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I. mmoo,JCTION AND IFSCRIPl'ION OP 'lllE S'1\JDY 

~ study reported here focuses on 1a~nt relations 1n the 

urban mass transit Wustry from 1960 to 1975, a period during which rost 

of the rrajor transit systems changed fran private to public ownership 

and began receiving substantial 1\Jrr:1.:1.ng frail govemnent . 'Ih1.s govern­

rental ccmnitrent to maintain and ~ urban mass transit resulted 1n 

part from t he deteriorating econanic positioo of the systems uroer pri­

vate ov.nership and 1n part from envi.ronnental factors-air polluti on, 

traffic congestion, the potential energy crisis-associated with the 

rel iaooe on the autcm:>bile as the dom1nant mcde of intraurban transpor-

tati on. 

Federal support .has been expressed by the passage of legislat ion 

such as the Urban Mass 'Iransit Act of 1964, which provides for transit 

eq~nt , operating subsidi es, and the public acquisiti on of f:lnanCially 

hard-pressed private transit firms. In recent years , the local transit 

Wustry has becc:ire a prirrarily public uroertaking. 

Altoough e11ly approxinately one- third of the transit systems were 

publicly owned by 1975, the 333 that were carried 90 percent of all 

reverrue passengers arrl employed 86 percent of t he 160, 000 workers woo 

made up the transit labor force. 1 Public furxls today canprise the lion ' s 

share of capital 1nve~nts 1n rrass transit as well as !1X>re than two-

1Arnerican Public Transit Association, Transit Fact Book, 1975- 1976 
&lit ion (Washington: APrA, 1976) , p . 25 ( hereafter cited as 'Iransit Fact 
Book) . As used here and throUgnrut this report , the tenn "public transit" 
denotes local transit properties which are owned by govermental bodies 
1n contr ast to the usual usage 1n other contexts where "public" refers 
not to ownership but to consumer access. 

l 
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fifths of operat~ expenses. 2 Wit h 1ncreas1ng governnent expenditures 

ras come greater goverrmmt interest in t he operat i on of the transit 

industry generally an::l. 1n labor costs, in particular, which in 1975 

accounted for mare than 75 percent of the irdustry's operating budget . 

This study was urxlerta.ken, therefore , because of t he heightened 

interest in how labor relatioos 1n this industry have been affected by 

the shift to public ownershlp an::l. the injection of substantial financial 

subsidies an::l., 1n t urn, how, in this new envirornlent , collective bar­

gllining affects labor costs and worker securi ty . 3 In the following 

sections of this chapter the reader will find a review of previous 

research, a description of the desie;l of the study and the characteristics 

of the sample selected , and a br ief statement of what will be covered 

in each of the f ollow:l.ng chapters . 

Previous Research 

~re have been nunerous studies and articles concerning specific 

elements of labor relations 1n the local transit irdustry, but only two 

2'Iransit Fact Book, p . 27. API'A data indicate that federal oper­
ating assistance provides 8 . 73 percent of total transi t revenue, while 
state and l ocal operat ing subsidies contribute 11 . 77 and 20. 24 percent 
respectively. A total of 40. 74 percent of transit industry operating 
expense i s !!Et through govermental subsidy. 

3m a separate report , the legal f'ramework f or bargaining 1n the 
urban transit industry is consi dered 1n sane detail. If the reader is 
interested in the developnent of _the national legal framework and a 
review of the different legal frameworks which exist 1n vari ous states 
and un:ier particular transit authority legislati on, he can find this 
type of information 1n Jaones L. St ern, Richard U. Miller, Stephen A. 
Rubenfeld , Craig A. Olsoo, and Brian P. Heshizer, The rm Framework 
for Collective ~ in the Urban Transit Industry Springfield, 
Va. : Nati ooal llnicalWormation Service, 1976). Also available 
through t he Industrial Relations Research Inst.itute, University of Wis­
consin, Madison, WI 53706. 

., 
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CO!ll)rehensive research efforts. A seminal work by Em:lrson Scllnidt , 

Industrial Relat ioo.s 1n Urban Tranaportaticn, appeared in 1937 . q 

Scllnidt 's work chronicled the emergence of unionisn and collective bar­

gllining 1n transit and provided a rigorous examination of the contract­

determination process and the terms and ccn:litions of enployirent CCllllDn 

to the clay. 

The other broad-based study of the laboI'-illl:UlBgellnt relationship in 

transit was COOi)leted 1n 1972 by Darold Barnum. Barnum's work, Collec­

tive ~ and ~ in Urban Mass Transit Systems, 5 expands 

oo Sctmidt ' s research and examines the developnent of the trerxi toward 

public acquisition of transit systems. It also incl udes the first attaipt 

to determine the 1Jri>act of public ownership on operator wage rates . 

In addition to t he research of Sctmidt and Bar m.rn, Robert Lieb 

recently prepared a report for the Office of 'Iransportati on Systems 

Analysi s of the U.S. Department of Transpartation.6 This document , 

labor 1n the Transi t Illiustry, is a caip11aticn of 1nfornation and con­

clusioos from previous studies, sane of which may be obsolete because o f 

the passage of time. 

Other stud1es have focused on specific eleirents of transit labor 

4
ererson Sctrnidt , Irxiustrial Relations in Urban Transportation 

(Minneapolis : The Universi ty of Minnesota Press, 1937). 

5naro1d Barrrum, Collective Barga1n1.ng and Manpower 1n Urban 'Irans­
port Systems (Springfield, Va.: Na.tirnal Technical Infonnation Service, 
1972) . 

~obert c. Lieb , Labor in t he Transit Industry, a report to t he 
Office of Transportation Systems Analysis aix1 Infomation of the U.S. 
Departl!Ent of Transportati on (Washington , 1976) . 

\ 
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relations. The phencrnenon of arbitration 1n transit has been examined 

by Kuhn, by Kheel and 'furcott , and by Platt, Stemstein, and Qlsh_7 . 
0· 

Transit wage issues were investigated by wrie and Hamennesh, as well 

as 1n annual studies corducted by t he U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau 

or Labor Statistics, and the f.merican Public Transit Association.9 

QJestions concerning Section 13(c) of the Urban Jlhss Transit Ac t have 

been addressed by Jefferson Associates , Yud, and Barrn.m.10 Provisions 

fourd 1n transit labor ~nts have been examined 1n the API'A and 'IDS 

reports as well as 1n a recent study by a research team at the University 

7 Alfred Kuhn, Arbitration in Transit: An Evaluation of Wege Cri­
teria (Philadelphia: tfrilversity of Pennsylvania Press, 1952); 'llleodore 
~l an:1 J.K. 'furcott, Transit and Arbitration: A Decade of Decisions 
and the Path to 'lransit Peace (Englel«Xld Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1960); Harry Platt, Hernan Sternstein, Jahn A. !)ash, et al. , "Arb­
itration of Interest -Disputes 1n the Local Transit and Newspaper Irrllis­
tries," 1n Proceedings of the 26th Annual Ma?et§l, National Acadert\V of 
Arbitrators (Washington: BNA Books, 1974), pp. 1. 

~lvin Lurie, "The Effect of Unionization on Wages 1n the 'lransit 
In:lustry," Journal of Polltlical F.conany 69 (1961), pp. 558- 572; r:aniel S. 
Hamerrresh, '"Ille Effect of Goverrrnent Ol.nership on Union Wages: 1n Labor 
1n the Public and Nonpublic Sectors, ed. , nan1el S. Hamennesh, (Prince­
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1975) , pp. 227- 255 . 

9'Ihe APTA inventory of wage rates and other contract provisions is 
included 1n an "in-hcuse" document entitled ''labor Inforrmtion Review." 
Similar inforrmtion i s also foun:l 1n a confidential anrual report known 
as '"Iransit nata Sunmaries" or '"JDS. " 'Ilrl.s report, coordinated by offi­
cials at the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority, is based on 
information provided by a loose 8ITl!llgamation of 21 transit systems. 

10Jefferson Associates, 'Ihe Administration of Secti on 13(c)--urban 
Mass Transportation Act, a report to the U.S. Department of Labor , (Wash­
ington: 1972); Lary Yi.id, "~loyee Protection Requirements 1n the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act," 1n Developing Mass Transit Systems, ed . Sally 
Ann Payton, Proceedings of a conference cosponsored by the New York Law 
Journal and the Urban Mass Transit Adm1n1stration of the U.S . Department 
of Transportation, 1974, pp. 203-214; and i)arold Barnum, "National Public 
Labor Relati ons Legislation: The case of Urban llbss Transit," Labor 
Law Joornal 27 (1976); pp . 168-175. --
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of North Flor1da.11 Finally, ai:nong the case studies of 1n:11v1dual transit 

systems are those by l"acMahcn, M:::Ginnley, ·Susana, Roberts , Y~, and 

Frewn.12 

Study Desifp and Its Limitations 

The reseaI'Ch f1n:llngs in this report are based on several data 

collecti on and analysi s techniques. The quantitive analysis of the 

:hrpact of p..iblic ownership and subsidies on labor cost developed in 

Chapter X is based on data that came primarily !'ran APTA ' s Traru!it 

<¥!rating Reports for various years. The two chapters (V and VI) about 

the Amalgamated Transit Union (A'IU) renect inforrmtion obtained fran 

A'IU publications and interviews with the national leadership of that 

union. 

'lhe primary data sources for the f1nd1ngs presented in the other 

chapters ?.ere personal interviews with union and nmiagement spokesmen at 

25 1rdiv1dual transi t systems scattered across the United States. 'lhe 

interviews, based in part on standardized questions, were corducted in 

1975 and 1976 by nanbers of the research team, and conversations triggered 

11Kenneth M. Jennings , J .A. Snith, Jr . , and F.arle C. Traynham, Jr., 
Study of Unions, Mrnagement !Ughts , and the Public Interest, a report 
prepared for the U.S. Department of Transportation, (Washington: 1976). 

12Artrur M. MacMahon, "The New York City Transit System: Public 
Ownership, Civil Service , and Collective Barga1n1ng," Political Science 
Q..iarterly 56 (1941), pp . 161- 198; James J . McGinnley , Labor Relations in 
the New York Rapid Transit Systems, 1904- 1944 (New York: Kings Crown 
Press, 1949) ; FD.ward Susana, "Collective llarga1n1.ng on the New York City 
Transit System 1940-1951 ," In:lustr1al and Labor Relations Review 11 
(1958), pp. 518-533; 'Ih:nas Roberts, "A History and Analysis of l.aoo-r­
Management Relations in the Philadelphia Transit Irdustry, " Doctoral · 
dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1959; Dallas M. Young, "Fifty 
Years of Labor Arbitration in Clevelan:I," Mcnthly Labor Review 83 (1969) , 
pp . 464-471; Peter Freurxl, ''Labor Relations in the New York City Papid 
Transit Industry, 1944-1966," Doctoral dissertation, New York University, 
1964. 

' 
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by open-ended questions frequently turned up interesting infornatioo that 

provided additional ins1g)1ts into labor relations in the 1ndustry beyooo 

trose provided in answers to standard questions, 

r:uring one of the first interviews, for exaJTt)le, 1n response to a 

question about the c:1rcumstances urxler 'tdu.ch the union firSt obtained a 

cost-of- living clause in the agreement, it was learned that this clause 

was given by private uenagement 1n the last set of negotiations before 

the system became publicly owned, In return for this clause, 'tdu.ch 

turned rot to tave a sie;u.ficant 1111)act on wages during the subsequent 

peM.od when the systan was public, the unioo agreed to forgo wage bene­

fits 'tdu.ch it otherWise ~uld have dema,o:jed at that time, 'lhl.s informa­

tion led interviewers in subsequent interviews to inquire roore coopletely 

into what transpired during the negot1atioos just prior to the tilre that 

Lite system went public. 

Another data source was the labor agreement at each of the 25 

transit systems in the ~le. F1nd1ngs based on the agreements are re­

ported 1n several chaPters of this report, particularly ChaPters VIII and 

IX, It shoold be noted also that knowledgeable imividuals in the 

Department of Transportation and the oepartment of labor were quite 

helpful 1n bringing to our attention other soorces of information about 

facets of the Wustry in which we were 1nterested, Details aboot the 

data relied upon 1n the nJJltivar1ate analysis 1n ChaPter X are presented 

A description of the basis for selection of tre 25 
1n that chapter . 

S8Jll)le transit systans is inclu::led 1n the next section of this chapter. 

The study i s clearly exploratory 1n nature and Wuctive 1n approach, 

The iretbaiology is eclectic, relying on infonnation ganiered fran per­

sonal 1nterviews, standard questionnaires, and written docurents , as well 

7 

as regt"eBsion analysis of data collected by others and descriptive sta­

tistics based on any one of these methods . SUbsequent scholars may be 

able to construct and test nypotheses; and it is roped that this inquiry 

will be helpful 1n those tasks. It should be noted also that si tuational 

factors 1n this industry change rapidly and it will be difficult to 

isolate the :lnpact of particular items such as operat1ng subsidies. 

Cperat1ng subsidies are of relatively recent or:lgin and, as 1s pointed 

out 1n Chapter X, their :iJ!t)act may not yet be measurabl e . Furthennore, 

the source of the subsidy (local, state, or federal) and the method of 

fun:l1ng it (general revenues versus special assessment) may be as :1nq)or­

tant as variations 1n the magnitude of the subsidy. For these reasons, 

this study should be viewed as a step along the road rather than the end 

of the search. 

Systems Inclu::led 1n the Personal-Interview Sslrple 

The publicly owned systems which suttnit annual operat1ng data to 

API'A and which are located 1n urban areas of more than 100, 000 inhabi­

tants were strati fied by rrumber of employees, and 25 systems were then 

selected for the study on the basis of the following six criteria: year 

of public acquisition, identity of the labor organization holding bar­

gaiiling rights, geographic region, size of population served, organiza­

tional structure (i.e. , run by the city or by a ·transit authority), and 

whether or not a management firm is E!Tg)loyed to direct the day-to-day 

operation of the system. With the exception of the population criterion, 

where the sanple is inte.ntionally upward biased, every effort was made 

to select a sample representative of the publicly owned seg;nent of the 

local transit industry. The identity of the sant:>le systans and the!l.r 

at:tributes are described 1n the following paragraphs. and are listed 1n 

\ 



"l 

.,,._ 

- . .-. ................... -~ 
8 

'Iables I-1 through I~. 

Year Public: Of the 333 transit systems which API'A reports as 

being publicly owned, the vast majority have entered the public sector 

since the passage of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 1n 1964 . While it 

is 1nqlossible to say row many of these systems might have been taken 

over by lll.lllicipalities 1n the absence of federal legislatioo rraklng funds 

available for system acquisitioo and capital jnq)rovement, the fact is 

that the Act has been 1nstnmiental 1n funding the public purchase of nnst 

systems since 1964. In many cases, corditions of federal fun::ling-partic­

ularly Section 13(c) of t he Act which will be discussed 1n detail 1n 

Chapter IV-have affected labo~t relations. For this reasoo, 

an approximately one to ho ratio of systems publicly acquired before 1964 

to systems acquired following the passage of the Act are included 1n the 

~le. Information ;foW1d 1n Table I-2 am sumnarized 1n Table I-3 

indicate that eight of 25 (32.0 percent) of the sample systems were public 

prior to 1964. '!his is sanewhat 1n excess of the Wustry figures 

estimated from 1nfonm.tion provided by APl'A which Wicate that 79 of the 

333 public systems ( 23. 7 percent) were publicly owned before 1964 . 

An effort was also nade to choose systems trat had becane publicly 

_owned at various t:l.nes during the 1964 through 1976 period. Particular 

care was taken to l:lmit the number of systems which have very recently 

cane under public control because the full effects of public ownership 

may not be felt for several years following acquisition, as Hamennesh 

notes.13 Too, labor agreerrents nay not open for renegotiation for one 

13iiamemoesh, pp. 234- 237. 
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TABIB I -1 

SAMPLE SYm'EMS 

I.IXATION 

Albany, New York 

Atlanta, Georgl.a 

Balt:1.roore. Marylani 

Bosten, Massachusetts 
atffalo, New York 
Charlotte, North Carol:l.ro. 
Chicago, Illinois 
Cleveland, Ohio 

Dallas, Texas 
Denver, Colorado 

Erie, Pennsylvania 
Huntington, West V:!rg1nia 
Los Angeles, California 

f.bdiscn, Wiscon!Wl 
l~his, Tennessee 
Miami, Florida 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Onaha, Nebraska 

Oakland, California 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Providence, Rhode Islard 
San Diego, California 
Tacoma, Wash1ngton 
wash1ngton , D.C. 

SYS'Im 

Capital District Transportation 
Autharity-System n 
Metrqx)litan Atlanta Regicnal 
Transit Authority (MARI'A) 
Mass T.ransit Aaninistration­
Metropolitan Transit System 
Massacrusetts Bay Transit Authority 
Niagra Frontier Transit Metro System 
Charlotte City Coach Lines 
Chicago Transit Autoority (arA) 
Greater Clevelarrl Regional Transit 
Authority (Rl'A) 
Dallas Transit System 
Regional Transportation District­
Denver Metro Division 
Erie Metropolitan 'Iransit AutlDrity 
Tri-state Transit Authority 
Southern california Rapid Transit 
District (SCRTA) 
Madison Metro 
Jlletrphis Transit Autoority 
Metropolitan Dade County Transit 
Authority 
Milwaukee County Transit System-­
Milwaukee Transport Services, me. 
'!win Cities Area Metropolitan Transit 
Ccmnission-Transit ~rating Division 
Transit Authority of the City of 
Onaha (Ml!tro Area Transit➔ 
Alameda-contra Costa Transit D1strict 
(AC Transit) 
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transit 
Autoority (SEPI'A) 
Rhode Islarrl Public Transit AuthoritJ 
San Diego Transit Corporation 
Taccma Transit System 
Washington Area Metropolitan Transit 
Autoority (W/JJIITA) 

' 
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or more years following acquisition. Further, we fourd evidence that 1n 

scrre cases contract negotiations 1mne<:tlately preceding or follow1ng take­

over have not been typical of subsequent barga1n.1ng interactions. Table 

I - 3 provides specific 1nfornation concerning the 58JJl)le distribution by 

year of p.iblic acquisitioo. 

labor Clrgan1zatioo and Region: Historically, there has been wide­

spread unioo organization 1n the local transit irxiustry. The Amalganated 

Transit Un1oo (ATU) , the present name of the original Analgama.ted Asso­

c1atioo of Street Rallv.ay El1f,loyees of America, traces its origins to the 

last decade of the nineteenth centui:ry. Over the years the A'IU has 

evolved to occupy a daninant position among unions representing transit 

operating enployees. other labor org;inizations active 1n local transit 

include the L'lternational Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Ware­

tn.1se!'Jc'n a_'Y.I Helpers· of America (IBI'), the Transport Workers Union ('NU), 

and the United Transportation Workers (UlU) . 

Altrough a CO!ll)lete breakdown of labor organizations representing 

€11l)loyees cf the various publicly 011a1.ed transit properties ms not 

available at the time of 881ll)l e selection, an exam1nation of a sarrple of 

100 public systems showed t!Bt the nu held representation rights at 83, 

the 'lWU at seven, the mu at four, and the mr at four; no union repre­

sented employees at the reraining two properties. After consultation 

with union leaders, t he following union distributioo was selected: ATU-

20 (80 percent), 'IW.J- two (8 percent) , UlU- two (8 percent), an:! mr-one 

( 4 percent) . In choosing the sample, we also sought to achieve a 

geographical balance. ~ properties were categorized according to nine 

regional areas def1ned by too B.Jreau of Labor Statistics. Tables I - 2 

and I- 3 provide a breakdown of the sample systems by union affil1atioo 

• 

LOCATION 

Albany 
Atlanta 
Balt:inxlre 
Bostoo 
aiffalo 
Charlott e 
Chicago 
Cle~larxl 
Dallas 
Denver 
Erie 
Huntington 
Los Angeles 
Madison 
Merrt>his 
M1am1 
Mihaukee 
Minneapolis 
QnalB 
Cekland 

11 

TABIE I - 2 

SAMPI.E, SYS'IDI CHARAC'lffiISTICS: YEAR PUBLIC, 
LA.OOH ORGANIZATICN.,. REXJICN 

YF.AR PUBLIC IAOOR ORGANIZATION REXJION 

1972 ATU Middle Atlantic 
1972 ATU Southeast 
1970 ATU Border State 
1947 A'IU Northeast 
1973 ATU Middle Atlantic 
1976 UlU Southeast 
1947 ATU Great lakes 
1942 ATU Great lakes 
1964 ATU Southwest 
1971 ATU M::>untain State 
1967 ATU Southeast 
1972 ATU Border State 
1958 mu Pacific 
1970 mr Great Lakes 
1961 A'IU Southeast 
1962 A'IU Southeast 
1975 A'ID Great lakes 
1970 A'ru Great Lakes 
1972 'NJ Middle West 
1960 ATU Pacific 

Philadelphia 1966 'MI Middle Atlantic 
1966 Providence A'IU Northeast 

San Diego 1967 A'IU Pacific 
Tacana 1961 A'IU Pacific 
\olashington 1973 A'IU Border State 
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TABtE I-3 

SAMPIE SYS'l»t CHARAC'IffiISTICS: &MfARY 

Year Public, Labor Organization, Region 

A. Year Public: 

Pre 19611 - 8 
1964 - l 
1965 - 0 
1966 - l 
1967 - 2 

Pre 19611 
19611-1970 
1971-1976 

1968 - l 
1969 - 0 
1970 - 3 
1971 - l 
1912 - 4 

8 systems 
8 systems 
9 systems 

32 percent 
32 percent 
36 percent 

25 :,ystems 100 percent 

B. labor Organizatioo: 

1913 - 2 
1974 - 0 
1915 - l 
1916 - l 

AmalganBted 'lransit Union 
International Brotberhood of Teamsters 
Transport \rk>rkers Unioo 

20 systems 
l system 
2 systems 
2 systems United Transportation Unioo 

Bo percent 
4 percent 
8 percent 
8 percent 

25 systems 100 percent 

C. Region 

Northeast 
Middle Atlantic 
Border State 
Southeast 
Southwest 

2 
3 
3 
5 
l 

Great Lakes 
Mildle West 
Mountain states 
Pacific 

5 
l 
l 
II 

25 systems 

13 

an1 reg1oo. 

Pofw.atiai: The size of the population served was Judged to be ·ooe 

of the IIX>st ilrportant factors in sarrple selectiai. Population tends to 

be c<rrelated with an:i can serve as a proxy far: a large runber of factors 

1ncluding system size , Job dift'iculty, cost of livirl!;, extent of uniai 

activity amcrig the local labor force, system per capita ridership, an1 

many other variabl es which influence labor relatioos. 

Transit properties were ranked by urbanized area populatioo rather 

than by city size because the Jurisdiction .of many transit authorities 

and the potential ridership often extern beyorxl ci ty 11m1.ts. Also, 

s1nce it was thought trat the path of influence in pattern-setting labor 

settlements runs downward fran the larger, more visible systems, we have 

included systems !'ran 14 of the nation ' s 20 largest urbanized areas. 

The sairple is l1mited to systems located 1n urbanized areas of more 

than 100,000 inhabitants. Of the 25 systems, seven (28.o percent) are 

frail urbanized areas of 100, 000 to 500,000, an1 18 (72.0 percent) are 

frail larger areas. An upward bias 1n the sanple is present within both 

categories, but is ll'IOst evident in the larger size grouping where we have 

included six of e1ght urbanized areas with populatioos in excess of two 

million (see Tables I-4 and I-5) . 

Structure an1 Management: 'Iwo additional criteria for saJ!l)le selec­

tion were also considered. First, an atter;:it was made to 1nclude systems 

with a substantial degree of indeperrlent control (transit·authorities) as 

well as tho~ whose operation was ll'IOre directly controlled by the poli­

tical Jurisdiction served. The result was a final tally of 21 1ndepen­

dent authorities and four city-<laninated systems. 

The secorrl element examined was whether a private professional 
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U:X::ATIOO 

Albany 
Atlanta 
Baltimore 
Boston 
fuff'alo 
Cmrlotte 
Chicago 
Clevelan:i 
~las 
Denver 
Erie 
lfuntingtcn 
Los Angeles 
M3d.ison 
t-anphis 
Miami 
Milwaukee 
Minneapolis 
Oraha 
Q3klam 
Philadelphia 
Providence 
San Diego 
Taccrm 
waahington 
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TABIB I --4 

SAMPIE SYS'JE,! CHARAC'l'ERISTICS: URB<\N AREA 
POPULATION, MANAGEI>lENI', S'lRUcroRE 

URB<'iNAREA =~ POPULATION S'IRUCTURE 
(1970) 

486, 525 Ncne Authority 
1,178,778 None Authority 
1 ,579,781 Am Authority 
2,652,575 None Authori ty 
1,086,594 None Authority 

279,530 CCL City 
6,714, 578 None Auth:>rity 
1 , 959,880 None Authority 
1,338,778 None City 
l ,o47 ,311 A'm Authority 

175,263 None Authority 
167,583 None Authority 

8,351,266 None Authority 
205,547 ATC City 
663,976 None Autoority 

1,219,661 NOt Authority 
1,252,457 other Authority 
1,704,423 Am Authority 

491,776 None Auth:>rity 
2,987,850 None Authority 
4,021,o66 None Authority 

795,311 NCM Autoority 
1,198, 323 None Auth:>rity 

332,521 None City 
2,481, 439 None Authority 

8w.i: National City Management, Inc.; A'lE: A'IE Managanent and 
Service Corporation; ATC: 
Coach Lines, Inc. 

American 'lransit Corporation; CCL: City 

... 
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TABIB I -5 

SAMPIE SYSIDI CHARAC'l'FlUSTICS: Sl»IARY 

Urbanized Area Population, structure, Management 

D. Urbanized Area Populatioo (1970) : 

Under 500,00 7 systems 28 percent 
500, 000 - 999, 999 2 systems e percent 
1,000,000 - l,4!19, 999 7 systems 28 percent 
1,500, 000 - 1,999,999 3 systems 12 percent 
2,000,000 am over 6 systems 24 percent 

---
25 systems 100 percent 

E. structure 
Authority 21 systems 84 percent 
City 4 systems 16 percent 

-
25 systems 100 percent 

F. Management : 

Self-flianaged 17 systems 64 percent 
Management canpany 

ATC l 
A'lE 3 
CCL 1 
N(l,I 2 
Other 1 

-
B systems 36 percent 

--
25 systems 100 percent 

;w 
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lllllll8gElllent organization was en-ployed to oversee the day-t~ operations 

of the system. flt:>st of these f1rms provide nanagement services 1n a 

number of cities through:)ut the country. This aspect of systen operatiai. 

is sanewhat unique 1n the delivery of goverrrnental serv1ces,arxi, for this 

reason, was felt to be a potentially :lnportant influence ai. the nature of 

labor relaticns 1n public transit properties. Of our 25 systans, eight 

or approrlnately one-third make use of such services. Infarnation on 

structure and rranagement is prov1.ded 1n Tables I-4 and I-5. 

Additional Criter1a:=§Ystem Size. Modes of qieration, and Barga1niI¥ 

~: Foll~ the selection of our santile. am as additional 1nfonn­

ation became available, the systems were examined for distribution along 

three additional criteria felt t o be gemaine to our study: system size, 

roodes of operation, and barga1n1ng history. 
. ~ 

The nunber of active buses was seleGted as a proxy for system size. 

Table I-6 shows that the mean rumber of buses reported was about 685 and 

that 17 of the 25 ~le systems operate fewer than the mean average of 

buses. 

The sani>le contains 20 systems which operate only rotor.buses. '!be 

rena:1n1ng five properties-8o~6n, Chicago, Cleveland, Philadelphia, 

and washington-operate light or heavy rail equiprent 1n addition to 

buses. Two other systems, Atlanta am. Baltimore, are 1n the p~ess of 

appending a rail link to what are rot totally bus systems, and several 

other systems are planning eventual rail mcxies. 

In terms of barga1n1ng hist ory, three properties 1n the sanple have 

not been involved 1n either a strike or arbitration involving the tenns 

of a new labor agreement since at least 1960. Of the rena1n1ng 22 sys­

tems , 18 have been a party to one or m:>re strikes 1n this period, and 11 

_:- W 
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have participated 1n one or mare interest (new contract) arbitratiOl13. 

A further breala::101"11 is founi 1n Table I-6. 

While the sanple is flt'Bll and is neither randcmly ch:>sen nor statis­

tically stratified, it is believed to be a reasonable c\PPI'OX1mation of 

the universe of publicly owned transit finns . As such, and given the 

exploratory nature of t his st udy, 1n our Judgement it provides an adequate 

basis for analysis of recent tren:ls 1n the 1Ixlustry. 

Contents of SUbseguent Chapters 

In Chapter II, the ecol'lClllic , political, and ideological settings for 

collective barga1n1ng 1n tre urban mass t ransit 1mustry are ellalllined. 

The legal frame-oork w1th1n l>hich barga1n1ng is cCl'lducted is analyzed in 

Chapter III. In Chapter N, t he legislat ive backgroun:l for Section 13(c) 

of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 196ll is reviewed, as is the pro­

cess of obtaining Sectioo 13(c) agreeroonts . Attention 1s focused upoo 

the inpact of Section 13(c) on the ~ process. 

Chapters V and VI are devoted to the history of the ATIJ, the devel­

oi:ment of its policies and its historic reliance on arbitration for the 

settlement of interest disputes. Also, t here is a survey of ATIJ pol­

icies on matters of public concern outside of the traditional areas of 

barga1ning, such as federal aid to t ransit and "no-fare" transit. 

'Ille organizational structure of barga1n1ng is examined 1n Chapter 

VII including the procedure used in the strike and arb1tratioo exper­

ience 1n the :1.n:iustry. 

The results or bar~ are surveyed 1n Chapters VIII and IX. 

Chapter VIII examines .wage changes and the effect of cost-<>f-living 

clauses. 'Ille inpact of contractual guarantees concerning spread- t:lme, 
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TABIE I -6 

SUPPID!ENrARY SAMPLE CHARACIERISTICS: SlMIARY 

System Size, Mxles of Q>eration, ~ History 

A. Systen Size-.maooer of buses: 

0 - 249 8 systems 
250 - 499 7 systems 
500 - 999 5 systems 

1000 - 1499 2 systems 
1500 or IIPI'e 3 systems 

--
25 systems 

B. Mx!es of operation: 

Un1ioodal (bus only) 20 systems 
1'W. t1m:xlal 5 systems 

25 systems 

c. Barga1n1ng history: 

Strikes 
Never 7 systems 
1 12 systems 
2 5 systems 
3 or l!Pre 1 system 

--
25 systems 

Interest arbitration 
Never 14 systems 
1 Say~ 
2 5 systems 
3 or rore 1 system 

25 systems 

,. 

32 percent 
28 percent 
20 percent 
3 percent 

12 percent 

100 percent 

80 percent 
20 percent 

100 percent 

28 percent 
48 percent 
20 percent 
4 percent 

100 percent 

56 percent 
20 percent 
20 percent 
4 percent 

100 percent 

,'ti'.,~~-... 
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and split-shifts, and related questions 1s analyzed 1n ~ter IX, aloog 

with a review of the changes 1n selected econanic supple111mts. 

A nrultivariate analysis of t he detenninants of c~s 1n labor costs 

is presented 1n Chapter X, where attention is centered upon the ilqlact of 

public 0W1ership and rubsidies. '.Ihe f1nd1ngs 'of the study are sumarized 

1n Chapter XI as well as 1n the conclusions of IIX)St chapters. 
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II. 'DIE OOIUX:TIVE BAR'.lAINIOO ENVllDffNl' 

lmiarl.sm am collective ~ reve 1~ been a s:lgn1.f1cant 

element 1n the ~tion of the local tI'8118it industry. Appear~ 1n an 

era when organiz.ation ani ~ were rot encouraged by statute, the 

Amalgimeted Association of Street Railll!IY E)Jployees am other labor org­

an1zaticns were confronted by v1garou8 res1stance f'ran entrepreneurs 

cw,sed to partic:tpaticn 1n any system l<lhich would open aspects of the 

etll)lo~ rel.at1onsh1p to bilateral determination. '1lle eoi,loyee's 

quest far 1n:l.ustr1al s:,vernan::e lliaS nade m::re difficult by the fact that 

it 'Nal3 not afforded federal protection until 1944 llhen the coorts ruled 

that local transit eoi,lcyees might qual1.f'y far coverage l.ll'rler the 

Naticnal labor Relations Act.1 

Nevertheless , aided 1n the early years cnly by the powers ac~ 

to both collective arrl political action at the local level, transit 

unioris in 11Bey cases were able to achieve recognition am the negotiated 

detenntnat1.cn of the tenns ani conditions of eni,loyroont. Protection 

under federal statutes arxl the invalldaticn of state enactments prohib­

it~ or restrict~ union sanctions facilitated union activit ies 1n later 

years am contributed to~ collective~ canoonplace 1n the 

industry. 

'1lle c1"ll.r€e 1n the org;i!l1zational ownership of individual properties 

~t1.onal labor Relations Board v. BaltinDre 'lransit Coopany, lllQ 
F.2d 51 (CA::Ji, 1944), cert. den., 64 s. ct. 847 {1944). 

20 
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fran publicly rel!).llated private entities to d:irect public control during 

the past dozen years ms made labor relations in transit a .subject for 

renewed public debate . The questions being asked abrut local transit are 

or the same general nature as those which have arisen with the emergence 

of union organ1za1;1ons and collective bargaining among other euployee 

groups in the public sector. 

What makes the questions unique in the case of transit i s that they 

are being asked about a loog- standing collective ~ relationship 

which has in rost instances only recently been transplanted to the public 

sector . In the following sectiona or· this chapter the ecorx:rn:l.c , political, 

and ideological settings for collective bargaining are examined. The 

relatively complicated legal setting is analyzed separately, in Chapters 

nr and rv. 

The &onanic Setting 

&oncmic forces can be said to play a major role in shaping labor­

iranasement relations. General econcmic conditions influence expectations 

of the parties, the nature and Jlla871itu:ie of contract demm:is, and the 

outCO!OOs or negotiations. At the same time, econcmic factors also 

1Irpose contraints on the reiat1onsh1p by affecting the relative po-11er of 

the participants in the bargaining interaction. Among such constraints 

are the threat or a d156!ployment effect arising from bargaining increases 

in labor costs and a rore general effect through an erJi>loyer's inability 

to fund escalat~ costs. 

The transit industry is highly labor intensive and, as a result, 

""''· 
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operating expenses soow a high labor-to-total cost ratio.2 Escalating 

labor costs , ceteris paribus, will require ccmnensurate increases in 

revenue if disaipl oyment effects are to be avoided. In private transit 

systems where passenger fares are the dcminant revenue source, t his would 

generally necessitate a fare increase. The increasing price of transit 

services would , in turn, cause reduced ridership and fran this would 

result a d1m1nished denand for labor.3 

In additi on, the likelihood for 1n1>rovements in system productivity 

are severely constrained by a fixed technology and only m1n1mal oppor­

tunities for altering the labor-capi tal m1x. Crle might assume that 

given these conditions, the fear of reduced enployment opportunities 

would have played a major factor in transit ba.rg,dning. 'lhis conclusion, 

however , is not supported by infornation collected as a part of this 

study. 

Mlny respon::lents observed that in the past the threat of a disem­

ployment effect fran increasing labor costs has had only a narg1nal 

irrpact on the con::luct and outcome of transit barg;3Jrung. At first 

glance this m1gnt seem an unlikely observation ccrning frc:m participants 

in an industry where total errployment declined by 42.9 percent fran 

1945-1970. 4 Several factors, however, make plausible the absence of a 

2.rotal industry labor costs (payroll , fringe benefits, and euployer 
payroll taxes) amoonted to 76 percent of total operating expenses in 1975. 
(Ganputed from data contained in American Public 'Ihlnsit Association) 
'Iransit Fact Book, 1975-1976 Fnit1on [washington: APrA, 1976] , hereafter 
cited as Transit Fact Book) . 

3An alternative to increasing the fare might be to reduce service 
levels. In this case, an inrnediate reduction in the quantity of labor 
demanded i,ould result . 

4CaJt)uted fi'OOl data contained in 'Iransit Fact Book, p . 38. 

~ 
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serious di8ell)loyment threat. 

·•,: .. ~~---..;i;~ 

First, reductions 1n passenger derran:i which might result fran fare 

increases have not recessarily been met 1n the sh::>rt run by reductions 

!n the danarrl for labor: In private systems, regulatory_agencies or 

franchise stipulations frequently restricted both increases in fares an:l. 

reductions in existing levels of service. Adm1.n1strative controls of 

this nature often had the effect of ~ errployment levels at the 

expense of profits or capital investment. Secom, where service cutbacks 

were authorized, reductions in errployment were gradual. Typically, labor 

force attrition was sufficient to meet desired enployment levels am thus 

direct eni>loyee tenninations ~re few. In fact, it appears that the fear 

of j ob l oss was a significant factor in contract negotiations only when 

a total shutdown of the system was threatened. 

Today, in publicly owned systems, the threat of increases in the wage 

bill resulting in dim1nished eni>loyment opportunities has all but disap­

peared. System resources are not exclusively depement on ridership 

revenue, am detennination of the levels of fares am service has 

increas1.ngly become more political than econanic decisions. In addition, 

many erqJloyer am anployee representatives believe that the continuity of 

enployment assurances foum in agreem:mts signed in fulfillrrent of 

section 13(c) requirements 11mit capability to reduce the size of the 

labor force reg;irdless of econanic justification. 5 The :lnpotency of the 

diserrployment threat is indicated by the fact that only two of the 43 

respooo.ents ( 4 • 7 percent) expressed the belief that financial pressures 

5Assessments of Section :U(c) by labor an:l. nanagement representatives 
are foum in COOpter JV. 

~-J. 
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would force sie;rificant labor force reductions in the future. 6 

Even tha.igh llBl'lagement respoments do not believe that wage-increase 

deman:is will be greatly danpened by rears of job loss, most respoments 

expressed the belief that an enq>loyer 's ability to pay can M particularly 

eft'ective as a restraint on union power. 

In the case of privately Owned transit properties, ability to pay 

1s a function of system revenues am ultimately of the profitability of 

operations. Ccnstraints on a firm's capacity to fum an increasing 

labor bill inclll:le franchise or regulatory control of fares an:l. service, 

am the price of elasticity of denmxl for transit serv1ces. To the 

extent trat such financial l:!mitations were perceived am accepted as 

accurate, a derivative effect was, in 11BJ1y cases, to dimin1sh enployee 

expectations. l.b11on respondents made frequent references to the futility 

of negotiating with nearly insolvent enployers. 

Ccmnents such as the foll~ are typical of the attitudes expi>essed: 

''You can ' t get blood !ran a turnip," ''Whit good wouJ.d more strikes have 

done when there was no money in the till?" and "How far can you push when 

the well is dry?" This should not be interpreted to mean that transit 

enployees did not pursue wage am benefit 1nprovements. Rather, the 

major :l.npact of the econan1c environnent was that expectations were 

formed am negotiations were comucted amid an atloosphere of pess1m1sn. 

With public ownership has come a fundamental change 1n attitude. 

6
This response was generally Premised on the ass1..11pti on that t here 

will be no fundamental change 1n the attitll:le of goverrrnent toward urban 
nass transit. An additional nine respondents (20.g percent) noted that 
a financial crisis might present itself, but they felt trat additional 
govermiental fuming would be found where the a l t ernative i,,as a major service cutback. 
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The pess1m1sn associated with a decl.1ning :ln:iu.stry has dissipated and a 

positive view of the future has emerged. 1'\Jch of this optimism stems 

from the fact that ~lie transit systems are rot completely deperxlent 

on ridership-generated revenues. Acceptance of the view that transit is 

a public service .function ms led to the introduction of goverrment 1\irxis 

for capital investn1mt .rrom federal , state, and local sources. In addi­

tion, operating revenues have been supplemented by state and local funds , 

and recently by an emerging federal role in financing system operations 

through grants ~r Section 5 of the Urban Miss 'lransportation Act. 7 

Along with the introduction of external funding, public ownershiP 

brought with it several regulatory IJX)difications which in theory at 

least could affect a firm' s ability t o pay. Regulation by an irxleperxlent 

agency, Connerly a najor co.nstraint on the capability of a private finn 

t,o i.ncreas.e revenues by r--..1.sing fares, has been removed in m:>st instances 

of public ownership. Decisions concerning fares are within the purview 

of 21 of the 25 authorities exam:1.ned. 8 Nevertheless , fares have in most 

cases remained stable, and several systems have act ually reduced fares 

7The majority of enactnents creating public transit systems did not 
specify that operations had to be self- sustaining and in roost systems 
the introduction of operating assistance was 1n fact concurrent with publ 
acquisition. However, there were several exceptions to this generaliza­
tion. until 1970, the Chicago Transit Authori ty tad been able to finance 
operations from the farebox for alroost 25 years • . The Cleveland Transit 
System, until 1975, had operated without deficit for roore than 30 years. 
In both cases these systems did have partial public funding of capital 
projects. · 

8Several other of the sample systems, though not subject to external 
regulation of fares, are restricted by clarter or bon:l. issue specification 
of fares. · 

,,_ 

26 

under public ownersh1p.9. In a s1mllar vein, ~rvice requ1rements in 

roost systems have become self- regulated. Rather than cutting back 

operations 1n the face of rising deficits, llX)St public systems have 

exparxled the scope and level of service to include many highly unpro­

fitable routes. 

Altl:xrugh cc:mplete 1nformtion ls not availabl e, the rrejority of 

our resporrlents reported that tax-generated revenues and other external 

subsidies today contribute betweei:i ~O and 75 percent of total revenues.10 

In roost systems this percentage continues to rise as cost increases out­

pace gains in passenger revenue. The central question for the labor­

nmiagement relationship is whether the nature and magnitude of such 

furxiing has had influence on t he corxluct or outcomes of ba.rga1ning. Does 

~lie funding have the effect (or do the parties perceive it to have 

the effect) of removing ability to pay as a constraint on collect ive 

bargaining? 

Cooventional wisdom Wh::>uld rave it that transit subsidies create a 

''bottanl.ess pi t" that lead to· a publicly funded bonanza for organized 

labor. Although it is clear that subsidies provide sums that might not 

otherwise be available, our sample respcnlents did not generally support 

the noticn that the presence of subsidies removed the €!11)loyers' will­

~ss or ability to resist union demarrls. 

With respect to external fuming of capital projects, 15 of 22 

9Aroong tte cases where fares were reduced are Albany , Atlanta, 
Mfalo, and Cleveland. 

10Transit Fact Book, p. 27. These sources were broken down to show 
the federal contribution to be 8 .73 percent , state operating assistance 
at 11. 77 percent , arxI local assistance at 20. 24 percent. The total anx:,unt 
involved 1s approrlmately $1. ~ billion. 

~ , 
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(68.2 percent) or managenent spokesnen felt tlvlt this type of subsidy 

did not affect barga1n1ng, Of the seven re~ affinnati vely, only 

three saw a direct inl)act on outcooies. '!he remumer tmugtrt; that pos­

sil'.>l.y there was an :IJTt)a.ct tut that it was only rel tr indirectly. E1ghteen 

of 22 (81.8 percent) union officers polled saw capital gr-ants as ha~ 

no erfect on the coro.uct ·or outcomes of bargllin1ng. 

Both managenent and union representatives 1nd1cated that operating 

assistance payments do have SQIJe :l.n;la.ct on contract negotiations, but the 

significance or these responses is unclear. Answers were frequently 

tentative or qualified. Pti'teen of 22 (68.2 percent) management spilllEimm 

and 13 of 19 (68.4 percent) union representatives :tndicated that oper­

ating subsidies um.er SQIJe corxlitions have a substantial inpact on 

labor relations. A number of resporxlents stated that their aff1rmative 

response was based on the fact ttat without such aid llBl1Y systems could 

rot fuoction at current service levels arxl did not necessarily mean 

that they viewed collective barga1.n1ng as being "out of control." others 

felt that the existence of public fun:ilng has given the union the upper 

hand 1n negotiations. 

Responses of union arxl management personnel suggest that the source 

of the subsidy, the nethod of fun:ilng the subsidy, and the procedure 

f or detenn1.n1ng the rmgnitude of the subsidy greatly infiuence the im­

pact that t he subsidy ras on collective bargain1ng. 

Althcugh subsidies may be made available by several levels of gov­

ernnent, the feeling was expressed by unions and managers alike that 

fun:ilng l.1mitations are mere s1lglificant where furxls are generated 

locally. '!be parties believed that all else being equal, pressures for 

restraint w;>Uld arise roost quickly at the local level where taxpayers 

·--- .--~--....-..,,.. •.. ~ ..., ~ 

:._ :._.~ _ .. , ... _;.·,-- .. _ ...... ..;. __ ~---
28 

l«:>\.ild directly and visibly bear the rurden of transit subsidizatioo. 

Most management and union resp(X'Dmts 1nd1cated ttat furos raised 

by a specific and identiriabl e transit levy (e.g., sales tax, property 

tax, or special assessment) '«Ul.d be less l.1.kely to cont-ribute to the 

''bottcmless pit" perceptioo than furxls taken from general reverues. 

Here again the feeling was ttat the visibility of the public contribu­

tion is an 1nportant element or control. Also , the reverue generated 

from a gpecific tax will ge1erally be of a constant aroount or nunctuate 

at predictable rates. In this nenner an effective ce111ng is placed oo 

public transit psyments, and any change 1n the ce111ng would in most 

cases require legislative action or a refererxlum an:1 would thereby 

ccme um.er public scrutiny. 

'!he procedure for detenn1.n1ng t he magnitude of public resources to 

be- apportioned to speciric transit properties was thought to have con­

siderable :lnpact on the perceptions and behaviors of the participants 

1n negotiatioos-that is, whether fuming levels are determined by total 

costs, service levels, deficits, consumer demand, or deroographic charac­

teristics. It is beyon:l the scope of this report to examine the attri­

butes of each allocative method, tut deficit subsidies based oo total 

operating costs appear to have the greatest fuq)act on ~ . Where 

the parties believe that a public body_will step 1n arxl !\lrxl any deficit 

renain1ng after all other revenue so..trces have been exhausted, it is 

11
For an extensive discussion of these factors as they apply to the 

case of urban transit, see the comnents of Janes Whittaker arxl David R, 
Miller in "Public Transportation 1n Urban Areas," in Issues 1n Public 
~rtation, Special Rep. No . 144 {Washington: H.1ghway Research Board, 
f9: PP. 4G--43; arxl Walter Y. 01 , '"Dle Federal &lbsidy of Conventional 
Mass Transit," Policy Analysis l (1975), pp. 613-658, 



..... -..... -

. ,... -

29 

likely that ability to pay will rot 1rrpose as much restraint on the 

behavior of the bargainerS as might be present with other types of subsi-

dies. 

In sum-nary , the econanic setting for transit barg;wung has uroer­

e,:>ne a rn.rwer of changes coinciding with the onset of public ownership . 

M:>st obvious is the ava11ab1lity of external sources of capital invest­

ment and operating iunds. In addition, the level of fares and service 

provided are in JTPSt instances self-regulated. Despite differences in 

the or:1.gl.n, nature, allocation, and ult:!nate application of subsidy 

funds, none of the systems examined possesses an unlil1l1ted ability to 

pay. Even 1n cases where for,nal. or explicit 11m1tat1ons are absent , the 

political realities of public budgeting :irrpose certain constraints on 

the level of funding. While the degree to which the availability of 

financial resources is subject to rranipulation varies !ran situation to 

situa.tioo, it may \<.ell be that the s:1gn1ficance of fund1ng rrodificat1ons 

on transit~ has had :IJ!l)act more through changes 1n attitudes 

and behaviors than from any !1Ddif1cation in the actual ability to ~t 

increased costs. 

'.rhere has been an arousal of guarded optimism am:mg transit 1.rv:lustry 

personnel and t heir employees. Ree;arctless of the details of organizational 

s tructure or fuming, there is broad acceptance of tile premise t hat 

transit is today a direct p.tblic service function of the governrent. 

As a result (and despite protestations by enployers) e,rployees and their 

representatives have interpreted this to mean that there will always be 

someone willing to pay the bill where the alternative is loss of service. 

At the same titre, a recognition that 11m1ts to public funding do exist 

ms arisen !ran a growing urrlerstanling of the nature and mechanics of 

-,. ........ .,. __ ~ . . ;::,··· ,..__..-;_. -------... "':; .. -·-·. 

30 

various subsidy programs, the emergence of concern that the use of Section 

5 funds rray be restricted, 12 and the presence of other restraints on 

system funding. 13 

~ Political Sett1ng 

l'klst observers of p.tblic- sector labor relations agree that the 

arployment relationship of governnental bodies and their labor force 1s 

distinguished from its private sector coonterpart by the political envir­

oment in which it functions. In this section, the in:pact of the poli­

tical environrent on transit barga1n1ng is examined. Specifically, an 

1nvest1gatioo is JlBde of the reasons why politics can play a role, the 

sources and nature of such intervention, the factors which 1.nnuence the 

ilrpact of tre political setting, and its s:ignificance to the labor­

rranagement relationship. 

Labor relations 1n transit, even among privately controlled systems, 

have never confonred precisely to the traditional private-sector bar­

gaining model. '.rhe pr1nary detenninant of barg;rtn.ing power 1n most 

private- sector union-management relationships is the relative abilities 

of the parties to 1rrpose (or withstand) econanic pressures. In the case 

of private transit, however, the econanic fourxiations of barga1n1ng power 

1~ exanple, there has been sane discussioo of 11m1t1ng to 50 per­
cent the portioo of Section 5 funds which can be used to subsidize system 
operation. Other possibilities would include alter:lilg:the current fol'llD..lla 
for allocation t o reflect a system's econanic performance to st:lm..llate in­
cent ives for efficient operation. 

13rn several cases , fares am. anticipated tax reverrues have been 
specified by l egislation or borrl issue. In Atlanta, for eJCal!l)le, a public 
referen::lllll provided for a 1.0 percent sales tax (of which not more than 
one-half can be used to subsidize operating costs) which will d1m1n1sh to 
a . 5 percent 1n 1982. 'Ihe basic MARI'A fare of 15 cents llUst also be na1n­
ta1ned. 
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have alnost always been supplemented by a politically premised element of' 
14 · 

l)()lller . Transit I s public-welf'a.re function along w::!.th its essentiallty 

as the dominant intracity travel mode were ~t !'actors in the emer­

gel'l<'.:e of f'ranchise-<:ontrolled service monopolies and the contin.ted public 

regulat.1.on of' !'are and service levels. 

As a result, it was oot U11COOJ0011 1n transit labor relations f'or the 

public service caml1!1sicn or equivalent agency charged with rate and 

service regulaticn to l'x>ld the balance of' power 1n contract negotiaticns. 

In numerous situations, action by the camrl.ssion was necessary to provide 

the wherewith!ll to f1nance negotiated changes w the terms of' enployment. 

'Ihe result was that t he regulatory body was of'ten a behini-the-scenes 

third party to what otherwise was a bilateral barga:1rung relationship. 

Although ostensibly politically neutral, it was not unheard of' f'or such 

camdssions and their members to be Wluenced by public pressures , local 

politi cians, and in sane cases by transit unioos. 

Active political involvement :In the barga.1n1ng process i tself', though 

not cOOJTIOn , did occur in a rrumber of' private systE!llB. When such inter­

venti on took place, it llXlst frequently began 1n earnest :In situations 

where settlement prior to the contract deadlwe appeared unlikely or an 

:!Jrpasse already existed . Here again, the public welf'are functions and 

essentiality of' transit services led elected of'ficials (and mayors in 

particular) to view any potential :Interruption :In operations as a poli­

tical liabilit y and PI'01')ted involvement :In the barga.1n1ng interaction. 

In such cases the official's activist role was typically based on de 

14 · 
Oivid T. Stanley, Managing Local Goverrnient Uooer Union Pressure 

(wash:lngton: 'Ihe Brook1ngs Institution, 1972), p. 19. 
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facto pcMers and not en legal entitlement. 

Witt, public O\\!'lership it would appear that both the logic of' .and 

potential for political involvement have increased. 'Ihe political liab­

ility a880C1ated with interrupti ons in transit operaticns rem.ins h1gh, l.5 

but direct financial considerati cns have becane an increas1ngly 1llportant 

detenn1nant of' the political :!.n:pact of transi t bargain1ng. An add.1.tional 

concern to sane politicians may be t he possibility that a transit settle­

ment will establish a pattern for other p.ibl1c €11l>loyee negotiations. 

'Ihe !'ear is . that the l!Bgl'litude and nature of the contract settlement will 

"spill over" and inf'luence the expectations of other €1Jl)loyees , thereby 

naJdng negotiations more difficult and perhaps mare expensive. 

'Ihls, the invol vement of politics in transit labor relations today 

1s largely an outgrowth of public ownership and furrl1ng of mass transit 

systems. The specific interventi on of politicians, on the other hand, 

is often discretionary and might be said to be underlain by the potential 

costs of noninvolvenent . Political liabilities arising fran service 

interruption as well as 1ncreas1ng N.nanc1al oblig.ations may result in 

direct or circuitous efforts to 1nf1.uence the con:luct and outcomes of 

transit bargain.1.ng. Respon::lents indicated, ~ver, t hat although poli­

tical pressures are an integral part of the bargain1ng baekgroum and in 

this rrenner inf'luence negotiat1ng behaviors and pertaps outcanes, they 

15
Although the essent1allty of transit to the cormunity at large 

has d:1m1n1shed with the widespread ownership of the autanoblle, the poten­
tial 1Jtl)act of a transit strike is still considerable . The focus of a 
service interrupt ion nay have eh.1.fted from necessity to convenience aioong 
car owoors, but even aroong these 1.n:11viduals the preceived essent1al1t y 
often remains high. As a result, res;'U'd].ess of whether a direct organi­
zation or hierarchical link is evident , local politicians nay be led to 
invervene by the desire to min1mize political liabilities and possibly 
accrue political goodwill. 
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do not often expllcit],y enter into the process and are · of secondary 

1nportance. 

Eighteen of 24 (75. 0 percent) rranagemetlt resporxlents felt that there 

was an inconsequential amount of interference :in barga1ning by elected 

officials. Eight of these 1ndiv1duals (33 . 3 percent) observed that 

unions have with sane regularity un:iertaken activities with the intent 

of pressuring politi cal f1gures to intervene on their behalf, but only 

three (12.5 percent) believed such beraviors to be functional. 'Ihe 

absence of success was seen as a major factor in disuading "em-run" 

tactics and related political strategies. Admiration was expressed for 

politicians and transit board members who resisted t his type of unioo 

pressure. 

Three of the six respcridents reporting political intervention 1n 

bare';iining i.ere representatives of properties classified as city systems 

rather than authori ties. Political involvement is not unexpected in 

these cases. It also should be mentioned that several other resporxlents 

observed that when a strike occurs, elected officials nay eng;ige 1n 

public posturing to ~ to involve thenselves in the resolution of the 

iirpasse. In the majority of such cases it was felt that these behaviors 

were not sie,,ificant 1n the bargaining interaction and in fact were dir­

ected more at the public than at the parties to the negot:!ation. 

Unioo officers appeared to agree ttat politics were not a primary 

determinant of bargaining outcanes. Sixteen of 22 (36.4 percent) union 

spokesmen responding to this query viewed their lJare'p1n1ng relationship 

with the tranBit systan as being largely 1ndepement of the local poli­

tical infrastructure. Chly four (18.2 percent) admitted using the "end­

run," but several others who disavowed this tactic said they had made 

.... .. ~ 
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their feelings l<noll'l to 118y0rs, councilmen, transit board lllellbers, and 

others. Trere was agreement with the prevailing nanagement view that 

even wrere unions chose to trrdertake such behaviors, the lilcellh:xxl of 

1rrpact was slight. M:>st resporxlents, both union and nanagE!lrent, irdicated 

that bargaining renains essentially an activity between unions and transit 

management. In several systems union or management representatives ira.de 

the :Interesting observation tl'Bt public ownership of their system has 

actually contributed to a reduction in the level of political involvement 

in contract nesptiations. 

Althc:ugh political intervention :In the con:luct of negotiati ons 

occurred :In only four (16.7 percent) of our sarrple systems, considerable 

political activity was reported during transit strilces.16 Except 1n 

cases where the property's purse strings were directly involved, both 

union and management representatives characterized the primary concern of 

nayors and city council nanbers to be the avoidance of interruption :In 

the service. Expressions of concern for escalating costs and potential 

spillover effects to other euployee groups nay renect public posturing 

to placate taxpayers rather than worry about the nae;dtude of settlerJEnt. 

A low l evel of bare';iining..involvement was also fouoo ~ transit board 

rnentlers. Although rreny system charters provide for the ratification of a 

proposed settlement by the governing board, only two of 24 (8.3 percent) 

management resporxlents reported attenl)ts by board members to becare in­

volved with specific lJare'p1n1ng issues or tactics.17 

16Political :Involvement here refers to behin:l-the-scenes directicn as 
well as active participation in the negotiation process itself. 

17
1loard ratification of proposed settlements has been alnDst auto­

matic, am transit management personnel do not feel their barga:ln1ng be-



35 

Onion political activities at the l ocal level IIIIY be of three types: 

lobbyb'lg, the bargilining "erxi- run," and electoral activities.18 'Ihe 

targets of such tactics IIIIY be the budget-detenn1nation process, the ne­

gotiation 1nter!'ace, the resolution of barga1n1ng :1npasses or work stop­

pages, er the election of officials supportive of 1.l'lion objectives. 

Unions at lllJ6t syst~ were found to be inactive 1n the budget-determina­

tion process. Union efforts 1n atteripting to st:1nulate favorable political 

intervention 1n negotiations were 1n evidence 1h only a minority of 

systems. Use of the "en:1-run" at the point of :1npasse li!l8 sanewhat mare 

frequent albeit not generally assessed to be very effective. Finally, 

explicit electoral activities by transit unions 1n most systems are absent 

or at a low level, 19 Ul'lion officers interviewed in conjunction with this 

study exhibited keenness an:i insight with respect to the intricacies of 

the political environnent . Nevertheless, the political tactics EIT()loyed 

by transit unions play a IDlCh less sjgniflcant role in barga1n1ng than 

haviors tlo be constrained by the need for subsequent board approval. How­
ever, there are a 111.11Wer of properties where settlements have been 
rejected. For e~le, in 1976 the directors of the Southern CSlifornia 
Rapid 'lransi t District turned dol<l'l a contract proposal 1nvol~ mechanics 
represented by the A'lll as being too expensive. 

18Def1nition and discussion of these tactics can be found in 
Sterllne Spero and Jorn M. Capozzola, '!be Urban camrunity and Its Un1m-
1zed Bureaucracies (New York: Dunellen Publishing Co~, Inc., 1973), pp. 
81-91, an:i Jack Stieber, Public 01J>loyee Unionisn: structure I Growth, 
Policy (Washington: '!be Brookings Institution, 1973), pp. 193-2ll. 

19.rbe absence of an explicit and visible linkage between the transit 
systan and the local political hierarchy rray be a factor Uniting elec­
toral activity. Legal prohibition in sane jurisdictions may also restrain 
political involvement of t his type . For additional ccmnent on this i ssue 
see Stanley, pp. 1- 3, 136-138; Spero and Capozzola, pp. 90-105; Steiber, 
pp. 193-2ll. 
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1s frequently the case wit h police, fire, and other public e!Jl)loyee 

groups . 

Alt~ we have portrayed political activiti es to be of 11m1ted 

1JJl)ortance to transit ' s oontract-determ1nation process , there is a sub­

stantial amount of var1at1or. among the properties examined. Five factors 

have been identified as major detenninanl:s of the sjgn1.f1cance of the 

rol e of politics 1n transit: 

1. Structure. Labor relat10118 1n the transit authority 

orgimizati on form, ceteria paribus, are l ess subject 

to political pressures than is the case 1n the depart­

nental fonn. 'nle extent to which an authority 18 

selfcontained dim1n1shes the nultilateral nature of the 

organizational hierarchy and thereby limits the 

avenues for politics to enter the relati011Bhip. 
20 

2. Scope of <>overage. Political pressures arxi activism m-e 

llJOI'e apt to be present where the service area of the 

transit authority 1nclooes nxire than one political 

jurisdiction. 'nle CQll)eti tive aspects of fun:tlng, 

service levels, an:i utilizat ion provide the basis for 

active intervention, usual.ly through the transit 

2°'nie rrrultilateral nature of public- sector organization has been cited 
by numerous scholars as a major determinant of t he character of public­
sector labor relations. 'Ih1s subject has been extensively examined by 
'lb:lnas Kochan, Internal Conflict and JIW.tilateral ~• (Madison, Wis.: 
Industrial Relations Research Institute, 1972); Herveyurs and Peter 
Feuille, Police Unionisn (Lexington, [,has. : o.c. Heath arxi Co. , 1973), · 
pp . 45-50; aii! Kenneth 1½:Lennan and Michael l'-bskow, '%.iltllateral Bar­
g;ai~ 1n the Public Sector," 1n Collective ~~in Governnent. eds . 
J . Joseph Loewenberg arrl Michael M:>akow (~~s, N.J. : Prentice­
Hall, Inc., 1972), pp. 227-2311. 'Itlis work is de1:ivative of an earlier 

-
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gove~ board. 

3. Nature of F\ul:11ng. Wmre deficits are raised by assess­

ment to the camunity or coommities served, the potent1al 

for political involvement in transit ~ is con­

siderable. Transit board mesooers an:l elected officials 

may view increasing monetary contribut ions as a political 

liability 8l1d seek to min1m1ze the rate of escalation 

in the system's bujget. When funrilJ1g is autanatic (where 

the authority has the power to levy taxes or where there 

is a legislated ceiling to local funrilng) the costs of 

prov1c11ng transit services are not readily identified 

with actions of city or county officials ard the felt need 

for intervention is reduced. 

4. Board Ca!p:>sition. Authorities which rave locally appointed 

boards offer avenues for political involvement which may 

be absent in systems vmere board members are appointed by 

the governor or state legislature. '.Ihis factor may be 

particularly significant in cases where the scope of cov­

erage includes several political Jur1sd1ctions an:l furxl1ng 

is not autanatic . 

5. Situational Considerations.21 '.Ihe decision of whether or 

work by these authors, "'Ille I.npact of Decentralization on Collective Ba.r­
g;umng in Urban F.ducation," wfrtch appeared 1n the ProceedirS5 of the 
Twenty.:&cond Annual Winter Meet~) In:lustrial Relations Research Asso­
ciation, (Madison, Wis.: IRRA, 19 9, pp. 236- 247 , 

21.ire s~icance of situational criteria to local barga1n1ng has 
been examined by James A. Belasco, ''M.micipal ~ an:l Political 
Power," in L:>ewenberg and M:>skow, pp. 242-243. · 
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not to make use of political power assetis:J!Jl,Y depern 

on a rurooer of si tuational aspects of the particular 

barga1n1ng interaction an:! the issues involved. 'Ille 

legitimacy of the union deman::ls, the visibility of the 

issues, ·am the degree to which the issue is seen to 

be threatening to loog-~ goals or adm1nistrative 

control may detennine degree an:! intensity of political 

involvement in bargaining. other factors may include: 

the tax history or fiscal stability of local governnental 

bodies, previcus ~ experiences, 8l1d the prox­

imity of the negotiations to local elect.tons. 

In sumary, political pressures appear to play a somewhat smaller 

role in influencing the outcome of transit barga1n1ng than is the case 

1n other public-sector anployment relationships. '.Ihis is rot to sa::, that 

politics are 1ns:lgn:ificant to transit bargaining. Weed, the distinction 

appears to be that the parties to transit bargaining in most cases do 

not overtly seek to exploit the political envirorment. 'Ille consensus of 

both nanagement and union spokesnen 1s that despite the political :iqll1-

cations of a strike or tax increase, ecorx:mics renains the primary de­

tenninant of barga1n1ng outc01res . 'llle 1ndepen:lent-author:1.ty form of 

organization and the nature of systen funrilJ1g were cited as the major 

reasons for the limited ~e of l ocal politics 1n transit bar­

g;umng. 

Where intervention by politicians and overt political activities by 

unions have occurred, such beravior has typically emerged only after a 

cessation of operationil. FurthernJ::>re , it appears that control of system 

~ by the political subd1v181oo is a requisite for such tactics to 

,. 
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affect barga~. ~, there was ilgreenent aroong respomenta that 

active political 1nvolvement was generally detr.1mental to the corrluct of 

ne@Ptiationa. 

'lhe Ideological Settir§ 

Aroong the maey factors influencing the general env1rorment for 

transit ~ is the ideology of the participants. In general, union 

and l!lll1agelJle!lt .resporrlents exhibited a h1gh degree of acceptance of col­

lective ~ - J\bat view~ as a legitinate exercise of 

enployee rights, arrl the nejority are reasonably satisfied with the teoor 

and comuct of the relationship. Particularly with respect to the atti­

tudes eiq,resaed by transit n-e.nagers, public errployee barga~ has appar­

ently 1":)0 wider acceptance in transit than is the case with other public 

enployee groups. 

A nunber of factors were repeatedly ni:mtioned as :IJrl)ortant 1.nfl.uerx:es 

on the attitudes of the participants. '!he age of the relationship be­

tween the parties, for exan;>le, was felt to contribute to the low degree 

of resistance to collective barga.1ning. 'Ihe mean l'll.lllber of years that 

unions have represented operating EIJl)loyees at our sant)le properties 1s 

approxinately 44 . 22 In contrast to many other public erTQ'.lloyee groups 1n 

which unionisn 1a in its infancy, the long tenure of unions 1n transit 

systems has, 1n part, been responsibl e for the assimilation of union 

activity as an integral part of the ~loynent relationship. 

22
At two of the 5a1Jl)le properties tl:Ere have been changes 1n the 

union representing operating errployees. 'Ihe mean number of years that 
bargaining has been urdertaken with the union presently representing em­
ployees is 41.8. 
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'!he fact that each of the sani>le sy:stems was previously privately 

owned has been instl'l.lrental 1n fostering what at the very least is a 

toleration by 111111Bgera of union activities which 1n many ways are 1n 

excess of the public-sector nonn. Acceptance was particularly evident 

aioong transit administrators whose professional roots go back to private 

transit conpanies. At the same time, the private origins of today's 

public transit systems have helped to shape errq:iloyee expectations of 

appropriate bargaining rights. That a change 1n ownership should reduce 

the right of errployee representation or of permissible union activities 

is a bitter pill for union nBnber8 to swallow. 

'Ihe degree of legtl entitlement which typically accrues to public 

errployees may be viewed as a step forward by workers who previously 

possessed no rights, but to transit employees schooled 1n the private 

sector the view 1a of'ten one of diminution rather than iaprovement . 

Similarly, the historical decline of the transit industry has made appar­

ent the need for adequate Ellll)loyee protection. 

'Ihe maturity of the ~ relationship arrl its private- sector 

roots do not mean, lxlwever, that the parties accept the use of the strike 

as the no:rma.l means of resolving conn.ict . Historically, when transit 

systems were privately owned but publicly regulated service t00nopolies, 

there was considerable opposition to the idea that such enployees should 

have the right to str1Jre . Local transi t was regarded as an essential 

service arrl interruption of this service had a substantial econanic 1.rrpact 

on the corrnun1ty. 'Ihe esaentiality of such services nay have d:1m1nished 

sanewhat with the increased depeooen::e on autcmobiles , but the essentiality 

of the service is still relied upon by rrany management oITicials , poli­

ticians, arrl some union leaders as the basis for the opinion that the 
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strike is rot an acceptable method of reaol~ bargaining jnpasses. 

But even rore 1.nportant than the question of essent1ality is the 

general perception of what sort of barg;a1n1ng system is appropriate for 

use in the public sector. Although virtually all respondents \olere hlghly1
, 

supportive of barg;lining rights for private enployees , the existence of I 
cOl!l)arable rights for public enployees evoked a less enttusiastic respons _ 

from transit managers (see Table II-1- (a)). 

Beyom the general attitudes about the propriety of public- sector 

~. additional concern was expressed by !Mey of the nenagement 

personnel about excessive union power in the public sector. Mm!e than 

half of the uenagers polled agreed or st~ agreed with the sta~nt 

that labor unions ten::I to have rrore strength 1n situations of public 

ownership than in cases of private ownership. 011.y six of 24 (25 percent) 

of union respoments thcoght this was the case (see Table II-1- (b)). Q'l 

the other han::I, management representatives were less supportive than 

were union leaders of the assertion trat there is little chance· far 

efficient operation in the absence of the profit m:itive (see Table II- 1-

(c)). 

~ 

'llle ecoo:::m:l.c, political, and i deological settings are rrajor deter-

minants of the nature and quality of the collective barga1n1ng system. 

In::lustrial relations in the publicly owned local transit industry differ 

fran 1ndustrial relations_ in the public sector generally because of the 

foll~ special env:lrormental factors: (1) the recent turnabout of a 

dying industry brought about the introduction of tax-generated rums for 

system acquisition, capital iJlt)roveirent, and subsidized opprations, (2) 

.. 
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TABLE II- 1 

AT1TIUD&5 'IOWARD PUBLIC SEC'roR LAOOR REI.ATI()!{3 

A. Public sector em­
ployees sh:>uld te.ve 
the right to bBrga1n 
collectively. 

Management (t,>,s24) 

Union (N-22) 

B. Labor unioos tend 
to rave nm-e st~h 
in systems under 
public ownership 
than under private 
omerBhiP• 

Management (N=21) 

Union (N-24) 

C. Without the profit 
rotive there is 
little cte.nce for 
efficiency. 

Management (N-22) 

Union (N=24) 

SAa 

4 

19 

4 

1 

2 

A N D SD 

15 2 l 

5 

7 6 3 1 

6 7 5 6 

4 l 8 8 

9 2 7 4 

~b 

2.00 

1.21 

2.52 

3.46 

3.82 

3. o8 

Staooard F 
Deviation 

.69 

.41 

1.12 

1.14 

1.26 

1.31 

4.73111• 

2.19•• 

1.97• 

8Response options were Strongly Agree (SA) , Agee (A), Neit her Agree 
nor Disagree (N) , Disagree (D), and Strongly D1sagr-ee (SD) . · 

bCalculated by assessing point values as follows: SA• l , A 
2 

2, 
N 2 3, D = 4, and SD = 5. 

•s1tmficant beyond the .05 level 
••SigJlificant beyaid the .01 level 

***Significant beyon::1 t~ • 001 level 
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a long hiatory of unimization of transit e!ll)loyeea, (3) the transplant~ 

mto the public sector of an established collective barga1n1ng relation­

ship which emerged when systems were publiczy reH}.llated entrepreneurships, 

and (4) a ID'li~e .l egal environnent bl Mhich labor relations are regulated 

by a caiplex interface of federal labor law• state labal' law• transporta­

tion legislatic:n, and extra--1.i practices accepted by the parties. 

(!\nalysis of this fourth factor is contirued bl the· next t 'IIO chapters. It 

is enmerated here ~ to remind the reader that legal. considerations 

supplement the factors discussed bl t his cl'apter;) 

'lra.nsit's eccnanic context is typified by a pervasive E!lll)loyee 

optimism aianat1ng 1'rom access to federal, state, and local finllncing. 

llanagement spokeSIIVi!n, thougll conscious of the st:lnulus provided by public 

furxling, expressed concern about limited financial resources. Regardless 

of their source, subsidy fums were felt to be of little significance 1n 

barg!l1n1ng when specifically allocated for capital investment. Although 

operating assi stance supplements fare-derived reBOUI'Ces, the relevant 

question for labor relations is whether these subsidies provide an un­

limited abillty t o pay or at least the belief that there 1s an unlimited 

ability to pay. 

Federal Secticn 5 subsidy grants are of a fixed 8JJl)unt which is 

distributed by foI'Dl.lla. Since the level of such fun:ling is not subject 

to local nanipulatiai, the l~range :lnpict on collective barga1n1ng 

will be limited. Iocally derived subsidies, on the other hand, to the 

extent trat they are deficit related or CIII)able of being influenced by 

local decisions, may possibzy be a factor 1n the escalation 1n magnitude 

of new caitract settlements. Overall, while enployee expectations have 

been raised, both Wl1on and management representatives recoe,rlze that 

• 
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ecooanic bounds do exist . Prilrery SJIOr6 these preesures are limits to 

the ability and willingness of @Pverrtnents to pay f or transit services. 

Politics have always entered .into transit labor relations through 

service and fare regulation when systems were private and throug)1 direct 

caitrol Mhen they were public • In the case of private coopanies • the 

mtive force far political involvement ca,cerned tre liability associated 

with strli<es. Today, in public properties, questiCllll of the public fin­

ancial obll@tion (direct subsidy costs and fears of spi llovarr of 

settlements to other public E!lll)loyee groups) have joined potential 

service interruptions as political stinul1. Nevertheless, political 

activities were fouro to be at a relativezy low level at l!Dst proper­

ties. Wrere involvement has occurred, it roost -often has been at the 

point of an inpasse :!n negotiations. 

'Ille ideological setting is characterized by a general acceptance 

of the practice of collective barga1n1ng. 'lhis is attributable 1n part 

to the age an:1 rraturity of tre labor-rre.nagenent relaticnshl.p. The 

private- sector origins of t he industry also fostered the legitimizati on 

of labor relations an:1 at the same t:!me served to increase E!lll)loyee 

expectations. Wor~ 1n opposition to the CaJi>lete acceptance of col­

lective ba.rga1n1ng 1n transit (particularly with respect to tre right to 

strike) are the essentiallty of the service provided and the fact that 

l!Dst transit employees are notr public €11l)loyees. 



III. LmAL FRAMEWCllK FOR 'ffiANSIT BARGAINm:l 

Private 'lranait 

Historically, collective barga1njng ha.a been widely accepted oo 

pri-rately held transit properties. Although transit barga1n1ng 1n rreny 

cases predated this legislatiai, passage of the National Labar _Relations 

Act 1n 1935 provided the legal assurances that private enployees could 

organize, seek recognitioo, anq bar¢n collectively. 'Ire SUpreme 

Court, 1n a "-.1944 decisioo, affinned trat private urban transit systems 

were within the Juriedictioo of the Act. 1 With this ruling am where 

reverue starxlards established by the National labor RelatiOl'lS Boand (NIRB) 

were met, 2 most transit enployees were legally free to exercise the full 

range of private-sector barga1.n:1ng rights . 

In the years following World war,_,n, a l1UlltJer of states atte!J1)ted 

to limit or prevent striJ<es by private enployees providing wmt were 

deened to be essential services. Im.ustries most coom,nly covered by 

such antistrilre laws were urban mass transit and public utilities such as 

telepb:Jne and power cOIIJ)0111es. Trese laws frw,.ently nen:iated caq,ulsory 

arbitration as a strike substitute, bUt 1n mst cases dld rot otherwise 

challenge the rights of the affected ertt>loyees to engage 1n collective 

¼tional labor Relations &:>arc! v . 83.ltimore Transit CalJ?anY 140 
F.2d 51 (CA - 4, 1§44), ~• den., 64 S.ct . 847 (1944). 

2'lbe NIRB 1n 1950 asserted Jurisd.1ction 1n transit cases having more 
than a de m1n1m.J.s effect . In 1954 a $3,000,000 revenue stamard was es­
tablished. 'Ire mst recent standard was set 1n a 1958 case involving the 
Crarleston Transit Caii)0l'lY and the Amalgamated Transit Unioo. 'llle Board's 
Jurisdiction was exten:Jed to .lnclude local transit systems "doing a gross 
voll.llll! of b.ls1ness of at least $250,000 per annun. 11 (123 NLRB 1296, 1297.) 
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bargaining. 3 Nevertheless, a legal challenge initiated by the AmaJgamated 

Transit Union resulted in a Supreme Court finding that these statutes 

were in conflict with the ~ic guarantees provided by the National 

labor Relations Act, as amerrled, arrl were therefore unconstitutional. 4 

It should also be mentiooed that a nl.lllber of state legislatures had passed 

seizure laws which covered transit properties. 'It'ese enactments were 

directed at asslll'ing uninterrupted service arrl did not necessarily provide 

procedures for dispute resolutioo. As was the case with stat e arbitra­

tioo laws, seizure laws :1n a nUJDer of cases were successfully challenged 

oo the groun:ls tmt they conflicted with r:l.ghts preerrpted by federal labor 

law.5 

- Thus, with the exception of the various attempts by state legisla­

tures to restrict the right to strike through arbitration or seizure 

statutes, the labor relations of private transit systems have been within 

the purview an:l. protectioo of federal labor legislation s:lnce at least 

1943. Private transit employees have thereby tad the r :l.ght " · .. to 

self-organizati on, to fonn, join or assist labor ~zations, to bar­

gain collectively through representatives of their own choosing, and to 

engage :1n other corx:erted activities for the purpose of collective bar-

lire subject of state strike control laws involving urban transit 
is discussed by I:arold Barm.Jll, Collective Bargajn1ng an:i Manpower :1n 
Urban Tran~ Systems (Springf1eld, Va. : National Technical Information 
Service, 1972, pp . 166-173. A more conprehensive assessment i s fourxi :1n 
Herbert R. Northrup, so Arbitratioo an:! Governrent Intervention 
1n labor Disputes (Washington: Labor Polley Association, Inc. , l 

4~ted Association of Street , Electric Railway and Motor Coach 
~loyees of America v. Wisconsin Ehplo.yment Relations Board, 340 U.S . 

3 (1951}. 

5Che such case :1nval.1dated a Missouri sei~ law: Division 2187 
Amalgamated Association v. State of Missouri, 374 U.S. 74 (1963). 

- ""'r' .• ~.~ j,'"P~-:. ~ 

~~~.....-~-.....;:.._~~:-.. !,,:;.~~4:. . ..;,.;..;;-_ 
• •"'l -. .... ~ .~.......n.:~-..:.."'--._;, 

47 

~."6 

Public 'n-ansit .:. Before 1964 

Prior to tm passage of the Urban Mass Transportation Act :1n 1964, 

when a transit system was publicly acquired its labor relaticns practices 

fell frcm the jurisdiction of federal legislation. Typically, \'ltiere 

state law~ rostlle to the coocept of public .arployee barga:1n:1ng or 

~re no legislation eldllted, a COO()lete losa of barga:1n:1ng rtgnts re­

sulted. In other cases, _transit ~loyees were covered by state statutes 

that provided substantially fewer rigpts arrl protections than did the 

:federal legl.slatioo. 

An early eXS1t>le of the problems associated with public takeoVer is 

provided by the unification urx'ler public ownership of the New York City 

Transit System. 7 Because the National Labar Relations Act arrl the New 

York State Labor Relaticns Act both exclu:led public employees, transit 

erq>loyees faced a loss of collective barg;ajn:1ng rights. The Transit 

\obrkers Union ('lW) argued trat transit was sufficiently different 1'rCln 

other furx:tions of local goverment to entitle transit workers to nia.:1n­

ta1n private-sector rigl:lts 1n cases ..mere nun1c1pal1ties purchased tran­

sit firms. The following is taken fran a letter written by Philip A. 

6Na.tiooal Labor Relations Act·, 49 Stat. 449 as airerrled by 61 Stat. 
136 arrl 73 stat. 519. (29 USCA, Section 141 et seq. ) 

7 For a caiplete discussion of the New York City transit situatioo 
see: James J. ·McGinnley, Ialior Relations :1n the New York Rapid 'Irnnsit 
S;tstems~04-1944 (New York: King ' s Cro1-n Press, 1949); Arthur w. Mac-
Mamn, New York City Transit System: Public Ownership, Civil 
Service, arrl Collective Barga:1n1ng," Political Scierx:e ~er¥o 56 (1941), 
pp. 161-198; Edward Sussna, "Collective Barga1n1ng oo the New ork City 
TranSit System 1940-1957," Wustrial and Labor Relations Review 11 (1958), 
pp. 518-533; arrl Peter Freurrl, "tabor Relations in the New York City 
Rapid Transit Wustry, 1944-1960," Doctoral dissertation, New York Univ­
ersity, 1964. 
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~ to New York's ~r LaGuard1a 1n 1941:8 

It seems to me t~t 1n denying enployees on the city­
CM-ied transit lines the r1ght· to collective~. 
you hive lost sight of factors which should have led 
you to a different conclusion. '.!he operation of transit 
lines is not like the nainterance of the Police or Fire 
Departments. The latter constitutes the perforrrance 
of a govermental function. The operation of a transit 
line is a business enterprise. It is a ccmnercial 
enterprise on which money nay be rrade or lost . I t 
rerrlers a service for which each patron pays as he rides. 
No other irunicipal service is CCffi)8I'able to the 
t ransit service. 

Tre city countered that the distinction between 90verrmental and pro­

prietary functions was spurious because 1n both cases the public was 

t he beneficiary; only the lll3thod of furrl1ng differed. As was the case 

1n IIDBt similar situations, the union argtl'llent 1n New Yark met with 

little success.9 It was not until 1953, when the New York City Transit 

Authority was fonned, that partial barga1n1ng rigllts were restored. 

Attempts were also made during this period to achieve a general 

liberalization of state statutes bal'Ting or 11m1t1ng public errployee 

barga1n1ng. Argunents were advanced that 1n every erployrrent relation­

ship, whether 1n the private or public sector , sane process exists 

through which the price of labor and the i,ork-effort bargain are decided. 

Union advocates felt that 1n the public service, the abserx:e of legal 

barga1n1ng rights left Elll)loyees without effective power to influence 

the ootcoire of this interaction. As an e~le, critics pointed to the 

8Q.loted in MacMaron, p. 189. For a rore recent statement of this 
argurrent, see Joel Seidman, "Industrial Relations in Urban 'lransit, 11 1n 
A Report ·oo r-'tl.ss Transportation: Urban Transport (New York: Popular 
L1brary, 1§68), p. 88. 

98arg/ilning did continue between the NJ and the public body even 
1n the absence of leegu entitlement. It should also be mentioned that in 
several instances legislation creating transit autrorities did in fact 

., 
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fact that publlc e!Jl)loyeea were perm1tted no voice 1n tre .detennination 

of coni,ensation issues. The size and d1str1butioo of the municipal 

budget depen:Is on tre relative power of interest groups within the ccmnun­

i ty and, as Clyde Stmners has observed, public Enployees have few natural 

allies when econcmics are involved:10 

. . . the fact that econanic interests of the voting 
public, both as taxpayers and as users of publlc · 
services, runs directly counter to the econanic 
interests of public Enployees 1n wages and wor~ 
corx:litions suggests that publlc eq,loyees nay ~ 
special procedures to insure their interests receive 
adequate consideration 1n the political process. 

It is true that in sane cases civil service procedures did offer pro­

tection .from arbitrary treatment and provide public Enployees with Job 

security, but unions respomed thst such procedures could not be consid­

ered an adequate substitute for collective bargain1ng. They conclu:3ed 

t hat the needs of private erqiloyees which justified the prarulgatioo of 

federal leg;al guarantees were equally valid 1n the case of public em­

ployees . 

lJ:>bby:tng efforts to exteni basic barga1n1ng rights to public eiployees 

urxlertaken by the .Amalganated 'lransit Un1cn and other organizations re­

prese,ting a- seeldng to represent public employees proved to be unsuccess­

ful. Farly objections to public- sector barga1n1ng were based on claims 

ttat legal and constitutiooal barriers prohibited the govermait as an 

Enployer .from engaging 1n shared decisiorH'lllk1ng with its eirployees. It 

dist~sh transit erti)loyees fran other public employees for purposes of 
labor relations. 

10
clyde w. &lnrners, "Public E}rployee Bargaining: A Political Per­

spective," Yale LawJoomal 83 (1974), p. 1161. 
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was argued tl'et the Ooru,titution had delineated sovereign aaninistrative 

units am thlt !9)verrments were thereby ves~ with final and absolute 

powers concenrlng t he employiDa!Jlt relationship. To the extent that a 

union served as a source of coontervaillng power :In attenpting to influence 

the tenns and conUtions of employiDa!Jlt, its function, ti' not its existence, 

was 1lleg1tirnate 1n this view. A derivative argument was also advanced 

that even ti' constltutiooal guarantees of freedan·of association were 

sufficient to Justify the existence of public-sector unions, govermient 

could not share or delegate certain of its received powers. To bargain 

over terms and conditions of _enployn!nt -which red cost .1.nl)lications would 

ano.mt to an illegal dispere,al. of taxing powers.11 

'!be latter argunent was sanewhat more accept:lng of public-sector 

unionism 1n that it 1!'-Pl1ed that employee CJrl!'pllization and barga1n1ng 

were not 1nherently ·111ega1 but rather that the cost .1.nl)licationa of 

union activities !lliD.lllted to an infringement of the reserved r1ghts of 

goverment. 01 this basis or .perraps owing to rore ~tic consider­

ations such as the arguirent trat public services are BO vital that 

possible service interruptions would not be acceptable or that public­

sector laws introduced dur:lng this period frequently stC1)ped short of 

11A SI.DIIIlaI'y of the case that sovereignty prohibited governnental 
sub:l.iv1s1ons ft,om engaging 1n collective barga1n1J1g can be foum in 
Antcne Abcui and Grace sterrott Abood, The Right to strike In Public ~ 
ployment (Key Issues Series No. 15} {Ithaca: . New York state School of 
Iroustr1al ilx1 Iabor Relations, 1974) • A s1milar and III)re recent conten­
t ion 1s advanced by Harry H. Wellington and Ralph K. Winter, Jr., in '!be 
Unions and the Cities (Washington: 'llle Brookings Institution, 1971). 
'llleir thesi s alleges that allowing public e!ll)loyees full private-sector 
barga:1n1ng rights would :Interfere with the obl.1.g;ation of goverrwent to 
ITB1nta1n the 11 ' nonnal' Ameri can political process. 11 With collecti ve 
~. public enployees wruld possess a disproportionate share of 
effective P<)ller :In affecting goverrmental decision-rmk:lng. 
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pennitt:lng any real power to tnnuence · the. outcane ot negotiations. 

F.concm1.c sarotions 1ncll¥11ng the lltrike were bamed and only rarely -were 

~ alternative :lnpasae procedures provided. 

In the absence ot favorable state labOr legislation, the transfer 

of transit services to the public sector almost always meant the loss of 

most or all of enployee bar@l:l1n1ng rights. Typical of such cases were 

the acquiaition ot properties in M1am1, Florida, and Ihllas, Texas. 'lhe 

rmjor transit lme ~ M1.am1 as well as a l1Ulli>er of other properties 

1n Dade O:Junty was acqu1recl. by the county 1n 1962. Dal.1as ~ its 

system two yeera later. In both situations state ·statutes prohibited 

collective agreements bet-ween the state or lts subdivisions am labor 

organizations, and exist:lng barga1n1ng relationships were either severed 

or 11181ntained en a meet-an:l.-confer basis .12 

'Ille generalization that public takeover dur~ this period was 

acooopan1.ed by a substantial lose of barga1.ning rights iw.st be qualified 

1n two ll!lY'B• Pirst, it slxluld be un:lerstood ttet the loBB ot the leg!ll 

enti tlemi!rrt to barg;a1n or to strike does not mean trat these practices 

will not continue to be used. SUch de facto barga1n1ng rights have 

existed 1n two types of situations, one power based and the other of 

nutual consent . ~ continued on the New York City 'lrensit System 

(later, the New York City 'lrensit Authority) 1n spite of lack of legal 

status because the 'NO was able to present a credible threat of an 

illegal work stoppage am thereby force the eni>l oyer to the barga1n1ng 

12rn M1Bm1 the refusal of the governnental body to e~ 1n bar­
ga1.ning tes UPheld 1n a court challenge by the A'ru (D3.d.e Count~t Amal­
~ted ·Ass6ciat1on of street Electric Railway, arxi iiEtor cdC l!lrp~ees 
o'Amt!l:'1ca ebi!.·, l57 So.M h'6-185 (1963)). A description of the· act 
of t he Dallas publlc takeover on labor-managerent relati ons is provided 
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13 · table , In Clevelanl, on the other han:1, barga:1.n1,ng was JIB:1nta1ned rot 

by virture of a power threat, rut because the parties felt it to be nut­

ually advantageous to do so. Following purchase of the Clevelarrl Transit 

System by the city in 1942, an Ohio court ruled that t he detennination of 

enployment contltions li0.8 a unilateral responsibility of the transit 

14 
board. In practice, rowever, barg;uIJ1ng went on and interest (new-

contract) arbitration continued to be a?1'.)loyed in contract disputes.15 

'Ille second exception to the earlier rentioned generalization involved a 

few situations in which legal bargaining rights for transit e!l()loyees 

were continued after system acquisition by means of special enactments. 

In several cases where authorities were established to own an::I operate 

transit systems (e.g., the Chicago Transit Autoority, the Boston ~tro­

politan Transit Auth~rity, and the SWtheast Pennsylvania Transit Auth­

ority) enabling legislation provided the entitlement to bargain collect-

by Ralph J, Flynn, Public Work. Public Workers (Washington: New Republic 
Book Carpany, Inc., 1975), pp. 1-5. 

13See Sussna; Barnum, pp. 188-189. 

14city of Clevelan:i v. Divisioo 268 of the Alm.lganated Associatioo 
of Electri c Railway and M:>tor Coach llrployees of America et al . , 30 o.o. 
395--413 (Carmon Pless Court) February 1 , 1945. 

1,5 Interest arbitration could by law be only advisory, (City of Cl eve-
land v. Division 268, 30 o.o., 309-310) but in v:lrtually 'all instances 
the transit board unilaterally :urposed -contltions based on the arbitration 
award. 'lhis expectation of finality was satisfactory to both parties, 
and the process prevailed even in the absence of legal Justification. 
'!be use of arbitration on the Cleveland Transit System is reviewed by 
Du.las M. Young, ''Fifty Years of labor Arbitration in Cleveland Transi t ," 
J\b'ltlQy labor Review, 83 (1960) , pp. 464-471. 
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tively with a?1'.)loyees. In several of these cases caiptlsory arbitratioo 

was specified as an acceptable method of impasse resolutioo. 16 

Public n-ansit .;. 1964 to the Present 

'!be bargaining rights possessed by errployees of properties which 

came um.er public ownership after 1964 were frequently more extensive than 

was the case in takeovers preced1ng this date, and in fact terned to 

approximate private-sector rights. Jlllch of this liberalization of euployee 

rights is attributable to the passage of the Urban lilss 'lhlnsportatioo 

Act of 1964. The Act made federal funds available to facilitate system 

purchase and upgr~, but l!Xlre :lrq:)ortantly, Sectioo 13(c) ot the Act 

made the issuance of such fume contingent on the perpetuation of 

16
nie legislation establishing the Boston Metrq;iolitan 'lransit Auth­

ority hid the effect of making llB.IJjatory arbitration of interest disputes. 
'Ihe statute, Chapter 544 of the Acta of-1947, Section 19, provided: "'Ihe 
trustees shall hive authority to barg;un collectively with labor organ­
izations representing E!lll)loyees of the authority and to enter into agree­
ments. • . The erployees of the autrority shall subnit all grievances 
existing at the t1me of the creatioo of the autoority or subsequently 
entered into with the autharity, or, in the absence of such provisions, to 
the state board of conciliation and arbitration, or other board having 
simllar powers and duties." An arbitration clause did exist in the A'lU 
cootract with the system and the Act thereby rrendated its cootinuance. 
Sm!1l.ar language was provided in the 1964 act creating the MBTA. Although 
rot mak1ng such procedures marxlatory, the 1947 Act established tlie Chicago 
'lhlnsit Authority (Illinois Revised Statutes, Cll!.pter 111 2/3 Section 
28 (a)), did allow interest arbitration: "'Ihe Board may deal with and 
enter into written cootracts with employees of the Authority through 
accredited representatives of such Ell()loyees . . •.•. In case of dispute 
over wages, salaries, h::>urs, working corrli tiona , or pension or retirement 
provisions the Board may arbitrate any question or questions and may agree 
with such accredited representatives or labor organizatioo that the 
decision of a maJority of any arbitration Board Shall be final. . . • " 
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existing collective~ r:1.gtits.17 

Section l3(c) requirements 1n many cases proved to be the basis for 

l egal dllenma: How could p..iblic enployees be permitted to participate 

1n collective activities :1n cases where such behavior was proscribed by 

existing state statute? If federal funds were to be tltllized, sare means 

\\Ould have to be found to bridge the apparent conflict between s'cate and 

federal law. States arx1 localities rrade use of a variety of mechanisms 

to rraintain equivalent bargaining rights: special legislation was passed 

either :1n the fonn of enactments creating transit autlxlrities or special 

state labor codes; private managerent carpanies €!Jl)loyed to operate 

systems were des~ted the enployer of record to pennit transit enploy­

ment to rellBin within t he Jurisdiction of federal labor legislation; or , 

as Darold Barnum observed, :1n sane instances dti'ferences between state 

_legislation and Section 13(c) requirements were resolved by the "diplooatic 

use of semantics. 1118 Whichever route was taken, the result was often the 

170eta1led discussion of the background and legislative history of 
this section can be found :1n the following: James L. stem, Richard U. 
Miller, Stephen Rubenfeld, Craig Olson, and Brian Heshizer, 'Ille Legal 
Frauework f or Collective Barga1n1ng :1n the Urban Transit Wustry, a 
report prepared as a part of lfflA Grant Project No. WI-ll-ooo4, 1976; 
Ilarold T. Barnum, "National Public Labor Relat1on3 Legislation: The Clase 
of Urban Mass 'Iran.sit," Labor I.aw Journal '27 (1976) , pp, 168-176; and 
Jefferson Aaoociates, Aan:1nistration of Section l3(c) - Urban Mass Trans­
portation Act, A report to the U.S. Department of Labor prepared under 
contract No. lr-72-32, Jamiary 1972. 

188.w1um, Collectl~e Bargaining and M;lnpower 1n Urban Miss Transport 
Systems, p. 128. It ls noted that sane state laws prohibit public em­
ployee strikes as well as COlllPulsory arbitration as a means for settling 
disputes 1n the enployment relati onship or 1n the interpretation of the 
Section l3(c) agreenl:!nt . In some cases, t he conflict between IJMI'A re­
q1.rlremmts and state law has apparently been resolved by agreeing that 
disputes "srall be settled by. the Secretary of Labor." 
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.creati on of a special class of p.ibllc eaployees posseBB:lpg considerably 

broader freedoola tran other public EIJl)loyees 1n their efforts to influence 

the tenns and coroitions of their Elll)lo~ relationship. 

Special labor legislation affect1ng public transit enployees took 

two fonns. In the first, an entirely new law was enacted which applied 

cru.y to l!IJl)loyees of public transJ.t qierations. A Louis~ law re-

. gard1ng collective bargaining and e!ll)loyee rights 1n public transit 

systems, for exanple, 1n i:ert provided:19 

El:Jl>loyees of ooch public transport:ation system here­
after acquired by any such munlcipality transit autrority 
or other autlxlrity lll'gllll1.zed for the ~ srall have 
the right to self organization, to fonn, Join or assist 
labor OJ:'gSllizations, to bargain collectively through 
representatives of their 0\«1 chooaing, and to engage 1n 
other concerted activities for the purpose of collective 
bar@;3.1n1.ng. 

Whenever any labor dispute arises .• . , and collective 
bar@;3.1n1.ng does not result 1n an agreenent, the aforesaid 
public autlxlrity shall offer to lk.ibnit such dispute to 
arbitraticn. 

'Ihe secom approach, exenpllf1ed by a 1965 amerxlment to the Colorado 

labor Peace Act, involves the modification of an e~sting state pri­

vate-sector law to include coverage of public transit e!ll)loyees. 

Accoroing to the Colorado law, transit ertployees are provided with 

bargaining rights and a qualified right to strike: 20 

Where the exercise of the rignt to str~ 1s desired 
by the E5ll>loyees of any authority, the E!li)loyees or 

19
Lou1s1ana statutes Annotated, Title 23, Crapter 8, Part ·V, "Public 

Transportation Facilities, 11 Section 890 (d) an:l. (e). 

20eo1orado Revised Statutes 1963, as ameooed July l, 1965, Crapter 
80, Article 4, ''labor Peace Act," Sect1oo 11. 
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their representatives shall file with the :IIxlustr:l.al. 
coomission ... • '!be :ln:lustrial cormd.ssicn shall enter 
an order allOtling or denying the strike baaed on the 
grounds of tdlether or not ·such strike would interfere 
with the preservation of public peace, health, and 
safety in accordance with rules and regulatiOl'l.6 of the 
camtiseion. Any order deny:lng a stril<e under this 
section shall include an order to arbitrate. ; . . 

In both of these situations, public transit aq:>loyees i,,ere granted mare 

extensive •bargaining r:lghts than were ava11able to other llllJlicipal or 

state aq:>loyeee, 

In rrDst states, h::Mever, rat her than enacting labor legislation as 

such, the bargaining rigllts of transit errployees were specified in laws 

establishing transit districts or authorities . 'lbe state of Delaware, in 

an act establishing the State Department of 'n'ansportation, provided for 

t he creation of local transit authorities and conferred on t hem the 

rigllt to barg.l1n collectively with enployees:21 

A local Transportation Authority shall !:ave authority 
to bargain collectively with labor organizations 
representing euployees and may enter into agreements 
with such orgimizations relative to wages, salaries, 
tx>urs, work:1ng conditions, health benefits, pensions 
and retirerent allowances of such €1Ji)loyeee . 

In the case of any ·labor dispute between an Authority 
and its eiployees where collective bargaining does not 
result in a settlement, the same nay be ·sutm1tted at the 
written request of either party to f111al and bWing 
arbitration pursuant to the provisions of any agreement 
entered into beti,,een the Authority and the enployees 
so providing. . • .-

No anployee of a Local Transportation Authority sl:all 
strike while 1n the perfornance or his official duties. 

S1mllarly, labor provisions were frequently incorporated in legislation 

21ne1aware. Code Annotated , Title 2 , Chapter 16, "Local Transportatioo 
Authorities," Sub-chapter 1, Sections 1613 (a}, (b) and (c). 

-, 
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authorlzing the creatioo of individual transit autoorities. 

'.!be request that public transit enployees be given special consid­

eration with reepect to labor relations ill certainly not new, but it was 

the need to satisfy ~s of the Urban J'!\<l.ss Transpartation Act 

more than the persuasiveness of the argument that transit is a proprietary 

rather than govermental function that spurred the proliferation of such 

prov161Cl'18. '1be jnpact of 13(c) requirements on the passage of these 

laws is perhaps rrDst apparent in the New Mexico Public Ehe)loyee law which 

covers only public transit enployees:22 

Any lllJJUcipality desiring to qualify for a grant under 
the Urban 1'1lss Transportation Act of 1964. • .may 1n 
order to 11Eet the requirenents of Section 10 [13], para­
gmph (c) or that Act, recognize , and enter into collective 
bargaining with an appropriate unictl representing e!Tl)loyees 
of such llllilicipal transit system with regard to the preser­
vation of eniiloyee rigllts, privileges and bene.fits under 
any existing collective bargaining rights. 

'.!be need to meet 13(c) :requ1rements led to the passage of special 

labor legislation with provisions providing mare extensive rights than 

were found 1n earlier legislation, 23 In many situations, h<:Mever, the 

incree.sed bargaining rig)11;s pennitted by ffilch legislation still were rot 

sufficient to result in certification by the Secretary of Labor that 

2~ Mexico Statutes, Ch:lpter 14, Article 53, ''1-tln1cipal 'Iraneit 
I.aw," Section 15. 

2
3A similar conclusion was reached by Bamun, Collec~ive ~ 

and ~r 1n Urban Mase Transport ~stems , pp . 214-216. Ina 
san11Hio public authorities 8JQllJl1ned y Barnt111, the proportion of those 
established after 1964 tmich provided for carpulsory arbitration of 
interest disputes was substantially greater than was the case for auth­
orities created prior to this date . 
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Section 13(c) requ1rem:mt11 had been' eatisfied. 'lbe JIBjor st1.lltll1ng block 

frequently was the absence of the z::l.ght to strike or an acceptable sub­

stitute. 
24 

Conni.eta 1n sane cases also involved l.1m1tations on the scope 

of~ or union security provilliorul . 'Ihe previOUBly mentioned 

"diplooetic use of semmtics!25 as well as favorable court interpretations 

an:1 attorney generals' rulings aanetimes allowed certification despite 

apparent conflicts or deficiencies 1n state legislation. ai.t elsewhere, 

1n the absence of such legislation or where legal barriers were too sub­

stantiai, it was recessary to firo a way by which coverage by federal 

private-seccor labor law could be continued. Ccntracting for private 

management of the transit system was ooe SUCh device. 

'Ihe use of a private rranageoent coopany as the Elll)loyer of record 

is connnnl,y krown as _the ''Mell)h1s Fonnula." Use of this approach by 

public bodies supposedly keeps transit labor relati011S um.er the National 

labor Relations Act, as aimrded, an:! outside of the juriediction of state 

law. Although the "M3rph1s Fornula" haB been -widely used, there is sane 

uncertainty concernil'l!; its val1dity. Petitions for representation elec­

tions, the filing of unfa1r labor practice charges, ard the raising of 

24
'lbe only JIBjor nxxllficat1on of private-sector ~ rignts 

acceptable to the Secretary of Labor concerns the rignt to strike. Lary 
Yoo, Chief of the Division of Ehployee Protection, U.S. Department of 
labor, has written: ". . • the Department of Labor holds that loss of the 
right to strike, 1n itseli', is not justification for denial of certifica­
t ion, provided that t he overall arrangements provide sane ireana for the 
1npart1al resolution of disputes," (fran ''Enployee Protection Require­
ments 1n the Urban Miss 'n-anaportation Act," in Developing l>tlss Trans­
portation Systems, Proceedings of a Conference cosponsored by the New 
York Law Journal an:1 the Urban Mass Transportation .Adm1n1stration, ed., 
Sally Ann Payton, 1974, p. 210). 

253ee Footnote No. 18. 

~~· 
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other issues before state an:1 t'ederal courts have brought into questioo 

whether this approach does in reality allow for the' cont1nlation of 

~ rignts urxier the National labor Relations Act, as amen::led. 26 

'!be legal issue sinl>ly stated is: Does the ''Meni)h1s Fbrnulau as a 

procedural device satisfy the jurisdictional stan:lards of the NUlB? 'Ihe 

crucial factors are whether i;w>llc ownersh1p of aysten assets will 1n 

itseli' result 1n exclusion as a govermentai sulxllvisioo, whether the 

public body grants the nenagenent f1nn surficient 1rdeperdent control, ard 

whether transit operations are so 1.nt:1nately connected with the basic 

function of the local governnent .entity to result 1n exclusion fran c<:n­

erage un:ier the .Act. 

C!1 the basis of the consistency of NUlB decisions rerdered 1n 

''Men;,his Rormula" cases ard barring any furdamental policy changes , it 

1s fair to sas that the use or the ''Merrl)his Fornula" does not am will 

rot 1n the future result 1n coverage um.er federal statutes. Neverthe­

less, a substantial nuni>er of situations currently exist where transit 

er!l)loyees are exercis~ full private-sector rignts on the basis of such 

arrangeroonts . Althougn it is unlikely tll!.t such rignts are enforceable 

1n the face of legal chall~, the "Jrleiq>his Fornula" 1s an :IJJtx)rtant 

determinant of the bargaining rignts of public transit euployees. 

'Ihe ·eurrent "De Facto" Lef2a.1 Framework as Seen by Management an:1 
th!on Representatives. · 

state labor laws, t ransit legislation, ard, 1n sam cases, the ability 

21>.nie origins of t he ''Merrph1s Fonnula" as well as the question of 
its sufficiency 1n allo~ confornance with NI.RB juriecl:1.ctional standards 
are examined 1n detail 1n James L. stern et al. , '!he Legal Framework. 
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of unions to force ( or ll'fll'l8g8001lt w1l.1.1ngnesa to grant) basic rights 

were cited by the parties as the prinery determinants of transit's lel!,11 

context for barga.1n1ng. Five of 25 (20 percent) sanple systems reported 

that ~loyees possess bargaining rights equivalent to those available 

to private-sector ~loyees, Representatives of 17 (68 percent) systems 

= 1n:llcated that comparable barga1n1ng rights prevail with the exception 

of the rubstitution of coopulsory arbitration for the right to strike as 

an acceptable fonn of iJrpasse resoluti on. 

In six systems arbitretion is man::lated by state legislation and 1n 

two other cases arbitration 1s permissive accord~ to state law &d has 

therefore been incorporated into the labor agreement between the authority 

and the union. In the other nine systems 1n this category, arbitration 

is assured by Section 13(c) guarantees of " ... the preservation of 

rights, privileges, am benefits. , ., ·aro. the continuation of collective 

bargaining rights .. . , " I t should be noted that management respondents 

at two of these systems argued that state law supereedes 13(c) provisions, 

thereby negating \oohat otherwise would be a union right to invoke arbi­

tration as a method of iJrpasse resolution in the absence of the right to 

engage 1n withholding. 

In contrasting the current l egiu 1'rasrework with its private-sector 

antecedent, the :in;lact of the "loss" of the right to s trike is often 

mitigated by a long history of iJrpasse resolution by voluntary arbitra­

tion. At our 25 sarrple systems, 11 labor agreements provide for the arbi­

trated resolution of interest disputes. At least 10 of these provisions 

predated the transfer of ttie system to the public sector. Ch t his basis , 

it rrey be concluded that the inpact of the change in the legal environ­

ment on these systems (as well as on the five which claim full private-

.... 
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sector rights) has been lllllWllll • 

An additioml difference in barg/llning rights found 1n several of 

these systems is that t he pennissible scope of negotiations is sanewhat 

narrower than is typically foun:l 1n private-sector labor relations, '1he 

most frequent exclusions are the right to negotiate union security arrange­

mnts (though union menbership approaches 100 percent in most of these 

situations) and peruiioos 1n cases where coverage is provided urxler state 

or irunici pal plans. 

Of' the three~ systems exam:lned, two provide for the right 

to collective bar¢n1ng but allow only fact-f1n:llng or advisory arbitra­

tion 1n the case of :1npisse, and 1n one system virtually all ~ 

dissipated with the shift to public ownership. 

'Ole legal environnent for transit baJ:wrln1ng 1s sanewha.t unique to 

American 1n:iustr1al relations t o the extent that there is a high degree 

of uncertainty concerru.J"€ source am. me~ of the law. '1he carplex 

interaction of state law, special transit enabling legislation, Section 

13(c), and the practices of the parties have resulted in considerable 

confusion about the legiu basis for transit labor relations. Fourteen 

rranagement spokesmen said their labor relations were regulated by state 

· law, three 1n:llcated that the ·I.MRA was applicable , two said Section 13(c) 

.was the basis for all rights, three believed that a combination of state 

law and Section 13(c) governed, ard two were unable to answer the inzuiry. 

Union resporrlents were confident 1n enumerating the rights t hey be­

lieved to apply, but alm:>st one-thitd were not able to point t o the law 

or laws which gµarantee:i these rights. Q.testions that arose (and apparent 

discrepancies between n-enagement and union responses) involved the breadth 

of the ~ entitlement, how these rights could be enforced, the -
'I 
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legality of the ''Men;lhis Forno.Ila" concept, the interaction of Section 

l3(c) and state laws, and row unfair labor practice charges would be 

processed where the NIRB did rot assert jur13:11ction. Synptamtic of 

such tmcertaintles is the fact that seven of the sanple systiems have been 

involved 1n litig;at1cn concerning the legal status of the strike or other 

bsrga1n1ng practices. 

The :Inability to process unfair labor practices we.a seen as a serious 

Problem by spokesren 1n systems w!Yare legislation does rot provide for 

such procedures. Q1 the basis of NI.RB policies am previrus rulings it 

appears that only one of the three systems c~ coverage urxler the 

I.MRA actually meets all NIRB Jurisdictional stamards. In at least two 

other systems, attE!ll)ts to file unfair labor practices have been 1nfonnally 

rebuffed and were subsequently Withdrawn. 

In SlllJll!II'Y, bargain1ng rights approx:iJmte private-sector rights 1n 

the najority or systems with tre exception of the substitution of c~ul­

sory interest arbitration ror the right to strike. In states which have 

not enacted conprehensive collective ~ laws, unions have no fonm 

1n which to file representation petitions or unfair labor practice 

charges. In a few cases, 1:1.mitations also have been placed on the scope 

of negotiations. Although tre corrluct of transit labor relations has not 

been serirusly hampered by problems arising fran questions of legal pre­

rogative, the potential for difficulties is ever present - particularly 

with respect to unfa!r labor practices and questions concerning strikes 

and corrpu].sory arbitration. When assessing a labor relations interaction 

where there is a highly conplex interrelation or law, regulation, and 

practice, one ID..lBt be c_ognizant tlBt a history of "success" nBY mask an 

_ inherently unstable legal basis for the relationship. 
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'Ire detailed examination of Section l3(c)" of the Urban Miss 'lrans­

portation Act of 1964 is IT0de 1n the rext chapter. Although "l3(c)" is an 

~t element of the lee;u setting, it is considered separately be­

cause of the 1JTl)ortance attributed to it by union arrl ~nt spokesnen 

and by its psychological as well as legal m;,lications. 



I.V. I/\OCfi PR11ECTIOO PRJVISI~ CF 'l1iE URBAN 
MASS '.IRANSPCffl'ATIOO ACT - l3(c) 

' labor Protection - The Issues 

Section l3(c) of the urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 was 

apperrled to the legislation at the behest of the labor movement. It fur­

nishes assurances to transit eni:,loyees that their bar~ r1ghts ·and 

tenns and corxlltions of employment will not be adversely affected as the 

result of federal grants un:ier this Act. Section l3(c) provides:1 

It shall be a con:lltion of any assistance un:ier 
Secticn 3 of this Act thlt fair and equitable arrange­
ments are rmde, as determined by the Secretary or 
labor, to protect the interests of employees affected 
by such assistance. Such protective arrangenents shill 
include, withwt being l.1m1ted to, such provisions as 
r11:IY be necessary for (l.) the preservation of r1ghts , 
privileges, and benefits (including continuation of 
pension rignts and benefits) urrler existing collective 
bargaining agreements or otherwise; (2) the continuaticn 
of collective barga1n1pg rignts; (3) protection of 
1n:iiv1dual employees against a worsening of their 
positions with respect to their employment; ( 4 ) assur­
ames of E!IJl)loyment to €11l)loyees of acquired IIBSS 

tranapartaticn systems and priority of reer,ployment 
of E!l1l)loyees tenn1nated or laid off; and (5) paid 
training or retra1n1ng programs. Such ~nts 
shall include provisions protecting 1n:iiv1dual 
enpl oyees against a worsening of their positions 
with respect to their eni:,loyment which shall 1n no 
event provide benefits less ttml those established 
pursuant to Section 5(2) (f) of the Act of February 
4, 1887 (24 Stat. 379) , as amended. Tre contract 
for the granting of any such assistance shall 
specify the teilllS and con:lltions of the protective 
arrangenente. 

1uz.ban Mase '.transportation Act of 1964 as amerrled, Section l3(c), 49 
u.s.c.A. , Section 1609 (1971). 

6Ji 
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'lbe requirement that. grante be contingent on "fair am equitable" arrange­

ments. • . to protect the interests of eqiloyees affected by such asslBtance 

has led to runerous questions arrl allegations concerning its ~ton 

various aspects of the labor-uanagement relationship. In this portion 

of our report, we will examine elanents of the legislative history, 

administration, am coverage of Section 13(c). · 

Before proc~ with our analysis of tI'8J18it labor protections, 

it should be indicated that this has proven to be a difficult and elusive 

area in lfflich to corxluct research. Altl:lrugn participants were often 

adanent in their views of the 1Jqllicaticns of this elanent of federal 

transit policy, they were. rarely able to cite specific eJCan1'.)les or other­

wise provide evidence to substantiate their claims. Indeed, llLICh of the 

criti cism of Section 13(c) ~s pref!lised on the apprehension that its 

deleterious effects ldll be felt sane tine in the future. '.lbe record 

of 13(c) negotiations afd agreements for capital assistance grants did 

allow sane tentative conclusions concerning the 1nl)act of the labor pro­

tection requirements, but the recent inplementation of the Section 5 

grant program precluded amassing c~ble infonnation for 13(c) agree­

rrents for operat~ assistance grants . To supplanent the"lim1ted avail­

able data, we have relied extensively on t he perceptions of participants 

to this interact ion. 

Legislative Iackgr'Oun12 

The inclusion of labor protections 1n the Urban llbss Transportation 

2In addition to the vari ous hear1ngs, reports and documents c ited in 
the fullowing pages, inforrration pe~ to the legislative history 
of Section 13(c) draws on an lJillUblished sunmary nade available by the 
Departmmt of Transportation, arxl Jefferson Associates, '!he Adm:lnistration 

.......,._ .. ~ --. w .. 
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Act of 1964 (OOA) is npet t'requently said to be an rutgrowth. of the 

public takeover of the !lllJor transit f1nns serving Dade County, Florida, 

am the subsequent planning for public acquisition in Portlam, Oregon. 

'.lbe public body 1n lade County had taken the positicn that transit -

ployees by Virtue of public acquisiticn becarre enployees of a political 

subdivision of the state. In the absence of a state public-sector bar­

g;aining statute, they argued, union representation, bargaining r:lghts. 

and t he freedan of transit enployees to engage in concerted activities 

were invalidated. 3 
'lbe local of t he Amalganated Association of street• 

Electric RaUway and Motor Coach Thployees (today the Arral,gmiat ed Transit 

Union) which until that time rad represented most transit enployees in t he 

Miami area was thereby prohibited fran being recognized as a labor org­

anization and shortly disappeared fran the scene. The loss of fumamental 

E11Ployee r:lghts previously nede available to private transit eiployees 

by the Mational Labor Relations Act, as amerxled, served as the spring­

board far~ efforts by org;mized labor to insure that any forth­

caning federal legislation pro~ public fuming for mss transit WJul.d 

offer protections to affected eqiloyees. 

Org/lnized labor's insistance on legl.slative assurances for transit 

eiployees dates back to hear~s en House Bill 11158 1n 1962. At that 
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t:l!re, Arorew' Biemlller, legislative lobby:1.st for the AFL-CIO, referred to 

4 
the "scan:lalous, disgraceful situation 1n Miami," and stated: "Federal 

legislation to support public mass transit facilities ahruld specifically 

autoorize the union rights available to workers 1n private enterprises. 

We believe there nust be sane dispute settlement process 1f negotiations 

break down." Stich protections were rot added to the 1962 nass transit 

bill which emerged fran ccmn1ttee and t he resultant opposition by ore;an-

1zed labor contributed to the failure of the 87th Congress to enact new 

transit legislation. 

After the reintroduction of the Urban ~ss Transit Bill 1n 1963, 

Senator Harrison Willians premised that the objectives of labor would be 

seriously consid.ered: 5 

I introduce this legislation 1n full rec0!9'11tion that 
1n its present form i t my rot take due cognizance of 
mtters brought to rrri, attention only last week by the 
Arralgamated Association of Street, Electric Railway 
and M:ltor Coach Employees of America. I am partic"" 
ularly concerned that every effort be rre.de 1n this 
legislation to provide safeguards for collective bar­
gaining and arbitration to protect ~loyees displaced 
by adverse effects of new transit facilities, to pro­
tect rights of arployees displaced through autamtion, 
and to review the inwct of advanced consent to transit 
catpacts. I have written to officers of the Arralgamated 
Association aasur:IJ'1g them of rrri, desire to receive their 
Ml testimcny at hearings on the bill and ask that they 
provide me with specific language entxxly:1.ng their pro­
posals. 

4u.s. Congress, House, SUbccmnittee No. 3 of the House Coomittee on 
Banlc1ng and Currency, Hearings on House BUI 11158 , 87th Congress, 2nd 
Session, 1962, p . 423. 

. 5u.s. Ccngress , Smate, Congressional Record: Proce~ and Debat es 
of the 88th Ccngress, 88th Congress , 1st Session, 109, p. ,i. 
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Sh:lrtly afterward, Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz, 1n an appearance 

before the Senate Bank1ng and CUrrency Ccmnittee, reccmnended the addi­

tion of a protective labor provision. The najor thrust of the Adminis­

tration proposal as expressed by Wirtz was that a federal transit pro­

gram would not 11 
••• result 1n the destruction of established collective 

barga1n1ng rights. "6 

labor representatives expressed dissatisfaction with the Wirtz pro­

posal because it did oot provide the degree of protection for transit 

w:>rkers that was desired. ~ir displeasure IOOUJ'lted with the Secretary's 

explanation to the ccmnittee that the Mministratian program w:>uld neither 

supersede state laws re~t:IJ'1g public employee ~. nor create 

protections for arployees hired subsequent to a grant of federal assist.. 

ance.7 Wirtz offered the opinion that the proposed amendment only 

required the consideration of errployee rights and would oot specify a 

particular level of' collective bargain:IJ'1g rights as be:IJ'1g necessary for 

the l!B1ntenance of equitable errployee protections. In response, the 

House and Senate COIIJTI1ttees were presented with a joint labor proposal 

which spelled out the union position on the labor protection issue.8 

The bill which finally emerged rrom the Senate ccmnittee contained a 

revised labor provision lolhich offered considerably less protection than 

had been suggested 1n labor ' s proposal:9 

6 U.S. ~ss, Senate, SUbcarmittee of' the Senate Carmittee on 
Banking and CUrrency; Hearings on Senate Bills 6 and 917, 88th Congress, 
1st Session, 1963, p. 309. 

7Ibid. , pp. 311- 312, 314, 317. 
8 Ibid., pp. 322-323. 

9u.s. ~ss, Senate, Senate Report No. 82, 88th Congress, 1st 
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It shall be a corxiition of the granting of any 
assistance or the financing of any project un:ler thi.e 
Act t rat fair and equitable arrangements are rrade, as 
determined by the Administrator after consultatioo 
with and bhe concurrence of the Secretary of labor to 
protect t he interests of e!!1)10yeee affected by such 
assistance or financing. SUch protective arrangeroonts 
shall include, w:!.thrut being linlited to , such pro­
visions as may be necessary for (1) the preservatioo 
of r1e,its, privileges and benefits (including ccn­
tinuation of pension rights and benefits) :·Ul'.lder:.'eltisting 
collective barga1n1ng agreemmte; (2) the encoorage-
nient of the continuati oo of collective · · · 
~ta ; • •• 

The ~o. 1n a letter to John SparknBn, cha:1nrml of the Senate sub­

coomittee, dated M!lrch 12, 1963, e:,qiressed i ts oppositioo t o the lack of 

certainty provided by t he ~rds "encouragement of the continuatioo of 

collecti ve ~ rights . " 

In the Senate debate that followed, the carmittee propoeal was re­

placed by the so-called M3gnuson substitute. This 1n turn was modified 

by the f,brse-McNamara-W1111ams ameooment (hereafter referred to as the 

1-bree amerxlment) . After extensive debate , the ['brae amerorrent which 

contained language s1m1lar to that fourn in the j oint labor proposal 

was passed by t he Senate on April 4, 1963. The Senate bill called for 

" ... the continuatioo of collective oore;aining 1n any situations where 

i t now exists. 1110 

The House versi oo of the transit bill that emerged from coomittee 

did not incorporate language which was acceptable to labor interests. 

As a result , differences between the Senate ~ill and the proposed l egis-

Session, 1963, pp. 119-50 (emphasis added) . 

1%.s. Congress, Senate, Congressional Record, 88th Congress, 1st 
sessioo, 109, p. 5675-
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lati oo 1n the Hooae· were not resolved f or lllOre than a year. The stale-
\ 

nate was finally broken when' Hoose Ccmnittee Cha1rnen Albert Rains pro-

posed amemments to t he House blli that provided collective barga1n:1ng 

protect ions equivalent to those fouro 1n the Morse amernoent. The li:>uBe 

approved Raina's amerx:lments , and ·Hoose Bill 3881, as anerxled, was i:essed 

en June 2', 19611. The Senate subsequently accepted the language of the 

House blli and t he Urban Mass 'Iransportation Act , including t he subeectioo 

now identified as 13(c) , 11 was s!s;led into law by President Johnson oo 

JulY 9, 1964. The Labor Mlnagement Services Administration (LM:lA) of 

the Department of Labor (OOL) ,ea charged with rel!P(J18ibil1ty for adrn1n-

1stering the labor protecticn provisions of the new legislat ioo. 

Negotiation am Certificati oo of 13(c) .Agreements 

Dlr1ng the first years following the passage of the Act, the pro­

cedure for satisfying Section 13(c) requirenents was mere!y to incl ude 

a pranise of COIJl)liance 1n the approved grant . With dem:instrati oo pro­

jects, where both the OOL and lMl'A agreed there was little or no poten­

tial for adverse :lnpac't on transit enployees, the following was appended 

to t he grant contract : '"Ihe Public Body warrants tmt the un:lertaldng 

of the project will not adversely aff ect the €!Ji)loyment and ~rking 

conditions of e!!1)loyees of any parti ci pating carrier or of aey c011)et:1ng 

carrier within t he service area of such parti ci patory carrier. " In the 

case of capital grants, this was supplerented by the following: "In the 

event that any such errployees are adversely affected, appropriate pro­

tection shall be afforded urxl.er the provisions of Secti on 13(c) of t he 

11.ire text of Sectioo 13(c) can be fourd on page l of this ctJapter. 



• 

,.....ic:..;...[~c-... ...._,.:_~_....ai,L ..-..-~~-~ ... 
71 

Urban Mase Trensportation Act of' 19611. 11 Some local barga1n1ng did occur 

1n t hese ~ars, particularly 1n cases of' system acquisition, but m::,st of 

it did not :Involve the level of' elll)loyment protections. M:>re of'ten, tre 

issue or cont€!'lticn was whether the public body· would agree to 13(c) re­

quirements for the maintenance of enployee bargaining rights an:1 benefits. 

Beg1nn1ng 1n 1966 aoo 1967, the Arre.lgamated Transit Union (A'ID), 

daninant aroong labor ~zations representing transit E511Ployees, bes;m 

to slXlW increased concern about the specific protections which were to be 

guaranteed by these arrangetents. With the e:xpanded activism of the ATU 

came a gradual policy shift by the Department of Iabar which resulted 1n 

a tre.nsfer of the responsibillty far detenn:1n:1J1g the substantive. ternis of' 

Section 13(c) agreements to the local parties.12 
The reliance on l ocal 

barg;l1n:1ng to detennine the con:litions of worker protection appears to 

ccnfonn Id.th the :Intent of Ca,gress, 13 an:1 retains the basis of current 

IX)L procedures for the developnent aoo certification of acceptable labor 

protecticn provisioos. 

The certification process typically begins with UMI'A forwarding 

copies of grant applications to the Department of labor for review an:l 

certification of "fair and equitable arrangerents" t_Q_ protect the inter-

12Accord1ng to No:rTis Scharoff, fonner DOL Special Assistant for 
Urban Mass Transit, 1n the early years of the administration of the labor 
protection provisions of the Act, attention was focused alnx>st exclusively 
on basic collective bargaiirlI:g issues. Possibly because Section 5(2)(f) 
of the Interstate Camierce Act was referred to 1n Section 13 ( c) , unions 
showed little interest 1n specifying the terms aoo conditions of labor 
protection. The beginning of local bargaj.ning on these issues care with 
a 1966 New Jersey cOOJJJ.1ter rail grant application when the question of the 
:!Jll)act of the proposed project on bus drivers was raised. (Interview 
corducted by Brian Heshizer, 6/8il6) . 

13See for exanl)le, U.S. Congr~ss, Senate; ·Senate Report No. 82 1 88th 
Congress , 1st Sessioo, 1963; U.S; Cor:gress, House, House :Report No. 204, 
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ests of affected· enployees. Based oo_ the ooi. policy that where-ver feasible 

the tel'lllS of protection are to be arrived at thro_ugh local negotiations, 

the Department refers copies of tre grant application to labor organiza­

tions representing transit workers within the service area of the appli­

cant property.1~ 'Ille parties are then expected to initiate negotiations 

to reach an acceptable agreement which at m1n1m.Jrn provides protections 

equivalent to those f oun:1 1n Section 5(2) (f) of the Interstate CamErce 

Act. 15 '!he Department rputinely provides technical assistance ard w1.ll 

mediate disputes between the parties when necessary. '1he developiEnt of 

a local agreerrEilt is strongly encouraged, an:1 only as a last resort will 

the Secretary exercise his authority to establish the tenns of a 13(c) 

protection.16 '1he DOL 1n its certification transmittal will exten:1 the 

88th Congress, 2m Session, 1964. 'lhe House Report states that subject 
to the m1n1m.m starrlards erunerated 1n the Act, t1 , • . • specific con:iitians 
for worker protection will oonnally be the product of local barga1n1ng an:\ 
negotiating. t1 

14Althoog)l Section 13(c) of the Act does not distinguish between the 
various grant programs, research , technical, an:1 ~ grants are fre­
quently handled on a nx>re infonnal basia that are capital, dem:mstratioo, 
or operating assistance ~ts. See Lary Yoo. , ''Tollloyee Protection Re­
quirl;lnents :1n the Urban Miss Transportation Act, t1 1n DevelopirJi Mass 
'lrans.it S~ema, ed. Sally Ann Payton, Proceedings of a Conference cospon-
sored by New York Law Journal an:1 the Urban Mass 'fi'ansit Adm1n1stra-
tion of the U. S. Departirent of Transportation, 1974, p. 207, 

15Sect1on 13 ( c) states that 13.( c) arra~eroonts shall t1. • • in no 
event provide benefits less than those established pursuant to Section 
5(2)(f) of the Act of FebruarY 4, 1887 (24 Stat. 379), as ~med." 'lhe 
text of the appropriate Section of the Interstate Cotmerce Act can be 
found 1n Footnote 23. · 

16Altoough the Secretary of Labor may as a last resort in1)0se the 
tenns of the labor protection man:lated by tl)e Act, the applicant retains 
the right to withdraw his application for assistance if the arrangement 
specified by the Secretary is deemed unacceptable . However, terms of a 
13(c) agreement, once certified by the Secretary of labor, are l!Bl'Xlatory 
an:1 not generally subject to court review. 'lhe court 1n Kemler, et al, 
v . Wirtz concluded: "We h:>ld that it would not be appropriate for a Coor); 
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coverage or an ~t "11ch Mil been negotiated to protect other 

groups of fllll)loyees. If there are no unimH"epresented €1!1)loyees for the 

project 1n question, the Secretary will specify the tenns sm cornitions 

of protection "'11.ch shall apply. 

Although Ilepartmmt of Labor policy calls for the local detenn1na-

tion of the terms of labor protection f or ea.ch grant application, this 

does not necessarily mean that every 13(c) arrangement ~ll be separately 

negotiated. Over the years, several mechanisns have evolved by which 

rutually acceptable language is voluntarily reerployed for subsequent 

grants. Known 1n the Wustry a.s "p:lggyba~," the reuse of a previcosly 

negotiated sm certified 13(c) agreement can take a nurrber of fonns. 

Fir8t, am roost carm:>n, is the situation where the decision to use the 

tenns of an existing agreement is decided by the parties on a case-4:>y-

case basis. 'lhis has occurred with increasing frequency in recent years 

as the content of 13(c) a.greeioonts has moved towaro unifonnity both 

within an1 across systans. 'lh!re are also fonns of the ''piggyback" pro­

cedure 14hich specify its application 1n advance of :1mividual grant 

applications. In Boston, for eJtaDple, the rerA am the involved unions 

negotiate a 13(c) ageerrent anrrually that will be applicable to all pro-

j ects f\lroed by tMrA during that year. A variant of this approach is 

used by one of the properties 1n our sanple, Regional Transportation 

District (Denver) . The collective bare;31n1ng agreement between this systan 

am its union incorporates 13(c) language which serves as the basis for 

to substitute its jt.dgeuent for the Secretary's judgement that railroad 
811)loyees are afforded fair am equitable .P1X>tection by the arrangements 
that have been made for their benefits." (Harold Kemler et al. v . Willard 
Wirtz I Secre~ or Tabar and "Robert c. Weaver; Se<iretm't, nepabbiient of 
Housiqs and Devel~t. ) 
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all subsequent 13Cc) agreements~ the term or the labor agreement.17 

In addition to "piggybac~," another alternative to 1n:11v1dually 

negotiating an agreement for ea.ch grant has emerged for cperating assis­

tance funds dispersed uroer Sections 3(h) am 5 or the Urban 143.ss 'lhulsit 

Act . Followilli; the passage of the National M:uls 'fumsportation Assistance 

Act or 1974 which l!Ede these .t'\ll'l1s available , the merican Public 'lransit 

Asaociation (API'A), representing a large ruriler of traneit systems an:1 

the neJor transit unions, uroertook the task of negotiat1ng a stamard 

13(c) agreemmt which the Secretary or Labor could use to certif'y labor 

protections for operating-assistance grant applications. SUch an agree­

!Tlent, variously referred to a.s the lbiel Agreement or the National 

Agreement, was reached on July 23, 1975. Its tenn runs fran J-bveniler 

26, 1974 until September 30, 1977, but will autaratically be extemed 

on a year-to-y!!ar ·basis unless notice to reopen is served by one or l!Xlre 

of the s:tgnatories. Both the designated applicant am the local union or 

unions 11USt:1approve the tenna of the agreement ror it to becaoe opera­

tional at the local level. 

Although widespread ratification of the National Agreenent was not 

assured, the e.xistmce of stamard tenns for Section 13(c ) agreements baa 

provided an element of pressure to either sign the agreanent or fashion 

an alternative providing equivalent protections. Lary Yoo, Chief" of the 

D1v13ion of Enployee Protection, who is responsible for I.MSA's process1ng 

of requests for 13(c) certification, considers the National Agreement to 

17m another of our sa!Tq)le systems, the contract between the Transit 
Authority of the City of Onaha am the 'lransport Workers Union, Local 223, 
provides that a "duly s:teTted 13(c) Agreement executed July 1, 1972, 1s 
rrade a permanent addenda to this labor Agreement." The question of 
whether this is meant to apply t o future grants is _presently being contested 
by the 'NU. 
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tave been highly effective 1n facilitating rapid approval of operating 

assistance grants. For example, of 230 certifications .1n the first ten 

months of 1976 elegible for coverage wner the National Agreement , 157 

received autormtic certification by use of this agreenent, and a ~ition!l 

15 were certified using the National Agreement with one or more locally 

negotiated nxx!ifications.18 

As is shown in Table IV-1, statistics COOi)iled by IM3A show a steady 

increase .1n the number of grant applicati ons processed and certified 

annually b:, the Departroent of Labor since the inception of the program in 

19611. 'lbe number of certif1cations has increased fran 110 1n the first 

full year of the proge-am to 276 i."'l fiscal ye,w 1975. Im-ing the entire 

11-year period, certification has been formally denied in only three 

cases: Spr1J1gfield, Missouri; Yakima , Washington; and Amarillo, Texas. 

In each situation the grant applicant :!n:iicated it was unable or un­

willing to caJi>ly with the Section's requ1rements.19 It should be noted 

trat Oldtted from this accountlng is any consideration of the number of 

applications 1'hrlch were never sul:rnitted because of the labor requ:1rements 

or suanitted but subsequently withdrawn prior to fonm.1 action by OOL. 

An exanple of the latter situation was the decision by Delaware River Port 

Autlxlrity (PATCO) to withdraw its capital-grant application for the Lin­

denwold L1ne project because, along with other factors , there was an 

assessnent that the costs of complying with 13(c) requirements wculd be 

18nata provided by Lary Yud, Chief of tre Division of Employee Pro­
tection, Departroent of labor, Washlngton, o.c. 

19&.mnaries of these cases can be fown ID Jefferson Associates, 
pp. 3<>-42. 

..,~ 
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excesili ve. 

'lbe Chief of the Division of Bll)loyee Protection also indicated 

ttat cases requiring :Imposed terms and corxl1t1ons of labor protection 1n 

the absence of local agreements hive been "rare," anxnmting to ~ "sev­

eral" cases per year. 20 In addition, 1nfoI'l1Btion reported 1n iable IV-2 

1nd1cates that for all applications reviewed, the average processing time 

(elapsed from the date of referral to OOL Wlt11 certification) has been 

decreasing 1n recent years. '.lllis reduction is apparent even when certi­

fications 1nvolv1ng the national 13(c) agreenents are anitted from'. the 

calculation. ~ the possible eJ1;planations for the increased efficiency 

in processing 13(c) arrangements are the increased familiarity of the 

parties with t he negotiation and certification process, a greater un1-

fonn1ly in the content of negotiated agreements , and a decline in the 

proportion of Section 3 applications requesting fun:is for system acquisi­

t i on.21 

Available S\llTllBI'Y statibtics ·pertaining to the ntmt>er of arTa.11ge­

ment s certified anrua.lly, the snail runber of denials, the infrequent 

need f or :Imposing corrl1tions in the absence of local agreenent, and t he 

decl1n1ng average processing t1me appear supportive of Yud' s countention 

that current OOL procedures to insure caipliance with Section 13(c) of 

the Act of 1961! are functioning efficiently. Althougjl the record i s 1m­

pressive, it is recognized that sole reliance on sunnary statistics as 

20rnterview with Lary Yud, Mzy 26, 1976. 

2¼torically, acme of the roost arduous 13 ( c) negotiations have in­
volved situations where funds were to be used for purchase of a privately 
O'l'il'led property. 'lbe inability or unwillingness of applicants to provide 
for the cont1nuation of collective barga1n1ng rights. and benefits often 
delayed the approval of such applications until an acceptable solution 
could be achieved. 

-... ~ 
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an evaluatory technique may hide the existence of s1gn1ficant underly~ 

difficulties with the process. For this reason an assessnent by the 

parties to the 13(c) interaction will be reported later 1n this chapter. 

13(c ) llgreetrents ·- ·eorttent ·am Coverage 

As lii)ecified by Section 13(c) • five major types of protection 11UBt 

be provided for Elll)loyees affected by any grant issued under the IJrban 

llhss Transportation Act of 1964 or its arrendments :22 

(1) the preservation of rights, privil eges, and ·bene­
fits (including continuation of pension rights and 
benefits) under existing collective barga1n1ng agree­
rrents or otherwise; 

(2) the continuation of collective bargaining rights; 

(3) protection of :Individual Elll)loyees against a 
worsening of t heir position with respect to their 
enq:>loynent ; 

( 4) assurances of e,rploy111mt to Elll)loyees of acquired 
nass transportation systems and.priority of reentiloy­
ment of enployees tenninated or laid off; and 

(5) pa1d training and retraining programs. 

The Act does not go further 1n the errumeration of particular pro­

tections, but rather it lllln'.lates that benefits provided by such arrange­

ments " · . . shall 1n no event provide benefits less than those established 

pursuant to Section 5(2)(f) of the Act of February 4, 1887 (24 Stat. 379) , 

as amerded. 1123 Because of the explicit reference to this section of the 

2
2tJrban l'Bss 'lransportat1on Act of 1964, as amended , Sectioo 13(c) . 

49 U.S .C .A. , Secti on 1609 (1971) . 

2
~s section of the 'lransportation Act of 1940 (49 U.S .C. Section 

5(2)(f) (1971)) provides: As a cordition of its approval, under this 
paragraph, of any transa.ctioo involving a carrier or carriers by railroad 
subject' to the provisions of this chapter , the Conmission shall require 
fair am equitable arrangement to protect the interests of the railroad 
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TABLE JV-2 

APPLICATIOOS RR GRANl'S ~ 'lHE URBAN 
MASS 'mANSP(ffl'ATIOO ACT 

Average Processing Time for Section 13(c) 
• Refe=a.ls (Mean Days :!'rem Referral 

to Certificatioo) 

Fiecal Years 
197ll 1975 1976 

I of Process:.. I of Process- fl of Process-
Oases :1ng Days cases :1ng Days cases :1ng Da,s 

capital-projects 154 105 191 119 216 grants 

~t1ng-6ssistance - - 70 21• 252 grants 

Oemonstraticn-project 6 67 15 62 8 grants 

Total cases 160 104 276 91 476 

• 

•• 

The urusuall.y low processing t1me rere is attributed to 
the newness of the Sections 5 ani 3(h) programs am 
reflects a willlngness to "p1ggyback" labor protectioos 
because of fUro1ng deadlines . 

The dranetic increase with respect to dem:instratian 
project processing time does not necessarily reflect 
proglans 1n negotiating 13(c) protectioos. D-.le to 
the innovative nature of such projects, their gnint 
applications may renain inactive for periods of time 
for technological, political, or econcmic reasons. 
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Source : Catt)iled from information ani interpretive ca1mmts provided by 
I.ary Yoo, Chief of the Division of Employee Protectioo, Labor­
Management Services Adm1n1stration, U.S. Department of Labor. 

. 
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Interstate CCJmErce Act, eane diecussioo of the developnent and current 

status of 5(2)(f) is appropriate before IOOVing on to an examination or 

the present level of labor protectioos fourd in arrangements negotiated 

and certified pursuant to the requirements of the Urban M3.ss Transportation 

Act. 

The language of Secticn 5(2)(f) gives a less detailed spe<!if1cation 

of the protections to be provided than is fourxl in Secticn 13(c). How­

ever, the legislative history of the Transportation Act of 19l!0 indicates 

that the tenns of the \tlasll1ngtal Job Protection Agreeoont of !-by 1936 

were meant to serve as the basis for 5(2) (t ) guarantees. azt as the 

BUthors of the Jefferson Report observed, Sect:l.cr. 5(2)(f) has :!n practice 

been a !living doc..ment. 112lj The \tlash:1ngton Agreement has been roodified 

several t1Jres by Interstate OCm:nerce CCtmdssion (ICC) decisions,25 as 

well as by court decisions am arbitration awards which have redefined 

aro often broadened the basic agreeinents. Bl'iefJ¥, t he purpose of tre 

erployees ai'fected. In its order of approval, the Ccmn1ssion shall :tn&.l 
elude tenns am corditions prov!~ that during the period of four years 
from the effective date of such order such transaction will rot result 
in El!Oloyees of. the carrier or carriers by railroad ai'fected by such 
crder being in a worse positioo with respect to tre1r EIJl)loyment , . except 
that the protection afforded to any euployee pursuant to this sentence 
shall not be required to continue for a longer period, following the 
effective date of such order, than the period during which such euployee 
was in the enploy of such carrier or carriers prior to the effective date 
of such <rder. SUch arrangement sra.ll contain provisicns no less pro­
tective of the :Interests of e!ll)loyees than those reretofore :lnJ)osed pur­
suant to this subdivision am those established pursuant to Section 405 
of the Rail Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 565). Notw1thstaming any 
other provisions of this Act, an agreenent pertain:1ng to the protecticn 
of the interests of said eni>loyees llllY rereafter be entered into by any 
carrier or caITiers by railroad arxl. the duly BUthorized respreaentative 
or representatives of its enployees. 

24 Jefferson Associates, p . 11. 

25 Amoog the ICC cases to lolhich reference 1s most often 118de are the 
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~ .Agreement was to provjde· railroad E!ll)lo,ees affected by a 

carrier "cooro1nat1Cl1"26 with assurances cone~ the cont:1nua1;1on of 

tenns and condit1C11S of their EIJl)loyment relationship. Monetary can­

pensatiCl'l ES specif'ied -..ilere reduct1C11S 1n ~ or benefits resulted, 

or 1n lieu of such pa_yments, a separation allowance was to be paid 1n 

the case of severance. SectiCl'l 6(a) of the Agreanent :1n part provided:
27 

No E!ll)loyee of any of the CaITiers involved 1n a 
particular: coard1nat1oo woo 1s cont:l.n.led 1n service 
srall, for a period not exc~ five years following 
the effective date of such coordinatioo., be placed, 
as a result of such coordination, in a worse positiCl'l 
with respect to c<Jlt)el188.t1on and rules ~veming 
worldng comitioo.s than re occupied at the tfine of 
such ccxrd1natioo. • • • 

It was also rmde clear tret applicatioo was restricted to effects eman­

ating directly !'ran such coordinati ons: ". . . tre provisions of this 

agre€!!l!l1t are to be restricted to those changes 1n €!!1)loyment 1n tre 

Railroad Industry solely due to and resulting f'ran such coordinati ~. n
28 

At the time of the passsge of the Urban Miss 'Iransportation Act of 

1964, the prevailing level of 5(2)(f) protections were those specified 

1n tre 1952 New Orleans Union Pas~r Term1naJ. case. The "New Orleans 

corxlltioo.s" for the DDst part embodied the tenns of the wasltlngton · Agree­

ment as modified by the corrlitions set forth ~Y the ICC 1n its order 

Okl.ahana Railway and the Chicago, 1"rl1ngton and ~Y Railroad cases 
of 1944, and the New Orleans Union Passenger Ternrtnal case of 1952. 

26As defined 1n Section 2(a) of the Agreeient of May 1936, washlng­
ton, o.c., "coordination" refers:: to " .•• joint actiCl'l by two or rrore 
carriers whereby t hey unify, consolidate, rerge or pool 1n whole or 1n 
part their separaU! railroad facilities." 

27wash1ngton J ob Protection Agreement of May 1936, Section 6(a). 

28 Ibid., Section 1. 
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dated 1'tly 17, 1944 1n the case of the Ckl.alx:tna Ra.11-.ay CCJqiany 'n'ustees 

Abandormmt of Operations. The order 1n the New Orleans case included 

tre foll~ coverage: 

(1) protections exterxi1!1g four years f'ran the e~tive 
date of the order approving the transactia,; 

(2) payrrent of a IOOl'lthly dismissal allowance equal to 
one-twelfth of the total c<Jli)ensation 1n the prev10U8 
year or elll)loyment - as offset by earn1ngs rran 
alternative E!IJl)loyment and any benefits received wner 
uneq>loyrnent insurance programs; 

(3) DB1ntenance of current earn1ngs wren transferred to a 
lower paying job; 

(4) the continuatioo of all benefits attached to previous 
€111)loyrnent incl~ free transportation, pensions, 
hospitalizatioo., and relief; 

(5) reinimrsement of household nnv1ng expenses resulting 
!'ran a required change 1n the place of EIJl)loyment 
incl~ travel expenses, actual wage l oss, and any 
l osses suffered 1n tre sale of the enployees residence 
f or less than its f'a1r value; and 

(6) the settlement by final am b~ arbitration of any 
dispute-aria~ fran the interpretation of these con­
di tioos which cannot be settled by the caITiers am 
the enployees. 

In addition, other provisions of the wash1ngton Agreanent which were oot 

in conflict with trese basic guarantees were referenced by this docl.ffl!nt. 

Altlx>ugn there was sane variance 1n 1n::lividual cases, the ternlS of the 

l!N9w Orleans corxlitions"~aerved as the basis for nnst 13(c) arrangaients 

negotiated during tre 1960s. 

Following the passage of the Rl.11 Passenger Service Act of 1970 , . 

29Subsequent cases 1n which tre basic "New Or.Leana coruitions" were 
prescribed protections exterrling rran· tre data of saverse ini>act rather 
than ft'CR the effect1~ date of tre order approving the transaction. 
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the bal!ic content of Section 13(c) ~ts evolved to incorporate 

prov1siCl1S of the Amtrak Labor Protection Agreement pranulgated in 

conjunction With t hat Act . Included azoong the Amtrak rrodification of 

previous starx:lards were: 

(1) protect ions were extemed !'ran four to six years; 

(2) subject to t he tenns of a labor protecti on agreement, 
any eq>loyee qual1fy1ng for a d1sn1ssal allowance 
l«luld receive any rubsequent wage adjustements; and 

(3) too buro.en of proof of effect was shifted frcrn the 
grie~ enployee to the caITier. 

Today , all 13(c) agreements certified by the Secretary of Iabor (:Including 

those for ope:ratlng-assistance grants} contain the imjor elements of the 

"Amtrak comitions. " 'lllis has in fact been recently l!IIIUlted by an amem­

ment to the Interstate Ccmnerce Act which incorporates the Amtrak level 

of protecti ons into Section 5(2)(f). 30 

In recent years, at least in part because of the "Amtrak conditions" 

and the dominant role played by the AnB.lgamated Transit Union 1n coor­

dinating and often conducting the 13(c) negotiations 1n which its divisions 

are involved, a substantial degree of unifonnity has emerged 1n negotiated 

labor provisioos. Where differences do appear they tern to renect issues 

of interpretation and application roore so than the level of benefits. 

Reproduced 1n the following paragraphs are exerpts fran what was found to 

be t ypical capital-grant 13(c) language for each of the five areas of 

30
fubl1c Iaw 94- 219, Section 402(a) (February 15, 1976) states: 

"Section 5(2) (f) of the Interstate Garrnerce Act ( 49 U .S .C. 5(2)(f)) is 
amemed by inserting a new sentence 1nrned1ately preceding the last 
sentence thereof as follows : SUch arrangement shall contain provisions 
no less protective of the interests of employees than those heretofore 
:lnposed pursuant to this subdivision and those established pursuant to 
Section 405 of the Rail Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 565)." 

, 

• 
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protection specified 1n the Act. 31 

Assurances concerning the preservation of rights, privileges, and 

benefits, t he continuati on of collective barga1n1ng rights, and the pro­

t ecticn of 1nd1v1.dual e,qiloyees against ·a -wor~ of their position 

with respect to their enploynent have frequently been provided with 

provisioos such as t hese: 

All rig)lts, prdvlleges, and benefits (:Incl~ 
pension rights and benefits) of EIJt)loyees represented 
by the Union (including enployees having already 
retired) under existing collective ~ agree­
ments or otherwise, or under any revision of rene,,el. 
thereof shall be preserved and continued, unless by 
collective barfl'J11n1ng and agreement of both parties 
hereto other aITangemmts are Dade; p--..:•ov-.ided, nc-,~ver, 
that any such a.greeiiEnt or ~nts shall not be 
1nconB1stent w:it her with this agreeuent or with the 
requiranents of Secti on 13(c) of the Act as detennl.ned 
by the Secretary of labor. 

The collective bare;a1n1ng r:1ghts of etll)loyees represented 
by the Union, including the r:1ght to arbitrate labor 
disputes to maintain union eecur1ty and checkoff arrange­
ments, as provided by applicable laws, policies an:l/or 
existing collective barga.1n1ng agreeDJ:!nts, shall be 
preserved and contiJ'lued. The City agrees trat it will 
bargain collectively with the Won or otherwise arrange 
for the continuation of collective ~. and that 
it will enter into agreements with t he Won or arrange 
for such agreeiients to be entered into, relative to all 
subject s of collective barga1n1ng with a private e!ll)loyer. 

Any eiployee covered by this agreement who is laid off 
or otherwise depr¼ved of a!l)loynent, or placed 1n a worse 
position with respect to canpensation, hours, wor~ 
conditions, fr~ benefits, or rights am privileges 
perta1njng thereto at any time during his errployment as 
a result of the Project, 1ncllXllng any program of 

31.niese 13(c) excerpts are drawn frcrn a nunber of different agree­
ments. They are representative of provisions foum 1n approxinBtely 20 
recent 13(c)s certified by I.MSA for ~ital grant projects which were 
examined 1n conjunction with this study. These provisions are repro­
duced to illustrate the nature of typical labor protections. 'lbe exact 
~ found 1n individual 13(c)s often reflects local preferences and 
is not necessarily un1fonn across all agreements •• 
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efflcienciee or ecax:miea directly ar :1m1rectly related 
thereto, shall be entitled to receive any applicahle 
rignts, privileges, and benefits as spec1t'1ed 1n •the 
enployee protective ~nte (attached hereto and 
IIBde a part hereof as Exhibit "A"); provided, however• 
that not~ 1n Elthibit "A" Bhall be deemed to lll,lll!r-
sede or displaoe any other provisiOl'l8 of· this agreement, 
and 1n the event of' any conflict ar inconsistency between 
them, the other provisions or this agreement Bhall control. 

'Ihe specific tenns of' EIJl)loyee protection, here referred to 1n Exhibit 

"A," 1n llllnY agreenents are itemized 1n the _ basic docmient. In either 

case, virtually all 13(c) agreements detail benefit levels equivalent 

to the previOUBly discussed "Amtrak corrlitions,"32 

'Dle f'1nal oo areas or protection cone~ priority of E!lll)loy­

ment ar reenployment an:!. paid tra1n1ng programs may be listed separately 

or 1n a single clause aa 1.s slx,wri here: 

Any E511)loyee 1n the ~ unit represented by the 
Union who ms been terminated or laid off for lack of 
l«lI'k, shall be granted priority of elJ1)loyirent, or reeoploy­
ment to fill 8.1\Y vacant position on the transit system 
for which he 1s • or by t~ or retraining can becare • 
qual1!'1ed. In the event tra1n1ng ar ret~ is required 
by such -eq:>loyment or ree111>loyment • the Public Body smll 
provj.de or provide for such tra1n1ng ar retra1ning at no 
cost to the elJ1)loyee, an1 such eq,loyee shall be paid, 
while tra1n:1ng or retra1n1ng, the salary or rourzy rate 
of his ro:rner Job class11'1cat1oo or the tra1n:1ng rate or 
the classif"ication f"or which he is tra1n1ng, whichever is 
higher. 

32
Character1st1c protections include: a protective period of six 

years ar a period equivalent to l~h of' service less than six years; 
when an eq,loyee is laid off or otherwise deprived of eoi>loyment • a 
monthly disnissal allowance equal to the average monthly carpensatioo 
over the last twelve 11Dntha of elJ1)loyment ; 1n lieu of' the diamissal 
allOIIIBilCe • an elective separation allowan:e of a sun equal to three to 
twelve lllC(lths pay aa detenn1necl by length or service; a displacement 
allowance which maintains average IIDnthly COOl)ellBation which :ta~payable 
if" an enployee 1s demoted or placed oo a lower ~ Job as a result of' 
the project, and payment of mo~ exPenses (including travel, actual 
loss or e~ up to five days, and re~t or 8.1\Y losses 
suffered 1n the sale or the eni:>loyee's hane far less than its f'a1r IIBrleet 
value) incurred as a result or a required c~ of residence. 

~. 
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Sane mechanisn for enf'orcement of its cait>(ll1E!l1t parts 1s also 

1nclu:1ed 1n 13(c) arrangements . 1'bst camai is a provisioo. for final 

and b:1n:lliig determinatioo by an arbitrator or arbitration panel: 

In event of aey labor diSPlte 1nvolv1ng the Public Body 
and the elJ1)loyeee covered by this agreement where 
collective ~ does not result 1n agreement, the 
same may be sutmitted at the written request or either 
party to a board of arbitration. 

Alternatively, 1n a few cases where restrictive state legislation pro­

hibits the public body fran subnitting disputes to arb1trat1oo, the 

confiict between tMl'A requ1rements ani state law ms been resolved by 

1nsert&ng ~ that disputes concerning 1nterpretat1oo " . • . Bhall 

be settled by the Secretary of Labor." 

'1he roodel 13(c) agreement negotiated f'or use with applications for 

operating-assistance progrs.'llS urder Section 5 and 3(h) incorporates 

levels of protection that are substantially equivalent to the "Amtrak 

con:lltions." 'lhere are, h<:Mever, a runber of potentially il@,11.ficant 

differences 1n ~ with respect to the interpretation and appllca­

tioo of these provisions. For exanple, the phrlaee "as a result of the 

project" as used with operating-assistance grants 1s sanewhat mare 

difficult to define than is the case with specif"ic capital-grant pro­

jects . As an out growth of this dif"f:tculty • the parties elected to add 

the following provis6,··to the National Agreel!E!nt :33 

. • . volu!re rises ani !"alls of business, or ~s 
1n vol ume and character of enployrent brought about 
by causes ot her than the project (incl~ aey 
econanie s or ef1'1c1enc1es unrelated to the project) 
are not wit h the purview of t hi s agreement . 

33•'1'kldel 13(c) Agreement" executed by t he American Public '.!ransit 
Association arrl transit enployee labor organizations, July 23, 1975, 
paragraph 1 . 
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Several other IOOdificatiol'lll can also be attributed to the vagueness 

of project deN.nition with operating--a.ssistance grants. Where the typical 

®Pital-gant clause refers to a retained €111)loyee placed 1n a worse 

positwi "· •• w.1.th respect to caq,ensation, hours, work1ng cooiltiOrlll, 

~ benefits, ar rights an:1 privileges," the Natiooal Agreement pro­

vides nx>re restrictive ~ that D'8kes reference cn1,y to "· .. a 

worse position with respect to cOlll)el'UlB.tion."34 A diml1.ssed estployee's 

reesit>loyment rights rave also been narrowed by 1nclud~ the requ:irement 

that aey vacant position be ". • .reasonably caJl)8I'able to that which 

he held when dillllissed. 1135 In addition, the caaoonly fourrl stipu1alion 

that elll)loyees covered by the 13(c) agreemmt will be given the first 

opportunity for e,rployment 1n any new Jobs created as a result of the 

project is not present 1n the rocdel 13(c). 

The r1ghts··of grant recipients have also been affected. For exBl!i)le, 

a recipient% rights clause is included 1n the National Agreement:
36 

OOess otherwise provided, oot~ 1n this agreemmt 
shall be deenm to restrict any r1ghts the Recipient 
ney otherwise have to direct the 110rk1ng forces an:1 
nenage its bul!iness as it deem11 best, 1n accordance 
with the applicable collective barga1n1ng agreement. 

At the same tinE the discretion of the grantee 1n diapers~ Section 3(h) 

or 5 f\uns ha8 been sanel<jmt 11m1.ted by the folio~ restriction on the 

right to subcontract :37 

34~., ~h 6(a). 

35~., paragraph 18. 

36Toid. , paragraph 3 • 

37To1d., paragraph 23. 
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'llle des~ted Recipient ... shall be t he sole 
provider of l!BSS transportation l,1€rv1ces to the 
Project an:1 such services shall be provided 
exclusively by €111)loyees of the Recipient covered 
by this agreement. . . . '1be parties recognize, 
however, that certain of t he recipients ~tory 
herei;o , . • . have heretofore provided such ser­
vices through contracts by purchase , leas~, or 
other arrangements an:1 hereby agree that such 
practices may continue. 

A certain annmt of n exibllity ls available 1n the applicati on of 

the National Agreement; At the t:!Jne of the passage of this doc1.JDent 

the parties provided reccmnerxiations as to its use 1n individual cases. 

The reccmnerxiations were set forth 1n a menxirandl.lD f'ran Lewis M. Gill, 

the mediator for the APrA-union negotiations, Of particular 1nportance 

are paragraphs 5 an:1 6:38 

(5) Irrlividual project review by the Secretary of Labor 
shall be giver. at the request of any interested party, 
to deternrlne whether special circumstances are presented 
by the project which require changes 1n the master 
agreement or supplemental arrangenents , as applied' 
to the particular project. 

(6) In the event it is determined by the Secretary that 
changes or suppl emental arrangements are required, 
there should be an opportunity to negotiate such 
arrangements am changes within exi sting case ham.ling 
procedures pri or to any Secretarial determination of 
the disputed issues. 

Before leaving this dlscusslon of 13(c) content ani coverage, a 

caveat is warranted. t>k>st 13(c) agreements provided extensive am 

detailed specification-of the coverage provided. 'Ihe excerpted language 

fr'OII) capital-grant 13(c ) agreanents quoted in the prec~ pages is not 

found in identical form in all 13(c) agreement s ; it ·1s meant to be repre-

38r.temoraroum dated July 18, 1975 to the Secretary of labor f'ran 
Lewis M. Gill, ~ial Mediator, paragraphs 5 an:1 6. 
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sentative or~ typically .room 1n such ~s. Moreover, ar,y 

rigarous interpretatioo of these cl.suses can only be urrlertaken in· the 

context of :1nd1vidual 13(c) agreements viewed 1n their entirety. Simi­

larly• the d1st1nct1oos between provisioos of the National Agreement .for . 

operat~ assistance and typical. capital-grant provisioos lihich were 

presented sh:luld not be interpreted to be a COOl)lete erumeratioo of diff­

erences. Cnly by a careful examination of the total JOOdel agreement and 

a specific capital grant agreement can such a caJ1)81':i.aoo be nede. 

Assesanent of Sectioo 13(c) by the Parties 

In general, un1oo an:1 nmiagement representatives of the 25 properties 

at ..txich :tnterviews were conducted expressed satisfaction with current 

procedures for reeting Section 13(c) requirements. Cati>laints 1nvolv1ng 

the content of labor protection agreellE1lts were sanewrat JOOre frequent, 

but .few respon:l.ents could point to problems that have been caused by 

these provisions. In addition, an extensive search of the l3(c) corres­

pondence and docurentation contained 1n LMSA files for all grant appli­

cations subnitted by ten of the ~le systems temed to support the 

asse881e'lt that the negotiation am certification process has been su.ffi­

cient to cope with a wide range of grant types and situations. The 

views of the resporxlents are SUlllllllI'ized below urrler the following topical 

readings:39 (l} The Requirenent That 13(c) Protect!~ Apply to All 

Grants; (2} TIE Mequacy arxl Intact of Procedures for ~ting the Labor 

39A total of 27 nanagement (24 local IIBl'l8ga1Ent representatives and 
three officers of national transit nru,agement f1nna) and 24 union inter­
views were conducted at 25 properties. Sanple 1dent1.ficat1on is provided 
1n Chapter 1. 'Ibe actual number of responses to :1nd1v1dual questions per­
~ to Section l3(c) ranged fran 41 to 51. 
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Protectioo ~ t s of the Act; and (3} 'Die Cootent and Applicatioo 

of 13(c) Agreements . 

(l) 'llle Reguiremel'lt that 13(c) Protections AppJ.y to All Grants: 

As might be expected, all of the union resporxlents stated that 13(c) pro­

tections are a necessary and prq,er element of federal transit leg1sla­

tioo. It was sanewhat l!XlI'e surprising to f1n:i that 20 •of 23 (87 percent) 

rranagers also believe that labor protection 1n sane fonn 1s appropriat e. 

Managemmt • s endorsement was qualified by the proviso that such guaran­

tees soould not be required for all types of grents. In addition , roost 

cCJTi)lidned that current 13(c) prot ections are excessive. 

AlthOUgh the majority were of the opinion that the right to striJdl 

1s not acceptable for µ.,.bile transit elll)loyees, managers agreed that 

affect ed elll)loyees should be permitted to retain basic bar~ right s. 

Resolution of contract disput es by final and binding arbitration was 

seen as a v.orkable alternative by roost_ of those d1appprov1ng of the 

strike. Q1ly tv.o rranagers expressed the feeling t hat the coroit1oning of 

grent approval on tte continuation of bargaining rights 1s an unwarranted 

intrusion into . state ' s rights by the federal goverrmmt. One asserted 

that altho..igh be had initialed a 13(c) providing interest arbitration 1n 

lieu o.f the right t o strike ( illegal for public employees 1n his state) • 

he w:>uld not be a party to an arbitrated resolution of an ~sse 1n 

negotiations. He sa1d that it 1s clear fran theleg1slative history of -

the Act that 13(c) provisions were not intero.ed to sppet,sede stat e laws. 

Apparently the collective bargaining issue, a topic of heated con­

gressional debatJe prior to t he passage of t he Urban Mass Transportat1oo 
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Act of 1969,40 
l'Bs 1n I008t casee been defused with the passage of tinl!. 

'Ihis 1s not to s;zy t hat manager s have welcaned collective barga1n1ng 

with open arms or that they are necessarily pleased with i ts results . 

Rather, view:tng themselves as practitioners and rot policynekers, roost 

expressed a ~tic, "Yoo can' t fight city hall" attitude. 

A s1milar position was taken 1n the case of €111)loyment guarantees 

1n the takeover situation. Few management responients took issue with 

13(c) ·(9.lal'al1tees pertaining to job retention and assurances that transit 

workers would rot be placed in a worse position with respect to cc:upen­

sati oo or other benefits as a result of the public takeover of a transi t 

property. Here again, regiirdless of the degree to which nmiagers accepted 

the pX'Emise itself, they saw littl e reasoo to oppose these guarantees. 

It was observed t hat public acquisition of the sanple systems did not 

result in eui>loyment cutbacks or otherwise place €!11)loyees in a worse 

condition. In any case, roost of these interviewed considered issues 

relat~ t o takeover as "water over the dsm." 

'!he necessity f or extending carrparable ait>lOYJe protections for 

oontakeover capital-assistance grants and demonstration projects was not 

widely accepted by transit system officials. 'lhe view was expressed 

that, as was the case with section 5(2)(f) oil the Interstate Ccmnerce 

Act, the intent of Co,gress with Section 13(c) was to protect errployees 

where mergers, consolidations, or acquisitions of systems were contem­

plated. I t was said that , extend1ng canparable pro_tections where funds 

40
See Jei'ferson Associates, pp. 5-19. 
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are wied to purcl'Bse ruses and equ1prent ' construct new facilities, or 

otherwise update an existing system, Congress effectively blocked jm­

provements in system effi ciency. Many offered as an e,aanple variations 

of a ~hetical case where the average age of a bus fleet i s appreciably 

reduced through bus replacement made possible by federal funding. MID­

agers COll)lained that if the effect was to require fewer maintenance 

personnel, they s11ould not be forced by 13(c) guarantees to retain or 

''buy out" 6'llployees made unnecessary be efficiencies resulting frail t he 

capital investment. S:lmilarly, i t was areµed that if new or e)lpel'1mental 

service funded by a demonstrati on grant results in an expansion of the 

labor force, protections beyon:1 those contained in a collective barga1n1ng 

agreerent between the parties should not be extended to such errployees. 

'!he cor,plaint was also raised that 13(c) in these cases also has 

the effect of restricting necessary managerial prerogatives and inhibits 

t he introduction of :Innovative policies. However, few rmnagers were 

able to provide concrete exanjlles of bow their prerog;atives have been 

limited or their ability to rranage has otherwise been :lnpaired. None 

could point to policy decisions which were not :lnplemented or programs 

which were not instituted for fear of l3(c) :lnplications. In the eyes 

of most , the problem is one of potential :!npact . Typical of this view 

was the observation: "It hasn't held us back yet, but it lCXllllS in the 

background of every decision." 

nie roost scathing criticism of 13(c) requiranents was res_erved for 

operating-assistance grants under Section 3(h) and 5 of the Act. Here 

there was widespread agreement aroong elll)loyer representatives that 

<:!lilloyee protections are totally unnecessary and inappropriate. ~ 

absence of an identifiable project was cited as the rrajor reason that 
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labol' protecticns are u.nworl<able 1n this situatioo, 

S:1JlplJ stated, the un1oo position was that regardless of the grant 

program involved, or wmt the local system proposes to do with UMrA furxis, 

transit EIJi)loyees oust not be adversely affected. 'Ihe ~protectioo 

provisions of the Act provide the ooly available assurance that public 

furr1s will not be used to the detriment of transit E!IJt)loyees. 

(2) '!he Adequacy and Inpact of Procedures far ~t:ti¥ the I.abor 

Protection Requirements of the Act: As was previously discussed , the 

Department of Labar is to ensure, whenever possible, that the specific 

cord!tions far e,iployee protection are the product of local negotiaticns. 

As l~ as the bargained arrangement contains protections at least 

equivalent to those provided by Sectioo 5(2)(f) , the parties are free to 

fashion an agreement suited to local coroitions or problems. cne alter­

native to this procedure is to have the Secretary of Labor fonnulate a 

stan::laJ,dized set of tenns to be used for all grants or , at his discretion, 

adapt this basic arrangenent to ruit particular situati ons. '!here is 

another possibllity that is l!X)re 1n keep1ng with the current policy of 

bilateral detennination. At an :Industry-wide level the parties could 

agree to a un1fonn l3(c) agreement for capital and deroonstration projects 

similar to the exist1ng National Agreement far grants uroer Section 3(h) 

and 5 of the Act. 

A strong preference was expressed by both management and union 

respoooents for the concept of local determination of the terms of labor 

protection: 17 of 23 (74 percent) of nanagement and 13 of 21 (62 percent) 

of t he union representatives respoooing felt that local determination 

was ruperior to any fonn of starxlardized arrangement. Among both groups 

< 
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the lll)St coomoo reason for opposing unifonn l3(c) terms was the belief 

that fashiooing a s1ngle agreeient for use 1n all situations rreant the 

loss of nexibiUt y to deal with unique local carditions. It was pointed 

out that because Section 13(c) spec1f'1es that labor protections cannot 

be less than those provided by Section 5(2) (f), local negotiations 1n 

practice tern to involve questions of application and scope more than 

variations 1n the level of protectioos. These interpretive issues were 

felt . to be incapable of generalization and therefore appropriate for 

determination ooly at the local level. en the basis of the experience 

under the existing National Agreement, management resporoents observed 

that even if they iooividually chose not to ratify any proposed standard 

agreeroont, the mere existence of such a docl.llrel'1t ~ 1n practice llBke 

it difficult, if not impossible, for rreaningful and necessary rrxx:lifica~.i. 

tions to be negotiated l ocally. 

It sho.lld be noted t hat the proportion of responses supportive of' 

the use of' stamard 13(c) terms was considerably higher if such agree­

rrents are for use ooly with Sections 3(h) an:i 5 grants. Here, 12 of .23 

(52 percent) of management spokesmen, am 20 of 22 (91 percent) of 

union officers polled felt that the frequency and general applicatioo of 

operat1ng-assistance grants made the use of a standard 13(c) agreement 

desirabl e. Among the rranagement group, however, ll8l'lY affirne.tive 

responses were qualified by the explanation that this was not to be 

interpreted as _reflecting satisfaction with the terms of the current 

national Agreerrent .· Finally, even among the minority who did fav6r 

staroardization of t erms for grants other than those allocated urder 

operat1ng-assistance programs, the feeling was prevalent that such an 

agreement woold mt be appropriate where Section 3 grants were used for 
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acquiring exi.sting properties or creating new transit systems. 

Overa11, the concept of local detenn:lnation received strong erdarse­

ment rrcm both union and nanagement representatives interviewed 1n con­

JLD1C:tion with this project. Although there was BaTBWhat ioore acceptarx:e 

of the idea of using a staroard agreement for operating-assistance grants 

than for capital or demonstration grants, rmnagement respordents were 

generally of the opinion that the "lowest cCllllPn denoorl.nator" of a gen­

eralized agreenent was from their perspective inferior to agreements 

that could be locally negotiated . M::>st felt the potential benefits of 

local barga1.n1ng to be v.orth the risk that "whipsaw" tactics might lead 

to an escalation of tenns. Union replies were generallY rore positive 

toward stan:lardization than were trose of im.nagement . However• agents 

of the s:na.ller locals did ten:! to agree with the prevalent nanagement 

.. 1.e,-1 that local corditions justify special considerations 1n the deter­

mination of 13(c) terms. We turn now to the question of how effective 

tre existing procedures for negotiation am certification have actually 

been: 

In contrast to th;! general acceptance of the concept of local deter-

mination of a sizable rn.mber of irdustry spokesmen as well as several gov­

erl1IOOl'lt officials have voiced concern that the process for arriving at 

acceptable labor- protection agreerents has 1n practice been fraught with 

problems. Other assessments, 1ncl\.rling those of rost local union offi­

cers, have been that the process has worked well, causing only m:ln1J!8]. 

difficulties in the grant-application process and to other elements of 

the labor-management relationship. In an effort to 'examine sane of the 

1ssi.es 1nvolved 1n the detenninat1on process, our saJTi)le resporx:!ents 

we."e polled to discover whether current procedures have resulted in 

-:-,_;:_~ --~ ~... ~""-~ ~ ... · ..-v.a..- --· '> ... 
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delays 1n fun:iing, power 1mbalances 1n the local negotiat ion process , 

or other difficulties in meeting the requireirents of Section 13(c) . In 

addition the respordents were asked to carrnent on the relationship between 

the 13(c) determination process and the collective ~ inter­

action. 

Info:nm.tion solicited from the parties as well as IMSA records for 

ten of our sarJi)l e properties 1rd1cated that there have been few serious 

problems encountered 1n reaching acc!!lf)table labor-protection agreements 

for nontakeover Section 3 projects an:\ for operating-assistaree grants. 

Project delays have been rare, arx:! 1n the last several years it has been 

necessary for the Secretary of Labor to :1.nqx,se the terms of protectioo 

1n only one of the sample systems. Tre. issue 1n this case concerned 

the continuation of bargaining rights f ollow1.rlg a transfer of system 

ownership am has been resolved. Tv.o of the sarrq)le properties are pre­

sently involved in disputes concerning the terms of protection for 

Sectioo 5 grants . At issue 1n the first is an effort to no11fy the terms 

of the ''National Agreenent" for local application, am 1n the seccn::l a 

question of whether a labor agreeroont clause should be interpreted as 

requiring the "p:1ggybacld.ng" of the 13(c) for an operating-assistance 

grant . In both cases, h:>wever, it appears that once the :!mned:late 

probierns are resolved, they shruld not recur with future grants. 

It was ruggested by a ll1.D1lber of transit J18l'lagE!I'S that the dearth of 

instances where the parties have been unable to reach agreement arx:! an 

absence of serious project delays should not be interpreted as meaning 

that the local determination process is working as i t was 1nterded. In 

fact several nmiageient respoooents 1n:licated that just the opposite 1s 

true; DOL _policy has given the un1cns the ability to veto grant applica-

·• 
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ticru, arxl, aa a result, they now dictate rather tbln negotiate 13(c). 

terms. These managers argued tmt unioo daninance in the 13(c) process 

nen1.fest8 itself in a rurber of ways, but the 818rpest criticiam was 

leveled at the role of the international unicns in the negotiaticn 
111 

process. 

Approximately me-thttd of the rmnagement respcn:l.ents felt tmt the 

00L was abetting the contradiction of its Olil1 policy of local detennina­

tion by penn1tt1ng international unions to coordinate arxi in many cases 

actually corwct 13(c) negotiations for their locals. Other managers 

observed trat even 1f the role played by the internationals was oot 

tecmically in conflict with DOL policy, it was contrary to the spirit · 

of local determination am has resulted in an unequal barga1n1ng rela­

tiooship. In either caBe, they alleged, the net effect is that 13(c) 

arrangements are not detenn1ned locally, but rather are decided be~ 

the scenes by the international union staff and the Chief of the Divisioo 

of El!l>loyee Protection. According to this interpretation, the local 

union is little more than a puppet whose powers have been usurped by its 

42 parent <rganiz.at1oo. At least one case was cited where a tentative 

settlement ..as rescWed when the international union !!efused to pennit 

4
1urxi.erly1ng such Cart>laints ls a criticism of the OOL policy which 

pennits the internationals to play an active role 1n 13(c) negotiatioos. 
Despite the critical views of several managers, t ransit nenagers gener­
ally are of the opinion tmt international unioos, gl.ven their role as 
advocates, have behaved rationally arxi 1n roost· cases responsibly. 

4~eference here was rm.de to Section 32.2 of the Constitution am 
General Law of tlbe ~ted '.lransit Union (1975) which in part 
states: "When L'.'U.slocalunions] are seeking written agreements ••. 
with an applicant for Federal assistance urder the provisions of Sections 
3(e)' am 13(c) . • . , said ~nts srall be sul:rnitted to the I.P. 
[Intemat1.onal President] or his authorized deputy for approval before 
~ legal action." 

.. 
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its local to s_:l.e',I the agreanent beC&,Ule it differed n,an the uniai's 

deflnitlcn of minimllY acceptable tems. 

The response of local union officers to this sce!'lll.I'iO 1s Jllllti-

raceted. First, the descriptiai of the 1nternat1ooal uniai p~ a 

dcm1nBilt role in 13(c) detenninatioos was oot disputed. International 

unions were inVOlved to S<m! extent in 13(c) negotiations at each of 

our 25 SBll(lle propel'ties. TWO of 23 (9 percent) local union officers 

said they wwlD. prefer to negotiate labOr protect1oos withrut at least 

the tacit involvement of their parent un1cn. 'Ire nejorit y of union 

respon1ents felt tret the assistance provided by the 1ntermt1onal ors­
anizationa wa8 necessary and just1.f1able because of the cczq>l.exity aro 
legalistic nature of 13(c) issues. Many pointed to the ra.ct trat they 

had neither the educational preparation nar the famillarity with federal 

statutis to deal 1ntelllgently with the 1ntr16acies of 13(c) l.angl.lage• 

It '\OBS aleo claim!d that JOOst locals llOOld be finaJ1C1.ally 1ncJIPable of 

reta1n1ng the lawyers necessary to counter the stock of "free" legal 

services available to transit applicants. 
4

3 

'1'1e view expressed by m::>st locals W:IB that the ini)act of inter-

national union inVOl~ -.es not a-ppreciably different tmn 'IDlt wwld 

have re5Ulted had the local elected to obtain legal assistance locallY. 

'nleY resporxied to the charge that 13(c) ba.i'ga.Wng is 1n reality rot 

local by arguing that the participaticn of 1ntemational union repre-

4 ~tioned "2I'El the availability of the grant applicants legal staff 
or the use of other public resources such as city attorneys . severll 
unicn resporxients also iroicated ttat with respect to legal services for 
1Irliv1dual 13(c) cases, the reSO\ll'Ces of the applicant were effectively 
bOUJ1d].ess because these costs could be treated as _general budget i tems 
ani in this way were publicly subl5id1Zed• · 
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sentatives 1n negot:1.ati<Xlll ra.s not led to the caiplete stamardization 

of 13(c) ageerrents. The union spokesnen claimed that where variances 

which are rot 1n conflict with the basic Msuz,ances of Secti on 13(c) have 

been warranted, they have been incorporated into local agreements. In 

support of this view it i;as noted that a number of locals have recently 

agreed to ·Sect ion 5 local protect ion agreements different 1n one or more 

ways !'ran the Naticnal Agreenent. S1m1larly, rreny capital-grants 13(c) 

provisions have been adapted to conform to local conditions ani the needs 

of particular projects. In both situations it was said that rranagement 

has been the party seelc1J1g such nxx:11fications. It was also conterrled 

t hat local un1ons are rot without inUuence 1n the 13(c) process. Al­

though ratification by the internatianal is required (at least by the 

ATU) • the local union cannot be forced to agree to 13(c) tenns which it 

deems llo be appropriate. At least one local 1n our ~le resisted 

the advice of the international staff to sle71 proposed ~nts for 

three successive grants. Che respon:lent suggested that 1f rmnagement 

feels that the expertise or 1nfluence of the 1ntemationa.l union puts 

them at a disadvantage• nothing prevents them frcm centralizing their 

13(c) activiti es with AYrA or sane other org;mization. 

The charge that the international unions or their locals have 

11m1tless power to 1nfluence the tenns of protection or that they have 

veto power over grant applications was also strongly disputed. SUch 

clalms were said by local union officials to reflect a lack of under­

stan:ling of the 13(c ) process or atte!J\'.)ts to mislead the public. It was 

pointed rut t:tat irresponsible beravior by either party to 13(c) negotia­

tions would likel y result 1n the Secretary of labor irq)osing the terms 

of labor protection. For this reason, they argued, neither side gains 

.., 

~---~ -·!..- ... ~----

100 

by refusing to bargain 1n good faith or otherwise attE11pt:1ng to delay 

a grant. Treir assessnent was that v1rtually all delays or other prolr 

lems with 13(c) negotiations are at:t:r1butable to atte!Jl)ts by grant 

applicants to circumvent or dilute the preva1J.:1ng level of El'Jl)loyees 

protections required by law or tcr.nake demarrls far rood1f1cations 1n 

carm:ru,y used 13(c) tenns based on spurious cla1ms of unique local con­

ditions. 

An additional procedural issue examined was l<ihether the local 

detennination of 13 (c) protections 1n any way 1nfluencedoor interfered 

with the collective ~ process. In particular, the parties 

were asked whether 13(c) negotiat ions had ever been used by t he local 

union 1n an atteni,t to 1nfluence ccntract negotiations, Five transit 

rranagers replied in the a.ffinrative (riue of 24, 21 percent), but four or 
the five said this rad occurred on only one occasion. In addition, only 

one resporrlent felt the union had actually been successful in 1nfluenc:1ng 

contract terms. '!'re unicn 1n one instance was said to have de!mnded a 

quid pro quo for sle11:ing a 13(c) agreeirent while in the remtln1ng sit­

uations the unions claimed either that exist~ 13(c) terms prohibited 

d:!Jrunition of the labor agreement or alternatively that contract changes 

were ~ to bring the labor agreement into conformity with 13(c) 

provisions. These cases notwithstarrling, all rut t-..o respondents felt 

t:tat this type of conn1ct between 13(c) procedures and contract negotia­

t i ons wai; rot really a serious threat. Csle manager said that the ~st 

protection against such problems was to schedule grant sutmissions to 

avoid the necessity for 13(c) negot1aticns near the termination date 

of the labor agreement. 

Cnly tw::> union officials a.anitted ever att€1Ji)t1ng to use 13(c) 

( Reprodu~~4 ,~ro!'! .. .., a 
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negotiations to influence contract iaeues, an:1 both said their efforts 

had ~n futile. Four others sugg,ested they hsd no rroral reservations 

about using such tactics an:1 that if the t1m1ng was right they ~t 

atter,ilt to ga1n sane ~ leverage in this nemer. As M!.ll the 

case with ~nt personnel, the majority of local union officers 

cl.a1med this was not an inportant issue. 

In S\.V11lm'y, rrenagenent representatives believed that the current 

procedure for negot:1atill!; am certifying 13(c) arrangeients has tunc­

tioned reasonably well; however, they were highly critical of current 

OOL policy which permits international unions to play a major role 1n 

13(c) negotiations. Because of this, they argued, local detennination 

has 'been supplanted by international union control of 13(c) content. 

'lhey conplained that it is alroost :inl)ossible to get the union to con­

sider any significant roodification to its stan:lard 13(c) terms - even 

when such changes are CO!ll)letely justified by local corxlitions. Unionists 

deey this charge an:1 point to runerous differences ~ 13(c)s to 

which they have agreed. Nevertheless, union spokesmen were adamant 1n 

their refusal to agree to terms which would have the effect of diluting 

basic 13(c) protections. 

In spite of what were considered to be furxlamental inequities 1n the 

detennination process, few ma.J1!lgers were able to suggest procedural m:xl­

ifications which would .1nµ,ove the process. Little interest was expressed 

1n specifying time limitations for negotiations, requiring public 

hearings, or making other similar changes . 1-bst felt that 13(c) content 

presents ioore serious problems than does the procedure by which such 

tenns are detennined. Union respondents were alnost unarumous 1n the 

belief that current procedures were functioning well an:1 did not suggest 

q~~~~-. .. - ---.;.-
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changes. 

(3) 'lhe Content an:1 Application·of 13(c) .Agreements: In the face 

of their previously described protests about the procedures by which 13(c) 

an-angementa are detennined am the policy which requires labor prcr 

tections for nontakeover capital grants, nenagers had surprisingly few 

specific cCJ!l)laints about the tenns of protection ccmronly fowd 1n 13(c) 

arrangements for projects fun:1ed W1der Section 3 of the Act . In part 

th1a is syrq>tanatic of a feeling that the die _has been cast : that nen­

sgenent will never be able to achieve significant m:xlification of 13(c) 

content. 'lhe acquiescence to preva.1ling 13(c) tenns for capital projects 

also ren ects an alloost total lack of serious problElllll with existing 

13(c) agreements. Previous fears of massive 13(c)-related expenditures 

have failed to materialize. In addition, where a transfer or ownership 

1B not involved, the continuation of barg;llnjrg rights 1s not an area 

of contention. 

Payouts 1n the form of job displacement or dismissal allowances 

have been extremely rare, 44 and none of the respon:ients has been obligated 

to make substantial eJ!Penditures for retra1n1ll!; or E!!!ployee's relocation • 

Job losses asBOCiated with reducti ons in fleet age, new ll91ntenance 

f'acilities and equipnent, or other changes result1ll!; !'rem capital invest­

ments have been sllght. Attrition and transfers have proven sufficient 

. to deal with labor force flunctuations which have resulted from such 

44
Quy two of our 25 properties , Chicago and Providence, reported 

the ~nt of dismissal or displacement allowances. '.Ihe Chicago case 
involved the coopetitive displacement of non-C'TA E!!!ployees, while 1n 
Providence an arbitrator ordered displacement an:1 dismissal allowances 
for laid-off mainterance Bl1)1oyees. 
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projects. F1nall.Y, future technological 1nn0vat1ons of sufficient rrag­

nitude to necessitate layoffs or dismissals are not expected nor are 

other events anticipated which will alter la.bot' force requ:ire!nel'lts to 

the extent that 13 ( c) costs 'l«>Uld be incm-red, 
Nevertheless , there were two cootilaints that were repeatedly offi!red 

bj' nanagers. First , it was felt to be 1napproprlate that the grant 

applicant, t he defendant 1n a 13(c) action, soould be forced to bear the 

burden of proof once a clailn haS been f iled. 'The secorrl objection was ·· 

that 13(c) agrements on the wmle are unnecessarily conplex and do not 

provide preci se def:l.bitions of the pivotal tenns and concepts on which 

rest the basiil ror these ent>loyee protections. For exaltl)le, i1BilY said 

that .f'urther clarification of exactlY wti\t constitutes '
1
righti3, privill~· 

eges am. benefits" is needed. Reasons given for the desired incre!I.Be 

in specificil:,y of i3(c) 1.angUage were to allow tranait pi.anners to bet ter 

predict the :IJli)act of future programs and to reduce the discretion of 

the fieUtral 1n any interpretive arbitrations which m1g}1t arise. It was 

ooWd that a desirable byproduct of such changes would be t he eradication 

of many of th! misconceptions that local union officials were said to 

have concerning the 500pe and application of 13(c) guarantees, 

'The evaluation of the content of 13(c) agreements for operatir:€ 

Criticisms, however, 
assistance was similar to that described above . 

were irore prevalent and more errq,haticall.Y presented. M:>st or all err¢>loy&r , 

objections to 13(c)s for operating subsidies can be traced to fears 

concerning project definition 1n these cases. In contrast to capital 

grants that are specifically allocated for the purchase of equiµnent 

or fii.cilities and denonstration grants which are approved for particular 

projects, operating-assistance grants are made to applicants for the 

~,., ... ,.~.- .... -.... _. -·'""""'-""' "!1 . ... ~ ::!..~ ,t"I, 
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general purpose of subsidizing the costs of system operation. 45 Elqler­

ience has been 11mited with operating-assi stance grants, but concern was 

expressed that the absence of an identifiable project will mean either 

that 13(c) will be of oo value to unions or, conversely , that virtual).y 

every decision of ~nt will .be subject to 13(c ) coverage. If 

the former interpretation prevails, the 13(c) requjrer!iirft is purposeless; 

ti' it is the latter, the right to manage will be effective)y destroyed. 

Concern that arbitrators or the Secretary of Labor will pennit an 

expansive definition of the project has apparently not been l!X)lllfied by 

the provisdl included in the National J\!;r'eelrent which excludes business 

nunctuations and ecorx:mics rot resulting from the project from coverage 

umer 13(c) protections. 'Ibey caTJI)lain that this language provides 

:l.nsufficient guidance to distinguish between legitimate managerial pre­

rogatives and those inten:led to be restricted by the protections of the 

13(c) agreement. 

Amt.her criticil!III of 13(c) terms for Section 5 grants, an outgrowth 

of the issue of the uncertainty of project definition, involves the re­

quirement for advance rotice of changes resulting from federal assistance. 

Paragraph S(b) of- the National J\greellJ:lnt provides:46 

'lbe Recipient shall give the unions representing the 
enployees affected thereby, at least ( 60) days written 
notice of each proposed c~, which may result in the 
dismissal . or displacement of such E!IJl)l oyees or· re~­
ment of the working forces as a result of the Project ... 

45Section 5 fun::ls ca11 also be used to finance capital projects. Sev­
eral management respon:ients observed that because of the uncertainty sur­
rounding project definition, identifying these fun::ls with specific projects 
1n this manner is preferable to ming these fun::ls to subsidize operations. 

ll6"M:ldel 13(c) Agreement," paragraph 5 (b ) . 
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Here ap1n the rear 1s that~~ (incl~ tooee affect~ 

staffll"€ am service levels) will re<1,l.1re two-m:inths' advance notice. 

In summry, the management spokeemen assessed that becaUse or the 

difficulty of iBOlat~ a discernable project , 13(c)s for operat:t.ng-assis­

tance grants as they are currently constituted place untenable con­

straints on their abiUty to manage. 

As was tte case with other ~ of ~ into 13(c) matters, 

union respordents were generally satisfied with 13(c) terms for both 

capital ard operating-,assistsnce proj ects. Knowledge srx1 urderstarding 

of actual protections invol ved appeared to be BUPerficial ard at times 

at variance with prevai~ inteil)retations. '!he favorabl e views of 

local officers most often were based on the as8Ulll)td6n that t heir inter­

national union l«<lU.ld •t'IOt encourage then to sign any 13(c) agreenents 

t hat did not contain adequate protections. 

labor Protection - Conclusions 

en t he basis of infonnation ard opinions soU cited .fran the union 

ard rmnagEment respoo:ients as well as fran data provided by the Office 

01' Ehployee Protection, saoo tentative conclusions have been reached 

concerning the administration ard effects of the labol'-i)rotection require­

ments of the Urban Mass 'lrans~tation Act . 

Neither the language of the Urban Ma.as Transportation Act nor its 

l egislative history give any 1n11cation that Congress intended to dis­

tinguish between variooa types of grants 1n mamatory assurances for • 

affected enployees. 'lllere 1s no leg;al support , therefore, for the allega­

t ion that the Secretary of Labor has acted trresponsibly in requ1r1J"€ 

labor-protection arrangements for all grants regardless 01' the program 
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urd.er which they are fumed or the purpose for which they will be used . 

Labor force requirements ard the corditions of eirployment may be 

altered by virtually any type of capital expen:iiture, whether it be f or 

system acqu.isition or expansion, the purchase of new buses, or the 

replacerient of naintenance fac1Uties. By the sare token, operat~­

ass istance grants may also be used in ways that could be detr1mental to 

local erq:iloyees. 47 It is essential to urxierstarn that a given project 

may or may not have an eoi,loyment effect , depending on local c1rc1Jll8tances. 

For this reason it is iapossible to define, a priori, the types of pro­

ject s '\Oihich do mt requ1re 13(c) assurances. 

'!he secon:l management a.reµment, that 13(c) protections are redumant 

with guarantees afforoed by provisi ons of a local labor agreement, . is 

also foun:l. to be deficient . While it is possible that an irrlividual 

labor agreement might provide equivalent assurances to enq>loyees , this 

obviously cannot serve as the ha.sis for satisfying requirements of the 

Act . Labor agreements negotiated between the parties vary widely ard 

provide no ~arantee that m1n1JTn.on standaros will be met. 

Contrary to cla1ms made by in:iustry spokesmen an:i sane goveI'l"IOOnt 

officials, the 13(c) detennination procedure does not appear to seriooaly 

interfere with the collective ~in11"€ process . We did mt fin:i 

widespread atterrpts to use 13(c) negotiations to gain barga1n1ng leverage 

1n a collective barga1n1ng interaction. Nor were 13(c) provisions used 

as the basis for extensive new union deman:'ls in contract regotiations . 

117 To c1 te two ex<1111Ples, · 1n the absenc~ of 13 ( c) protections, these 
fl.1."lds might allow for the expansion of the level or area of service an:i 
thereby reduce errpl oyrrent opportunity for competiJ"€ enpl oyees , or oper­
ating assistance might be used to purchase by subcontract services 
currently provided by transit employees. 
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OV'erall, the local-<l.etenn1nat1on process hill! functioned well . Cnly 

rarely has 1t been necessary for the Secretary of Labor to intervene and 

inl>ose 13(c) t erms. S:lm1larly, there are few documented cases of geant 

applications being refused or w1t!rlrawn because of difficulties 1n 

arriving at acceptable labor protect ions. With the possible exception 

of the m1nor1ty of projects involving the annexation of a property, the 

creation of a new transit system, or c~s 1n ~P, 13(c) require­

mente, have not often resulted 1n BUbstant:l.al project delays. '!he fear 

that unions would hold projects "hostage" has not mater1al1zed. Finally, 

t he claim that current procedures have given unions veto powar over par­

posed projects 111 true a1ly 1n a sppl!ll'f1cW sel'ISt!. As was noted pre­

viously, irresponsible behavior by~ party t o a 13(c) negot1atioo 

will result 1n action by the Secretary of Labar to inl>ose the ten11B and 

corrlitiona of protections. ~ 

V. '!HE AMAI.IJAMA'IED 'IRANSIT UNION: HIS'IORICAL DEVELOPMIWI', 
S'IBUC'lURE, AND CHAIDIOO RACIAL CCMPOOITION 

'.!he Mahon Era, 1892 to 1946 

In 1892, 50 representati ves from 22 local unions of transit enployees 

rret and founded the Analg;anated Transit U'licn. 'lllis act culm1nated 

30 years of effort by street railway workers to O?'l!;lilize a pennanent 

national union. 'lhe first recorded organization of street railway or 

car'1118n occurred 1n New York City 1n 1861. Little is known about this 

organization except that it was l ed by- a horsecar driver and that 1t 

disappeared during the Civil War. No records exist to indicate that any 

t ransit 611)loyee or benevolent societies existed between 1865 and 1882.1 

With the emergence of the Knights of labor in the 1880s, however, 

street railway unions once a¢n began to appear. In 1883, t he Knights 

organi~ Local Assembly 2878 representing New York transit E!lll)loyees, 

and 1n 1885, BUcceeded through several short strikes 1n reducing the 
. 2 

work day from 16 and 18 hours t o 1a rours. 

1rnrornat1on about the early organizing-efforts among street ra11-
weyiren 1n this and the following paragraph i s taken fran W. D. Maron, 
''History of OUr Union," '!he M:>tarnan Conductor and M:>tor Coach Operatcr 
(September 1942) , pp. 6--12 and 72; ard Emerson Scmddt, Wustrial Rela­
t ions in Urban Tran~t1on (Minneapolis : University of Minnesota 
Press , 1937) , pp . l~l. »iron, Scmddt, and Selig Perlman and Philip 
Taft , in His~ of labor in the United States 1 1896- 1932, (New York: 
Macmillan, 1935 , p. 124 , stated that no street railway employee labor 
unions existed from 1865 to 1883. 

2Scmrl.dt present ed several examples of the extreme length of the 
transit e!ll)loyee ' s workday. For instance, Schn1dt reported data fran the 
Ohio Bureau for Labor Statistics that soowed in 1876, car men in Cinc1n­
r.ati working 16 hours a day; 1n Colurrbus , 1881, 15 hours; 1n Cl eveland, 
1881, 15 hours. Sctrnidt also cited the Ccmniss1oner of Labor 1n New York 

108 .-,. 
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'Ille success of the New York street railway a!l)loyees led transit 

enployees 1n other cities to organize after :i885. 3 'Ille primary goals of 

ttose organizations were reducing ·the workday and inpro\ring working 

conditions. In nnst cases, although work stoppages succeeded 1n obta:ining _ 

shorter hours, nany locals disbanded once the 12-hour day was achievecl. 4 

Several locals rema1ned active, Jn,,ever, arrl from this nucleus, the 

/vnalganated Tl'artsit thion was fonned 1n 1892. 

In the sU!lmer of 1892, Sarruel Oarpers, president of the Azoorican 

Federation of Labor, inv:Lted street railway workers with an interest 1n 

forming an international union to meet that fall 1n Ind1anapol1s. 5 Be­

sides elect:!ng officers and selecting a headquarters for t he new union, 

the roost 1n;iortant act of the conventicn 10s its decision not to affil-

whO described street railway working conditions am hours among the. worst 
1n the state. However, Schnidt did not clearly indicate whether those­
figures 1ncluded spread-t1me - 1n other words, a car nan ~ · ha\Te to 
remain eligible for 16 h:lurs to perfonn sas 12 hours work. If t his 
indeed was the situation, this helps explain those long workdays. In 
any event, t he evidence Schm1dt presented showed conclusively that street 
railway 8!Jl)loyees during this period 1-0rked extremely long hours which, 
as he indicated, nade the1r organization by the l<nights and the AF'L 
easier. See Schn1dt, pp. 102- 106. 

3.i'he organizational efforts carried out by the Knights of labor 
among street railway enployees will not be described here 1n detail . More 
lnfonnation on the Knights' activities with those workers is foun:i in 
Mahon, pp. 6-7, and Schmidt, pp. 106-114. The history provided by Schnidt , 
it should be noted, dealt prirrarily with the Knights' organizations 1n 
New York City. Research failed to locate any other primary or secondary 
source rraterials that covered the deveJioµnent of street railway unions 
during the period 1865 to 1883 , 

4m Transit, September 1976, p . 11. 

5ne1egates ~re sent from l ocals 1n t he following cities : Detroit; 
Toledo, canton, Columbus, and Youngstown, Ohle; Colorado·Springs , Colorado; 
Milwaukee; Terre Haute, Indiana; St. Louis; Wheeling, West V1rginia; 
Topeka , Kansas; Duluth, Minnesota; !.ooianapolis; New Orleans, and Me!Tl)tµs. 
Forty of the 52 delegates were fran the AFL. The Knights of Labor' also 
rad seven del_egii:tes representing enployees fran Clevelan:l. and Chicago. 
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iate with the AFL. 'Ihis developnent greatly surprised Gcnt>ers woo 

attended the convention and. later wrote that "my .in:lle,'lation can be 

1magined when ••• I had ••. request[ed] ••. the convention . .• and put 

the ·organization on the way. • . only to find that . . . ti«<) men [caused] 

the decision rot to affiliate. "6 
The two men referred to by <Jart)ers were 

Willlam raw, f1rst president of t he union, am, M;irt1mer O'Connell, a 

New Yor k deleg;ate \odlo cla1med to represent 4,000 street railway ~loyees . 

O'Connell and the Knights of Labor representatives from Chicago said that 

they epposed ~ffiliation with the AFL. 'Ibey were willing to join the 

newly formed NIU if it did not affiliate with the AFL. According to 

Maron, who atterrled the first convention, that argtnllent had considerable 

1nfl.uence among the delegates and . caused them to decide not to affiliate 

either with the AFL or Knishts of Iaoor.7 

'Ihis particular problem was rectified a t the union ' s secorrl national 

convention 1n 1893. 'Ihe 19 delegates present voted unanimouBly to affil­

iat e with the AFL and, equally 1mportant, elected William D. Mahon presi­

dent of the union. Ml.hon, woo reTJBined 1n office until 1946 , was the 

chief architect of the union' s strike, arbitration, and welfare policies. 

Moreover, the union's .survival and subsequent growth resulted prirrarily 

frail his practical and cautious leadership. 

During i ts first decade , the union faced several problems which 

threatened its existence. ~ roost serious issue facing Mahon concerned 

6 . 
Samuel Ganpers, Seventy Years of Life and labor (New York: E.P. 

D.itton, 1925) , Vol. 1 , p. 350. 

7Schnidt, pp. 123-124 . 
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8 str:1kes. Local divisions often e~ 1n poorly planned strikes which 

ended in defeat and frequently led to the dissolutioo of the local org;in­

ization. President Maha1 said later that "the haphazard way of go1ng oo 

strikes •. . nust be stopped. 119 To l:IJllit ~ecr str:1kes by locals, 

the 1894 convention amended the constitution to :requ1re local unions to 

consult with the 1nternat1onal president or nearest vice-president during 

serious collective bar@ja1ni.ng or grievance disputes. 

In 1895, the convention further strengthened the 1nternational's 

power to restrict strikes by local unions. The arnen::ied constitution prcr 

vided that nent>ers ·of the local must .vote to strike by a two-to-one rre.r­

gin and , at that po1nt, the international president or his deputy would 

join the local in trying to settle the dispute through negotiations. Q1ly 

1f negotiations with the company failed and if the c00l)al1Y refused to 

arbitrate the dispute could the local strike. Arxi even then, the inter­

national president and the local were required to obtain the approval of 

a majority of the executive board before a str:1ke could be ordered. If 

the executive board did not affinn the local' s strll<e vote, the local 

could appeal the case to a refereroum of all divisions in the A'llJ. If 

the vote sustained the local, it was entitled to support. A local which 

failed to get str:1ke approval as out;llood and struck anyway was 1nel1g1?lle 

for strike benefits from the defense fund . 10 In this way, the interna­

tional union atten.,ted to discourage local divisions fr'OOl ill-conceived 

strikes which had little chance of success. Nevertheless, by 1935 the 

8I.ocals in the AW have traditionally been referred to as divisions 
or local divi.sions. 

9Schn1dt, p. 133. 
10 5?nnldt, p. 137-138, and 175. 
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ATU had ~ in over 1,000 str:Uces.11 
'lhls, the Analgamated did not 

eschew the str:1ke as a tactic, but instead wanted to end spur--0f-the-aD­

n2nt walk:outs wrl.ch had little chance of success. 

As pprt of his str:1ke policy, 1'hlxm supported the arbitration of 

all labor disputes. As described by former A'llJ president A. L. Sprad­

ling, ''Mahon came to the coo.clusion early. . . trat str:1kes were destruc­

tive .. . and that in str:1kes both sides suffered ••.. [He] recognized 

that the peaceful settlement of disputes with::lut 1nterruption of work • 

. . was the ideal toward which to strive . 'Ihls Mihon became a student of 

arbi tration and encouraged its use by the /l!1U. 1112 President Mihon re­

cognized also that strikes made taansit enployees, as public servants , 

vulnerable to attacks by rranagement for violating the public trust and 

welf'are.13 

Although Mahon strongly supported arbitration, ·critics of this 

policy attacked it at alnx>st every international convention. In 1914, 

11 Ib:1d., p •. 174. 

12
Amalgamated Transit Unioo., Proceedings of the 'lhlrt~-suth Conven­

~• 1961, p. 137. 'lb!re has been extensive discussion o the A'ru's 
tration policy am whether it forces the procedure oo. local unions . 

'The union positioo. was that 1f the conpany accepts the union offer to 
arbitrate on nutually acceptable deflnitlons of the points in dispute, 
then the union nust accept arbitrationl The key phrase, though is "mu­
tually acceptable definitions of the points in dispute . " Mihon frequently 
urged local divisions not to rush into arbitration unless the issues tad 
been clearly defined and the Tul.es of arbitration laid down 1n advance . 
If the arbitrator decided issues not referred to him, his decisioo; J\hhon 
held, did not birxl the union. See Schnidt , p. 197. This question, h:>w­
ever, has also emerged in the union ' s recent past . A heated noor fight 
erupted at the 1963 convention over this issue. A subsequent section of 
this chapter will cover that dispute. See Footnote 27. 

13Scnnldt, p. 195. 
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the executive board reported that arbitratioo waa ."~ nDre arduoua 

and perple~ • • • E)Jployers are becan1l:g skilled :In this line and 

results sstisfactory to the Assoc:1atioo are becaning m:,re d1.ff'1cult to 

· 14 obtain •.•. Experts are required." To rm!et tte ~ sophistication 
- , ,F 

of nanagenent representatives, the A'IU 1n the 1920s begitn retaining 

attorneys and u~ the Labar fureau of the Midwest, l ocated 1n Chicago, 

to aasilrt in :IJ!t)ortant arbitrations. Prior to that time, NIU interna­

tional officers represented the union 1n arbitraticn cases. 

'lhe Am!l.lganated' s survival as a trade union during the first l».l.f 

of the twentieth century is attributable to the policies adopted under 

Mahoo's leadership. He recognized that adverse public react&a-1, the 

neptive attitude of courts, and the overall wealaless of the union 

limited the effectiveness of street railway strikes. He bell@ved that 

arbitration was prefe.mbl.e to strikes in nx>st situations and, with this 

excepticn, adhered to the "pure and sil,-ple" philosophy of. trade unionism 

which stressed ~s 1n wages, workmg con:JJ.tions, murs, and 

anployee security through collective barga.1ntng.15 These are policies 

to which the union still adreres today. 

The A'ID Olring the Decline of Orban Transit 1 1946 to 1961 

When President Mahon retired from office 1n 1946, the transit industn 

was still benefiting fran the increased ridership of the war years. The 

14
Motorman and Conductor, October 1914, p. 22. 

1
¾hether voluntary arbitraticn is within the purview of "pure aDEl 

sin:ple" unionism rests upon the particular j~ts of the readers, 
Many trade unionists and academicians woold disagree with a definition of 
"p...re and s1nple" unionism that inclu:ies arbitration. Fbr ttet reason, 
we excldde it rere, but, as the AID rec0@7lized, arbitration was the only 
realistic alternative i t could advocate given the econanics of the Wustry 
and the effect strikes had on ridership and public opinion. 
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secular decllne of urban IIBBS traru,portatioo systems which lad begun 1n 

the 1920s, oowever, re&IIDl!d 1n the po8twr period as the autanoblle be­

came the clom1na.nt m:xie of urban transportation and as the expansion of 

suburbs lowered the pcpulatioo densities of · cities to the point where 

nass transit was no l~ econanically feasible. Fran 1946 to 1950, 

ridership decl ined at an ann.ial rate of 6. 5 percent, and dur~ the 

yeBI'l! 1950 to 1972, the ~ . --reached 2. 7 percent per yeer. By 1960, 

transit ridership had declined over 62 percent frc:rn its 1946 levei.16 

As would be expected, the transit labor force fell during ·this period 

1'rom 240,000 1n 1950 to 138,000 1n 1970. 

Because of the drastic reduction 1n transit E!lll)loyment, the na1n 

corx:ern of President A.L. Spradling, who succeeded Mahon 1n i946, centered 

on job protection arrl the ITB1ntenance of collective ba.rgajn1ng relation-'­

ships. In add1tioo t o the deterioratioo of the industry, the growing 

sophistication of transit nenagement rrade collective t:arga1n1ng diffi­

cult for local divisions to hanil.e. As a result, 1nternational officers 

began to play a larger role :In negotiatioos 1n the 1950s. Thoogh local 

divisions st1ll rave the power to fornulate their own derm.rrls arxl to 

control the bargaining process, they now must rely oo the expertise of 

national union officials to a lll.lCh greater extent because of the can­

plexity of the issues involved and the skill of imnagenEnt bargainers. 

The national union could help locals 1n the negotiation process , but 

it could not overcane through collective bargaining the :inpact of the 

adverse econanic condition of the transit :Industry. I t appeared that 

l..6.nus downward trero ~ ridership was reversed 1n 1973. Since that 
year, the· nl.lllber of revenue passengers ras lncreasecl. 
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private transit systems would be forced to euspen:i operati<ns unless the 

governnent provided financial aid. Despite the aeriousness of the situa­

tia,, the A'IV, h<:Mever, d1d not at first favor goverrunent aid to 11Rss 

transit. The union feared that federal aid to transit might reduce the 

union ' s collecUve barga:in:!ng rights . The union, moreover, opposed 

local public OW1ership of transit systens , believ:!ng that cities 'IIIOOld 

use public ownership to end euployee collective ~.17 This 

position was subsequently reversed. 

While these develor,:rnents were occurr:!ng in the :IJ'Xiustry, the Amal­

gamated itself continued to e:xperience a period of interral political 

stability. Continuity and stability have been, in fact , characteristics 

of the union's leadership since its beginning. '.!he Amalgamated has had 

only five presidents: William J . law, 1892; W. O. Mahon, lll93 to 1946; 

A. L. Spradling, 1946 to 1959; John M. Elliott , 1949 to 1973; and Dan V. 

Maroney, the current president. Cnly two seriously contested elections 

for international president te.ve occurred dur:!ng the union 's 84 years of 

existence - 1n 1893 and 1973 when 1ncuni)ent presidents i.ere .defeated. 

Both Mahon and Spradl:!ng groaned their successors. In the case of 

Sp:radl:!ng, President Mahon appointed h1m a vice-president 1n 1927, ele­

vated him to the general executive board in 193!5, and then nade him 

special assistant to the president. When old age and declin:!ng health 

caused Mahon to retire, he persuaded the convention to elect Spradling 

17See Scl'lilidt, p. 252; this stat ement was also confinned by Walter 
Bierwagen, Director of Public Affairs, A'IU, and John M. Elliott , former 
A'IU president, 1n private interviews with the autoors. The union's 
policy toward public ownership changed 1n the 196Os, and this wil:J. be 
discussed 1n a subsequent section of this chapter and 1n the follow:!ng 
chapter. 
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' hiil successar. In a s1mllar vein, in 1956, President Spradl:!ng appointed 

Elliott, then an international vice-president, as his special assistant. 

Again, when Spradling retired in 1959, he urged the convention to elect 

~ crosen successor as president. 'IbJB, transiti0!18 in union leader­

ship have generally been l!Bde =th1Y. Th1s his provided the , union with 

C011tinu1ty 1n policy, but has also prevented the adopticn of alternative 

policies not endorsed by these leaders. Clearly, the continuation of 

the union's fear of the consequences of governnent f'1nanc1al aid and 

p.ibllc ownership dur:!ng this period was 1n part attributable to the 

strong linkages between successive leaders of the unicn. In neny respects, 

the ATU reira1ned wedded to attitlrles formed during the early years of its 

existence. In the 195Os this perpetuation of the ideas of its earlier 

l eaders 11m1ted the union ' s flexib111ty in dealing with the econcmic 

decline of the transit :Industry an::! its e!"fect on ~loyment. 

The AW Since Urban Mass Transit Act of 19611 

In 1961, as concern about the debilitated conditioo of the industry 

increased, Congress beg;an d:raft:!ng legislation to a1d nass transit. Con­

gress and the Kennedy Administration recogni.zed that cities needed mass 

transit services to provide transportation for minorities, the poor, and 

the elderly, and to help alleviate traffic congestion. At this time , 

the AW opposed government intervention 1n transit. President Elliott 

stated that the union f avored private enterprise and preferred that t he 

:IJ'Xiustry remain private. Local political interference especially worried 

Elliott. He feared that political involvement in transit would l ead to 

too much regulation of the industry arxl that restrictive regulatory 

pra::tices already tad been, in part, responsible for the induatry's fin-
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anoia.l pl'QblEIIIII, 'l'qeN W&S also the f~ th!.t a greater gov~ 

role 1n trannt m1Q1b result 1n th!: union ).os1ng t)l! r:1glt tQ str11<e.18 

It should be noted, ha<!ev~, that the lQCal goverrirent and state 

regulatory agieooies WQre the focus of the union's CPitici911 ancl c~. 

'l1)E! A'IU lBd not vaigecl oppoint1011 to a fedsral :t'Qle 1n 1111,s:i transit during 

t he period 1958 to l96l, '!lie wwm'a Nrst P.tlbUo react1Qn to federal 

aid \oA8 QCcasioneq. by the transit enploY!le11' st1111<e .:ln I:Jacte Qounty, Florida, 

1.n 1962. 19 In tnat instance, thf: coWlty camus'1Qrl used the transfer 

to publle o..-ier~J? as J ust:l,f1cat1on f~ abo.ll~ · tI'8nll:!.t ttlPlqyees' 

collective~ right:;, 

'f'm [Bj1e Coonty case awalqmed- the Aro a!lQ the ~ o to 1Jri)licaticns 

t hat th■ propo~ fec;leral mass transit act ooyld nave for collect;l.v!l 

ba.r¢n1ng, I.abor lll)Okesnen ~ bef ore the }!oUse and Senate aub­

COl1lll1ttees hearing the legUlatlon .:ln 1962 ~ VQ.tcecl labor 1 11 oppoaition 

to the propollecl l eg1i.lat i on, arguing it lacked adequate l!).W'anteea to 

protect eii>leyee collective barg;a1n1ng right■• 20 ~sition fi'Qn organ­

ized labor blocked passage of the transit bill ' in 1962. Pres:l.dent 

1!l.rre stat~ts 1n t his paragraph renect the views of Mr. Elliott 
expressed t o the author 1n a telepoone interview, July . 23 , 1976. 

19.rre information in t he following paragraphs came ~ these 
60Ul"Ces ; "Scab County, USA, 11 In Trans.tt , March 1962, pp, 4-8; "Miamt 
Strike Continues," In Transi t , April 1962, pp. 7- 9; Alralgamated Transit 
Union, Jle~ of the General Executive Board to the Th1rt~venth Con-
vention gamated Transit Union; private interview at A headquarters, 
Washington , D.C., June 10, 1976. 
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Elliott argued that labor opposed the bill because: 

A number of our states take the position t hat once a 
rrass transportation system is acquired by a public 

. agency, the public agency cannot lawfully bargain. . 
with ... enployees or enter into arbitration agree­
ments with the union. 'Ihe situation 1n M1am1 offers 
a vivid illustration of a public agency which refuses 
to bargain collectively with our organization despite 
a situation in which collective bargi!.1ning ••• was 
in existence2~ t he county took over t he private 
oarporation. · 

In particular, the unions feared that many "comrun1ties ••. would favor­

ably consi der t he taking over of [a] transportation system with one of 

the principal objectives of such the el1minati on of collective bargajn:lng. 
1122 

At the insistence of labor, an ent)loyee-protection aneroment wae 

added to the new transit bill; this amen1ment subsequently becane Section 

13(c) of the Urban Mass 'Iran.sit Act of 1964. 'Ihe enployee-protection 

section of lMrA has been, in the words of one union official, "our magna 

carta,1123 an:i its incl usion 1n the law is one of the najor accarplish­

ments of t he union an:i i t s l eadership during the 1960s. 

The enactment of the federal erruiloyee-protection clause, 13(c) , an:i 

the changeover of most large urban transit syst ems !'ran privat e to public 

ownership has had a substantial effect on the A'IU. The ATU has had to 

adjust to a public- sector bargaining frarrework where the remedies an:i 

sanctions differ !'ran th::>se in the private sector. 'Illough the union had 

avoided the str ike, it had renained an alternative available 1n the; 

21John M. Elliot t , "MMs Transit B;IJ.J. Threatens Your Union an:i Your 
Security." In Transit , February 1963, p . 6. 

22Ibi d. 

23wii.lter Bierwagen, "A Discussion of the Urban f.bss 'Jransportat ion 
Act, 11 In 'Ira.nsit , August--september 1968, p . 12. 
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private sector. In some states·now the union no longer t.a this alter--

native. 

The enactment of 13(c) has also increased the role of the national 

office of t he A'ro. Local divisions do not have sufficient un:l.ers~ 

of 13(c) 's intricacies to han:l.le negotiations for employee protection. 

'Ihe international staff, on the other han:l., has parti cipated 1n rrany 13(c) 

negotiations , has attorneys who deal almost exclusively With 13(c), and 

has several international officers who, having helped lobby for the regu­

lation, are thoroughly familiar With it. 

'!he procedure followed by the Departirent of Labor when it receives 

a grant application !'ran the Department of Transportation further stre~­

thel'll! the international union's role, a s the OOL passes alo~ the appll& 

cation to the A'IU 1f an A'IU Local is the barga1n1ng agent for enployees 

of the system. 'nie international union then prepares a dra1't 13(c) and 

forwards it to the local for review and transmission to the employer. 

'Ihe typical 13(c) negotiation is caITied out between representatives 

of the transi t property and the international union; local officers are 

called 1n only to sign the 13(c) clause when agreement has been reached. 

'!hough critics rre.y suggest that centralization has stripped local unions 

of Wepen:ience and has needlessly cc:mpllcated local barga1n1ng, central­

ization and greater unifonn1ty 1n the 13(c) negotiations have actually 

JlBde the process rrore efficient. 

Another aspect of the 1mpact of the Urban Mass Transit Act on the 

union arises from the infusion of federal funds and the inauguration of 

programs to increase transit rideDship an:i to 1nq)rove the delivery of 

transit services to the public. AJ3 a result, t he post-GfrA peri od has 

been one of unprecedented experimentation 1n urban nass transit . While 

~,. 
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benefitUng t'rom the 1n::lustry•s resurgence, the A'IU has been concerned 

nonetheless With federal transit JX>licies which it feels Will el1m1nate 

Jobs. In particular, the Department of 'lransportation's interest in 

capital-intensive, autanated and fixed-rail systems has been seen by the 

union as a threat to trans! t labor . 

Union officials have had to respond to these federal policies and 

develop counter programs of their eiwn. 'nus task has fallen on the inter­

national president , traditionally the chief spokeS1W1 for transit eiqiloy­

ees. 'IhJs, international presidents in the last decade have become 

1ncreas1ngly involved 1n overa11 transit policy beyond the ordinary col­

lective bargaining issues of wages, hours, and working conditions. 

It is difficult to say what effect the international president's 

greater Preoccupation With transit policy will have on his role Within 

the union. It ms become evident since the passage of lMl'A in 1964 that 

international executive officers now spend more time testifying before 

congressional Ccmnittees an:! consulting with the Departments of 'lranspor­

tati on and labor than they formerly did. 'Dus development led one .inter­

national officer -to state that many officers and union members felt that 

former president Elliott strayed too far from the pr:!mary concerns of the 

union because of his activities in transit JX>licy and P~. 

In any event, the A'IU has expanded the scope of i ssues be~ dis­

cussed in nass transit and t~ its internat10na1 officers has taken 

a leading role in presenting the views of organized labor on a wide 

variety of transit issues. 

Election of 1-broney as A'IU President and a New D.trection tor the Union 

As noted earlier, the traditional path to the presidency of the A'.lU 
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has been for the ret1r1ng 1ntematic:rial president to select his successor 

am to urge the union at its lliennial convention to elect that 1ntividu!l.l. 

However, 1n 1973, Dan v. Mll-onP.y defee.ted Elliott for the presidency m 
a bitterly fought election C8111)8.1gn. In order to un::lerstaro the A'IU' s 

current policies, it is worthwhile to examine tmt election arx1 the 

issues raised by M!roney 1n his C8ITl)8.1gn for the A'l.V's presidency. 

In part, positions taken by Marooey renect his particular experience 

1n transit. Wike m::>st Ane.lg!lnRted ment>ers, Maroney rad an "over-the­

road" bac~, working for the Oreylnni Corporation. Instrumental 1n 

organizing h1s ?x:me local, he became cha1nnan of the national GreyhOUrd 

negotiating coomittee and 1n 1965 was elected an A'lU 1nternat1.onal vice­

president. l'laraley's "M>rking experience was With the last privately 
! 

01o11ed sector of the in:iustry. 'lllis sector has not experienced the changes j 

that have been transfonning urban ITB8S ~it. "Over-the-road" c~ 

panies, for instance, have remuned W1der the NIBA and have the r:lght to 

strike.24 

L1Jce neey other A'IU menilers, Maroney strongly opposed the interna­

tional union• s arbitration policy. At the unicn' s 1963 biennial conven­

tion, a group led by Maroney attenpted unsuccessfully to -nd the con­

stitution so that upon a two-thirds vote by the local division's merooer­

ship the local could strike without subnitting the dispute to arbitra­

tion. In his view, the constitution' s arbitration clause bourxl the local 

24rn 1975, Maroney est1mated that 52,000 of the union' s approximately 
130,000 members still have the r:lght to strike. "Over-the-road," Trall­
ways, and Greyhoun::I, and Ganadian and caurorn1a public transit systems 
make up rrost of that figure. The overwre~ number of public transit 
errployees do rot have the r:lght to strike. Amale;rurated Transit Union, 
International Preildent's Report to the Forty-'lhird Convention, 1975, p. 
ii!. 
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division to autmit the dispute to arbitration if the CCllq)8J1y agreed to 

it. Thi!! meant that ccqianies could bind the union to arbitration, and 

the local had oo other recourse but to arbitrate. 1'tlroney referred 

specifically to the situati on in Greyhound wbare he accused the Caiiiar\Y 

of forcing locals to arbitrate in order to drain their financial reserves. 

Greyhoun\ division enployees, he argued, could not strike because the 

constitutioo forced them to arbitrate. Maroney wanted this policy cl"enged 

so that local divisions could escape f'rcrn being forced into arbitration 

by the caq:,any. 

Dur1ng the debate, President Elliott agreed that the constitution 

does require that the· local offer to arbitrate the dispute before a 

strike sanction can be received. &It, he continued, a local could- forgo 

the step of offering to arbitrate and str1ke anyway, if it so desired. 

However, that local would then be inel:lg:l.ble for strike benefits since 

it did not follow the trescribed procedures for getting a strike author­

izaticn. '!hough the convention took no action on this issue, the pro­

posal illustrates how Maroney felt about that policy. 25 

'llle second canl)aign there of the Maroney faction was the need to 

steer the unioo 1n a new direction. Maroney believed that the unioo had 

become stae,l!lllt and had collaborated with imnagement un::ler Elliott's 

leadership. other factors causing opposition to Elliott were the belief 

that the neit>ership should choose a new president rather than having him 

selec-;;ed by the retiring president, and the feeling that after 14 years 

a cha.r.ge 1n leadership was needed. 

25See Amalgamated Transit Union, Proceedings of the 'lllirty-seventh 
'Come!"ltion, 1963, pp. 141-150. 
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After his close victory over Elliott at the 1973 convention, Pre:si­

dent Maroney promised to turn the wuon aroun::1. 26 '!his meant rrore esrqih-­

asis on organizing, greater militancy, and a less accaoodating attitude 

to management. As the next chapter will sh:lw, however, Maroney seems to 

have follo~ closely the policies laid doi,n by his predecessors. 

'lhe Effect of Chang1ng Racial Conposition on the A'IU 

During the 1960s and 1970s, growing numbers of blacks have becane 

transit w:>rkers. Although no current data give the black-white ratio in 

the transit .orkforce or in the A'IU, the increase of minority euployment 

in metropolitan areas with large black camunities has been s:lgnificant, 

and as a result predaninantly white t ransit wuon leaderships are being 

challenged by blacks. As is pointed out in Northrup ' s study of Negro 

anployment 1n transportation, "[The] ATU [is] faced with rising dis­

content among black members who want a gre1:ter share of wuon offices and 

= black representation at the top. u27 

The most drarratic eXa!llJle of intraunlon racial conflict 1n the A'IU 

occurred 1n its Chicago local, Division 241, 1n 1968- 1969. In 1968, a 

dis!Jident black groop within the local, calling itself the Concerned 

Transit Workers (C'IW), challenged the predominantly white leadership and 

26.:riie final presidential vote was : Elliott 302, and ~aroney 216. A 
majority vote, 210, was needed to elect the president . AIMlgamated 
Transit union , Proceedings of the Forty--&cond convention, 1973, p . 77. 

27 
Ph111p W. Jeffress, "The Negro in the Urban Transit Industry," 1n 

Negro Enployment 1n land and A1r Transport : A Study of Racial Policies 
1n the Railroad Airline True and Urban Transit Industries, Studies 
of Negro ~loyment, Vol. V eds . Herbert R. Northrup, et al. Philadel­
phia: Industrial Research Unit, Wharton School , University of Pennsyl­
vania, 1971), p. 98. 

, 

124 

atterrpted to take control of the local . The local' s presidency and sev­

eral executive board positions becane vacant at that time, and to the 

dissidents this appeared to present a clear opportwuty to act. 'Ihe 

issue that precipitated the crisis was the provision 1n the constitution 

that permitted pensioners to vote 1n union elections. 
28 

The C'IW cla.1mad 

that the 3,500 ·wh1te retired rrent>ers of the division controlled the union. 

The C'IW deman:ied that pensioners be stripped of vot~ r1g'1t s , and when 

this was refused , a canpa1f!1\ was begun to discredit the local wuon lead­

ership and undermine i ts barg,L1n1ng status with the Chicago '0-ansit Auth­

ority (CTA). '!he rebel group initiated two wildcat strikes ag;ainst the 

system, one from July 2- 5 and another fran August 25 to September 10, 

1968, 1n an effort to force the CTA to negotiate with t hem. The secorrl 

strike resulted 1n 125 operators being dismissed . In addition, the local 

president requested that the international place Division 241 un:l.er 

trusteeship. 

Un::ler the leadership of general executive board member John W. Ro­

land, the Chicago local set up an internal grievance cOll1111ttee corrposed 

of all el-nts wlthln the local and offered to take to arbitration cases 

of all disciplined or discharged merroers involved 1n the wildcat strike. 

Eventually 26 discharge cases went to arbitration, all of which were lost. 

In the sunnier of 1969, t he local held new elections 1n which blacks 

mn three positions on the executive board, two vice-presidencies, and 

the post of financial secretary. Since then black leaders have rrade 

28'Ih1s provision of the local's constitution i s consi stent with t he 
international constitution, Sec. 21.2~ , which allows retired members in 
good starrll~ to vote 1n elections for local union officers. A'IU, Con­
stitution ·arld ·General Laws, 1975, Sec. 21.24, p. 71-72, 

-. 



::al;~..,;-~~---.,.. .. ~..-"'"' ........... .. ..... O"'!r ""' ~. ·i,· 

steady progress 1n ~ the1r at~h on the local executive board 

an:l. 1n other elective offices. By the mid-19708 blacka daninated the 

~ conrn1ttee. 

Although the problBD 1s not discussed in .ATIJ p.ibllcations, there is 

a push by black lll:!llebers 1n maey la.rse city local.a to g;i.1n wuon offices 

1n nurlilers proportionate to the1r membership strength. In Washington, 

D.C., fer exanple, there 1s allegedly considerable unrest am:,~ bl!ick 

members of the local. 

At the national level, the A'lU recently ms appointed a black inter­

national vice;,reaident--one of ten. '!he union also points to its con­

stitution -..nich pledges that Jreri>ers "will never d1scr1m1nate against a 

fellow worker' on account of race. . . . 1129 Despite these actions, howeve 

a potentially explosive situation still exists which will require skill­

ful leadership and cooprcrnise as blacks gradually g;i.1n a greater vo.1ce in 

the control of the A'IU. 

Union Structure 

It has becane cOJmDnplace to describe. the business of American trade 

unions as collective ~ and 1n this re@pl'd the A'IU 1s no exceptio 

It is to be expected, therefore, that the structure of t he union will 

reflect t he enf)hasis placed en bargaining activities. The rema1n:1ng 

pages of this chapter will be devoted to an examination of the bargaining 

stn.:c t ure . 

The basic structural unit in the union is the local division. Be­

cause of the stress on local bargaining, A'IU locals have the power to 

2
9A'lU, Cor\stitut16n an:l. Gerteral Laws, 1975, p. 2. 

1£!6 

fornulate the1r own demmds and to control the regot1at1on process. 

Where lrellilers 1'0rk1ng for the same coot)al1Y belo~ to different locals, 

the locals may form joint councils for barg/llning an:l. for taJc1ng strike 

action. 30 HolieVer, the snail size of moat locals and the caJl)lerlty of 

issues has made it difficult for local officials to barg;9:tn effectively 

with rrore experienced managements. As a result, there has been a growing 

tendency for international officers to become involved in the local 

collect! ve bargaining process. 'lhl.s practice has grCMl1 extenai vely, as 

indicated by one writer who has reported that over 90 percent of local 

negotiations now involve international officera.31 

The international president, while possessing considerable admin­

istrati ve power, does not have any direct role 1n the local collective 

bargaining process. 'lhe t1'0 other international staff officers , the 

1nterr.at1onal secretary-treasurer and execut ive vice-president, also 

function pr:1nar1ly as adm1n1strat6rs.32 'lhe union's international vice-

30 A'IU, Constitution an:l. General Laws, 1975, Sec. 23; p. 78-79. 

31tero1d Barnuril, Collective Barpail'lirs and l'myx>wer in Urban llru!s 
'lranapart Systems (Springfield , Va.: National Tecbnical Infornation 
Service, 1972), p. 76. 

32.rc, give the reader sane idea of the duties of these officials, we 
offer this 11st taken fran the A'IU' s consti tution. The international 
president shall preside at ireetings of the international union; decide 
all appeals and questions of locals, subject to an appeal to the general 
executive board; sign and issue charters; cancel , s~spern or f1n:i locals 
for violations of the constitution; supervise publication of In fi'ansit 
and appoint its editor; sern international officers into a local whenever 
in his opinion the situation requires such action; shall be the chief 
organizer for the union; anl. supervise the entire work of the union. 'Ihe 
secretary- treasurer shall keep accounts of convention proceedings; collect 
all per capita taxes; supervise the funeral and disability funds; disburse 
all union funds; and ilwest. surplus union fun:ls on advice of t he general 
executive board and the president. 'Ihe executive vic~sident shall de­
vote all his tire to assillting the president in cornucting the affairs of 
the union. A'IU, Constitut16n and General Law, 1975, Sec. 8,. 9, and 10. 
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presidents (IVP) have the pr:unary responsibillty for assisting local 

di visions 1n collect! ve barga1Jrlng. In 1975, the international conven­

tion made several changes in the IVP position to furtrer their barg;l1n1ng 

effectiveness. First, it abolished the distinction between general execu 

tive board members ard IVPs, mak1ng all IVPs merooers of the board. Se­

com, it increased t he number of IVPs to 19 by including all former 

executive board meut>ers as IVPs , ard it allowed the convention t o select 
' . 

up to five executive board members at large who will atterxi an::i vote at 

board meetings but are oot full- time eJilloyees of the international unioc. 

According to Pres ident Maroney, these changes will .rreke the governing 

body of the union l!X)re representative of the membership between conven­

tions and assure roore direct local union participation in executive board 

ac tions. 33 'Ihe convention also stipulated that the l1l.lllber of IVPs will 

be reduced \Jy attrition so that the total number shall be ro roore than 

14 .34 

All union vice-presidents are naninated and elected at the union's 

biennial conventdion. According to custan and practice, two IVPs are 

elected fran the union's Ganadian locals:35 'Ihe remaining IVPs are 

elected at large by the convention from candidates proposed by American 

locals. Convent i cn caucuses choose cardidates to run for IVP, and as a 

result the distribution of the IVPs tends to tal<e on a regional ard occu­

pational coloring. This i s so because local divisions within the A'IU 

33 AW, International President • s Rep0rt to the Forty-'Ihird Conven­
tion, 1975, pp. 6-7. 

34A'IV, Constitution and General Laws, 1975 , Sec. 7.11, 12, ard 12.2. 

35.nie information 1n this paragraph was provided by Walter Bierwagen, 
IVP ard rurector of Public Affairs, A'IU. 
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are grouped in regional bodies, such as the Southern Conference of' Anal­

g;ama.ted locals , and 1n over- the-road divisions. 

The adm1nistration selects its candidate list after consultation 

with the various convention caucuses, and these ncminees are elected as 

a matter of' course by the i.hole convention. Ttus, regional ard occupa­

tional groups arx! large locals exert considerable, if not the deciding, 

inf'luence over the selection of IVP ncm1nees. Since the IVPs represent 

areas of the country, they sperx! rost of their time assisting locals 

within that region. A local can, however, request a specific IVP , or the 

international may serxl a particular IVP fran a different region because 

of the nature of the problem ard the expertise of the IVP. International 

officers other than the IVP in that region therefore can be 11ent when 

the situation warrants it. 

Factors Influencing the Evolution of A'IU Polley 

'lhe main 1nfluences on the development of the A'IU which we have 

identified here are the following: F1rst, there is a tradition of strong, 

stable , and conservative leadership on the part of international union 

presidents. '1he tradition that retir~ international presidents choose 

arx! "train" their successors encouraged continuity arx! a degree of r1g1dty 

1n union policy. Two previously discussed exanples illustrate this point. 

The union' s arbitration policy stans 1n part fran President Mlhon' s 

insistence that the union sh:>uld arbitrate disputes . '!his policy has 

been followed by all succeeding A'IU presidents even in the face of oppo::;i­

tion !ran nany meniJers. Another example is the union president• s atti­

tude tcward public ownership. From 1892 until 1970, t he union opposed 

public ownership of transit systems, believing that under nunicipal 
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0111erah1p, politics and political cornll)tion would becane involved 1n 

transit operations. 36 It 1'8.& not until the pre~ econan1c ccn:litions 

or private transit ~stEITIB threatened nassive Job losses that the un1oo 
. . 
1n 1970 changed its stam on ~lie Oln!l'Bhip. rT 

A secol'l1 influence ms been the imustry's hiBtary of regulation. 

Since the nineteenth century, incorporation :acts, prescrib~ conditions 

of operatioo and regulatory ·f\mctiOOB or D1.ll'licipelities, have been a 

carrnon characteristic of the in:lustry. '!be ATU recO@Jlized early that 

regulatory ca!Jll1se1ons could and often did place c0118tra1nts en rrenage­

ment 's ability to operete at a profit. Ttus, the un1on had to limit its 

demands on ~nt because lllll'l8g8DE!l't lacked the un11.ateral authority 

to set rates that would yield.higher revenues, Historically, the unioo 

ras accepted the state as an overseer of the collective barga1n1ng pro-

36
'1lle public ownership issue was a controversial topic during the 

A'IU's early years. In 1903, a resolution was introduced but did not 
pass that called upon the union to fonn a capital stock coopany to buy 
transit call)all1es. D.Jring the 1890s, the union actually favored public 
Olil'lership of street railway cClll)llnies. see llbtornen and Conductor, Feb­
tuary 1897, p. 7-8. However, by 1905, President Mahon and other unioo 
officials began growing skeptical alx:ot lll.ln1cipal ownership. Mahon be­
lieved that public ownership might weaken enployee ties with the union, 
and thus he opposed it because it threatened the union. In 1913, Mahon 

' renarked that public rmnagerrents in cana.da had "ruthlessly destroyed" 
Ama.lganated-local di visions. 'lllere also existed tre possibility of 
plac~ public transit erll)loyees umer civil service which eroed the need 
for collective bargii.in1ng. 'lhe results of a 1914 &iropean survey of ' 
transit eni:,loyees intensified Mahon's opposition. The union investiga­
tion concluded that employees of public systems needed protection as nuch 
as did those in private ooes, but trat union organization was roore diffi­
cult to achieve umer public owrership. 'Ille union therefore did not see 
public O\<Clership as a solution for labor problems rut instead as a union 
busting tactic. see Schnidt, p . 251-254. 

37F'or!l¥lr A'IU President Jorn Elliott stated that the union preferred 
private ownership because of the belief that public ownership would bring 
more stringent regulation. He believed that regulatory bodies had re­
stricted private CQli)allies from making profits by keeping fares too low 
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cese. Jloklreover, since transit is a public serv1.ce, the ATU h!.8 had to 

consider hcM the public would react to 1t11. policy decisions . '!be union's 

cooservative approach to change in the 1n::iustry, therefore, may be attri­

b..ltable 1n part to the self-restraint that the union had to show as a 

result of public regulation. 

'nle Urban M:lss Transit Act has also been a maJ or influence oo union 

policy. As noted earlier, the Act has caused collective~ to 

become mre centralized 1n both local contract negotiatioo am the 13(c) 

negotiation process where the international now hardles the entire netter 

for local divisions. 

A final determinant of union policy has been the econ:::mic state of 

the transit industry. F.conanic corditions 1n the industry have, for 

instance~ restrained union wage demands and created a feeling aioong 

transit workers that their low wages were subsidizing the · industry. 38 

As m:>re l)rivate systems terminated operation, transit €!ll)loyment declined 

and the problem of job security became a paranDunt issue for the unioo. 

Besides the general le@pl. proscription against transit strllres , the 

union realized that strildng against financially weak systems did not 

1nporve the union's barga1n1ng JX)sition. Strikes often resulted 1n per­

manent ridershiP losses as people continued to sue other roodes of trans­

JX>rtation rather than return to the buses. Further, the worsening 

ecoronic state of the industry caused the union to reverse its long-

and that such bodies would constrain public systems even more . John M. 
Elliott, telephcne interview, July 23 , 1976. 

38'Ihe attitude that transit euployees have subsidized transit c<m­
panies by their low wages was often expressed by union officials 1n our 
interviews. 
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stan:l.ing opposi tion to public ownership. 

Conclusion 

It should be noted in conclusion that rrom its inception the A'IU 

has adhered to traditional Airerican trade union objectives of job con­

trol, employee security, arxl. "m:,re . ,,39 It can be distinguished fran 

most other unions, h::Mever, by its historic reliance on the arbitration 

process instead of the strike. While still stressing traditional union 

goals,-: the ~ted since 1960 has gradually broadened its :Interests 

to accoom:xlate the federal governnent's exparded role in mass transit. 

. ' 

----
3911More" is used with the traditional meaning attached to it by Gan­

pe:-s: better wages, hours, and working corrlitions. 

, 
' 
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VI • SURVEY OF AMALGAMATED TRANSIT UNIDN POLICIES 

Current policies of the A'IU concerning federal aid to transit auto­

mation, transit fuming, paratransit , and no-fare transit, all matters of 

general public concern , were selected for analysis because of the atten-

tion directed to them by the A'IU. ~ 1IDre traditional areas of union 

policy such as bargaining strategy, use of arbitraticn, and cost-of­

living clauses are considered 1n subsequent chapters. 

Federal Aid and Mass Transportation Legislation 

PM.or to 1960, the A'IU had shown little interest 1n eit her state 

or federal legislation to aid mass transit. However, declining e1Tploy­

ment and the 1ndustry's unabated ecommic difficulties forced the A'IU 

to aban::lon its opposition and, instead, to beccme a cautious advocate of 

a federal role . In test:!.morw on the Federal Aid H1grn,ay Act before the 

HQ!Jse Subcorrrnittee on Transportation in 1973, Walter J . Bi~en, A'IU 

Director of Public Affairs, nade the Amalg,imated' s position on this 

point unequivocal when he stated that the union's "position on mass 

transit aid through 11m1ted use of the Highway Trust .Fund is premised on 

the assumption ... that if ... Congress provides. •· . such aid, ... the 

employee protections contained 1n UMI'A will be included."1 

A year later, the wuon again macie clear that federal furrls without 

l.rranscript of "Statement of Walter J . Bierwagen for the /\nalganated 
Transit Union on Legislati on to amerxl the Federal Aid H.l.ghways Act" before 
t he Subconmittee on Transportation of the Camdttee on Public Works, U.S. 
House of Representatives, March 19, 1973. See also "A'IU Urges Congress 
t? _fyovice Highway Funds for Transit Systems," In ' Transit, 1-tiy 1973, p . 2. 

.. 
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13(c)-type EIJl)l oyee protections were unacceptabl e . The U'lited 'lranspor­

tatic:n Assistance Program (1974) , a Nixon Administratioo prqiosal, would 

rave provided $16 billion over six years for 11Bs11 transit capi tal needs , 

for urban hlghways, or for operating assistance. 2 'llle A'IU 1'188 pertictL:.. 

larly concerned that enforcement provisions for the enployee-protectioo 

sectionB were too vague an:1 i,ould undercut 13{c) protections.3 

The A'IU ra11 also been an advocate of adequate ~ of 11Bss tranBit 

to rna1nta1n or :Increase ex:1.st1ng service levels. To achieve this end , 

the wtlon has encooraged an activist role for the federal goverrrnent and 

has criticized the executive bl!anch ldlell such a policy is not followed . 

For exanple, testify~ 1n 1974 before t he H~e Public Worla! Gamiittee, 

ATU President Dan !lllrooey predicted that unless "the Aanin1strati on. 

Prov1de[s] a rrejar financial COl!lll1tment ..• far operating assistance 

t te econanies of the 1n:iustry will not permit . • • the [necessary] expan­

si on or services" needed to ~t the nation' s goal of pronx)t1ng greater 

nass transit usage .~ 

Shortly a.fter this testimony, the union publicly expressed its dis-

2.nu.s proposal did not pass. For a description of the bill see "Ad­
ministration Submits $16 Billion Transit Bill , " In Transit, April 1974, 
p . 3. 

3See F.arle Putman, "Problems with the Proposed Unified Transporta­
tion Act of 1974, As Subn1tted to the Gongress by t he Administration," 
unpublished memorandtm, Amalgamated Transit Union , Mll'ch 14, 1974 •. 'llle 
Nixon proposal \\8.S intended to combine the t1'Q present separat e programs 
that provide federal transportation aid to urban areas : the Urban Highway 
-'iransportat1on Program !'rom the Highway Trust Fund (1973), and the Urban 
l'tlss Transportation Administration ' s Capital Grant Program (IM.l'A, 1964 as 
&mended) . Putnam showed particular concern over rede!'Wtion of mass 
transportation and operat1ng expenses , and procedural questions enanat1ng 
from the greater state role 1n disbursing f\uxls. See Putnam, pp. 4- 5. 

411
r,aroney Urges 01actment of Federal Program to Meet llbss Transit 

~!eeds ," In Transit, May 1974, p. 3. 
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enchantment wl.th the Poro .Adm1n111tratioo's transit policy . 'lbe ATU news­

paper coomented unfavorably en President Ford' s prq:>0sal to cut $9 

billic:n flrom transit fun:11ng over a six-year period.5 Maroney , caiment~ 

on the Ford proposal, said the Presi dent 's spirit of cooprcmise in-

volved cutt1ng support for nass · transit 1n half. The President, iooreover, 

l'Bd. given approval to efforts 1n the House to weaken or to delete 13(c) 

from the proposed l egl.slation. '1he Job for the Anru.g;llrated an:1 labor 1n 

general, cooclu:led Maroney, wcul d be to use i ts influence 1n COngress 

to restore adequate Bt1PP<>rt for transit 1n the proposed leg:l.slatioo an1 

to protect enployee interests. 6 

13(c) an1 ATU Policy 

Since the passage of the amen::led Urban Mass Transportatic:n Act 1n 

1964, the llB1n thrust of union policy regarding 13(c) has been to protect 

the integrity and enforceability of the employee-protection provision. 

P~iodically, COngress 1s asked by transit managanents an1 Department of 

Transportation persomel to amend 13(c) 1n ways which the ATU cla1Jns 

'WOUld weaken the provision. Writ1ng 1n 1967, Earle Putnam, ATU general 

counsel, ccmnented that 13(c) has cane under heavy attack frcm those who 

claim that the union has used a veto power granted to it by the Department 

of labor to delay federal transit grants until concessi ons have been 

granted to the unioo. 7 Deny1ng this accusation and citing exarrples , 

511Fditor1als,11 In Transit, September 1974, p. l. 

6 . 
Dan Maroney , "COngress an1 the President : See~ a Balance," In 

Transit, October 1974, p. 9. 

7Earle w. Putnam, "LegisJ.&tive Attack on 13(c) ,'l In 'Tranllit , Novem­
ber-Decenber 1967, p. 2. 
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Put11i111 said tmt the A'lU !:as no veto power over federal transit project s. 

The union has closely followed the periodic UMI'A renewal acts and 

the efforts to -n:1 13(c) which often acc·CJll)al'lY these proposals. Can­

menting upon an abortive attE!lll)t to nullify 13(c) in 1968, t he union paper 

urged A'.lU members to support those ca,gres3ll8l'l who had voted for retaining 

13(c), since the 13(c) provisicrui would wxloubtedly cane wxler future 

attacks.8 

A nm-e recent e.xalll)le of t he union's interest in t hls i5sue involved 

t he extension of UMI'A grants to 1nclude operating assistance, Although 

both nenaganent an:1 labor wanted operating assi stance, transit management 

opposed the extension of 13(c) coverage to operating grants, President 

Jlt:ironey, 1n responctlng to management, contended that el1m1nating or weak­

ening l 3(c) protections i,ould be an affront to ATIJ members, an:1 the union 

w:,uld oppcse any such effarts.9 

Ace~ to the A'IU, sane public transit authorities have not 

accepted 13(c) and on occasion have atteqpted to circumvent its require­

roonts . For example, the Rhode Island Public Transit Authority allegedly 

signed a 13(c) agreeroont with no intention of living up to it.10 

The Arralgama.ted fears that 1ndustry and local public authority offi- I 
I 

8See " l 3(c) Barely Survives," In Transit, August- September 1968, p . 
! 

9. I 
9See "ATA, IRr Ask Legislators not to Extend l3(c) ," In Transit, 

April 1974 , p. 3 ; and J ohn M. Elliott , "Transit Management Playing a Very 
Dangerous Ga-:ie ," In Transit , April 1973, p. 2 . In 1974 , UMI'A operating 
assist ance •,ias approved, as was the use of Hig)1way Trust :funds for rrass 
transit capital an:1 operating aid. A year later ' in June 1975, the transit 
unions and AFTA si@ied the national l3(c) agreement for operating assis­
tance to .facilitate and l:asten t he graht approval process . 

1<\.iaiter J . Bierwagen, "A Discussion of the Urban Mass Transporta­
t i on Act," In Transit , August-September 1968, p . 9, 12. In violation of 
the 13(c) agreement, the Authority laid off, transferred, or forced into 
retirement 26 men. 

I 
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cials may saoo day be able to repeal or weaken state 13(c)- type legisla­

tion. Threfare, the :l.nternatiooal has advised local divisions to prarote 

special state legislation which would give transit enployees barga:ln1ng 

right t J-at- other public enployees 1n those states do not poseess.11 

Tlus, ATIJ policy on 13(c) is pr1marily defensive :In that it seeks to 

protect 13(c) fran legislative attack an:1 to ensure t hat signatories to 

13(c) agreements abide by the provisions. Protecting 13(c) at the- local 

level has made it recessary for the national union staff to roonitor 

closely the 13(c) negotiating process. 

'Ille NI.U, Autamtion, an:1 Transit El:!J?loyment 

In 1961, 1n the face of signif1cant job am membership losses, then 

AW President Elliott inst ructed General Counsel CUslnBn to study t he 

potentia<l :lll1)act of automation on transit ·enployment, The report con­

cluded that goverrment- sponsored research :Into autanated transit systems 

posed a serious threat to t he welfare of transit eJl)loyees. 12 This con­

sideration, along with the danger posed by public acquisit ion, led the 

A'lU to propose protective labor provisicrui :In the arig1nal Mass Transpor­

tati on Act . The provisions of 13(c) 'l«lllld, t he union felt , adequately 

protect €111)loyee' s jobs. 

However , diff1cul ties in interpreting and inpl ementing these pro­

vis ions were experienced initially, an:1 thls sit uation led the general 

executive board of the ATIJ to recrnrnend that local divisions have labor-

11See Jaroos L. Stem, et al. , The legal Framework for Collective Bar­
~ in t he Transit Industry (Springfield, Va. : Nati onal Technical 
- ornation Service, 1976) , Cl:Bpter III . 

12"Autanation: Battle of the Century," In Transit , July 1965 , p. 6. 
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protecticn prov1e1o~ included in their collectl,ve ~ _agreements. 

'llle board urged, as a m1n1mum, negotiation of provisiOl')S t;o train di&­

placeq workers and to give them priority for new positions Qi they 

became available.13 
'!he problems mvc>lved in agreeing to labor-pro­

tection stan:iards 1n the Bay Area Rapid 'Irapsit Distpi ct (BAm') illus­

trate llCJlle of the dif'ficulties t hat have affectl!d unicn policy on this 

isaie. 

'nle BARI' controversy ~ in late 1967 when officials 1n the system 

refused to guarantee the Jobs of transit workers. BART claill)ed that it 

had to offer arployment to the general public and mjnorities and, tms, 
14 . could not transfer au previous e!ll)loyees to BART. After threatening 

to subnit the cUspute to arbitration un:ler the systen's 13(0) agreement, 

BARI' agreed to offer available Jobs to quall.t'ied present .€fl'l)loyees. 

S:lr,ce the union could do littl e else, given the wording cf its 13(c) 

agreelV3flt with BAffr, it accepted this solution. 

l3A'ro, Report of the General Executive Board to the 'l'h1.rty-N1nth Coo­
vent1on, 1967 , pp. 36--37. See also "G.E.B. Recarmems Cootract Pro¥ 
visions Be Negotiated to Protect MeniJers When Autanation Is Instituted," 
In Transit, May 1967, pp. 1-2. The general executive board listed nine 
provisions that would constitute an adequate adjustment program: (1) 
priority of Er!i)loyrrent for displaced €fl'l)loyees; (2) paid tra1n1ng; (3) 
a 1 percent limitation on the number of positions 1n the workforce that 
can be abolished annually; (4) no workforce reduction except by attri­
tion; (5) 90 days ' advance notice of any reductions 1n workforce caused 
by autanation; (6) guarantee of 2, o8o hairs work for each enployee; (7) 
a specified percent up to 50 percent of rooney saved by the introduction 
cf the teclnological change shall be used to mitigate the :Impact of auto­
nation upon enployees; (8) workers displaced shall be assigned t o any 
vacant positioo for which they qualify; and (9) no techoological or org­
anizational change shall be instituted unless adequate provisions have 
been rmde for any displaced employees or any employees whose wages, 
hours, or corxlitions of work have been adversely affected. 

14
aBIIRT Refused Transit 0Ji)loyees the Right t o Follow Work," In 

'1.'ransit, Jltlrch 1968, p. 3. . -
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'Die Aro le~ no doubt , thoogh, that it considered the aettl E!!El'lt un-

satisfactory. Camient1ng on the BARI' situation, President Elliott said 

that "never aeP,1Jl smuld our Local Division [sic] sit by arxl pennit any 

new transit operation to be established 1n their camamity until arxl 

unless it is agreed , 1n writing, that all affected transit systems will 

be acquired ard merged into the new system and all transit Ellt)loyeea en 

these properties will be aq:,loyed by the new system, wit h their full 

seniori ty, pensions and other rights. . • . 1115 

Automated rapid transit facilities, s:!milar to BARr, an:1 autanated 

above--grouro., fixed- route delivery systema-pe~le l!Dver&--have been 

targets of derisive union criti cisn. The union's argument against one 

such system in Jltlrg.intown, West V1rginia, illustrates transit labor's 

- 16 attitude toward these methods of l!BSS transportation. 'Ihe AW con-

terrls that the construction cost of these systems far outweighs the 

benefits received by transit users and the p.1blic. The l'brgimtown system, 

for exarll)le, which covers ooly a 2. 2 m11e gu1deway will cost $44 million 

to build. This high figure canes fran construction costs for the fixed 

guideway, paMa1ger stations, and the vehicles. Also, the union ques­

tions who will benefit frcm these systems. 

The ATU claims t hat these systems do not reduce traffic congestion 

or help environnental conditions since only SIIBU rn.m:>ers of people would 

use the system. It is_not transit users who gain t'rom these systems, 

according to the AW, but, instead, equ1pnent rranufacturers, the steel 

15Joln M. Elliot t, "Let BI\RT Be A Lesson to All of Us," In Transit, 
r-brch 1968, p. 2 . 

16John M. Elliott, ''What a Price to Pay," In Transit, January 1973, 
p. 2 . 
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and concrete WW1tries, and construction contractors. The A'Itl also 

contems that these systems will not m::>ve people faster at less cost and 

greater safety than could be achieved throogh better bus service. At a 

conf'erence of transit labor and ITBl'l8gement officials 1n 1976 , President 

Mironey, woose J:x:me local is Mor@;antown, aoerbicly described the peq,le 

mover there as go~ "!'ran noplace to nowhere with nobcdy. 1117 

The BARI' experience and the threat to transi t jobs posed by auto­

nated IIBSB transit systems has nade the ArnaJ.gamated especially sensitive 

to this i ssue. The un1ai claims that it supports technolog;l.cal advances 

whi~h will provide adequate, low-<:ost public transportation to entire 

camunities but opposes capital-intensive camuter systens that provide 

cOrr'idor service on1y,18 The A'Itl position 1B that the first priority of 

federal programs srould be "to firrl better =ans of provictlng. . . service 

to entire camrunities at a price all can afford. 1119 

In sum, the union has accepted automatirn provided that e!l1)loynent 

r ights of transit workers are protected by written guarantees. However, 

the Arnalgamated' s position on this issue is not totally reactive . It 

vigorously questions the utili ty of autaiation as the best means of de­

livering t ransit services and has suggested instead that shorter.:.tenn, 

labor-intensive programs can m::,re adequately meet thi s goal. 

17Renarks made by ten V. Maroney, President A'IU , at Conference on 
''Unions, Manageuent Rights, and the Public Interest 1n Mass Transit ," 
University of North Florida, Jacksonville , March 21- 23, 1976. 

'· v•·· 18John M. Elliott, "The Transit Worker Looks at Tanorrow' s Urban 
Transportation," In Transit , April 1969, p. 5. This was a speech given 
by Elliott at the Fourth International Conf'erence on Urban Transportation, 
Pittsburgh, March 10-12, 1969. 

19Ibid. 
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'lransit ~ 

The A'Itl has advocated three methods which it feels· will :IJIJ>rove ser­

vice, .1nc:rease ridership, and create m::>re transit jobs. 'Ihese include 

par.atransit , no-fare transit , and public ownership. However, before 

be~ our discussion of these methods, it i s 1nportant to consider 

the Alrelgarreted 's view of transi t furxllng. This has particular relevance 

for wr next three topi cs since the philosq>hical bas.is for the union' s 

stand oc. :;hese issues nows directly from the A'IV ' s posi t.ion on lx>w to 

meet trar.sit costs. 

The Amalgarrated row believes that the historic attitude of looldng 

at mass transit as a business-entitled to increase rates and cut service 

without cmsideration for t he public interest-has contributed as much 

as the :'Jtomobile to the decline of transit ridership. In alm::>st every 

case, r idership losses have caused both private arxi public systems, 

which '.!e;:,errl upoo fare-box· revenues to cover operating costs, to increase 

fares , ~o cut service, to lower mintenance standards, to allow capital 

equi(:X!le!lt and physical plant to deteriorate, to lay off Ellq>loyees, and to 

pay substarrlarcl wages. The union' s position is that mass transportation 

should be directed at providing service to all citizens and that the 

genera: public as a whole should share in supporting the system. 

~his system of cost- sraring, as the union calls it; would be in the 

fonn o!' tax supplements paid to the transit system. In return for this 

subsidy, the transit system woold increase service am l ower fares to 

attrac: more ridership . The goal of this ATU policy is to spread the 

costs of transit nore equitably. Trus, the burden of paying these costs 

would be removed !'rom present users of the systems, a disproport1ooate 

nunber of whool are poor, aged , and minorities wh:> can least afford the 
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high rares now c!m'ged. 

According to the un1on, the key issue confront1ng the 1ndustry is 

the need to rejuvenate public transportation as an ·econcm1cally viable 

1nstitution. 20 Bes1de1vprov1(ijng better, service to the public, the A'l'U I 
sees ocme very practical results fran an econcm1cally soum 1ndustry: I 
more Job11 and h1gher pay. However, the union !'eels that both the govern- J 

ment an:l transit management have failed to respon:l to the problem of 

decl1r.1.ng productivity . . Rather than prov1dirg fund1ng to 1ni,rove an:l 

support systems !'or IIB8s transit, the federal governnent has spent 1111Ch 

l!DI'e mney on freellSYS which encourage traffic congestion, foater urban 

sprawl, and add to envirormental problems. 
21 

Fran the A'ID's viewpoint, the governrent has been insensitive to 

bus transportation and has instead focused on capital- intensive solutions 

such as autanated-rail an:l fixed-route systems designed pr1rnarily for 

service to and fron downtown areas . 'lllese solutions do not promise to 

increase transit ridership or lower the prohibitive level of fares in 

many cities. 'Ille .Amalg;:unated, l'xlwever, believes that revitaliz~ mass 

transit can realistically be achieved only by 1ncreasi~ transit rider­

ship and lowering user costs. This line of reason1ng uroerlies the union1
1 

paratransit an:l no- fare policies. Trus, t hese policies can perhaps best 

be urrlerstood as an expression of the union's interest in protecting the . 

20John M. Elliott, "Deman:i Responsive Transportation as Seen by the · · 
'I'r-c.11S1t Worker," address given at 'lh1rd Annual Deman:i Responsive Transpor-1 

tati cn Systems Conference, Ann Arbor,. Mich., June 13, 1972. The speech 
is reported in In Transit, November, 1972, p . 3 , 

21Ibid. 
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existing Jobs . of i ts rreooers and expan:Ung transit eq>loyment awortun­

ities. 

Paratranl!it . 

Fran the mid-19608 to the mid-1970s , the J\ne.lg;:u!Bted supported para­

transit as a rethcxi to st1nulate and capture ridership. Paratransit, as 

used here, rooans an organized ride-sooring activity 1n the~ between 

pickup car pools organized by in:tl.vidual initiative an:l fixed-route bus 

service. 22 From the union• s starxlpoint, paratransit systems were seen 

or1g1nally as a way to extem transit service to new groups of users, 

particularly suburbanites. Che form of paratransit, Dial-a-bus, initially 

received the strongest A'lU support. 

l)emanj-responsive transportation such as Dial-a-bus was attractive 

to the un1on for several reasons. First, it 1s highly labor intensive 

involvil'l!; minibuses carrying less than 20 passengers. A Dial-a-4)us 

system added to an existing bus transit system would cause a substantial 

increase in enployment. Secom, Dial-a-bus hOlds sane pranise of being 

able to fill gaps left unserved by conventional mass transit systems, an:l 

thus can open up new markets 1n lower-population-<l.ensity suburban areas . 

'lhlrd, Dial- a-bus is a concept attuned t o the changing structure or our 

cities. 

Suburban expansion has lowered population densities to the point 

where typical bus-based transit is not profitable. Today most tn'ban 

22The llXlSt sie;dficant fonns of paratransit are: daily an:l sh:>rt­
tenn car rental, taxicabs, Dial-a-bus systems, jitneys, carpools, sub­
sc::-iption an:l charter bus systems. See U.S. Departrent of Transportation, 
1974 National Transportation Report (Washington;. U.S. Goverrnent Printing 
Office, 19/5), p . 140. '1hi tieiii>st 1JTi)ortant forms of paratransit with 
~lications for mass transit are Dial-a-bus an:l taxicabs. We will dis ~ 
cuss both these parat ransit methcxis here. 
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travel 1B directed at targets other than the central bus1ness district. 

Instead of ore focal point where all routes cross, the destination of 

the urban passenger is, mre likely than oot, an:,ther location 1n the 

suburbs; Dial-a-bus can act as a feeder system, br1ng1ng ccmnuters fran 

the suburbs to focal points other than the eentral city. camuters who 

te.ve downto~ destinations would transfer to conventional mass transit 

systems at the 5Uburban centers. 

F.1nally, Dial-a-bus attacks what the AW considers the real econcmic 

problem· 1n ness transit: the declining productivity of fixed-route 

transit systems which have been c~ less passengers per mile or 

hour of service. A Dial--a-bus systan will, the union believes, increase 

ridership by opening up su~ban narkets for transit use aJ-yj offers, 

besides , a potentially si~ificant source of new transit erployment. 23 

Altrough the Amalganated has been a strong advocate of Dial-a-bus,_ 

it's support has been based on ~ corxliti6ns. First, Dial-a-bus opera­

tors should be A'ru irembers , ai-yj, nx>reover, present erll)loyees should have 

the bidding rights to these Jobs. Where this con:iition has not been 

guaranteed , transit unions have opposed capital grants for demarxi-respon-
. 24 

sive transportation. '!be second cornition is that urxler ro circUJ!F 

stances should "the city transit worker who provides Dial- a-bus service 

... be asked to accept lower wages or nx>re restrictive working corxliti ons 

1n order that Dial-a-bus can be rmde to pay its way, or to charge a lower 

2
3.:rtiese points are discussed 1n greater detail 1n John M. Elliott , 

"Labor's Response to Innovation 1n t he 'Iransit Irxlustry," In Transit , 
July 1970, p. 1,3; and Elliott, ''Demm:i Responsive 'Iranspar· · • · 
Seen by the Transit Worker: A Promise Unfulfilled . 11 

24a .F. Fielding, •~-Responsive Transit: An Overview of Inte­
grated Systems," 1n Paratransit, Special Report 164, '.Iransportation Re­
search Board, National Acaderey of Sciences, Washington, 1976, p. 51. 

~~ ..... , 
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rare.1125 '.lb! union believee that special labor inplications of demand­

responsive transportation that ~ require changes 1n wages, hours, am 
working cornitions l!hould be resolved by local collective barga1n1ng. 'llle 

union has, 1n fact, said that labor can support demand-responsive mass 

transit only 11' adequate provisions are made for erll)loyees who may be 

adversely affected. 

'lhe l!DBt difficult problem caused by paratransit, though, is the 

role of taxi service 1n mass transit . Irrlustry statistics show that taxi­

cabs carry half as rmny pasBeP.gers as all fonns of urban transit canb1ned 

arxl E!lll)loy three tinl!s as many people.26 'Illus, the si~ficant role that 

taxis have 1n urban transit poses corrplicated questions for labor, manage­

ment, and the federal goverrment . 'ltlese questions include the issues of 

direct taxi- transit Cait>etition, the legal arxl policy definitions of the 

term "transi t" as used by the goverrment, arxl the problem of how to in­

corporate taxicabs 1n transit planning am subsidy programs. 

'llle A'IU has not, to this t:!Joo, p:rorrulg.ated an official position on 

the role of taxi s 1n rmss transit . 'lhe union has, hJwever, publicly 

expressed its concern that the 1.n::lustry's failure to adopt innovative 

demand- responsive concepts could lead to the introduction of cOlll)etitive 

transit systems. n ~ the union's starxlpoint, taxis pose a potential 

~illott, ''Demand llesponsive Transportation As Seen by the Transit 
Worker: A Promise Unfulfilled. " 

26 
Alan Al tsluler, '"Ibe Federal Govermient am Para transit," 1n Para­

transi t, p. 92. 

27Elliott , ''Demand Responsive Transportation As Seen by the Transit 
Worker: A Promise Unfulfilled." 
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high fares ml crarged. 

According to the union, the key issue conf'ronting the irdustry is 

the need to rej uvenate public transportation as an ·econanically viable 

institutioo. 20 Besidee··providing better service to the public , the AW 

sees scme very practical -results frail an econanically soum irdustry: 

more Jobs and higher pay. However, the union feels that both the govern­

rrent arrl transi t managenent have failed to respord to the probl em of 

declir.1.ng productivity • . Rather than provi~ i\liidmg to 1nprove arrl 

support systems for ness transit , the .federal governnent has spent nuch 

more rmn:y en rreeways whi ch encourage traffic congesti on, foster urban 
. ~ 

sprawl, and add to envirormental problems, 

F'rool the A'lU' s viewpoint , the goverrment has been insensi tive to 

bus transportation and has instead focused on capital- intensive solutions 

such as autcmated- rail arrl fixed- route systems designed primarily for 

service to and f'ran downtown areas . 'lhese solutions do not prcrnise to 

increase transi t ridership or lower the prohibitive l evel of fares in 

m,ny cities. 'lhe Amalgamated, mwever, believes that revitalizing rmss 

transi t can realistically be achieved onl y by increasing transit rider­

ship anj lcwering user costs . 'This l ine of reasoning urderlies the union ', 

paratransit arrl no-fare policies. Th..is, these policies can perhaps best 

be un:lerstood as an expression of the union' s interest in protecting the , , 

( 
I 

~a . r 
« .John M. Elliott , ''Demard Responsive Transportation as Seen by the f 

Tra:isit Worker, " address given at 'Ih1rd Annual Demarrl Responsive Transpor-, 
tation Systems Conference, Ann Arbor► Mich., .June 13, 1972. 'lhe speech I 
is reported in In Transit, November, 1972, p. 3.- ! 

21Ib1.d. 
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existing jobs . of its members and exparx:ling transit enployment opportun­

it1.es . 

Paratransit . . 

Fran the m1d-1960s to the m1d-l970s, the Analganated supported para­

transit as a method to st:lnulate run capture rider:lh;1p . Paratransit, as 

used here , means an organized r1.de-shar:1ng activity 1n the ~ between 

piclrup car pools organized by irdividual initiat ive and fixed- route bus 

service. 22 From the union• s standpoint , para transit systems were seen 

or1g1.nally as a W3Y to extern transit service to new groups of users, 

parti cularly suburbanites, Cne f orm of paratransit, Dial-a-bus, initially 

received the stro~st A'lU support . 

Derram- responsive transportation such as Dial-a-bus was attractive 

to the union for ·several reasons. First, it 1s highly labor intensive 

invol ving m1n1buses carrying less than 20 passengers. A Dial-a-bus 

system added to an existing bus transit system w::w.d cause a substantial 

increase in enployment. Secord, Dial-a-bus h6lds sane pra!Xise of be:ing 

able to fill !!P-PS left unserved by conventional DBBS transi.t systems,- an:1 · 

thus can open up new markets 1n lower-population-<lensi ty suburban areas. 

'lhird , Dial-a-bus is a concept attuned t o the changing structure of our 

ci ties. 

Suburban expansion has l owered population densi ties to the poirit 

where typical bus-based transit 1s ·not profitable. · Today most urban 

22.rbe 11¥)8t s1gn1ficant forms ·of paratransit are: daily run smrt­
term car rental, taxicabs , Dial-a-bus systems, j itneys, carpools, sub­
scription arrl charter bus systems. See U.S. Department of 'lransportati on, 
1974 National Trans{Jrtation~ (Wash1ngtcn;, u.s. Goverrment Prlnt:ine; 
office , 1975), p. l • 'Die t inp>rtant forms of para.transit with 
:lnq)lications for mass transit are Dial-a-bus ard taxicabs . We will ·fil.s<i, 

cuss both these paratransit methods here. 

., .... 4 
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t rave l is dire<:ted at targets other than the central business district . 

Instead of ore focal point \olhere all routes cross, the destination of 

the urban passenger is, nvre likely than not, another location 1n the 

suburbs; Dial-a-bus can act as a feeder system, bringing coomuters fran 

the sururbs to focal points other than the eentral city. Camuters who 

have downto= destinations \'iOUld transfer to conventional mass transit 

systems at the suburban centers. 

F:lnally, Dial-a-bus attacks what the A'J.U considers the real econanic 

problem· in nass transit: the decl ining productivity of fixed- route 

transit systems which have been carrying less passengers per mile or 

h:)ur of service. A Dial-a- bus system will, the union believes, increase 

ridership by opening UP sul:x.l.rban nerkets for transit use and offers, 

besides , a potentially significant source of new transit errployment. 23 

Altmugh the Amalgarrated has been a strong advocate of Dial:...S.-bus, 

it's support has been based on two coniitions. First , D1al- a-bus opera­

tors sh:Juld be A'lU members, and, moreover, present e,iployees should have 

the bidding rights to these Jobs. Where this con:lition has not been 

gµaranteed , transit unions have opposed capital grants for danand- respon:.. 

· 24 sive transportation. 'lb! secon:l con:lition is that under no circlI!l"' 

stances should "the city transit worker who provides Dial- a- bus service 

• •. be asked to accept lower wages or oore restrictive working conditions 

1n order ·that Dial-a-bus can be IR:1.de to pay its way, or to charge a lower 

23.rhese points are discussed 1n greater detail 1n John M. Elliott , 
"Labor's Response to Innovation 1n t he Transit Industry," In Transit , 
July 1970, p. 1 , 3; and Elliott, "Deman:i Responsive Transportation as 
Seen by the Transit Worker : A Promise Unfulfilled." 

24a .F. F1e1.ding, "Derrarrl-Responsive Transit: An overview of Inte­
grated Systems," 1rt ·Paratransit, SPecial Report 164 , 'Iransportation Re­
search Board, National Acaderey of Sciences, Washington, 1976, p. 51. 

~~-:-. .. ~~•-•-.,·- •-- -~...,·- .1: w. 
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fare. 1125 'lhe union believes that special labor llJl)lications of denan:1-

responsive transportation that rray require changes in wages , hours, and 

working conditions bhould be resol ved by local collective bargaining. 'lbe 

union haS , 1n !'act, said that l abor can support demand-responsi ve nass 

transit only if adequate provisions are made for €11t)loyees who may be 

adversely affected. 

The IOClSt difficult probl em caused by parat ransit, t hough, is the 

role of taxi service 1n rmss transit. Industry statisti cs show that t axi­

cabs carry half as nany passengers as all forms of urban t ransit canbined 

and €11t)loy three tl..rres as nany people. 26 'Ihus, the sig;i:1ficant rol e that 

taxis have 1n urban transit poses cO!ll)licated questions for labor, manage­

irent, and the federal ~vernnent. 'lbese questions incl ude the issues of 

direct taxi- transit c~tition, the le@! and policy definitions of the 

term "transit" as used by the ~vernnent , and the probl em of how to in­

corporate taxicabs 1n transit pl~ and subsidy programs. 

'lb! A'IU has not, to this t1me, prorrulg,ated an:official position on 

the role of taxis 1n IR:I.SS transit. '!he union has, h::Jwever, publicly 

expressed its concern that t he industry's failure to adopt innovative 

demand- responsive concepts could lead to the introduction of cOO{)et itive 

transit systems. 27 From the union's standpoint, taxis pose a potential 

2~111ott, ''Derran:i Responsive Transportati on As Seen by too Transit 
Worker: A Promise Unfulfilled." 

26Alan Altshuler , '"lb? Federal Goverrment and Paratransit," 1n Para­
transit, p. 92. 

27Elliott; "Deman:i Responsive Transportation As Seen by the Transit 
Wor ker: A !'J:?tdse Unfulfilled." 
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t)lreat to blU! mass transit. 'lb!refore, the A'IU opposes the irelusion of 

taxis urrler tte def:fnition of rrass transit without 13(c) guarantees to 

trwisit enployees who m1ght be adversely affected by taxi service. 

Far several reasons, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration has 

proceeded cautiously 1n the paratransit area.. First, transit management 

has sholin little ibterest 1n paratransit,28 am, 1n particular, tio Dill­

a-rus because of" tre anticipated costs of us:!ng unionized labor for such 

service·. Secorxl, both transit ma.nagarent arxl labor are concerned that 

para.transit services provided by unorganized erri,loyers could successfully 

c~ a&ll]'.l8t existing nass transit systems, resulting in further r1der­

ship decline. _'lhlro, the :!Jrplications cf' broadening 13(cJ coverage to 

include paratFansit am. especially taxis has restrained UMrA fran acting. 

'Ille ATU itself has retreated fran its . initial enthusiasm for D1al-a.­

~. As :oontioned above , the possible competition of paratrans1t with 

ex,1.sting nass transit systems arxl the undennining effect of nonun1on1zed 

workers on wages and working corxl1t1ons have nade the union rrore cautious 

1n its advocacy of paratrans1t. 'lhe Amalgamated still supports Dial--a­

bus, but its interest 1n other paratransit systans has waned . 29 An im­

portant factor too iri the ATU's disenchantmmlt with Dial-a-bus arxl para­

transit has been the realization, contrary to its earlier beliefs, that 

these services will not st.irnulate large increases 1n ridership. 'Ibis 

reason, perhaps more than ans other, has made the union skeptical of 

paratransit arxl tea led it to seek other solutions to the irxluatry's 

28See OOpen Letter to t he American Transit Association," In Transit, 
July 1970, p . 3. 

29rt is interesting t o rote that the last articles publlsred 1n the 
union paper dealing exclusively with paratransit date fran 1972. 'The 
first appeared 1n 1969. 

I 
I 
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econan1c problems. 

No-Fare Transit ·arx1 Public "Owriersh1£ 

As preVioualy stated, the Analganated believes "the real cause of 

the irxluatry's worsening econan1c position 1s not increasing labor costs, 

but the declining PI'Oductiv1ty of labor am equiµnent Caused by tre ever 

decreas~ runtier of passengers" carried by transit systems. 30 In the 

AW''s view, "skyrocketing fares [have] diverted riders away 1'ran transit 

[am] are killing \\lha.t is le.rt of the . . ,1n:iustry. 1131 '!he generai ezec- · 

utive board or the Amalgamated has adopted two PI'ecedent-~ policies 

which, it hopes, Will "Save tre Jobs of our nenbers by sav1ng the industry 

itself"--no-rare transit and Public ownership. 32 

Since these policies are the pr1nc1Pal CaJ()anents of the union's 

position on nass transit today, they deserve close attention. Therefore, 

in this section, we will discuss the origins of no-rare trans.tt and its 

!Xll'POrted erfect on ridership. 

As the union hastens to point out, the concept. or no-rare transit 

30
John M. Elliott, ' 'Problems 1n 'lransportation Iabor U11ons 1n Urban 

Areas," address given before the Cooference on Public !'ransP<>rtat1on, July 
10, 1972. (Reprinted in In Transit, August-,SepteJlber 1972, pp. 12-13). 

3l,'Fare Free Transit - Right Answer," In Transit, April 1970, p. 1. 
('laken from a presentation llBde by Join M. Elliott before the Housing 
Sbucarmtttee of the Hou~ Banking and CUrrency Camuttee, 1'lirch ll, 1970. 
Printed in full, In 'lransit, April 1970, p.5) . 

32Ibid. 
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d1d not ar1g1nate from labor, but fron transit ~t. 33 
1he union 

reported that no-fare was first proposed as early as 1922 1n Boston, but 

disappeared qw.ckly. 'llle no-fare concept did not surface _again until 

the 1960s when a few transit industry officials began discussing fare­

free transit as a wey to reverse ridership trems. 
34 

In 1969, t he' 1,mal~ted first went on record 1n opposi tion to 

tl'anslt fare increases. In a speech given before the Fourth International 

Conference on Urban Transportation, Pres.ident Elliott called for "the 

revitalization of [transit] ••. on the basis of . .. cost sharing by all 

those who benefit fran mass transit , " which required rejecting the concept 

of "increasing cost . • . briql;[ing) increases 1n fares. 1135 

1he first presentation of the A'IU' s case for no-fare transit arv:l 

public ownership was made before the Hoose Subccmn1.ttee on Banking aro. 

CUrrenoy 1n 1970, In his statement to the subccmn1.ttee , Elliott asserted 

that higher fares are a regressive tax which :in\)oses an unfair burden on 

the poor, minorities , am working people am. that low fares cannot be 

33As the result of hold- up rrrurder of a washington,bus operator 
1n Mzy 1968, buS operators 1n tre District refused to neJre c~ far 
patrons. 'llle A'IU proposed that tare collection rmchines be installed so 
that drivers v.ould not have to blm::lle rroney at all . Management called the 
union proposal "hare brained" aro. predicted that the riding public would 
never accept it . Union pressure resulted 1n the machines being installed 
in Washington, arrl their success in eliminating robberies caused rrost 
major ~tropolitan transit systans to convert to nachine-collected fares. 
The skeptical reaction of Wustry managerent, however, nade the A'l'U sen­
sitive to the same criticisms being directed at the no-fare policy. For 
that reason, the union stated fran the outset that transit management 
originated the idea. For a description of the events leading to the 
exact- fare system in washington, see In Transit, 3une 1968, p. 2. 

3411No-Fare Transi t: A Workable Alternative," In Transit, October 
1975, p. 11. 

35See "Position Paper of AmaJ.giurated Transit Union on Fares Increases 
am Public CM:lership," In 'lransi t, April 1970, p. 7 'for the pertinent 
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111!.intained unier pr:IRately owned systems operating for profit. In order 

to maintain both adequate service aro. increase ridership, aro. provided 

that EIJl)l oyee collective bargaining rights are protected, the A'lU favors 

public ownership and tax-supported m-fare transit. 36 

'lhe Amalgamated has advanced several argunents in support of its no­

fare arv:l public ownership policies. Historically, the A'IU has not taken 

a stam on fares, leaving the deterniination of fares to 110.11age111mt . 'lll1s 

policy, however, was changed because higher fares led to lower transit 

enployment and have been blamed on excessive labor costs.37 '.lllese develop­

ments have forced the union to abarrlon its neutrality and adopt a transit 

fare policy. 

'Ille union has argued that higher fares do not solve the Wustry's 

econanic problems, and that rranaganent nust realize increased fares will 

never generate enough revenues to cover costs while the saire levels of 

service are rmintained. 1he A'IU est1mates that a 1 percent increase in 

fares will result in pas~r losses of .25 to .33 percent, and believes 

that the increase in average fares from 10 cents 1n 1950 to 32 cents in 

1975 has been largely responsible far the precipitous ridership losses of 

t he past 30 years. 38 

sections of Elliott 's speech. For the full text of the speech, see In 
Transit, April 1969. -

36Statement by John M. Elliott , before the Subcannittee of the House 
Banking and Currency Ccmnittee, March 11, 1970. See In Transit, April 
1970 for a transcript of the statement. 

37rn Transit , April, 1970, p . 6. 

38rn 'Iransit , April 1970, p . 6; am tiw11 1975, p. 9 . 
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'lhe union' a advocacy of public ~ nerked another c~ 1n 

the l~~ policy of ooninvolvenent 1n such issues. 'Ihe ArrelWl­

mted now believes that privately o1'l!led ·transit 111stems are no l0f6er 

able to operate at a profit, and that 118811 transit can survive only as a 

public service. 39 'lh8 union also believes that public ownership is 

neces8111")' because corrm.in1ties are reluctant to provide tax 81.JPPOM; far 

private COOl)!lnies. ttewever, the AW also has repeatedly said tmt its 

support far public Oll'lel'Sh1p is depement upon ~te protection of 

exist~ collective ~. pensiOfl, and eni,loyment rights of transit 

workera.4o 

In the 1970s the union has proposed that public transit be Ofl a can­

pletely fare-free bads, with the cost of the system prepaid b;r the tax­

payer. Although no-fare transit fits the idea of mss transit as a pubU 

service which should be available to all, the A'IU support for m-.f'are 

transit is clearly related to its ass~tion that ncrfare transit will 

lead to a tx-e,ue,ww, increase 1n ~ "4Uch, 1n turn, will perndt 

rore frequent service at lower cost. As a result of ncr.rare transit, 

bus prod.ucti vi ty, defined as the number of passengers caITied per m:1le, 

will increase, and COlllll.lting by car will decrease. 41 While camidzy 

admitting that the union expects better Job security and greater earnings 

W'Xl.er m-fare transit, the ~ted argues also that this program 

39,'No-Fares M!ke Progress," In 'Iransit, !,by 1972, p . 12. 

4o,.Fare Free T.ransit ," In ''lrart!!it, !,by 1970, p. 6. 

4
1.niese arguments are covered 1n greater detail 1n "No Fare M3.kes 

Progress, II IJl Transit, !,by 1972, p. 12; 800 Jn 'Transit, August--,Septeml)er, 
1972, pp. 12- 13. 
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offers the best chance of sa~ transit systems by ~ them attmc­

tive alternatives to the autanobile. 

'Ihe union sees its task as one of convincing the .federal goverrment 

that no-fare transit can work. To accaq:,lish this goal, the union often 

reports the effects of fare decreases on ridership 1n different transit 
42 . 

aystems. For exanple, the union ms cited the case 1n Atlanta, Georgia, 

where the transit system cut fares from 40 to 15 cents am the result 

was an 1roned1ate and penmnent increase 1n ridershjp . 1'bre recent support 

for the union's no:.fare stam has cane from the corw-essional Office of 

Technology Assessment . 43 'Ihe co~ssional report concluded that no-fare 

transit would increase transit ridership by 60 to 80 percent, nxire than 

any other method asses sed by t he study. 44 Since the union praiulgated 

its no-fare policy 1n 1970, it has attEl!l>ted to get the Department of 

Transportation to fund a no-fare de!ronstrat i on project in a rmjor city. 

According to the union, the failure to 1\tm a demonstration to date is 

one or the last stunt>l1ng blocks 1n the way of the program. 45 For this 

42 
See the following issues of In Transit for articles about t he im-

pact of fare cuts on ridership: J anuary 1972,p. 5; February 1972 , p . 10 ; 
Novelltler 1972, pp. 11-13; August 1973, p. 11; Septerooer 1973, p . 11; March 
1974, p. 3; APril 1974, p . 3; APril 1975, p. 9; Septeirtler 1975, p . 3; 
l-tirch 1976, pp • . 8-9. 

43u.s. Congress, Office of Technology Assessnent, En~, 'Ihe EcoOOl\Y, 
and Mass Transit. wash1ngton: U.S. Governrent Printing ~ ce, 1975. A 
SUIIJlll.I'Y of_ the report 's f:1.n::11ngs 1s contained 1n "No-Fare Transit : A 
\>brkable Alternative," In Transit, October 1975, pp . 12-13. 

44Energy, 'Ihe ·Ecorx:rey, ·an:1 ·Jll!i.ss 'Transit, p. 102. 'lhe other met hodc5 
:Include: new g;1S011ne.taxes t o support major transit init iat ions, use of 
park.1ng t axes to encourage a shirt to t ransit, doubling transit service, 
and changing the h1ghway program to gl.ve priori t y t o transit. 

45nm V. Maroney, ''Why No-Fare Transi t ," In Transit, October 1975. 
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reason, it is expected that t he A!ro, with AFL-CIO support, will pressure 

the federal go~nt to begin a danonstration project.
46 

The salient points that anerge fran the discussion of no-fare transit 

and public ownership are these: It is the rrost 1mportant public policy 

advocated by the union. '!be union will cont1rrue to press for a no-fare 

demonstration proj ect which, it believes, will offer proclf of t he effec­

tiveness of the cc:ncept . Finally, even on this vital issue, the A'IU will 

not accept lower wages. or inferior ~ conditions to JTBke the project 

JTDre econanically attractive. 

46rn 1973, the AFL--CIO adopted a resolution supporting the no-fare 
and public OW1ership policies; the resolution also called upon the govern­
ment to film a no-fare demcnstration project . See In 'Iransi t , December 
1973, p . 13. 
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VII. ORGANIZATICNAL S'lWC'1URE OP BAROAINlNJ AND REVIEW 
OF 'IllE IMPASSE RESOWl'IOO PROCEDURE 

The discussion in Chapters II, III, am r.v of the econanic, political, 

legal, and ideological detenninants of the transit bargajn1ng relation­

ship serves as an introduction to the examination of the ba.rgp1n:l.ng pro­

cess. In the first sections of this chaPter, the employer and unioo 

ori;aniZation for ~ are examined. Attention 1s t hen focused 

upon local bargain:l.ng arrangements and factors that influence barg;un1ng 

outcomes. Finally, the ba.rgp1n:l.ng record is examined. As a part of the 

latter examination , statistics showing the degree of reliance oo str ikes 

and interest arbitration are reviewed. Also, the views of rmnagement 

and union representatives abOut the arbitration of new contract terms are . 

discussed. 

'Ire Employer Organization for Barga1njng 

Transit systems were represented in negotiations by barg;lln1ng teams 

. carposed for the JTDst part of operating JJBragement persoonel. '.!be chief 

operating officer of the system was reported to be present at sane or all 

of the negotiating sessions 1n approximately half of the systems. Elected 

officials 1n three of the city systens took an active public role in 

negotiations , but 1n only one of the 21 systems classified as transit 

authority systems did members of the agency's governing board actuaJJ.y 

sit at the barga:1n1ng table . othera frequ~tly present 1n ne.nagement bar-­

¢n:l.ng groups were representatives of functional areas within t he org­

anizati on and , , in several cases , staff legal counsel or attorneys re-

152 
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ta:1ned as advisers cin labor mtters. Specialists 1n tranait ~. 

pensions an:i insurance, arbitration, am other fields often supplemented 

the local mragement team. 

Systens operated by a private nsnagerr,ent f1nn teooed to minimize dis-

persal of' labor relatiooa autoority. The resident manager had primary 

responsibility for this 1\Jnction 1n all but one of the seven operated by 

a rranagement f1nn. At the saioo t1rne, however, the major rre.nagement f1rnls 

in the United States typically dispatch labor relations specialists as 1s 

recessary to suppleoont the expertise of the resident rrana.g,:ment staff. 

'Ille ~rican PUblic 'fi'anait Association (API'A) does not p~ an active 

role 1n the cperations or the labaC' relations of' its llBllber affiliates. 

Approx1mately one-third of' the systems studied made extensive use of 

the expertise and serv:1.ces of transit labor consultants. In l!Bl1Y cases, 

this function was perfo~ by John Dash an:i Associates of Haverford, 

Pennsylvania, The consultant ' s role ranged !'ran that of researchei' 

am behlm-the-scene adviser to chief spokesperson f'or the l1lll'l!lg81lent 

group. In a l'lUITOOr of systems, rash or other consultants are e~ 

only when a specific problem has arisen 1n negotiations or where an 1m­

passe has necessitated an arbitrated resolution of differences. The 

~·;"' 
actual degree of control that an outside labor relations specialist has 

on t he cooouct or outcome of negotiations varies widely by the situation 

am personalities involved. A sizable nUllber of managers indicated that 

his expertise and t he information resources he bri.ngs to the negotiation 

may indeed make such a consultant the most influential member of the bar-

gaining team despite his lack of formal power . 

OVerall, considering both organizational attributes ap:i infcmnation 

provided by interv:1.ew subjects, effective control of system labor rela-

--..a;_ .. . . -•-£,.,. 
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tions appears to rest alJooet exclusively with the_ general manager of' the 

operating division or equivalent officer 1n at least 14 of the 25 systems 

exan1ned. Pegardless of whether he is a member of the barga1n1ng team, 

the general nenager makes a.llm,st all :lnl)ortant decisions 1n negotiations. 

In the rema1n1ng 11 systans, although general managers were involved 

1n decision naking, desi1!1]ated labor relations personnel have considerable 

responsibility and latitude 1n dealing with transit unions. 

'!he autoority ' s governing boards (or t he body politic in.the case of' 

nunicipal systems) does not usually consider 1rniv1dual ba.rgilining :t&sues 

or strategic decisions. '!heir participation rost of'ten is restricted 

to setting general cost guidelines and to giving fornal approval of the 

ultimate agreerent. In the event that an indepeooent cCtll)al'lY is engaged 

to provide llBl1Bgelllent services, oowever, the transit board or chief 

executive of the authority or city may give IOOre direction with regard 

to the specific bounds of any proposed settlement. Even 1n these situa­

tions, however, the operating nanager is not only influential in the 

detenninaticn of such guidelines, but also retains the pr1rrary responsi­

bility for tactical considerations 1n barg,tlning am for decisions per­

ta:1.n1ng to specific union denarrls. 

'Ihe Union Orplization for Bary;lining 

'Ille doorlnant union. 1n both the transit industry as a whole and am:ire; 

the properties studied i n the Amalgamated Transit Union. Other unions 

representing operators and nai.ntenance enployees are the Transport Workers 

Union, the United Transportation Union, and the International Brotherhood 

of Teamsters .1 At all but one of the systems, the designated union 

J..nie A'IU represents eperat ing personnel at 20 of 25 systems studied 
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represents ooth operators an:1·1DOst maintenance e111)loyees . 2 Coverage also 

exten:is to clerical eiployees in several cases. 

'Iran.sit unions are well established with respect to both historical 

presence an::l errployee support. The mean tenure of the unions currently 

representing operators at the sant>le systems is 41.8 years. '!he transit 

in:iustry, l ike the transportation 1n:iustry in general , is characterized 

by a high rate of union merrbership airong i ts er,ployees. ()Jr sample sys­

tems are no exception, with labor agreements typically calling for sane 

form of membership security for the wu.on. But even 1n those situations 

wtere, because of legal prohibition, unlon membership cannot be corrpul­

sory , nearly all eligible unit employees have voluntarily affiliated with 

the unions. 

'!he largest sei9nent of t he transit local ' s rrembership is made up of 

vehicle operators. 'Illus, the majority of local union members are errployees 

performing essentially the sarre task, differentiated only by privileges 

accruing to seniority. Maintenance employees , although they include a 

wide range of jobs and occupational functions , constitute the second 

and rra1ntenance employees at 21 of the 25. The 'IWU is the union of record 
at two properties, while the lJIU represents drivers at two properties and 
maintenance personnel at one. (Owing to a number c,f factors , including 
the rrerger of two established systems, the lJIU represents operators at 
Los Angeles' SCR'ID, while the A'IU claims most rrai."ltenance workers . ) . 
Finally, the IBT represents workers at one sample system as well as a t 
t he structurally in:iependent Council Bluff's division of ';;he Transit 
Authority of the City of Onaha. 

2'Ib! broader range of rraintenance functions associated with a multi­
nxxlal systen and the particular history of union evolution at a few pro­
perties (e.g., Boston, Chicago, and Philadelphia) has resulted in t he 
presence of as many as 27 unions represent ing distinct groups of transit 
errployees. In these cases, the majority of operators and-maintenance 
errployees are represented by the A'IU or 'IWU. 'Ihe rernain:ier of the bar­
gaining units involve relatively snail rurrbers of craft workers. 

.,-.. ~,. ...... 
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1denl;1f1.able interest ~up within the union. Where the union also 

encCJll)aBSeS clerical workers, these E!lllPloyees make up the third and 

least influential ment>ership ·ractioo. other bases for interest group 

activit y within the union are age, race, arrl , to a l esser extent, sex. 

While there are !lLlmrouB ~ns1ons along which seeinent;s of the member­

ship can identify and pursue their vested interests , the l evel of in­

ternal union r ivalry appears to be relatively low. 

Representatives of the local union form the core aroun:i which the 

un::l.c:n ~ team is built . M:>st often, the union ccmnittee inclu:l.es 

the president am one or JOOre elected officers of the locsl . In those 

cases where the union' s hierarclzy includes a business agent , this 1n:i1-

vidual plays a s1gnificant role in negotiations. Union office-holders 

are frequently suppl-nted by representatives of occupational or other 

interest groupings within the union. Barga1n1ng ccmni.ttees typically 

inch.de at least one "ootsider, " usually an international representative 

or other officer of the parent union. On occasion, the union team will 

also 1nclu:l.e in:iepeooent labor consultants such as pers,onnel of the labor 

Bureau of the Jlliddle West or legal advisers retained by the local . 

'll'le constitutional foundations of the local's existence as an 1nde­

pen:ient subbody of an international union provide for the right of self­

detennination by the nanbership. Local union officials, as the desig­

nated representatives of the rank and file , th<?reby possess the respon­

sibility for decision-maldng in the ~ process. While local 

unions are granted the right to determine, through bargaining with indi­

vidual E!lllPloyers, the terms am con:iitions of eTqJloyrrent, the national 

union nay retain sane degree of control over the con:iuct and outccmes of 

negotiations. '.the A'lU, for exarrpl e, requires that all proposed l ocal 
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settlements be 11Cl'Ut1n1zed by the organizatioo's nat1.onal oft'icers and 

that approval l1ll8t be received for any strike or interest arbitration 1!' 

these activities are partially or wholly paid for by the national unioo. 

'!he .freedan or action of local union officers is restricted by the 

political nature of the officer. 01 a day-to-day basis, the inputs of 

the rank and file ney be prinarily advisory (in the absence of issue­

specific referema), tut tm elected officials ' rar@e of diacretioo is 

influenced by the need fur the contirued support of the membership. 

Another ntctor 11m1t1ng the union officials' 1n:1epen:l.ent control of the 

decision-tJ8lcl.ng process stens fran the need for extensive 1nfornation 

resources and professional expertise in the con:iuct of negotiations. In 

provi~ !R-'Ch expertise, the international union representative or the 

labor relations consultant often usurps (albeit neny times not publicly) 

the effective control of the barga1n1ng c0!11111ttee. 

Depending oo the politics of the :l:nternational union , tm interna­

tional representative nay be t he only "outsider" on the ba.rg;un1ng can­

mittee With any fonnal control over the negotiations, but even here the 

extent and visibility of the representative ' s influence is difficult to 

generalize. 'l\lenty of 24 local union respondents 1n:licated that repre­

sentatives of their international unions were withs~ regularity in­

volved in negotiations. '!heir functions ranged frcm beh:1n:l- the-scenes 

adviser to spokesperson for the negotiating conmittee. Particularly · 

asoong the larger systems, national officers of the 'IWU and VIU ae81.llled 

a substantial degree of control over the con::luct of negotiations . The 

role of the A'ID representatives is more often situationally detennined 

(e.g., a product of the cl1nate of the labor--mmagenent relationship, the 

degree of political stability within the l ocal union, the carpetence or 
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the local officers, and the historical role played by the 1nterretiCC'lll. 

representative). At the very least, the behin::l- the-scenes influence terns 

to be considerable. Finally, in the one mr system examined, the local 

buainess agent played a dominant role 1n negotiations, and there ll!l8 no 

contact With other national union representatives. 

As '1188 the case With the management consultants discussed earli~, 

influence is not hierarchically specified, but, rather, rests on eJCPer­

tise 1n negotiations and familiarity With recent contract trends. 

Although there 1s not a great deal of turnover aioong local union officers, 

the political basis for tenure 1n office and the part-time nat ure of most 

such positions OBlce · the specialized talents of the international repre­

sentative attractive and often necessary to the local union. 

'!he overall assessrent of the services provided by representatives 

of the 1l8.tional union in negotiations at individual systens were related 

to the extent of involvement. Where the presence was extensive, the local 

union spokespersoo tended to be laudatory of the services provided. 

Where representatives were rot used or played a m1ninBl role, t he assess­

ment of such services ten::led toward indifference, a.rd several respon:ients 

questioned the need fur giving an outsider any substantial degree of in­

put into local affairs. 'lhe rrost prevalent llllll!lgEment view was that , 

1'dlile the preseree of an outsider on the union barga1n1ng team might 

encourage a greater errq:>hasis on 1n:lustry wage an::l benefit patterns than 

t hey might desire, the representative many times added an element of 

stabllity to what otherwise might be an em:>tion-charged situat ion. This 

was felt to be particularly 1nu)ortant to ccmpensate for the lack of 

negot:lat1ng experience that is comnon among recently elected local offi­

cers·. ·. 
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'!he z,ame general conclusions apply to other sources of "outside" 

e.xpertise, 1nclud:1.ng the services of the labor Bureau of the Middle West, 

local attorneys, and other consultants. M:>st of t he sanple locals have, 

at one time ar another, retained specialists 1n sane facet of labor re­

lations. The labor aireau ~ch serves pr1.nerily A'IV affiliates, has 

been involved to acme degree at eight of the 20 A'lV locals examined.3 

Here again, experience serves as the basis .far naJdLl!; one's voice heard. 

Particularly with respect to interest arbitration cases, the Labar a&reau 

exercises trerren:lous 1nfluence CJ'I local officers 1n defining ultimate 

goale and expectations and 1n shaping strategtes. 

In sunrrary, the local union fornulates barga:1n1ng deman:is arxl osten­

sibly controls the conduct of negotiations. Q.lr1ng the negotiation pro- · 

cess, however, the representative of the int ernational union is often t he 

roost infl uential meut,er oi' the union's coomittee, regardless of whether 

he actually flits at the barg;a1n1ng table. In t he case of 1nterest arbi ­

tration, a cQll1)!U'able role is played by the labor &lreau of the Middle 

Westar other consultants !?J18,lged to represent the local 1n the arbitra­

tion process. 

Local Barga1n1ng 1n a National Context 

'The determination of E!llt)loyrnent tern1S through negotiations between a 

l ocal unioo and an :!.rrlividual E!!Jt)loyer is the dan1nant fonn of barg;a1n1ng 

~ of the 20 A'IU locals have made tLSe of the services of the 
labor 9..lreau of the Middle West 1n one or m:ire contract negotiations since 
1960. Five of these eight locals used the labor Bureau only when arbi­
trat1ng new contract tern1S , and the rema.1n1ng three regularly involved 
this firm 1n the preparation for negotiations. Others 1ndicated that they 
rad consulted with the labor &lreau at one time or another , or that if 
they were to go to arbitration, t l'ey would engage the labor &ireau or a 
coupara.ble or~zation to prepare arxl p-esent t heir case. 

..... ....-•. - , .. -:,,r- .... -:,;.;,... 
~ .. --~~ •~-""' -
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1n the urban transit 1.n::l.ustry. local barga1n1ng reflects both the his­

torical developnent of unionization 1n the :1.rxlustry and the fact that the 

product and labor narkets of this industry are local 1n nature . The 

transit f1nn ar authority constitutes a local imustry that is t'ree 1'ran 

COlll)etition !'rom purveyors 1n other locations. Within tte service area, 

the availability of substitute transit services is min1mized by the poSH 

session (through charteJ? or happenstance) of an effect ive service nnnopoly. 

The relevant labor 11Brket is similarly local 1n character. '1he 

staffing requirements o.f transit systans, f or the mo.st part, involve 

semisJd.lled positions (although a runber of naintenance occupations are 

classified as highly skilled), and hiring is readily acccxnplished through 

the local labor rrerket. 'Illus, the historical antecedents to ba.rga1n1ng 

structure arxl its econcmic underp~-particularly t .he absence of 

external product COl!i)etition and the reliance on the local labor market 

-make a compelling case for barga:1n1ng between local unions and :!.rrli­

vidual enployers. 

Despite the local structure of bare;ain1ng, t he issue of the extent 

to which barga:1n:1ng outcomes are actually influenced by local factors 

warrants examination. '.!here is a strong indication 1n the literature 

and from sample respordents t hat wages and other e!Jl)loyment terms are 

detennined pr1mar1ly by co!li)ari sons with other transit !'inns rather than 

with local public- and private- sector barga:1n1ng settlements. 

Respondents ~.ere asked to evaluate eight occupational and :1J:xlustrial 

group1ngs on the basis of their influence on the outcane of bargaining 

at their properties. Fach corrparison group was rated on a scale frcrn one 

to five: very important , important, neij;,her important nor unimportant, 

un1mportant , or very unimportant. .Among both unions arxl nenagement 
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spokesperson&, conpari801'18 ld.th. other transit f1nn8 were· toougtrt; to have 

a more substantial innuence on wage dete.rndmticn than cCl!P8I'isons with 

settler!lents 1n public €111)loyment, local trucking, and private m:rustry, 

'Irese re8Ults are reported 1n Tables VII-1 and VII--2. 

In s\llJT8I'Y, While contract detennination is l.lll1ertaken l ocally, 

the parties 1roicated that transit 1nlustry ca,;iarisons (arxl. particularly 

cooparisons with specific properties) play a neJor role 1n the detenn1n­

ation of '1ages, fringes, and ...ork rules. . At the ssme t111e, care nust be 

takefl mt to overstate the l.Jll)aet of this phenaren<>n, Generalizati ons 

do rot reflect the situation at every transit system, and, 1n a mm:,er 

of cases, only selected categories of contract provisions were reported 

to be influenced by 1n:1uatry tren:ls. Finally, it shOuld also be roted 

t hat despite emphasis that the participants placed on cat1)a.I'isons with 

otrer transit systems, basic wnerly:lng rational econanic factors such 

as the rate of inflation may be far rore s1$'11ficant 1n det~ 

the ~tude of all wage increases 1n the 1n:1ustry. 

Many transit rranagers expressed coreern about the prevailing em­

phasis on i.rrlustry cooparisons. 'lbeir fear is that this practice results 

1n rore extensive ·contract benefits for t ransit employees than are pos­

sessed by other public E!!ll)loyees . With escalating finanCial pressures, 

i t may be expected that nenagement will becane 1ncreasingly insistent that 

local corrparisons play a greater role 1n contract negotiations. Never­

theless, until transit management is able to 11USter sufficient barga1n1ng 

.-· power to fore,~ increased consideration of local factors or to convince 

arbitratOJ?s of the soun:lness of this view, industry cooparisons will 

continue to play a substantial role 1n the negotiation process. 
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The Barga1rrlng Record: 1960-1976 

In assessing the successes arxi failures of transit managements arxi 

um.one :ln reachlng agreenenJ; on the terms and corxUt1ons of eni,loyment • 

the record of negotiations for the period of 1960 through 1976 was ex­

amined. Informat1cn 1a presented about contract durat1cn an::! the .t'ree­

quemy with which contracts were reached by negot:1at1ona, or following 

strikes or arbitration. 

Contract negotiation at Ba!lille systems is typicall,y undertaken at 

1;';ft)- or three-year intervals. '!he mean duration of the labor agreement 

1n effect on July l, 1976, is 2.26 years for the 23 systems exam1ne<1. 

'Ihis 1s sllghtly lo~er than the average contract term :In effect dur:lng 

the 1960-1976 per1od. 4 

'1he mult1year contract has been an:! continues to be the rule rather 

than the except1oo :In transit labor relations. N::> statistically signi­

ficant trerrl :In the duration of labor agreements was evident :In coopaz-1-

sons aioong averages Cati)Uted for the f1rst arrl secaxl halves of the time 

period, or between private and public system contracts. It was observed 

that the specific date of contract expiration is distributed throughout 

t he year, apparently a product of circumstance rather than design. There 

is no :Indication that, with public ownership, the parties have taken 

4
'1he a~rage contract term was calculated by tak:lng the time elapsed 

between the date of the fir st contract negptiations occurr:lng after Jan­
uary 1, 1960, arrl the expiration date of the contract 1n effect on July 
1, 1976 and divid:lng this by the number of negotiations (exclud:lng nego­
tiated contract extensions of less than six m:mths) dur:lng the period • 
I:ata pertain:lng to Dallas and Miami have been deleted f'ran these calcu­
lations an:! others reported :In t his section because contracts rave not 
been negotiated :In those cities since the system.s went public. In addi­
t ion, ~re different um.ons represent operators arrl maintenance enployees 
(e.g., Los Angele~), the information pertain:1ng to the naintenance 
contract is emitted. Where pensions are negotiated separately 1'ran other 
contract terms (e.g., Boston-MBI'A), these data are also excluded. 
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steps to ~ the exp1.ratial date into contannity with requirements or 

the ~t determinaticn proceBB ar other time coru,traints. 

· lh oor 118111)le, there tBve been 184 cootract determinatioos 1nvol~ 

the OOlldnant mien since 1960. Bargaining resulted 1n negotiated aettle­

l!E!lts ld.thout strikes ar arbitration 1n i33 case11 (72 percent)_. At cnly 

t1IO of the 23 properties have the parties negotiated all contracts during 

the period with neither strikes nar erbitraticns. 'llle lUDber of ~ 

~11 at imividual sites ~ -fl'om•r.ero to five. 

~ llllB a strilce 1n 17 percent of the 184 negotiaticna; 1n 10 per­

cent, the dill>ute llllB resolved by arbitratia,. '1he 32 strikes occurred 

at 19 properties, 'llhlle the 19 srbitraticna were diatributed ~ 10 

~ies (see Table VII-3) .5 'lransit strikes~ thiB period were 

from less than cne day to 270 days, with a mean length of 24. 7 days. 

Mean strlioe duration is calculated rran ava1lable data on 30 of 32 

stril<es. When a nintHnonth str1l<e by the el!l)lOYeee of the Huntington· 

system i s emitted fran this CQlllUtatien, the average strll<e length 1a 

reduced to approx1nately 17 days. Eleven of the etr1kes lasted five 

days or less, seven were from seven to 11 days, eight were 17 to 35· days, 

an:1 five strikes had a duration of.45 or roore days. M:>st of the m:n-e 

le~hy strllree occurred while systems were privately owned, 

I.ook1ng at the sanple properties for cnly the years of public owner­

-ship, we find tmt 102 contracts have been negotiated. Settlements were 

reached without strikes or arbitration in 65 percent of these negotiations. 

Nineteen percent of the negotiations were resolved by st_rilres, am 17 

5Add1ticnal detailed information is contained 1n Apperrlix tables Vll-1, 
VII-2, an1 VIl-3: 
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percent by arbitration. A much larger ~ion of negotiaticns were 

resolved by arbitratien 1n public systems (16 of 102) than in private 

systens (3 of 82) . Given that arbitratien has been used m:.ire by public 

systems, am that private systems were becamng public during thia period, 

the 1n::reased use of arbitratioo could mean either a decreased reliance 

en str1lces ar a decreased ability of' the parties to reach settlements by 

direct negotiations without the use of str1kes ar arbitration. Table 

VII-3 soows that the latter is the case; the increased reliance on 

arbitratioo has not been acoaq:>anied by a decrease in the rel1ance on 

strikes rut ms been a.ccarpanied by a decrease in the percent of settle­

ments reached by the! parties witrout the use of arbitration or strikes. 

In t he rext section of this chapter , we examine the use of interest 

arbitration and present the parties' views about the :lnpact of arbitratioo 

on the barg;lin1ng process. 

'!'he Inportance of Interest Arbitratioo 

Throughoot its history, union--minagement relations 1n transit have 

occupied a unique position in American industrial relaticns. In additien 

to urxiergoing a wholesale shift to the public sector, the transit Wustry 

was artlCJ1g the few private-sector industries (along with newspaper pu~ 

lishing and nDre recently steel) to ne.ke use of voluntary arbitration -as 

a neans of resolving 1nterest disputes . 6 

~or additional discussion of interest arbitration as a mechanism 
for resolving pri vate sector disputes, see: Chil'les J. MorTis , "'Ihe Role 
of Interest Arbitration 1n a Collective Barga1ning System," 1n The Future 
of Labor Arbitration 1rt 'America (New York: American Arbitration Associa­
tion, 1976), pp. l97-3o4; Harry Platt et al. , "Aribtration of Interest 
DispJtes in the ."Local Transit and Newspaper Industries," in ~ 
of the 26th Annual Meet~, National Acad~ of Arbitrators (via~: 
i:ffi Books, 1974) , pp. 8 ; David Feller,~ Irii5etus to Cmt ract Arbi-

.. ,, 
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The reliance on arbitration 1n transit barga.1n1ng can be traced 

to the early years of" the Amalganated Transit Union am to W1ll1an D. 

Mahan lb, served as its president for more than a mli'-century. By 1905, 

the majority of" ATU labor agreerents provided for arbitration. 7 In 

excess or 700 cases (mst voluntary rather than cCIJl)U).sary) rave been re­

corded since 1900.8 

While interest arbi tration has played a major role 1n the transit 

industry and h3s ccmmnded a posi tion of h1gh visibility, it has not , 1n 

.fact, been the daninant mechanism for dispute resolution 1n the 1ndustry. 

Other unicns active 1n transit , including the IBT, ™1, am vro, have not 

as a general policy accepted arbitrati oo as a substi tute f"or the right to 

strike. S:1milarly, not all AW locals rave en1orsed the concept of" .in­

terest arbitration despite its constitutional rmn:late.9 Arbitrations 

rave been used to resolve only aba.lt Ol'le-<luarter or the :l.at:)asses occurring 

tration 1n the Private Area," 1n th:! Twe~- Fourth Arrrual New York Univer­
sity Ccnference on Labor (New York: Mat w Bender ari1 Calpany, 1972) , 
pp. 79--101. 

7 
Emerson Schnidt, Industrial Relations 1n Urban Transportation (Min­

neapolis: University or Mlnnesota Press, 1937), p. 1911. 
8
A1fred Kuhn, 1n Arbitration 1n Transit : An Evaluation of" Cri-

terla (Philadelphia: University of" Pennsylvania Press, 1952), ~2, 
1ncl.1cates there i.ere 604 arbitrations between 1901 and 1949. Darold Bar­
num, "Fran Private to Public: Labor Relations 1n Urban 'lransit," Indus­
trial and labor Relations Review, 25 (1971): p. 108, identif"ies 89arbf­
trations 1n the 195~1969 pericxi. There have been approx:!rrately 20 arbi­
t rations 1n the years since 1969. 

%espandents 1ncl.1cated that 1n some cases where a local w1shed to 
strike, its constitutionally required off"er to arbitrate was premised 
on "impossible" corxlitions. Also, numerous strikes were begun by the rank 
and file with:>ut regard to contract or constitutionally specif"ied pro­
cedures. 
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dur1ng the 1900 through 1970 perioo.10 
Look1ng at a brea.la:lown by decade, 

we f1rx1 that the percentage of disputes resolved by arbitration has ranged 

frail 67 percent in the 1930s to 3 percent in the 1960s. ll Nevertheless, 

the extent to which voluntary arbitratioo procedures were called upon in 

contract disputes tas rad a lasting :ln;lrint on transit labor relati<nB. 12 

Cause of Disputes 

'Ihe actual causes of ~ses are oot easily detennined because the 

:lmiild1ate recollection of the parties is o~en that "it Just happened" or 

"'they' are being unreasonable~" Suggested as .factors contribut ing to an 

inability to reach negotiated settlerrents were: problems accruing to the 

ne1C1ess of public o1'1rlership, strategic or tactical miscalculation, re­

fusal to barga.in:in good faith, persooallty clashes, and loss of control 

of the rank and file by local union leaders. 

Dollar costs were cited as the m:ist frequent stU1TDling block to 

settlement. Alm:>st all respondents specifically refeITed to wage dernan:ls, 

while e:lglW nanagement and ten union representatives rrentioned cost--of-

11v1ng provisions in this regill'd. other contract issues said to have been 

a factor causing deadlocked negotiatioos were pensions, insurance, and 

sick-leave. Few respondents believed that desired changes in work rules 

10ca1cu1ated from data foim:I 1n Barnum, p. 108, and Kum, pp. 26-27. 

11Ibid. 

12niscussioo of the reasons for the acceptability and succes; of 
arbitration 1n interest disputes (as well as a variety of criticisms of 
the process) can be found in the follow:1ng: Kum, pp. 162-194; Schnidt , 
pp. 194-207; and Barnum, pp. °104:-108. 
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(whether proposed by the union or nenagement) were a imjor cauae of 

:tnpasses. 

Biployer and Unioo Dispute Resolutioo 'Preferences 

In situations· where 1npa.sses occur, the llBJority of resporxients ex­

pressed a preference for resolution through final and binding arbitration 

(see Table VII- 4). '!here was agreement on the desired rethod far resolving 

:lnpassea at ten of the 22 properties where responses were ~red fran 

both union and l1'611!1ge11ent. 'Ihe parties at the~ 12 5a111>le systEms 

expressed differing views on the propriety and desirability of str!lres. 

Aside frail any general preferences for dispute resolution, it was 

noted th!!.t the details of a particuibar case might influence the relative 

attractiveness of either the strike or arbitration. Eleven management 

and 13 union respondents pointed to a lll.lrber of c ircumstances where they 

believed that arbitration might yield more advantageous outcares than a 

negotiated (or strike-pressured) detennination. l>bst frequently mentioned 

by rranagement were cases where fun::lamental changes were desired in 

existing work rules or reductions in cost-of-living provisions. 

sane nenagers expressed the view that arbitration might yield favor­

able results in times of econanic instability, when the local union lea­

dership has lost control of the rank and file, and iJ!l' a politically charged 

situation where "end- run" tactics might be successful. Among union re­

spondents, inprovement of an inferior cost-of-living agreement v.as the 

only issue repeatedly mentioned for which an arbitrated resolution might 

yield superior results to a strike or negotiated settlement. Similarly, 

only one situational criterion, the political enviromient, was thought 

by union leaders to increase the likelih:xxi of a better settlement 
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thro\lgh arbitraticn. ~re concessions · by lll8ll!lgEltent were viewed as a 

seri ous political llability, i t was said that arbitration might allev1ate 

such political pressures. 

While the need for sane metood of :!JTt)asse resolution was generally 

reco@111zed by the parties, the effect of interest arbitration on the 

~ process concerned even those woo believed this procedure to 

be superior to the strike. The responses of both union and nariaget£nt 

representatives inllcate that almost half believe that mar:rlated arbi­

tration (reg/:lI'dless of whetrer specified by law or contract provision) 

serves to inhibit l!J=)Od- faith collective ~ .
13 

'Ihe predcminant 

reason for aff:inrBtive replies was tmt this procedure led to ''buck 

passing." 
A sim1lar response "'8.S evoked by tre related question of whether tre 

use of arbitration led to a continuing deperxlence on the process . Manage­

rent views were generally mixed , while the najority of union respondents 

said that this was not a problem.14 'lhOse woo believed that arbitration 

would tend to be a frequently recurring phenanenon toougnt that a per­

ceived victory in arbitrati on would lead the winning party to prefer 

---
13AnPng the 24 rranagers , 11 felt that the likelirood of reaching a 

negotiated settleoont was d.1m1n1shed by the knowledge that di sputes would 
be resolved througn arbitration, nine said it wc,Jld not be, three were not 
sure , and one failed to respond. Eight union spokesmen replied affirnB­
tivelY, eight negativel y , four were unsure , :,ar'd four didn't respond . . 

14Five of 2~ nariaget£nt representatives felt that once used, arbi­
tration v.uuld 1.nc...'"ea.Se the likelirood of future 1ropa.Sses. Six said this 
was not necessarily true , n:lne were uncertain, and four did not respond. 
Four union respondents felt this to be the case, 12 disagreed, three were 
unsure, and five did not reply. several resporxlents pointed out toot the 
"quali t y" of awards would be the single roost :lmpOrtant factor in deter­
m1n:1ng ,mether an arbitrati on depen:lerxy woold develop. It shollld be 
noted trot with respect to ooth tre "chill" and "dependency" pheoomena, 
many of those whO speculated dire results red no personal experience with 

arbitration. 

.. 
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arbitratial to a ~iated aettlfmer.Jt in future cootract detenainatiooa. 

'lb! E!l'lltic pattem or diepute reeollltioo over the pa.st rew years 

seems to imicate that the l\YPOthesized deleterious lll)aet or interest 

arb1trat1on 00 the ~ procesa has not DBtel'1allzed in meet sya­

tens. Alttx,ugh it is diffl.cult to genera11ze:; it JIOUl.d appear tlat arbi­

tratillnll occur with greatest . trequency in situa.tiooa or 1nstab1llty. in 

P<>llt1.cally sensitive caaea, Sid llhere leaders are ~enced er not 

in nm control or their constituencies. In theae 81tuat1ooa, ldll!re the 

Pl'Obab1llt7 or settlement 1«lUl.d be low 1n any case, the apec1ficatioo of 

an arbitrated err!point can be vielled aa ally one element of any explana­

tion rcr the recurrence or interest arbitratioo. 

Another coocem, st1nulated by the observation that IOOSt arbitraticns 

blve occurred at relatively large systeqa, 1s whether arbitration is 

real]y acce88ible to small un1on locals. Do the costs 8.880Ciated wit h 

preparatioo and presentaticn exceed the .f1mnc1al capabil1t1es of smll 

locals am, thereby. fbrce eap1tulat1on 1n negotiaticns? M:>st unicn 

leaders thrught ttat arbitration coets l«lUld not be a l!Bjor factor in a 

decisitn to settle er to f!P to iq)asse. Also, Slllill local unioos could 

follow a le88 elaborate arxl less experuuve procedure than tlat chosen by 

the larger l ocals. 

~ and Overview 

Transit barga1n1ng is today al!ooat exclusively a public-sector phe­

ncmencn. Yet, in reality, transit l.abar relations have alieys been and 

continue to be saiewhat atypical of both private- anl publlc-sect<r 

uni~ relationships. Included aJIX)~ its d1stingu1shlng char­

acteristics are a political involvement 1n bsrga1n:lng which predates 

·~'i..! '!~-"~ ....... '.,--...--,~ ......... 
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public ownerahlp, an establlslM ~ relat1~ 1'h>se private­

sector roots often extend back· 40 or ioore years, an 1.rx!ustry tl'8ditioo 

or voluntary arb1trat1cn of interest disputes, and a l egµ env:1ronnent 

llhich 1n m:ll!lt ca8e8 is sane,imt na-e restrictive than is found 1n the 

private sector am, at the seme t:hre, lllClre liberal than that which applies 

to other groups or public eni>loyees. 

~ rene1ns eseentially local , with contracts detenninsd by 

and awllcable to 1m1v1dual properties and local uni.au,. Jetiore.i 

patterns 1n transit labor agreeuert;s contirue to play a l!Bjor role 1n 

negotiatioos, but it does appear that ru,llc rrenagement is ~ a sub­

stantial atterpt to increase the rel1.ance on local catpar18ons, at least 

with respect to wage rates anl econanic suwlements. It is llkelY t hat 

as financial pressures escalate, these efforts will be expended. 

All of the systens exanined have g;a1ned access to tax-generated re­

ven.ies to supplement .fare receipts and, thereby, l:eve alleviated the 

f'1nsnc1al pressures which histaricaJ.Jy plagued transit ~- lkllf­

ever, 1n recent years, the or1g1nal perception of bourxness resources has 

been succeeded by a less optimistic view anl a recogniti on of the new 

financial 11m1tations that exist. 

Acy attenpt to evaluate the relationship between transit systens and 

their enployee org;anizations is COIJllllcated by the problem of de~ 

the criteria on Which to base this assesimmt. Two l evels of analysis 

are appropriate: {l) an exanination of the record of :IJti>asse situations 

and the procedures used to resolve these disputes, and (2) the inpact of 

the· ~ history on the participants and the long- tenn :inpllcations 

for the un:ion-mmagenent relat i onship. 

When the success of barg;un1ng 1s treasured by the proportion of ne-
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got.iation8 resolved without recourse to str1l<es or arbitrations, the 

conclusion would have to be tmt the results are mixed. While the record 

of 1Ixli v1dual properties varied considerably, the mean percentage of ne­

gotiated settlements has been approx1mately two-thirds. Altb:lugh reliance 

on strikes and arbitrations may have been ioore extensive than critics 

'MOUld fin:l. desirable, the record is rot bad wt.en one considers the vola­

tility of 1ndustry fortunes arxl structure duriI:€ the period of examination, 

'Ihe ability to draw conclusions Cran the aggreg;ated inpasse data (inclullng 

the m1x of strikes arxl arbitrations) is IIBde particularly difficult by the 

aomet1mes countervailing effects of the relatively recent public takeover 

of most SSJ11)le systems. Even had the record of negotiated settlements 

versus 1nt)asse s1 tuations been appreciably different, the sign1.ficance of 

these data would be uncertain. I.ooldng only at the proportion of settle­

ments achieved without impasse :ignores much of the richness arxl cCl!i'llexity 

of labor relations lmich nust be considered 1n any determination of the 

"quality" of a relationship. 

'lhere 1s a general reluctance to !!!]88ge 1n work stoppages even among 

those who prefer the strike to arbitration. Reasons given include an 

absence of legal entitlement, the nature of the transit function, the 

propriety of public e!lt)loyee strikes, public opinion, forgone e~, 

arxl the fear that the net effect of a strike (win or lose) would be ini­

mical to the uni~t rel ationship. Ho"1ever, where strikes have 

occurred, management and union representatives did not believe that these 

reduced the generally high "quality" of labor relations. 

'Ihe use of conpulsory arbitration in interest disputes has increased 

siree 1960 as systens have ITX)Ved to the public sector. 'Ihis has resulted 

in a greater proportion of :lnpasses being resolved by arbitration than 

. • 
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1laB the case in private-sector traneit negot1atiorl8, In a large part, 

the continued success of arbitration w1ll be dependent on its accepta- :. · 

b111ty. Altoough some responients express reluctance to allow an cut­

sider to fashioo contract tenns, the majority of wuon and llBl'l8gEme?It 

persamel believe that arbitratl.on will increase 1n 1np:lrtance 1n the 

future. M:lst union leaders ~re confident their meut>ers would accept 

arbitration it it were man:lated by law or when local wuon officers re­

ccmnerxled this course of action.15 Overall, collective barga.1n1ng gen­

erally ms been successful for dealiI:€ with the reeds of both union azx1 

nenagement 1n a rapidly~ envirOment. 

150n1y at three properties did officers believe their menilers would 
refuse to accept arbitration, even if the only alternative was an illegal 
strike. Ten of 22 spokespersons said their membership l«lllld prefer arbi­
tration or accept i t without question , and the rema1n1ng nine felt there 
might be coJTl)'l.aints, but that arbitration would be ~Y accepted. 
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VIII. RESULTS OF BARJAINOO: WAGES, <X:Sr OF LIVIID, 
AND OOLIDAYS AID VPCATI.008 

Altl'n.lgh the results of bargaining about selected econcm1c supple­

ments are also .discussed in this chapter, the ertl)hasis is on the c~s 

in "'8ges that mve occurred in the 1960-1975 period. Cost -of-living 

escalator wage clauses receive special attentioo because they are rore 

prevalent in this :ln:lustry than in general and because the type of clause 

also is .1nt>artant in e.xp~ -.ege changes. It WOllld have been useful 

also to analyze changes in the fringe-benefit package , 1n::~ pensions 

and insurance, but the limitations of this exploratory stooy are such that 

the analysi s of fringes is confined to holidays and vacations. It is 

assumed that the total fringe packages of :ln:lividual systems are s:lm1J.ar 

and ·that -..age-rate m:>~nts rm:J be used as a proxy for CClll)8r1ng c~s 

in total caipmsation ~ transi t systems. Holiday and vacation pay 

trerxis within the transit 1ndustry are used as proxies for the fringe-­

benefit package when ~ external conparisons wit h other :ln:lustries. 

The aax1nurn tx>urly base rate of bus operators plus the cost-of-living 

allowance is used as the reasure of wages, the same ~asure that is used 

in a wide range of union, rranagement, and govel'Tm?nt publications and in 

other transit research . Because a substantial majority of transit 

employees are vehicle operators, this rate is also the one rost prevalent 

1n a system's wage structure. Moreover, since progression to top rate 

is typically achieved in less than two years, most transit operators 

are coopensated at the nmd!run base rate. 

Further justification for the· selection of the operator's top- hourly 

177 
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rate is provided by the tact that it 18 the key wage debated 1n aJJoost 

all contract ne(!Pt1at1ons. Altoough data soow1ng total hoorly earnings 

and the value of fr1~ benefits are mt available , there is ru:tlmentary 

evidence that wage-rate conparieons are reliable :ln:llcators of differ­

ences 1n total ~t1on. 

'lhe base wage rate used here hes been def'ined tQ 1nclu:le payment 

accruing from cost-of-living agreements negotiated by the parties. While 

cost-of- living payments usually do not becaoo a part of base rate until 

a contract is renegotiated, cCIJi)al"isons or inter:lm wage rates witmut 

consideration of these adjustments would be erroneous. 'Ihe nagnitude 

of negotiated wage increases ls tnnuenced by the presence and perhaps 

the details or an autCJ1Bt1c wage- oo,lustment mechanism. 

Transit data reported are the wage rates payable on July 1 of each 

year.1 Oita were collected from a variety of sources , 1nclud1ng the 

aireau or Labor Statistics, John Dash and Associates, the American l'Ubllc 

Transit Association, and 1ndiv1dual transit properties. Whenever possible 

nultlple sources were consulted t o 1nsure the accuracy of reported wage 

rates . Unless otherwise ooted, wage inronnatlon reported for other groups 

of ert>loyeea are based on &ireau or labor Statistics data . 

Wage Firxllngs 

'lhe average wage rate of bus operators 1n our sanq:,l e of 25 systems 

~ use of July 1 data 1s consistent with wage and hour studies con­
ducted by BLS. At the same t:lme , the use or the July 1 wage does nake 
point- in-time coopariS9JlS between 1n:iiv1dual systems sarewmt suspect be­
cause the t:lming of wage ·adjustments may vary anxmg systems. 'Ihe potential 
ror distart!IID is m1:nim1zed when data are aggregated and where longltU'.tlnal 
conparisons are ~loyed. 

,_..,... .,..- .. . ,.,._ " ................. -~. 
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1ncreaBed 1'rom $2.22 1n 1960 to $5.74 in 1975, After adjust.ing lll!lge 

gains for increases in t he Constmler Price Iroex (CPI) , the 1975 mean wage 

represents a real gain of 77 percent since 1960. 2 A cClll)III'iaon of wage 

m:iverrents at the 58111)le systB!l8 with the BLS weighted and unwe:18hted 

average wage received by transit Wustry enployees reveals a s1milar 

pattern of escalation. 3 After adjustment for changes in the coat of living, 

the weighted in:lustry wage increased by 81 percent between 1960 and 1975, 

and the unweighted average increased by 67 percent . 4 Year-to-year details 

or t he absolute and percent changes 1n each system in the ~le and the 

2rt sh:>uld not be asa.uned, oowever, that real earnings have increased 
precisely the same rate as real hoorly wages. Earnings reflect oot only 
the wage rate, but the oours or work and contract- spec1.f1ed penalty pay­
ments . According to BLS figures, ror instance, the standard workweek or 
transit enployees has declined 1'rom 40.6 hours in 1960 to 40.1 hours in 
1975. All else. being equal , t his would cause the rate of increase in 
earnings to lag sanewhat behind the rate or wage increase. Ch the other 
ham, !lXlre restrictive rules governing the use of transit manpower nay 
contribute to nx,re rapidly rising earnitlg:3. For exanple, in nx,st con\, 
tracts there has been a gradual decline 1n t he elapsed time on which 
spread penalty l)!IYrents are baaed. 

3.i:re BLS weighted averages of the union h:>url y wage rate of local­
transit bus opera.tors were developed by weighting t he top rate of the 
le~h-of- service progression for bus drivers in each contract by the n\lll­
ber or unionized €111)1oyees at that rate on the survey date. Annual can­
par1sons are only approximate since ~:ighting factOPs lll;ly vary to sane 
extent year to year. Oita are f'rom BLS FW.l.etin 1903, Union Wages and 
Hours: I.ocal-'lransit g>era~_~oyeesi Julr 1~ 1975, am previous 
annual bulletins. For a de ed scuss on o te data sant>llng and 
est:linating procedures used by BLS and the applications and 1:lmitat1ons 
of the axreau' s union wage series, see BLS Bulletin 1910, BLS Harxlbook or 
Metlxlds ror Surveys and Stwies, pp. 146-148. 

4
'lbe sant>le of systems used 1n this study (enmierated and described 

1n Cmpter I) and the BLS unweighted transit saJ!i>le are s1m1larly lb:l.ased 
to overrepresent systems in large cities. In addition, year- to-year can­
parisons using the unweighted BLS 5a1Ji)le are only approldmate Bue to 
minor m:xiif1cat1ons 1n saJ'li)le ccrnpos1tion 1n 1963, 1964, and 1969. Be­
cause of a radical revision in the- BLS S81lllle or properties 1n 1976, data 
for that year are not comparable to those of previous years . 

--
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BLS weigjlted arx1 W1We:1ghted averages are 8001«'11n Appeni1x 'lables VIIl- 1 

am VIII-2. It appears rrorn these data tmt wage changes 1n the sanple 

systems are representative of changes 1n the in:iustry as a wh;>le. 

'n'ansit wages have generally kept pace with the average oourly wage 

recei ved by uni~ local truck drillers 1n our sanpl e cities. 5 The 

l!Ean wage of bus operators '119.8 85 percent of the truck drivers ' wage 1n 

1960 and 1975, with only sl:lght variatioos 1n the intervening years. An­

other relevant wage caJ{larison, of bus operator wages with average eaz:n­
:1.ngs 1n manufacturing 1n the same geographic area, 6 shows th:lt transit 

wages have r i sen f'rom 95 percent of manufactur~ earnings 1n 1960 arrl 

nil percent of 1191'J,1factur1ng ~ in 1975. 

'lhe earf,8!'1son or bus operator wages with trucker wages an:1 nenu­

factur~ earnings is shown 1n Table VIlI-1 for the sanple as a wh:>le an:l 

separately for each of the 25 systems 1n the sample , for each year fran 

5'lb1s caq:arison was nade because of the similarity of Job require­
l!Ents and t"he availability of historical July 1 wage data. The BIS union 
wage rate saiq>le contains only 21 of t"he ·25 Ba!Jl)le cities aIX1 for thi.s 
reason mean wage conpariSC11S are only appro.rlmate. It is estimated that 
the net effect of the crnitted data is to iJri)ose a sligllt upward bias to 
the reported mean wage. Data are fran BIS B.llletin 1917, U'lioo Wages and 
Hours: Local 'Iruckdrivers and Helpers. July 1, 1975 arrl previous anrual 
bulletlns. 

6As a part of the Current Populatioo SUrvey, the aireau of Labor 
statistics collects a variety of infonration pertaining to erq:,loyment 
structure arxl tren:l.s. Hourly earnings data for each of our SSlli>le cities 
are foun:i 1n BIB B.llletin 1370-10, ~loyrrent an:l~tates arxl 
Areas 1939-19711 an::! subsequent rront~ Issues ofon£~ ~-
A description of the oollectioo, analysis, and 1 onsco hese 
can be foun:i 1n BLS B.llletin 1910, BLS 'Han:lbook of ~thods, pp. 5-12, an:l 
26-36. Couparisons with wage-rate data are of col.lI'se only appro,ctnate 
since rourly earnings renect premium pay for overt1me work, shift cl1ff­
erent1als , aIX1 other pay supplements. Nevertheless, because the single 
m:>st :inp>rtant detenninaht of the level of hourly earnings is the wage 
rate, it is felt that CCJTi)al'isons (an:l particularly, trem cCl!\'.)aI'isons) are 
nean1ngful. 

.. -,, """"'•~--j•r-Z--•'-'""'•.....,.._.~••- --........ ~ 
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1960 through 1975. ~s 1n the lt8ge of the lMI qieratar 1n the S!IIJl)le 

are deflated by changes 1n the CPI 1n order to show the change 1n the 

real wage over the 15-year period.. 'Ihe ratios of t"he bus operator rates 

to the weighted aIX1 unweighted BIS transit "1dustry rates am the five 

traditiooally h1gh wage systems are also stown, as are the ratios of bus 

operators wages to trucker wages an:l narufactur~ earnings 1n the saire 

geographic areas as the 25 transit systems :In the S!IIJl)le. In additioo, 

Table VIII- 1 1n:i1cates the year .in which each system went public by uoo.er-

11ning the data for thl.t year . 'Ihe absol ute values frcm which Table 

VIII- 1 data are derived are included :In Appemix Tables VIlI- 1 an:1 2. 

Figures in the table in:iicate clearly that transit wage increases 

had kept pace with increases ¢ned by truckers 1n the same carm.mities 

and tad surpassed those made by workers 1n nanufacturing. Closer in­

spection of these trends suggests thit the gains relative to manufacturing 

occurred 1n the latter llalf of the 15-year period. If one lzypothes1zes 

tmt transit wage increases m1g)lt lag behin:l. manufacturing increases during 

the last years of private ownership and would terxl. to catch up when the 

systems became public aIX1 received substantial subsidies, the individual 

systems data 1n Table VIII- 1 provide SCJlle supporting evidence. ~ 

possibility is examined 1n a m:,re sophisticated fashion 1n Chapter X. 

Examination of wage- rate changes 1n each system rmlces ooe aware of 

the many cl1fferences between the systems 1n the 881!i>le. For e~le, 

Cleveland wages have fallen .from 911 percent of th::>se paid 1n the five 

highly paid systems 1n 1960 to 81 percent 1n 1975. DJring this entire 

period, Cleveland ha.a been a publicly owned system but it operated 

wxier a charter restrictioo that l :1Jn1ted expenditures to the anx,unt 

generated by fares . 'lhLs t"he eJ<Planation for the decline is "situational," 



► 

' 
I 

1 
I 

·I 

l 

Atlanta 

Ebston 

T 
T/WI'I 
T/tMI'I 
T/SCT 
T/MFO 
Tiffi 

T 
T/WI'I 
T/IMl'I 
T/5CT 
T/MFO 
Tiffi 

T 
T/Wl'I 
T/IMl'I 
T/501' 
T/MFO 
Tiffi 

T 
T/WI'I 
T/UWl'I 
T/501' 
TM-0 
Tiffi 

TABIE VIII- 1, rom'INUED 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 19711972 1973 1974 1975 

$2.09 2.11 2.26 2.34 a.42 2.48 2.63 2.14 2.84 3.16 3.40 3.66 3.91 '!.:.32.5-32 5.14 
89 89 89 90 89 87 88 86 84 86 85 85 86 87 96 93 
95 95 95 99 98 97 99 98 96 99 97 98 98 29. 110 104 
$ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u1 n n n ~ D ~ ~ 
101 100 102 103 101 98 101 100 96 98 101 101 102 104 127 124 
81 81 80 80 79 79 84 82 80 85 81 75 72 '11. 83 84 

2.27 2.40 2.50 2.60 2.70 2.86 3.01 3,13 3,253,784 .16 4.59 4.82 5.26 5.89 6.54 
96 96 98 99 99 100 101 98 96 103 Ioli 106 104 105 106 106 
103 105 106 110 llO 112 113 112 110 118 ill. 122 120 121 121 119 
92 92 92 92 92 94 94 91 88 92 9? 93 91 95 92 92 
95 97 98 100 100 104 105 106 104 113 ill_ 122 118 120 123 125 
~ 96 96 ~ ~ ~ 96 ~ - ~ill 29. ~ M ~ ~ ~ 

~ 2,70 2,79 2.91 3.01 3.11 3,34 3.55 3.89 4.22 4.62 5.02 5.45 5.54 6. 42 7.20 
~110 110 110 110 109 112 112 122 ll5 116 116 118 111 116 116 
106 118 117 123 122 121 126 127 132 132 132 134 135 126 132 131 
95 104 103 1041. 103 102 106 105 106 104 102 102 104 100 100 101 
Ioli 115 115 116 117 118 121 122 127 129 132 134 136 130 141 147 
•2f" 105 104 103 102 101 103 104 lo8 111 lo8 102 101 93 102 101 

2.31 2.35 2.41 2.55 2,59 2.65 2,752.83 2.91 3.12 3.52 3.72q4.20 4,504.94 5, 4_5_ 
98 96 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ M ~ ~ 90 ~ ~ 
105 103 102 lo8 105 104 103 101 99 98 101 99 104 103 102 22_ 
94 90 89 91 89 87 86 83 79 76 78 7§ 79 81 77 76 
86 85 85 87 ~ 85 86 86 83 84 90 87 91 90 91 92 
87 84 82 83 81 79 79 75 73 74 78 69 75 81 76 79 

TABIE VIII- 1 

ANNUAL 'lRANSIT WAGE CXJ,!PARIOONS FOR SAMPLE SYS'ID1S, 1960-1975 

Top Transit ~tors wage Rat e (Inclu:Ung COst-of-I.1.~ Payrrents) Payable on J"!llY 1 (T) , 
Expressed as a Percentage of the Weighted Transit w~try Mean wage (Wl'I ), 

A~ of 24 
Systens in 
Simple 

the Unweighted Transit Industry Mean wage (UWl'I) , 
. the Five City Transit Mean wage (501') , 

t he Ssni>le City Un1ooized Manufact uring Hoorly Esrn1ngs (MFG), 
aoo. the Sa!rple City Un1cl'lized '!ruck Drivers wage Rate (TR) 

. OPERATORS WAGE AS A PERCENI'AGE OF CCitlPARLSON WAGE 
1960 1961 l:ll2 l~~ 1964 1965 1966 196~ 1968 1969 l'=!l,O 1971 1972 l'=!l,3 1974 197~ in real $2.22 2.32 2. 2 2. 2.57 2.65 2.76 2.9 3.06 3.36 3. 8 3,994,384. 4 5.14 5.7 

",.3!Ea 100 104 107 lo8 ill 113 115 119 120 128 135 143 156 159 165 177 
T~1wr~ • 94 95 ~ 94 94 93 93 92 90 92 92 92 95 93 93 93 
T 101 101 102 105 105 104 104 105 104J 105 105 106 lo8 106 106 104 
T~ 90 89 89 88 88 87 86 85 83 82 81 81 83 84 80 80 
~ ~ 96 96 96 96 96 n 98 ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ ill m 
Tiffi 85 ~ 85 84 83 83 83 83 83 ~ 85 81 81 79 81 85 

T $2.14 2.18 2.22 2.22 2.30 2,372,452.53 2.66 2.85 3.46 3,40 3,71 3,P2 4,474.98 
T/WI'I 91 89 87 84 84 83 82 80 78 78 79 79 80 12 80 81 
T/IMl'I 97 95 94 94 94 93 92 91 90 89 90 91 92 90 92 91 
T/501' 87 84 82 79 79 78 77 74 72 70 70 75 75 7I 70 70 
T/MFO 89 87 85 83 83 83 83 83 83 85 86 86 87 .9Q 96 99 
Tiffi NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

-
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TABIE VIII-1, CCffl'!NUED 

1960 196119621963 1964 1965'1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 19711972 1973 1974 1975 

$2.14 2.20 2.32 2.40 2.50 2.58 2.65 2,883.00 3.23 3.57 4.13 4.43 4.87 5,325.78 
91 90 91 91 91 91 89 91 88 88 90 95 96 §!r"" 96 93 
97 96 98 101 102 101 100 103 102 101 102 110 110 111 110 105 
87 85 86 85 85 84 83 84 81 19 19 84 84 mr 83 81 
88 ~ 88 88 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ID rn NA 
~ ~ 88 88 M ~ ~ ~ ~ 88 ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 

2.15 2.24 2.31 2.35 2.39 2.45 2.54 2.62 2,702.85 3.05 3.21 3.42 3.64 4.01 4.38 
91 91 91 89 87 86 85 82 80 W- 76 74 74 73 72 71 
97 ~ ~ ~ 97 ~ ~ ~ ~ H ~ 85 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
88 ~ 85 84 82 80 79 77 73 70 67 65 65 66 63 61 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ M W ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ M 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ TT ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

1.72 1,751,781.84 1.90 1.95 2.00 2.05 2.10 2.15 2.20 2.37 NA 2.86 3_._35 3.91 
73 71 70 70 69 68 67 65 62 59 55 55 NA 59 W- 63 
~ % ~ ~ TT % ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ NA ~ ~ n 
70 67 66 65 65 64 63 60 57 53 49 48 NA 51 52 55 
NA NA 66 66 66 66 66 66 ~ ~ ~ Q NA ~ g n 
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

·2i37 2.45 2.72 2.75 2.87 2.91 2.95 3.25 3.40 3.75 4.00 4.20 4.58 5,21 ;,32 6.25 
~ 100 107 WI 106 102 ~ 102 100 102 100 97 ~ 104 96 101 r 107 115 116 117 114 ill 116 115 118 U4 l12 113 119 110 114 

92 100 98 98 95 92 95 92 92 88 85 87 94 83 88 
_ 891 99 98 99 97 97 102 99 102 109 109 113 123 118 114 
11. 2 88 84 85 82 81 84 86 91 92 88 87 92 86 94 

---------- - -- ---·---
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TABLE VIII-1, OONITIUID 

1960 196119~ 196319~ 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

1.69 1,751.811.88 1.98 2.00 2.04 2.14 2.20 2.45 2.63 2.85 3.03 3. 22 3,514.11 
72 71 71 71 72 70 69 67 65 67 66 66 66 65 63 66 
77 76 76 79 81 78 TT 77 75 77 75 76 75 73 72 75 
69 67 67 67 68 65 64 63 59 60 58 58 57 58 56 58 
101 102 103 103 107 105 101 101 97 101 106 · 103 103 107 107, 119 
66 66 66 67 67 66 65 61 60 63 60 57 NA 61 61 74 

2.61 2.67 2.76 2.86 2,983.09 3.23 3.41 3.70 4.10 4.55 4.95 5.29 5.63 6.54 7.13 
·rro 109 109 108 109 108 108 101 109 112 114 114 115 113 118 115 
m 111 111 121 121 121 121 122 125 129 130 132 131 128 130 130 
10b 102 102 102 102 101 101·· 94 . 100 100 100 100 100 102 10~ 100 
1Q2. 105 105 106 106 108 108 110 113 117 123 125 124 124 13.s- 132 
9!!, 93 93 93 93 95 95 94 98 103 104 101 98 92 99 100 

·2.40 2.42 2.49 2.63 2.81 2.91 2.98 3.26 3.38 3,573 ,654.05 4. 47 4.85 5,29 5.75 
9§ ~ 98 100 103 102 100 103 99 97 92 94 97 97 95 93 

f 
106 105 111 ll4 114 ll2 117 115 112 104 108 ill lll 109 105 
93 92 93 96 95 93 95 91 87 80 82 85 87 82 81 
e9 ee 91 95 95 94 101 97 96 95 91 99 100 101 101 n 85 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.10 2.15 2.22 2.28 2.36 2.43 §450 2~~ 2.75 2.95 3.32 3.66 3.92 4.10 4.27 4,78 
~ 88 ~ % % 85 ~ ~ ~ ~ 85 85 ~ TT TT 
95 94 96 100 ~ 95 9lf 93 93 93 95 98 97 93 88 87 
85 83 82 81 81 79 7l!' 76 74 72 73 74 74 74 67 67 
107 106 106 109 108 106 1Q5_ 103 100 102 110 117 120 ll8 ill lll 
~ ~ ~ % % % ~73 ~ % 66 66 Q 66 ~ ~ 
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'.!'ABLE VIII- 1, OOm'INUED 

1960 19611962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 ·1969 1970 19711972 1973 1974 1975 

$2.56 2.61 2.66 2.73 2.84 2.88 2.98 3,053.28 3.49 3,894.20 i:i2, 5.00 5.62 6.()IJ 
109 107 105 103 104 101 100 96 97 95 98 97 21., 100 101 98 
il6 114 ll2 il5 il5 113 112 109 ill 109 ill il2 ill il4 116 llO 
104 98 98 97 97 94 93 89 86 85 86 85 g- 90 88 85 
105 102 101 101 102 100 101 98 100 100 105 104 WI lll il4 ll2 
95 93 90 89 89 87 86, 84 85 88 74 81 12. 83 86 89 

2.40 2:55 2.69 2.81 2.91 3.16 3,313.51 3,713,994.50 4,935,205.54 6.85 7.22 
102 w7! 106 106 106 ill 111 ilO 109 109 il3 114 113 ill 123 117 
109 ill 114 119 118 123 124 126 126 125 129 131 129 126 141 131 
97 ·w- 99 96 99 104 104 103· 100 97 99 100 98 100 109 102 
~ ~ 90 90 ~ 96 ~ ~ ~ 99 ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ 
TT ~ ~ 81 81 ~ ~ M M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ W ~ 

2.20 2.24 2.28 2.32 2.37 2.43 2.51 2.76 2.86 3.01 3.21 3.56 3.86 4.26 4.41 4.51 
93 91 90 88 87 85 84 87 84 82 Bl 82 84 §5. 80 73 
~ ~ 96 ~ 96 95 ~ 99 ~ ~ ~ 95 96 21.. ~ m 
90 86 84 82 81 79 79 81 77 74 71 72 73 77 69 63 
~ ~ 95 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 96 ~ill~~~ 
~ M ~ 81 ~ ~ ~ 81 n ~ ~ n 11 11 ~ ~ 

2.31 2.43 2.55 2,652,752.85 2.96 3,il 3.26 3.66 3681 4.28 4.43 4,985.13 5.88 
98 99 100 100 100 100 99 98 96 100 2£ 99 96 103 92 95 
105 106 108 ll2 112 111 111 il2 ill 115 109 114 llO 113 106 107 
94 94 94 94 94 93 93 91 88 90 BIi ~ 84 90 80 82 
~ 99 102 103 103 104 103 104 104 109 Io8 113 109 il6 112 ll6 
90 92 93 90 90 90 9i 90 90 94 "89 95 80 85 86 84 

TABLE VIII-1, CCNl'IllE) 

1960 19611962 .a96a 1964 1965 19§6 19611968 1969 12zo 12111212 1913 1914 1915 

$1.86 2.10 2.19 2.24 2.34 2.38 2.48 2.68 2.93 3,01 ~ 4.01 4.21 4.49 4.86 5.20 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 21.. ~ ~ 90 M ~ 
~ ~ ~ 95 95 ~ ~ 96 99 ~ ill ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
76 81 81 80 80 78 78 78 79 1, 7 E5"° 81 80 Bl 76 73 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 81 ~ ~ 95 ~ 96 ~ ~ 90 
m m m n ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ 77 ~ ~ 81 

2.12 2.19 2.25 2.33 2.41 2.50 2.59 2.67 2.77 3.12 3.32 3,423.99 4.32 4.98 5,74 
90 ~~MM M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
96 96 95 ~ ~ ~ ~ 96 ~ ~ 95 ~ 99 ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ll ~ ~ ~ 81 ~ ~ % 73 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
105 105 103 105 106 107 107 106 102 llO no 104 ill ill ll7 124 
86 81 ~ 82 82 81 82 78 77 81 77 68 73 76 78 89 

2.24 2,25 2.25 2.25 §225 2.30 2. 30 2.65 3.02 3.02 3.42 3,88 4.29 4.68 4,955.61 
95 ~ ~ ~ 81 77 ~ ~ ~ ~ 90 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
101 98 95 95 °§2 90 87 95 102 95 98 103 106 107 102 102 
~ ~ ~ ~ IT ~ n TT ~ ~ ~ ~ 81 ~ TT n 
120 117 113 112 · 110 110 107 118 125 116 122 134 138 151 140 153 
m m ~ ~ m m m m m m m ~ m ~ m m 
2.48 2.53 2.66 2.74 2.83 2.90 3.05 3,24 3, 43 3.69 4.02 4.33 4,67 4.92 5,49 6.02 
105 103 105 104 103 102 102 102 101 101 101 100 101 99 99 ~ 
112 111 112 116 115 113 ll5 116 il6 116 115 115 116 112 113 109 
ill ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 95 ~ 90 ~ M M ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ 96 96 96 95 96 99 99 ~ ~ ~ ~ ill ~ ~ 
95 93 90 89 89 87 86 84 85 88 88 85 82 79 .83 85 
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TABIE VIIl-1, <X:ffl'INl.ll!D 

operators' top base rate (T) by the average unicn rourly wage rate of local transit operators aa estinated 
by the BI.S we:tgnted ~le of transit properties (WIT). Wustry data are fran BI.S Mletin 1903, Union 
Wages arxl Hours: weal 'lransit 9siret ing~lo~s I Julyu!;a lt{5, arxl previoos annual bulletins. Annual 
c~Isons are iiily approxliiite e we7ng actors fornw.ating the irxiustry mean may vary 
to eane extent from year to year. 

~it wage as a percentage of the UJ'Me:lgpted BI.S transit BBl!l)le mean wage aa calculated by dividing 
the bus q:,erators' top base rate (T) by the raw average of the ilnicn hourly wage rate of local transit 
operators in the BLS transit san;>le (UlffI) . Year-to-year Coot:)SI'iacns are cnly approximate due to m1nor 
changes in ~le cCJll)Osition 1n 1963, 1965, an:i 1969. Because of a uajor revision 1n t he BlS 88Jqlle of 
properties 1n 1976, data for that year are oot ccmparable to tl"x>se of previrus years. 

°'lransit wage (T) aa a percentage of the average of top oourly rates at five traditionally high-wage 
systems (5CT). 'n'lis sani>le consists of the major transit properties 1n Boston, Chicago, New York, 09klarrl, 
arxl San Diego. Percentages far cities that are included 1n t !Yi! 5CT 88Jqlle are based cn canparisons with the 
~ four cities 1n this ~le, 

d.rransit wage (T) as a percentage of the gross l'xlurly earnings for manufacturing errployees 1n the 
SIIIJl)le city (MFG). Data are 1'ran BLS Mletin 137(}-10, Enployment arxl F.amjngs--states and Areas7 1939-
~ and 111:>nthly issues of &ployment and Earnings. 

~it wage (T) as a percentage of the average "'8ge rate for unionized local truck drivers ('IR). 
Data are from BIS Mletin 1917, llnicn W s arxl Hours: Local Truckdrivers arxl He rs J 1 1975 arxl 
previous anrual bulletins. Data are e or our B8lll> e c and 
Tacana. 

r 
The uroerscored figures 1nd1cate the first July 1 CCl!l)8.I'isons involving transit wage rates negotiated 

subsequent to public acquisition of the system. Because successor public systems are frequently subject 
to existing labor agreements, the first CCJtt:)al'i50!l using a wage rate negotiated by the public €fli)loyer nay 
be one or nxire years after acquisition. The 1960 f1gures are uroerscored \ffl8?'e wages rave been negotiated 
with a public l!IJl)loyer during the entire pericxl., including those cases wrere public acquisitioo occurred 
pP1m- to 1960. 
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TABtE VIII-1, COfl'DUD 

1960 1961 1962 196a 19§4 1965 1966 1961 1968 1969 1970 12n 1972 1973 1974 1975 . 
-~12 ~a15 ~-26 2.40 2,45 2.48 2.60 2.70 2.80 l:.Q3_ 3,27 3,47 3.86 4.20 4 56 5 oo 
96 ~ J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ·~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ i ~ ~ 96 96 ~ ~ 
ll3 113 114 117 116 114 ii.4 ii3 I~ ll2 ii4 Ifs n 76 71 70 ~~~~~HHffTTW%~~w:w 
i~

7 
ici~

2 
ici~

1 
ici~o ici~o ~8

83 ~7
88 §6°4 ~6i2 i~7 4,

4
54 4.BB 5.28 5,53 6.06 7.41 · 

ll2 llO 110 114 114 l 08 ll 113 114 lll 109 120 
101 96 ~ 95 95 l· ~a ~r W 125 130 130 131 126 125 135 
91 89 BB BB B 8 ~ 97 lOO 98 100 99 93 105 
NA NA 81 84 7§ 1l ~i ~~ I 102 110 115 120 120 128 146 

_ 90 96 n 98 ~ 95 105 

~
24 

~8
40 

~~654 ~868 ~878 2, 95 3813 3,453,734.01 4.33 4.49 4,745,07 6.05 
101 105 w 107 109 109 iii fu h~ ~i ~ l 100 97 95 91 98 

i} : I g~ i~. §i ~ ~ ~ i~ i M5 ~ ~r }r ~0 

. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA lOl 97 97 95 105 
NA NA NA NA NA 

f~6 fJ0 fciZ5 fcJ8 
iol° iJl i0925 3if 3,73 4.16 4.37 4,67 4.99 5,39 ~ 6.90 

~ ~09 ~ ~7 ~~8 ~B ~i ~l ~f ~ g~ i: ~~ i~,. ID: g; 
99 98 101 102 105 107 110 110 114 llB if, ii2 94 9S 21 94 
111 109 ll3 114 115 114 118 115 120 125 120 116 H:3 ii~ lli ii§ 

~it wage aa a percentage of the transit industry 
1 

mean lll!lge, calculated by d1Vid1ng t he bus 
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as 1s the explanaticn for l1III1Y of the existing variBtions. 

Another eJ<alll)le of a situational t:a,ctor is found in the r:allaB 

transit wage trendB. '.!here, contrary to mst other systems, going public 

has neant lose of statutory bar@;a1n:1ng rights , and tlallaa transit ~ 

have fallen relative to Dallas truck:1ng wages. Even tlx>ugh Dallas transit 

wage :increases have not kept pace with trucker increases, transit in­

creases rave exceeded wage increases in manufacturing :In the area. In 

Chicago, on the other l'Brrl, transit wage increases have exceeded both 

trucker increases and increases :In nanufactur:l.ng. 

Finally, it should be noted that the wage dispersion ~ systems 

was large 1n 1960 and becane even larger by 1975. In 1960, the~ 1n 

wages 1n the saJ!i)le systems ran from $1.69 in Crarlotte to $2.61 1n Chi­

cag:i; 1n 1975 it varied from $3.911n Huntington to $7.411n San Diego. 

'.!he rmwdtude of wage gains CNer the 1960 to 1975 period ran !ran a low 

of 104 percent (a real gain of 22 percent) 1n Erie to 196 percent ( a 

real gain of 114 percent) 1n San Diego. The largest sing.le annual wage 

boost, 29 percent, was received by Ma.cu.son bus ~tors 1n 1970. 

Cost-of-Living Provisions 

The inflation of the past ten years has nade the 'presence or absence 

of a cost-of-living clause a ajgnificant factor in barga1n1ng. Also, t he 

type of clause and the degree of protection it provides ha.a becare a key 

issue 1n transit bargajning. In 1976, 21 of the 25 sartPle labor agree­

rrents included automatic cost-of-living escalator clauses. Most of 

t hese clauses ~re first negot1ated in the 1960s and have been nxxtl1'1ed 

one or roore t:!Jres subsequently. 

In 1960 cnly four of the 25 sarrq,le system contracts provided for 



I:' 

~. 

I. 
f; 

192 

autonatic adjustment of wage rates based on increases 1n t he coet of 

living. 'lliio of these specified full percentage protection (a percentage 

wage increase equal to the percentage increase 1n the cost of 11~), 

while the two renatning clauses provided one cent adjustments for LO 

and • 6 increases 1n the CPI. Sixteen years later, 21 of the 25 contracts 

examined were fown to include escalatClr' provisions. '!he particulars of 

such plans vary widely: five provide full percentage protection, two 

call for one cent increments for each .35 change, and three provide one 

cent for a .6 rise in the CPI. 'lrese plans also vary by the frequency 

of wage adjustment (e . g., one ~ nt only, annual, semiannual, or quar­

terly) and 1n sane cases by special comiti ons such as wage offsets and 

m1n1lrun or maxim.Im picyinents. 

'lhe :1nportance of the type of cost--0f- l1ving clause can be apprec.:. 

lated by looking 1n Table VIII-1 at the wage levels and the wage in­

creases 1n the five cities 1n which the contract calls fClr' percent wage 

increases equal to the percent increases 1n the CPI. 'lhese cities are 

Chicago, Booton, Clakland, San Diego, and Washington . Average wage 

rates 1n these cities 1n 1976 were $7 .68/hour as cCfli)al"ed to $6.07 1n the 

other 20 systems. In 1960, average hourly .wage rates 1n these five 

cities were $2.50 conpared to $2.18 1n the other 20 systems. Wage rates 

rose by $5. 18 (307 percent) 1n the five cities as c(D\:)ar€d to $3.89 

(278 percent) 1n the other 20 cities. 

The evoluticri of cost--0f- living protection 1n the sanple system 

contracts has been draiiatic , exceeding the development of these provisions 

in other industries. Eighty- four percent of the Ballllle system contracts 

contained cost--0f-l1ving excalatClr' clauses in 1976, as canpared to only 

38 percent of the 1550 118jor labor agreenents examined by the ms 1n 

....... .....,.. .......... 
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1974. 7 FurthenlX>re, the presence of ru1l percentage protection in a 

rulber of agreerrents in the transit industry is sonewhat unique. 

Holidays and Vacation 

Althougn the fonial observance of holidays has a long history, holi­

day pay for blue-collar workers first became :inl)ortant in the post­

World \oar II period. By 1960, the mean nuni>er of paid oolidays in the 

19 of 25 systems which provided paid holidays was 6 .3; the lll)St ccmoon 

provision called for six days. 'lhese figures can be conpared to BLS • 

inter:ln:iustry data in 1961 which shoWled that seven was the mean and 

m:xlal number of oolidays in 118jor union contracts in private industry 

generally.a 

In 1976 all of the sanple transit systems provided for paid h:>lldays. 

'!he Ill.l1iler of paid h:>lldays ranged !ran six to 12 and averaged 8. 7 days . 

'!he nxxlal nuni>er of holidays was e:1ght. '!he BLS interindustry sanple 

of contracts involving 1000 or mare euployees sh:Ms a mean of 9.4 ·holi­

days and a mode of n1ne.9 It appears that oolidays are sl:1ghtly less 

7BIS Bulletin 1888, Characteristics of 1't3jor Collective ~ 
Agreeroonts, July 1, 1974, p. 46. 

8
Pa1d I.eave Provisions in itin Contracts, 1961, BLS Bulletin 1342 

(Washington: U.S. Govertm:!nt tfii Office, 1962), p. 9. '!he re­
ported rean is estirrated from data presented in this docum,mt . 

911Cbaracter1st1cs of Major Collective Bargaining Agreements, July 1, 
1974," BLS EWJ.etin 1888 (Wru!hington: U.S. Departirent of Labor, Bureau 
of Iabor Statistics, 1975), p . 60. 'lhe reported rean 111.mt>er of vaca­
tion days is estimated from infornation presented 1n Table 5 .6 of this 
document. Because the calculated mean is based on 1974 data, it is 
likely that the corrparison with 1976 transit data understates the xire­
sent difference between the two. 
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extel'l81ve 1n the transit 1.n:lustry tmn 1n :tn:ru.stry generally. 'lrenBit 

1rxlUBtry holiday provisions also were less generous tren those speci­

fied 1n a S8llllle of labor agreements cover1ng state and county 

errployees.10 

en the other hand , vacation provisions 1n transit seem sanewhat 

better than those to which enployees 1n other 1rdu.stries are entitled. 

In 21 of 25 contracts, long- service enployees are eligl.ble for vaca­

tions of five or rrore weeks . These narlnuns exceed those reported 1n 

the BIS ·survey of vacation practices 1n majar contracts, 11 arrl also are 

61.IPl!riar to those reported by the BIS 1n its survey of state and county 

labor agreements.12 

Service requirements for vacations vary widely ~ contracts. As 

con-pared to the 23 of 25 (92 percent) sarrple transit agreements which 

speci fy two or rrore weeks after two years, only 59 percent of the BIS 

1n 1nterirrlustry Bal1l)le agreements provide such a vacation entitlement. 13 

Ellg1b111ty for a third week of vacation 1n transit ranges fran three to 

1011eonective B3.rga1n1ng Agreements for State and County Governnent 
El'rployees," BIS Bulletin 1920 (washington: u.s. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of labor Statistics, 1976), p. 49, Of 199 agreements which had 
holiday provisions, rrore than 75 percent provided nine or 100re days. 
This compares with 13 of 25 (52 percent)• of 88J11)le transit agreements. 

11"Characteristics of Mljor Collective Bare;a1n1ng .Agree!oonts, July 
1, 1974," p. 57. Of the agreeitl!!nts surveyed, 54 percent specified five 
ar rrore weeks of vacation. The difference observed between this figure 
and 84 percent of transit agreements prov1d1ng five or rrore weeks is 
sanewhat exaggerated by the fact that the BIS data are based on con,, 
tracts 1n effect on July 1, 1974. 

1211eonective Bargaining Agreements for State and County Govern­
rrent El'rployees," p. 47. 1-bst of the 199 contracts 1ncll.ded 1n this 
88J11)le provided for a rrrucim..un vacation entitlement of four weeks. 

l3calculated from data presented 1n "Characteristi cs of Mljar Col­
lective Barga1n1ng .Agreeioonts, July 1, 1974," p . 58. 
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ten years of service, with 64 percent of our sanple agreenent;s pro­

v1d1ng three weeks of vacation after five years as caipared with only 

18 percent of the contracts 1n the BIS 1nterirrlustry saJll)le.111 Service 

requirements for the fourth and subsequent weeks of vacatioo are more 

widely varied, but 1n general are s1gn1f1cantly lower than those re­

ported 1n the ms 1nter1ndustry survey. 

While holiday and vacation provisicris are not necessarily represen­

tati ve of the full range of econanic supplements foum 1n labor agree­

ments, the f1nd1ngs reported here suggest th:lt the level of econanic 

supplements 1n the transit irrlustry will not d:U'fer greatly fran the 

level fourxl 1n large unionized plants througrout irrlustry. In srnie 

instances, such as holidays, transit nay lag slightly; 1n others, such 

as vacations, transit nay lead. 

Sumary and Ccnclusion 

'Irere is a considerable range of wage rates =~ the S!lllille'·transit 

systans vary1ng 1rom a low 1n 1975 of $3.91 (Jfuntingtoo) to a h1gh of 

$7.41 (San Diego). '1h1s is sanewhat surpris1ng, given the enprasis 

that nanagarent and union spokesnen place on intraindustry caq:,arisoos. 

A possible explanaticn for the dispersion is ttat wage rates 1n diff-'" 

erent localities are influenced by pitterns set by unionized truckers 

and other stro~ unions 1n different localities as ~11 as by settle­

irents Within transit. 

An assessment of the rate of increase of transit wage rates shows 

that transit rates, which were about 15 per cent below trucker rates 1n 

14Ibid. 
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1960, have kept pace with trucker rates~ the 1960-1975 year period 

and have 118.intained their relative position. Coqlared to· e~ 1n 

a:enufactur1ng generally• oowever. transit wages have DX>ved up fran 95 

percent of the average to 114 percent of rrmruf'actur1ng earnings. L1l<e 

other unioos 1n stro~ organized 1n:lustries, the A'IU and otrnr transit 

unions have raised real wages considerably roore than has been the case 

1n in:lustry generally. 

An :1nportant factor 1n the ability of the A'IU to DB1nta1n and in­

crease real wages, particularly during a period of relatively rapid in­

flation, me been the prevalence of cost-<>f-11v1ng wage escalator 

clauses 1n the transit 1ndustry. Not only are they about twice ~ 

O<l1lll)l'I 1n transit aa 1n other 1n:lustries, but sane tmnsit cost-<>f­

llving clauses call for percent increases 1n wages equal to the percent 

by \oihich the cost -of living increases. 'lllis type of fonrula provides 

greater wage protection than is fourrl 1n the usual clause 1n other 

un1on contracts. 

Finally• it shoold be noted that the real wage gains of transit 

workers between 1970 and 1976 were considerably greater than 1n the 

1960 to 1969 period . 'lbis nay arise 1n part !'ran the spread of cost­

of-llv1ng clauses at a time when inflation accelerated, but it also 

coincides with the period when systems went public and started receiving 

substantial subsidies. The relative 1nfluence of each of these last 

two factors 1s considered 1n acme detail 1n Chapter X. At th1s1)01nt • 

it should be noted only that transit wage rates increased equally with 

those 1n in:htstries where unions were strongly entrenched and that it 

l'l!1.etlt not have been possible to rrake these gains witl'rot reliance on 

other than !'are-box receipts. 'lhe restriction on wage g;a1ns occasioned 

~--~---,. ~ ....... -
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by the charter restr1ct1on 1n Cl.evelam 11m1t1ng ~nd1tures to fare­

box income illustrates this possibility. 

Al~ only a very 11m1ted inquiry was uade 1nto tw econanic 

supplements, it appears trat transit 1n:lustry rr~es are similar to 

ttx>se 1n other 1ndustries 1f holidays and vacations can be taken as 

reliable proxies for the total fringe package. 'lransit holidays seem 

sll.gjltly inferior to holidays generally 1n 1l'Xiustry. but transit vaca­

tion plans are &l)erior. Before definite conclusions can be drai,n 

about the size of transit ~s relative to those 1n other imustries, 

data about insurance and pension plans Ill.lat be analyzed. 'lllis task, 

h:iwever, was beyorrl the scope of this exploratory study. 
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IX. RFSULTS OF BARlAINOO: PAY AND H:XJRS OUARANJEES, 
LIMITATIONS, PREMitMS AND PENALTlRS 

'lh!nsit 1n:!ustry labor agreements contain atypical provisions nec­

essitated by the daily and weekly flunctuatioos 1n demand far transit 

services. Deman:l peaks 1n the early-11lOI"J'l1ng and the late-efternoon en 

weekdays when local transit is used by rmny people 1n the area as a 

means of getting to and from work. a.is operators are needed, therefore, 

1n !'ar greater l'J..lli>ers at these peak hours than during off hours, and 

this 1n turn leads to spilt-shift arrangemmts and a variety of 

schedules and pay arrangements to coiq>enaate far working eight hours 

over a 10 to 12-h:lur period. An additional problem arises fran the 

seven-day work schedule and the need to prov1de m1ninu:n service very 

early 1n both the nnrn1ng and late evening hours . In this chapter, 

the barl!1l1n1ng arrangerll:!nts to cope with these problems are examined. 

Work Scheduling 

S.ince the denen:l for transit services 1s closely linked to the 

early roorrung and late afternoon hours of JOOSt work- related camuter 

travel,- the need to concentraten ,ervice at daytime extremes has made 

the spilt-shift or divided workday ccmnor:place 1n transit . 

According to management representatives, the elapsed time between 

the beginning of the rrorning peak service period and the end of the 

evening peak period WEzy total 12 or ioore hours. At the same time, 

midday service demands are typically 50 percent or less of peak demands. 

It is argued that 1n this situation, the continuous eight-oour day i s 
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feaBibl e for cnly a portioo of the workforce. 

'Ille difficulty of ~ all required ~ts or "pieceen of 

work into regular workdays an::I the need to cover all scheduled servi ce 

his been respoosible for designating a portion of the workforce as a 

labor pool (known as the "extra-board" ) which is called upon to fill .1n 

any gaps rere1ning.1n day-to-<!ay scheduling. 'Ire resulting pattern of 

Job assignrente typi cally inclu:les trips of three types: the stra,ight­

run, the split-run, and the tripper. 

In OI)8t contracts a !:!:!!! is defined as any canb1nation of scheduled 

pieces Mhich constitute a full day ' s i«>rk. A strajght run i s any run 

which provides an uninterrupted period of pay. Except for the possibillty 

or unpaid meal breaks , the operator rene.1ns en duty continuously ror a 

period of eight or more hours. 'Ille split- run is also a regular day's 

work, but includes one or more unpaid breaks or period:! of t1me when the 

operator is not on duty. Depen:ling on the l1llllber of identifiable work 

se~ts, the split may also be t'eferred to as a tl'«l-piece or three­

piece run. A~ is a short piece of work, usually included 1n the 

operating schedule, i.hich 1s not a part of a straight or split run. 

'.!rippers may be performed by extra-board ena>loyees or by regular oper­

ators as overtime assignrents. 

Prior to the negotiation of contractual restr ictions, the rrumber of 

tilres an ent>loyee was requ:1red to report for work 1n a 2~-hour period, 

the elapsed or "spread" time between the first report an::\ the term1na­

tion of the Nnal piece of work, am other details of scheduling were 

detennined unilaterally by rranag-nt . Emerson Sc'1nidt pointed out 1n 

1937 that this frequently resulted in disjoint ed an::\ otherwise un-• 

appealing work ass1gnl,:mts: 

,.._ 
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Before the platfonn men acqu:1red control over 
schedules, many caJl)8J'lies concerned themselves 
only slightly about the total time the ren had 
to be on duty or availabl e for duty. 'Ihle a nen 
m1ght be required to perfonn services rar the 
CO'Jt)8l1y three or fuur times within eiglteen or 
twenty hours, each peri<1 of service last-1ng 
only tw or three hours. 

' ... ::. . ......._ __ 

,, 

A related problem, particularly acute far the extra-board driver, was 

the absence of as=es of tne S11Dunt of work which would ultimately 

be assigned. 

Unioo and management representatives interviewed during the course 

of this stu:ly stated that E!fll)loyees had been BUbject to scheduling 

abu.ses 1n the past and that it was un:lerstandable that contractual pro­

tection was negotiated. Although the legit1macy of these general objec­

tives is widely accepted, tre details an:! extensiveness of such contract 

provisions continue to be hotly disputed. Transit labor agreements in 

effect 1n 1976 incorporate a wide range of scheduling requirelJEnts, 

financial penalties for assigned 1«>rk 1n excess of deta1led ·standards , 

as well as absolute 11m1tation.s on required hours and other aspects of 

work assignnents. Although the terminology is not universal, these 

provisions are f'requently referred to as contract-specified work rules. 

Contractual assurances of m1n1mLm hours of work an::\ earn1ngs are also 

C011J1Dn, Details of the more :lnportant provisions are discussed in the 

f ollowing sectioos of this chapter. 

Spilt-shift Limitation: 'Ille most direct approach to limit ing the 

~rson Scmddt, Industrial Relations in Urban 'fi~tioo 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 193'7), p~ 



• 
j 
' ,. 

1 

I 
I 

I 
J 
) 

r 

-,,~. --...... ..,.,~~ - ,....,.,.,..., .... ,..,, 

201 

total span of the workday fmm:l 1n irore than half of the sarrple con­

tracts 1s the specification of a maJdnum permissible spread-time. In 

1976, 14 of the 25 BB11ple contract contained h:>urs l.1m1tations with a 

mean llBX.1nun spread-time of 12. 6 hours. The 196o data show that 10 con­

tracts specified max1nn.lm spread h:>urs averaging 12,8 ho..lrs . While three 

of the provisions present 1n 1960 were nooified subsequently and four 

additional nax.1nnm-hour clauses introduced, no changes were made 1n the 

renain1ng 19 contracts. 'Ille oost frequently specified nwdnun spread­

time 1n both 1960 and 1976 was 13 h:>urs. Where changes m.ve occurred 

they rave been spread throughout the 16-year pericd and bear no;;apparent 

relationsh,4> to public ownership. In fact, rost changes 1n maximJm-hoor 

PI'Q'daioos ~ Qe1Ptlated while systems were privately reld. 

In addition to setting bourxls oo the time between the start and 

f'in1sh of all split-runs, a l'llllber of contracts also enumerate addi­

tional spread-t:lloo restrictions. Al3 an exarq,le, the contract between 

the Buffalo systen anl Division 1342 of the ~ted Transit lb'l.100 

speciftes that 1n addition to a 12- hOur limit on split-runs, '"Ille 

~ shall continue to schedule on a weekly basis at least twenty­

five percent (25%) of the swing runs [split-runs] at each station to 

be corrpleted within not to exceed ten and one-half (10 1/2) consecutive 

hOurs, except that . . . the Canpany nay include one eleven and one-half 

( 11 1/2) boor weekday swing 1n such weekly runs." 

A roore prevalent approach to spread- time restriction is fourxi 1n the 

use of penalty-pay provisions. 'lb!se are foun:i 1n alroost all labor 

agreements 1n both 1960 and 1976 and provide for the pa.yirent of wage 

premiums far all spread hours 1n excess of a designated starxlard. ·· 

Twenty-four of 25 Balll)le contracts contained such provisions applying to 

~~£ _>--"'""._ f - • G.•;two....:, __ , ,_,.....,..._ 
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regular operators 1n 1976, while 22 of 24 sample contracts for which 

data are available included s:lm:l.lar provisions 1n 1960. M:>st clauses 

call for crnpensation ai: 150 percent of the nornal rate of pay when the 

spread penalty is 1n effect. Spread-penalty provisions are aanewrat 

less coom:m for extra-board drivers. Eighteen of 25 agreements provided 

for spread penalty payrrents for extra-board drivers . 

'Ille nean spread- time at which premiun rates becane effective has 

declined slightly, from 11. O hours 1n 1960 to 10. 8 h:>urs 1n 1976. 

Seventy-nine percent of these provisions becane effective 1n 11 or fewer 

hours as can;:ared with 68 percent 1n 1960, and 10 hOurs has replaced 11 

oours as the oost camxxuy required elapsed time to qualify for premium 

pay. 

Changes have not been frequent or pervasive. '.lbe basic attributes 

of 14 spread-penalty provisions rave not c~ since 1960 , and where 

roodifications rave been rrade, they usually involved a reduction of 

cne-half hour or less and 1n oo case did tt·.e reduction exceed ooe hour. 

A similar pattern was observed with :ipread- penalty provisions for extra­

board cperators. In addition, as was the case with changes 1n the 

IIBJdnun pennissible spread-t1me, negotiated changes were scattered 

throughout the pericd and do rot exhibit any obvious relationship to 

public acquisition or ownership. 

'!be final category of provisions directed at the regulatioo of 

split-shifts specifies that only a limited proportion of scheduled 

runs can involve split-shifts. Limitations of this type are fourxi 

1n 22 of 25 recent labor agreanents. 1-bst of these provisions are de­

fined 1n terms of the percentage of scheduled daily rune which must be 

COOl)leted 1n eight continuous hours . Very often the 11m1tation on split-
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shifts oo the weelrerxl is mere restrictive than cl.Iring the week. M1n1m.m 

requirenents far strajght runs caipleted 1n eight murs range fran 35 

percent to 80 percent and average approx:inetely 60 percent. 

CUrrent data ren ect only m1nar m:xtlficaticns of the provisions 

contained 1n 1960 contracts. Stra.ight~run requirements fourrl 1n 21 of 

24 1960 contracts averaged 55 percent and ~ fran 25 to 80 percent . 

In 15 of 24 agreements for which data are available, the percentage 

requirements rave been static for at least 16 years. Where changes have 

occurred they usually rave involved increases of approx1nately five 

percentage points . COnsi stent with the f1IXtlngs reported elsewhere 1n 

this section, public ownership apparently lBs oot had an :lnpict oo the 

content of these clauses. 

F1naUy, it should be pointed cut that IIEl'lY contracts also afi'ect 

spilt- shift assigrments by inpos:lng limitati ons on three-piece runs. 

In sane cases, spilt-runs hav14g roore than ooe UJ'l)aid break between 

pieces of work have been prohibited or limited to a fixed proportioo of 

scheduled runs. 
2 

S1m1larly, a number of agreanents provide that where 

the :Intervening time peri od between pieces of work is short, it wtll 

be considered to be time worked. 3 

flrt)loynent Guarantees: Aside from gp.1n1ng restrictions on the hours 

2A provision of this type is contained 1n the agreement between 
Milwaukee Transport Services, Inc., and Division 998 of the Anll.lg;unated 
'Iransit Unioo: "'lbe shortest off- time breaks between parts of regular 
three-piece runs shall be paid to transform such runs into tM:>-piece 
?\JJ'l8. '' 

3.nus type of provision is illulltrated by a clause fcun:i 1n the agree­
ment between the San Diego 'Iransit System and Division 1309 of the Arre.1-
~ted Transit Union: "A split of one hour or less 1n a regular run 
shall be conprt;ed arxl paid as cootinuous time worked. • . • " 

..,. 
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of work, transi t unions have dealt with irregularities 1n the euployment 

relatiooship by negotiating a serieeoof provisions a sauring euployeea 

of m1n1m.m oours or earnings. This need for contractual guarantees of 

enployment stability is particularly acute far extra-board operators 

1ilhoe ass~tll are often unpredi ctable. 

Daily and weekly or biweekly l9,.lar8lltees are foun:i 1n rrost labor 

agreements. While provisions applicable to both regular and extra oper­

ators are conm:n, regular enployees are roore often covered by daily 

guarantees than are extra-board operators. Regular operators un:ier 21 

of 25 contracts are ~ eight hours of work, five days per week. 

In lieu of daily guarantees, the four rema:1n1ng cootracts assure regular 

cperatars of 40, 42 , am 44 weekly work h:>urs and 80 hours biweekly. 

Enployers have been reluctant to grant full daily guarantees to 

extra-board emol oyees because of the associated loss of flexibility 

1n workforce assigrrnents. As a result, less than cne-third of the con­

tracts surveyed provide eight- ha.tr eµarantees for extra-board operators. 

Four other agreements detail daily guarantees of less than e:1ght hours , 

while 12 specify only weekly guarantees, and one contract contains no 

provision. In 14 of 25 cases, the extra-board E!!Jl)loyment guarantees 

present in current contracts are 1n excess of 1960 standards. In rrost 

instances these regotiated changes have been achieved gradually through­

oot the 16--year stooy period. 

Another aspect of the transit operator's Job for which m1nimJm 

standards have been established i s t he rran:latory "show-up" or report. 

M1n1nun pay ha.Ira for each required report to work are specified 1n 19 

of 25 contracts. 'Ibe nejor beneficiaries of this type of provision are 

extra- board operators, particularly those oot covered by daily guar-

, 
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anteee. In contrast to other guarantees directed at 1ncane stability, 

the goal of the reporting-pay provision is pr1mar1J.y to Umit 1ncon­

ven1ences arising from poor scheduilng. Like call-1n pay :1n other in­

dustries, it ls ca,p;r1satlon for reporting even 1f no work ls as~. 

Reporting ~tees at the sanple systems range frail one to six rours, 

with two hours being the l!DSt cOIIIDCfl m1nllrum ~nt. 

Special Pay Provisions: Most labor a.gr-eerents contain a variety of 

add1t1aial pay provislcns which are derivative of the epec1f1c require­

ments of the operator 's Job. 'll"ese provisions are for the most part 

1nterrled to provide cOlli>81lS!lt1on for the full time spent performing 

required functiQ'\3 am. for certain inconveniences arising frail eche­

c:tul.1ng. Although these provisions tend to be less costly than spread­

time restrictions and ent)loyment guarantees, they do result in sizable 

annual experrlitures. 'Ihree provisions, illustrative of different types 

of special pay provisions have been sel ected for discussion: "pull­

out" and "turn-in" pay , premium pay for night or "owl" runs, and pay­

ment for "trippers." Other speci.1).1 pay provisions foun:l. 1n most labor 

agreements pertain to travel or "deadhead1ng" time, hours spent in­

structing new art:>loyees, accident reports and court appearances, and 

work on days off or hOlidays. 

"Pull-out" and "turn-in" allo\>2!1Ces are meant to assure that em­

ployees are c~sated for all required ccmponents of job assig)'lTents. 

'Ihough not included in the calculation of run times, sane minutes must 

be spent by drivers at the start of each run preparing their vehicles. 

Similarly, at t he completion of a piece of work buses l!llSt either be 

garaged or transferred to other ent)loyees. Historically "turn-in" 

2o6 

also included an accounbing of fare. receipts, a task nede abeolete at 

m:,st systems by exact-fare policies. All of the Balll)le contracts in­

corporate allowances of Ii mmber of minutes of pay time for "Pull-outs,~ 

"turn-1ns," or both. ~tal daily allowances average 14 m1nuees and 

range frcm 10 to ao minutes. While the rar.ge of these allowances has 

remained constant since 1960, the JTV?an allowance time 1n 1976 is almost 

three minutes less than that paid 1n 1960. 'lh1s ls attributable to the 

reducticn or eliminatioo of "turn-in" payments as exact- fare policies 

reduced the adm1nistrative time requjred of operators at the ca,pletlcn 

of a run. 

Another prov;l.sion involving "trippers" (srort , u5Ually unscheduled 

pieces of work) is interned to 1mpose costs on ent)loyers who require 

operators to i,,ork extra hours . When driven by regular operators, "triP­

pers" usually suppleroont assigned runs and therefore c<ll1)en5ated at 

the overtime rate. An operat or accepting a "tri~r11 ·is also guaranteed 

that !'or pay purposes extra i,,ork will be of a m1rwm.rn length urrler pro­

visions found in 17 of 25 cootracts. The most camion m1n1rrun guzmantee 

ls t i,,o hours of pay rem'(lless of the actual duration of the extra 

assle,nent. Regulations may also govern the elapsed time between a 

tripper and a scheduled run preceding or following it . 

Night differentials fall into a category of provisions des~ to 

penalize ~loyers for calling upon operators to work undesirable or 

unscheduled hours. Most systems operate during night and weekend 

periods, though less f'requently than daily midweek l evels. This con­

tinuity of service means that a sesraent of the transit labor force is 

assiS11ed to regular shifts which :include night and weekend hours. While 

supplemental pay for saturoa.y or Sun:Jay work when part of a regularl,y 
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scheduled week is rare, many contracts do provide a wage di!'ferent:ial 

to canpensate the eoployee for the inconvenience and disruptive aspects 

of night i«>rk. 

Presently ent>loyees at nine of 25 sample systems receive pay 1ncre­

rents for spec11'1.ed eve~ am. night hours. Hourly supplements for 

night work average 17 cents and rarge from four to approldnately 40 

cents. ~ majority of 1nd1vidual provisions specify a fixed cents,ier-­

hour different.1.al, the h1gnest being 15 cents. Other clauses call for 

hourly percentage differentials or shift differentials of a fixed 

am::>unt. 

'Iransit dlffer11 !'ran ITBl'lY industries 1n that it is not covered by 

the federal Fair labor Stamards Act. Overtime premiums, therefore, 

are a matter of contract, not of law. Twenty-fo..ir of the 25 sani,le 

contracts contain provisions for dally am/or weekly overtime pay. 

Where oo weekly standards are specified, dally overtirne when canb1ned 

With guarantees of a five-<lay 1'Klrkweek and overt:trne pay for work on 

scheduled days off 1n mny cases yields an effective weekly overt:trne 

requireroont for work 1n excess of 40 hoors. These provisions calling 

for t1Jre and one-hall payrrents are generally applied equally to both 

regular and extra eoployees. 

Wage- Rate Spreads and ProgreaJUOn: It was earlier explained ·that 

the use of max1mun base rate corrq:iarisons was appropriate because most 

transit operators eventually get to the top of the ~e and are com­

pensated at this rate. However, the t:trne taken to reach the top rate 

is a natter of ~ s1¢ficance and is one area in which management 

has been able to w1n concessions fran the union to offset the cost of 

~ ---5., .. ;--
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1q>rov1ng other wage and hoor guarantees. 

M::>st of the 1976 contracts provide far one to four wage increments 

1n order to bring the €1li)loyee to the narlnun base rate 1n a 12 to 24 

month period. In 14 of the 25 contracts examined, the service roonths 

currently necessary to reach the top base rate exceed the 1960 require­

rent . In 1976, only 11 provisions rooved Efll)loyees to the top rate 1n 

a year or less 1n contrast to 20 such pro\dsioos 1n 1960. S:lro1larly, 

10 contracts detailed wage progressicns of 24 IJX)llths or longer 1n 1976 

as COIJl)8.red to only one 1n 1960. While a rrumber of these contract 

DXldificatioos occurred during the 1960s, it 1s interesting to note 'that 

the changes 1n the rmjority of cases appeared 1n contracts ~tiated 

subsequent to 1971. These f1n11ngs represent a s1¢ficant departure 

from the status of wage progression provisions in effect 1n 1960. 

Not only ms there been an increase in the t:!me it takes a new 

€1li)loyee to get to the toP rate, but there has also been an increase 1n 

the differential between the starting and top rate in 1976 was 66 cents 

or appro:ictnately 11 percent of the rean top wage at the sa.uple systans. 

In 1960, however, the average difference between the starting wage 

ard the toP base rate was only 9 ·cents or approldnately 4 percent of 

the mean top wage am:>ng the sanple systans. It appears, therefore, that 

the unions have been willing to accept looger wage progression and 

Wider wage ~s as a means of offsetting the costs of other wage 

guarantees which they value mare highly. 

Conclusions 

The ~t of the guarantees, penalties, and con:llt1ons of payment 

outlined 1n the prev.tous pages is d1.fficult to assess for several 



•C ~~ --~.R-"' 1' ..,,,.,.,..,..,. ~ .~•]"'JI, 

2.09 

reasons. First, COJll)8r1sons W:!.th contract s govem1ng nontransi t eq:iloy­

ment relationships are tenuous because llBI1Y of the provisioos discussed 

here are unique to transit either in fonn or applicati on. Secorrl , inter­

contract conparisons of provisions by daninant attrubutes introduces 

t he poss1b111ty of' distortion or misrepresentation of the facts since 

other l.ani!µage relevant to interpretation or. application is frequently 

an1tted. M:lreover, transi t labor agreements are situation specific 

and provisions will therefore renect the coIXlit1ons in a particular 

environment. 

Also , the inpact of provisions found in :1n:l.1v1dual contracts can 

crily be ascertained by a thorough analysis of the distribution of work 

I'llq\W't!mentll thro~t the day and week , Inter~stem contract caq:,ar­

isons can be mislead1ng . For exanple, the dollar cost of a given 

spread- time penalty provision will vary between systems because of 

differences in the 11U1Der and average length of split-runs. 

Union officials are vociferous in their defense of these contractual 

protections and the propriety of seeking future :!nq)rovements which will 

provide additional regularity to the transit operator's Job . The Just ­

if'1cat1on 1s offered that guarantees and rel ated provisions are not 

"Just a way to make another buck, " but necessary to limit excessive 

demands on the operator ' s t1me and to prevent l osses of 1ncane caused 

by variations in the demarxl for bus service. While union representa-

t1 ves are aware of cost and scheduling :!nq)licat1ons, t hey arg\le that 

the :!Jrpersonal concept of cost eff'iciency rrust be balanced against the 

quality of the transit ~loyee' s life. Neither the costs attributable 

to these provisions nor restrictions on nanagement ' s ability to assign 

\ooOrk are viewed by them as unreasonable in light of the war~ con:l.1-
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t ions facing vehicle operators . 

In contrast to the arguments advanced by unions, nanagers ten:i to 

assess regulatory provisions from the perspectives of cost and :!nt>ll­

cations for the direction of the labor force. '!here is no doubt that 

trese provisions have resulted 1n d1m1nished managerial discret ion and 

considerabl e additional labor costs. Yet despite frequent references 

to "nonproductive pay hours" and "system inefficiencies," rranagement 

respon:lents have for the rost i,art come to accept these provisions as 

inevitable by-products of the nature of transit work. 

The provisions found 1n today ' s labor agreements are the product 

of nx>re than a half-<:entury of negotiations between union and nanage­

ment. Changes since 1960 for the most part have been gradual and have 

involved incremental iJ!provements . 'lllere is r.o evidence that eit her 

public acquisiti on or general econanic con:iitions have had a derron­

strable ef'fect on this aspect of contract negotiations. 
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· X. LAOOR COOTS 

llt.llt1var1ate analysis is used to est1Jrate the inU)act of labor 

costs of operating subsid.ies and the shift from private to 

public ownership. 'lbe nxxl.el is tested with data far the period 1960-

1973. As the stu:ly is eJi;>loratory, the finilngs should be considered 

tentative. However, the rood.el should be usetul in the design of future 

stldies us~ m:re COl!l)rehensive data and exte~ over a longer period 

during which operating subsidies· for public transit systems have been 

available to m.micipalities. 

Studies of Tran.sit wage Rates 

Using both cross-sectional and time-series analysis of transit wage 

rates , Barnun foun:l no difference between the wages 1n public and pri­

vate transit systems.1 A n:ore recent an:1 methodologl.call.y superior 

stu:ly by Hamennesh, foun:l that public ownership had an effect of !ran 

3 to 8. 6 percent depeniing on the year. 2 

Barnum's cross-sectional analysis contains numerous methodological 

errors that severely l1m1t the fimings . Fbr eXlllli)le, he identified 

1r:aro1d Barman, Collective Bargajning and ~r 1n Urban Mass 
'lransport ~stems (Springfield, Va.: NationaPi'e<)cal Infonnatfon 
Service, l 2), p. Z77. 

2
'lhese figures exclude spillover effects frcm public to private sys­

tems . When these effects are included, Hamennesh finls a slightly 
larger union effect. See Dan1el S. Hamermesh, "'Ille Effect of Govern­
ment Ownership on Union Wages" 1n labor 1n the Public and Non- Profit 
Sectors, ed. Daniel s . Hamennesh (Princeton, N.J.: Prlix:eton University 
Press, 1975), pp. 2Z7-255. 
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sare of the factors that influenced wage rates, but he failed to control 

properly for their effects. In his stu:ly, Barnum divided the union 

wage rate for bus operators by local manufacturing earnings to "reoove 

the effect on wages resulting solely iron local corrl.itions. 113 He then 

took this index and did a mean difference test between the index for 

public and private systems. When he coopared a group of large public 

and private systems, he founi the 1rxiex to be 4.5 percent higher 1n the 

public organizations. However, the mean popolation for the private 

systems. Previously he had observed, based on descriptive statistics, 

that wages were higher 1n larger systems, arx! he therefore concluded 

that the 4 . 5 percent wi.s 9Ue to the difference 1n system size and not 

to public ownership. Barnum should have regressed the wage index 

against bot h population arxl ownership, an:l. from this regression, he 

could have determ1n.."<i the effects of public ownership while holding 

population constant . 

'Ih1s research can be criticized on lll.lllerous other grounds. At one 

point he states, 11 • • • union power may also be a function of the city's 

degree of depenience on its transit system ... [but) it appears to this 

author that, with several exceptions, the cities' depen::lence on transit 

1s so low ... that any such functional relationship would be umetected 

if it exists at all . 114 'lbe author provides no e!Jl)irical evidence to 

support t his contention. 'Dlis assurrption should be treated a s a hypo­

thesis and tested using a measure of deperdence as an 1ndeperdent vari-

3aarru.m, p. 270. 
4 Ibid. , p. 275. 
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abl e 1n a lll.lltiple regression model . 

In attenpt:1.ng to detennine what effects subcidies have had on wages , 

Barnun conputed the ~le correlati on between the wage 1nde,: calcu­

lated by dividing the union rate by nanufacturing earn1ngs and operating 

subsidies per errployee. 'lbe correlation was not significant an:l. Barrun 

concluded that for the years tested, 1969-1970, operating subsidies did 

not have an effect on i,,ages. 'lbe fact that the s:1Jli)le correlation be­

tween t he wage 1rxiex an:l. subsidies 1s insignificant does not necessarily 

support the conclusions he draws from his data, An anitted variable 

that has a positive (neg,1tive) coefftcient am is negatively (positively) 

correlated with subsidy per errployee would cause t he correlation be­

tween subsidy per errployee and wages to be biased toward zero . 

!-f.amennesh corrected rrany of the problems 1n Barnum's stu::ly and 

specHied the follow:!l'lg model: 

ln (bus operator wage rate/hourly manufacturing earn1ngs)1 ~ 

b0 + b10wnership + b;!opulation + b~nsity + b4B:lucation + 

b
5

Nonwh1te + b6Un1oniam + e 

HanErmesh deflated the bus operators ' v.age rate by hourly rmn.u'ac­

tur1.ng earn:1.ngs for a sample of abol\t 50 properti~s for the years 1963-

1971. Population and density served as proxies for job difficulty, 

extent of training, and other nonpecun1ary aspects of the job. 'lbe last 

three variables , median education, percent of nonwhite 1n the population, 

and percent of manufacturing w::,rkers who are organized are included to 

control for the effects of these factors on marufacturing earnings. 

After allowing for transitory wage effects caused by the shift 1n owner­

ship, Ham:mnesh foum that public ownership had raised wages by J. 2 t o 

8.6 percent. 
.., 
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A problem in this study is thlt sane of the reasures nay not reflect 

the theoretical idea they were des~ed to represent. For eJCalll)le, 

population and density which were included by Han!nnesh as proxies for 

Job characteristics nay also reflect a camrunity's dependence on the 

transit system. If this were the case, the greater t he density and 

population, the more politically costly a work stoppage would be and 

the greater the power of t he wuon 1n collective barga1ning. 'lhere­

fore we would expect this power to lead to higher wages without regard 

to job training or nonpecwuary aspects of the Job. 

Llmited data also prevented llalJJ:!rmesh from testing the iapact of 

publlc subsidies oo barga1ning outcomes . 'Ihe anissioo of this variable 

la 1l ma,lor i!hortcorhilig of the Hamennesh study. ()-.e h,Ypot hesis advanced 

about collective bare;airung :1n t he public sector is that it l eads to 

high autcanes because m:>st public services are supported exclusively 

from tax dollars and not througl:l the direct payment of f ees for services. 5 

If t he ''extent of tax support" h,Ypothesis is valid, we would expect 

higher outcorres in transit systems w!Ere taxes provide a higher per­

centage of the revenue necessary to cover operating expenses . A case 

study by Lurie supports this h,Ypothesis. 6 He concluded that the 1-bss­

achusetts stat ut e which allowed the public re~atory authority to 

rmke UP any defici t by :!nposing a tax on the camunities served by the 

system i,as a contributing factor 1n explain1ng the higher than average 

~ W. Wellington and Ralph K. W1nter, Jr., The Unions and the 
Citiei, (Washington: 'Ihe Brookings Institution, 1971. 

6r.ie1 vin Lurie, "Government Re~tion and Union Power: A case Study 
of the Boston Transit Industry." Journal of I.aw and F.conanics III · (Oct­
ober 1960), pp. 118-135, 
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wages enjoyed by Boston transit enployees . 

'lhe operational def1nition of the dependent variable is a final 

shortcaning of the Haioonnesh study. The bus operator wage rate does 

not include all aspects of employee~' conpensation and transit l abor 

costs. Changes in work I'l4es that occur as a result of public owner­

ship nay be as irrportant as changes in the base wage rate. 

~cification of the M:ldel 

M.tl.tiple regress i on is used in this study to isolate the :!npact 

of publlc m.nership and operating subsidies on yearly labor costs fran 

1960 to 1973. 

Since all of the systems 1ncluded in this analysis are org;anized, 

we will not obtain any est:!mates of the union/nonunion labor cost 

differential . Implicitly, however, the increased wages associated wit h 

increases in subsidies and t he transfer from private to public owner­

ship reflect the increased power that unions are able to bring to bear 

because of the changes in the institutional setting in which they 

operate. 

However , it should be noted that the effect of public- sector owner­

ship and subsidization on bus operator labor costs is broader than the 

inl)act of unions on labor costs in publicly subsidized systems. With 

public ownership and subsidization, unions may increase transi t labor 

cost_s by increasing either the negotiated wage rate, fringe benefits , 

Premium payrrents , or payments for time not worked. In addition , however, 

public ownership and subsidization can increase bus operator labor 

costs further if public ownership and subsi dies result in expanded bus 

service. '!he increase in total labor costs due to expanded service 
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lll.18t be distinguisred from t he c~s in wage rates and in premium pay­

ments and allowances for tiloo not worked that are caused by the shift 

to public ownership and the subsidy level. Therefore , for analytical 

purposes, variations in labor costs due to public ownership and sub­

sidies are broken into thr~ canponents: (1) the union wage rate, (2) 

the cost of various premiums, and (3) the supply of transit services. 

In order to identify the public ownership and subsidy effects on 

total labor costs, three equations are developed where the dependent 

variables are the three canponents identified in the previous paragraph. 

'Ille calculation of the effect of ownership or subsidies on total labor 

costs can be nacle by comb1n1ng the effects of public ownership or 

subsidies on the three dependent variables . 

The Dependent Variables 

Tre anphasis of this study on collective barga:1.n1ng leads to a 

focus on bus operators rather than all transit employees because bus 

operators negotiate the:ir wages and working cond1tions in almost all 

systans, whereas barga1n1ng is less prevalent among other worker groups 

such as clerical employees . F\a'thenoore, although labor costs should 

include all fringe benefits, the unavailability of a cOJrq:>rehensive 

fringe-benefit cost figure for bus operators forced us to rely on a 

more narTow definition of l abor cost . '!his measure, the item reported 

as "Driver s and Helpers' Wages" in the J\Pl'A Operating Reports , although 

not a comprehensive labor-cost figure, is believed to be a reasonable 

proxy for total bus operator labor costs. It i s not a carplete m=asure 

of the corrpensation to bus operators, however, because it excludes 

the cost of such benefits as health an:l life insurance an:l pension 

., ._.~ ... 
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contributions. However, it does inclu:le fringe benefits such as h::>liday 

8 pay, vacati on pay, and other pa,y!!Ents for time not worked. 

'lbe fornal a;ialysis of labor costs begins by def1n1ng the follow1ng 

terms for the 1t h systan:9 

C is the wages paid to operators. 

H i s the number of bus hours of service provided. 

W is the average straight- time contract wage rate paid to 
bus operators for an :hour of bus service. 

P is the ntmt>er of premium hours and payment for t:lme not 
worked. "P" is the rumber of stra1ght- t1Joo equivalent hours 
in excess of bus hours. For exanple, if an operator work2 
for one hour beyood the spread- t1me limit and the penalty 
rate ls one and a half times the rourly rate, we would call 
this a half hour of premium tiloo. This number is not re­
ported by the properties to APl'A but is calculated for each 
observation and is equal to (C/W- H). 

'lbtal labor cost of co~ticn paid to bus operators in each system is 

equal to: 

8
'Ihe 1974 operating statistics for a sample of systems slightly dif­

ferent from but larger than the sanvle used in m::>st of the enp:irical 
analysis Wicate that the APrA ''Drivers and Helpers ' Wage" statistics 
are a reliable est1nate of labor costs in the transit industry. 'Ihe 
1974 ~rating Report provides four labor figures: "payroll to bus oper­
ators~ "payroll to all other aiployees," "aiployer payiull taxes," and 
"employer cost of fringe benefits . " For thi s sample of properties, 
fringe benefits as a percentage of total canpensation for all transit 
employees was 11 percent. where payroll taxes are excluded from the cal­
culations. When payroll t axes are included and treated as fringe ben­
efits, the fringe benefits are 29 percent of total call)ensation. For 
the same sample of properties, operators represent 66 percent of all 
transit en:ployees and receive 59 percent of the total carq;iensation 
reported as "payroll. " This percentage is applicable to bus operators 
in our sample only if t he percentages are the same for operators and 
ronoperators and the proportion of fringe benefits to total carpensation 
has renained the same over the period from 1960-1974 , If these assurrq:i­
tions are reasonably coITect, then the costs used in this analysis do 
represent m::>st of the c~nsation received by operators and also m::>st 
of the labor costs incurred by transi t systans. 

9Several other methods of analyzing labor cost were considered but 
rejected. See Apperrlix X-3 for a description of the other methods that 
were coqs1de)'.'ed. 
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(1) Ci • W18i + W1P1 

Several sinple algebraic steps give the folio~: 

(2) C1• W1"1_(1 + P1/H1) 

If Ki 1s defined as (1 + P1/Hi) then (2) 1s equal to: 

(3) C1• W1H1!Ci 

K1 1s sinpJ., one pill.ls the f'ract1on of noq,roductive rours and penalty 

h:lurs to total bus hours . In the absence of measurement error :In either 

bus rours or the union ..age rate received by operators, we would expect 

Ki to be greater than one. 10 A value greater than one renects the 

10Several factors could contribute to an observed value of less t .han 
one. Jlbst systems have a wage progression for new operators which will 
place them at the full-time union rate only after a period of time 
ranging from six nonths to over a year. 'Ihis rreans that the average 
actual straight- time rate paid to operators will be lower than the union 
rate used :In our analysis if the system has operators who are through 
the wage progression. S:lnce Pi 2 C/W - H, we will ur.derest1mate_P1 and 
~ as the percentage of new operators to experienced operators lne'reaSes. 
A secord source of potential error :In Ki results frcm our use of the 
wage rate paid en the first of July for each year and not a yearly 
average weighted by the rn.rrber of bus hours of service. If the imgni­
tude of contract :Increases differs dramatically between the first and 
second half of the year or if the nuni)er of hours of service vary 
dra!ratically between the first and second hl.lf of the year , our measure 
of K will be either too large or too smll. Tre latter source of 
erroi is not 11.kBly to bias any of the regression coefficients since 
there is no reascn to believe this error is correlated with any of the 
:ll'Xl.eperxient variables. However, the percentage of new bus operators 
will be correlated with public onwership if public systems have 
recently expanded service am added new bus operators . If we are unable 
to control for this effect, it will mean the coefficient on public 
ownership will be sn:eller than that which would exist if we were to 
ccntrol for its effect. 

Finally, a reporting error 1n either caipensiltion or bus hours could 
produce very large or very S!Bll values of Ki. This possibility allowed 
us to check the data before our analysis for observations 1'lhich were 
clearly :Incorrect. If K was "too small" or "too large," we could con­
clude that the data were1not accurately reported and el:!m1nate the obser­
vation frcm the sanple for t he particular year. '!be problem with t his 
procedure i .s deciding what is "too smll" or "too large. " We want to 
l1Bke sure we did not eliminate observations which are outliers but never-
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nature of the dEm!IM for aervice in the transit industry and the contract 

protections such as spreaa..:time limits and penalties that have evolved 

to deal with the :1ni)e.ct of this product demm:l en the bus operator's 

Job.ll 

Equation (3) states that labor cost :Is the produce or the wage rate , 

Ki, and bus h:Jurs. This identity rreans that a one percentage increase 

in any of the COl!l)Onents will produce a one percentage increase 1n 

labor costs. 

Equation (3) can be written as follows and llnee:r mxlels can be 

specified for each COllpa'lent or labor cost (natural loga) : 

(4) logCi • logWi + logHi ♦ 1~ 

Fach of the basic rrod.els used will be e:xpla1ned separately but are 

presented in stmnary fonn below: 

logWi ~ f(labor quality differences, cost or living, 
system essent:lality, 01'i11ersh.1p , subsidy). 

log(Ki) • f ( system essentiality, ridership and camunity 
characteristics, work rules, ownership, subsidy). 

log(H) • f(supply and demarxl far bus services, ownership) . 

Interpret1ng the coefficients from the .equations in the model is 

straightforward.. The semllog fonn allows the easy calculation of the 

theless accurate values of_ K1 • We decided rather arbitrarily that a K
1 less than .75 or greater tnan 1 .75 was :inpossible and could only be due 

to a gross error in report1ng t he 1nfoI'm9.tion. A K
1 

value of • 75 inplies 
that for every four hours of bus service, the system pays ooly t hree 
oours of wages at the union rate. .A Ki value of 1 . 75 :lnplles that for 
every hour of bus service·, the system pays one and three-quarters hours 
of wages at the union wage rate. We felt that these bourds were liberal 
est11!ates of the ~e of possible values. An examination of the data 
led us to el1m1nate three observations that had Ki values llllCh s-naller 
than . 75 . 

11
An :inportant characteristic of the transit industry is the caiplex 

set of contract provisions that have evolved to meet the unique service 
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percentage effect of each variable on the depeooent variables. The 

percentage increase 1n a dependent variable as30C1ated with ac,one unit 

change 1n a dependent variabl e is equal to the antllog of the coefficient 

minus cne. For srall values of beta, t his 13 approx.irre.t~ly equal to 

beta. If the wage rate , bus oours, and penalty equation are coITeCtly 

specified, the effect of a single indepeooent variable on total labor 

cost will be equai to the effect of the variable on each of the three 

c(l1l)Ol1ents of labor cost. Fonnally, the percentage effect of variable 

x1 on total labor cost will be equal to: 

[(antilogb~) (antllog b~) (antilog b~)] - l 

where: 

b1 = the estinBted effect of Xi on the wage rate. 

b~ = t he estinBted effect of x1 on Ki· 

b~ = the estimated effect of Xi on bus rours. 

The \olage--Pate F.quation 

Factors t hat cause differences 1n wages across transit syst ems can 

be attributed t o differences 1n worker productivity, cost of living, 

nonpecuniary aspect s of tre job, syst em f inances, unicn power, and d1s­

cr1m1nat icn by arq:iloyers or un1cns. Tte equation used to capture t hese 

effects 13 as follows: 

(5) log wi =bl+ b~ F.arn1ngs + b3Populati on + b4Density 

+ bsfildership + b6fubl1c + bfR/OE + bB (00/0E) (pub-

characteri sti cs of the transit industry. See Chapt er IX for a detailed 
description of these w:irk rules. 

·-'I'~ .. ~ ,I.,...._,. -· 

221 

Uc) + u 

Wage or earnings functions have usually used fomel education and 

work eicperience as 'measures of difference 1n productivity between 

l'ol:>rkers. These proxies are not used 1n this study for several reasons. 

First, empirical neasures of the education arrl experience of bus .oper­

ators were not available for the sampl e. The secet'ld and 11Dre :1rrqx)rtant 

reaeon is that fonnal education is a poor pro.xy for the productivity 

differences that exist for bus operators across systems. ~ difference 

1n tra1ning and productivity thatddv ·exist are probably due to differ­

ences 1n the l ength and difficulty of the routes that must be learned 

for the job. Hamennesh used population and density to represent these 

differences 1n en-t he-Job tra1ning, arrl we will adopt these same 

neasures. Route difficulty and level of training as measured by po~ 

ulation (in l ,000s) and densit y are expected to be pos i t i vely related 

to wage rates .12 

The effects of discr1m1nat1on on the wages of minorities and wanen 

are well documentect.13 We w:,uld expect transit wages t o be lower 1n 

1
~ t he years 1961- 1969 POPulat i on and density was est1mated a s 

t he interpolated value based on t he 1960-1970 Census of Population. For 
1971-1973 tre population figure used was the extrapolated value based on 
t he 1960-1970 t reoo. Gamrunity incane was calculated 1n a sim1lar 
manner for the bus hours equati on. 

l3See for example, Vi ctor Fuchs , "Recent 'fi'ends and Long- Frun Pros­
pects for Female Earnings , 11 American Econanic Review 64(~ 1974) , pp. 
236- 242; fur-ton G. Malkiel and Judith A. Malkiel, "Male-Female Pay 
Diff erences 1n Profess:lional Enployment, 11 Ameri can Econcmic Review 63 
(September 1973), pp . 693- 705; Jacob Mincer and S:lmon Polachek, 11Fam1ly 
Investment 1n Human capital: F.arn1ngs of \o.l'.Jmen,11 Journal of Politi cal 
~ (M3rch-Apr111974), pp. S76-Sl08; and Finis Welch, 11Black-Wh1te 
l:>11'1'erences 1n Returns to Schooling, 11 American Econanic Review 63(Dec­
ce,wer 1973) , pp. 893-907. 

- . 
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transit systems that !:ave a h1gh percentage of mirority or ~ opera­

tors. Because we lack data on tre percentage of blacks and WQllel1 

worlc1ng as operators in each system, we cannot test this hypothesis em­

pirically. However, our observatioo of the Wustry, based on inter­

views with un1cn and nanagement off1c1als , does not support extensive 

wage d1scr1m1nat1oo ae;ainst wcrren or blacks. While blacks and par­

ticularly~ nay be d1scr1m1nat ed ae;iunst at the hiring stage, 11' 

they are h1red the wages they receive are the BBme as those received 

by nale i.h1tes . casual observation also reveals that the highest 

paying systems such as Chicago, New York , Washington, and Baltimre 

rave a very high percentage of minority operators. While the anission 

of this variable nay reduce the explained variance 1n wages, it is not 

likely to bias our 0W1ersh1p coefficients. 

Che factor that i s expected to be 1nportant in expla1n1ng wage d1ff­

erent1als is dti'ferences 1n cost of living across the various cities 

included 1n the sarrple . Controlling for cost-of-living differences 

presents a problem since there are no direct measures of intercity 

cost-of-living differences . We choose to use average rranufacturing 

earnings in each city as a proxy for cost-of-living differences . nus 

approach was followed by Hamermesh and is used here in a slightly d1ff­

erent manner. Harrennesh deflated the union rate by the local nanu­

facturing wage and then controlled for the effects of race, education, 

and unionization on nanufacturing wages by 1nclwing these as Wepen­

dent variables. In this study the local nanufacturing wage rather t han 

the deflated union wage rate is included as an Wepen:ient variable.
14 

lliFor several COllJIJJll1ties average manufacturing earnings were not 
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Th1s means tmt we do not have to control for carm.!111ty education level 

or racial m1x because they directly a!'fect transit wages. 

Factors that influence a union's barga1ning power relati ve to man­

agenent w1ll increase the union wage rate and should be included in the 

IIXldel. Cbe major factor a!'fecting un:1on pc,.qer is the essent1ality of 

the system to the cormun1ty. The greater the carmunity ' s reliance oo 

public transportation, the more d1SI"JPtive a ~k stoppage. This 

pressure or potential pressure increases the political cost of a 

strike to the authority and increases the bargaining power of the unico. 

The essent1ality of t he system to the ccrmunity will be neasured using 

yearly per capita::. ridership. The ridership figure used 1n this calcu­

lation will be revenue passengers. l5 

Three add1ticnal variable s are included 1n the wage model to measure 

the public/private differential and the effect of operating subsidies 

oo wages fa public systems. Che is a dumny variable which takes on a 

value of one for publicly owned systems, zero otherwise. The second 

variable is the ratio of operating revenue to operating expenses. If' 

we ass.me that publicly owned systems do not operate at a deficit , then 

operating revenue/operating expenses (CR/OE) is a proxy for operating 

subsidies. As OR/OE decreases, operating subsidies increase fer. 

available . When this occurred, the average for the state or a ne&'by 
ccmmmity was used . 

15Although the cormnmity's dependence on transit nay increase the 
bargaining power of the union, essent1al1ty might not be :Important be­
cause of tre historical reliance of the parties 1n many systems on arb­
itration. Reliance en arbitration nay eliminate the threat of a work 
stoppage. 
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publicly owned systems, and we cypothea1Ze that 118geS will increase. 
16 

For privately ow,ed systems which do not normally receive governrent 

operating assistance, this var:!able serves as a rough proxy for profits 

so tte.t if it is related to i,eges the relationship is likely to be 

positive. 

Since WOE represents a different construct depen:iing on the own-

ership of the firm, the last variable in th;! equation is the product of 

the ownership an:l OR/CE. This will perndt the relationship between 

CfVCE to vary according to the ownership of the system. If collective 

barga1n:1ng prcduces larger settlements in thEl public ·sector than in the 

private sector, the public/private differential shculd be positive. We 

w:iuld also expect the coefficient to be positive for reasons peculiar 

to tre transit industry. In nost cities, prior to public takeover· the 

private system was in poor f1nane1al condit1m, which nay have seriously 

11m1ted the gains a local union could achieve through collective bar­

gaining. When public onwershiP occurI'ed an:l public furrls becane avail­

able, the situation usually cranged aranatically. This dramatic change 

may have led to "catch-up" wage increases in the first few years fol~ 

lowing public takeover . This catch-up will enlarge any general effect 

of public- sector bargaining. 

Several points should be noted when interpreting the public/private 

differential. First, the coefficient does not represent the effect of 

16m the eitl)irical work WOE was ueed rather than (1-0R/OE) wflj.ch 
is the estimate of the percent of operating expenses covered by sub­
sidies. The est1ma.ted effect does not depen:i on \olhich specification 
was used . The specification only changes the cortstant term an:l the sign 
on t he CfVOE coefficient. We expect the sign to change because in one 
case increased subsidies are measured as a decline in the variable (OR/ 
00) an:l in tre other instance increased subsidies occur when the vari­
able (1-0R/CE) increases 1Ii" size. 
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collective bargaining 1n public and private organizations. An insigni­

ficant coefficient does not mean untons have not raised transit wages; 

it means only that wages are oot any higher in public organizations in 

our saill)le for the year 1n quest ion. 

The second caveat is that the nxxiel explains only cross- sectional 

d1ff'erences in wage rates. The rncxiel an:l results do oot apply to changes 

in transit wage rates over t1me an:i canoot be interpreted as evidence 

that the effect of transit unions on wages has changed over the time 

period. 

We are also interested in the wage ·ct1fferent1al between public sys­

tems that differ 1n the extent to which their expenses are met by gov­

ernrent subsidies. If increased subsidies increase union bargaining 

power or management's ability or willingness to make concessions to t he 

union, we w:iuld expect b
7 

+ b8 < O. 

The F.guation for K1 

The fraction of penalty t1roe to bus hours is a function of many var­

iables including labor-contract provisions, characteristics of the can­

!TR.lTlity, ridership patterns, an:i the efficiency with which management 

runs the system. 

The pattern of ridership is expected to be a key factor in deter­

mining the size of Ki· In systems where t he peak to base ratio an:l 

length or t1rre between morning and evening service peaks is large, we 

i,,uuld expect a high ratio of penalty tire to bus hours . Although these 

ridership patterns nny be rrarg1nally influenced by nanage~nt marketing 

policies that influence off-peak use of the system, they are to a very 

large degree uncontrollable am certainly outside the oornal scope of 
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collective barga1n1ng. 

Dti'ferences 1n manag'elll!Jlt eff1ciency 1n operating the system may 

also be vecy 1l!IX>rtant 1n e:xpla1n1ng cU.fferences 1n Ki. Route and run 

scheduling 1s a key nanaganent .function lduch has a ~ous potential 

effect of Ki· Again, because of the peak levels of service 1n the mam1ng 

and evening, the manner 1n which runs are scheduled and pieced together 

arrects paymmt made urxier various contract provisions. Unfortunately, 

no sin$)le measures of syste:n management are available , and defining and 

measuring ~nt efficiency is far beyon:1 the scope of this study. 

In arder to attribute mean1ngfully the effects of contract work 

rules to differences 1n Ki, it 1s necessary to develop a measure of work 

rules -..hich could be incli.rled as an in:iependent variable. Here, too, 

we lacked the necessary contract information to construct this measure. 

'.Iheoretically ie would l1ke an adcU.tive interval scale where a high 

score would denote extensive work rules. 'lb do this, different types of 

work rules would have to be "weighted" accord1ng to their in$)ortance and 

then a gradation for each type of rule would have to be decided upon. 

~s ranking would have to occur using such criteria restrictiveness 

or costliness to management or the degree of protection for union mem­

bers. Rules requiring spread- time penalty would have to be ranked 

relative to rules dealing with the percentage of straight-time runs.17 

'lhe reliability of models which include subjective judfgnents of this 

17 A study coooucted by J . ~th, K. Jennings and E. Trayham at the 
lhiversity of North Florida entitled "A Study of Unions' Management Rights 
and the Public Interest 1n Mass 'lransit" nay be able to overcome these 
problems. A portion of this stu::ly involved the collection and coding of 
contract work rules. 
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nature is not clear and results based on these Jude,nents would be open 

to question. 

Because of the limited E!!Jl)irical measures available for measuring 

the theoretical variables explained above, an adnittedly overs1n$Jllfied 

equation has been specif1ed: 

(6) l<JSKi "'b0 + b1Pop + b~n + blealdlase + b
4
R1dership 

+ b~lic + blfJVCE + b7(av'CE)(PUbllc) + u 

Differences 1n ridership and c01'1111Jn1ty characteristics are controlled 

by using SMSA population, density, and the peak- to-base ratio~ . We 

expect the coeff1c1ent on the peak/base ratio to be positive. A high 

ratio means m:>re split shifts are required to neet the demn:f for service 

and larger payments tuner contract provisions governing spread-t:1me. 

'Ihe relationship of population and density to Ki is more difficult to 

predict. large al)1 dense metropolitan areas nay have higher values of 

Ki because of greater um.on ~ power and stronger work rules. 

Qi the other hand, mmagenent 1n large systems may have greater flexibi­

lity 1n scheduling which Will allow them to m1n1mize Ki. 'lrese two con­

flicting possibilities llake it difficult to predict the sign on these 

variables. 'Ihe public, subsidy, am (subsiccy·)(public) variables are 

defined Just as they were 1n the wage equation. 

'lhe public/private differential is difficult t o predict . Sane of 

the effects of anitted variables such as management efficiency and con­

tract work rules will be picked up by public onwerahip if each of these 

variables 1s correlated With public ownership. If public systems are 

m:>re (less) efficient, we would expect the coefficient on this variable 

to be larger ( srraller) . Several different scenarios could support eitner 
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a positive or a negative coefficient due to d1fferen:es in llflil8gEme!lt 

efficiency. If public anwership br~ with it public managers who are 

unfamiliar with transit, we would expect Ki to increase. HcMever, 1f it 

allows the systen· ·to attract mare qualified personnel or if it provides 

old personnel with additional resources which nakes them more efficient, 

we would expect Ki to 1ncrease. If more (less) costly contract rules 

exist in public organizations , we ~uld expect the coefficient to be 

larger (smaller) . It is also quite possible that sane other factor caused 

by or correlated with public ov.nership will affect the slgn on ownership . 

F.quation for the a.is Hours 

The level of service provided by a transit systen has an obviOUB 

inl)act on the labor costs incurred by the systen. The level of service 

is Jointly determined by the denarxl for and supply of transit services 

to the cOITITD.ll1i ty. A single simple equation will be used to est:!nate the 

outcome of this supply and demand interaction: 

(7) log(ai.s Hours) = b
0 

+ b1Den + b2Incane + blopulation 

+ b4fublic + b5(0RIOE) + b6(0R/OE)(fubl1c) 

+u 

The level of service provided to a caim.mity is expected to be 

positively related to density an:i the population of the SMSA. 

The expected ~ on inCOIOO is difficult to predict. Greater 

average income 1n a conm.mity means a higher value is placed on time by 

potent1al passe~ers. If public transportation is more time intensive 

than car ridership, this would mean the cost of transit relative to car 

travel wruld be greater in high-incare ccmrunities and a substitution 

-
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away fi'OOI transit an:i toward greater use of the autarobile 1«:>Uld occur. 

'Ibis argument ~uld suggest a negative ~ en the incane variable. 

However, it nay also be the case that where the system is publicly owned 

an:l subsidized with tax dollars, high-income camunities nay deriarrl rrore 

and better bus service. This poss1b111ty would suggest a positive sign 

on 1ncaoo. Which effect prevails is an ~1r1cal issue that will be 

tested in this equation. 

The greatest ~ct of public onwerehip on labor cost is probably 

. through its effect on bus hours. Public ownership has been the method 

by whidh the transit 1ndustry has been able to e:xpam and :1npoove ser­

vice . In rrost systems, prior to pµbllc ownership bus service had been 

severely limited to profitable runs am the few Ull)rofitable routes 

required by regulatory bodies . We expect that public onwership brol,lght 

expanded service with additional routes am nX>re frequent service on 

exist1ng routes. 

The final variable in the bus-hours _equaticn is our measure of 

subsidy level, the ratio of operat1ng revenue to operating expenses • 

An interaction term between this variable and public ownership will also 

be added. We expect, that a h1g.'J subsidy level 1n public systens wi~u. 

18 rean that = .oours of service are provided by the system. 

'!he 5anJlle 

'lhe 3clllllle of transit properties used in empirical tests of the 

mcdels is rot a randan sample of the population of transit properties. 

'!he deperxient variable of interest 1n this study, labor cost an:i its 

1
~ta sources for the 1ndependent variable are listed in Appendix 

X-2. 
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ccqionents , necessitated using a sarrple of properties for which these 

data could be obtained. A SU11Vey of transit properties was eUminated 

because of the high cost an:l. t:tn.:! required to comuct it. o.xr interest 

1n obtaining historical operating data s1nce 1960 would require an in­

ordinate amount of effort by the respon:l.ents, am would have un:l.oubtedly 

produced a very low response rate . We also suspected that for systems 

that went public during l:lbe t:tn.:! period of interest, 196~1973, the 

records for t he period of private ownership could possi bly have been 

lost 1n the transition or not turned over tb the public authority with 

takeover. '1h13 suspici on was confirmed when we contacted several· public 

systems an:l. tried to fill 1n m:l.ssing data for years prior to public 

takeover. 

The (ll)St practical SCA.II'Ce for obtaining current an:l. historical 

operating statistics of transit systems was the American Public "n>ansit 

Association. The basic sample selected was those U.S. systems that are 

1ncluded 1n the 1973 APl'A Transit Operating Report . This 88111)le of 

properties is obviously not raroan. It 1s llmited to APrA members an:l. 

then only to those who respon:l.ed for the year 1973. 

This portion of the analysis was restricted to those systems 1n 

which the bus was the only transit nxxle. This llaS done because bus 

hours as a measure of the supply of transit services is used as a de­

pendent variable. In systems where rus service is only coe of several 

zrodes, bus hours supplied is not an accurate measure of transit service 

because the total supply of transit services includes those services 

supplied by other nodes. Instead of developing a rore cauplicated nxxlel 

incOil)Orating the nultinxxlal systems, the observatiClllll were dropped !'ran 

the ~le. 'lhis was done because the rnmber of systems 1n the sanple 
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that provide (ll)re than just bus service is smll an:l. becal.18e the eq>ha.sis 

1n this study is on the labor relations problems of rus systems. The 

reJIB1n1ng 55 systems which met the criteria f or selection are listed 1n 

Append.1.x X-1. 

Fran this l:lmited 88111)le we then 'collected operating data !'ran APrA 

records for each system for each year 1n the 196~1973 period 1n which 

the property respon:l.ed to the AP.l'A survey. The Ball1)le was then narrowed 

down to those that reported the number of bus hours and total caiq:>ensa­

tioo paid t o bus operators. This 1'4iS done because infornation oo bus 

houns and canpensation paid to bus operators is required as the depen:ient 

variable for ITDSt of the m:xiels tested 1n this porti on of the study. 

The :iJq)ac:t of ownership an:l. subsidies could be analyzed using t:ini:!­

series data. Unfortunately, because systems did rot consistently report 

the necessary data througoout t he entire 14 years, we were confined to 

analyzing each year ' s data separately rather than as a time-series. 

Limitations Placed on the Results by the Sanq:,le 

Even 1f the ITDdel is properly specified, the results are Umited by 

the sampl~ of properties we~ able to include 1n the test of the 

m::xlel, The exclusion of mult1modal systems frcrn cor safli)le means that 

results do not necessarily apply to systems 1n ci ties such as New York, 

Boston, Philadelphia, and Chicago. While these systems carry the vast 

majority of transit passengers, they represent only a snall ~rity of 

the total number of. systems 1n the U:S. 

'!he second l:lmitation of the :;aJJt)le of bus systems is that it is a 

nonrandan sample of properties that reported to Afl'A. '!he degreE! to 

which respon:l.ents are representative of the population is not !mown. 

: 
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Also, this problem is conpouroed because the sample changes frcm year 

to year, depend1ng on -..hich systems reported the necessary data. For 

sane years the sample analyzed nay be a representative sanple of the 

population; oowever, we cannot 1dentify tmse years. Although the sartl)le 

nay not reflect the ent:lre population of bus systems, it is unlikely 

that better historical data could be obtained. 

Est:lma.tion Procedure am Hypothesis Testtr§ 

If we were to· est:lma.te each equation for each year us1ng ord1nary 

least squares, o~ est:lma.tes would be unbiased, but not as precise or 

efficient as the est:lmates obtained by using an alternative tecmique 

developed by Zellner. 19 For each year the rrodel describes the behavior 

of a sample of transit properties. Since each equation refers to the 

same ~le of properties, it is reasonable to assume that the distur­

bance ternJS across the equations are correlated. By taldng advantage of 

this additional infannation, we can obtain est:lma.tes that are at least 

asymt;otically m:ire efficient than ord1nary least squares . In addition, 

Kmenta and Gilbert have shown tmt in Sl!Bll sant>les uroer a set of 

fairly general conditions, this technique is rore efficient than esti .... 

nat1ng each equatim separat ely using ordinary l east squares.
20 

We are interested in test1ng two najor hypotheses. First, are there 

any wage, penalty time, or service differentials between public and 

l9Arnold Zellner, "An Efficient Method of Est:lmat1ng Seem1ngJ..y Un­
related Regressioos and Tests for Aggregation Bias," American Statistical 
Association Journal (June 1962) , pp . 348-368. . 

20Jan Kmenta and Roy F . Gilberg, "~re.11 &mple Properties of Alter­
native Estimators of Seemingly unrelated Regressions ," American Statis­
tical Association Journal (December 1968), pp. 1180-1200. 

·"' 



234 

and private syatE111B? 5ec<n:l., are there any differential.s between public 

systems that differ- in their subaidy l evel? ~ 1 illustrates the 

fornal hypothesis t hat l1llSt be tested for each equation. Since the 

change 1n the depernent variable wit h respect to ownership is equal to 

b2 + b
3

(subsidy) to detennine whether there is a public/private differ­

ential requires us to test the f ollowing hypothesis: 

J\i: b2 • b3 • 0 

The second hypothesis 1s rejected if the relatiCl'lShip between the 

depernent variables and subsid;y levels for p.ibllc systens is zero. 'Ibis 

relati onship is oeasured by the slope of the public line 1n F1gtll"e 1. 

Fornelly, the hypothesis to be tested is: 

b1 +b3 =o 

which is equivalent to: 

bl ,. -03 

Facb of t he hypotheses for each equatioo 1s tested by runn1ng the 

t~uation nultivariate system with the restrictions inl)Osed on the 

equatioo. In each_ case the weighting rratrix used in the restricted 

IIDdel is the sane as that used in the unrestricted Zellner estirrates. 

For the first hypothesis , the public and t he public (subsidy) variabl es 

were excltded from t he restricted oxxlel. For the secorxl. hypothesis, the 

coefficient on the (subsidy) variable was restricted to be the opposite 

of the (subsidy)(publlc) variable . 

OJr use of the Zellner estinatioo process assl.llles there is no s1nul­

taneity bet1<1ee11 the dependent variables and the indepen:ient variables. 

If this assl.lJt)tion is not valid, oor estimated coefficients will be 

biased. The potential for this sinultaneity is greatest between each of 
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In (depernent variable) 

b2 

ao 

CR/CE 

In (dependent variable) • a
0 

+ b10Rl'OE + b2Publ1c + b
3

(00/CE)(Public) 
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the depen:ient variables and the subsidy level in public systems. We have 

bypot hesized that increased subsidy levels lead to higher wages , roore 

penalty, increased time , and more bus service. It is also possible that 

high wage level s , penalty time , and service levels lead to large oper­

ating deficits that require a h1gj1 subsidy level. 

If s:ln:a.u.taneity ex.lats between deficits and/or subsidy levels an1 

each of the depeo::lent variables, the direction of bias will be identical 

in each equation. For eX81Jl)le, if s1multaneity exists between wages 

an1 operating reverrue/operating expenses , we would expect that as wages 

:Increase, operating reverrue/operating expenses will decrease; therefore 

the negati ve sign that we predict on (operating revenue/operating ex­

penses) in the wage equation will be biased away from zero. 

Results for the Wage F.cp.lations 

The results for the wage equations are shown in Table X- 2 . 
21 

We 

expected cost-of- living differences and the private-sector wage in the 

COll1'1Urlity to be a !IBjor factor in explain1ng transit wage differ entials. 

This expectation was clearly supported by the behavior of average rrmru­

facturing earn1nga which was statistically significant in nine of the 111 

years . 

Per capita ridership was included in the rrvdel to serve as a proxy 

for the essent1al1ty of the transit system to the camunity. However, 

it is significant in only the last bu years. 22 

21.:rre reader is reninded that al though each equation for all the 
years are present and discussed separately, the est:!Jration procedure used 
1nvolved est11rating the three equations f or each year as a system. 

¾ ney be uo::lerest11rating the total effect of public ownership on 
wages by controlling for the effects of per capita ridership. The equa-

• 
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The effect of population is Sl1ll.ll bJt statisti cally significant in 

ten of the years . The estimated coefficients on SMSA density are never 

d1fferent !'ran zero and are oot always of the correct sign. These 

results differ slightly from those obtained by Halrennesh. His density 

coefficients were .larger and narginally significant in rrany of the years . 

Several explanations for the conflicting results are possibl e. First , 

we used 3'ISA density and Hamennesh used central city density . HamernJ:sh 

felt this was a better proxy for job characteristics because most 

service is to the central city. We chose SMSA density because most pu­

blic systems serve an entire iootropolitan area. A secoo::I explanation -

is ttat Hamennesh used the union wage rate deflated by rmnufacturing 

e~ as the deperoent variable. The effect of density he fouo::I rnay 

be attributed in part to its effect on nanufacturing earnings ao::I not 

to its effect on transit wage rates. 

A third explanation depeo::ls Ol"I what density serves as a proxy far . 

Hamexmesh contems that density is a proxy only for job characteristics, 

wtiereas, as we Wicated earlier, it may also rreasure differences 1n 

union bargaining pc:Mer. If this is true, we would expect that when an 

'in:lepeo::lent reasure of essentiality is included 1n the IOOdel , the co­

efficient on density shoold become snaller. S1nce we 1ncluded per capita 

ridership as a proxy far essentiality, this explanation is also consistent 

with our results. 

tion includes only the direct effect of public onwership on transit wages. 
If public systems also have roore riders, then there is also an indirect 
effect of public ownership on wages through per capita ridership . 'Ihis 
effect seems quite possible s1nce public organizations can increase rider­
ship by charging fares below those necessary to meet operating expenses . 
We tested for this indirect effect, but foun:l oo supporting evidence for 
it . 
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Table X-2 
lles;ress1on lleolllts for the Wage Fquat1ona 

Independent Variables 

✓.:f 
f ~ / · & 

·✓ 
·§' 

!!!!: ,/' " ,!. i 

\960 .390• .0855 ·.000161 .000036 -.0011 2.527 ,05251 

( .109) ( ,()/jJ9) ( .000046) ( .000065) ( .00197) (1 ,550) ( .0189) 

1961 .406 .0975• .000151 -.OOOll .0016 .808 .00634 

(.116) (.045) ( .00005) ( .00009) (.002) (1.929) (.0197) 

1962 .470' .0847 .00014• -.0001 .0019 1.373 .0043 

( . 128) ( _()/j7) (.000047) (.00009) ( .0022) (.782) ( ,0172) 

1963 .5021 .0862• .000131 -.00006 .0018 1.428 -.0129 

(.200) (.0414) (.0004) ( .00008) (.0019) (. 761) (.206) 

1964 .6711 .09771 .00012• -.00006 .0016 1.10• -.116 

(.165) ( .0345) ( .00004) (.00007) (.0015) ( ,459) (.175) 

1965 -5981 .104• ,00005• .000005 .0015 .449 -.0743 

(.215) ( .047) ( .00002) (.00007) (.0019) (. 377) (.215) 

1966 .6111 -091 ,00004 .00005 .0009 ,541 -.0326 

( .215) (.046) (.00002) ( .00007) (.001) (.3?3) ( .210) 

1967 .6411 -~ .00005 .00006 .0012 .211 - .073 

(.28';) (. ) ( .00003) ( .00008) (.0012) (.427) (.300) 

1968 ,7691 .1051 .000141 -.00007 .00098 -~ -.191 

(.250) ( .047) ( .00004) (.00008) ( .OOll) (. ) (,270) 

1969 .960• .070 .00001• -.00002 .00208 .233 -.242 

( . 450) (.048) (.00003) (.00008) (.0013) (.527) ( ,466) 

19·10 _ 737• .1321 .00005 -.00001 .0017 --~8 - .1•16 

( . 300) ( .045) ( .00003) ( .00008) ( .0018) (. •1) (,335) 

1971 _7113 .1511 .00004 .00015 .0055 -.2758 - .286 

(. 782) ( .o64) (.0001) ( .00025) ( .0049) (.681) ( . 607) 

1972 1.196• ,058• .000141 -.00006 .00345' -.0553 --3085 

( .2~2) (.029) ( .000036) ( .00007) (.0015) (.262) ( .2483) 

19'/3 1.089• .1071 . 000051 - • 000007 .003751 -.1558 -- 338 
( .239) (.027) (.000019) (.00005) ( .0015) (.2539) (.263) 

• s1u,1f1cant at .05 level 
Note : Sta.ooard errors aro 1n percnthesea 

§" 

! ;;-

,l 
. "' 
- 2.806 
(1.529) 

-.840 
(1,842) 

- 1.370 
(. 773) 

-1.488 
(. 778) 

-1.1351 

( .458) 

- . 461 
(. )64) 

- -538 
(.3e5) 

-.3].68 
(.438) 

-.149 
(. 372) 

- .210 
(.541) 

.256 
(.391) 

.205 
(.923) 

.0861 
( .278) 

.242 
( .280) 

~ ... ~~~--~--r-. .. .. .... 

i 
I 

! 
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'Ihe results of the P-tests of a public/private wage differential 

are sholi!l 1n Table X-3. In ooly two years, 1960 and 1964, were we able 

to reject the null hypothesis and we are reluctant to place much weight 

en the results for these two· years since there were only two and seven 

public systems 1n the 88Jll)le 1n 1960 and 1961J, respectively. Results for 

the other years indicate that af'ter controlling for population, density , 

cost of living, and essentiality, public systems did not pay sijg11!'i­

cantly h:lgner wages than did private systems. Several reasons might 

explain why these results diff er fran ·those of Hamermesh wh:l found a 

s~ficant public/private differential. 

A rmjor possible explanation i s differences 1n the sanple. Hamer­

rresh relied en published BIS statistics and we relied on properties in­

cll.rled 1n API'A reports. Neither of the stu:li es is based en a randan 

sample of transit properties so it i s difficult to caipare the two sets 

of results . Another possibl e explanation for the differences is that 

Ha.nermesh tested for and fourxl that the positive effect of public owner­

ship occurred after several years of 1X1blic ownership. We tested for 

this possibility 1n the later years using ors and fourxl. no effects of 

public ownership 1n our sa!ll)le . 

The secord rmj or hypothesis exam:ined 1n this chapter is whether or· 

not the level of operating subsidies affects wages 1n the sarrple ot 

public systems. If the sum of the OR/CE and the (public)(OR/OE) is neg­

ative and different i'rom zero , we could conclude that increased subsidies 

lead to higher wages. The sums of the two coefficients are shown 1n 

Table X-4, 1n each of the years the sum is neg-,;iti ve. However, the results 

of the hypothesis tests which are displayed 1n Table X- 3 indicate these 

sums are not different f'rcm zero 1n 12 of the llJ years. The only con- · 

..... 
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TABIE X- 3 

J:cypothes1s Tests for the 'ilage Equation 

Ho: 8oR/CE • -B(Publlc)(<JV'(E) Ho: l\,ublic • 8 (Publlc)(OR/CE) • 0 
. 

Year N SS&l ~ F ~ F 

1960 29 2.93751 3.0853 3.220 3.94398 l0.964• 

1961 30 2.94617 2.95519 .205 3.0114 .742 
1962 31 2.97255 3.10520 3.124 3.10715 1.585 
1963 31 2.92954 3,09647 31989• 3.09093 1.928 

1964 32 2.8981 3.27952 9.608• 3,17218 3.452• 
1965 33 2.90066 3.03333 3,476 2.97325 .951 
1966 34 2.88548 3.01102 3.4371 2.95730 1.9832 
1967 32 2.90000 2.96398 1.6105 2.93279 . 4127 
1968 35 2.90101 2.97533 2.1007 2.09896 .1124 
1969 31 2.89948 3.00887 2.6409 2.91756 .2182 
1970 38 2.90297 2.91130 .2611 3.03826 2.1205 
1971 37 2.62527 2.62600 .0245 2.63638 .1896 
1972 37 2.87671 2.98036 3.1707 2.88330 .1773 
1973 45 2.89321 2.91373 .7943 2.95291 1.1555 
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clusi<n that can be drawn f'rom t~s evidence is that while the coefficients 

1n:licate a l percent sub!ildy 1ncrease is associated with a wage change 

rang1ng frcm - ll.l to 2.75 percent, the estimates are statistically in-
\ 

significant so that it cannot be concluded that higher subsi<iles lead 

to higher wages. 23 A possible reason for these insignificant results is 

that we were mt able to control for the governnent level fran which th:! 

operating eubei<iles or:1g1.nated. It shruld be noted that the 

soorce of the BUbsldy rmy be as :lnportant as the amount in determining 

tre subsidy' s wage effect. 

Results for the K1 F.quation 

Tre results f'rom the Ki equaticn are consistently disappointing. 

Quy a few of the coefficients in any of tre equations are significant 

at even the .10 level ( see Table X-5) . Discussion of the coefficients 

for individual variables across years is of very llmited value because 

of the poor performance of the equation. However, we did test whether 

there were any s1gn1ficant public/private differentials and whether there 

were any differentials within public systems that received different 

levels of subsidy support. Tre results of these lzypothesis tests are 

displayed in Table X-6. In only cne instance were we able to reject 

the rull hypothesis. 

There are possible reasons for the poor results: a theoretically 

deficient dependent variable, measureroont error in tre dependent variable, 

23we also tested for possible wage differentials between different 
forms of transit nenagement an:l organizational structure. For l',12 we 
tested whetrer there was a s1gn1ficant differential between public systems 
that were or were not nenaged by an outside rranagenent COOilMY; there 
were mne. using 1970 data we tested for wage differentials bet,reen 
transit-auth:lrity-q,erated systems and city-operated systems and fourrl no 
s:lgnificant W!l8Jl differential. 

--- - ..-.-.. -• ......-- f •·1.,;i 
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Table X-5 
Regx-easJ.on Results ror the Ki Fquat1on 

In:lependent Variables 

~ /# ....... .,I / ' i' I' Year ,l<Y ✓ .. 
,It ~ 

1!)60 .210• .000015 .00005 .00084 - .0003 -1.150 -.orre• 
(.05~9) ( .~) ( ,00003) ( .00157) (.00022) (1,369) (.0161) 

1961 .162• .00003 ,00005 ,00122 -.0213 ,310 -.0178 
( .0537) ( .00003) (.00007) (.0015~) (.0015) (l.36'1) ( .01•2> 

1962 , 125• .00003 .00005 ,00156 -.128 .233 -,0097 
(.048) (.00003) ( .00006) (.00157) (.0121) (.501) (.0112) 

1963 .113 .00001 .00005 .00126 -.001? .206 -,0038 
(.157) (.00003) (.00007) (.00178) (.01~6) (.582) (.159) 

l~ .237 ,OOOOS -.00001 .00255 - ,0072 . 2ll -.149 
( . 156) ( .00003) (,00006) (.00167) ( .0202) ( . 4)0) . (.170) 

1965 .0322 ,00001 . 00007• .0015 .0015 .283 .069 
( ,US) (.00001) ( .00004) (.0012) (.014) (.202) ( .122) 

1966 ,065 .00002 .00003 .00072 -.0006 ,324 .077 
(,153) ( .000018) ( .ooo06) ( ,00078) (.015) ( .265) ( ,154) 

1967 .242 .00002 ,00005 .00077 .0146 -.00)7 - -143 
(.189) ( .00002) C .00005) C ,00089) (.0163) (.266) (.200) 

1968 ,153 .00003 .00002 .0016 .0004 .1951 -.041 
(.225) (,0004) (.00007) (.0011) ( .0203) (.)llj) ( .240) 

1969 - . 176 .00002 .00003 .001 -.00~9 .443~ .326 
(.~)3) (.00002) (.00005) ( .0009) ( .0147) (.353) ( -32~) 

1970 ,5191 .00003 -.00001 .002~ .03a4 - ,3709 -,5114 
(.229) (.00002) (.00006) (.001) ( .01 7) (,278) (.267) 

1971 ,463 .00005 - . 00002 - . 0020 .035 - .203 -.389 
(.801) ( ,00012) ( ,00003) ( .00~9) (.0273) (.~) (,843) 

1972 .200 .00004 .00001 ,0009 .0441• -.1013 - .2148 
(.213) ( ,00003) ( .00006) ( .0015) (.0154) (,239) ( .2)6) 

1973 .116 ,00003 .00001 .0023 .0489" -.67261 -.8276• 
( .256) ( .00002) ( .00006) (.0016) (,0163) (.278) (.302) 

•s1gn1.ncant at .OS le~l 

/ 
~ 

,;/' 
~ 

l.125 
(l.34~) 

l.336 
(l.302) 

- .245 
(.496) 

- .206 
(.596) 

- .241 
(.430) 

- .318 
(.195) 

-.353 
( ,258) 

,0085 
( .272) 

-.232 
( .311) 

-.~n 
(.365) 

-37~5 
( -~3) 

.378 
( .952) 

.120 
(,257) 

.731• 
(. 31~) 
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; ]' - " :.. ._ I - .,.., 
. . ,. . .- i . ··-

an:i anitted-•variables 1n the specified equatfon. • - .,;••··-..:.. 
... #.,. ' . ;: I . ,./· . . : . ~_..-· . 

. An obyious possible eXPlanation· for the poor results'. is that. tneo1~ . 
! .,- - ' ... , . . .. ... ... j : .. · . . ~ 

eti~ tbe-;d~ent variable sfu,i;_aoes ~ represe~t. premii.mi pey'.:'..::.-- _.., 
n~mts or ~nts;for t1me oot wo:i:ked: A _rev1~, of the derivation ~f 

the:measure- disclosed rurerous reasurement probl~ but oo theoretical 
' 

wea}\ness 1n it.· Ki· is silrply one ~lus the perce~tage of :penalty; oours 
, . . .. ~ ... . 

. 
i 
1 

to total . bus~hours l>hlere penalty hours is calculated as t_otal canpensa- ' ' ~ .. : . . ' 1 ' 

tion, div1ded b~ -~he ave:r:age straight-time rate fo~. the system~ bus 
\ 

~ ! ~ ' . . murs of service; 'lh1s measure rrult ipl1ed by the average straight-t~-
~ •· \ . I\ I : . 

wage !rate for· busloperators is· the average conpensation paid to bus oper-
. l '·. . '. 

ators· · for one rour. of bus service . - 'lheoretically, this concept · appears . , : . ,• 

to be: rrean1.ngful_. ~ The poor results .are probably du~ to other reasons. 
; . ,._,.•.- .. . . ' ' : : 
Since the deperdent variable, Ki, is constructed for each transit 

. • \" . l 
property using t~. pieces of 1nfonnation-the union wage rate as of 

July, ·total wage; paid\o operators, and bus hours o1'
1 
service-any 

. 
' ·4 

. 1 
1 
: 

·. 

' ' \ 
\ 
l 

'\ 
\ 
:, 

, ' • 

l 

I· 

erTOrS 1n the mea:s~nt of any of the three variables would result 1n 

errors ,in Ki. \,lhile it. is almost 1mpossible t o check . on· the acc~c·y 

of the !]ata provided by AnA, there can be little douJ?t that the bus 

hours arxl the compensa1;;.on figure contain llJ.llrerous ill!/-CCtL»acies .probably 

due to the fact that reporting to AnA is done on a voluntary basis arxl 

there is only limited control over what is reported or who in the system 

I 
; ·I 

. . 

caipletes the questionnalrfl . For example , sane systems nay only repor:t • 

an estimated conpensation figure for bus operators, ~ .one which includ~;--.. 
bus operators and other transit employees . '!'re probability of the 

latter occurring is high because the classification includes canpensation 

paid to ''helpers" an:i bus operators , arxl woo is included as a "helper" 

is oot entirely clear. Other sources of error 1n the variable nay be 

-: t 

..... ...... 
~ 
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due to exactly which corrpensation items are included in "dM.vers' and 

helpers' wages." If sane systems exclude vacation, holiday, or sick 

leave and other systems include these itans, the calculated Ki_ will vary 

dramatically. Althrugh reporting errors 1n bus hours are probably less 

frequent than errors in COlli)eTISation, they may also exist an:i distort 

Ki.· 
In our developnent of Ki_, we in:licated that the bus operator wage 

rate for el!I)erienced drivers on July 1 is rot an error-rree measure of 

the average straight-time rate pa.id to operators 1n the system for an 

b:lur of oos service. This also may lead to large errors in Ki_· Although 

measl.lI'ema!nt error 1n the deperrlent variable will rot bias any of the 

est :lmated coefficients, it can contribute to 1n.s1gnificant in:leperrlent 

variables by increasing the error sum of squares. 

Numerous variables that -should have been included 1n the model were 

anitted because we lacked the necessary data. 'Ihe discussion of the 

difficulty 1n measur1ng work rules points to one rrajor group of anitted 

variables that could account for t "he poor results . Variables covering 

fringe benefits that were r ecorded as payroll were also anit ted from the 

analysis. For rrost systems the items reported as payroll include the 

vacati on and holiday pay received by bus operators, an:i this rrajor fringe 

benefit item probably accounted for a najor portion of "penalty t:lme" 

in each system. 'll'erefore, Ki is heavily dependent upon the contract 

vacation and holiday provisions and the seniority distribution for bus 

operators 1n each system. Systans with either liberal vacation an:i 

holiday provisions or bus operators with high average seniority will have 

very large values for Ki_. We do rot krow which of the included indepen­

dent variables is correlated with contract vacation an:i roliday tenns, 

,a.:;.. . ...:--....--.-~.-... <",~. 
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although sane intercorrelation probably exists an:i is bias1ng the results . 

Despite the poor results we experienced with Ki, i t does have po­

tential value for researchers interested in transit l abor relations an:i 

labor an:i managenent practitioners 1n t he industry, especially after 

irorE:: and better sources of data are available. Possibly the adoption of 

the standar(llzed reporting scheme developed by Project FARE will remedy 

sane of the problems associated with what is reported here . 

While data probl ans prevented a mean1ngful analysis of Ki for a 

cross-section of transit properties, the concept can have practical im­

pli cations for union and rranagE!llent negotiatqrs 1n those systems which 

naintain accurate historical data. With such data , it is possible to 

overcane the troublescme problems of determin1ng t he econanic value of 

the producti vity changes . This llllst be done if both labor and rranagement 

are to share the benefits of the changes . In t he transit industry , Ki 

might be used to measure t he ~ct of contract work rules and the 

savings result1ng from changes in the rules. 

Regression Results for the Bus Hours F.quation 

'Ihe result s for the bus hours equation show that poi;ulation is the 

rrajor determinant of rus hours service (see Table X-7). S:lnce it is 

expected t hat large rretropolitan areas provide nore h:lurs of bus service, 

it is not surprising t o fim that SM3A population i s significant 1n 12 

of the 14 years. SMSA median family incane is positively related to bus 

24ProJect FARE was a cooperative project of the transit :ln:iustry an:1 
the federal government for the developnent of a standardized accounting 
system. By the errl of 1978 all rrajor transit canpanies receiving federal 
grants will be required to use t his systEm. 
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public =ership--inl)roved management , custcmer service, an:l scheduling, 
...., ..... ..... ...., ...., I-' I-' 1--' I-' ...., ...., ..... ~ ..... ~ 

~ ~ '.:$ '.:$ 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'fJ.. 'a?. 'fJ.. m changes that ~uld inl)rove transit services without increasing the lUlber 
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of' bus hours of service. Unfortunately we cannot aJl)irically ver ify 
.:wwwwwwwwwww w rv z 
Vl ........ 00 I-' Vl "' ~ w "' I-' I-' 0 ..,:, any of these changes 1n the quality of service. 

"' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' "' I Tre last llajcr public/private differerx:e that nay occur without any 

& ~ R;' '8 & '8 '8 ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ bus hours differential is 10\-.er fares 1n public systems. If one objective 
~~'K:.'.tl'g:C: 8~a;~Vl~ ~vl 

,_. ........ 00 I-' CD a- ~ V1 .... I-' of public owna-ship is to provide low-cost service to its citi zens, t he 

najor :!mnediate effect of public owrership may not be to exparo. service 

!" !" !" ':" !" !" !" !" !" !" !" ~ !" :=- ~ 
0

-;r. { but to ensure greater use of existing service by charging lower fares. 
..,:,..,:,cr,~..,:,..,:,>.,:,CD>.l)O)>.l)&>.l)(r\~ i 
~ i5 ~ w ~ rg ~ '.lf ~ 'g ~ "' ~ g o:i CD 'Ill1a possibility can be tested using our data. Population, density , in­
w -i co°'ww.c-c:o \01-' N-.:. '° co Q ...., 

0\0.1=00\~WO\\ON.t:W.t <::, m 
{.I '& come, and ownership were regressed against average fare per revenue 

CD 
<'" passenger. If the coefficient on ownership is negative , it supports the 

l-'....,l-'.t:- 1--' • ~ l\l t-' W t%J &, 6 i a .:0 a ~ w g:: 8 ~ :-' 8 'b!. ex> a ?' ~? '1 t heory that public ownership results 1n lower fares an:l not greater 
.t~\00~0~0\NNO'\W~W ~ 
C0\00\0~000 1-' o....-N i 
.... w ~ ~ a- w ~ I:;'. :;< levels of service. '!he regression was run for 1970 and the results in-

~ ~ CD € SI dicate public systems do not charge lov.er fares t han do private systems. 

@ ij Another possible explanation f or the finding that service levels do 

~ :i: f " mt increase with public onwership nows from the circumstance which led 
0 rt 

Nf\JNNNWNNNNN W WS:: } • • ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o to the public takeover. When a private system is 1n greater financial 
~C:0~~~0 ~~~~~~2CD ~ ~ 
0-,~(r\'-£>\Jl~WW--,--,~..,:,o~ ~ • w a- ,-, I-' a- a- a- w o o CD o, w o difficulties than other pri vate systems, lts level of services probably 
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E will deteriorate, and when that system first becmie public, it still will 

I-' I-' • I-' • • • • • ,_. I-' "' _., ; provide a l ower level of service than others, either. private or public . 
• ..... W • I-' • \ONNNW • • 0 
.t::' NV, 0\0W N .C:- 1--'0\W~CD• ~ -
,-, ..., 0 w • ..., a- ~ "" o CD ..,:, • "" , " Af'ter a few years, hcmever, public funds m1ght be used to increase ser­
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w er, I\) * i:;: -
o vice levels. 'lhls possibility is diff'1cult to detect because many of 

oc;, 

~ t he systems have been public for mly a very few years. We can, however, 

g provide sane tentative evidence on t his hypothesi s by const ructing dUITIT\Y 

o I variables s.1m1lar to those used by Ha!rermesh 1n his \-age equations an:1 

adding them to our bus hours equation. When this is done , t he coeff'1c1ent 

I 
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on ~ bile ONnership i s interpreted as the effect of three or irore years 

of public ownership. We l)erfonned this analysis using lg-{2 data and 

fourxl that the public ownershlp coefficient was not s:1¢ficantly diff­

erent from zero, indicating that rus hours of serv1.ce do not increase in 

public systems after a lag of several years. 

All the evidence indicates that ~blic syst.~ do oot provide less 

expensive service or !IDI'e hOurs of bus service than do private systems, 

• altha.lgh there rrey be differences in the quality of service that could 

not be detected 1n cur analysiB. '.lhe only other explanati on for the 

results could be neasureirent error in the reporting of bus hours of 

service. The data provided to APl'A rray be so inaccurate that we could 

oot detect any sjgnificant public/private different:lal. '.lhls _ possibility 

is consistent with the poor results fourxl. for Ki . large measurement 

error in rus hours could explain the results for both Ki and the bus 

hours equation. 

The secCXld l\YPOt hesis questioned whether hlghly subsidized public 

systems provide rrore service than do less s..ibsidized systems. '!he result 

of the hypothesis test for each of the years are shown 1n Table X-8. 

Fran this SllJli)le we are oot able to conclude that 1.ncreased subsidies 

lead t o a greater number of hours of bus service. The s ign of the sum 

of b5 and b6 is correct 1n only one of the years . We would expect their 

sum to be negative 1f there is a positive relationship between service 

level arrl subsidies. 

Sumary and Recc:mreooations 

After controlling fdr ~latioo, densi ty, and other system and 

comrunity characteristics, it was fourxl that public systems do not pay 
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h1gt>er wages or rore premi1.m pay than do private systems, nor do public 

systems provide rore bus hours of service . Varirus reasons for these 

results were discussed, including problems with the data . 

The inportant policy issue addressed 1n this portion of the report 

was the llrpact of subsidy levels on wages, premil.lD pay, pecyment for time 

rot worked, and bus hJurs of service. While oone of the result s was 

statistically significant, they do neri t careful consideration f or future 

policy research . For example , in the wage m:x:lel the signs on the coeffi­

cients suggest that as subsidy levels increase, wages also 1.nr.rease. Now 

that the federal governrent is pn,v:iding operating assistance and states 

and localities have increased their support 1n recent years, the wage­

subsidy relationship deserves close m::mitoring. 

We wculd not be surprised 1f future r-esearch 1n:licates that sub­

sidies are linked with higner wages . It seems reasooable to pennit 

labor to share the benefits of federal assistance, but policy-rrakers 

shOuld know how the subsidy is being divided among the c<Jll)eting parties 

so that maxim.un benefits can be obtained fr'all the program. 

In this chapter a conceptual model that examined transit labor 

costs was developed and tested errpiricaily. The ar~irical results 

were 11m1ted, probably because of data problems and oot because of the 

11mitations of the l!Xldel. We reconrnen:l that as roore infornation becomes 

available through the FARE project, the l!Xldel introduced 1n this chapter 

be expanded to include the interrelationships between subsidies , fares, 

·...ages , service levels, premium payments, and fringe benefits. Developing 

and testing such a l!Xldel is particularly 1nportant since our analysis 

is based on the years before the federal operating-subsidy program. 
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XI. OONCIDSION 

'!he preceding chapters have examined the changes that rave taken 

place 1n the structure and perfornance of urban transit labor relations 

between 1960 and 1976. Particular attention was focused on the 1npact 

.. 

of t he shift from private to public ownership and the prov1cllng of fed- ' 

eral and local subsidies. A major objective of the stuly was to evaluate 

how collective barga1.ning outcomes-transit wages, labor cost , and 

work rules--changed with the advent of public ownership and public sub­

sidies . In this final chaPter, the major f1ncllngs of the research are 

reviewed and the i.nplications of these fincllngs for the future of labor 

relations 1n urban transit are considered. 

'Iransit Labor Relations 1n Retrospect 

If one were forced to atte!TJ)t to identify the rost salient develop-­

rent 1n American labor relations during the 1960s and 1970s, it would 

necessarily be the erergence of public sector collective barga1.n1ng. 'Ihe 

ness transit industry has both contributed to this developrrent and been 

affected by it. By 1975, publicly held properties carried 90 percent of 

the in::lustry's revenue passengers and enployed nearly the same proportion 

of transit's workforce . M:lst of the shifts to public ownership occurred 

after the passage of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 1n 19611. If 

·transit systems have come to share the characteristics and problems of 

other units of the nonfederal public sector, they also differ 1n a nunber 

of respects. 

First, the 1ndustry 1s 1n the midst of a renaissance induced by the 
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injection of tax-based revenues following a long arrl significant decline 

in the demarrl fO!' mass transportation services. Second, unlike other 

parts of the public sector, transit has been unionized for llB1'lY decades. 

'lhird, a consequence of this long history of unionization is that estab­

lished patterns of collective barga1.ning have necessarily been carried 

forward by tte parties into the public sector • 

A fourth factO!' that differentiates transit fran other units of 

goverrment 1s the legal fr~rk regulating the 1n1ustry' s labor rela­

tions . 'lhis framei.url< is a tangled c<Jlll)Osite of statutes, judicial de-.. 
cisions, agency awards, arrl extra- legal practi ces produced by a variety 

of political jurisdictions arrl public authorities. 

As the 1n1ustry has lOOVed into the orbit of goverrment administra­

tion , the four factors enumerated above have had :I.nt:>ortant consequences 

for both the fulfillment of public sector transit obl:lgations and the 

continuance of histO!'ical patterns of labor-management interaction. 

'Ihe Transition to Public Ow'Jership 

Goverrment regulation of mass transit is not a recent phenanenon. 

Many of the incorporation acts of nunicipalities prescribed the condi­

tions urxier which local transit systems would be pennitted to operate. 

Subjects regulated included routes arrl t:I.Ires of operation, fare struc­

ture, and acceptable levels of profits. '!bus, although the properties 

nay rave been o\ol'led arrl managed by private stockholders , there was a 

large public service CCJ!ll'.)OOOnt. 'Ihe ATU histO!'ically has accepted the 

regulatory role of governnent 1n the industry , recognizing that it placed 

constraints on management's ability to raise fares to cover increased 

wages and labor costs. 'Ihe union also was sensitive to the fact that 
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union barga1.ning demm:is• arrl Job acticrui, to the extent that they inter­

I'\.i>ted the delivery of transit ser-.,1ces, would be subject to nee:;ative 

public reaction. 

Historically, the ATJ has QPposed public ownership of the 1n1ustry. 

'.Ihe union believed that , urxier governnent ownership, transit management 

would be m:,re vulnerable to political pressures and would adopt unsourxi 

policies because of local political expediency and corruption. I t also 

feared that governnent o1'il'lership might lead to the extinction of collec­

tive ~- 'Ih.ts, during the various efforts of Congress to enact 

programs of federal assistance to local transit, t he A'IU assl.BDed a nega­

tive posture. 'Ihe union supported the bill which ultimately became the 

Urban Miss Transportation Act of 1964 only after job protection and bar­

gaining rights were inserted through section 13(c) , and only after it was 

clear to the wuon that public o\off1ership was the only Wa:J to avoid mas­

sive econanic dislocation within the industr"'J , 

'Ihe wuon's concern over possible loss of barga1.ning rights at 

properties which went public was oot entirely grourxiless as the experience 

in the early 1960s with Dade County , Florida, arrl Dallas , Texas , suggests . 

Hence, a strong case can be nade that 13(c) was necessary. en the other 

hard, there ls evidence to indicate trat barga1.ning WOJ.ld have continued 

ar,ywas in most t ransitions to public ownership , even without the addition 

of the Job-protection clause. 'Ihe cases of New York and Clevelarxl can 

be cited . 

Moreover, as the field interviews carried out at the 25 properties 

in the study's sample reveal, the average bargaining relationship has 

existed for nearly 50 years. 0lployees have strong expectations that 
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barga.1n1ng w:1.ll continue and nenagers, for the roet part, are untroubled 

by that prospect. In !'act, a majority of transit union leaders at the 

sarrple properties felt that urrler publ.4c ownership unions would be equally 

as strong or stronger than they were urrler private cw.nership. 

The fear that public ownership woold lead also to increased politi­

cal interference 1n the labor nenagement relationship ms not been bome 

cut as yet. Although it is logical that such woold occlll' as direct 

public financial involvement 1n local transit has increased, the respon­

dents at the sample properties indicate that politics, as such, is a 

secomary consideration 1n ~ - At the t:lme of an 1npasse, pos­

turing by governnental auttorities may occur, but this seems to have been 

directed llXlre at the general public than at labor or aanagement. 

The parties themselves apparently have chosen not to att€11llt to 

draw political auttorities into collective barg;tlning through "end-runs ," 

lobbying, or electoral activities. Short of celll)lete breakdown 1n the 

relationships, labor and nanagement have preferred to insulate themselves 

fran the political system and this has generally succeeded. 

Public ownership, per se, seans to have had no 1npact on either the 

structure of bargaining in transit or on its substantive aspects (this 

generalization is not true of public subsidies which will ·be considered 

below.) As has historically been the case , collective ba.rga1n1ng is 

handled locally, with assistance when needed from labor and rranagement 

consultants or international officers 1n cases involving the A'IU. Al­

though there has been a trerrl toward more control by the · national office 

of the ~ted, the trerrl dates back to 1890 and did not beg1n with 

the passage of lWA. The negotiation of 13(c) agreements has been harrlled 

pr:l.rrarily by the national officers of the A'IU, and to that extent the 

----~ .. -
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process of local control ms been further reduced, Even so, transit 

labor-ilWlagement relations are still basically a local activity 1n most 

cities. 

Analysis of labor agreements, supplarented by interviews at the 

sanple properties, irrl1cates that t he shift to public ow-1ersh1p has had 

no discernible :tnu:,act on the content of contracts negotiated by the 

parties. Although changes have occurred on occasioo, the manner 1n which 

such issues as spread-t:!me, penalty ~ts, and run assignnents are 

hal'Xl.led does not seem to be associated with public ownership. Th1s 

aspect of the labor-management relationship reim.1ns on nuch the same 

basis at it has been since early in the twentieth century. 

Finally, despite the importance of the public budgeting process to 

the capital and operating allocations of transit properti es, neither 

labor nor rm.nagement has atterq,ted to real1gn contract negotiations to 

conform to general rudget detenn1nat1on procedures of llllll1cipal or 

related governnental bodies . Labor agreement expiration dates cont1nue 

to be distributed througtxlut the year, apparently withrut regard to the 

fiscal or monetary activities of the parent public body. Thus, in this 

respect also, the shift to ~bllc ownership has evoked ro c~ in the 

parties ' collective bargaining behavior. 

If there is a direct 1ni>act of' public ownership on transit labor 

relations: it is to be fourrl id.thin the' new les;u f'rame,'iOrks which re­

place the federal private sector labor law structure. Fran 1944 onward , 

private transit properties v.ere un:ler the jlll'isdicti on of the National 

Labor Relations Board and as such were subject to certain protected 

rights including recognition, bargaining, and the right to strllce. 

Eff'orts by tre W1v1dual states to prescribe carpulsory arbitration or 
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prohibit strikes were preeDP,ted by federal j urisdiction. 

Although the transit systems or New York, Boston, and Clevelarrl 

became public properties 1n the 1930s and 1940s, the bulk or the systems 

1n the Wted States ''went public" in the years rollowing the enactment 

of UMI'A. ~ of the states 1n which the public authori ties had purchased 

transit systems either prohibited public eJlt)loyees !'ran org.anizing and 

bar~ or at best had no applicable ·labor legislation. A case in 

point was Florida. 

With the enactment of lMl'A and 13 ( c) , receipt of federal furrls was 

contingent upon, among other things, continuation of preexisting bar­

~ rights . 'Illus, ii' local authorities were to receive r1nanc1al 

assistance for acquisition of properties , ·purchase of capital equipnent , 

or operating costs , conflict between federal law and state ar m.micipal 

law had to be resolved . 

The contradiction between federally protected bargaining rights and 

state proscriptions against them was hamled several ways. First, special 

statutes were enacted which specifically provided such rights r or local 

transit employees , on the one hand , or created transit authorities which 

could grant barga1n1ng rigtlts, on the other. Second , through t he hiring 

or a private rraragement coopany (the Memphis Formula) the public transit 

property would, arguably, still be subject to federal labor law. 

In the case of special state enactment, if the local law were to 

satisfy l3(c) req~nts, it must either grant the right to str1ke or 

provide an alternative means of "1.r1')art1al resolution of disputes. " In 

other words , the public authorities were virtually ca!1)elled to arbitrate 

negotiation :lnpasses whether this was philosophically or politically 

palatable and 1n addition, regardless of the availability or such mech-
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anisn.s to other state ar local public eJlt)loyees. 

The A'IV historically has rollowed a policy of arbitration cf interest 

disputes in preference to strikes. 'llus policy was reinforced when the 

econcrnic fortunes of the industry declined and job actions against systems 

became nonproductive. A prohibition on work stoppages acconpard.ed by a 

stipulation that 1mpasses be submitted to a neutral is therefore not a 

radical departure t'rom previous transit collective barga1n1ng experience, 

even tm:Ier federal jurisdiction. 

It would be inaccurate to conclt.de, however, that the shift to state 

l eg;al frameworks 1n without 1n()ortance for collective barga1n1ng 1n the 

industry. In the first place, even though special statutes for labor 

relations may have been enacted, agencies for enforcement of such rights 

may not exist or procedures for harxlling such issues as allegations of 

unfair labor practices may not be specified. 

Secondly, transit enployees in acme states are a priviledged class 

of public workers, possessing rights often in excess of tlx>se granted to 

llllnicipal E!ll)loyees generally. Realization of this situation will becane 

1ncreas1ngly apparent to other local goverranent employees 1n cOOling years. 

If rrunicipal transit employees possess the right to org.anize , to bargain, 

and to resort to third- party resolution of disputes , it will be difficult 

to defend the denial of "equal protection" to sanitation workers, cle~ 

ical employees, or teachers. 

In the same vein, there is increasing likelihocd that transit bar­

gaining settlements nay spill over into the negotiations of other 

unionized public enployees. wage levels in transit are already higher 

than those oi' most municipal workers and Job-protect ion clauses in con­

tracts are also more ~letely developed. Jlbreover?.- the use of cost-of-
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liv1ng "escalator" prov1siona, 'While ccmoonplace :1n transit labor agree­

ments, is alrooat unknown :1n public labor-i'l6l'l8gE!lllt ~-

Transit property rranagers :1n the sample generally felt that 1n the 

future less E!lll)hasis should be placed on national transit wage patterns 

and m:ire an local settlements 1n the area :1n which the particular transit 

barga1n1ng took place. Certainly, if local public sector conditions be­

come lr!portant benchnarks, contract settlements :1n transit w1ll take a 

different form. Cb the other ham., for the naragers of other local gov­

errrnents already under heavy burdens of fiscal constraints , the prospect 

that transit settlements will beccme mre influential :1n other local 

public sector negotiations nay be oost unwelccme. 

'!he Inpact of Public Subsidies 

In 1975 public subsidies arrounted to $1. 7 billion, covering m:ire ti 

40 percent of the transit industry's operating expenses.1 Federal grants 

have been provided primarily for capital acquisition and demonstration 

projects, -...tille the states and rrunicipaliti es have supplied t he bulk of 

the operating subs:ldies. I t is not difficult to understand under the 

circtm1Stances -..my the advent of public financing should generate consid­

erable opt:lmism among transit e!Jl)loyees. 'lhe precarious econanic nature 

of the industry under private ownership severely ]jmited transit unions' 

barga1n1ng po-.rer and l eft a residue of feeling aroong employees t hat, 

through low wages, they were subsidizing the operati on of transit pro­

perties. 

1
American Public Transit Association , Transit Fact Book , 1975- 1976 

Fditioo (Washington: APrA, 1976), pp. 25-26. 

:,;!:;;. ·-- ~.....___,_ ... ~~ ...... 

262 

un:ier the circumstances , concern has been eJCI)l'essed t hat access to 

public tax 11Dnies would create a ''bottcmless pit" mentality in bargaining. 

Critics opposed to federal capital and operating assistance programs 

have argued that operating subsidies, because of union power , would result 

:1n waste or dissipation of funds through union econanic gains .
2 

In addi­

tion, it was also contended that the unions' abili ty to raise wages 

i.ould force transit ma.nag-era to overcapitalize, seeking to lower labor 

costs with higher productivity.3 

'!he :lmpact of tax-based revenues, however, can be expected to affect 

collective~ 1n transit 1n di!'ferent ways, depe~ on the 

purpose for which funds are to be allocated and the source !'ran which 

trny are received. Respondents at sarrple properties felt that funding of 

capital or dernonstration projects would have little :lmpact on collective 

bargain1ng. Further, operating assi stance, to the extent that it is of a 

fixed ruoount and distributed by f ornula in the manner of federal Section 

5 grants, also would have l:lmited :lmpact on transit collective bargaining. 

en the otrer hand, funds derived frail general tax revenues, whether 

local or federal , that are allocated silrply on the basis of general oper­

ating defi ci t s ~d provide t he least constraint on barga:1ning and in 

turn on the developrent of' unl1mited-ability-to-pay mentalities. It is 

also clear, however, that locally derived subsidy funds carry tre greatest 

2See, for exani)le , Lyle Fitch :1n Per spectives on Federal Transpor­
tation Policy, ed. James C. Miller,III (Washington: .American Enterprise 
Institute for Public Policy Research, 1975) , •pp. 143- 144. 

3aeoz.ge Hilton, '"Ille Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Program," 
in Ibid . , p. 143. 

,lj. 
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portent for adverse public reaction ani political intervention in bar­

gajning. It does rot seem unreasonable to speculate that perceived 

abuses of local public funds would bring relatively rapid retribution to 

transit labor and management . 

Given the existing mix of public assistance programs, meth:xis of 

.financing, am sources of payment, :It is difficult to aITive at an un­

equivocal assessnent of the direct :!JIU)act of such subsidies on labor 

relations 1n the 1n:lustry. Any program, whether public or private, trat 

1nlproves the ecoocmic condition of the in:lustry would rave 1nlpl1cat:lons 

for the general level of transit anployment am wages. 

The ~tooe of operating subsidies am t he controversy surrounding 

their use COJ!i)els us first to attempt to evaluate as precisely as possible 

whether differences exist between private am public systems with regi9,I'd 

to wages , penalty t:!me, and service levels. Secord, within the public 

sector, it is appropriate to ask whether increased subsidies lead to 

increased wages, roore penalty t:lme, an:l increased service. Finally, what 

:ls the connection between wage levels and subsidies? 'lllat is, do high 

wages lead tc h:!gh operati~ deficits that 1n turn require high subsidies? 

Using 1960 to 1973 data for 55 systems, the stooy investigp.ted these 

questions by means of a series of lllllt:lple regression roodels. '!he 

resulting analysis 1n:licated consistently that there was no statisti­

cally si@rlificant difference attributable to public ownership 1n the 

aspects of labor cost inclooed in the roodel. Further, no statistically 

signi~cant relationships were found between subsidies an:1 wages, hours 

of Service, penalty payments, or fares. We reiterate, however, trat data 

limi~~tions may rave prevented us fran identifying significant relatioo-
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ships , an:l therefore these f1n11ngs should be regi9,I'ded as h1ghly tenta­

tive. We believe, mwever , that if the necessary data are collected , as 

is contenplated under Project FARE, the roodel set forth :In this study can 

be used as a basis for policy recarmen:lations. 

'Ih..ts, whil e the effects of public subsidy are difficult to measure 

1n a direct am precise way, by inference we can identify changes 1n 

euployment am wages that have occurred during the sh:l1't to public owner­

sllip and logically seem to be associated with the availability of tax­

based supplements to transit incane. For exaJll)le, one very roticeable 

change is that 1n the lat e 1960s the falling level of employment 1n the 

1n:lustry bottonro out at approxiiretely 138,000 (:It had been 242,000 1n 

4 1945) and bel?Pfl to cllni> a¢n, reaching nearly 160,000 1n 1975. 

The shirt to public ownership coincides with a rising real wage 

l evel for the 1n:lustry' s €!!{)loyees. Using as a measure the mean real 

rrwdmum hourly wage rate of bus operators, the stooy found trat wages 

were up 77 percent over the 1960 to 1975 period. 'Ihe increase was par­

ticularly marked for the latter ralf of t he 15- year period under study. 

In addition , bus operator wages kept pace with unionized truck drivers :1.."l 

the cities \'tlere sanple properties were located and in fact surpassed the 

gains of mmufacturing employees by a considerable narg1n. 5 The 1nlpor­

tance of public funds to t hese wage changes is suggested by the case of 

4Transit Fact Book, p. 38. 

5Transit rat 3s 1n the 25 sampl e cities were 5 percent lower ttan 
average earnings 1n manufacturing 1n those cities 1n 1960 but were 14 
percent higher 1n 1975. 
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Clevelarrl 1n l'hich rare box revenues by law could mt be subsidized and 

wage levels ror bus operators re11 relative to caiparahle systems. 

'lhe Special Gase of Secti on 13(c) 

Any s~ up of the :lnpact or public ownership an:i subsidy llllSt 

glve particular attention to Section 13(c) or the Urban Miss Transpor­

tation Act or 1964. It was, of course , labor' s pr.lee ror support of tMI'A 

an:i has been a lightning rod for controversy over public control of the 

:!n1ustry. It was oonten:ied, as. the review 1n Chapter IV recounted, that 

unions would use the provision to veto or delay receipt or federal assi s­

tance as ''blackmail" for barga1n1ng gains. Industry spokespersons· also 

predicted that the U.S. Oepa.rtm:mt of Labor would 1npose onerous labor­

protecti on settlements on transit nanagers to t he detriment of efficient 

system operation. 

'lhe study foum that none or the fears was borne out by the exper­

ience of the parties invol ved with 13(c). Certi.f:l.cations were infre­

quent ly denied, the inl>ositi on of terms by the Department of labor have 

been rare, an:i process~ t:lme for applicatioos 1s be~ shortened. In 

fact, labor an:i nanagenent officials at the 25 S81Jl)le properti es visited 

expressed satisfaction with the procedures now 1n force for ireet:tng l3{c) 

requirements . 

Fran a substantive aspect, transit resporxl.ents could not identify 

extensive expenlltures for job displacement, disnissal allowances, re­

training, or relocation. '!his is not to conclude that all parties have 

coire to accept the procedures an:i provisions or 13(c) . 'Iransit managers 

in particular have cha.fed urxl.er its rules an:i aaninistration and have 

argued that there 1s no Just 1.f1cation ror app~ 13(c) to nontakeover 

.,. 
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capital grants an:i deroonstration projects and especially to operat~ 

subsidies. 'lhe participation of national union officers 1n local nego­

tiations of 13(c) ~nts is a :f\lrther sore point with manage;-ent . 

M..lch of the concern over 13(c ), thus , has taken the form or anticipated 

effects, JOOSt of' which have yet to be realized. 

In retrospect , the labor protection provisions of 13(c), perraps 

unexpectedly, have been far less a factor 1n the relationahips of transit 

labor and managenent than the requir'eoonts that continued collective 

bargaining rights. In the latter case, althougn the evidence is mixed , 

loss of such rights ~d have acca!l)allied the conversion to public 

ownership in 1MJ1Y cases. 'lhe consequence wruld have been a high inci­

dence or labor conflict whose effects -would have disrupted transportation 

services 1n many cities for years afterwards . 

The Fut ure of 'n"'ansit Labor Relations 

Urban mass transportation is an irrlustry whose transition to .full 

public sector status reue1ns to be carrpleted. At the present rocment 

transit labor and nanagement have succeeded 1n reta1n1ng many of the posi­

tive characteristics of their former private sector relationship while 

benef'it:tng from access to public furxllng and support. As a consequence, 

transit ' s unique bran:!. of private sector collective ba.r!!;a1n:1ng has been 

carried on within a governmental context almost unchanged 1n structure 

or process. 

'!he negnitude an:i apparent intractability of social an:i fiscal 

problems of Anerican cities suggest, however , that transit rronagement and 

labor cannot f or long rerrain insulated !'ran other public sector bar­

gaining pressures. As :Implied in t he preceding section of the report, 
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the full transfornation of transi t 1nsti tut1oos into goverrmental unit s 

has a rn.mber of potential]y far-reaching ~ lications . • 

First, transit labor relations may becane Just another aspect of 

local public sector bargaining and greater accamxxlation will have to be 

rrade by transit labor and nanagement to local wages and world.ng condi­

tions. Secom, the probability is h1gh that , 1n turn, local public 

workers will themselves see the value of keying their own org;inizational 

status and barga1n1ng deimnds to transit patterns as a new "orbit of 

coercive ccmparison. " Downl'ISI'1 pressures on transit settlement th.Ls may 

increase while, at the sanJ! t1me , upward pressures on other local public 

sector enployee settlenents increase. 'lhese pressures may lead to higher 

levels of conflict 'Ullless greater reliance is placed on arbitration. 

It should be emphasized that transit labor relations have featured 

the use of interest arbitration for many years. Q1ly in recent years 

has this procedure been statutorily adopted for use in the settlement of 

disputes involving essential public services. In the past decade, about 

a dozen states have passed laws that provide far the arbi tration of 

police, firefigllter, and other essential-service disputes . Perhaps, in 

the fuLctre, these laws w111 be extemed to cover local transit. Because 

of the historic A'IU reliance on arbitration, the union probably would not 

oppose t his developnent as strongly as might other unions which adhere 

more faithfully to the traditional private-sector-union right-to-strike 

ideology. 

An alternative picture for the future is one under which national 

leg:!.sla,tion is passed giving all local goverrrnent employees full bar­

gaining rigllts and the legal right to strike, subject to the constraint 

that the strike may be enjoined ii' it i s sl:lo\,,n to em.anger the baalth or 

-~~ ....... ~~ 
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safety of the commmity. If such legislation is passed, public sector 

bargaining generally may becoue uore like private sector barg;i:irung, and 

transit barg;aining will seem less unique. Under those circumstances, tilt 

pressures to change transit labor relations may not be as gr-eat as has 

been suesested. 

Also, ii' public sector barg;i:1rung is brought under the pri vate 

sector statute, transit unioo reliance on Section 13(c) would be d1min-

1shed because barga1n1ng rigllts wcw.d no longer be emangered by the 

shirt from the private to the public sector. At the present writing 

(late sumer 1977) , however, it seems unlikely that public sector bar­

gaining will be brought under the private sector act within the next 

few years . It seems rwre likely that state public sector barga.ining 

legislation will be enacted and that rrore groups , possibly incllrling 

local transit workers, will be given the rigllt t o arbitrate t .heir dis­

putes about the tenns of new agreenents. 

Th1rd, in the future, contractually stipulated work rules may be­

COIie ouch rrore salient in the relations between transit labor and nan­

agement . Although the issues of work scheduling and penalty t1me have 

occasioned considerable rhetoric , they have mt been a rmjor cause of 

bargaining inpasses. Even in the days of the Wustry's most dire fin­

ancial straits, the parties were able to coexist umer the rules. Today, 

however, when costs are increasing and highly touted technol ogical 

advances cannot be applied :!nm:x:1:1.ately because of financial, political , 

arxl. technical considerati ons, increased efficiency will have to cane in 

the short run from better utilization of existing t ransit labor am not 

through substitution of capital for labor or the creation of parall el or 
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carpeting transportation systems. 6 

'lhe A'IU an::l other transi t unions have already dem:>nstrated they will 

not voluntarily. forgo "hard wan" job protection, wage levels, or union 

security. 'lherefore, approaches to productivity issues, if ll8jor conflict 

is to be avoided, nay necessarily 1nvolve productivity ~ arxl/or 

eane fonn ·of the labo~t productivity an::l anployioont camdttees 

now the subj ect of e,cper:lmentatioo 1n such industries as steel and retail 

focd. 

'lhe fourth po1nt which nows froln the integration of transit 1nto 

the public sector is the 11kel :1rood that politics will come t o play an 

1ncreas:1ngly ~rtant role 1n the labor relations of the in:lustry. The 

growing financial stake of the cities 1n their transit systems will make 

it 1ncreas1ngly difficult for the parties to insulate themselves fran the 

local political process. Political criteria now play an ~t role 

1n decisions involving fare sett1ng, service levels, and financing. 

Given the close relationship between fares, financing, deficits, and wages, 

there is no logical reason to expect that politics will not bec<::ffl:! a more 

~rtant factor 1n the relationship. 

Finally, the uncertainty of forecasting accurately the future of' 

transit labor relations is increased by forces which are beyon:1 the con­

trol of labor, mmagenent, or even public authorities at the l ocal level. 

<ri the one han::l, the general perfonnance of the U.S. ecoOO!\Y ras a direct 

and obvious 1mpact en l ocal transit labor relations. '!he rate of inna­

tion is particularly ~rtant 1n barga1n.1ng in this industry because of 

~ Paratransit or demand responsive schemes, also are unlikely to 
make !1XlI'e than marginal changes in the delivery of urban transit ser­
vices. 

..,. 
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the prevalence of cost-of-liv1ng clauses. Of inq:>ortance also are levels 

of growth and Ul'lell'Q)loyment which affect tax collections, priorities to 

be placed on other services provided by public authorities, and ultimately, 

revenue ava1.labl e to transi t properties both through the fare box and 

subsidies. 

An uncertain social climate 1n the ll8jor cities is an additional 

factor of rrajor potential for transit labor relations. In nany urban 

areas, the population an::l, 1n turn, the transit ~rkforce have caoo to 

be COflllOsed largely of minorities. As yet transit labor org;mlzations 

have only min1ma.lly adjusted their leadership an::l barga1n.1ng activiti es 

to this develoi:;ment. In the can:ing years the pressures for greater 

accOOIOOdation are likely to grow, particularly if general urban economic 

and social con:liti ons worsen. 

Fmally, a rrajor question rrerk is the future policies of the federal 

gove:mirent. 'Il'lus, cont1nued coomitrrent to solving the general problans 

of urban housing, education, am welfare, but particularly energy and 

transportation, are crucial to maintenance of gajns the 1ndustry has 

achieved s1nce the lat e 1960s. Withoot federal support , one can only 

speculate what Mure awaits mass transit and its labo~ement 

relations. 
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APPENDIX I-1 

SAMPIE :r:omr:IFICATIOO: FIELD IN'1ERVlEWS 

SAMPIE SYSI'!Ml: 

Albany, New York 
Eoward Guire, B.isiness· Agent 

Arrl Financial Secretary 
Amalgal!Bted Transit Union, 

I.ocal 1321 

Rooert'·Manz 
General !l'anager 
capital Diot rict Transportation 

Authority 

Atlanta I Georgia 
Gurtis Jacobs 
President 
ArraJ.ganated Transit Union, 

Local 732 

Donald Volknan 
Assistant General Manager for 

Transit Operations 
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid 

Transit Authority 

Bal tiJoore I r,m,y land 
Elmer StUTP 
President and Business Agent 
Analg;mated Transit Union, 

Local 1300 

Joe Garvey 
General »mager 
Mass Transit Administration of 

Mary1and, ~tropolitan · 
Transit System 

Boston, Massacmsetts 
Arrericoa Curto 
Business Agent 
AmaJ.gamated Transit Union, 

Local 589 

Albert Dorerty 
E)rq>loyee Delegate 
AIIBJ.g;amated Transit Union, 

Local 589 

George O'Brien 
Manager of Iabor Relations 
Massachusetts Bay Transit 

Authority 

Buff~ York 
Ro Decker 
Executive Vice-President 
Niagpra Frontier Transit Authority 

Charlotte I North Garolina 
Al Warlick 
Chrlnmn, Cannittee of AdjustnEnts 
United Transportati on Union, 

Division 1715 

Roger l>t.lllis 
Vice-Chairnan, Ccmnittee of 

Adj ustrrents 
United Transportation Union, 

Division 1715 

T.E. Ganbs 
General r.w--~r 
Charlotte Transit System 

Chi~o, Illinois 
l Barley 

President and &lsiness Agent 
Arnalgpirated Transit Union, 
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Local 241 

Charles Hall 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Amalgamated Transit Union, 

Local 241 

~ ,lll'q_-,._...-,..,~ 

~ 
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Joseph Stevens 
Special Assistant to the 

Cha.moan and Manager of 
labor and Caml.lnity 
Relations 

Chicago Transit Authority 

John Aurand 
General Mninistrative l'tl.nager 
Chicago Transit Authority 

Clevelani, Ohio 
Peter Albertine 
President and Business Agent 
Arralganated Transit Uniat, 

Local 268 

Leonard Ronis 
General Manager 
Greater Clevelam Regicnal 

Transit Authority 

Dallas, Texas 
Ike 'lrurnan 
President 
Amalgamated Transit Un1at, 

Local 1338 

Haner Eley 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Arralganated Transit Unioo, 

Local 1338 

Marvin Dodson 
Vice -President 
Amalgamated Transit Union, 

I.ocal 1338 

M.I. ~th 
Presonnel Director 
Dallas Transit System 

Denver I Colorado 
Crarles Moshe,. 
President 
Amalgamated Transit Unicn, 

I.ocal 1001 

Joln· Sjnpson 
Executive Director an:i General 

lwlager 
Regiooal Transportation District 

Hap Fay 
Director of Personnel 
Regicnal Transportaticn District 

Erie I Pennsylania 
Oscar Leeker 
Financial Secretary am. '.lreasurer 
Arralgamated Transit Unioo, 

Local 568 

'lbcmas Burke 
General Manager 
Erie Metrq,olltan Transit Autoorit 

lhmtingtoo, West Vjrgin.1a 
Luster Grubb 
President 
Analg;mated Transit Union, 

Local 1171 

lrubert Foster 
Financial ·Secretary 
Arralgamated Transit Unicn, 

Local 1171 

James Ayres 
Oeneralllmlager 
Tri-state Transit Authority 

Richard Bolen 
Attorney 
Retained by Tri-State Transit 

Auth:>rity 

Los A$eles, CaUfornia 
Farl Clark 
General Cha.moan 
United Transportaticn Union, SCR'ID 

Divisioo 
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.Jom s . Wilkens 
Manager of r)rployee Relations 
Southern callf"arnia Rapid 

Transit District 

Madison, Wisoonsin 
Merle Baker 
a!siness Agent 
International Brotheroood 

of Teamsterlf, CrauffetmS, 
warehrusanen am. Helpers 

Frank Matone 
GeneralManager 
M:ldison Metro 

'lb:llas ~son 
Assistant Manager 
Mad1son Metro 

Menph1s1 Tennessee 
Iuther Hall 
Financial Secretary 
Alnal@nated Transit Unioo, 

Local 713 

'llx:mas Evans 
General Manager 
Memphis Transit · Authority 

Miami~rida 
Be Clarke 
President 
Transport Workers Union, 

I.ocal 291 

Amrew Hauer 
General Manager 
Metropolitan Dade County 

Transit Agency 

Milwaukee ~cnsin 
John 
President and Business Agent 
Alnal@nated Transit Union, 

Local 998 
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G.C. larsctl 
Vice-President and Assistant for 

Cperations 
Milwaukee an:l SUburban Transport 

M1nneapolis, Minnesota 
Arnie Entzel 
President and Business Agent 
Amalgarrated Transit Union, 

I.ocal 1005 

Richard Ryan 
Assistant a!siness Agent 
Amalgamated Transit Union, 

Local 1005 

Harry w. ~ringer 
General Mmsger 
Metropolitan Transit Collnission: 

Transit ~rating Divisiat 

Low.s B. Olsen 
Assistant General 1'mlager 
Metropolitan Transit camrt.ssion: 

Transit Operating Divisioo 

Jom Cepell 
Assistant for labor Relations 
Metropolitan Transit canntesion: 
~sit ~ting Divisicn 

oaJcJ.and I calif ornia 
George Garcia 
President 
~ted Transit Union, 

I.ocal 192 

LI.oyd Hadden 
Secretary-Treasurer 
~ted Transit Union, 

I.ocal 192 

Robert J. Shamoon 
Manager of Personnel 
AC Transit 
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O!Bra ae:Jabraska 
CSrpenter 

President 
Transport Workers Union, 

Local 223 

Joeeph Parco 
InteI'llatimal Representative 
Tranaport Workers Union 

John O'Connor 
Attorney 
Retained by Transport Workers 

Union, Local 223 

Robert I.ager 
Manager of Ehployee Relatione 
Transit Authority of the City 

of Onaha 

Phllade~ Pennsylvania Ned . 
President 
Transport Workers Union, 

Local 234 

Josepn Parco 
International Representative 
Transport Workers Union 

Providence I Rhode Island 
Henry M:>lloy 
President and fusiness Agent 
Amalgamated Transit Unia,, 

Local 618 

James Graebner 
General 1'tlnager 
Rhode Island Public Tranait 

Authority 

San Di{f, California 
°'1.vi M:>ore 
President 
Amalgamated 'lxan5it 1.Jnioo, 

Local 1309 

'I'tx:m:ls Prior 
General Manager 
San Diego 'n'ansit Authority 

27IJ 

'Th.caJB, was~ 
Ila1ald n 
fusiness Agent and Financial 

Secretary 
Amalgamated 'n'ansit Union, 

Local 758 
~lea Walsh 
Director of Transportatim 
Taccma Transit System 

Washingtmt'C. 
George vis 
President 
Amalgamated Transit Unicn, 

Local 689 

J. Godfrey futler 
Assistant General Counsel for 

Labor Relatioos 
Washington ~tro Area 'lransit 

Authority 

ADDITIONAL RESPONIE!ffll: 

Walter Bierwagen 
International Vice-President and 

Director of Public Affairs 
Amalgamated 'lransit Union 

H. R. Biddle 
Vice-President and Regional 

Manager 
American Transit Corporation 
St . Louie, Missouri 

John A. °'1.sh 
Industry Consultant 
Haverford, Pennsylvania 

I:evid Fox 
staff Attorney and Legislative 

Analyst 
American Public 'lransit Association 
Washington, D.C. 

Toonas lbck 
Attorney 
ATE Mmagenent and Service Canpany, 

Inc. 
C1nc1nneti, Ohio 

Joseph Madison 
Research Director 
Transport Workers Union 
Washington, D.C. 

Harry Platt 
Arbitrator 
Detroit, Mic~ 

Joseph Poquette 
President 
City Coach Lines 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Ph111p R1ngo 
President 
ATE Management and Service 

Colpany, Inc. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 

'l'IX:.llas Roth 
laborfureauof theMiddle 

West 
Washington, D.C. 

Herman sternstein 
Labor Bureau of the Middle 

West 
Washington, D.C. 

Iary 'lud 
Chief of the Division of 

~loyee Protection 
U.S. Department of labor 
Washington, D.C. 
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'llWiSIT SURVEY 

INruSTIUAL ffiLATIOOS RE.SF.ARCH INSTI'IUIE 

PffiJECT M-11-0001! 

1975 - 1976 

---------------:-------
~: ----------- -------
~•s PCll:rI'lIJf: _____________ _ 

CYrnER PAffi'ICIPOO'S: ______________ _ 

DA'rn: -------------------
IN'IBRVIEW OORATIOO: 

lNIERVlEWER: ---------------

~= 
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RESPCmE CARD #1: 
(~stion 117) 

-~ .. .. -

.. -.... - -.- -... ~- - .. :.. .. ~.._ ... "...;"" - .• .,,:~ ~-.r- --~IIWo~...;:-........... 

277 

System ~=------
BAR'.lAINmJ }{[S'fORY 

New Contract Negotiations fran 1958 to Present 

l.leg:1Jn1ng w1 th Method by which New Contract Terms were Deter-' 
1958, 1rxl1cate mined (check ore for each contract) 
year 1n which 
each new labor 
agreement took Negotiated Strike f'ol- Strike f'ol- Arbitra-
effect Settlement la.wed by ed by tion 

Negotiated Arbitration 
Settlement 



RESPONSE CARD #2 
(Question II)) 
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Syst em Name: _______ _ 

UNION AND MANAGEMENT BARGAINING TACTICS 

What tactics have the union and management used in negotiations 
while system has been under public ownership? Please explain. 

1. Strike, Lockout 

2. Sl owdown (work to rule) , stringent enforcement of contract 
provi sions or other system rules 

3. Use of press or other media to influence public opinion 

4. Direct appeal to politicians, political bodies, or the judicial 
system 

.,_ 

~ - ¥ ;~..._ .'£"",,,.~ -·~ - ~ --

RESPONSE CARD #3 
( Q.lestion #9( c)) 
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System Name: _ _____ _ 

Are there situations 1n which you feel that you could achieve a 
11Xlre favorable outcane with an arbitrated than a negotiated settlement? 

1n recession or periods of ecorx:rnic downturn. 

tn periods of inflation. 

when for political reasons the other party to negotiat ions is 
taking a hard line 1n bargaWng. 

when seeking to introduce, substantially alter or rem:>ve a wage 
escalator (cost of living provision). 

when atteni>t1ng to introduce new contract provisions. 

when atte,ipt1ng to substantially alter work rule provisions . 

1n the face of recent changes 1n nansgement persoonel. 

1n the face of recent changes 1n rranagerrent personnel. 

1n pericxls of transition 1n local union rrembership. 

ot>-v,r, please specify __________________ _ 



RBSFCtffi CARD 18 
(Q.testia, 

Always 

l 

Often 

2 
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System N!:llle: --- ----

sanetimes Seldan Never 

3 4 5 

APPENDIX I-2 

'IBANSIT MANA@!ENI' lNIERVIEW SCllIDJLE 

Industrial Relations Research Institute 

lMl'A ProJ ect WI - 11 - 0004 

1975 - 1976 

NOIB TO lN1DWIEWER: r-t3ny of the qu~sti ons 1n the attached interview 
schedule are followed by words or phrases 1n parentheses. '1'11.s 
information is meant to be indicative of the desired type of 
respoose and should not be read to the respordent unless there 
is oo alternative way to make clear the intent of the questia,. 

•••••••• 
IlfflUXJC'IORY qJESTICNS: 

1 ) How la,g have you been serving as (job title€ ? Did you 
previously oold any other position 1n t his sys em? (Follow-up with 
questions to discover any other Job experience 1n transit or else­
where) Are you currently involved in labor relations activities 
1n any wa:J? (Policy l!Bking, grievances, during bargaining, etc . ) 

2) (a) How long has a collective bargaining relationship existed 1n 
yrur finn? 

(b) How loog has the present unicn represented operators? 
Other Ellt)loyees? (Are rraintenance €11i>loyees represented by 
same unioo?) 

(c) (If t here has been a change of unioos) What factors precipita­
ted the change 1n unions? 

3) (If rmintenance E!llilloyees are not 1n the same union) What 1npact , if 
any, does the fact trat operators an:1 rraintenance workers are repre­
sented by different unions have on labor relations? Wix> is pattern 
setter? 

4) How do you view your role as an €f!Ployer 1n local rress transit : 
(a) Do you coosider mass transit 1n your city to be an essential 

service? 
(b) Wrat other l ocal g:,vernment functions would you consider to be 

of a s1m1lar degree of essentiality? 

SECTICN 0-IE: 

The following questions pertain to collective barga1n1ng ard 1Jrpasse 
resolution. 
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5) (a) What i s the cCJ!l)Osition of your bargairung teem? 
(b) Who rrakes the key decisions prior to and during negotiations? 

(i.e., woo defines darmrls, makes wage decisions , 1s the 
tact i cian - where is the locus of power?) What role 1s 
played by the National Union? 

6) (a) 

(b} 

7) (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

What role do local politics play 1n contract negotiaticns? 
(Who and how?) Do you view this level of involvem?nt as 
leg1t1mate? .. . constructive? 
Has the wuon attempted to circumvent nornal barga1n1ng 
channels with direct appeals to politic!ians or political 
bodies? (~ct?) 

In the post-1960 period, how have labor agreements been achieved 
(e.g., negotiated settlem?nt, strike , arbitrati on - use Re­
sponse Card #1) . 
What rave been the key issues to settlement or the issues 
rerrmn1ng unresolved at the point of :tn;:asse? (e.g., last 
issue or issues on the table) 
(If there has been a strike) Where strikes rave occurred, how 
long did they last? • . . how were they resolved? (e.g. , was 
there any political intervention or court involvement?) 
Is the strike - or strike threat - an effective union sanction 
(weapon) 1n urban ness transit? (Re: barga1n1ng power, outccmes) 

8) Which of these tactics listed oo this sheet rave the union am nanage­
ment atterrpted to use to influence the outcome of negotiations? 
Explain. (while system was under public ownership - use Response 
Card 112) 

9) (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

<eJ 
(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

10) Qnit 

ll) (a) 

What 1B the "appropriate" metrod of :!Jll)asse resolution for 
contract disputes in local transit? 
(If the answer to (a) is arbitration) Are there any situations 
in which yoo feel the strike might be preferable? 
Are there ciz'cimstances 1n which you feel you could achieve 
rrore with an arbitrated than a negotiated settlement? (Allow 
to a.>1Swer, t hen use Response Card 113) 
Does your current labor agreement contain an interest arbitra­
tion clause? (If oo), Did it in the pa.st? 
Are you mandated by system crerter or other legislation to 
arbitrate contract disputes? 
Does (or would) the presence of a contractual or legislatively 
:lnposed requirement to arbitrate t!UCh disputes 1nfl.uence the 
likelirood of achieving a negotiated settlement? 
Does the use of arbitration lead to reliance on arbitration in 
following negotiations? (Narcotic effect) 
What role, if any, ras mediation played in recent negotiations? 

Using t his scale, row w::iuld yoo characterize the militancy of 
the unicn nanbership in the pursuit of ~ objectives? 
(Use Response Card 114) 

~~--·-· 
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ll ) Continued 
(b) . . . the militancy of the local Wlion leadership . • . (Use 

Response Card 114) 

12) Please answer the next four questions (12 a-<l) using this scale 
(Use Response Card #5) 
(a) How would you est1mate trat current operator ' s earningi5 

c~ with Crnt)arable local public €1!1)loyees? ••. with the 
earnings of local truck drivers? .•. with the average earn­
ings of local manufacturing w::irkers? 

(b} How does the current operator ' s wage rate ca!i)are with the wage 
rate received by operators in the transit in:lustry as a wrole? 
. . . with operators by systems of canparable size? 

(c) How do the current fringe benefits received by operators com­
pare with other public €!ll)loyees? . .. with bus drivers 1n 
other systems? ... with bus drivers in systems of caiparable 
size? · 

(d) How does the ~ti.Xie of recent contractual increases ccmpare 
with gains made by these other groups? (e.g., anrual % change) 
Local public errployees? Local truck drivers? Local nnnufac­
turing workers? &ls drivers in general? fus drivers in sys­
tems of crnt)arable size? 

13) (a) Do you consider your firm to be pr1mar1ly a pattern-setter, 
independent, or a pattern-follower in contract negotiations? 

(b) In ternis of raving :Impact on the ootcane of bargaining what 
group or groups of eirployees are the rost :Important canpari­
scns? (as to wages or benefits received). Please rate each 
according to its :lnportance (use Response Card #6) . 

14) Does the current labor agreemmt contain a cost-<>f-living provision? 
(wage escalator) How and when was this achieved? Has the fo:rmJla 
been changed since introduction? Do you anticipate any changes in 
the formula in forthcom1ng negotiations? (If no COIA,) Is cost of 
living protection an :lnportant union objective? 

15) (a) Sare have suggested trat the level an:i scope of wark rule pre­
visions carrnon in the transit in:lustry take 1'ran rranageirent's 
hams the ability to neke management decisions ard ras had 
serioos effects on the system efficiency. How do yoo react to 
this statement? 

(b) Are there any contract provisions which yoo fin:l particularly 
troublesane? (identify) 

(c) can non-product ive hoors be reduced appreciably throogh nego­
tiated contract changes? (or is the level inherent t o charac­
terist ics of the industry?) 

16) Are there any subjects which you view as inappropriate f or bargain­
ing? (identify and explain) 

17) (a) Wrat new issues rave appeared in negotiations 1n recent years? 
(b) Are there issues yoo see gaining in prcminance 1n upccrning 

negotiations? Do yoo rave particular bargaining objectives 
for the future? Are there areas where you expect the union to 

• 
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17) Contimled 
seek substantial contractual rrodif'ications? 

18) How do you view the future of' labor relations 1n your system? (any 
crises oo the horizon?) 

19) What recomnerdatioo or reccmnematioos do yru have f'or inproving the 
quality of union~t relatioos 1n transit? 

SOCTION 00: 

.. 
:.-..... . ·~-

'!be next set of questions relate to recent corporate history and particu­
larly to the public acquisitioo of the system. 

20) (a) What were the circumstances leading to public takeover? (What 
forces or critical events? ) 

(b) Onit 

21) (a) 

(b) 

(c ) 

(d) 

22) (a) 
(b) 

(c) 

What were the l egal jnplications of takeover on ~loyee r1ghts? 
(i.e. , barga1n1ng r1ghts) 
What ordinances, enab~ legis lation, statutes, or resolutions 
currently govern or influence labor relations? (process or 
outcanes) 
What r1ghts do eni>loyees currently possess? (e . g . , r ight to , 
bargain, scope of barga1n1ng, Ull)asse resolution, union securi- j 
ty?) 
Have these rights ever been t ested or challenged by litigation 
(e. g., court, NLRB, l3(c)?) 

I 
Did public acquisition affect the collective ba.rg;a1n1ng process?! 
Did public acquisition affect barga1n1ng rutcanes? Specif'icall.yj 
has public ownership resulted 1n higher, about the same, or 
lower wage settlements than would have otherwise occurred? (if 
higher or lower, explain) . 
. • • higher levels of fringe benef'its than would have otherwise I 
occurred? (~les, and explain) 

23) Pl ease in::licate whether you strongly agree, agree , neither agree nor 
disagree, disagree or strongly disagree wit h each of the following 
statements. (Use Respa,se Gard 117) 
(a) Public sector eni>loyees shruld have the r1ght to bargain 

collectively. 
(b) Public sector enployees with the exception of those workers 

directly engaged in protecting public safety and health 
(police, f'1re, prison guards , etc. ) should have the same 
r1ght to strike possessed by private sector workers . 

(c) Because the prof'it rotive 1s absent 1n public systems, there 
is little chance for efficiency. 

(d) labor unions tend to have rore strength in publicly owned 
systems than under private ownership. 

• 
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211) (a) (IT 1.111kooMn) Is t he (name) system a IIJ.l1l1ci­
pal department, an 1ndepenient transit authority, or an in::le­
pendent transit district with t he ability to l evy taices? 

(b) How does yoor system structure influence the bargaining process 
or barga1n1ng outcanes carpared to what would be the case under 
alternati ve forms? (City Dept., 'lransit Authority, Transit 
Authority with taic1ng power) 

25) (a) (If U11known) D:>es an rutsi de nanagenent caqiany run your 
system? 

(b) 

(c) 

(If there 1s a nmiagement coopany) When and under what c1rci.m­
stances was a ~ conpany introduced? (Distinguish 
between 13(c) - Menphis Fornrula - and other reasoos) 
Does the nanagement coopany serve as the enployer of record? 
• • .nal<e ~loyment decisions? . . . set policy concerning day 
to day qierations? •. . have the authority to negotiate t he 

(d) 
terrm of a collective agreement? 
Advantages and disadvantages for labor relations of using a 
managenent coopany as the enployer of record. 

26) Where ani row i s your annual bu:lget derived? Who is involved in 
this process? 

27) (a) What are your sources of funds other than t he farebox? (not 
interested 1n dollar anounts) - revenue bonis, taxation, 
local ei:>veniment subsidies, other) 

{b) 

(c) 

(If receiving operating assistance) How l'Ol'lg have yar been 
receiving operating assistance? 
Has t he percentage of costs met through the farebox changed 
appreciably in recent years? (How has increasing deficit been 
fumed) 

(d) Have UMI'A capital assistance funds been received? 

28) liaB the receipt of capital assistance funds had any effect on the 
barga:1n:1ng process or on barga1n1.ng outcanes? Specif'ically: 

., 

(a) Does receiving capital assistance funis influence wage levels 
to be higher than they would otherwise be? (If yes , how?) 

(b) Are other bargaining outcomes influenced in any wey? 
(c) Is the bargaining relationship affected in any other ways? 

(e . g . , bargaining process , the nature of' arguments 1n neei:>tia­
tions?) 

29) Same as previous questioo, but ... operating assistance funds . 

30) (a) What is the current fare ani recent rare history? (brieny) 
(b) Do the level of fares or fare changes influence bargaining in 

any way? (expl ain) 

SECTION THREE: 

This portion of the interview concerns the labor Protective· Provisions, 
Section 13(c) , of f'ederal capital and operating assistance. 
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31) Have you (oz, your system) ever negot.1ated a 13(c) agreement? When 
was-the f'1rlst agreement? Did t his (or any other 13(c)) involve 
funds for system acqu181t1oo? Does the 13(c) governing system 
aqu1s1t1on contain an interest arb1trat1on clause as a substitute 
for the right to strike? 

32) (a) Have 13(c)s negotiated recently dli'fered awrec1ably fran 
earlier a.greerrents with respect to the pattern of negotiations, 
t he t:lme required, or the content of the agreenent? 

(b) DJ any 13(c) negotiatioos starrl out as being unusually difficult 
or creating any rarticular problans? 

(c) Have you ever had difficulty or experi enced delays in obta1n1ng 
a 13(c) agreenent? {Explain) 

33) What is the current procedure for negotiating a 13(c) agreeirent? 
When 1s the union informed? How long do you anticipate a typical 
13(c) negotiation will take? Wh:l is involved 1n the negotiation? 

34) Have you signed a 13(c) for operating assistance f'Un::la? Do you 
anticipate t hat 13(c)s for operat~ assistance will create any 
different or unique problems? Are you aware of the National Agree­
rent fer operating assistance grants? Has your system signed or do 
you anticipate sig;l!ng this agreement? What is your assessment of 
the National Agreement? 

35) (a) Have any or your 13(c) agreements in any way affected labor 
relations or system finances? (bargaining rights, payouts , 
etc.) Do you anticipate any erfecta? 

(b) Has 13(c) resulted 1n changes 1n employee benefits? 
(c) Has the grievance procedure of a 13(c) agreement 1n any way 

coni'licted with the contrast procedure? 
(d ) Has the existence or a 13(c) agreement interfered in any way 

with nanager1al prerogatives? 

36) (a) Have you relt pressured to sign a 13(c)? (IT yes) , By whcm am 
1n what manner? 

(b) P.ave 13(c) negotiati ons ever been used by the local union in 
an attempt to influence contract negotiations 1n any way? 
(e.g. , tire pressure, inclusion or 13(c) language 1n contract, 
leverage 1n the collective bargaining relationship) 

37) Has 13(c) been the source of any 11tig/:ition or arbi trations? Ex­
plain. 

38) How would you assess the role played by the following agenci es or 
organizations in the 13(c) negotiations process? 
(a) Deparbnent of Labor: 

- r:o they provide the appropriate aroount of guidance, infoma­
tim, arxi/or assi stance? (If no, explain) 

- Have they been fair? 
- How m1ght the role played by the OOL be i!q)roved? 

(b) Deparbnent of Transportation (UMI'A) : 
- Do t hey provide the appropriate amount or guidance, inforna 

tioo, arxi/or assistance? 

C 
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38) Ccntlnued 

- How m1girt; their involvement 1n 13(c) 11Bttera be 1nproved? (c) The local union 
(d) The nat1Cl'lal union 
(e) Onit 

39) (a) 

(b) 
How might the procedure ror arriv1ng at and gaining certifica­
tion I'or 13(c) ~nts be Speeded up or otherwise inproved? 
Ia local bargaining over 13(c) guarantees appropriate or WOUld 
you rather see either a uniform set or standaros 1nposed by the 
Secretary or labor or a standard agreement negot:lated by the parties? 

40) (a) 
Is i t your expectation t hat enployrent in your system will 
increase, decrease or rennin the same 1n the near future?. 
over the next decade? ( :IJJ1)act or 13 ( c)) 

41) 

42) 

(b) 
Do you foresee any layoffs or personnel f or any reason? (Ir 
yes, - within 5 years - explain and what :1nplicat1ons Will 
ex1sting 13(c) guarantees have?) 

Do you foresee technological advames hav1ng any affect on the number 
of workers or on Job content? (e .g ., arti culated buses, Dial-a-Ride, 
light rail.) (IT yes) Whit role will 13(c) play 1n this regard? 

(a) Are the labor protection requirements of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act necessary? (e.g ., redun::lant , counterproductive) 

(b, loihat changes 1n the content of 13(c) asreerents would you 
advocate to make them mare appropr iate or more effective? 

SF.CTION .FUJR: 

'lllese last rew questions concern your labor force and too role of the National th11oo. 

43) (a ) 

(b) 

44) Clnit 

45) 

46) 

Onit 

(a ) 

(b) 

How WOUld you assess the role played by the National Union :in 
contract negotiations? 
Whit impact does the National Union control of strike funds 
and their partial funding or arbitration costs have on labor relations? 

Has the racial c~sition of your work force changed since 
1960? ApproJC1mately what percentage of your work force is non­
white? Has the change 1n racial C<lTiPOsition affected collective 
bargaining 1n any way? (process or issues) Have caucuses form­ed within the union? 
Has the sex CCIJl)osi tion of your W0I'k force changed 1n the past 
ten years? (Ir yes, has this affected labor relati ons 1n any way?) 

• 

.. 

.. 
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46) Cootinued 
(c) Has the age d1stribut1a, or your work f.'orce cranged 1n the pa.st 

decade? (If.' yes) Flaa this h!d any 1npact on labor relations? 

47) Onit 

48) Onit 

49) Do yoo use or are you aware of.' the~ an:i arbitration ser­
Vices provided to many transit nenagenents by consultants such as 
Jom O:lsh am Associates an:i to AW locals by such org;mizations as 
labor fureau of.' the Middle West? (If.' yes)• How do yoo view the role 
played by such consultant!! 1n the transit Wustry? (Necessary• 
constructive, hannful, too powerf.'ul, too experuuve) 

50) Are the current ~ r:lghts of.' your transit enployees 
appropriate? wtBt changes 1n the law 1«lUlcl be benef.'1c1al and/or 
provide f.'or better labor relations? 

TRANSIT UNIOO INl'ERVlEW SCHEOOIE 

In1ustr1al Relations Research Institute 

UMI'A Project WI - 11 - 0004 

1975 - 1976 

rum 'ro INIBRVIE.WER: ~ of the questions 1n the attached 1nterv1ew 
schechlle are followed by words or phrases in parentheses. This 
1nfoniation is neant to be in:iicative of the desired type of 
response an:i soould not be read to the respc:rldent unless there 
is no alternative wa:J to uake clear the intent of the question. ........ 

INIBOOOCTOOY ~ON.S: 

1) How long rave you been serving as JWsition 1n union) ? Did you 
previously serve t he union 1n any ot capacity? In how many con-
tract negotiations have you been a member of the union barga1n1ng 
team? How many years rave you worked for the (name of system) ? 
What j ob or jobs have you held other than bus operator? 

2) (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

How long has a bargaining relationship existed between your union 
and the system? 
Has any other unioo than the (name of unioo) represented 
operators during sane period of the system's existeree? Do you 
currently represent ma1ntenance_E!llq)loyees as well as operators? 
( If.' yes), Have maintenance E!llq)loyees alwa:Js been 1n your local? 
(If there has been any change of unions) What factors led to 
the E!llq)loyees' decision to cl:mlge t heir affiliation? 

3) (If.' maintenance E!llq)loyees are not 1n the same union) What :ln;la.ct • 
1f any, does maintenance employees being represented by a different 
union have on your ~? Woo is the pattern setter? 

4) (a) Do yoo view mass transit 1n your city as an essential service? 
(b) What other local goverrment functions would yru assess to be of 

a s1m1lar degree of essentiality? 

SECTION OOE: 

'!he following questions pertain to collect ive bargaining an:i ~sse 
resolut ion. 

5) (al What 1s the c~sition of yoor bargit1n1ng team? 
(b) Who makes the key decisions prior to an:! during negotiations? 

293 
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Contirrued (1.e., woo defines deman:is, makes wage decisioos, is the 

(a) 

(b) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

tactician - wrere is the 1ocus of power?) What role is 
played by the NatiQ!18.l union? 

Wmt role do local politics play on contract negotiations? 
(Who is involved am. in wnat way) Do you view t his level of 
1nvolvement as legitiJTate? . . .constructive? 

Onit 
In the post-1960 period, how have labOr agreements been achiev­
ed? (e.g. , negotiated settlerrent, strike, arbitration - use 

Response Card Ill) What have been the key issues to settlemant or the issues 
rena1n1ng unresolved at the point of iJii)asse? (e.g. , last 

issue or issues on the table) 
(If t here bas been a strike) Where strikes have occurred, row 
long did they last? •.• b:lw were they resolved? (e.g., was 
there political intervention or court involvement?) Why was 
the strike route chosen rather than arbitration? 
Is the strike - or strike threat - an effective union sanction 
(weapon) in urban nass transit? (Re: bargaining power, out-

comes) 

Which of these tactics listed on this sheet have the union and man­
agerrent atteul)ted to use to innuence the outcane of negotiations? 
Explain. (whil e system •..ias un:l.er public ownership - use Response 

Card #2) 

{a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

What is the "appropriate" rnetrod of :1JT1passe resolution for 
contract disputes 1n l ocal transit? 
(If answer to (a) is arbitration) Are there any situations 1n 
which you feel the strike might be preferable? 
Are there circlDTlStances in which yoo feel you could achieve 
more (a better contract) with an arbitrated than a negotiated 
settlement? (Allow to answer , then use Respcose Card 113) 
Does your current labor agreeirent contain an interest arbitra­
tion clause? (If no) Did it in the past? (w'by was it d.""Opped?) 
Is the (name of system) required by charter or 
other legislation to arbitrate contract disputes? 
Does (or v.ould) the presence of a contractual or legislatively 
:l.mpOsed requirement to arbitrate negotiating :1JT1passes influence 
the likelihood of achieving a negotiated settleirent? 
Does the use of arbitration lead to reliance on arbitration in 
future negot iations? (l-larcotic effect) 
Whit role , if any , haS mediation played in recent negotiations? 

(g) 

(h) 

10) To what extent do the costs of arbitration deter your union rrcm 
using this procedure in contract negotiations? 

11) (a) 

(b) 

Using this scale, how would yoo characterize the militancy of 
your membership in pursuit of bargaining objectives? (Use 

Response Card 114) 
Qnit 
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12) Please answer t he rext four questions (12 a~) using this scale: 
(Give Response Card 115) 
(a) How do current operator' s earnings conpare with cOJ1)arable 

local public ent)loyees? .. • with tte eamings of l ocal truck 
drivers? . . . with the average earnings of local manufacturing 
workers? 

13) 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

(b) How does the current operator ' s wage rate ccrnpare with the wage 
rate received by operators 1n the transit industry as a whole? 
.•. with operators employed by systems of conparable size? 
(Note : urban mass transit, not transportation 1n general) 

(c) How do the current fringe benefits received by operators can­
pare with other public enployees? • •. with local truck drivers? 
... with l ocal manufacturing workers? . . . with bus drivers 1n 
other systems? . .. with bus drivers 1n systems of cooparable 
size? 

(d) How does the magnitude of your recent annual contractual wage 
increases coopare wit h g.iins nade by ttese otter groups? (i.e . , 
annual percent change) Local public employees? Local truck 
dr1 vers? Local nmrui"acturing workers? Bus drivers 1n general? 
Bus drivers in systems of comparable size? 

(a) Do you consider your settlements to be pr:lmarlly pattern-setting, 
irrleperrlent of other settlements , or pattern- foll owing of other 
settlements? 

(b) In terms of having impact on the outcane of bargaining, what 
group or groups of errq)l oyees are tte most important comparisons? 
(as to wages or benefit s received) Please rate each according 
to its importance (use Response Gard #6) 

Does the current labor agreement contain a cost of living provisi on? 
(wage escalator) How am wten was this achieved? Has tte f orniula 
been changed since introduction? Do you anticipate any changes 1n 
the forthcoming negotiations? (If no OOLA) Is cost of living pro­
tection an important union objective? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Sane have suggested that the level am. scope of work rule pr o­
visions coom:m in the transit irdustry take frcrn rranagement I s 
harrls t he ability to make nanagement decisions am has had a 
serious effect on systan efficiency. How do you react to this 
statement? 
Are there any current cont ract provisions governing the ut iliza­
tion of labor (e.g., guarantees , penalti e s, 11mitations ) which 
you View as being inappropriate? 
can non-productive hours be reduced appreciabl y through nego­
t iated contractual changes? (or is the l evel inherent t o 
characteristics of the irrlustry?) 

Are there any subj ects which you view as inappropr iat e for bargain­
ing? (identify and explain) 

(a) Wh3.t new issues have appeared in negotiations 1n recent years? 
(b) Are there issues yoo see gaining in prominence 1n upcaning ne­

gotiations? Do you have particular barE!';iining object ives for 
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17) ccntinued the future? Are there areas ,4)ere you expect nanagement to 

18) 

19) 

seek substantial contractual m:xlll'ications? 

How do you view the future of J.abal' relat10Tl8 in your system? 
(arzy crises oo the horizon?) 

What recomoorrlation or recrnirerrlations do you have for ~~ the 
quality of un1on-minagement relations 1n transit? 

SECTION 'N): 

'lbe next set of questions relate to recent corporate history ard partic­
ularly to the public acquisition of the system. 

20) (a) What were the c1rc\lD8tances lead1Ilg to public takeover? 
(what farces or critical events?) 

(b) Did the union have any influence on the t~ or mture of the 
takeover? 

21) (a) What were the leg,u. iJit>llcations of takeover on euployee rigjlts? 
(i.e. , bargaining rights) 

(b) What ordinanees, enabling legislation, statutes, or resolutions 
currently govem or influence labor relations? (process or 
outcomes) 

(c) What rights do employees currently possess? (e.g., right to 
bargain, scope of~. ilq)asse resolution , union securi-

ty) 
(d) Have these rights ever been tested or challenged by 11t1gation? 

(e.g. , court , NUU3, 13(c)) 

22) (a) Did public acquisition affect the collective bar~ process? 
(b) Did public acquisition affect bargaining outcomes? Specific­

ally, res public ownership resulted 1n higher, about the saroe, 
or lower wage settlements than would have otherwise occurred? 
(If higher or lower, explain) 

23) 

(c) .. . levels of fringe benefits than would have otherwise occlll'-
red? (~les, ard explain) 

Please 1.ollcate 1'tlether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree or 
disagree, disagree or stro~ disagree with each of the foll~ 
statements. (use Response card #7) 
(a) Public sector employees soould have the right to bargi3.1n 

collectively. 
(b) Public sector employees with the exception of those workers 

direetly engaged 1n protecting public safety ard health sh:Ju.ld 
have the - right to strike possessed by private sect()[" 
workers. 

(c) BecaUse the profit motive is absent in public systems, th:?re is 
little chanee for efficiency. 

(d) Labor unions t end to have rore strength 1n publicly owned sys -
tems than un:ier private ownership. 

24) (a) 

(b) 

,.._, ___ ,,.. 
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(If unknoM'I) Is the (nane) ·- system a nunici­
pal department, an in:leperdent transi t authori t y , or an :lnde­
perdent transit district w:l.th the abilit y to levy taxes? 
How does your system structure influence the ~ pro­
cess or~ outccmes caipared to what would be the case 
urder alternative fonns? (City Dept., Transit Authority, 'Iran­
sit Authority with taxing power) 

25) (a) (If unknown) Does an outside managerent CCXJIJ0l1Y run your sys­
tem? 

(b) (If there 1s a ~nt conparzy) When ard urrler what circum­
stances was a nanaganent Carpar\V introduced? (Distinguish be­
tween 13(c) - ~his Fornula - ard other reasons ) 

(c) Onit 
(d) What are the advantages or disadvantages in labor relations of 

de~ with personnel of the management Carpar\y as caipared 
with "1n-house" ~nt? 

26) Qnit 

'27) Onit 

28) Has the receipt of capital assistance funds had any effect on the 
bargaining process or on barga1n1ng outcomes? Specifically: 
(a) Does receiving capital assistance funds influence wage levels 

t o be higher than they would otherwise be? (If yes, how?) 
(b) Are other bargaining outcomes influenced 1n any way? 
(c) Istre bargaining relationship affected in any other ways? 

(e .g. , bargaining process, t .he nature of arguments in negotia­
tions?) 

29) (~ as previous question, but) ..• operating assistance furds . 

30) (a) What 1s the current fare and recent fare history? (briefly) 
(b) Do t he level of fares or fare changes influence barga1n1ng 1n 

any way? (explain) 

SWl'ION ™REE: 

'Ihis portion of the interview concerns the Labor Protecti ve Provisions , 
Section 13(c), of federal capital and operati~ assistance. 

31) Have your (or your union) ever negotiated a 13(c) agreenent? When 
was the first agreerrent : Did this (or any other 13(c)) involve funds 
for system acquisition? Does the 13(c) governing system acquisi­
tion contain an interest arbitration clause as a substitute for the 
right to strike? 

32) (a) Have 13(c)s negotiated recently differed appreciably fran earl­
ier agreements w:l.th respect to the pattern of negotiation, the 
t ime required, or t he content of the agreement? . 

(b) Do any 13(c) negot iations stand out as being lD'!usually difficult 
or creating any particular problems? 

.. 
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32) Contirued 
(c) Have you ever Im difficulty or experienced delays 1n obtaining 

a 13(c) agreerrent? (exPlain) 

33) What is the current procedure for negoUat~ a 13(c) agreesrent? 
What is your estimate of the t1me necessary to reach a 13(c) agree­
ment? Who is involved in this process? 

34) Have you signed a 13(c) for operating assistance funds? Do yru anti­
~ipate that 13(c)s for operatirl!; assistance will create any different 
or unique problems? Are you aware of the NatiCl18.l Agreement for 
operating assistance grants? Has your union s1gned or do you anti­
cipate signing this agreement? What is yrur asses!lllent or the 
National Agreement? 

35) (a) Have any of yrur 13(c) agreements in any way affected labor 
relations or system finances? (bargain1ng rights, payouts, 
etc.) Do you anticipate any effects? 

(b) Has 13(c) resulted in c~s in erll)loyee benefits? 
(c) Has the grievance procedure of a 13(c) agreerrent in any way 

conflicted with the contract procedure? 
(d) Qnit 

36) (a) Have yru felt pressured to sign a 13(c)? (Ir yes) By wtx:m and 
1n what namer? 

(b) Have 13(c) negotiations ever been used by the local union 1n an 
attempt to inf'luence contract negotiations in any way? (e.g., 
time pressure, inclusion of 13(c) ~ in contract , lever­
age 1n the collective barga1n1ng relationship) 

37) Has 13(c) been the source of any litigation or arbitration? Explain. 

38) How would you assess the role played by the foll~ agencies or 
arg;anizations in the 13(c) negot:lations process? 

39) 

(a) Department of Labor : 
- Do they provide the appropriate amount of guidance, informa­

tion, arxl/or assistance? (If no, expJain) 
- Have they been fair? 
- How ilrlQrt; the role played by the OOL be 1.nproved? 

(b) Department of 'Iransportation (lMI'A) 
- Do they provide the appropriate amount of guidance, informa­

tion arxl/or assistance? 
- How might their involvement in 13(c) matters be inproved? 

(c) Onit 
(d) The national union 
(e) Local Transi t system or transit autrority 

(a) 

(b) 

How might the procedure for arTiving at and gaining certif'ication 
for 13(c) agreements be speeded up or otherwise 1mproved? 
Is local bargaining over 13(c) guarantees appropriate or would 
you rather see eit,her a unif'orm set or standards :!nposed by the 
Secretary of Labor or a standard agreerrent negotiated by the 
parties? 
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40) (a) Is it yr:»r expectation that erll)loyrrent 1n yoor system will 
increase, decrease or rena1n the same 1n the near Mure? 
. . .over the next decade? 

(b) Do you foresee any layoffs or personnel for any reason? 

41) Qnit 

42) (a) 

( b ) 

Are the labor protection requirements of the Urban Jlbss Trans­
portation Act necessary? (e .g., redurxiant, counter;iroductive) 
What changes 1n the cont ent of 13(c) agreements would you 
advocate to make them nvre appropr:late or more effective? 

SF.CTIOO FOUR: 

'lllese last few questions concern yrur unia1. 

43) (a) How would you assess the role played by the National union in 
local contract negotiations? 

(b) What ilrq)act does the National' s control of strike funds and 
partial funding or arbitration costs have on labor relations? 

44) How does your membership feel about re~ on arbitratioo for 
resolving contract disputes? Have there been any undercurrents of 
dissatisfaction with the use or results of arbitration? (How 
expressed, what are or1g1ns) 

45) (a) Do you feel the policies and acti ons of the National union 
adequately renect the needs and beliefs of the membership? 

(b) Is the National responsive to expressions of the nanbership's 
desires? 

46 ) (a) Has the racial canposition of your membership changed substan­
t1ally in the past ten years? Approx1nately what i s (arxi what 
was) the percentage of yw.r membership that is nonwhite? Has 
the change in racial ccqx>sition affected l ocal union policy or 
collecti ve bargaining in any w;zy? Have caucuses formed within 

47) 

(b) 

(c) 

the union? 
Has the sex c~sition of your merrt>ership of yrur membership 
changed in the past ten years? Has this change affected local 
union policy or collective bargaining 1n any way? 
Has the age distribution of your membership changed in the past 
decade? Does this have any :lnpact on local union policy or 
collecti ve bargain1ng? 

To what extend do the rank and file members of yrur local ~ 1n 
the following activities? (Use Response Card #8) . 
(a) cro.llcnge the leadership on bargaining strategy? 
(b) 'ltlreaten to reject bargaining agreements they view as unsatis-

factory? . 
(c) Fann coaliti ons to oppose current leadership in local elections? 
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APPIHIIX 'OOlll: VII-1 . I 
'fflANSl'l' NEXl'Jl'IATIONS: A SlllWI! 

~ted Settl..-..nts and 1-aae S1tlati<no 

111~~~: ~~3 ~!~• 

Caitl'8cte Ne@jotiated 1-aae- ~ 
llotem1ned Settlement Str1ke Arbitration 

All1~~6" l8q (lOOl) 133 (72j) 32 (17l l 19 (10%) 

All System 
1960-1967 iJ7 (lOOl) 69 (7~) 12 (lql ) 6 < m 

All Syotoms 
1968-1975 <J7 (lOOJ) ~ (66S) 20 (210 13 (l3l) 

l'l.lblic System 
1960-1976 102 (l OOl) 67 (65S) 19 (19S) 16 (l7S) 

Public Systems 
1960-1967 29 (lOOl) 20 (69S) q (HS) 5 (17S) 

Public Syste!ml 
19€8-1976 73 (lOOl) ~7 (6qJ) 15 (21S) ll (150 

Pr1 vate Syste!NI 
1960-1976 82 (lOOl) 66 (8oj) 13 (l6S) 3 < qs> 

Private Syste!NI 
1960-1967 58 (lOOl) 49 (Bill) 8 (14S) l ( 2l) 

Pr1 vate Systene 
1968-1976 24 (lOOJ) 17 (7U) 5 (2ll) 2 ( 8S) 

Caitl'8ct 1n ~t 
a, Ju~ l, 1976 23 (lOOJ) 15 (65l l 3 (13l) 5 (22l) 

"Date rrcm lle.lla8 and M1Bm1 are excl\l!ed as are negotiated «>ntrect ~ -or lesa then ail: :10ntha. In 
add1t1cn, whera cllmrent un1ono ropreeent _,-at.lana and lllll.lntenance e,q,loyeea (1.e. , Lee Angeleo} , 1nronrat1c,n 
perta1n1ng to the mo1nteMnce ccntract 1a anltted, ,mere penslcna ore negotiated aepan,tely rrcm other contrsct 
tern11 (i.e. Boaton), theee data are al8o excl\Xled. 
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APPENDIX TABIE VII-3 
IMPASSE .FREQJENCY 

Iill>asse Experience by method of 
Resolution fqr 23 Sample Systems 196~1976a 

Number of Illpasse Occurrences Per System 
0 1 2 ~ 4 5 

Inpasses resolved 4b 11 5 2 0 1 through strikes 

~ses r~solved 13 2 7 1 0 0 
tbrcugh arbitration 

Total 1Jipa.sses: 2 5 6 7 2 1 
strikes an:i arbitrations 

~ have been an average of 7:9 contract detenninatioos per system 196~1976. Data fran 
!al.las am M1am1 are excluded as are data pertaining to negotiated cootract extensions of less 
than six m:mths. In addition, where different union represent operators am ma1ntenance entiloy­
ees (i.e.,- Los Angeles), 1nfonmtion pert~ to the maintenance contract is anitted. Where 
pensia111 are negotiated separately fran other contract terms (i.e. , Boston), these data are also 
excluded. 1976 data is for January~une only. 

~ systems experiE!'lced no strikes 1n the 16 year period. 

lbd>er of Contract 
detennlnatlcns ~ 
system 1960-197 

Systems coni,let~ 
all negotlatlcns 
Wl.thout 1,rpasse 

Syat..., at >mich 
strikes have occurred 

Syst.,.. at ..tilch 
art>ltratlcns have occurred 

Systerui at >l!lich 
both str1Jces and 
art>1trat1ons have ocC\IM'ed 

Nl.rmer of lJ!\>asses 
per systen (~) 

tb7t>er or strikes 
per system (raree) 

N\arber or illi>1trat1ons 
per system (rBnj;e) 

APf'E1mX TABIE VII~ 
TRANSIT IElOI'IATIOO; lMPASS! Sl'ruATitNl 

Partlclpat1a, of Sa'l'l)le Systems 1n str1kes 8111! 
Arbltratlcns, Part.1clpatloo of Saq,le System i,,, 

()merahlp Status 1n Strikes and. Arbltratlcnsa• 

Ssnple Systems-

~le Sletemo 
Years llhlle 
Public ()JJ.y 

1-15 0-15 
(lr- 1.9, •l.7) (f•b.~ , ·M> 

2 6 

19 13 

10 9 

8 6 

0-5 0-3 

0-5 0-3 

0-3 0-3 

Slln1>lc SystEnB-
Years Whlle 
Prlvate ()JJ.y 

1-8 
(X•3,l, •2.7) 

6 

3 

0 

0-3 

0-3 

0-l 

"o..ta rra. Dallas ""'1 Mian1 are excluded as are data ,...,~,~~ 
au m>nth.s. In addltlcn, ,mero dlfferent l#l10ns =•~·--~to negpt1ated ccntract extensions of leas than 
lnf'ornatlon pertaining to the r.alnt=e cmtract 1s <ll!r.!1t:,i:ra wtii. and~ e,,ployees (1.e., Los ~les), 
ot.~r oontract tems (1.e, , Bostoo), these data are 8.lso.excl.uded. ,.., pel'8l.cns are negotiated separate].y !'ran 

1976 data ls for January--rune ooJ.y. 
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BlS transit industry mean 
bus opera~' s ,wage­
linwe1ghted 

Wage rate 
Wage irxlex 
Real wage irxlex 
Annual % Change 
Real 8mual % Change 

Five city bus ~tors 
mean wage rate 

wage rate 
Wage :lroex 
Real wage rate 
Annual % Change 
Real annual% Change 

1'miuracturjng !lean~ 
ly ~Sample 
c1t1es 

lb.trly e,.mjngs 
Fam1ngs lnclex 
Real earnings :tooex 
Annual % Change 
Real annual% Change 

APPENDIX TABLE VIII-1, CCM'INUED 
1960 19611962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 19711972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

2.21 2.29 2.38 2.37 2.46 2.56 2.66 2.79 2.95 3.19 3.50 3.76 4.04 4.39 4.86 5.50 
100 104 108 107 111 116 120 126 134 144 158 170 183 199 220 249 
100 103 106 104 107 107 lll 114 116 121 127 133 142 149 153 167 
0 4 4 0 4 4 4 5 6 8 10 7 8 9 ll 13 
-1 3 3 -1 3 2 l 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 0 4 

2.46 2.60 2.71 2.82 2.93 3.06 3.20 3.43 3.70 4.09 4.54 4,94 5.29 5.56 6.42 7.14 7.62 
100 106 llO ll5 ll9 124 130 139--:.1~0- ''166 · .1115 2~ '219. 230: ·265 294 310 
100 105 108 111 ll4 118 121 127 133 143 154 168 178 180 199 213 218 
3 6 4 4 4 4 5 7 8 Ull9 7 516ll7 
l 5 3 3 3 3 2 5 4 5 5 5 4 -1 5 2 l 

2.35 2.43 2.52 2.59 2.67 2,752.85 2.97 3.16 3,353.56 3,80 4,07 4.32 4.64 5,05 NA 
~~mmmmm~~m~~m~wmNA 
100 102 105 107 109 lll 112 114 121 123 · 125 129 136 138 135 137 NA 
NA 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 6 6 6 7 7 6 7 9 NA 
NA 2 3 2 2 l 1 2 2 l O 2 4 O -4 0 NA 

APPENDIX TABLE VIII-1 

!£AN WAGE o::MPARIS'.JNS, 1960-1976 

'.lbe Mean 9.18 ~tors Wage Rate of San\)le Systel!l'3, 
of t he Transit Wustry as a Wh:lle (BLS-Weighted an, '&S-Umie1ghted), 

and of P1ve lilgn-Wage Systems; Mean Hoorly ~s of Manufacturing Enployees 1n 'lan1>le 
System Cities; and the Mean Wage Rate of Local Truck Drivers 1n Sanple System Cities 

5ani>le syst~ bus · 
operator 's wage 

Wage rate 
. Wage index 

Real wage iroex 
Annual % Change 
Real a.nnuaJ. % Change 

BIS transit industry 
mean bus ~or's 
wage-weighted 

'Wage rate 
Wage index 
Real wage 1:mex 
Annual % Change 
Real annua1 % crange 

1960 19611962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 19711972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

2.22 2.32 2.42 2. 48 2.57 2.65 2.76 2.92 3.o6 3.36 3.68 3,994.38 4.64 5.14 5,746.39 
100 105 109 112 : 116-. · U9 124 132 • 138 151 ,166 180 197 209 232 259 288 
~~m~mmmm~~~w~~~m~ 
NA 5 4 3 4 3 4 6 5 10 10 8 10 6 9 12 11 
NA4 312114 14 4 4 7 0 2 3 6 

2.36 2.45 2.54 2.64 2.74 2.85 2.98 3.18 3.40 3.67 3.99 4.33 4.62 4,995.55 6.19 
100 104 108 112 116 121 126 135 144 156 169 184 196 2ll 235 262 
100 103 lo6 109 ill 114 117 122 127 132 138 147 154 161 169 181 
4 4 4 4 4 4 5 7 7 8 9 9 7 8 11 12 
2 3 3 3 3 2 2 5 3 3 3 4 3 2 0 2 
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APPENDIX TABIE VIII-1, <XNl'INUED 

earnin@lll for 1961 and 1974 are based on available data .!'ran 24 of 25 l iti 
and 1975 are calculated from availabl e data for 23 of 25 sanple citie~ ~ \-es~t 15~ :=~ 1i~ 
~~~0--~0re~i~;;~/= ~• arxl a slight downward bias for 1974 and 1975, Data are .!'ran~ 
Earn1J1gs. ' - -states atd Areas, 1939::1974 am lOO!'lthly issues of F.hployment and 

f 
'""""' f;;1:l~~ ~961 2;'-,:e for unionized local truck drivers in 21 of 25 sanple cities. 'lhe mean hrurly 
-o~ ~u an ...., based on available data .!'ran 19 of 25 ~le syst= 'Ihe f 6 
;fs:,~dacraculais ttoed<~ ava1la

1
,~~et data .!'ran 20 of 25 systems. It is estimated.that t:ie~:rr:/~/t:i:1 =,.,, ~,..,.,se a s ..,,,.. upward bias to the reported mean wage 09.ta fran 

Un1oo Wages am Hours: Local Truckdrivers and Hey>ers, July l, 1975, ani prev1:S anrrua~ul~;~~~ 1917, 

APPENDIX TABIE VIII-1, CXNl'INUED 
~*~®~OO~W~~~W~~~~~ 

I.ocal t .:ruck drivers mean 
W~81Jt>le cities 

Wage rate 
Wage 1.nlex 
Real wage in:lex 
Anrrual J Change 
Real annual % c~ 

2.60 2 .70 2.84 2.95 3 .08 3.19 3.31 3.53 3,71 3.92 4.35 4 .90 5 .42 5.85 6.33 6 .78 NA 
100 104 109 114 119 123 127 136 143 151 167 189 209 225 . 244 261 NA 
100 103 107 110 114 116 118 123 125 127 136 152 167 175 177 179 NA 
NA 4 5 4 4 4 4 6 5 6 11 13 11 8 8 7 NA 
NA3 4 3 3 21410 5 8 7 2 3 2 NA 

¾nweighted average of top base rates at 25 eample systems. nie reported IIBl'l renects wage 
rates (including any cost-of-11v~ increments) in effect on July l each year . Data sources 1nclude: 
American PUblic Transit Association (APl'A) ; BLS publications; John Dash and Associates; an:l iroiv1dual tran­
sit properties. 

bAverage union hourly wage rate of l ocal-transit bus operators as estinated by the BLS weighted saiqlle 
of transit properties. Data are from BLS EW.letin 1903, Union Wages an:l Hours: I.ocal-'lransit (}>erati.ng Bn­
pl~s July l 1975, and previous annual bulletins. Averages were developed by weight ing the top rate 
ofthe feriffi of service progressicn for bus operators in each contract by the n..znt>er of union merrilers at 
that rate en the survey date. Annual cai;:,arisons are only approxinate s:l.nce weighting factors may vary to 
sane extent year to year. 

cAverage of union top hourly wage rate (unweighted) of local- transit bus operators as calculated for 
the BLS sanple of systems. Year to year c~sons are only approximate due to m1n:)r changes in the SSIJl)le 
cCJll)Osition in 1963, 1964, and 1969. Because of a radical revision in the BLS S81i)le of pt"CpeI'ties in 1976, 
data for that year are not carparable to that of previous years. 

dAwrege of un1cn top hoorly wage rates of local- transit bus operators in five traditic:nally high­
ll!lge systE!118: Boston, Chicago, New York, ceklan:l, and San Diego. 

e'lbe gross average oourly earn1!1gs for manufacturing enployees in 25 sanple cities. Mean 
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Buffalo 

Charlott• 

Chicago 

Atl.aU 

Wage Jtate 
Wage t'IMMs 
Jteal Vap Iodu 
Annual % Che• 
Rial Annu.al % ai__. 

Wag• bte 
Wage Index 
Ru.1 \laa• Index 
Annual l O,aa,ga 
Jteal Annual l 0,aup 

Wag• Rate 
Was• IM•• 
Real. vase lo.du 
Annual l Q\anp 
Jteal Annuol l Chap 

Wage late 
Wage Inda• 
Red Vaae lndu 
Annual % Chap 
Real Annual l Ch-

Wage I.ate 
Wage Index 
lteal Wap tadax 
Annual l 0.an&• 
... 1 Annual l a,-

AP!'l!H)DC '00!!.E VIII-:!, CQll'IIM:D 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 U66 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1'74 1975 1976 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
100m=wwwww~rnmwm~mmm 

l 6 3 4 3 3 8 6 9 9 10 9 9 2 16 12 8 
o S 2 2 2 2 5 4 S J S s - S S 3 2 

1,31 2.JS 2,41 2,SS 2.'9 2,65 l ,7S 2.83 2.91 3.12 3.52 
100 102 104 110 112 US 119 123 126 135 152 
100 101 102 107 107 108 . 109 110 109 111 121 
023622433713 

-2 l l O O l l l -1 2 7 

3. 72 4.10 4.50 4.94 ~ 5.92 
161 182 195 214 236 256 
124 141 14S 

0

lS2 144 16• 
Sl3 71010 9 
l 10 l -1 l 2 

1.69 1.75 1 ,811,881.98 2.00 2,04 2.14 2.20 2,45 2.63 2.8S 3.03 3,22 3.Sl 4.11 4,SO 
100 104 107 112 117 118 121 127 130 145 156 169 179 191 .208 243 266 
100wm~mwwwwmmrnrn~=wm 

2 4 3 4 S l 2 S . 3 11 7 8 6 6 9 17 10 
l 3 2 4 4 -1 -1 3 -1 6 l 4 3 0 -2 8 3 

l_.il 2,67 2, 76 2,86 2. 98 3.09 3.23 3.41 3,70 4.10 4.5S 4.9S 5,29 S,63 6.S4 7.13 7. 76 
100 103 106 110 115 119 124 132 142 lSB 17S 190 204 217 251 293 299 
100=~~mwwrnmrn™wmwmmw 

3 3 3 3 4 4 4 6 8 11 11 9 7 6 16 9 9 
2 2 3 3 2 2 4 4 6 5 4 4 0 S O 3 

,Lil 2,42 2.49 2.63 2.81 2,91 2.98 ].26 3.38 3,'7 3.65 
100 101 104 110 117 121 124 136 141 149 lS6 
100 100 101 106 112 us 115 12] 123 us 125 

3 1 3 6 7 4 2 9 4 6 S 
2 0 6 6 2 -1 7 l 0 -1 

Al'ftX)D('l'AIUVIU-:! 

4.0S 4.47 4.85 S,29 5 , 7S 6.38 
173 190 206 213 240 266 
136 149 l56 146 lS8 174 
1110 8 9 711 

7 7 l 2 - 2 S 

ftMnT 1W:S IAftS .1111) -.U. CUIICIS l'OR SAMPU STSTae, 1960-1976 

0,.raton Top ao..r11 IIM• Wea• ( includin1 -
coet-of-l1Yi.111 PQ'alllte) Pe7able on July 1 , Inda• 

w ... aau•* 
Vaaa ladesb 

ot. Operator. Top Hourly lu• Vap, 1960-100: la.al 
Wa .. lades: of Operaton top Hourly :aue Wap. 
1960-100; Annual Percentaae D'lanp: in Operatore 
Top .. urly :aua Vap; end, a.al AMU&l Percntap 
O.ana,. in Opeuton Top Boudy :lase Voge 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 196S 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 19n 1973 1974 19H 1976 

f~4 ~o!8 ~o!2 ii,!2 !of ~it7 121.S4S 2.53 2.66 2.8S 3. 16 3.40 3. 711:114,47 4.98 5.91 

00 
118 124 133 lSO 1S9 173 183 209 232 276 

loal Waaa Iadu: 
Annual% 0lalp 
la&I.Annuall~• 

~•=•m~mm~l09=rn~=w =~ 
.._ 22 04J33 5 3ll 89 6 l41219 

1 l -1 2 l l 1 -2 5 3 6 - 1 3 2 13 

'llap ..... 
Vage Index 
Roal v ... Iadex 
........ 1 l a.cp 
loal Aaaual l ~ 

Vqa late 
Vage• lDdeX 
bial Va11 lnMx 
Aanuol l Qiap 
laal MH&l % Q,ap 

f~ !o!7 ici!' ~if ~i;
2

1i:
8 

~;:
3 ~:,!4 f;,84 ii~6 ~,f t1:6 :a:1 .!:.11 s. 32 5. 74 6. 74 

100 103 106 . 109 110 111 W 118 117 127 131 137 148 207 2S2 273 321 

~ ~ ~ : : : ~ ! -~ l! : ~ ~ -~i 1~ l:~ 2il 
~7 2

1
,40 2.,0 2,602.70 2.86 3.01 3.13 3.25 3, 784.16 4.59 4 Bl s 26 s 89 6 54 
06 110 ll5 119 126 132 137 143 166 183 202 2i2 232 • • 

7
. lS 

100m-mwrnrnwmwwwmrn~=~ -~ ! ~ ~ 4 6 S 4 4 16 10 10 S 9 12 11 9 
2 4 . 2 2 0 11 4 6 2 3 l 2 3 

-S.e foocaotee at a:nd of table. 

..., 
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Madu°" 

Memphie 

!Uui 

Milv aukee 

Della 

-... 
•rt• 

W•a• lat• 
Wage tndu 
J.e:al \lap Indu: 
Annu.1 % Ch.age 
Jleal Annual % Change 

W•&• !late 
Wage Index 
Ra,l Waae Index 
Annual I Chan&• 
J.ed Annual l Chana• 

lri'ase Rate. 
Wage Index 
Re.al Wage lndax 
Annual % Cheng• 
J.eel Annual % Chana• 

w.,. Rat• 
Wage Inde:c 
Real Wag• Index 
Annual % Change 
Real Annual % Change 

Wage Rate 
Wage Index 
'RHl Wage Index 
Annual I Chang• 
t.aal Anoutil Z: eta.nae 

V ... late 
Wage lodez 
laal Va .. Inda 
Atmua.t % Ch-
Jt.,1 Atmual % Ch-

1ifaga Rau 
Wa .. Ind.ex 
-.a1 Wage Ind.ex 
Annual. % Ch-• 
Reel Annual % Cbcp 

Wag• Rate 
Wasa la.&tx 
laal Wa1e Index 
Ann\181 % 0.C'lp 
Ra&l Annu.al % 0\ .... 

Was• a.ta 
Wa .. Index 
leal Vase lDdu: 
Annual I Chana• 
lie.al Annual % a.. .. 

"••· lat• 
Vaaa tndea 
Jtaal Waa• lade• 
Annual% a,.,.. 
ff.eel Annual l Chaap 

AP1'1!M1IX TA!I.E VllI- 2, CCffl'DM!D 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 196S 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

1.86 2 .10 2.19 2.24 2.34 2.38 2.48 2.68 2.93 3.01..L§!! 4 .01 4.21 4.49 4.86 S.20 S.64 
100 108 112 llS 120 123 128 139 1S3 1S7 204 211 222 237 2S7 27S 298 
~wrn112wwwmwrnmm~m=w• 
KA 8 4 2 5 l 4 8 9 3 29 3 5 7 8 7 9 
KA 7 3 4 3 -1 l 6 5 • 3 23 -1 2 l - 3 -2 2 

2.12 2.19 2.2S 2.33 2.41 2.50 2.S9 2.67 2 . 77 3.12 
100 103 1l!o 110 114 118 122 126 1)1 14 7 
100 102 104 106 107 111 113 113 113 12) 

6 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 13 

3. 32 3.42 3.99 4, 32 4,98 S,74 6.39 
U7 161 188 204 235 271 301 
126 125 14 7 154 168 189 209 

6 3 17 8 16 16 11 
4 2 2 2 2 l l •l 7 l -1 13 2 4 6 5 

2.24 2.2s 2.2s 2.2Sl.,l} 2,30 2.30 2 , 65 3,02 3 .02 ) ,42 3.88 4,29 4 , 68 4.95 S.61 S.96 
~~m=~wwwwwmrnm=m m™ 
100 99 98 97 96 96 93 107 117 111 122 136 lSO 159 155 169 174 
NA o o 0 0 2 o lS 12 0 13 14 11 9 6 13 6 
NA - 1 -1 •l •l l -3 13 8 -5 7 9 7 3 - 5 4 0 

2.48 2.53 2,66 2. 74 2.83 2.90 3.05 3.24 
100 102 108 111 us 118 125 133 
100 101 106 108 111 112 115 121 
32533 3S6 
21422134 

2.56 2.61 2,66 2, 73 2.84 2 . 88 2 .98 3.0S 
100 102 104 107 111 113 117 120 
100 101 102 103 107 106 107 l0S 

3 2 2 3 4 l 4 2 
2 l l l 3 0 l 0 

3 .43 3.69 4.02 4. 33 4.67 4.92 5.49 6 . 02 6 .68 
142 153 168 181 196 207 232 255 -n.--
124 129 136 145 us U 7 166 174 192 

6 8 9 8 8 4 12 10 11 
2 2 3 3 S - 2 l 1 S 

3.28 3.49 3,89 4.20~S.OO S.62 6.04 7.14 
129 138 154 166 178 198 223 240 285 
112 114 123 129 137 148 157 1S9 192 

8 612 8 7 1112 718 
3 64452212 

APmlllIX TAl!U! VIU-2, <XM'lNl!!D 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 190 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

2.10 2.lS 2.22 2,28 2 ,36 2.43 2.,0 2,60 2.7' 2,9S 3.32 3.66 3.92 4.10 4.27 4.78 5.11 
100 101 106 109 112 117 "Ilr 125 132 142 160 176 188 197 204 229 244 
~~w™~wmwwwmrnw~rnwm 

8 2 3 3 4 4 3 4 6 7 13 10 7 10 9 9 7 
6 l 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 7 6 3 -2 7 3 0 

2.14 2.20 2.32 2 . 40 2.50 2.58 2.65 2.88 3.00 3.23 3.57 4.13 4.43 4.87 5.32 S.78 6.65 
~w~112=rnrnw=w=m=~m=m 
100 102 106 109 112 114 115 122 123 128 136 157 166 178 183 189 219 

4 3 6 3 4 3 3 9 4 8 11 16 7 10 9 9 U 
3 2 4 3 3 2 0 7 0 2 S 11 4 4 4 - 1 9 

2.U 2,24 2 . 31 2.35 2. 39 2.4, 2.54 2.62 2.70 2.85 3.05 3.21 3,42 . 3.64 4,01 4 . 38 5.2 3 
100 104 101 110 112 114 118 122 126 nr 142 1,9 159 169 181 204 243 
100 103 105 106 107 109 109 109 108 109 111 111 118 119 120 122 151 

l 4 3 2 2 3 4 3 3 6 7 S 7 6 10 9 19 
0 3 2 l O l l ·l 0 .1 3 0 1 0 13 

1.72 1.75 1.78 1.84 1.90 1,95 2,002,05 2.10 2,U 2.20 2,37 RA 
100 102 104 107 111 113 116 119 122 12S 128 138 11A 
100 101 101 104 106 107 107 107 l0S 101 97 101 KA 
NA 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 811A 
11A l l 2 2 l O O -2 3 •4 3 NA 

2.86 3.35 3.91 4.53 
166 '"ffl 227 263 
116 128 14S 171 
NA 17 17 16 
.,. 6 8 10 

1.,1! 2 , 4' 2 .12 2.1s 2.87 2.n 2.9s ,.u s.40 ,.1s 4.oo 4.20 4.sa s.21 s.,2 6 .25 1.01 
100 104 106 108 113 114 122 129 US 146 1S6 16S 181 207 212 251 286 
100 103 104 104 108 108 112 114 118 122 us 128 139 157 145 169 194 
. 4 3 3 l 4 l l 10 5 1 1 5 9 14 2 18 13 

3 2 2 3 3 0 -2 8 0 2 l 1 6 8 -9 8 7 
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Wuh:lnt:tou 

Wag• Rate 
Wage Index 
Re.al Wage tndea 
Annual % O\Anga 
Real Annual % Change 

\l■&t!: .Rate: 
Wage lodex 
Real Wa1e Indak 
Annual % Chana• 
Real Armual % Cheng• 

' .I 

APPl!MJIX TA&£ VUI-2, oom'IMIEl 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 i975 1976 

2,242.40 2.54 2,54 2,68 2,78 2.95 3.13 3 . 45 3.73 4.01 4.33 4.49 4 , 745.07 6.05 6.64 
100 107 Ti"f" 113 120 124 132 140 154 167 179 193 200 212 226 270 296 
100 106 111 110 115 118 U2 127 127 143 148 156 159 162 160 188 204 
NA 7 6 0 6 4 6 6 10 8 8 8 4 6 7 19 10 
NA 6 5 - 1 4 2 3 4 6 3 2 4 0 - 1 4 10 4 

2 . 46 2.50 2,65 2.78 2.90 3.01 3.25 3.37 3. 73 4.16 4 . 37 4,67 4,99 5,39~ 6.90 7.27 
100 102 108 113 118 U2 132 137 U2 169 178 190 201 211 242 281 296 
100 101 105 110 113 116 122 U4 134 145 147 153 161 161 176 199 204 

3 2 6 5 5 4 8 4 11 16 5 7 7 8 11 16 5 
I l 5 4 3 2 5 2 7 10 -1 J 4 2 0 7 -1 

~ operatore I top b111a rata (1Acludin1 any co■t•ot-Uvina :lncreaenc1) rounded to the neanat ctllt in effect On 
July 1 . D.lta aourcu iuclud•: BLS !iulletln. 1903, Union Wa gea 4ttd Koure : Local 1'Twit Opeuttag ! eployeu, JulL!.a....!!11, 
and prcvioua &.'tnual bulletina ; 1he American Public Tranait Auoeiati on (APtA) , John Daah and Asaa.ciates; and, individual 
tnna!t properties. The undaracond vago ia the flre t July 1 vase aegotbttd tubHqueat to public acqutaition ot the 
ayu... ?.ccauae public ayaume an hequently auc:u.aore to exlatiJlg l abor a1ree11enu. the firtit "public vage" &u.)' 

be one or core yeau a f t.er the d&t.e of acqu.ieition. lbe 1960 V•S- b \S\dencored vher• v•HH have been negotiated vith 
• public aE1ployer durins the entire period, including thoaa CA.Ha where public ac qU.Uition oc c1,,1rred prior to 1960. 

bCuaulattve percent age chanse in the top bu• rate expreaHd u an index , 1960 • 100. Data ie rounded to the aeareat 
whole integer. 

clndex of rul vage a•IJ:l•• 1960 • 100.. 0-Uative p,erceo.uge c:h.an&e 111 the top bHe rate adju. ted for anir•a• 
aoaual i.a.creuu in the co1t -of-lirlal (ua1D.1 the ILS eon..uaer Ptice lnde:ir.),. O.ta 1a rounded to tb.a Dearest whole 
1nt•1•~-

4Annua1 percentage chatn.,.. 1n trul top bue r ate rounded to the neanat whole ia.teser. 

•Aftoua.l penet1ta1e c.baDIU lo th• top bue ra.t.• ad,Juated for avarap t:nnual incru.H• in tba coat-of-livtna ( uelD.g 
the ILS Coll.auaer Price Index).. Data 1a rouo.d,ed to the nu.re.at. whole inteser. 
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APPENDIX X-1 

Sarrl>le of Cities for 'Nhich Transit Operat:!ng 
~ta Was Collected 

Akron, Ohio Metro Regional Transit Authority 

Albany, N. Y. capital District Transit System #1 

Atlanta, Ga. Metro. · Atlanta Rapid '!ransit Autoority 

Balitmore, Mi Mass Transit Admin. 

B1ngnamtoo, N.Y. Broane Coonty Transit 

&lffalo, N. Y. Niagara Frontier Transit System 

Charleston, s.c. So. caro11na Elec & Gas Co. 

Charleston, w.va. Kanawha Valley Reg. Transpn Auth 

Charlotte, N.C. Charlotte City Coach Lines, Inc 

Cincinnati, Ohio Q..ieen City Metro 

Cleveland, Ohio Clevelarxl Transit System 

Columbia, S.C. So. Garolina Elect & Gas 

Dallas , Tex, Dlµlas Transit System 

Denver, Colo, Denver Metro Transit 

Detroit, Ml.ch. Detroit Dept of street Rwys 

Durham, N.C. D.lke Power Co. 

Erie, Pa. Erie Metropolitan Transit Auth:>rity 

Fitchburg, Mass, Fitchburg & r.ean1nster Str. Rwy. Co, 

Fort worth, Tex. City Transit Service 

Grarrl Rapids, Mich. Grand Rapids Transit Authority 

Greensboro, N.C. D.llre Power Co. 

Greenville, S.C. Greenville, & City Coach Lines 

Harrisburg, Pa, Harrisburg Railways Co. 

Houston, Tex, Rapid Transit Unes, Inc. 
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!lint~, W. Va. 

mlianapol.18, lni. ln11.armpol.18 'lrantlit SJaten, Inc. 

JackBonVille, Fla. Jaclasooville ~tim Auth:rity . 

Kanaaa City• M:>. Kan8aa City Area 'lnlnap,.. Authority 

Loa ~les, caur. Southem Ce.Ut. Rapid ~t Dist, 

Meq)hia, Tem. ~ Transit Authroity 

M1an1, P'la. Metro. Dade Crunty 'ft'an81t Auth. 

Mil~, Wis. M111118.L11cee & SUburban '1nlnspcrt Coll). 

Mil'vleapol.18, M1m. rm: - '.Iran8it ~ting D1v1a1m 

K:Jbile, Ala. City Dept. of 'n'&Mportation 

New 0rlean8, La. New 0rleens Public Service, Inc. 

Norfolk, Va. fldeatcll' lillltl'o .'n'&nait 

Qalcland, ca.11f. Ir AC Tranllit (San Francisco Urban1zed Area) 

Onaha, Neb. Metro Area 'fi'anait 

Oshkosh, Wis- City Transit Lines, Inc, 

Portl.am, ~. 'lri-CO. Metro TraMpn Dist of Ore. 

~\ Providence, R.I. Rhode Island Public 'Iransit Auth. 

Rale:tgh, N.C. Raleigll City Coach Linea, Inc. 

Riclm:rld, Va. V1rg1n1a Transit CO, 

Rochester, N.Y. Regional Transit Service 

San Diego, Csllf. San D:1ego Transit 

Savannah, Ga. Savannah 'lnu18it Auttxrity 

Spr~eld, Mo. City Utilities _ 'l'rllnsJ:n, Dept. 

st. Louis, M:>. Bi-state Transit Systen 

stockton, Ce.l1t, Stocktai Metro. Transit District 

Tacana, Wash. Tacana Tran8it Systen 

Toledo, Ohio. Toledo Area Reg. Transit Authcrity 

316 

Trenton, N.J. Mercer Metro 

'l\Jlsa, Okla, Metropolitan Tulsa 'Iransit Auth. 

W&.sh1ngton, D.C. "Washington Metro. Area Transit Auth. 

Wichita, Kan. Wichita Metrcpol1tan Transit Auth. 

~ 



' 

j~~;i:-~=--~r. 

317 

APPENDIX X-2· 

Sources of Data for Chapter V 

&ts hours, drivers' and helpers' wages, 
operating reverue, operating expenses, 
the peak to base ratio, ridership 

&ts operator' s union wage rate, 
public 

Manufacturing earnings 

Density• population and 1ncane 

,, ,. 

APl'A's 'Irensit 9?erat.1.ng 
Reports• various years 

0 :s. Department of labor• 
fureau of labor Statistics, 
API'A, '!be labor &treau of the 
Middle West, Jorn Cash and 
Associates, ani the Analg.llrated 
Transit Union, contact with 
1nilv1dual properties. 

U.S. Department of Labar, 
fureau of labor Statistics, 
Enployment am Eamings: 
States ani Areas 1939--1974 
&tllet1n 1370-11 

U.S. atreau of Census, 
Census of the Population, 
1960 and 1970. 
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APPENDIX X-3 

Alternative Metrods of Analyzing labor Cost 

Several other nethods of analyzing labor cost were considered but rejected. 
Che method would be to calculate labor coot per bus operator• th.is 
changl.ng the cost figure to an earnings figure for each bus operator Which 
could then be caJt)ared with the earnings of other s1mllarly situated 
workers 1n the labor market. We rejected this aethod because we had 
data only on the total number of en;,loyees per system. Although it woold 
be possible to est:irrate the nunt>er of bus operators for each year, the 
1nfornation obtained would oot be much greater than that obtained using 
just the union wage rate and K1 _as dependent variables. Total coo:penaa­
tion per bus operator is equal""'to the following: 

Total conpensation • WiKi (bus oours/operator) 

'!be only way the effect of a variable on canpensaticn per ~tor arr:1 en 
Wi. and K1 · could be different is if the variable has an effect on bus hours 
per e111>loyee. If a variable has a greater (sraller) effect on cCJ!l)el'lSa­
t i01 per operator than on wages and K:1., it is s1n(:>ly because operators 
drive mare (less) bus hours ani wool.doe expected to earn roore (less) 
mooey . Although it is true that contract 1'1:lrk rules l1BY l ower cost by 
increasing "nonproductive" t1me, this effect will sh::>w up as an effect 
on K., . It is also possible t q specify labor cost as a fl.lnction of 
pa.ssaigers or pas senger miles, and such a specification nrtght be aean­
ingful for BOOE purposes . However, it is an inappropriate way of 
specifying labor cost when t he pr1nary en;,hasis is 01 as~ssrent of the 
:lni>act of 1nstituticnal, enviralnental, and labor rrarket factors on 
collective barga1n:1ng outcomes. Co.st per passengers or passenger mllef! 
renect system usage as well as level of service. A specification 
such as this would require us to include ridership aa an endogenrus · 
variable. While this 1'1:luld be a m:>re COll1)lete specification, it would 
not add rruch to oar analysis of wages ani penalty time . The level of 
bus service calld have been measured using bus-miles instead of bus 
hours. We 1'1:luld not expect the effects of public ownership and other 1n­
deperxlent variables on bus miles to be the same as the effects on bus 
hours unless speed is uncorrelated with all of the independent variables. 
Since this is not the case, the m:>del would have to be expaooed to in­
clude route speed as a dependent variabl e . However, because bus hours 
1s equal to bus miles divided by average route speed, t he total effect 
of a set of independent variables on bus miles and bus speed is equal to 
their effect on bus hours only . This relationship allows us to use bus 
hours with only a slight loss of 1nfornation. 'Ire equations for W1 and 
K 1'1:luld be exactly the same, the only 1nfonnation lost being how a 
~1able effects speed and bus--miles of service separately. Because the 
1dent1f1cation of these effects are not :Important for our purposes, we 
used cnly bus hours as a measure of service. 
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