deal with the plight of the cities from the top 
down? We have the opportunity to do it right. 

Technics and Ethics in Transport Decisions 
Melvin M. Webber, University of California, Berkeley 

Long-term trends rather than shifts in fashion or fad should be sought in 
developing principles for research and policy. The demonstrations of the 
1960s led to some new concerns for personal liberties and for the needs 
of our multiple-minority society. The demonstrations prompted unusual 
roles for citizens in transportation and in other matters that had been 
considered technical and the province of specialists. Engineers' or econo-
mists' concerns for efficiency yielded to public concerns for equity. 
There is also a trend toward a high level of accessibility throughout 
metropolitan areas. Since virtually every place in the metropolitan area 
is connected to every other place, the influence of a new fixed-route 
transit system does not affect location decisions very much. However, 
high accessibility in metropolitan areas is not available to those who do 
not have automobiles; other systems are needed for these people. 

A British friend of mine observed that Americans tend to 
overreact to problems of the moment. Whether in re-
search circles or in government circles, we react as 
though a shift upward in the trend line is going to send 
the curve off the top of the chart, or a tip downward is 
going to send it past the bottom; Americans tend to re-
act, he said, as though they are constantly facing crises. 
Some of these crises that sent us to the barricade were 
forgotten shortly after. I want to see us avoid this I ad-
dish mentality and to search for the longer-term trends, 
for the longer-term problems, and for the tenable prin-
ciples that might guide our policy and research agendas. 

For example, several revolts of the 1960s have gen-
erated long-lasting political changes, including changes 
in the setting for transportation planning and transporta-
tion investments. The popular demonstrations and re-
volts of the 1960s reminded governments of neglected 
concerns for personal liberties. Thus, unusual roles 
were opened for lay citizen groups in areas that had been 
considered the province of technicians. In effect, many  

public works and public service program decisions be-
came politicized. Typically, they had been dealt with in 
the past as matters best left to engineers, economists, 
or public administrators; suddenly they became the media 
for polities and politicians. 

Then, when politicization of public works and public 
programs merged with the environmental movement in 
more recent years, a new populist politics emerged. 
In turn, the new politics has politicized concerns for ex-
ternalities, turning an arcane economic concept into a 
rallying cry for political action inside the new environ-
mental movement. 

In turn, engineers' and economists' concerns for ef-
ficiency were made to yield before various public con-
cerns for equity. In transport planning, as in many 
other fields, the determining criteria have been shifting 
from principles of least means to principles, however 
vague, of distributive justice. 

I suspect that most of us have come to think differently 
about our professional roles as a result of these shifts. 
We have been learning to ask almost reflexively and al-
most always: What are the distributional consequences 
of investing in one project or in one programmatic di-
rection versus another? Who is to pay and who is to 
profit? These are almost novel questions in some fields, 
for example, engineering. In other fields, most notably 
in politics, these are very old questions —perhaps the 
oldest and most important questions in politics. 

To admit questions about distribution is to deny a com-
peting concept, i.e., that there is one public interest or 
one public welf are to be served. As I will argue later, 
that is a potentially dangerous notion because there are 
several other subsidiary ideas behind this concept. One 
says that there is but one public. Hence, all people share 


