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tually have. It is difficult to say whether the system 
will be dramatically different in physical appearances. 
Chances are it will not. Statistically, however, it is 
likely to be quite different. It almost certainly will have 
more truck and less rail, but the essential questions re-
late to whether the components are healthy, not to their 
overall magnitude. 

The second big unknown is the impact of fuel price 
and availability. The best of all possible worlds would 
be a steady rise in the price of petroleum until such time 
as new technological developments provide us with new 
energy sources, or new engines, or both. The range 
of possible outcomes is huge. It could prove to be a very 
exciting period for technology developers. If fuel prices 
rise to very high levels, it could even force a general-
ized reorganization of the economy. This could have 
major consequences for continued economic growth and 
would substantially alter the economic patterns of trade 
and development as well as life-styles. The more prob-
able occurrence, however, is for a series of shorter- 

term fuel crises. Methods for coping with these without 
damaging our economy must continue to be sought. 

It is clear that theprospects for the future of the U.S. 
freight transportation system are for substantial and 
major changes. The future will not be boring and, al-
though it is likely to be difficult, it is not fair to classify 
it as "bleak" by any means. In fact it might be charac-
terized by Dickens' lines, "It was the best of times, it 
was the worst of times. . 
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Prognosticating is always a risky business. The longer 
the forecast period and the more dynamic the area of 
interest, the more caution the forecaster must exercise 
in developing predictions. In the absence of prescience, 
forecasters generally rely on extrapolation from estab-
lished trends, and the best results are those that suc-
cessfully weigh and incorporate the influence of emerging 
trends on future outcomes. 

Thus, a would-be seer of the future of interc.ity and 
urban passenger transportation in 1949 would have ac-
centuated the influence of pent-up demand for the better 
life that had been forestalled by war and depression. In 
1959, the forecaster would likely have stressed the ex-
pected technological impact on transport from the then 
nascent space program. On the other hand, a predictor 
in 1969 would likely have emphasized the increasing im-
portance of environmental constraints and the need for 
the transport sector to contribute toward achieving gen-
eral social-welfare goals such as improved employment 
opportunities for minorities. 

At first, one is tempted to note that these projections 
might have proved wide of the mark. Real economic 
growth and increased consumption of superior goods 
certainly characterized the 1950s and 1960s, but growth 
rates have slowed and, although the demand for travel 
is still growing, growth has been sporadic. Technology 
has been far from successful in solving all our transpor-
tation problems. Environmental considerations are al-
ready being accorded reduced emphasis, and many now 
feel that reliance on transport solutions to problems,  

which are only marginally related to transportation, 
yields only inappropriate transport systems and unre-
solved social problems. Nonetheless, it is also obvious 
that these forecasters all correctly identified important 
influences on the long-run development of passenger 
transportation that continues to date. Economic growth, 
though cyclical, has continued strong, and the demand 
for superior goods such as travel continues to outpace 
other sectors of the economy. Although technology has 
not been a panacea, it is clear that the current passenger 
transport network would be unmanageable, if not impos-
sible, without the breakthroughs of the past 20 years. 
One need only to travel to those regions where computer-
ized reservation and information systems have yet to 
be introduced to appreciate the impact of the cybernetic 
revolution. Finally, although the activism of the 1960s 
has given way to the lowered expectation of the 1970s, 
the concerns of that decade introduced a new set of pri-
orities into the transportation planning process, re-
quiring that consideration be paid to the needs of the 
environment, minorities, the elderly, and others who 
are economically or physically disadvantaged. 

Today, new forces are gathering that will help shape 
the future transportation environment. Obviously, all 
of these factors will continue to be important, and the 
estimates that follow are largely based on projections 
of economic growth and technological progress within 
constraints imposed by energy availability, environ-
mental protection, and the sociopolitical system. It 
must be stressed that the emerging forces will not al- 
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together supplant, or even necessarily attain parity with, 
the longer-standing trends, but rather will interact with 
them to generate a new transport policy synthesis. The 
latest influences shaping the future of transport environ-
ment revolve around a renewed emphasis on economic-
efficiency criteria in establishing programs to address 
transport problems. In part, this has led to a redis-
covery of the market as the superior vehicle for ensur-
ing that society's resources are efficiently employed. 
The recent deregulation of air transportation was an im-
portant manifestation of this resurgent interest in eco-
nomic efficiency, and it is unlikely to be the final, or 
even the most dramatic, statement of this new direc-
tion in transportation policy. In spite of the powerful 
interests arrayed against it, deregulation of motor car-
riage will likely occur during the early 1980s. The de-
regulation movement is, of course, predicated on the 
proposition that the basically competitive transport sec-
tor will better serve society's interests if economic 
competition is not stifled. The combination of increased 
traffic, lower fares, and record profits experienced by 
the domestic airlines provides early documentation for 
the wisdom of this approach (1). 

In addition to reducing government regulation, the 
renewed reliance on the market will also be reflected in 
a growing reluctance to continue underwriting transport 
services that do not produce social benefits sufficient to 
warrant subsidization. Recent investigations (2) suggest 
that much of the National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion's (Amtrak) service falls into this category, and sub-
stantial cutbacks in the intercity passenger rail route 
network have been proposed. Analysis of Amtrak's per-
formance suggests that rail's potential is limited to a 
handful of densely populated corridors where, because 
of the external diseconomies resulting from existing air 
and highway congestion, some Amtrak subsidy might be 
justified. 

The experience gained from the Amtrak experiment 
should serve to preclude further public forays into quasi-
nationalization of intercity passenger transport modes. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that a national bus passenger 
route network will be created to challenge Amtrak for an 
ever-shrinking segment of the intercity passenger travel 
market. 

Obviously, a critical ingredient in the move toward 
more rational transport policy is congressional willing-
ness to make decisions that, though in the national in-
terest, might be politically unpopular. Well-organized 
special interests can exploit public misconceptions about 
relative modal attributes. The case of competitive 
Amtrak and bus service provides a good example. Buses 
are more energy efficient, more flexible, more reliable, 
less costly to operate than trains, and, with minor ex-
ceptions, have operated without direct public subsidy. 
Yet, subsidized Amtrak services have hurt bus opera-
tions and, as a result, have lowered the effectiveness 
of the nation's passenger transport system (3). Many 
who justify this outcome argue that bus and rail should 
be complementary modes rather than competitive ones. 
Both modes compete against the dominant air and auto-
mobile modes. They propose that bus and rail be made 
to interact synergistically through intermodal terminals 
and cooperative scheduling in order to successfully lure 
traffic from air and automobile modes. Although this 
view has political appeal, it is, nonetheless, naive. First, 
bus and rail both offer a physically similar transport 
service, and both are roughly at an equivalent disadvan-
tage when compared to the strengths of the dominant 
modes. Second, there is considerable evidence that 
travelers prefer to avoid transfers, making bimodal 
solutions considerably less attractive. Attempts to in-
tegrate the services will probably produce little addi- 

tional patronage. Finally, most strategies calling for 
joint operations envision a line-haul rail system and 
feeder bus services. However, it is the line-haul por-
tion of the bus trip that is most profitable. Most bus 
companies are not interested in becoming marginally 
profitable rail feeder operations. Thus, although the 
cooperative approach might be feasible where the modes 
are both owned and operated by a common authority, this 
solution is inappropriate as long as bus operations re-
main in private hands. Clearly the modes offer compet-
ing services, and the available evidence suggests that 
the bus companies have lost considerable ridership and 
revenues in markets where subsidized rail services are 
provided. 

As economic -efficiency criteria become increasingly 
important, transport systems will become better tailored 
to meet the specific needs of the communities served, 
while contributing to the achievement of national transport 
goals and objectives in a cost-effective manner. But 
this will require that choices be made. Some would at-
tempt to redress the problem faced by bus operators 
from Amtrak competition with compensating bus subsi-
dies. Resource constraints, however, will not allow 
such magnanimous gestures in the future. 

Modal subsidies should be limited to those required 
to produce a service level sufficient to meet a defined 
social objective. Bus subsidies required to ensure at 
least minimal service to rural residents dependent on 
public transport may be warranted, but compensating 
for bus losses due to public support of redundant rail 
operations is another matter entirely. 

Many factors will influence the volume and composi-
tion of travel demand in the year 2000. Some will be 
important determinants of individual modal market 
shares, while other forces will primarily determine the 
overall level of passenger transport demand. These 
categories of determinants are not mutually exclusive. 
The most important variable influencing both the volume 
and distribution of traffic is the level of national eco-
nomic activity. High rates of economic growth will al-
low for increased travel for vacation and personal rea-
sons and, of course, necessitate increased travel for 
business purposes. Further, the growth in real income 
has been largely responsible for the patterns of private 
home ownership and urban decentralization. Continued 
improvement will foster further suburbanization that will 
result in increased commutation trip making. In addi-
tion to economic growth, the demographic and socioeco-
nomic composition of the population will also affect 
travel demand and modal preference. Finally, relative 
modal attributes, traveler requirements, and public 
transport policy will interact to determine the distribu-
tion of the traffic among the alternative modes. Some 
determinants, such as the total population in the year 
2000 or the size of the available labor force, are known 
with near certainty. Other influences on future travel 
demand, however, are highly sensitive to forecast as-
sumptions. 

There are several recent transportation forecasts 
available. This paper attempts to combine the results 
from previous estimates and makes the adjustments 
necessary to reflect the author's perception of the most 
likely outcome. One widely employed transport demand 
forecast presents a range of transportation projections 
based on low, median, and high economic growth rates 
(4). Real Gross National Product (GNP) was estimated 
to increase at a 1.9 percent annual rate under the low-
growth scenario, 3.1 percent in the median case, and 
3.7 percent in the high-growth case. Another recent ef-
fort (5), using the three-scenario approach, estimated 
real cThmestic output growth rates of 1.8, 3.5, and 4.5 
percent, respectively, to reflect the range of likely out- 
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comes. Higher rates of growth are expected to produce 
proportionately greater increases in interurban travel 
than urban traffic. 

There is always the temptation to choose the middle 
estimate and to classify the high and low projections as 
extremes. However, there are several reasons for be-
lieving that these middle scenarios are too high. First, 
they fail to take adequate account of the constraints im-
posed by rising energy costs. Second, the relatively 
recent importance of environmental and safety restric-
tions will tend to lower real growth rates, at least 
through the 1980s. Further, there has been a sharp de-
cline in productivity growth in the United States in re-
cent years, and a reversal in the trend does not appear 
imminent. Therefore, an average annual growth rate 
of 2.5 percent over the forecast period was used to de-
rive the projections that appear in Table 1. 

The modal demand estimates derive from assumptions 
concerning the future competitive positions of the pas-
senger transport modes. The rationale for each projec-
tion is contained in the individual modal discussions that 
follow. 

INTERCITY BUS 

The nation's motor bus industry has entered a critical 
period. Although ridership had remained constant over 
the past two decades, the situation recently changed for 
the worse. Thus, intercity bus operations are now in 
an era of retrenchment. Physical-output measures 
demonstrate that there has been little improvement in 
either capital or labor productivity, and operating costs 
have risen rapidly, especially during this recent infla-
tionary period. As a result, the operating ratio has 
deteriorated, rising from 87.6 in 1971 to 95.5 in 1976; 
the return on equity declined from 16.1 percent to 8.3 
percent in the same period. The prognosis for recov-
ery in the absence of substantial changes in the competi-
tive environment is poor. 

Yet, the bus mode is not without certain strengths. 
It is the most ubiquitous of the transport modes, serving 
more than 15 000 places compared to the 532 served by 
Amtrak or the 645 receiving air carrier services. Its 
flexibility allows it to go wherever the highway does and 
to provide services more nearly door-to-door than those 
offered by Amtrak or the airlines. Successive studies 
have established that bus is the most energy efficient of 
the intercity travel modes (6) and, with the exception of 
nitrogen-oxide emissions, it is a relatively "clean" 
mode. Because of its flexibility, bus is often the only 
public transport capable of meeting the needs of small-
town and rural areas in the United States. Because it 

Table 1. Projections of economic and transportation activity 
through the year 2000. 

Factor 1977 1985 1990 2000 

GNP 
(billions of 1972 $) 1202 1624 1837 2352 

Population (millions) 214 230 240 262 
Disposable personal 

income per capita 
(1972 $) 3988 5013 5434 6374 

Passenger kilometers 
(billions) 4118 5323 5784 7160 

Urban local 1296 1776 2032 2528 
Rural local 736 928 1024 1216 
Intercity 2086 2619 2892 3416 

Air 241 400 488 760 
Automobile 1797 2168 2238 2565 
Bus 40 43 56 78 
Rail 8 8 10 13 

Note: 1 km = 0.6 mile 

is highly efficient, it has been able to carry passengers 
at fares affordable by those who must depend on public 
transport—young people, the elderly, and the poor. In 
short, bus transportation has ensured the mobility rights 
of those without automobiles. 

Unfortunately, because it has met the needs of 
society's disadvantaged to some degree, it has earned 
an overall public image as the "poor man's mode." Re-
inforcing this perception is the fact that bus terminals 
in large cities are often located in a decaying part of the 
city center and typically lack the amenities available at 
major airports. As a result, attitudinal surveys of the 
public's disposition toward the competitive modes con-
sistently reveal that intercity bus is viewed as the least-
pleasant way to travel. In fact, this negative reaction 
so permeates the public's outlook that bus is thought 
to perform poorly in environmental and safety areas 
where, in reality, it does at least as well as the pre.-
ferred modes (7). 

Although some bus companies would like to upgrade 
their urban terminal facilities, inadequate earnings from 
regularly scheduled services preclude them from doing 
so. In part, technological constraints have limited the 
productivity growth necessary for continued financial 
health. Over the years, the number of seats per bus 
has grown, but it appears that further increases beyond 
today's average of 43 seats/vehicle can only come at a 
very high cost in terms of passenger comfort. In addi-
tion, institutional restrictions, such as the 88-km/h 
(55-mph) speed limit, have also restricted the ability 
to achieve productivity gains. At the same time, fuel 
costs and the industry wage bill have risen dramatically, 
and smaller companies have also been victims of rapidly 
escalating insurance premiums. Yet, because of subsi-
dized competition from Amtrak, rate regulation by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) and user socio-
economic characteristics, bus firms have not been able 
to match rising operating expenses through fare in-
creases. If current trends continue, the industry will 
be operating at less than break-even status by the early 
1980s. 

Over time, intercity bus operators redirected their 
efforts away from regularly scheduled passenger opera-
tions and toward charter and package express services. 
In 1939, fares from passengers traveling over regular 
intercity routes produced 92.1 percent of Class l's motor 
bus revenues, but by 1970 this had declined to only 70.8 
percent, and by 1976 charter and package express opera-
tions accounted for nearly one -third of Class 1 motor 
bus company revenues (8). 

Many fear that the bus industry is facing a situation 
similar to that faced by the railroads after World War 
II, and that it will react much as the railroads did by 
allowing the unprofitable portions of bus operations to 
decline and contract, while concentrating on expanding 
the more profitable areas. Clearly, given the relative 
advantages of intercity bus, such rational, profit-
maximizing behavior might run afoul of the national 
interest. 

The industry has recently sought relief from what it 
feels is excessive ICC regulation. However, although 
most carriers agree that greater rate flexibility would 
improve the industry's competitive position, many, in-
cluding Greyhound, the largest firm in the industry, op-
pose complete deregulation, if it includes open entry. 

The industry supported the recent enactment of fed-
eral legislation and the efforts of several state legisla-
tures to assist intercity bus operations. Federal aid 
was authorized for the first time by the Surface Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1978. The act allows for 
terminal development assistance and for service im-
provements, especially in rural areas. Also, the En- 
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ergy Production and Conservation Tax Incentive Act 
of 1978 repealed the excise tax on buses and bus parts. 
It also provided a refundable tax credit based on pas-
senger kilometers. 

Several states have enacted programs designed to 
preserve and promote intercity bus service. The pro-
grams vary in size and extent, but Michigan's is the 
most ambitious. The Michigan assistance program has 
three main components: (a) operating subsidy for ser-
vice along specific routes, (b) loan-lease programs to 
permit the carriers to acquire new rolling stock on fa-
vorable terms, and (c) state financing for terminal con-
struction. Like many subsidy plans, the Michigan pro-
gram was supposed to be temporary. Theoretically, 
state support would help the industry regain its competi-
tive position and return to profitable operations. How-
ever, as is often the case, the hopes for reviving a for-j 
profit industry proved unrealistic. Furthermore, al-
though assistance programs might help forestall the 
termination of private-sector service provision, they 
cannot, by themselves, reverse the overall adverse 
trend. As long as other modes are subsidized and as 
long as those who use them are not assessed directly for 
the resources they consume, there will be divergence 
from the socially optimum outcome, and bus operators 
will be at a competitive disadvantage. It should be noted 
that at least one evaluation found that bus is the only 
mode that is not a net recipient of public funds (9). If 
traffic is to shift from the more energy -intensive and 
environmentally debilitating air and automobile modes 
to intercity bus, then the less-efficient modes must be 
made less attractive. Mere provision of the bus alter-
native does not appear to be a sufficient inducement. 

If bus subsidies are to be awarded, it would appear 
that the better course is to grant them to users rather 
than providers. Provider subsidies, such as those em-
ployed in Michigan, are less effective in promoting bus 
travel. User subsidies not only benefit the bus com-
panies but, in addition, encourage optimal resource al-
location (10). 

No draiiTatic technological developments are on the 
horizon that would significantly alter the character of 
intercity bus transport. The introduction of turbine-
powered vehicles will reduce emissions still further, 
but such an improvement is not likely to affect the modal 
split. Changes in state regulations to permit wider buses 
to use the highways will allow for a more comfortable 
ride, but again it is doubtful that many will choose the 
bus, if seating comfort is an important factor in their 
decision making. Thus, without significant technical 
innovations and given the expected growth in real income, 
then privately provided intercity bus operations will 
slowly, but certainly, disappear unless there are major 
changes in public transport policy. The current down-
turn in ridership will begin to accelerate as service 
quality deteriorates and quantity declines. In some 
cases, state and regional operating authorities will re-
place private vendors, but, if past experience is a guide, 
the services offered will need large subsidies. 

There are, however, several reasons for arguing 
that we have painted too bleak a portrait of the future of 
private intercity bus service. In fact, there are some 
factors that suggest the survival of a viable industry 
even if public policy remains unchanged. Among these, 
the following are important. 

The population is aging, and the number of people 
who will be in the older, public -transport -dependent 
age cohorts will become increasingly large as we enter 
the 21st century. 

Lower rates of real economic growth will decel-
erate the increase in affluence and, thereby, arrest the  

long-term decline in bus travel demand. 
Fuel costs, although still not the dominant influ-

ence on traveler choice, will become increasingly im-
portant as gasoline prices rise and as U.S. fuel costs 
approach those that have long prevailed in Europe and 
Japan. 

However, increased reliance on public policies that 
stress economically efficient approaches to transport 
problems should produce the most telling impact on the 
future of intercity bus service. In many markets, 
Amtrak has harmed bus operations by siphoning off bus 
passengers. As redundant and overly costly passenger 
trains are phased out, buses might recapture lost traffic 
and again operate profitably with, or at least benefit 
from, user subsidy programs. Deregulation of the motor 
bus carriage should also help create a viable competitive 
bus industry that is more responsive to changing market 
conditions. Rate flexibility and freedom to enter and 
exit markets, combined with an understanding of the 
need to tailor service to meet individual market require-
ments, should produce a profitable industry. One study 
concluded that small bus firms have operating costs 
significantly below those of Greyhound and Trailways 
(11). Under deregulation, small firms could take over 
the unprofitable rural lines of the major bus companies. 

Finally, if policymakers are willing to accept that 
carrot -and -stick solutions sometimes require use of the 
stick, then serious efforts might be undertaken to dis-
courage excessive private automobile travel. This, too, 
will shift more travelers toward intercity bus transport. 

Most forecasts project very little, if any, change in 
passenger kilometers of bus traffic through the year 
2000. The bus market share has declined from 2.5 per-
cent in the 1960s to roughly 1.8 percent today, and most 
estimates envision further erosion. However, as those 
environmental and energy forces already in motion gain 
momentum and as overall economic considerations come 
to the fore, it would appear that intercity bus will not 
only maintain its relative position by the year 2000 but 
should have recovered the 2.5 percent share it held in 
the 1960s. The estimates in Table 1 reflect these as-
sumptions. Further improvements should follow in the 
early decades of the 21st century. 

INTERCITY RAIL PASSENGER 
SERVICE 

In May 1971, in response to the long-term decline in 
intercity rail passenger services, the U.S. Congress 
created the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
popularly called Amtrak, and assigned to it the task of 
resuscitating interurban passenger train travel. Pres-
ervation and restoration of intercity rail passenger ser-
vice were believed by many to be in the national interest 
because rail is inherently superior to air and highway 
modes in terms of energy efficiency, environmental pro-
tection, and safety. The original Amtrak legislation 
cited the goals of congestion alleviation and maximiza-
tion of traveler choice as social objectives of the cor-
poration. Subsequent legislation stressed energy and 
environmental considerations as justifications for con-
tinued public support. Originally, Amtrak was desig-
nated as a for-profit corporation, but over time Congress 
placed increased emphasis on Amtrak's social perfor-
mance and, in the interest of realism, removed the 
profitability requirement in 1978. 

Congress has repeatedly encouraged Amtrak to ex-
pand the route network. Amtrak was required to add in-
ternational services to Mexico and Canada, add two new 
experimental routes annually, and enter into agreements 
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with state agencies to offer services that meet more 
local needs. Deficits from these state-sponsored ser-
vices are shared by Amtrak and the states. 

However, after a surge in ridership during the energy 
crisis of 1974, Amtrak patronage has since remained 
relatively stable, but expenses have increased dramati-
cally and deficits have soared. Annual operating losses 
are now more than $500 million, and there is little evidence 
to suggest that they will abate. On a performance basis, 
Amtrak passengers are more heavily subsidized than 
users of any other transport mode. All Amtrak patrons 
could have been given airline tickets at a cost less than 
the operating deficit. 

As already noted, the justification for these large 
subsidies traces to the belief that rail passenger opera-
tions promote the general welfare. The view is widely 
held that Amtrak either currently contributes or has the 
potential to contribute to national transportation goals 
and objectives. However, efforts to uncover a measur-
able impact on the nation's transport -related problems 
have not borne fruit. For example, although current 
Amtrak operations do save fuel by diverting traffic from 
more energy-intensive modes, the conservation impact 
is small compared to the rail operating deficit. Buses 
are more energy efficient than trains, suggesting that 
Amtrak is not a cost-effective solution to the energy 
problem. In general, the same observation applies to 
Amtrak's impact on reducing transportation-induced air 
pollution. Traffic diversion from more polluting modes 
does contribute to the general welfare, but the total re-
duction is small relative to either the Amtrak deficit or 
the magnitude of the air pollution problem (2). In fact, 
current Amtrak services produce more of certain emis-
sions, such as oxides of nitrogen, than would have been 
produced if rail travelers had opted for an alternative 
mode. To the extent that rail does contribute to either 
energy conservation or environmental protection, it is 
Amtrak's short-distance train operations —especially 
Northeast Corridor services—that generate the savings. 
This is especially true for Amtrak's congestion-
alleviation impacts. These are almost entirely confined 
to the Northeast Corridor where some airport and high-
way facilities are already congested and Amtrak offers 
frequent departures between cities situated along the 
heavily traveled corridor (2). Further, Amtrak's con-
tribution toward improving the overall quality and quan-
tity of intercity travel must be deemed minimal. It is 
less often on time than air or bus transport. Deterio-
rated roadbeds have compromised whatever line-haul 
speed advantages it might have had over the highway 
modes and, although riders generally express overall 
satisfaction with Amtrak operations, several studies by 
the ICC and the U.S. General Accounting Office have un-
covered serious service quality deficiencies (12, 13). 
Finally, rail is a safe way to travel, but all common 
carrier modes have posted good safety records, and 
Amtrak does not appear to be a cost-effective solution 
to improving travel safety. 

Many who endorse continued public support for inter-
city rail passenger services would readily concede that 
current Amtrak operations have contributed little to the 
general welfare, but they would argue that as Amtrak 
replaces over-aged locomotives and roiling stock, re-
furbishes and rebuilds terminals, retrains employees 
and instills in them a more customer service -oriented 
attitude, upgrades rights-of-way to allow for faster and 
more reliable service, and completes installation of its 
computerized reservation and information system, then 
it will benefit the traveling public in a meaningful way. 

Yet, even under highly optimistic assumptions about 
future ridership and rail service performance, it is im-
possible to quantify benefits that even remotely approach  

the capital costs necessary to attract such patronage or 
the operating deficits associated with providing the up-
graded service (2). The difficulty lies not in the concept 
of intercity rail passenger services but rather in the ser-
vice mix as offered by Amtrak. Amtrak basically offers 
three types of services: long-distance, transcontinental 
trains complete with dining, sleeping, and lounge cars; 
short-distance corridor services with coach-class ser-
vice predominantly; and high-speed Metroliner operations 
in the Northeast Corridor. However, only Metroliner and 
conventional train operations in the Northeast Corridor 
and operations in a few other corridor routes produce 
net social benefits. Amtrak's long-distance trains gen-
erate the largest absolute deficits, but many short-haul 
routes, which Amtrak has been required to add by con-
gressional mandate, have incurred the largest deficits 
on a per-passenger kilometer basis. Not a single Amtrak 
route today covers even the out-of-pocket costs of pro-
viding the services. 

In partial recognition of Amtrak's problem, former 
U.S. Secretary of Transportation Brock Adams proposed 
that the route network be pared of many of its most un-
profitable lines. The route system would be reduced by 
17 600 km (11 000 miles). However, 25 600 route-km 
(16 000 route miles) will continue to receive regular ser-
vice, and travelers would still be able to traverse the 
continent by rail. This proposal was a step in the right 
direction, but it does not proceed far enough in terms of 
establishing the economically efficient role of intercity 
rail passenger service. Passenger train service can 
only make a meaningful impact on national transportation 
objectives in densely populated corridors, where it can 
offer frequent, high-speed, preferably electrified, ser-
vice between relatively proximate city-pairs. Outside 
of the Northeast Corridor, the Los Angeles-San Diego 
corridor and, perhaps, a handful of city-pairs in the 
Northeast, there are few existing Amtrak routes that 
can qualify. 

A critical factor in restructuring the interurban rail 
passenger network to create a more viable and socially 
useful operation is gaining acquiescence from those 
members of Congress whose districts stand to lose train 
service. Even those members who are usually conser-
vative on fiscal matters often balk when it comes to 
abandoning trains that serve their states in spite of very 
low ridership and large losses. Rail passenger service 
lobbyists are particularly well organized and very vocal 
in their opposition to system reductipns. Unfortunately, 
their patronage is not enough to justify continuing most 
Amtrak operations. Nostalgia, coupled with misinfor-
mation as to comparative modal performances, can be 
a potent force in preserving an inefficient system. 

If, as we have indicated, economic-efficiency con-
siderations become an increasingly important factor in 
transport policy formation, then Amtrak will be recon-
figured so that it serves a real national need. Concen-
trating on markets where the volume of travel is suffi-
cient to take advantage of rail's capacity advantages, 
Amtrak could offer frequent, high-speed, electrified 
operations that would help conserve energy, reduce 
transport -induced emissions, and relieve congestion at 
major airports and on urban highways. Notwithstanding 
this potential for social impacts, subsidies should be 
limited to those necessary to produce identifiable social 
benefits. 

Therefore, rail ridership should remain constant 
during the transition era as redundant routes are elimi-
nated and Amtrak concentrates on those markets where 
demand potential is significant. However, after 1985, 
when upgraded Northeast Corridor service will be in 
full operation, total system ridership should begin to 
increase. Between 1990 and 2000, development of other 
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corridors, where population and potential benefits war-
rant, should produce additional ridership growth as in-
dicated in Table 1. 

Because there will no longer be a national intercon-
nected rail passenger network but instead regional or 
intrastate rail services, Amtrak—a national organiza-
tion—will likely be replaced by operating authorities 
within state departments of transportation. Federal in-
volvement will likely be limited to grant-in-aid programs 
administered under a separate division of the new Surface 
Transportation Administration. 

State and local agencies may be better able to coordi-
nate rail service offerings with the legitimate needs of 
the traveling public. Concentrating on relatively short-
distance travel markets, the operating authorities could 
expand the rail system potential by improving the acces-
sibility of line-haul rail through minibus collection and 
distribution systems. 

AIR PASSENGER TRANSPORT 

Recent deregulation of the nation's air carriers has made 
the task of predicting future aviation activity levels par-
ticularly difficult. Reduced fares and increased intra-
modal competition have greatly complicated the fore-
casting equation. 

On the one hand, the long-term evidence shows a 
strong positive relation between air travel demand and 
the level of national economic activity. Periodic tech-
nical breakthroughs, such as the introduction of jets, 
have also increased air travel demand. Assuming the 
lower rate of economic growth employed in this fore-
cast and accepting that there are no significant innova-
tions on the horizon to rival the introduction of jets or 
jumbo aircraft, it follows that air travel should grow 
at greatly reduced rates. Most forecasts that assume 
low economic growth rates project a sharp reduction in 
the growth of air travel. However, previous estimates 
have assumed continued economic regulation by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board (CAB). Clearly, this presumption 
severely affects the accuracy of the earlier projections. 

Two major repercussions are expected from economic 
deregulation of the airlines. First, air carriers will 
enter some routes and exit others in response to per-
ceived changes in market conditions. Markets that gain 
service will obviously benefit from increased competi-
tion, but those cities losing certificated carrier services 
might also benefit as third-level operators replace the 
trunk and regional airlines. Commuter carriers often 
operate with equipment better suited to the needs of 
smaller markets. Thus, they can not only provide more 
frequent and better-timed departures, they can do it 
without subsidy (14). The trunks and regional carriers 
cannot economic1Ty provide a comparable service qual-
ity. The other major impact is, of course, on the fare 
level and structure. It has long been argued by econo-
mists that the CAB's prohibition against price competi-
tion merely channeled the naturally competitive instincts 
of the airlines into uneconomic methods of rivalry (15). 
Nonprice competition took many forms, including (a 
operating more frequencies than warranted by market 
demand in order to gain market identification, (b) in-
troducing new equipment long before older aircraft had 
completed their useful lives, and (c) providing on-board 
amenities far in excess of what the public would have 
been willing to pay for, if given the choice. The result 
was higher costs and fares, as well as lower load factors 
and output levels, than would have occurred in the 
absence of CAB regulation. 

Service-competitive practices led the carriers to de-
mand technically superior equipment from the manufac - 
turers. Economic considerations were secondary. But  

during 1966-1975, air travel demand grew more slowly, 
and many airlines found themselves saddled with sub-
stantial excess capacity. Meanwhile, capital, labor, and 
fuel costs rose considerably and profits declined. Al-
though the industry earned $367 million in 1966 with a 
sales margin of 7.4 percent, the next 10 years saw prof-
its plummet to an annual average of $160 million, and 
the margin declined to 1.5 percent. In 1975, the airline 
industry lost over $100 million. Low rates of return 
rendered the industry unattractive to potential investors. 
Capital acquisition, in the absence of adequate internal 
cash generation or investor interest, proved to be quite 
costly. Many carriers have relied heavily on aircraft 
leasing, but even this option has narrowed as air-
lines approach the limits on equipment leasing set forth 
in loan agreements with secured creditors (16). 

It should be noted that not all carriers have fared 
poorly in a regulated setting. Some operators, like 
Delta, had thrived under CAB auspices. Neither had all 
carriers overinvested in new aircraft. Several airlines 
successfully coordinated aircraft investment decisions 
with earning potential (16) and, as a result, maintained 
reasonable debt-equity ratios. Some carriers have 
always been better managed than others, and it is very 
likely that differences in carrier performance will be 
even more pronounced in the deregulated environment. 
The weaker carriers will be forced to contract their 
route systems in order to become profitable, while 
healthier airlines are likely to expand. On balance, the 
evidence strongly suggests that the deregulated industry 
should prosper. Although ridership growth will be less 
than that envisioned under the most optimistic scenarios, 
it will be greater than it would have been had CAB regula-
tion continued. 

The airlines have now elevated economic efficiency 
to primary importance as an element in the investment 
decision process. Aviation users have demonstrated 
that low fares are more important to them than techno-
logical virtuosity, and the airlines have indicated that, 
for the foreseeable future, they will demand maximum 
economic performance as opposed to maximum operating 
performance from new aircraft. The manufacturers 
have responded to this change in emphasis. The latest 
models tend to concentrate on more economical opera-
tion, improved energy efficiency, and reduced noise 
levels. New short-takeoff -and -landing aircraft, espe-
cially designed for feeder markets, displays much-
improved operating economies over earlier models. It 
now appears that the next generation of aircraft will be 
more efficient versions of existing models as opposed 
to the more dramatic changes of the past. Such impor-
tant innovations as double-decking jumbo jets will per-
mit greatly increased capacity, but, in the main, such 
improvements will generally involve evolutionary rather 
than revolutionary technological changes. 

Although deregulation is expected to act as a stimulus 
offsetting the negative effects of lower rates of economic 
growth, no similar counterbalance exists for general 
aviation. However, the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) has estimated that, even under a slow economic 
growth scenario (3.1 percent annually), hours flown by 
general aviation aircraft will increase nearly 50 percent 
to 57.4 million by 1989 (17). Another projection fore-
casts a slow-growth increase of nearly 300 percent 
through the year 2000. There are several reasons why 
these projections are probably too high. First, the en-
ergy problem has grown more severe in recent months, 
suggesting that future fuel prices will be much above 
those used in these analyses. Second, the lower real 
economic growth rates employed in the two general avia-
tion estimates cited here are both greater than the 2.5 
percent rate that appears more reasonable. Third, gen- 
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eral aviation historically has not been charged an amount 
consistent with the burden it places on airport and air-
way facilities (18). As full-cost recovery charges are 
imposed, there will be a slowing in demand. Per-
haps the most important influence on the future growth 
of general aviation activity will come from the move to 
introduce economic-efficiency criteria in allocating 
scarce airport space. 

The recent surge in air travel demand has exacer-
bated preexisting terminal airside and landside capacity 
problems, especially at the largest hub airports. None-
theless, most capacity problems remain confined to the 
diurnal and seasonal peak-traffic periods. As an air-
port becomes increasingly congested, the operating au-
thority must decide whether to add runways or make 
other capital improvements to expand available capacity. 
As the competition for available landing slots intensifies, 
the value of added capacity will increase. However, 
current airport-pricing techniques do not provide air-
port planners with useful information on which to base 
investment decisions, nor do they promote efficient re-
source allocation. Over time, a somewhat perverse 
pricing mechanism has developed that fails to optimally 
perform either the revenue-generation or resource-
allocation functions of price. 

Major airports derive the greatest share of their 
revenues from concession rentals rather than landing 
fees. The concessionaires, in return for the grant of 
an exclusive franchise to operate at the airport, are re-
quired to share their monopoly profits with the airport 
franchiser. This transfer of the producer's surplus from 
the concessionaires to the airport merely represents an 
income transfer and, as such, does not necessarily pro-
duce any diminution of the general welfare. What is 
done with these quasi-rents is another matter. Airports 
often use concession rental income to hold down the 
charges to the air carriers and general aviation users 
of the airport (19). Landing fee charges are typically 
based on size and weight of aircraft. This presupposes 
that the primary resource consumed in supplying the 
service is the runway pavement, or, more precisely, 
the cost of providing runways to handle aircraft of a 
certain size. However, although such long-run consid-
erations are important and if the pricing system is to 
generate information to guide investment decisions, then 
the prices must also play an allocative role. The re-
source that must be allocated in the case of airports is 
the available number of landing slots, and this is time 
dependent rather than a function of aircraft weight. 
Weight-based landing fees promote inefficient use of the 
airport facility by allowing too many flights at peak 
periods and fail to assign available slots to those users 
who value them most. As a result, there are more gen-
eral aviation aircraft in the peak-period queue than op-
timal because they are charged the lowest landing fee—
when they are charged at all. Further, general aviation 
aircraft impose much higher congestion costs on air car-
riers than vice versa. Not only are there more passen-
gers on the airline's craft, but also, whenever there are 
smaller planes in the queue, greater spacing is required 
to minimize the danger from the wake vortex. However, 
because air carriers spend a longer time on the runway 
and apron areas and because of their greater passenger 
loads, it is not true that there is a one-to-one trade-off 
in terms of costs and pressures on the airport facilities 
and on terminal subsystems as general aviation planes 
are replaced by those of the airlines. 

Peak-load pricing, based on marginal congestion 
costs, is one solution to the resource allocation prob-
lem. A recent FAA study showed that the current inade-
quate pricing system has led to serious overinvestment 
in airport facilities and significant subsidization of gen- 

eral aviation traffic. The model developed by the FAA 
indicated that the average general aviation passenger 
had to value his or her time at $225/h in order to justify 
being in the queue during peak-travel periods (20). 
Similar results have been uncovered by others who have 
investigated the problem (21). 

Airports will be able to expand capacity somewhat 
through introducing the Upgraded Third Generation Air 
Traffic Control System, but they will face increased 
pressure to allocate more efficiently ever-scarcer run-
way space among competing users. Physical expansion 
of existing facilities and construction of all-new airports 
are becoming increasingly more expensive options. Op-
position from people who live near airports and environ-
mentalists can long delay airport expansion and develop-
ment projects. The solution will be to get better use 
from existing facilities through spreading the peak and 
through diverting general aviation traffic to less crowded 
(relief) airports. 

Some analysts have objected to these solutions be-
cause they fear that certaln classes of travelers will be 
squeezed out of hub airports or allowed to arrive only 
at unfavorable times. Much general aviation traffic at 
large airports is commuter or connecting commercial 
traffic. Thus, the short-distance traveler, or one who 
is connecting with a peak-period flight, might be forced 
out of the market. Services to small communities might 
be severely curtailed by the imposition of rational 
airport-pricing schemes. Conceivably, individual trav-
elers from small communities might place higher value 
on a peak-hour arrival or departure than individuals from 
more populous places, but, because they are less numer-
ous, they are unable to bid enough to secure preferred 
landing slots. Regardless, such reductions in demand 
might be required. If the benefits from expanding the 
airport are not large enough to justify the cost, those 
travelers from smaller communities may find it neces-
sary to take an alternative mode or forego the trip. But, 
with only minor exceptions, there are no reasons why 
those who reside in small communities should be subsi-
dized through underpriced airport-landing slots. There 
are no a priori reasons to place a special burden on 
urbanites, long-distance travelers, or the public at 
large to subsidize short-haul travelers or those flying 
to or from small communities. 

The result of peak-load pricing or general aviation 
diversion strategies will be to make general aviation less 
attractive. This should retard its growth so that, by the 
year 2000, hours flown should be approximately 80 mil-
lion, or roughly twice today's level. 

AUTOMOBILES 

The automobile will continue to dominate both intercity 
and urban travel, but, as its comparative advantage 
erodes in the face of rising gasoline prices and growing 
concern with its environmental impact, its market share 
will decline, albeit only slightly. 

The trend, mandated by legislation, is toward more 
fuel-efficient and less -environmentally harmful vehicles. 
The fuel economy standard for 1985 is about 11 km/L 
(27.5 miles/gal), and we can safely conclude that the 
automobile fleet will average at least this standard by 
the turn of the century. Emission standards for the 
transport-induced pollutants (hydrocarbons, nitrogen 
oxides, and carbon monoxide) have also been established, 
and new automobiles will produce far less pollution per 
vehicle kilometer of travel than older models. Techno-
logical developments in automobile propulsion systems 
could produce significant changes in motorvehicle fuel 
use by the year 2000. Gas turbine and Stirling engines 
can use any fluid fuel that will burn when mixed with air. 
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Electric-powered and hybrid vehicles are even more 
flexible with regard to energy sources. The Stirling, 
gas turbine, electric, and hybrid engines are all cleaner 
burning than gasoline or diesel engines. The diesel 
engine, long regarded as a viable solution to the fuel 
economy problem, produces unacceptably high levels of 
particulate matter, which may be carcinogenic, and 
sulphuric emissions. Technical barriers to the intro-
duction of the other engine types must still be overcome 
before they can be mass produced, but regardless of 
which engine is eventually adopted, future vehicles will 
be less energy intensive than today's models. Thus, im-
proved operating efficiency will partially offset the ex-
pected increase in fuel prices. If fuel prices increase 
fourfold and vehicle efficiency doubles, then, even if real 
income grows by only 2.5 percent [annually], the real 
operating cost faced by the motorist in the year 2000 will 
be only 20 percent above current levels. This increase 
is far too small to induce a major shift in modal [use]. 

As long as energy to power passenger cars continues 
to be available, the automobile will be the preferred 
mode for virtually all local trips and most intercity trips 
of less than 1600 km (1000 miles). No other mode can 
match the flexibility, convenience, and privacy of auto-
mobile travel. Although special-interest groups may 
have promoted private automobile travel to the detriment 
of alternative modes, the automobile has achieved its 
dominant position because of its superior attributes. 

Generally, we assume that the collective welfare de-
rives from the sum of individual well-being. However, 
whenever externalities are present, allowing individuals 
to maximize their separate welfares might not optimize 
the general welfare. It is often alleged that private auto-
mobile travel should be restricted because drivers do 
not pay for all the resources they consume in making 
their trips. User charges cover only part of the cost of 
providing the street and highway network. The costs 
associated with damage to the environment are not borne 
by those responsible. In addition, the costs of traffic 
congestion in terms of the delay imposed on other users 
of the road are not covered by the peak-period traveler. 
Finally, there are intertemporal costs arising out of 
our current consumption of finite fossil fuel stocks. Fu-
ture generations might suffer because we have under-
valued these petroleum resources. Therefore, it is 
clear that we are either consuming too much for the 
price we pay, or we are not paying enough for the amount 
we consume. Either consumption should be drastically 
reduced or higher charges levied. Most estimates as-
sume that we will eschew the former course. The ques-
tion, of course, is how far we wish to pursue the latter. 

For the most part, the key determinants of the volume 
of highway traffic are the broad socioeconomic and demo-
graphic variables rather than vehicle ownership and op-
erating costs. In spite of some recent attempts at 
urban-center revitalization, it is unlikely that the long-
standing preference for home ownership and suburban 
living will be reversed. Thus, given our projection of 
population and income and assuming continued urban de - 
centralization, there is a strong basis for forecasting 
the continued growth of automobile travel. Only an ad-
verse event, such as a permanent oil embargo, would 
cause an actual reduction in automobile travel. Selec-
tive reductions in heavily congested areas through man-
datory carpooling or restrictions on downtown parking 
are possible, of course; but such attempts at altering 
public behavior in the absence of a national crisis are 
not apt to be politically feasible. 

Nevertheless, there are serious problems associated 
with continued highway travel growth. Increased fuel 
economy will reduce the flow of funds from gasoline taxes 
to state and federal highway authorities. Although sig- 

nificant expansion of the highway network appears un-
likely, there is some fear that user fee revenues will 
prove insufficient to preserve the current highway net-
work. One recent study (5) projected approximately $900 
billion (in 1975 dollars) in highway capital needs through 
the year 2000 to maintain existing levels of service. 
However, the study indicated that revenues from highway 
receipts would be far less. Today, approximately two-
thirds of all monies spent on highways comes from user 
charges. An additional 25 percent comes from other 
taxes and fees (general and property taxes), and the re-
maining 8 percent is borrowed. Over the forecast 
period, total revenue available for highways is estimated 
at $753 billion. Projected user fee receipts are $484 
billion but not all of these are available for highway con-
struction. Although federal funds are largely tied to 
capital expenditures, state revenues are also allocated 
to maintenance and operations. The report estimated 
that the states will spend $349 billion on maintenance 
and operations and an additional $40 billion in interest 
payments on highway bonds through the year 2000. The 
remaining $364 billion is far below the amounts neces-
sary to preserve the integrity of the highway system. 
Further, if highway expenditures were limited to the 
projected user impost revenues, there would be virtu-
ally no money available for highway capital in the late 
1990s—not even for routine resurfacing (5). 

If there is to be continued automobile travel on the 
nation's urban and intercity highways, funds must be 
found to meet capital requirements. Yet, in an era of 
rising gasoline prices, public authorities are loathe to 
raise fuel prices still further. Public authorities will 
have to rely more on appropriations from the general 
fund and borrowing to meet capital needs. However, the 
states can also tap another source of revenues that might 
help them to close the gap, while simultaneously con-
tributing to environmental protection, energy conserva-
tion, and efficient resource allocation. These multiple 
goals could be addressed through greater use of tolls, 
especially charges that vary with the diurnal volume-
capacity ratio. Arguments against toll charges have 
often focused on the difficulty and inconvenience associ-
ated with collection. However, modern vehicle-
monitoring techniques can overcome this objection. Fur-
ther, varying charges by time of day can help spread 
the peak and obviate the need for at least some urban 
highway construction. 

Increased reliance on economic -efficiency criteria 
should allow for continued use of the automobile as the 
primary means of transport for people. The automobile 
market share of intercity travel will be somewhat less 
than today's due largely to the even more rapid expan-
sion of air travel. 

The automobile will continue to be the most impor-
tant form of travel in the year 2000 simply because the 
advantages it has over the alternative modes are highly 
prized by trip makers. Mere provision of alternative 
transport, no matter liow attractive (within reason), will 
fail to induce people to abandon their automobiles. Free 
public transit would hardly affect, and certainly not 
eliminate, the morning and evening traffic jams in most 
major cities, nor would free intercity bus service di-
minish the stream of automobiles entering the national 
parks each summer. If transport planners want to re-
duce the amount of automobile travel, then they must 
consciously implement programs designed to make 
driving less attractive, severely restrict fuel avail-
ability, or ban the automobile outright. The driving 
public will not make the sacrifice voluntarily. 
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LOCAL PUBLIC TRANSIT 

Local public transit includes commuter railroads, rail 
rapid transit, transit bus, taxicabs, and streetcars. It 
includes local nonautomobile travel in both urban and 
rural places. 

Both urban and rural public transport share a recent 
history of decline in the quantity of services available. 
Rural places relied heavily on the local operations of 
intercity buses, but, as the Interstate highway system was 
completed, bus operators found it more difficult to 
leave the line-haul facility to serve small communities. 

Urban transit systems shrank for many reasons. 
Rising incomes allowed people to acquire automobiles 
and decrease their reliance on mass transit. Rising in-
comes in conjunction with subsidized mortgages and pre-
ferred tax treatment of home ownership stimulated pri-
vate home ownership. As a result, urban populations 
decentralized, making it difficult for fixed-route or 
fixed -guideway systems to continue to meet traveler 
needs. Urban sprawl has even made it harder for buses 
to operate efficiently. Today, a bus must travel 25 per-
cent further to gain an additional rider than it did in 
1960. Furthermore, as decentralization continues, 
average journeys are becoming longer. More recently, 
retailing and industry have joined the exodus to the 
suburbs. Trips are no longer so highly concentrated 
along arterials leading to the city center. The mono-
nuclear city has given way to one with multiple areal 
centers. 

Between 1945 and 1975, annual transit ridership de-
clined from 30 to 9.6 billion passenger-km (19 to 6 
billion passenger miles), in spite of a 50 percent in-
crease in the urban population. Fare increases more 
than offset the decline in use so that transit revenues 
rose 57 percent over the same period. However, op-
erating costs more than tripled, and services that could 
be operated profitably in the 1940s generated large losses 
by the 1960s. 

By 1976, 91 percent of transit service was provided 
by the public sector. Efforts to hold down fare increases 
have substantially reduced the contribution of farebox 
receipts to system costs. During 1967-1976, fares—
as a percentage of costs—declined from 96 percent to 
54 percent. The failure to raise fares to match cost 
increases is due to the desire to serve the needs of those 
who must rely on transit and, except for a few major 
cities with highly developed networks, most transit sys-
tems are patronized almost entirely by captive users (5). 

Recently, steps have been taken to revitalize public 
transportation in both rural and urban areas. It is still 
too early to gauge the ultimate impact of these attempts, 
but up to now these programs have succeeded only in 
arresting, rather than reversing, the long-term contrac-
tion in transit ridership. Nonetheless, there are several 
discernible trends that indicate that transit should at 
least preserve its market share through the year 2000 
in spite of continued suburbanization and increased af-
fluence. First, reduced family size and rising housing 
prices may decelerate the tendency toward urban sprawl 
Low-density detached housing patterns may begin to 
give way to higher-density, condominium-style home 
ownership. Further, the infusion of federal funds to aid 
and promote mass transit is a relatively recent phenom-
enon. Finally, new technologies, such as automated 
guideway systems and people movers, offer the promise 
of eventually making an important contribution to solving 
many urban transport mobility problems. 

The resurgent interest in mass transit is nowhere 
more evident than in the recent introduction of new rail 
systems in San Francisco and Washington, D.C. Simi-
lar, although smaller, systems are being planned for  

several other medium-sized cities. Unfortunately, the 
evidence from the San Francisco experience is not 
favorable for further development of rail rapid transit. 
That system appears to be proving what many who oppose 
such capital-intensive approaches have long argued—
that is, rail rapid transit is an appropriate solution only 
in areas where there are very high corridor volumes 
(such as in New York City) or where the basic infra-
structure is already in place (22). New systems are 
likely to incur huge operating aificits for the amount of 
service provided. Further, at least part of new rail-
system ridership will come from buses and part will be 
induced, thereby compromising the system's intended 
congestion -alleviation benefits. 

Changing patterns of trip making require more flexi-
ble solutions. Trips between low-density suburban areas 
cannot be satisfactorily served by fixed -guideway or 
fixed-route systems. New systems must be more demand 
responsive and must be capable of increased flexibility 
to meet changing traffic flows. 

Although many forecasts project that rapid rail sys-
tems will increase their share of total transit ridership, 
this result would run counter to our assumption that 
solutions will become more economically efficient. The 
negative experience with the San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit system should cause cities contemplating 
a similar system to rethink their transport needs. On 
the other hand, greater reliance on jitney-type services, 
especially in rural and small communities, should afford 
more economical service than full-sized buses. In urban 
areas, bus transit can be made more competitive through 
operational strategies that promote bus use, such as re-
serving exclusive bus lanes during peak travel hours. 

Urban public transport should be market oriented and 
cost-effective. This opts for flexible demand-responsive 
systems rather than more technically exotic modes. 
Finally, the transit system should not be operated as a 
mechanism to redistribute income. The fares charged 
should reflect the cost of service provision, less any 
identifiable external benefits from fares below full cost. 
The needs of the poor can be better met through adequate 
welfare payments or by issuance of transit stamps, 
rather than by subsidizing the entire transit system. 
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Future of Statewide 
Transportation Planning: 

What Can the 
Professionals Deliver? 
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The fact that the committee planning this conference ex-
pressed concern with the role of the professional in 
statewide transportation planning and programming is 
indicative of a significant problem. As transportation 
professionals we have an image of what "transportation 
planning" should be about. This image is one acquired 
through the evolution of statewide transportation planning 
from its roots in urban transportation planning over the 
last 20 years. 

In today's world, issues at the statewide level in 
transportation are increasingly complex and are pre-
senting unique problems and challenges to the profes-
sion. Confronted with these issues, our old model of 
how statewide transportation planning should be done is 
brought seriously into question. Indeed, many of us are 
asking, What should our role be today and what can we 
as professionals deliver at the statewide level? 

Although the challenge facing the profession and this 
conference is substantial, we believe that the roles and 
potential for transportation professionals in dealing with 
state-level issues and problems are more exciting to-
day than ever before. These roles call for strengths and 
skills that are more diverse, more difficult, more chal-
lenging, and, ultimately, substantially more rewarding 
than those we have played in the past. 

This paper, first, describes the nature of statewide 
transportation planning as we see it today and the chal-
lenge posed for planning professionals. Second, the 
paper examines the nature of possible professional roles 
in this activity and, finally, looks at the challenge we face 
as individuals and organizations in looking to the future. 


