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This Bulletin in Brief—

In December of 1969 work on the William R.
Allen (Spadina) Expressway was stopped, and in
January of 1970 a review of its planning and design
concepts was ordered by the Metropolitan Toronto
Transportation Committee. In the debate that fol-
lowed, several questions were raised regarding the
distribution of expressways and transit facilities in
the overall transportation system for Metropolitan
Toronto. This study focuses on the way in which
decisions regarding the Metropolitan Toronto trans-
portation system are made, and gives special atten-

tion to the technical input into those decisions.

Our main contention is not that transportation
planning is inexpert, because clearly it is not. We
would argue, however, that the technical bases of
the transportation policy need shifting around, and
that the policy itself requires major new directions
and definitions if it is to cope with the social conse-

quences of urban traffic.




Transportation

THE POLITICS OF EXPERTISE

Transportation planning methodology
has created an aura of impartiality and
expertise around transportation planners
and technicians, and has lent credibility
to potentially unpopular policies. No
transportation decision is either exclu-
sively technical or exclusively political.
Technical and political decisions each
have their own language and each is jus-
tified by appeals to quite distinct authori-
ties. While not political in substance, most
major technical decisions are political in
consequence; and the technical expert
has become an effective political force in
deciding transportation policy. Part of
this effectiveness stems from the fact that
the aura of expertise surrounding the
technical policy-maker has insulated him
from lay criticism and exempted his ideas
and policies from challenge. Altshuler
writes that:

If an official wishes to persuade
his superiors and political critics that
his decisions on a wide range of sub-
jects should be considered authori-
tative, his most obvious strategy is
to maintain that they are technical
— to maintain, that is, that public
policy has been declared in highly
operational fashion and that he
speaks as an expert interpreter of it.!
Within the technical bureaucracy, the
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claims to objectivity and science have ac-
corded policy-makers persuasive influence
over which problems are to be considered
and how they are to be decided. Since
1953, transportation decisions have been
increasingly defined, shaped, and moved
by the “politics of expertise”. In the
period 1953-1965 over two-thirds of the
policy issues that came before Metro
Council were defined and initiated by key
Metro department heads.? In the case of
transportation policy, two factors encour-
aged the concentration of expert policy
making at the top, and its isolation from
Metro Council. First, there was a failure,
at the Council level, to provide the ex-
perts with a clear and explicit policy
direction in which to frame transporta-
tion plans. Any policy direction or pref-
erences had to be inferred. Second, ex-
perts (both operations people and plan-
ners) were dealing almost exclusively
with highly specialized technical data, un-
intelligible to laymen, both citizens and
councillors alike. In making this informa-
tion highly particular to themselves, the
experts came to control the direction and
limits of the policy.

The effect of this decision-making
power has been widespread. One import-
ant consequence is that policy problems
problems are defined with reference to
professional values and programs?® Not
unexpectedly, the policy process is highly

1A. A. Altshuler, The City Planning Process (Ithaca, N.Y.:Cornell University Press, 1965),

p- 334. Emphasis added.

2Harold Kaplan, Urban Political Systems: A Functional Analysis of Metro Toronto (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1967), pp. 65-66, and pp. 164-165.

3The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, which looks at operational and design
problems, and the Transportation Technical Planning Advisory Committee, which deals
with the technical and political implications of alternative policies, provide a rough indica-
tion of this professionalism, and of the co-operation and co-ordination between experts at
the top. The Metropolitan Planning Commissioner, the Metropolitan Roads & Traffic Com-
missioner, the Toronto Transit Commission Director of Planning, and the Ontario Depart-
ment of Highways Chief Planner sit on both committees.

influenced by experts who are bound to-
gether by common professional interests
and intellectual leanings, and who share
common approaches to policy problems.
Another significant effect of this concen-
tration of expertise is that, from a tech-
nical viewpoint, policy innovation must
be preceded by technical innovation. To
date, however, transportation planners
have seemed reluctant to expand their
search for new techniques to areas where
outcomes are uncertain and their side-
effects unpredictable. To legitimately
maintain that the problem is technical
and that judgments about it are impar-
tial, the planner must define the goals of
the transportation system narrowly and
precisely. If the goals are defined more
comprehensively to include the socio-
economic as well as the traffic aspects of
urban travel, the means to reach the goals
necessarily become more complex and
usually less compatible within themselves
and with goals in other areas of policy. If,
and this seems to be usually the case, the
problem becomes unmanageable under
the comprehensive approach and the
available techniques inapplicable, the
policy-makers “retreat to technology”.
The result is that their problem solving
capabilities are restricted and hobbled by
the dictates of their specialty. The in-
ability to develop a more sophisticated
and comprehensive set of methods for
analyzing urban traffic has thus become
the basis for justifying shortcomings in
the techniques now used.

If the ethos of science in planning has
been a professional and research bless-
ing, it has unfortunately proved to be a
policy burden. In transportation plan-
ning, the technical parameters have been
fixed around time and cost and policy
goals have been narrowly defined in terms
of the efficient distribution of trips in the
system. In Metro, both the technics and

politics of urban transportation have
focused on ease of movement; the prime
benefit of the system was and still is
viewed as the ability to move large traf-
fic volumes between origins and destina-
tions. Technically and politically this has
been the main failing, and it has been
compounded by ignoring the distributive
effect of the transportation system on op-
portunity, choice, and income.

The technical ideas now used in trans-
portation planning are inadequate to deal
with the social consequences of urban
traffic. These inadequacies stem from two
fundamental problems with the Metro-
politan Toronto Transportation Plan
(MTTP): . ;

(1) Traffic is viewed simply as an

effect of urban land use, and it
is not seen as a contributing
cause of social, economic and
environmental problems. To
put the matter technically, traf-
fic is always seen as a depend-
ent variable, and land use as
the independent variable.*

(2) The Plan and the policies it jus-
tifies fail to identify which so-
cial classes and groups benefit
from transportation decisions.

As with most urban transportation
studies done in North America, the
MTTP turns on one essential idea: that
there is a significant relationship between
land use and traffic.’ The relationship
was defined by making explicit the fol-
lowing assumptions:®

1. Transportation facilities are es-

tablished if, where, and when
land use produces volumes of
persons and goods which re-
quire facilities for movement.
The choice between public and
private modes of transportation
is dependent upon population
density.

_l*-)

4 An independent variable is the presumed cause of the dependent variable. The independent
variable is the antecdent; the dependent variable is the consequent.

5The Detroit Area Transportation Study (1953) was the first analysis to employ the land
use-transportation relationship. A detailed analysis of the relationship can be found in R. B.

Mitchell and C. Rapkin, Urban Traffic: A F

University Press, 1954).

unction of Land Use (New York: Columbia

6 Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, Report on the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation
Plan (December, 1964) pp. 19, 7, and 31 respectively.




3. The objective of the [MTTP]
has been to determine the most
suitable transportation system to
serve this [dispersed] develop-
ment rather than to arrive at the
transportation system most likely
to produce a desired form of
development.

Or, in other words, existing land use
patterns create “demands” for transporta-
tion; a transport system accommodates,
not determines, land use, and hence is
dependent upon how the land is used.
The critical factor involved in deciding
which transportation modes are to be
used, and in what combinations, is the
concentration in time and space of what
technicians like to call “travel demand™.?
For example, public transport modes are
thought to be most efficient when the
users have common origins and destina-
tions, and want to travel at the same time.
On the other hand, in the suburban rings,
where activities are less concentrated
spatially, and where origins and destina-
tions are diffused, the car is the most
convenient mode of travel.

The difficulty with all of this is that
there is no conceptual or logical reason
for looking at traffic as a dependent and
not an independent variable. Blumenfeld
rgues that urban movement is an inde-
pendent as much as a dependent variable.

. . . while it is true that traffic is a
function of land use, it is equally
true that land use is a function of
traffic. Any change in traffic facili-
ties changes the relative attraction
for various land uses of every piece
of land in a given area. Therefore,
it is equally valid to treat traffic
facilities as an independent variable
and land uses as a dependent vari-
able.®
Blumenfeld suggests that the choice of
dependent and independent variables is

arbitrary, and if the analyst were forced
to make such a choice, either would be
valid. The problem, however, is not
which to choose, but rather is choice pos-
sible? Since land use and traffic are ack-
nowledged to be reciprocal — that is,
both are inter-related and each affects
the other — the analyst in fact does not
have the choice of which direction to
study. If there is reciprocal causation,
then to get meaningful results the prob-
lem must be treated as a reciprocal case
in which both land use and traffic are
evaluated in relation to each other. This
was not done in the MTTP.

The conventional argument of the
MTTP that traffic is the dependent vari-
able has proved to be the main stumb-
ling block in evaluating the socio-eco-
nomic effects of urban transport policy.
To date, the traffic planner has managed
the land use-transportation nexus this
way: “There is no point in assuming that
the transportation system and policy are
independent variables since changes in
them, while affecting land use, are not
effective in appreciably changing the pat-
tern of land use. Granted, traffic does
have some impact on how urban land is
used, but zoning and sub-division con-
trols are more effective instruments for
regulating land use than are changes in
the transportation system itself.”® The
qualification by technical officials that
traffic does influence land use is both
academic and virtually irrelevant since
they neither make policy on that basis
nor do they consider that urban trans-
portation has direct socio-economic con-
sequences for the user of the system. In
order to begin serious thinking about the
repercussions of traffic on the choices
and opportunities available to different
social strata, it is necessary to look at the
whole of urban transportation as a causal
agent, and not simply as an effect pro-
duced by other agents.

TWe will argue below, in the section Travel Habits and Traffic Demand, that there are very
Probably _only travel habits and that if a “demand” for transportation exists, it does so only
in the mind of the planner. Whenever the term demand is used to describe parts of the

MTTP, it will be in this qualified sense.

8Hans Blumenfeld, The Modern Metropolis (Cambridge, Mass.: M.LT. Press, 1967), p. 137.

SMTTP, p. 29.
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The second problem with the 1964
Plan — the failure to spell out how the
benefits of transport policy are distributed
in the social structure — is one result of
the prevailing view that urban transport
is a dependent variable. One of the cen-
tral concerns of the 1964 Plan was to
define and justify the general goals of
the transportation system. The objectives
were:

(1) to increase mobility through
higher speeds and reduced
travel time; and

(2) to increase the ease of access to
economic and social oppor-
tunities.10

The overall consequences of these
changes in mobility and accessibility were
thought to enlarge the range of choice
people had in jobs, recreation and so on.

Access and mobility were analyzed in
terms of travel demand or trip times, or
rates of trip generation and attraction.
While these concepts may have a certain
technical elegance, their usefulness in
planning transportation is limited because
they are rarely, if ever, tied to the urban
class structure. For example, when travel
times for car and transit are related to
an index of social class such as income,
the relationship is either not explained, or
interpreted in a highly esoteric fashion.
To date, there has been no definition of
which income classes and groups use
transportation facilities, or the extent to
which they benefit from their use. Rather,
policy changes have been evaluated on
the basis of the fotal benefit they would
bring to the whole system, and not to
any one group of users.

Existing transportation policies do not,
however, provide equal benefit to all
income classes. The further down the
social ladder one goes the more critical
transportation becomes in providing basic
access to jobs and distributing real in-

come. The middle and high income user,
in contrast, is more concerned about his
mobility in the system; that is, his con-
cern focuses on the time it takes to travel
from home to work, and not whether he
has some means of getting there. He
will readily sacrifice some increases in
travel costs for a reduction in travel time.
To go back to the MTTP idea that the
range of choice will be enlarged by
changes in mobility and accessibility, it
would be more precise to say that, for
Metro:

(1) Choice can be restricted as well
as enlarged.

(2) Whether choice is restricted or
enlarged will depend upon
which classes and groups, both
in terms of income and loca-
tion, the transportation policy
seeks to accommodate.

(3) The bulk of transportation pol-
icy favours the car owner; the
low income user, or second
wage earner in a single car
family, is typically a captive of
public transport, makes fewer
and shorter trips, and must put
up with much reduced levels of
access and mobility.

Metro transportation policy, then, is
not beyond dispute simply because it has
a technical basis or because the technical
formulations are the work of profes-
sionals acknowledged to be expert in the
field of urban transportation. Quite the
contrary.

The idea of a balanced transportation
system:

(a) assumes that travel characteristics
and needs are the same for all in-
come classes and groups;

(b) determines which transport poli-
cies would and would not be
tested for their effect on the
modal split;*

WMTTP, Chap. 1. The terms mobility and accessibility have distinct meanings. Mobility

refers to movement in time; thus travel speed in relation to trip length is a rough measure

of mobility, On the other hand, accessibility,

which is a spatial concept, refers to the

quality of one location in relation to the location of other desired activities. Also see Hans
Blumenfeld, op. cit., p. 114. Blumenfeld argues correctly that any enlargement of the free-
dom of choice is dependent upon trade-offs between mobility and accessibility.

Ymodal split refers to the distribution of ridership between public and private transportation

facilities.




(c) is used by technical officials, un-
wittingly or not, to avoid politi-
cally controversial policies such
as direct user charges on cars;

(d) does not describe the 'rca.l world
situation since it applies only to
upper income groups.

The judgment that public policy cannot
afflect %:u';evel habits is premature. Urban
traffic has social and economic effects
on transport users:

(a) lower income groups use transit
disproportionately more than up-

r income ups;

(b) t].):cre is a ggater incidence of
captive ridership on transit among
lower income groups than among
upper income groups;

(c) upper income groups have a
greater choice in how and where
they travel while lower income
groups are significantly restricted

in the access they have to jobs
and other opportunities.

The idea and measurement of traffic de-
mand is inadequate since:

(a) it has been confused with travel
habits;

(b) it is premised on assumptions
which reinforce existing travel
habits and which inflate the ac-
tual need for road construction;

(c) technical officials, while presum-
ing to measure a supposedly ra-
tional demand for transportation,
have ignored the social costs of
supplying it.

The Bureau contends, then, that trans-
portation is a cause of some of the pre-
vailing social and economic ills cities
face, and that the technical ideas, as they
are now applied, ignore the social im-
plication and effect of urban travel.

TRANSPORT PLANNING:
LIMITATIONS AND NEED FOR RE-DEFINITION

The Metropolitan Toronto
Transportation Plan, 1964

The major premises that (1) land use
generates traffic demand; and (2) this
demand must be accommodated, form
the core of the MTTP analysis of the ef-
fect of public policy on various aspects
of travel behaviour. Using these assump-
tions, and an operational definition of a
balanced transportation system, a series
of computer simulations were run to de-
termine which policy factors would alter
traffic demand, trip behaviour, and the
configuration of the transport system it-
self. Traffic demand and trip behaviour
were evaluated in the Variable Studies —
Group B portion of the simulation; the
transportation facilities were dealt with

in the Concept Group, Plans C-3 and
C-5.1

In analyzing traffic demand and trip
behaviour, for example, hypothetical
changes were made in policy factors such
as level and cost of transit service, vehicle
operating costs, and the supply and cost
of parking to determine their effect on
how people travel. Based on these dif-
ferent policy inputs, estimates were made
of the total travel time and distance, and
the number and average le of trips
by public and private modes. Modal
split was considered at the time of MTTP
publication to be a central problem in
transportation planning.'* It is import-
ant to note that the effect of each policy
on the modal split was simulated indi-

12MTTP, pp. 26-27, and Chapter IV, especially pp. 33-39. Also see Appendix B.

13The Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board's forthcoming 1995 Traffic Demand Study did
not consider modal split factors in the forecast procedure. The 1964 MTTP simulation of
the effects of policy on trip-making and the subsequent studies done in 1965 (Modal Split
Analysis) and 1967 (Modal Split Analysis for the 2 Hour 7-9 AM Peak Period in Metro-
politan Toronto) are all forms of modal split analysis. The latter studies specified travel
time, travel cost, level of service and income as the parameters which influence modal split.
The 1964 simulation expressed these parameters in the form of specific policies such as

operating costs, transit fares and so on.

vidually, limitations in the computer pro-
gram at that time, as well as later cost
levels, did not permit any analysis of the
effect of combined policies. The main
conclusion of the Plan was that public
policy had little effect on travel behav-
iour, and that people could not be shifted
readily from cars to transit.

The “Balanced” System Myth

The single most telling conclusion of
the MTTP is that public policy can have
very little effect on how people travel. If,
as suggested in the Plan, people move in
urban areas as they please, independent
of policy incentives and sanctions, the
problem of urban travel is beyond politi-
cal and technical control, and transporta-
tion planning becomes a process of re-
acting, not planning. If one accepts the
whole intellectual framework around
which the simulations of trip making are
built, the relatively fixed nature of travel
behaviour makes sense. The problem is
that the framework itself does not make
sense, logically or empirically.

Most of the difficulty revolves around
the definition of the system’s so-called
“balancing mechanism”, its relationship
to the policy factors thought to influence
trip making, and the ability of those fac-
tors to influence urban travel. The prob-
lem is three-fold. First, the definition of
the system’s balancing mechanism (and
the simulation based on that definition)
begs the question any modal split analysis
attempts to answer. Second, the results
of the simulations and of subsequent re-
search done in 1965 are in direct con-
tradiction to the idea that the system is
balanced. Third, since the simulation
procedure tested the effect of different
combinations of policy, the judgment that
public policy cannot effectively change
travel habits is at least premature,

The definition of a balanced trans-
portation system is, at best, confused and
misleading. In popular usage, the term

WUMTTP, p. 33.
151bid., p. 34.
16]bid., p. 39.

refers to roughly equal investment in pub-
lic and private transportation facilities.
Professional planners, while reluctant to
attach any precise meaning to the term,
have defined it this way:

“Every measure favouring the
automobile increases road use and
consequently increases congestion
and travelling time; this produces, as
a reaction, a shift of some travellers
to transit. Measures favouring tran-
sit, by relieving street congestion
and facilitating higher auto speeds,
produce the opposite reaction —
ie., they induce some additional
auto usage."4

The definition states that one mode is
to some considerable degree inter-related
with the other; thus, the i
mechanism can be thought of as a form
of equilibrium between cars and transit
where an increase in the use of one, say
transit, would produce a decrease in car
use. Using this conceptual definition,
operational factors such as fares, oper-
ating costs, and level of service were de-
fined for two categories: factors favour-
ing vehicle use, and factors favouring
transit use.’® For example, it was found
that a 50% reduction in parking charges
produced about a 2% increase in vehicle
use, and a 4% decrease in transit use;
the elimination of transit fares produced
an increase of about 11% in transit use,
and a decrease of 8% in vehicle use. By
simulating only the effect of incentives on
trip behaviour, it was assumed, consis-
tent with the definition of balance, that
factors which encourage transit use auto-
matically discourage vehicle use.

There are two limitations to this inter-
pretation. First, the question of modal
split is begged, not tested; that is the
inter-relatedness of public and private
modes was accepted as valid a priori.
The simulations of trip behaviour demon-
strated that factors such as fares and
operating costs had little effect on the
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choice of public as opposed to private
transportation, and that people did not
readily change from one mode to an-
other.’® These results clearly violate the
assumption that the transportation system
will balance or regulate itself through
trade-offs between public and private
facilities. What is implicit and most dif-
ficult to accept in the notion of a trans-
portation balance is that the urban travel
market is socially homogenous with simi-
lar travel characteristics and needs. This
assumption is not a realistic one. One
of the basic, though rarely specified,
problems with urban transport is that
people use it for different reasons de-
cided, in part, by disparate socio-eco-
nomic conditions. Because of the gaps in
income, housing, and transportation ser-
vice, the use of public and private trans-
portation facilities does not overlap to
the extent suggested by the MTTP.
Rather, transit and automobile use are,
to a marked degree, independent of each
other. Thus, while the main thrust of
the MTTP focused on the idea of an
equilibrium between cars and transit, a
more realistic view was hinted at in the
following:

This process of adjustment [to
travel habits] has been simulated by
the model in various forms: choice
of other routes, change from driving
to transit riding, and change in trip
distribution.1”

In other words, the idea of balance
refers to the manner in which the system
adapts or adjusts itself to changes in
volume and concentration of trips, and
this adjustment probably occurs within
modes, not between them. That is, car
drivers will substitute one route for an-
other, while transit users will substitute
buses for subways or subways for street
cars and so on. Since the idea of adjust-
ment to travel habits within modes as
opposed to a balance between them more
accurately describes travel behaviour, and
since the simulation data clearly indi-

171bid., p. 54.

cated that this was the case, it is difficult
to apreciate continued references to the
balancing effect between public and pri-
vate facilities in the 1970 review of trans-
portation policy.1®

In our argument that car and transit
use occur in large measure independently
of each other, it is necessary to clarify
(1) how the balance assumption in the
MTTP determined which policies would
and would not be tested; and (2) how,
in our version, auto and transit use relate
to each other. The MTTP simulations
of policy effects on trip-making were con-
fined to the incentives affecting the use
of public and private transport. With the
exception of one factor, a 50 per cent
increase in parking charges, no direct
sanctions on either cars or transit were
programmed. Incentives alone were
simulated because public and private
modes were thought to be highly inter-
dependent or balanced; that is, increased
transit use would automatically produce,
in some proportion, decreased car use.
Put another way, transit use itself was
viewed as a direct sanction on car use,
and it was thought that all the transit
factors simulated would have the same
effect as imposing direct sanctions such
as user charges and limitations in road
construction.

We would argue that this is not the
case. Factors which discourage car use
are not necessarily connected to factors
influencing transit use. Rather, whatever
changes occur in the existing levels of
auto use will probably be dependent upon
direct costs in time and money and con-
venience the driver himself must absorb
beyond the existing pressures of conges-
tion and operating costs. Transit rider-
ship cannot be expected to increase until
dependence on the car, especially for
work trips, is reduced. The provision of
more transit facilities alone, without radi-
cal changes in the existing levels of ser-
vice, and suburban housing and transport
pricing policy, and without technological

18Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, A Planning Review and Appraisal, (1970), p. 22.

innovation, will not change prevailing
travel habits.1?

The second limit has to do with the
judgment that public policy has very little
effect on the travel habits of the urban
population. The judgment is critical since
it has been used to justify current poli-
cies which favour road construction, and
hence the car owner. While travel char-
acteristics are to a certain extent more or
less fixed in the short run, the effect of
combining policies to produce changes in
travel habits in the long run has prob-
ably been under-estimated. Findings for
American cities of around 100,000 popu-
lation suggest that while individual
changes in comfort, convenience, acces-
sibility, and frequency of service alone
did not affect transit patronage, taken
collectively they produced a marked up-
swing in transit use. For example, in
Peoria, Illinois, transit ridership rose 53
per cent. It was also found that “new
riders (had) a 50 per cent higher level
of automobile ownership and 20 per cent
more income than the initial group of
transit patrons. Aparently, these service
variables when manipulated as a group
have a vastly different impact from that
indicated when each (was) considered
separately”.20

Two general conclusions can be drawn
from the preceding criticisms. First, the
effect of public policy. Since Peoria is
more likely than not to be dissimilar to
Metropolitan Toronto, and since the base
transit ridership before improvements

11

was very much lower than transit use has
ever been in Metro, it would be pushing
the point to say that any new policy
combinations would stimulate large shifts
from private to public transport. Clearly
it would not, at least not on the scale
experienced in Peoria. It is equally clear
that it is much less difficult to make some
improvement in a terrible situation than
it is to improve an almost tolerable one.
But this is not really the important ques-
tion. What is important is that Metro
planners have drawn the ambitious con-
clusion that public policy cannot induce
people to change how they get about. In
view of their failure to (1) test various
combinations of policy, and (2) consider
policies such as user charges to discour-
age vehicle use and to pay for the social
costs of traffic congestion, their judg-
ments about what public policy can and
cannot do are questionable.

Second, the definition of the balancing
mechanism is inappropriate when applied
to all users of both public and private
transport. The definition simply does not
describe the real world situation. As we
will show below, in the section Social
Class and Transportation, only in a very
limited sense is there any trade-off or
balancing effect between public and pri-
vate modes.®!

Social Class and Transportation

Much of the contradiction discussed
in the preceding section can be attributed
to the failure of the MTTP to explicitly

19Technological innovation will not be discussed in the bulletin. Apart from major changes in
the nature of line-haul systems or rights of way, changes in the feeder and collector systems
which move people to and from the main line-haul facilities are likely to have the most
immediate impact. Computer controlled bus-taxi systems, for example, may improve the
total travel times of low density suburban commuters who would normally drive, but who

may be shifted to public transportation becai

use of the increased convenience, flexibility,

and reduced travel times. Unfortunately, technological change is difficult to regulate. People
and institutions uncover what they can and not necessarily what they or society might prefer.
At least in the short run, policy innovation in the areas mentioned holds the most promise.
For a discussion of the importance of residential feeder systems see H. Blumenfeld, op. cit.,
pp. 114-121. For a recent discussion of transportation and technological innovation see
Future Directions For Research in Urban Transportation (Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development: Paris, 1969).

20Mark J. Kasoff, “The Quality of Service and Transit Use”, Traffic Quarterly (January,

1970), p. 119.

31§ee figures 2 and 3 in the next section. They clearly show that only among the upper
income groups does any appreciable shift occur between the two modes.
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consider social class as a determinant of
how people choose to travel, or if they
have that choice at all. Despite clear
research findings in North America re-
lating socio-economic status to travel
patterns, transportation policy in Metro
still remains focused on the efficient dis-
tribution of traffic in the system. By not
asking who travels, by what means, and
where, technical officials, in effect, deny
the social effects of urban traffic on its
users. In this section we will demonstrate
that:

(1) Travel characteristics differ be-
tween social classes; income, car owner-
ship, and type and location of housing
are related to mode of travel.

(2) Lower income groups have a dis-
proportionately high level of transit rider-
ship; for work trips, the level of captive
ridership among transit users is almost
twice that of car users.

(3) Higher income groups have and
exercise a greater choice in how and
where they travel; only among these
groups is there any significant trade-off
between public and private transport.

The effect of (1) through (3) is that,
for the urban poor, choice, access, and
mobility are often restricted to the point
where access to outlying jobs becomes
difficult, if not impossible.

Recalling the basic land use-trans-
portation relationship, scholarly research
has shown that trip characteristics such
as the number and length of trips, and
mode of travel used are associated in
varying degrees with average houschold
income, car ownership, occupational
status, distance from the city centre, resi-
dential density, ty and location of
dwelling, and size of lots for single family
dwellings. Of course, a number of these
indicators are themselves inter-related;

studies done in the late 1950’s suggest
that car ownership, one of the important
explanatory variables used in modal split
models, is highly related to population
density and income. Since much of the
urban transportation problem revolves
around rush hour work trips, factors in-
fluencing residential location and their
relation to the journey to work assume
prime importance. In this context, in-
come and household characteristics offer
the most promise.??

Most of the systematic evidence re-
lating social class factors to travel pat-
terns is available for large American
cities. Meyer, Kain, and Wohl, in look-
ing at Chicago central city commuters,
found mode of travel to be related to
income, type of housing, residential
density, and length of work trip. The
authors conclude that:

. residents of single-family struc-
tures more often apear to use the
longer distance and faster modes.
Automobile riders make the longest
trips (12.4 miles) and reside in the
highest proportions in single-family
residences (63.3 per cent); automo-
bile drivers average 12.4 mile trips
and also display a strong tendency
to reside in single-family residences
(53.1 per cent). . . . Of all forms,
rapid transit has by a substantial
margin the smallest proportion of
users residing in single-family units
(11.5 per cent) and the largest pro-
portion residing in multiple units.

In addition, it was found that higher-
income workers use the faster and more
expensive form of transportation while
low income groups tended to use transit
more often.23

The connection between transportation,
income, and economic oportunity has re-

25, R. Meyer, J. F. Kain, and M. Wohl, The Urban Transportation Problem ( Harvard Uni-
versity Press: Cambridge, Mass., 1965), pp. 108-143. Also see G. A. Nader, “Socio-economic
Slatm‘ md Consumer Behavior”, Urban Studies VI (June, 1969), pp. 235-245, Nader states
that significant differences in consumer behaviour can be explained by differences in income
and by type of dwelling occupied. While these relationships were developed to explain
differing consumer patterns, it is probable that there is a significant connection between

patterns and travel behaviour.

”Mcyer._ Kain, and Wohl, op. cir., pp. 139-140. Also see Table 51. It is important to note
that this data is for whites. Inequalities based on race are excluded.

ceived wide attention in the United States
where urban poverty has reached crisis
proportion. Comparing “poverty target
areas” in Nassau and Suffolk counties in
the New York Metropolitan Region, it
was found that low income families make
less than half the number of trips as aver-
age income families, and that “trips are
largely dependent upon car ownership,
car ownership on income, and income on
job availability and accessibility. Public
transportation can provide the accessibil-
ity component in the chain, but it cannot
necessarily satisfy the needs for all trip
urposes”.24
p Fﬁes 1 and 2 summarize alternate
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views of the relationship between modal
split, the balancing effect, and social
class. Figure 1 represents the MTTP
view where it is assumed that social class
is not related to the use of public and
private transportation, and that the modes
are highly dependent upon each other. An
alternative, and we would argue more
realistic view, is summarized in Figure 2.
Here, we have discarded the assumption
of a “balancing mechanism”, and have
assumed instead that travel characteris-
tics differ with social class, and that
public and private modes operate in
large measure independently of each
other.

Figure 1
MTTP EXPLANATION OF MODAL USE

Balancing Effect

Assumption 1: Modal use is highly inter-related.

Assumption 2: Travel needs and travel character istics are similar (implicit).

3L, J. Pignataro an J. C. Falcocchio, “Transportation Needs of Low-Income Families™,

Traffic Quarterly 23 (October 1969), p. 525.
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Figure 2
ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION OF MODAL USE

Balancing Effect very limited

USER CHARACTERISTICS
— low car ownership
— low income
— higher residential density
— tenant (multiple dwelling)
— tendency to live near city centre

— lower occupational status (clerical, skilled,
semi-skilled and unskilled)

USER CHARACTERISTICS
— high car ownership
— middle and uper income
— lower residential densities
— homeowner (single family dwelling)
— tendency to live in outer suburban rings

— higher occupational status
(professional, managerial, official)

Assumption I1: Modal use segregated by income class factors.

Assumption 2: Travel needs and characteristics differ sharply between income classes and groups.

Assumption 3: Balancing or trade-off effect between cars and transit occurs only among upper

income groups.

As with most major urban areas in
North America, Metro Toronto exhibits
striking differences in housing, density,
car ownership, and mode of travel be-
tween the inner and middle suburban
rings. Generally speaking, as the densi-
ties fall off rapidly from the central areas,
and the proportion of single family dwell-
ings increase, the automobile becomes
the dominant form of travel. For ex-
ample, 64 per cent of all single family
dwellings in Metro in 1966 were located
in the middle three boroughs of Etobi-
coke, North York, and Scarborough; 27
per cent of attached and row housing,
and 39 per cent of apartments and flats

were located in these areas. Metropoli-
tan Toronto and Region Transportation
Study (MTARTS) origin and destina-
tion surveys conducted in 1964 show that
for these areas about 87 per cent of work
trips are by private car while transit use
varied from 9 to 12 per cent. By con-
trast the inner three (City of Toronto,
York, and East York) exhibit a mark-
edly different pattern in housing and
travel characteristics. With less single
family dwellings (35 per cent of Metro
total), and more apartments (61 per
cent) and attached and row housing (73
per cent) work trips originating in this
arca were equally distributed between

transit (45 per cent) and automobile (46
per cent).?

Unfortunately, these social indicators
(type and location of dwelling, residen-
tial density, and car ownership) have not
been statistically related to mode of travel
in any of the Metropolitan Toronto Plan-
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ning Board’s published data. The one
exception is the 1965 Modal Split Analy-
sis which demonstrates a clear relation-
ship between income and mode of travel
and between income and the opportunity
to choose the mode of travel.?® It can be
seen from Figure 3 that as travel time in-
creases and public transit becomes less

Figure 3
MODAL SPLIT DATA BASED ON WORK TRIPS IN MTARTS REGION
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Source: Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board. Modal Split Analysis, December 1965, p. 54.

competitive than the car in terms of
travel time, transit use remains high
among lower income groups but falls off
sharply among higher income groups.
For example, of those individuals who
make less than $3,200 per year, over 80
per cent use public transit; of those who

make over $7,700, and who have the
oportunity to value travel time, less than
20 per cent use public transit. Note that
only when public and private modes are
equally fast (ie., where the travel-time
ratio is 1), do high income groups use
public transit. As transit becomes slower

25These figures are calculated from housing and transportation data in Metropolitan Toronto
Planning Board, Metropelitan Toronto Key Facts. January 1968. The housing data is taken
from Table 19, the transportation data from Table 51. Also see Tables 16, 23, 24, and 41.
No statistical relationship has been established between housing and transportation; the

relationships pointed out in the text are inferre:

d from the patterns Meyer, Kain, and Wohl,

found in Chicago. There are two additional limitations: First, the housing figures are for
1966 while the transportation data was collected in 1964 so they are not exactly compar-

able. Also, there has been a decreasing emp

hasis on single family construction in the

middle three boroughs from about 1965 on, and since the transportation data for origins

and destinations is not available past 1964, the percentages cited in the text, of necessity,

do not account for changes in housing constr
a minor one. Since housing figures are recor
by planning district, the planning districts were

uction beyond 1964. The second problem is
ded by municipal boundary and transportation

fitted to the borough boundaries in order

to compare housing and travel. With the exception of planning districts 3 and 4 over-

lapping into North York, the fit was good.
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the higher income groups shift away from
it rapidly; thus, among these groups, de-
mand for travel time is highly elastic.??
Figure 3 also shows that the idea of a
balancing or trade-off effect is inapplic-
able when looking at low-income USETS,
only among the upper income groups
does this shift take place. Even in these
groups, though, the shift away from
transit is rapid enough to limit the bal-
ancing effect.

Transit ridership among the top three
income groups can be as high as 50 per
cent. but as the automobile becomes the
faster form of travel (as a consequence
of diffused origins and destinations and
poor transit service), the well-off groups
shift rapidly to cars. Looking at the
income-transportation relationship in the
U.S.. Wohl argues that large concentra-
tions of both low and high income groups
use public transit while auto use is dis-
tributed more evenly over the entire in-
come range. However, Wohl notes that
among transit users, higher income groups
make longer commuter railroad and sub-
way trips; by contrast low income groups,
usually located in the central areas, make
much shorter local bus and subway
trips.28 These findings are consistent with
patterns showing low income groups mak-
ing fewer and shorter work and recrea-
tional trips, and having low levels of car
ownership. But since commuter rail ser-
vices are much less developed here, and
long distance commuting not as preva-
lent as in the large American cities, tran-
sit use in Metro is correlated more
strongly with low income than it is in the
large American centres. Figure 3 also
suggests that upper income groups have

the luxury of valuing travel time where
the poor, presumably being transit cap-
tives. have no choice in the matter. Cap-
tive ridership, especially among transit
users. is an important measure of a trans-
portation system’s flexibility. In Metro-
politan Toronto captive ridership was
measured for both transit and automobile
users. In the analysis, transit captives
were defined as (1) not having a driver’s
license: or (2) under the age of sixteen;
or (3) not owning a car; automobile cap-
tives were defined as those requiring their
car for work purposes. It was found that
for work trips with destinations in the
central area, captive ridership for transit
ran as high as 78 per cent, and averaged
56 per cent; for non-work trips to the
same area the captive rate was as high as
100 per cent, with an average rate of 78
per cent. Automobile captive rates for
work trips to the central area ranged
from 19 per cent to 46 per cent, with
an average of 38 per cent.®

The high percentages of transit cap-
tives, especially for non-work purposes,
can be explained by level of income and
car ownership. As with modal use, cap-
tive ridership is a function of income
class. Figure 3, which shows the marked
insensitivity of the poor to faster travel
times. and their disproportionately high
use of public transportation, also suggests
that low car ownership and high captive
ridership are the unhappy prerogatives of
the poor. Of course this is inferred; no
statistical relationship between captive
ridership and level of income or car
ownership has been established for the
Metro area. While this information is
stored on data tapes by the Metropolitan

26Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, Modal Split Analysis (December, 1965), p. 54.

ermand elasticity for travel time is represented by the slope of the diversion curves in
Figure 3. The sharper the slope, the greater the elasticity or sensitivity, The travel time
ratios measured along the horizontal axis compares the relative travel times of cars and
transit. The travel time ratio is expressed by dividing door-to-door travel time by door-to-
door vehicle travel time. When the ratio exceeds 1, the automobile becomes the faster

form of travel.

Toronto Planning Board, it has neither
been tabulated nor published.*® Unless
the measure of captive ridership is ex-
plicitly related to socio-economic charac-
teristics and to length of work trip; no
adequate estimates can be made of the
system’s flexibility or of the level of
accessibility to jobs and recreation it
offers. Voorhees sums up the problem of
social inequality and urban transporta-
tion:3!

In effect, we have two societies —
one served by auto and one served
by public transportation, and this
level of service is substantially dif-
ferent. Clearly this disparity in op-
portunity compounds our social
problems. It is not the cause of
them, but the fact that it exists mag-
nifies the social problems of today.

Travel Habits and Traffic Demand

Among planners in Metropolitan To-
ronto the on-going rationale for building
roads and expressways is that they are
needed 32 This need, they will maintain,
can be measured in terms of a traffic
demand. In the MTTP it was argued
that transportation should be provided
on the basis of demand for it; that this
demand. both in terms of mode and vol-
ume. can be forecasted; and that irre-
spective of the level of demand, the pric-
ing of transportation should be based
solely on the capital and operating costs
of the facility. As technical axioms go,
these are not particularly good ones. In
this section we will take the view that (1)
the idea of traffic demand is premised on
assumptions which tend to reinforce old
travel patterns and which inflate the need
for more roads; (2) the logic of traffic
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forecasting is often a self-fulfilling one;
(3) the idea of traffic demand has been
badly mixed with travel habits and the
actual use of the transport system; and
(4) the social costs of urban traffic and
their payment have been ignored. It is
at once obvious that these difficulties are
specific examples of the two key prob-
lems discussed in the second proposition.
(See pp. 4-7). That is, in the planner’s
mind, traffic demand is the consequence
of the independent variable land use;
traffic. then, is an effect and not a cause,
a dependent variable and not an inde-
pendent one.

Transportation planners admit far too
infrequently that forecasts of traffic de-
mand are only rough approximations of
future travel habits. Traffic demand is a
reliable measure only to the extent that
future trends in urban traffic resemble
past ones, and to the extent that the
analyst can account for changes in the
urban structure. As an increasing pro-
portion of social, economic, and cultural
developments go unnoticed, the forecast
data becomes less and less valid. This is
the case whether one is forecasting a
modal split relationship or some future
traffic volume. The reliability of the
MTTP forecast of doubled vehicle work
trips for 1980 is compromised by two
factors: (1) the lack of up-to-date in-
formation on travel characteristics; and
(2) for purpose of the forecast, trans-
portation facilities which have not been
built are assumed to exist. These factors,
especially the latter, cast doubt on the
utility of forecasting as a technique for
identifying traffic demand and as a basis
for decision-making.

Using the 1964 MTARTS travel data
as a base, 1980 vehicle work trips were

30/bid., pp. 6-7. Percentages of both transit and automobile captives were recorded for each
origin and destination pair. However, in reporting captive ridership (pp. 48-32), only
destination zones were related to levels of captive ridership. For reasons not apparent in
the analysis, income data by zone of origin was not published.

31A. M. Voorhees, “The Changing Role of Transportation In Urban Development”, Traffic

Quarterly 23 (October, 1969), p. 530.

28Martin Wohl, “Users of Urban Transportation Services and Their Income Circumstances,” : ici
Traffic Quarterly (January, 1970), p. 25. 33Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, Revised Toronto City Official Plan, (June 12, 1969),
P po

20Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, Modal Split Analysis (Dec. 1965), pp. 48-52. p- 12.




18

projected from changes in population and
employment.® (Recall the assumption
that land use generates traffic). Since the
1954 travel characteristics are reproduced
in the forecast, the projection is valid
only if the future travel characteristics
are similar to past ones. If the trans-
portation system itself is a powerful in-
fluence on travel habits, then one possible
conclusion to be drawn is that travel is
stable over time only if there are no
innovations in transport modes and pat-
terns. Yet the decision to provide trans-
portation is premised on the idea that
travel is, in fact, stable over time. In this
context the planners’ argument is circular
and the assumption precludes change. If,
however, travel habits stem from less
visible social, cultural, and psvchological
factors, then the assumption is relatively
unimportant in deciding which facilities
are to be built.

The second assumption — that all road
and transit facilities planned for 1980 are
assumed to exist for current traffic fore-
casts — needs little comment. It can be
readily seen that the estimates of vehicle
work trips are valid only if the planned
roads actually exist. The forecasted de-
mand is dependent upon the planned
road, and the rationale for building the
road rests on the forecasted demand. Put
another way, demand for roads is deter-
mined, in part, by assuming they already
exist. This assumption inflates the de-
mand to artificially high levels, and while
the projection will obviously show a level
of demand sufficient to utilize the road,
the whole forecast logic in this context
is a self-fulfilling one. If forecast data
are to be used as planning criteria, some
estimates are required of the impact of a
given transportation network on travel
patterns, and of the extent to which as-
sumptions of the kind discussed above
distort the need for transportation.

Traffic demand is a misleading term.
As it is formally conceived in modal split
and traffic forecast modals, traffic de-
mand is actually an estimate of the prob-
able use of a facility after it has been
built. While this estimate in no way mea-
sures individual or aggregate preferences
for a transportation service, planners
often imply that the actual use of the
transportation system is some measure of
rationally calculated preferences for it.
Demand for transportation is not neces-
sarily the same as the use of transporta-
tion. To take this further, it is doubtful
whether the urban traveller rationally
chooses, in the classic economic sense,
between costs and benefits; or if he can
clearly order travel preferences when the
alternatives he must choose among are
limited and inflexible; or, more funda-
mentally. if he has choices to be rational
about. Travel demands, as Eliot Hurst
contends, are rarely demands or prefer-
ences, but simply habits. Hurst goes on
to state that:

No attempts are made to measure
the satisfaction of the trip-maker
with the transportation system, and
in fact the existing system may be
effectively masking real desires by
deliberate limitations on levels of
transportation service.

Meeting what are assumed to be de-
mands may be, in fact, a process of cal-
cifying travel habits.

Traffic demand is a term of political
convenience. As such, it provides a free
market rationale for suplying transporta-
tion according to some measure of de-
mand for it while ignoring its actual use
as a pricing base. By some ideological
or political or intellectual oddity the
former remains eminently acceptable, the
latter unpalatable. If it were possible
to determine the full range of costs a

BMTTP, Appendix A, p. ii. “In the absence of new surveys and statistical analysi i

Ay » ¥ ysis which
would mdlcau the mtnh‘ty.of the formulas originally developed, it has been assumed that
thebmctmvelehuaaer!sua?fthemrveyyw 1956 will be the same for the projection
year 1980. A new home interview survey was conducted in 1964 and will provide the basis

for further transportation studies”.

3M. E. Eliot Hurst, “The Structure of Movement and Houschold Travel Behavior”, Urban

Studies VI (February, 1969), p. 71.

transportation system imposes on a city,
and if it were possible to get some con-
sistent measure of the relative value to
time and out-of-pocket costs as opposed
to social costs, the idea of cost-based
prices would have validity in determining
who should pay how much for trans-
portation. But since costs have tradi-
tionally meant capital and operating ex-
penses while social and environmental
costs have meant nothing — quite liter-
ally zero — the cost-based price cannot
rationally or equitably allocate benefits
whether in the form of improved acces-
sibility and service or re-distributed in-
come. Thompson correctly argues that:
We cannot blithely rely on prices
equal costs to achieve a rational pat-
tern of resource allocation in the tra-
dition of the free market . . . We
(should) price to achieve certain re-
sponses and the response is deter-
mined by the nature of the demand
for the relevant service.
The suposed inability and reluctance
(the former inevitably seems to justify the
latter) to consider non-economic costs
and to implement user-based pricing in
urban transportation has exacerbated the
price discrepancies between car and
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transit users, and between peak and off-
peak travellers.

Since individual changes in fares and
charges apparently have little impact on
the split between public and private
transportation, pricing innovation has
been abandoned. Transportation planners
have traditionally viewed the pricing of
different modes as a means to encourage
(or discourage) the use of one mode as
oposed to another. Because so little is
known about which factors influence
modal choice, and since the use of private
transportation is highly price inelastic,
pricing transportation to shift people out
of their cars really leads nowhere. The
whole question of modal split is a moot
point. But because modal split relation-
ships are aparently insensitive to pricing
changes, it does not follow that pricing
policies should not be changed; nor that
pricing must be designed to get people
out of cars into transit. On the contrary,
if one looks at urban transportation not
as a system of competing modes, but as
a distributor of real income and economic
oportunity, and as a force which deals
out real social costs in the form of rush
hour congestion, then the need for new
user-based pricing policies is clear.

TRANSPORT POLICY: SOME NEW ASSUMPTIONS

That planners have been slow to plug
new assumptions into transportation pol-
icy, and that they have been hesitant to
push into the fuzzier areas of the social
consequences of traffic can be attributed,
in part, to the fact that the technical para-
meters within which they can work have
remained fixed for a remarkably long
time. In developing forecasting tech-
niques, the emphasis apears to be solidly
stuck on predicting person or vehicle
trips on a corridor or zone basis. Who
moves in the zone, how he moves, what
his income and occupation are, where
his trip starts and where it ends, and
how far and how often he travels are
regarded as inputs in the forecast pro-
cedure. Income is viewed as a useful pre-
dictor of movement, but not, for example,

as an indicator of high captive ridership
among the urban poor.

This approach to urban travel is hinged
on a number of assumptions, most of
them well buried in planning nomen-
clature, and sufficiently obscured to go
unnoticed. As policies, they have proven
elusive and sufficiently vague to permit
experts and politicians alike maximum
room for political adjustments. As tech-
nical assumptions, they are insensitive to
the transportation needs of the poor, and
have focussed on the measurement of
physical movement, not the determina-
tion of social needs. The assumptions
are summarized below.

1. Travel needs and characteristics

are similar for the entire urban
population. (See Figure 1)

35Wilbur Thompson, 4 Preface to Urban Economics, (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1965),

p. 350.
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Changes in policy distribute
benefits throughout the system,
hence the value of the policy is
determined by the fotal benefit it
brings to the entire system, and
not to any one class or group of
users.

3. Transportation should be pro-
vided on the basis of demand
for it.

4. Future demand can be deter-
mined by extrapolating from
past use; demand for transporta-
tion is assumed to equal the
actual use of the system.

5. Traffic demand is the most suit-
able criterion for determining
future transportation investments.

6. There is no point to different
pricing strategies because social
costs cannot be quantified, and
because the use of transporta-
tion is price inelastic.

These assumptions and the problems
they raise have been discussed in detail
in the preceding sections, and no further
comment will be made here. An alterna-
tive set of assumptions, directed mainly
at the social and economic consequences
of urban traffic, are listed below. They
differ appreciably from the current policy
assumptions, and in some cases, are ex-
actly opposite to the official view. These
six assumptions converge on two general
areas of transportation policy: (1) pric-
ing urban transportation, and (2) trans-
portation and economic oportunity. If not
comprehensive, they at least identify
where our priorities should lie, and what
future policy might include.

1. Travel needs and characteristics
differ sharplv between social
classes. (Se Figure 2)

2. Any given transportation policy
does not extend equal benefit to
all social classes. Each policy
accommodates some groups and
class:es more than others, and the
crucial question becomes which
groups, and to the exclusion of
what other groups?

3. The transportation system is a
distributor of real income and
access to oportunity and choice.

4, The poor are less mobile than
the affluent, are typically captive
of public transportation, and are
restricted in their access to op-
portunity, especially those in the
suburban areas.

5. The notion of travel demand is
an inadequate basis for deter-
mining transportation invest-
ments. Attention should be
shifted from the idea of meeting
aggregate transportation needs
to meeting the special needs of
particular groups.

6. The social costs of urban traffic
are not adequately paid for by
those who create them.

Pricing Urban Transportation

We have noted that the rationale for
not changing pricing policies in urban
transport lay in the fact that changes in
fares and charges had little impact on
the split between public and private
transportation. We observed that there
was no apparent reason why pricing poli-
cies should be directed only at shifting
people out of cars into buses and sub-
ways. It is generally held, and the case
is valid for Metro, that automobile use is
highly price inelastic, and that in the sub-
urban rings, travel patterns shift rapidly
away from transit to cars. No matter how
low the transit fare, the suburban car
owner will continue to drive when he is
faced with erratic and inconvenient pub-
lic transportation. The use of public and
private transport will change only if the
car user is faced with pricing restraints in
the form of road tolls, or with severe
congestion, and, at the same time, is pro-
vided with an alternative and acceptable
form of transportation.

Pricing transportation is not the cul-
de-sac Metro planners maintain it is. On
the contrary, if pricing is removed from
the confusion OF modal split issues, the
need for innovations in road pricing and
in establishing price distinctions for on-

peak and off-peak travel becomes readily
apparent. The development of a new pric-
ing strategy in these areas is built around
the impact of the automobile on street
congestion, accessibility, and land values.
It is generally held that: (1) As there is
a shift to the private car, land require-
ments increase prohibitively;* (2) the
user of urban road space during peak-
hour travel pays less than the social costs
he creates; and (3) it does not cost the
motorist more to drive in peak traffic
hours, nor is it more expensive for him
to drive on high value land in the central
areas compared to less congested, lower
value suburban land. In the case of
Metropolitan Toronto, these statements
are generally regarded as accurate, but
the subtleties of defining and measuring
social costs have stalled analysts, and
have left politicians with a technical ra-
tionale for doing nothing.

The main stumbling block to the de-
velopment of a new pricing strategy rests
on the curious and persistent axiom that
the price mechanism must finance trans-
portation facilities rather than discipline
their use. This can be seen when one
looks at the price distortions for transit
and cars during peak and off-peak travel.
With transit, off-peak travel is highly
over-priced, and peak travel is only mar-
ginally, if at all, underpriced. On the
other hand, peak travel by automobile is
highly underpriced, and to a lesser ex-
tent, if at all, off-peak travel is over-
priced. The effect of this is that while
the off-peak transit rider subsidizes the
rush hour transit user, he does so in a
significantly less proportion than the off-
peak motorist subsidizes the peak-hour
motorist.37
The Bureau recommends that:

1. In general, fares and charges
should vary according to the
level of use, and that operating
expenses no longer be the sole
criterion for determining transit
fares.
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2. Off-peak transit use be free for
all fare zones.

3. Peak-hour motorists be charged
a significant toll for travelling on
routes that are badly congested.

4. The revenues from toll charges
be used to subsidize any oper-
ating deficits incurred by the
TTC.

5. The administrative costs of col-
lecting tolls be carried by funds
earmarked for road construction
and maintenance.

6. A demonstration project, de-
signed to test automated methods
of toll collection, be carried out
by Metro and municipal agen-
cies, and that the project be
jointly financed by Metro and
the Province.

The consequences of these policies
would be to more equitably distribute the
social and congestion costs of peak-hour
travel, to encourage drivers to avoid rush-
hour travel where possible, and hopefully,
to induce drivers to avoid tolls by shifting
to low congestion routes. It is no longer
adequate or reasonable to check conges-
tion by increasing the supply of urban
roads. More accommodation of traffic
inevitably leads to more traffic.

Transportation and
Economic Opportunity

The two crucial questions that emerge
when one looks at urban transport as a
distributor of job opportunities are (1)
what is the comparable accessibility to
jobs for car owners and non-car owners,
and (2) what is the direct impact of the
transit service on under-employment and
unemployment?

Since travel patterns in Metropolitan
Toronto are analyzed on the basis of the
average travel behaviour of residents in
each traffic zone, instances of people with
severe transportation problems are often
masked by lumping their activities in with
the rest of the zone. We have also

36Peter Hall, “Transportation”, Urban Studies V1 (November, 1969), pp. 414-415, and Table

3TWilliam S. Vickrey, “Pricing in Urban and Suburban Transport” in G. M. Smerk, ed.,
Readings in Urban Transportation (Bloomington: Indiana U. Press), p. 124.
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pointed out that the level of captive
ridership for public transit was not in
any way linked with the socio-economic
characteristics of the users. Both of these
characteristics obscure the travel patterns
of the users.

To go back to the question of access to
jobs and level of transit service, we would
argue that job opportunities for the cen-
trally located poor are not as readily ac-
cessible now as they were as recently as
ten years ago. Two changes account for
this. First the location of most employ-
ment is rapidly dispersing. Only service
employment has increased fractionally in
the Toronto core area while retail, manu-
facturing, and other employment have ex-
perienced a sharp decline relative to the
suburban rings.3® Cheaper suburban land
prices, reduced dependence on rail for
inter-city movement, and increasing ef-
ficiency of motor transport have encour-
aged the dispersal of manufacturing and
retail firms to outlying areas. Second, the
predominance of more expensive single
family dwellings and large lot zoning in
the suburbs, as well as pressures against
locating low income and public housing
in these areas,® have contributed to the
relative immobility of the urban poor. As
the blue collar jobs have shifted away
from areas well served by public transit,
the low income user, faced with relative
isolation in the central areas and a
rapidly expanding Metropolitan scale, is
forced to put up with, at best, only mar-
ginal improvements in transit service to
the suburban areas. Meyer and Kain
write that:

Post-war changes in urban ecology
and transportation systems, while

conferring significant improvements
on the majority, have almost certainly
caused a relative deterioration in the
access to job opportunities enjoyed
by a significant fraction of the poor.40

Limited transit service to the suburban
rings is a function of low residential den-
sity, the dispersal of activities, high car
ownership, and relative affluence. Under
these conditions there is little need for
increased transit service within the sub-
urbs themselves. But for radial trips
between the central areas and the sub-
urbs, the need for public transit is sub-
stantially higher. Inadequate transit ser-
vice outside the central areas impairs job
accessibility for the low income transit
user who, either by choice or economics
and social pressures, lives in central loca-
tions, but who may have the opportunity
of a better job in the outer areas. For
the suburban car owner, who is more
affluent, living in one area and working
in another is less difficult. Because of his
higher income and his ability to afford
faster and more expensive forms of
travel, he will readily trade access to his
job for the less crowded, quieter, and
more affluent suburban life. The poor
cannot make that choice. 4

Part of the solution to low levels of
transit service in and to the suburbs re-
sides in the suburbs themselves. The re-
luctance to extend rapid transit facilities
into these areas is most often explained
by the fact that low residential densities
cannot support a system whose predomi-
nant function is to carry a large number
of people concentrated in the same place
and at the same time.*? Unless the biases

38Metropolitan Toronto and Region Transportation Study, Report No. 1, (April, 1966), p. 88,

Table 10.

3Albert Rose, Canadian Housing Policy (Canadian Welfare Council: Ottawa, 1968), pp. 30,

38, and 97-98.

40J. R. Meyer and 1. F. Kain, “Transportation and Poverty”, The Public Interest 18 (Winter

1970), p. 76. Emphasis in the original.

41For cg{ample, see M. A. Stegman, “Accessibility and Residential Location”, Journal of the
American Institute of Planners (January 1969), pPpP. 26-29.

2MTTP, p. 7.

favouring the large lot and the single
family dwelling are overcome, there ap-
pears to be little hope of persuading any-
one — planner or politician or adminis-
trator — that more extensive public trans-
port can and should be developed. We
need, as Blumenfeld suggests, a floor as
well as a ceiling on residential densities.*
Without a greater concentration of activi-

—_—

430n this point see Hans Blumenfeld, op. cit., p- 175.
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ties, improved transit, let alone a vastly
expanded system of public transportation,
collapse into wishful thinking. To con-
clude, we are not arguing here that the
solution to urban poverty and unemploy-
ment can be found in a transportation
policy, but we do argue that adequate
transportation is not the sole privilege of
the car owner.




Conclusions and Recommendations

. Transportation nElanm:rs identify the premises upon
which they make policy, and that they spell out
the probable social and economic consequences of
that policy.

. In transportation planning, the emphasis be shifted
from meeting aggregate travel needs to the idea of
meeting specific transportation needs of, for example,
the elderly, the handicapped, and the poor.

. The relationship between transportation, unemploy-
ment, and urban poverty be thoroughly investigated,
and that this be given a priority in policy and
research.

. In general, fares and charges should vary according
to the level of use, and that operating expenses no
}ongerbethesolecriteﬁonfordcterminingmnsit

ares.

. Off-peak use of public transit be free for all fare
zones.

. Peak-hour motorists be charged a significant toll
for travelling on routes that are y congested.

. The revenues from toll charges be used to sub-
sidize operating deficits incurred by the TTC.

. The administrative costs of collecting tolls be car-
ried by funds earmarked for road construction and
maintenance.

. A demonstration project, designed to develop and
test electronic and computer methods for i
road users while avoiding traffic congestion tradi-
tl:My assocmted witll:n:gllilnlilooths, be car:n;sl out

y Metro area munici ? agencies, that
m be jointly by Metro and the

44For a more complete discussion of various possible com-
%umawmm:wmms.vmw.wd:.,mtm-
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