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that best suit their capacities and their preferences. 
The fantastic success of the automobile -highway sys-

tem should provide a clear and unambiguous signal. It 
has beaten out its competition during the past 70 years 
because it provides a superior transport service to those 
persons who are able to use it. Its success makes it the 
standard against which alternative systems aimed at those 
who do not have automobiles will have to be tested. 

Given the high value that almost everybody places on 
ease of movement and door-to-door, no-wait, no-
transfer service, it looks as though alternative modes 
had better be competitive with automobiles on these ser-
vice characteristics and not others such as top speed. 
If those who do not have automobiles are not to remain 
transportation deprived, we shall have to find some al-
ternatives to present transit services and to automobiles 
that meet these criteria as closely as possible. If we are 
to develop effective alternatives for those who cannot 
drive or for those who cannot afford to drive, public 
transport systems must be designed that approximate 
the service characteristics of automobiles. 

We do have such a model already, of course, in the 
taxi. Despite its high user fees, I understand its major 
customers are poor people. If that is true, I wonder if 
we do not already have a ready-made solution that might 
simultaneously improve accessibility for those who are 
without automobiles, while also creating tremendous new 
employment opportunities for those who are jobless. 

The problem here of course is not one in mechanical 
engineering. It is not even one in the traditional formats 
of transport planning. The solution is patently political. 
Extended use of the automobile as a public transit ve-
hicle, e.g., as taxi or jitney or some other paratransit 
variant, is not going to happen on a large scale unless 
the political interests that now control those industries 
are somehow enticed into opening them up. 

The right answer, it seems to me, is not a technical 
one; it is inevitably a political one. It depends on whose  

interests are to be served, on which segment of the pub-
lic welfare is to be enhanced and which reduced. Inevita-
bly, somebody wins and somebody loses. That is the 
nature of the political world. 

In that sort of setting there are no correct answers. 
Technical skills will not answer the questions or solve 
the problems. They are inevitably questions and prob-
lems that are political in their fundamental character, 
and political, or distributive, questions and problems 
do not yield to technics. 

In that context, too, there is no right way to finance 
public investment. But the principles of equity would 
compel a political solution favoring progressive rather 
than regressive forms of taxation. Typically, that would 
drive us to something like federal and state income taxes 
rather than to county and city property and sales taxes. 
That of course shifts the locus of authority and raises a 
hornet's nest of political and jurisdictional issues. But 
I suggest that issues of equity will compel that kind of 
political contest. In this sense, the emergence of 
UMTA's financing represents a major advance over our 
prior modes that were relying primarily on property 
taxes rather than on the federal income tax. 

On the basis of our experience with the great new 
cities of the South and the West, it seems that an 
automobile-based, highway-dominated system works 
very well. Those cities and most of their citizens are 
prospering. 

Metropolitan areas that developed with automobiles 
need not rid themselves of automobiles in favor of tran-
sit services. The problem I suggest is not that metro-
politan areas need nonprivate automobile systems, but 
that some persons do. The transportation problem is 
that some have and some have not. It represents a prob-
lem that clearly shapes one of those long-term trend 
lines. Fortunately, we do have some principles to help 
us contest it, and it might then become a trend that can 
be deliberately pushed below the bottom of the chart. 

Transportation Policies 
William Rafsky, Philadelphia City Planning Commission 

The narrow definition of efficiency of the past, based on aggregated total 
regional minimizations of travel time, is not really a very efficient way of 
distributing public funds or implementing public policy. In calculations 
of efficiency, land variables must be included. It is imperative that a land 
related impact (positive or negative) be included in calculations of cost 
and benefits; if this is done, a large portion of the equity question may 
be answered. 

There is little argument from professionals over the con-
cept that transportation must be considered in terms of 
land development and urban policy. However, in prac-
tice, it seems that we are doing very little about achiev-
ing such a relationship. 

Transportation in this country is being planned by 
people with backgrounds in engineering, traffic, land ap-
praisal, and related fields. By training or experience 
they are not able to grasp the key relationship of trans-
portation to land development. I am not being critical 
because this is true in any field. It takes a real effort to 
see the broader point of view. In the United States we 
have been able to achieve some successes, but it has  

meant forcing these people to recognize the importance 
of that relationship. 

About 10 years ago, the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, then under the U.S. Department of Commerce, re-
leased a study relating transportation to land develop-
ment. So the concepts were known and understood, but 
they were not followed. 

Basically, what happened was that the primary yard-
stick became direct cost. It became the efficiency factor. 
This has been our guide and our policy. Any successes, 
in terms of departing from a straight cost or efficiency 
factor, have come about because of political reasons. 
The people who have been affected adversely by trans-
portation have protested. So they have been able to save 
a historical monument in the path of a highway or to save 
a park or some residential subdivision that would have 
been adversely affected by some transportation develop-
ment. As a result, our decisions have not been made on 
merit or sound planning; they have occurred because the 
group having the loudest voice and the greatest political 
clout has urged them. So often, decisions have been 
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made in terms of stopping a very valid transportation ap-
proach only because a small group has known how to ef-
fectively mobilize and work within our political system, 
often to the disadvantage of the majority. 

NEED FOR COORDINATION 

There has been no real coordination in the places where 
it counts—the federal and state levels. I would like to 
mention an experience that I had in Philadelphia in terms 
of trying to deal with that kind of problem. Before there 
was a U.S. Department of Transportation, wehadproposed 
a mass transit project dealing with trying to connect two 
of our rail systems. We went, as was appropriate, to 
the Urban Transit Division within the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The project 
was presented and approved because it effectively inte-
grated land development and transportation in a very 
carefully developed city plan. Unfortunately, because 
of the requirements for labor union approval, the project 
was not approved in that particular fiscal period. In the 
interim, Congress created the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation (DOT). The urban transit unit was transferred 
from HUD to DOT. The project was resubmitted. The 
same proposal that had been approved earlier was re-
jected. Now, 10 years later, we are still struggling to 
get that particular project approved because of a lack of 
understanding on the part of officials. 

However, there are some signs now that perhaps 
things are going to be a little better. For example, one 
has to applaud the actions of the former U.S. Secretary 
of Transportation, William Coleman. A number of im-
portant major projects in urban areas throughout the 
country were approved on the condition that there would 
be some private investment clearly identified and pledged 
by those in that city and that this investment would be tied 
to the mass transit project. While this was an awkward 
way to relate and to plan for land development and trans-
portation, at least the principle was recognized. 

There is an experimental program onthefederal level, 
that which concerns 10 cities where grants by HUD, DOT, 
and the Economic Development Administration (EDA) 
have been combined for projects that link transportation, 
land use, and economic development. We hope that we 
will learn some techniques from that experience to en-
able us to achieve effective transportation and land de-
velopment goals. 

What should we be looking for in terms of revitaliza-
tion of cities and a new definition of efficiency, one that in-
cludes not only the lowestprice, the most direct route, and 
the safest engineering but also the values accompanying 
land development and the revitalization of urban areas. 

We all agree that there has to be integrated planning. 
We no longer can really talk about a transportation pro-
gram without knowing what it means in terms of land use, 
economic development, and social and human resources. 
We should no longer be satisfied with a transportation 
program that does not consider these elements. 

One ought to take every transportation program and 
ask: What are the development aspects that can be iden-
tified? How can we benefit from this investment in 
terms of revitalizing our city? What can we do with that 
project to try to achieve other urban goals? One then 
ought to look at some of the specifics: 

The use of alr rights in relation to transportation 
modes, 

The joint development schemes and mixed uses 
where foundations are built at the time of transportation 
construction and where future development can occur in 
line with a sound urban plan, 

The advantage of locating transit stations in terms  

of the development potential of the immediate area, and 
Other things that might be done to start invest-

ment for development by transit improvement. 

The increased value of land areas adjacent to or favor-
ably affected by transportation has an economic benefit 
that government ought to assess. The private developer 
who gains because of a transportation routing should have 
to pay for some of the advantages that he gains, either 
through increased assessments or taxes or both. A num-
ber of techniques have been developed, not only here but 
also in other parts of the world about how to do this effec-
tively. Thus, we can get a new definition of efficiency that 
will have a favorable impact on the revitalization of cities. 

EQUITY ISSUE 

What about equity? I think it is most appropriate to rec-
ognize that equity is just as important as efficiency. What 
are the benefits to a central city, not only for the city 
and its population but also for the entire metropolitan 
area? Those are factors that have a bearing on the way 
in which you invest in transportation and create trans-
portation priorities. This is particularly true of the 
downtown or central business district because it plays a 
core role for an entire metropolitan area. 

Equity requires that transportation be tied to opening 
up areas that are now restricted, as a kind of quid pro quo 
for transportation benefit. Freedom of choice should be 
given to all of the population in a metropolitan area. 

Equity also requires us to address the whole relation-
ship of the work place to the residence and the travel that 
may be necessary. Many people feel that perhaps the 
remedy in terms of economic disintegration of the inner 
city is to place economic activity within the worst areas. 
But they fail to realize that frequently this means a bad 
and uneconomic choice. Trying to place industry or 
those activities that create jobs in places already 
crowded and congested with truck traffic is self-defeating. 
They cannot compete with plants in more favorable 
locations. If improved transportation will open sub-
urban and exurban industrial parks, there ought to 
be a relationship between those who need jobs and 
who may live some distance away. Then the trans-
portation is developed. The transportation system has 
to recognize that one cannot penalize those who do not 
live near a plant. Special arrangements have to be made. 
Here again, there have been many suggestions on how 
that might be done and a number of experiments currently 
under way should be evaluated. 

Finally, in terms of equity, one has to mention the 
concern that all of us have had about the central city and 
the rest of the metropolitan area. I agree that we are 
not going to be able to readily change long-term trends 
with the tools and resources, much less the political or-
ganization, that we now have. We ought to be looking at 
how the benefits of transportation and land development 
can be better shared within the entire metropolitan area. 
For example, the seven-county area of St. Paul-
Minneapolis illustrates the ways in which the benefits 
from development and transportation can be applied to 
the inner city and its needs. Although the system is far 
from perfect and has not worked as well as some of its 
advocates hoped it would, the principle is a sound one 
and this, again, is a factor in equity consideration. 

The purpose of this conference is to try to develop a 
research agenda so that we can hopefully try to influence 
future transportation and land development policy. We have 
to open a dialogue with our legislative leaders in terms of 
presenting these ideas. It is not an easy job, but it is one 
that we must not be discouraged from pursuing. 

The question remains: What kind of national land use 
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policy should we ask for? Should we pursue it in view 
of the past defeats or should we have some modification? 

We have also talked about joint planning of transpor-
tation and land development. We must not impose trans-
portation plans on any existing city planning or urban 
planning, but they must be integrated. We must start 
them from the same base, rather than try to fit one into 
the other. I think the way that is done is an important 
research topic. We must recognize that development is 
not endless and that we have to relate it to transporta-
tion capacities; European cities have been doing this 
for decades, i.e., tying the building of highways to po-
tential development and relating it to the peak traffic that 
the highways and mass transit can carry. We must learn 
how to do that better in this country as well. 

In terms of this coordinated planning, we are talking 
about economic policy and about human resources policy 
as well. Coordination and how we can best accomplish 
it should be studied in terms of available HUD, DOT, 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, EDA, 
and U.S. Department of Labor programs. The research 
agenda might also include a study of block grants, state 
legislation that impedes joint approaches, and air-rights 
legislation. 

Basically, we ought to find ways in which transporta-
tion officials can move away from the direct-cost factor 
and deal with more comprehensive and meaningful ef-
ficiency in terms of impact on the revitalization of cities 
and equity. Only in this way will we move from the dis-
cussion stage of the past 10 years to action. 

Effects of Questions of Equity, Efficiency, and 
Revitalization of Cities on Transportation Policies 
Paul David off,  Suburban Action Center, White Plains, New York 

A a'itical problem for society is the social injustice that maintains 
poverty and racism. There is no decent solution possible to the ur-
ban problem so long as poverty and racism exist. These issues must 
be tackled. They are the basis of a sound urban policy of which 
transportation is an essential part. Since mobility is one of the fun-
damental rights in our society, transportation plans should be checked 
to see whether some people have been neglected or have been de-
prived of this right. 

I want to talk about equity in our society as it affects the 
revitalization of cities and national urban policy in terms 
of distributive justice. I think the common ethic that 
joins those of us who agree on this matter is a concept 
of redistribution of wealth and redistribution of oppor-
tunity in our society. We share a commonality of feeling 
that wide disparities in such distributions in our society 
exist and that they are wrong and unjust. There are 
"haves" and "have nots," blacks and whites, and men 
and women in our society. But the way goods are dis-
tributed among these groups is not fair. The difference 
in the distribution of wealth or the distribution of income 
in our society is an area demanding attention. Nothing 
could be more important to the revitalization of cities 
than creating a full-employment economy. The mainte-
nance of a permanent unemployed class in our society 
is far too costly. 

Those of us who are concerned with housing, trans-
portation, and land use must, I believe, recognize the 
keys to establishing a good society, if we are to think 
integratively—and I do not mean in a racial sense. 
Rather, we must consider how we can achieve goals for 
our urban community or for our larger society. One 
way is to afford the opportunity for decent work to every-
one in society. 

In our discussions of the social problems of society, 
some comments were made about the people who do not 
have automobiles or who are poor. The problem is to try 
to structure a solution in which we eliminate the condi-
tion of poverty in this society. The goal is not to provide  

decent minimum housing for the poor. It is to enable 
those who are now poor to not be poor and to join a class 
or group that receives an adequate income in order to 
live decently and securely. 

Suburban Action is seeking to expand opportunities for 
minorities to gain access to those opportunities that exist 
in our suburbs. It also aims to have the suburbs share 
equally (or maybe more than equally where suburbs have 
more population or more wealth than the cities) in solving 
our social and economic problems. 

Suburban Action has not dealt much with transporta-
tion. We have been involved with exclusionary zoning. 
We were concerned with expanding housing opportunities 
in the suburbs because job opportunities had moved there. 
We observed that it was very inefficient to have inner-
city residents make very difficult commutes to those new 
employment sites. It was very hard for minorities to 
maintain their employment when their jobs moved from 
the cities to the suburbs. We were afraid that if we be-
gan to work on equity in transportation we might be giv-
ing an excuse to suburbs to avoid housing issues. Re-
cently, we realized that this position was not very sensi-
ble on our part, because the minorities who live in the 
city are going to be there for a long time, even if we open 
the suburbs and win all the court cases. Many will choose 
not to leave the city. Nothing is going to change very 
quickly. 

But there are problems of transportation, of access 
to the growing job base in the suburbs. We can keep talk-
ing about how it would be good to revitalize the cities—
and it would be—but we have failed at that. In the mean-
time, there is job growth in suburbia. However, we are 
not doing a good job of expanding opportunities for those 
who have the greatest need for. jobs or of accessing this 
growing suburban job base. Clearly, this is an issue of 
equity that has not been handled very well. It also leads 
to more severe problems ofmassive unemployment in 
the city. 

Suburban Action has been particularly concerned with 
the issue of corporate relocation, particularly in the New 


