
' ~--;-;v-­
'i.,. 

HD 

~S.C.R.I.D. UBWI ATS-US 
N.Y. 

NYCTA 
EFF'OCT OF 1966 
NYCTA STRIKE ON 
TRAVEL BEHAVIOR 
OF RF.G. USERS. 

" THE EFFECT OF THE 1966 

NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT STRIKE 

ON THE TRAVEL BEHAVIOR OF 

REGULAR TRANSIT USERS" 

.. If ,, 





NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

THE EFFECT OF THE 1966 TRANSIT 
STRIKE ON THE TRAVEL BEHAVIOR 

OF REGULAR TRANSIT USERS 

Prepared from a Survey Made by 

BARRINGTON and COMPANY 
DIVISION OF DAY & ZIMMERMANN, INC. 

NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

JOSEPH E. O1 GRADY, CHAIRMAN 
John J. Gilhooley, Member 
Daniel T. Scannell, Member 

The preparation of this report 
has been financed in part 
through a grant from the United 
States Department of Housing 
and Urban Development under the 
provisions of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964. 



04953 

HD 

,T) 

E33 



FOREWORD 

From January l to January 13, 1966 the City of New York 

experienced a major work stoppage by the operating employees of the 

New York City Transit Authority, the Manhattan and Bronx Surface Transit 

Authority, the Tri-Boro Coach Corporation, the Steinway Transit Company, 

the Queens Transit Company, Jamaica Buses, Inc. and the Avenue Band 

East Broadway Transit Company. The first two are public agencies, the 

last five are privately owned. More than 40,000 transit employees struck 

the various companies, completely halting all services. Sixteen million 

residents in New York City and its metropolitan area were affected in one 

way or another. More than five million daily riders were inconvenienced, 

some to the extent of a temporary loss of their means of livelihood. 

Schools were closed, business suffered tremendous losses and street traffic 

was bF-Ought to a £tandsti 11 for hours on end in many areas of the city . 

While negotiations were proceeding towards a strike settle­

ment, public officials including the members of this Authority, expressed 

their concern, first, over the public welfare and second, over the effects 

of the strike on public passenger transit. Of major concern was the 

possible loss of rapid transit patronage and an increase in the use of 

other modes of travel which could further complicate the city's traffic 

and transportation problems. 

It was decided to attempt a study that would establish the 

effect of the strike on the public and on its future travel patterns. 





Federal financial assistance for such a study was sought 

and obtained as a demonstration grant arranged through the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development on February l, 1966. 

Barrington and Company undertook a survey of the effect 

of the strike on users of the New York City Transit System based on a 

random sampling of transit riders regarding: 

I) Their pre-strike travel behavior, 

2) Their diversion, during the strike, to other forms 
of transportation, if avai I able, and 

3) Their post-strike travel habits. 

The survey was begun on February 7, 1966 and the collection 

of data was completed on April 12, 1966. 

Coding, card punching and analysis of the data by computer 

required an additional three months and a first draft copy of the survey 

report was submitted in July, 1966. The final report was submitted by 

Barrington on January 6, 1967. It is presented in its entirety. 

The New York City Transit Authority accepts the survey 

findings as disclosed in this report as statistically accurate, valuable 

for purposes of reference, and a possible guide in future similar 

emergencies . They demonstrate beyond question the tremendous impact of 

the strike on the City and its environs. The details are in the report, 

but a few of the findings highlight the magnitude of the strike effects: 

While the strike affected everyone in the area, rich and 

poor, city dweJler and suburbanite, in all activities in which the transit 
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system is used, going to work, shopping and social, educational and 

recreational trips, the impact was always greatest on the lower income 

groups. 

Forty per cent of workers normally using the subway or bus 

to go to work lost one or more work days during the strike. Fifteen 

per cent did not get to work at all. Among low income workers 

(under $3,000 per year) the corresponding figures were 60% losing some 

time and 30% not working at all. 

This represents a total loss of at least 6 million man-days 

of work. No estimate can be made of the time lost by workers who worked 

less than their regular hours during the strike. 

The median length of the trip to work doubled for those who 

managed to get there, from about half an hour to one hour and six minutes. 

Where only one out of eight workers normally took an hour or more to get 

to work, during the strike five out of eight took an hour or more. 

Shopping by users of the transit system was reduced by about 

50% during the strike. One-third of shoppers normally using the transit 

system put off~ shopping during the strike, and almost half put off 

some shopping. One-third did all their shopping in new places. 

Among users of the transit system for social, educational, 

recreational, and other personal activities, three-quarters put off some 

or all of such activities. 
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The report under 11 FINDINGS, 11 Section lE, states that 

112.7% of the regular-using households reported that at least one of the 

regular users was no longer using the transit system ... six weeks after 

the strike. 11 The Authority I s passenger revenues for the first week of 

March (six weeks after the strike) showed a loss of 2.2%. 

It is the Authority's experience that the lasting effect of 

a circumstance such as the transit strike of 1966 is always somewhat less 

than the immediate effect. For example, the revenue loss in the first 

week after the strike as compared to the same week in 1965 was 4. 11% and 

in the last week of June 1966, 24 weeks after the strike, was 0.96%. A 

study of the trend of weekly revenue totals showed a fairly steady week-to-week 

reduction in the revenue loss. 

Shortly after July 1, 1966 a change in fare structure nullified 

any further study of passenger trends due to the strike. 

Assuming, then, that the 0.96% loss for the last week of 

fiscal 1966 is fairly representative of the permanent loss of riders after 

the strike, and since this is less than 50% of the 2.2% loss indicated 

above, it is suggested that all the post-strike results in this report can 

be reduced in the same ratio, or by about 50%, to determine the permanent 

effect on the post-strike travel behavior of transit users. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS 

The report itself is a concise summary of the many 
details of the survey findings. The more salient 
of these have been selected for the high] ights. 

The effects of the 13-day New York City transit strike from 

Saturday, January 1, to Thursday, January 13, 1966, on the behavior of regular 

transit users were revealed through a scientific survey initiated immediately 

a f ter the end of the strike. In this survey, based upon a systematic random 

sample of households, over 8 , 000 regular transit users in the four major 

boroughs of the city were interviewed at length. In a separate survey, over 

l ,700 transit users who were not telephone subscribers and who resided in 

lower-income tracts were interviewed as well to prove the accuracy of the basic 

survey and to focus on highly affected areas. Finally, about 700 transit users 

in the seven suburban counties were interviewed . 

Getting to Work 

Getting to and from work is by far the major purpose of mass 

transit tri ps in New York and involvesalmost three out of four of al 1 those 

who use the subway or bus at least three times per week . About 3/4 of these 

start the trip by subway, 1/4 by bus. 

Regular users wer e unable in 2 out of 5 cases to get to work 

sometime during the strike . One worker out of seven , normally using the 

tran s it system, d i d not get to work at all. 
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By January 4th, the second weekday of the strike, 31% of the 

regular transit users were still not at work. By the end of the strike 20% 

were not at work . 

Modes 

Of workers who got to work at all, 4 out of 5 remained with 

their first substitute mode of travel and continued to use it throughout the 

strike . 

Over half the workers used the automobile at first. Two out of 

three of these riders did not drive their own car but rode in a car owned and 

driven by someone else . 

A third of the workers used three other modes in about equal 

proportion : walking, taxis and employer-arranged buses. The rai ]roads carried 

8% of those making their first attempt to get to work . 

Changes in mode were made by one in every five of the workers, 

generally to the automobile. About 7% stayed away overnight at some time during 

the strike. 

Length and Cost of Trip 

The median length of known trips for all workers during the 

strike was 66 minutes, about twice the pre-strike average on the transit system. 

This trip length stayed about the same throughout the strike, despite variations 

in mode, as more persons attempted to come to work. 

Five out of eight took more than an hour to get to work during 



the strike compared to one out of eight before the strike. Employer-arranged 

buses took more than an hour and a half on the average. 

Most riders (69%) considered the cost of the trip during the 

strike to be 11 nothing 11 or not calculable but one in four reported spending 

over $1 .00 one way. Throughout the strike, the average trip cost stayed 

about the same for all workers. 

Income and Occupation 

Six out of ten lower-income workers (under $3,000) were home 

some or~ of the strike, double the proportion of the higher-income workers 

(over $9,000). Three out of ten lower-income workers were home all of the 

strike, double the proportion of the middle-income workers ($3,000-$9 , 000). 

The white-collar workers stayed home in abou t one out of four 

cases contrasted with more than half the blue-collar wor ke rs , except for those 

in the protective services , 4 out of 5 of whom wor ked th e ent i re stri ke. Th e 

strike had a sl i ghtly greater effect on minor wag e earners, chiefly work i ng 

wives, than on major wage earners. 

Route Patte rns 

Difficulty 1n getting to work was not influenced by ti me of day , 

except for the few (1 %) who start to wo rk in the eve ning rush hou r , count e r to 

the heavy traffic flow. The strike had a relatively greater effect on thos e 

who previously started the trip to work by subway rather than bus . 

Those li v ing in Manhattan below 60th Stree t had the best job 

attendance record but, sti 11 , one out of four stayed home at s ome t i me during 
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the strike . Routes to work for those working elsewhere than Manhattan were 

the most difficult to find substitute transportation f or, especially on the 

part of those 1 iving in Upper Manhattan . Those who 1 ived and worked 1n 

Western Queens had the least difficulty: only 18% were not able to work the 

entire strike . 

Non-Telephone/Lower-Income Tract Transit Users 

Only 2 out of 5 of thos e using the bus or subway at least once 

per week before the strike managed to work the entire strike and 2 out of 5 were 

home al 1 the time . Their substitute modes were the same as other regular 

transit users except that fewer stayed away from home overnight. 

Trip cost wa s calculated to be more than $1 .00 one way by on e 

in three of thos e who cam e to wor k at al 1 . Short e r a vera ge distance from 

home to work is indicated by the f act that only 2 out of 5 took more than one 

hour to get to work contrasted with 3 out of 5 of al 1 workers. 

Suburban Users 

Those residing 1n th e surrounding counties who use the city 

mass transit system at l east once per wee k were not gr eatly affe c ted by the 

strike : only one out of seven mis s ed one or more days of work during the 

strike . Union and Berg e n County residents were least a f f ec t ed. Ess e x and 

Nassau County workers we re not able to get to work throughout th e strike in on e 

out of five cases. 

Shoppers 

Shoppers who previ ous l y used th e transit s ys t em r egularly we re 



chiefly off-peak and bus-oriented. Almost half put off some shopping during 

the strike while one-third put off~ shopping normally done using public 

transit. One-third did all their shopping in~ places, while one-quarter 

managed to find a substitute mode to get to their usual places in the city. 

In effect, shopping was reduced by about 50% during the strike . 

Reduced shopping was greatest on the part of Queens residents 

and least in the Bronx where 2 out of 5 found new places to shop for things 

normally purchased on transit trips before the strike. 

Those with lower incomes put off some shopping more than others 

while 2 out of 5 went to new places entirely, contrasted with 1 in 5 of the 

upper-income shoppers. 

Older shoppers tended to either put off~ shopping or to find 

entirely new places to shop; younger ones more often put off some shopping. 

As a result, about the same proportion of older and younger shoppers put off 

any shopping at al 1. 

Suburbanites put off all shopping normally done by subway in 

1/3 of the cases, only 1/10 shopped as usual and half of the shopping diverted 

to local outlets . 

Other Purpose Trips 

Trips on the mass transit system regularly made for other purposes 

than working or shopping are chiefly social trips in off-peak hours but are 

recreational , educational and personal in nature as wel 1. Such trips were 

reported more frequently in Manhattan, in younger and in higher-income households . 
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During the strike, three out of four of al 1 other-purpose transit users put off 

some of their activities . Of those who pursued any of these trips at al 1 

despite the strike, about three out of five reached their normal destinations . 

Curtailment of these trips was greatest in Brooklyn, in older and in lower­

income households. 

In the suburbs, users of city transit for non-work and non-shop 

purposes were younger and more affluent than those residing in the city . More 

than half put off all such trips during the strike . In effect , almost 20% 

of the activity which normally would have come to the city was diverted to local 

places and less than 30% was carried out as usual despite th e strike . 

Perceived Effect of the Strike 

According to the subjective judgments of survey respondents, the 

strike had a large or very large e ffect on more than half the households 

containing regular transit users for work purposes . 

Ability to get to work was evidently the single most important 

criterion used in assessing the overall effect of the strike on the household . 

Less than half of those who worked throughout the strike felt it had a la r ge 

effect in contrast to 72% of those who were home for th e entire period . 

The effects of the strike, as perceived by the public, were fairly 

eve nly spread throughout the city, although Brooklyn and Quee ns residents we re 

affected slightly more, in their own opinions, than those in Manhattan and 

the Bronx . 



The home-to-work route influenced judgments of the effect of 

the strike on individual households. The most difficult routes were Outer 

Brooklyn to Manhattan below 60th Street and from the Bronx to parts of the city 

other than Manhattan below 60th Street. Workers pursuing these routes felt 

the strike had a large effect in three out of five cases. In contrast, only 

one-quarter of those who 1 ived and worked in Northern Queens felt that the 

strike had much effect on them. 

In the lower-income tracts, non-telephone subscribers who used 

the subway or bus at least once per week before the strike felt that the 

strike had a large or very large effect in 2 out of 3 cases. Of those who 

lost any work at al 1, 3 out of 4 felt the strike had a large effect. 

In the suburbs, more than 3 out of 5 workers considered that 

the strike had 1 ittle or no effect on their households. 

Post-Strike Diversion 

After the strike, 2. 1% of the regular transit-using workers in 

the four major boroughs stopped using the system. These workers were from 

younger, more affluent white-collar households. They had local destinations , that 

i s , within their own residence zones, more so than those who went back to 

subways and buses. Also, more of them had driven in their own cars during the 

strike rather than in a pool. 

Shoppers who did not return to using the mass transit, however, 

reverted to walking in more than half the cases. They were younger than 

tran s it-using s hoppers as a whole. 

7 



8 

Those who stopped using the mass transit system for social and 

personal activities shifted, in more than half the cases, to their .2.':'.::.!:! ~ and 

taxis after the strike but one-third had no fixed modal pattern. These house­

holds were younger, but more were lower-income, than the other-purpose transit 

users who did return to the system. 

After the strike, 5% of the suburban users, for any purpose, stopped 

using the city transit system. 

* * * * * * * 



INTRODUCTION 

The New York City transit strike, which occurred during 

January l through 13, 1966 and affected all the rapid transit and more than 

90 per cent of the surface lines, provided an opportunity to determine, 

through a survey, how the users of subway and bus systems adapted to a major 

mass transit d i sruption . 

A study of the effects of the strike on mass transit use rs 

was undertaken by Barrington and Company, Division of Day & Zimmermann , Inc . 

Description of Work 

Interviews with tran s it us e rs beg an within two weeks of the 

end of the strike and were completed within three months. The transit user s 

were identified for the basic sur vey through a random sampling of between . 5 

and 1. 0% of all households in the four main boroughs of the city, where house­

holds containing at least one 3-times-per-week (regular) user were surveyed by 

telephone . Two special surveys we re also performed : (l) in seven suburban 

counties, where sufficient screening was done to produce about 100 once-per­

week-or-more transit users in each county , and (2) 1n the lower-income censu s 

tracts of the city where personal inter v iews we re accomplished among non­

telephone-owning households containing once-per-week-or-more users of th e 

transit sys tern , 

The survey is representative of regular transit users as a­

special population and the large size of the survey limits the range o f erro r 
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to a very small fraction. There were 6,824 respondents in the basic survey 

reporting on 8,408 regular transit users, and 698 in the token suburban 

survey. To complete these numbers of interviews 29,258 households were cal led 

of which 15,751 were reached and screened. In addition, there were 2,126 

personal interviews in the lower-income tracts. 

Presentation of Results 

The results of the analysis of findings are reported in terms 

of proportions of the transit-using population as defined . All tables in the 

report contain percentages. This means of presenting the data was selected 

as most useful for the greatest number of readers. A good comprehension of 

the behavioral effects of the strike can be obtained without intimate 

knowledge of the New York City transit system. Yet, those who are familiar 

with trip data can interpret the findings just as easily. 

For those who wish to translate the proportions into trip figures 

or actual household numbers, the fol lowing background facts are presented: 

Each 1% of worker households surveyed is equivalent 
to 20,250 workers, each making an estimated 500 
trips per year. 

Each 1% of shopper households surveyed is equiv­
alent to 2,275, each making 300-400 trips per year. 

Each 1% of other-purpose trip households surveyed 
is equivalent to 3,020, each making 300-400 trips 
per year. 

Annual trips on the subway number l. 137 bill ion, excluding school 

children and free transfers, while surface transit trips, exc luding Staten 

Isl and, total . 4 35 bi l l ion . 
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The basic survey in the four major boroughs covered 76 . 2% of 

the transit trips. The remainder of the trips on the system are contributed 

by non-regular city users and persons from outside the city . 

In the report, al 1 percentages below 1/2% are indicated by an 

asterisk(~·~). All percentages are based upon 100%, including instances wherein 

specifics were undetermined, unless otherwise indicated . 
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PURPOSE AND APPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to obtain a factual picture of the 

effects of the New York City transit s trike on regular transit users . An 

accurate record of what happened to those dep e ndent upon the disrupted bus 

and subway system was desired so that planning and evaluation of current and 

future programs of the New York City Transit Authority and other related and 

supportive agencies invol ved or concerned could be guided to better serve the 

public. The research was directed toward the behavioral reactions of the 

public, excluding specifi cs regarding any economic losses other than trip costs . 

The findings are of inte rest to many professionals for their 

own professional purposes. Economists, sociologists, historians, transit 

operators, government officials and al 1 those affected by the strike now have 

through this report an exact knowledge of what transpired as a result of the 

strike . 

Th e knowledg e 90 ined a s a resu l t of this s tudy, including the 

effects both during and aft er t he s trike, can be used not only by planners and 

operations managers in New York Ci ty but also by public transportation and 

other officials in other metropo litan areas . 

This report provide s a basis fo r estimating the effects of a 

disruption of transit service of great magnitude and extended duration ~nd 

indicates what difficulti e s inhere in maki ng contingency preparation for a 

potential major disruption of t r an s i t se rvice . It also provides insights on 

the importance of mass tran s it use ful in planning the introduction of mass transit 
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to new areas. It may also give a clue to what happens to riders lost to 

a transit system as a result of involuntary disruption of their regular 

travel habits, if not also voluntary diversions caused by fare increases 

or service changes . 

Many complex factors not within the scope of the s urvey, and the 

timing and conditions of any new situation, must be taken into account before 

drawing inferences from the effects of the transit strike in New York and 

applying them in other circumstances. Nevertheless, knowledge of the i mpact 

of this particular strike on public behavior may be an impo r tant contribution 

to planning in other areas . 

For example, the findings can be used as a re ference in developing 

an emergency plan which would anticipate transit user tende ncies to use various 

substitute modes in the absence of mass t r ansi t service . Wi t hout any such plan, 

we know that in New York the automobile ca rr ied mo r e than 1/2 the workers who 

were successful in getting to work and that 2/3 of these were passenge r s, mos t l y 

in a pre-arranged pool . We know that home-to-wo rk di s tances made it possible 

for one in ten to walk, that one in ten was abl e to a rr ive by cab, and tha t 

employers provided free bus , ~r or truck service fo r anothe r one in ten wo r kers, 

especially in the latter da ys of the strike. We also know that people showed 

great ingenuity and persi s t en ce i n finding ways to get to work . As more persons 

attempted to work and some sh if t ed modes, the net ef fe ct wa s an al most constant 

average time and cost of trip throughout the str ike period . In other wo r ds, i t 

took as long and cost as much to get to work towa r d the end o f the st r ike a s it 

did in the middle. 
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Analysis of home-to-work distances and auto and taxi and street 

capacities and cooperative plann i ng regarding supplemental transportation 

possibilities in another area or at another time, may reduce the extent of 

loss of workers to business and to other activities below the levels 

experienced in New York. I n New Y o r k a s a res u l t of the s t r i k e , 1 5 % of t he 

workers normally using city transit were unable to work at al 1, another 21 % had a 

partial work loss and the city work force normally carried by mass transit 

was reduced by 1/3 initially and 1/5 after 12 days. 

Th e degree of curtailment of shopping and other activity normally 

made possible by mass transit may be reduced in other crises by substitute 

transportation arranged for by pools of merchants or theatre-owners or other 

agencies such as hospitals, sch ools and institutional complexes grouped in 

central locations. Without planned alternatives, we know that 1/3 of the 

shopping normally done using the transit system in New York City was complete ly 

diverted to other areas, that about 1/2 of it was partially deferred and that 

less than 1/4 was completed as it normally would have been.· In addition, we 

know that more than 2/5 of the people normally making other-purpose (social, 

educational , recreational, etc . ) trips by mass t ransit cancelled them, that 

less than 2/5 pursu ed th em as us ual by othe r modes and that the remainder , less 

than 1/5, changed the ir normal dest i nations in some way, dive rting their 

personal affairs elsewher e . Plan n ing for emergencies may reduce this disruption of 

normal patterns of 1 iving by providing alt e rnative trans portation modes. 

Another application of th e f actual pi c tur e o f th e effect of th e 

strike , also beyond the scope of this de s c riptive study , is in predicting the 

result of new transportation servi ces . 
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The introduction of mass transit to an area wil 1 have an 

inverse effect to that of the removal of service as in the strike . Th e 

degree to which economic and social activity may be ther e by facilitated can 

be estimated by planners, after proper adjustments for diff e rent circumstances 

and travel patterns, using the results of the strike survey as a reference . 

The effect wi 11 be inverse, that is, instead of activity being dim i nished it 

wi 11 be accelerated, but the effect wil 1 not be directly proportionate . The 

proportions of increased work trips, shopping, and social activity wi 11 be 

a function of magnitude and of rates of change in activity already ex isting 

due to other factors than transportation. 

Further, how sudden the impact of new mass transit ser v ices 1s 

will depend upon how long a community has prepared for the e vent and the 

anticipatory ~edistribution of work centers , residen ces and fa c ilities for 

shopping, amusement and personal expenditures . Th e nature of the impact of 

reinstating the operation of the transit system in New York, presuming for 

the sake of illustration that the strike conditions we r e no rmal and tha t the 

mass transit ser v ices were new, has value as an additional s e t o f refe rence 

points in predicting the effect in other areas . 

For example, a new system as proportionately extensive as that 

operated by the Transit Auth ority (in relation to ar ea cove red , populat i on 

density, etc.) would draw more than half its passenger s from automobiles, the 

size of the effective labor market in the area s e r ved would expand by 25-45% 

encompassing more lower-income workers in particula r , as th e overall tr i p ti me t o 

work for all workers would be cut by at l east 1/3 . In addit i on, the tr ading 
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area of a comparable urban center newly serviced 1n this way would expand 

and the pace of shopping activity would increase substantially, by about 

l½ times, with 30% of the new business coming from increased travel frequency by 

existing shoppers, 30% diverted from surrounding areas and the rest 

discretionary shopping that otherwise may not have been done at all. In the 

same way, other activity (social/recreational/educational) would increase 

in volume by some l½ times with about 30% of this increase diverted from 

other places and the rest discretionary, that is, activity which could not be 

carried out elsewhere and would not have taken place without rapid transit. 

Of course, in no conceivable circumstance would a comparable 

system be newly introduced in a comparable area with directly proportionate 

results. Local characteristics, especially transit route patterns, job openings 

and the capacity of facilities to handle shoppers and pleasure-seekers, wil 1 

determine the scope of effect in particular instances. These and other factors 

must be considered in utilizing, for planning purposes, the accurate record 

of public behavior which is provided in this report. Looking at the impact of 

the strike inversely, however, serves to dramatize the role of mass transit 

service in stimulating socio-economic activity that otherwise would not take 

place and points up the consequent need to plan for hand] ing discretionary trips, 

which are motivated directly by the existence of the public transportation 

system itself, in addition to those which are simply diverted from other modes 

and places. 

* * * * * * * 

16 



OBJECTIVES 

Factual data were developed through telephone and home inter­

views with transit users to determine the following; 

(1) Pre-strike travel patterns 

(2) Effects of the strike on the public 

(3) Adaptations of the public in the absence of 
normal transit services 

(4) Patterns of diversion from pre-strike travel 
patterns 

Within each of the above four categories, further analysis was 

conducted to reveal, where applicable, variations among the public by: 

( l ) Trip purpose 

( 2) Length and cost of trip 

(3) Age 

( 4) Income 

(5) Occupation 

(6) Location of residence 

* * * * * * * 
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F N D I N G S 

- BASIC SURVEY 

The survey plan in the city area called for interviews with 

at least 8,000 regular users of the New York City transit system. A regular 

user was defined as a person who uses the transit system three times a week 

or more for either work, shop or other-purpose trips. This number of 

interviews was desired for statistical reliability among various subgroups 

of the population . It was estimated in advance that l/2 of 1% of the city's 

2.7 mill ion households would have to be interviewed in order to yield this 

number of regular user interviews; as it happened this ~rediction was most 

accurate. 

A total of 21,520 households were contacted, sampled in a 

systematic random method using the telephone books of the four large boroughs , 

This resulted in 12,075 household interviews of which 6,824 had one or more 

regular users among its members. The interviews produced information 

regarding 8,408 transit users: 6,042 worker interviews, 1,015 shopper inter­

views, and 1,351 other-purpose interviews. 

The first step was to determine if any members of the household 

qualified as regular users of the transit system . The following priority 

pattern was used in selecting the particular regular user in the household 

to be interviewed: (l) Major wage earner who uses the transit system 

(2) Housewife who uses transit system to go to work (3) Next oldest person 

who uses the transit system to go to work (4) Person who answered phone (if 

none of the above at home) who uses transit system to go to work. Once the 
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respondent was selected regular work, shop and other-purpose use was covered . 

All telephoning took place from a central headquarters with 

monitoring facilities. Supervisors took particular care that 40% of the 

interviews in each borough took place between 9 a . m. and 6 p. m., and 60% 

between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. They made sure that a minimum of three cal]­

backs were made for each not-at-home call and further that the call-back 

took place in different time segments . The effect of these controls wa s 

to minimize any error due to non-response. 

Comparison of Survey 
Sample with Census 

The distribution of households surveyed is exactly proportionate 

to the incidence of telephone households according to census data . 

Distribution of Telephone Households 
Cen s us 

Borough Survey 1960 

Manhattan 24% 24% 

Bronx 18 18 

Queens 26 26 

Brooklyn 32 32 

The regular transit users discovered in the survey a r e somewhat 

younger than the general adult population . 

Under 35 

35-54 

Over 54 

Undetermined 

Regular Transit 
User s 

35% 

41 

21 

3 

Cen s us : 
Populat i on 
18 yrs . & ove r 

31 % 

38 

31 
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Six out of 10 regular transit-user households were of middle 

income with 3 out of 10 earning more than $9,000 annually and l out of 10 

earning less than $3,000. 

On a borough-by-borough basis Queens and Manhattan had somewhat 

more upper-income riders and Queen s fewer in the lower -income bracket. 

Total Household Income of Regular-Transit Users - 1966 Survey 

Four Major Boroughs Manhattan Bronx --- Queens Brooklyn 
1960 Census 1966 Survey 

Under $3,000 15% 11 % 13% 13% 7% 13% 

$3,000-$9,000 61 58 53 64 54 61 

Over $9,000 24 28 32 21 37 22 

Undetermined 3 2 2 2 4 

Subway and bus riders, on a regular ba sis, are predominantly 

workers and therefore there are more higher-income and less lower-income 

households in the transit population than in the general population which 

includes many non-workers (retired, unemployed) with lower incomes . 

On a borou gh -by-borough basis more of the regular-transit user 

households, especially in Manhattan and Brooklyn, are younger than is the case 

among the general adult population . 

Manhattan Bronx 
Survey Census Survey Census 

Under 35 

35 to 54 

Over 54 

Undetermined 

36% 

38 

22 

4 

30% 

37 

33 

33% 

38 

25 

4 

31 % 

37 

32 

Queens 
Survey Census 

33% 

45 

20 

2 

29% 

41 

30 

Brooklyn 
Survey Census 

37% 

40 

20 

3 

32% 

38 

30 

Since in the four large boroug hs users for work purpose amount to 

72% of all regular city transit users, the worker group is considered in great 

detail. 
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A - WORKERS 

The Worker Sample 

Workers were represented in 6 out of 7 regular user households 

in the sample and, therefore, the distribution of the worker sample by borough 

and by household income was within one percentage point in each category of 

those described for the total sample. 

Before the strike over one-third of these regular worker house­

holds had two or more household members taking either bus or subway to work, 

and one out of ten had three or more . The overall average is l . 5 transit­

using workers per regular worker household . 

No. of Transit-using Workers In 
Regular Worker Households 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Average per household : 1 . 5 

64% 

26 

7 

2 

100% 

This study gives a detailed report on one worker in each hou s ehold . 

The occupational distribution for these workers, when compared to census da t a, 

shows that the regular transit user households contain more in the profes s i onal­

managerial and clerical-sales class, more in the unskilled worker class, and 

less of the skilled/semi-ski 1 led workers. 
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Occupation 

Professional & Managerial 

Clerical & Sales 

Services 

Skilled & Semi-skilled 

Unskilled 

Undetermined 

Workers Who Are Regular 
Transit Users 
(Survey 1966) 

26% 

33 

10 

12 

12 

_7_ 

100% 

Al 1 Workers : 
4 Boroughs 

(Census 1960) 

22% 

27 

12 

28 

4 

_7_ 

100% 

Seventy-three per cent of the above workers were the major 

wage ea r ners in the household, 21 % were the minor wage earners and for 6% 

this was undetermined . 

* * * * * * * 
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PRE-STRIKE PATTERN OF WORK TRIPS 

Ori.gin of Workers 

For the purpose of this study, the four large boroughs were 

divided into eight zones as follows: 

Origin Zone 

Manhattan 

Bronx 

Queens 

Manhattan Below 60th Street 
Upper Manhattan 

Western Queens 
Northern Queens 
Eastern Queens 

Brooklyn 

Downtown Brooklyn 
Outer Brooklyn 

Workers Who Are 
Regular Transit Users 

26% 

8% 
18 

18% 

23% 

11 % 
4 
8 

33% 

12% 
21 

100% 

These zones are illustrated on the map appearing on the next page, 

Destination of Workers 

Seventy per cent of the workers interviewed in the four la rge 

boroughs had a work destination in Manhattan below 60th Street . Twe lve pe r 

cent had local destinations; that is, one contained within the same origin 

zone in any of the boroughs . Fifteen per cent had destinations elsewhere 

than Manhattan below 60th Street but not within their own or igin zone : the se 

workers had such patterns as Brooklyn to Queens, Bronx to Upper Manhattan, and 

so on. 
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LOCATION CODES 
RIGIN FOR 

& DESTINATION ZONES 
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Location of Work Destinat ion 

Manhattan Below 60th Street 70% 

Local (Except Manhattan Below 60th Street) 12% 

Non-Local 15% 

Undetermined ----2lL 

Origin and Destination of Workers 
In Four Large Boroughs 

100% 

The overall origin and destination pattern of regular users of 

the transit system for work shows Upper Manhattan, Outer Brooklyn, and the 

Bronx origin zones contributingthe largest segments to the Manhattan-below-

6Oth Street destination total . Seven out of eight of Manhattan below 60th 

Street regular users work there . Queens local traffic is 1 ight. Outer 

Brooklyn non-local traffic is relatively heavy . 

Destination 

Origin 
Non­

Manhattan Below 60th Street Local Local TOTAi 

Manhattan Below 60th Str eet 

Upper Manhattan 

Bronx 

Western Queens 

Northern Queens 

Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 

Oute r Brooklyn 

* Less than . 5% 

7% 

14 

12 

9 

3 

5 

7 

14 

71 % 

NOTE : Excludes worker s wi th undetermined destinations 

3 

3 

3 

2 

13% 

1% 

2 

2 

2 

2 

_5_ 
16% 

25 

8% 

19 

17 

11 

4 

8 

12 

21 
100% 



Over half of the workers 1n Manhattan below 60th Street live 

in Outer Brooklyn, Upper Manhattan and the Bronx; Manhattan below 60th Street 

itself contributes one-tenth of the workers. Northern and Eastern Qu ee ns 

contribute very little of the overall local traffic. Manhattan belovJ 60th 

Street, when considered local traf f ic, accounts for more than one-third of 

this type of work trip movement. Outer Brooklyn accounts for almost one­

third of the non-local destination traffic, chiefly to Downtown Brooklyn. 

Source of Destination Workers by Origin Zone 

Origin 
Manhattan Below 

60th Street 

Manhattan Below 60th Street 

Upper Manhattan 

10% 

19 

17 

12 

Bronx 

Western Queens 

Northern Queens 

Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 

Outer Brooklyn 

Trip Characteristics 

4 

8 

10 

20 
100% 

Local 

36% 

14 

14 

6 

3 

14 

12 
100% 

Non-local 

8% 

12 

15 

7 

4 

10 

13 

_3_1 
100% 

The pre-strike trip pattern of these wor kers showed that 25% of 

these workers started their work trip by bus and 75% by subway . 

Sixty-nine per cent started their trip during the morning rush 

hour, def ined as 7 c.m. to 9 a.m.; only in 100 started the trip in t he 

evening r us h hour . Twe nty-two per cent had some other regular pattern during 
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off-peak hours. For 6% of the workers the starting trip time varied , and 

for 2% the trip start time was undetermined. 

Before the strike over one-fifth (22%) of these workers paid more 

than 30¢ to get to work. 

One third took one-half hour or less to get to work on the 

transit system, about half took from one-half to one hour, and the remainoer 

took more than one hour . 

On January l, 1966 the transit strike began; it continued 

for two weeks, posing a problem to the many workers who previously had relied 

on this system for getting to their jobs. 

* * * * * * * 
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PATTERNS OF BEHAVIOR DURING THE STRIKE 

The effect on job attendance, the work flow during the strike 

period, the alternative modes of travel that were used, the cost and time 

involved and what the workers said and felt about the strike are described 

for the transit-using worker population as a whole. 

In addition, the effect of the strike on particular types of 

workers is presented. These types are determined by residence, income, 

occupation, major or minor wage earner status and travel characteristics, 

including pre-strike mode, trip start time, origins and destinations. 

Worker Attendance 

The broad effect of the strike on job attendance is seen in 

the fact that about 2 out of 5 regular users of the transit system for work 

were not successful in working the entire duration of the strike. One worker 

out of seven, normally using the transit system, did not get to work at all. 

.28 

Worked entire duration of strike 

Home some or al 1 of strike 

Home some 

Home first then worked 
Worked first then home 

Home entire duration of strike 

16% 
5% 

21 % 

15% 

64% 

36% 

100% 



Periods of the Strike 

The strike began on Saturday, January 1, 1966 , The first period 

of the strike extended through Tuesday, January 4th . If a wor ker repo r ted by 

Tuesday , January 4th and worked at least one day in each of the other strike 

periods he was counted as working the entire strike. 

The second or middle period of the strike included Wednesday 

the 5th of January through Saturday the 8th of January . 

The third and final period of the strike covers Sunday, January 9 th 

through Wednesday , January 12th . The strike end ed on Thursd ay, January 13th , 

with partial service restored, mostly later in the day . 

This divisjon of the strike into periods was used to trace thos e 

who went to work at first, then stopped, or who stayed out first a nd then 

we nt to work, either in the second or the third period of the strike , 

Worker Flow 

At the start of the s t r ike , the 64% who wor ked the en tire duration 

were augme nted by the 5% who worked initia ll y but later stayed home . The re fore, 

69% of the workers we re working by Tuesday, J anuary 4th or the end of t he 

first per i od of the strike . 

In th e second period of the st rike , wh i ch began Wednes day , J a nuar y 5 , 

1966, an additi onal 10% of the workers came to wo r k mak in g the at-work total 

79%. However, du ring thi s peri od , 4% of the workers who had worked previou s l y 

stayed a t home, resulting in an at - work total of 75% at the end of the second 

period . 
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During the third period of the strike,which began on Sunday, 

January 9th, when an additional 6% of the workers came to work, only 1% stopped 

working. By the end of the strike 80% of the workers who normally use bus or 

subway were at work. An additional 5% had worked sometime during the strike 

but were now home and 15% had not come to work during any one of these strike 

periods. 
Worker Flow During The 

Three Strike Periods 

Worked in 1st period, reported by Tuesday, January 4th 69% 

In 2nd strike period : 

More came in 
Some stayed home 

Work Force level-end of 2nd strike period, January 8th 

In 3rd strike period: 

More came in 
Some stayed home 

+ 10% 
4% 

+ 6% 
1% 

75% 

Work Force level-end of 3rd strike period, January 12th 80% 

Modes of Travel 

Although a variety of substitute travel modes were used by workers 

during the strike, four out of fiv e used on e mode of travel only. One out of 

five used two modes or more and a ve ry small proportion, about one out of 

twenty-five, used three or more . 

As workers tried to adapt to the absence of regular transportation 

about one out of twenty gave up after each new mode was tried and remained home 

for the rest of the strike . 
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Th e number of trave l modes attempted by the 85% who worked at 

some t i me during the stri ke is as fol lows: 



Attempted And Then Stayed 

One mode only 79% 4% 

Two modes only 17% 1% 

Three or more modes 4% "k 

100% 

The car was the most important first mode of adaptation 

serving over one-half of the workers who came in during the strike. 

Home 

Buses (mainly employer arranged) , taxis, railroad, and walking 

(which includes bicycles and roller skates) each provided a solution for 9% 

to 12% of the workers. Miscellaneous means included boat and helicopter and, 

included with undetermined means, amount to no more ~an 2% of the cases . 

Staying away overnight was basically not a popular solution . 

Only l in 100 adopted it immediately although by the end of the strike 7 out 

of 100 workers did stay away overnight at least once to avoid traveling . 

MODES OF TRAVEL TO WORK 
Base: 85% of workers 

Fi rs t Mode Second Mode Third Mode 
Base : 100% Base : 21 % Base : 4% 

Car 54% 38% 44% 

Bus 12 8 13 

Walked l 2 6 8 

Taxi l l 12 9 

Railroad 8 7 14 

Other 2 2 

Stayed away overnight 28 10 

100% 100% 100% 
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The car continued to be the most important means throughout 

the strike. Shared rides provided a consistent solution to about one-third 

of the workers. 

Attempted Modes of Workers During Strike 
Base: 85% of Workers 

First Mode Second Mode Third Mode 
Base: 100% Base: 21 % Base: 4% 

Car 54% 38% 44% 

Own car 16 5 7 

Other car 36 32 35 

Knew driver 31 22 28 
Did not know driver 5 10 7 

Undetermined 2 2 

With the exception of the Queensboro Bridge bus, all buses were 

arranged by employers. The Queensboro Bridge bus served only a little more than 

one per cent of th e workers. 

Bus 

Employer arranged 

First Mode 

12% 

l l 

Second Mode 

8% 

7 

Third Mode 

13% 

10 

Queensboro Bridge 3 

One out of eight workers walked to work. A smaller proportion 

attempted this as their second and third modes and, overall, only 14% walked 

to work at any time during the strike. 

Walked 

32 

First Mode 

12% 

Second Mode 

6% 

Third Mode 

8% 



One out of nine immediately used a taxi and before the strike 

was over 14% of the workers had used this mode at least once. 

First Mode Second Mode Third Mode 

Taxi 11 % 12% 9% 

The railroad, mainly the Long Island and New York Central, provided 

transportation for 8% of the workers at first; before the strike was over about 

10"/o had tried this means. 

Railroad 

Long Island 

New York Central 

New Haven 

PATH 

First Mode 

8% 

5 

3 

-/; 

i'\ 

Second Mode 

7% 

4 

2 

Thi rd Mode 

14% 

8 

3 

3 

Twenty-eight per cent of those trying a second way of getting to work 

chose to stay away overnight. In fact, three-fourths of those who did stay away 

overnight during the strike did so only after trying something else first. 

Stayed away overnight 

First Mode 

1% 

Second Mode 

28% 

Third Mode 

10% 

Other modes chosen such as boat and helicopter and undetermined 

modes accounted for less than 2% of workers. 

Length of Trip 

The various attempts at changing modes of travel were not successful 

in shortening the l ength of trip . The proportion of workers who spent va ri ous 

lengths of time travel i ng to work remained constant throughout the three periods 
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of the strike. Further, the average length of trip was the same for the workers 

trying a second travel mode as it was for the first travel mode. 

The pre-strike median time of getting to work by transit of 34 

minutes was nearly doubled to 66 minutes. Although 40% of the workers needed 

one-half an hour or less to come in before the strike, only 19% achieved this 

during the strike. Similarly, although 47% took between one half to one hour 

before the strike, only 20% achieved this during the strike. Before the 

strike, 13% had a transit trip length of more than one hour; during the strike 

61 % took more than one hour to get to work . 

Cost of Trip 

The cost of the trip to work during the strike was not calculated 

or not recalled or considered to be 11 nothing 11 by 69% of the workers. The reason 

for this is that only about one-third of the workers were in a direct cost 

situation: that is, drove their own cars, or paid taxi or rail fares in their 

first attempt to get to work. Nearly two out of three workers walked or rode 

in cars or buses operated for their benefit by others. Of all the workers , 

12% reported a one-way cost of between one and two dollars while 6% claimed a 

cost between two dollars and three dollars. Another 6% had costs of $3.00 or 

more. The remainder, amounting to 7% of all workers, paid less than a dollar . 

Their costs vary greatly by mode. 

Perceived Effect of Strike on Household 

When regular transit-using household spokesmen were asked whethe r 

the strike had had a little or large effect on their household , more than half 

said that they felt the effect had been large or very large. 
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Strike had large effect 54% 

Strike had 1 ittle effect 46% 

It is clear that abi 1 ity to get to work is a key to how this 

question was answered . 

Percentage of Workers Who Said 
Strike Had Large Effect 

Worked entire period of strike 

Home first, then worked 

Worked first , then stayed home 

Home entire period of strike 

46% 

65% 

69% 

72% 

Aside from getting to work,other inconveni e nces and costs experienced during 

the strike influenced the perceived effect as well. The impact of the strike 

on those who used different modes to get to work during the strike are reported 

along with the length and cost of trip in the following sections . 

Length and Cost of 
Trip By Mode 

Drove Own Car 

Of the 16% of workers who drove their own car, three out of four 

said they did not know the cost or had not calculated a cost . Simila r findings 

on the reluctance of the public to place a valu e on automobile tr ips have been 

found in previous transportation studies , 
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Trip Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 

$1. 00 to $1. 99 

$2.00 to $2.99 

$3.00 to $4.99 

$5.00 or more 

First Mode: Drove Own Car 
Base : 16% of Workers 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

1% 

72 

24 

Don't know, no answer _3_ 
100% 

First Mode 
During Strike 

2% 

4 

2 

7 

6 

2 

2 

...l!±_ 
100% 

Average trip length more than doubled from a pre-strike level 

of 38 minutes to 82 minutes during the strike. Before the strike almost 15% 

spent over l hour compared to 65% during the strike. One fourth spent 2 hours 

or more getting to work during the strike. 

Pre-strike Fi rs t Mode 
Trip Length Pattern During Stri ke 

1 hour or less 33% 17% 2 

1 hour to l hour 52 18 2 

hour to l½ hours 9 11 

l ½ hours to 2 hours '"'k 16 

2 hours to 3 hours ;': 16 

3 hours to 4 hours 7 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don't know 6 14 
100% 100% 

Median Length of Known Trips 38 minutes 82 minutes 
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Of those who drove their own car into work, 47% felt that the 

effect of the strike on their household was large or very large. 

Other Car Trips 

A large number of workers rode 1n with others during the strike 

and half of this group said the trip had not cost them anything, even though 

in 4 out of 5 cases they knew the driver of the car . Another one fourth didn 1 t 

remember or couldn't answer. Of those mentioning a cost the most common figures 

were between $1 .00 and $2.00. 

Trip Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 

$ l. 00 to $ l. 99 

$2.00 to $2.99 

$3.00 to $4 . 99 

$5.00 or more 

Don't know, no 

First Mode : Other Car 
Base: 38% of Workers 

Pre-strike 

answer 

Pattern 

1% 

72 

23 

4 
100% 

First Mode 
During Strike 

49% 

4 

2 

10 

4 

2 

27 
100% 

The average pre-strike time spent getting to work for this group 

of workers increased by 40 minutes or double the pre-strike level . 
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Trip Length 

1 hour or less 2 

1 hour to 1 hour 2 

hour to l½ hours 

l½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don't know 

Median Length of Known Trips 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

36% 

50 

7 

6 
100% 

37 minutes 

First Mode 
During Strike 

17% 

18 

12 

15 

16 

5 

16 
100% 

77 minutes 

Of those who came to work in someone else's car, 51 % felt 

that the strike had had a large effect on their households. 

Bus: Employer-Arranged 

Workers were not charged when they traveled by employer-supplied 

vehicles except in a few cases. 

Trip Cost 

First Mode: Employer-Arranged Bus 
Base: l 1% of Workers 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 

30¢ to 

60¢ to 

$1. 00 

$2.00 

$3.00 

$5.00 

Don't 

29¢ 

59¢ 

99¢ 

to $1. 99 

to $2.99 

to $4.99 

or more 

know, no answer 

75 

23 

2 

100% 

First Mode 
During Strike 

95 
-,', 

2 
100% 



The pre-strike time of getting to work increased by one hour , 

more than that for any other travel mode group . 

Trip Length 

, 
hour or less 2 

, 
hour to 1 hour 2 

hour to 1½ hours 

l ½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don 1 t know 

Median Length of Known Trips 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

33% 

53 

7 

6 
100% 

38 minutes 

First Mode 
During Strike 

12% 

16 

9 

15 

18 

8 

3 

_1_9_ 
100% 

98 minutes 

Only 40% of thos e who came to wo rk by emp loyer-arranged bus fe lt 

that th e strike had had a large effect on their hous eho lds. 

Bus: Queensboro Bridge 

The time and cost of getting to and from this public bus evidently 

was responsible for a much higher overall length of trip and trip cost than any 

other major mode used during the strike . Almost 3 in 10 paid more than $1 . 00 

one way for trips which included the use of this bus . 

Tri Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 
$1. 00 to $1 . 99 

$2.00 to $2 . 99 

$3 . 00 to $4 . 99 

$5.00 or more 
Don 1 t know, no 

First Mod e: Queensboro Bu s 
Base : 1% of Workers 

answer 

Pr e-strike 
Patter n 

71 
24 

4 
100% 

Fi rs t Mode 
During Strike 

4 

36 

13 

8 

11 

10 

1 

7 
10 

100% 
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Trip Length 

1 hour less 2 or 

1 hour to l hour 2 

hour to l ½ hours 

l ½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don 1 t know 

Median Length of Known Trips 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

28% 

55 

8 

8 

100% 

45 minutes 

First Mode 
During Strike 

4% 

21 

14 

17 

18 

4 

3 

_19_ 
100% 

93 minutes 

Of those who took this bus as a major mode, 47% felt that the 

strike had a large effect on their households. 

Walk 

Walkers incurred no trip cost in 98% of the cases. A small 

proportion of those who walked to work during the strike figured that there 

was some trip cost, for the most part not calculable, involved for unusual 

expenses especia lly on the longer trips . Prior to the strike, most (86%) 

of the walkers had a 15¢ one-way trip cost while a litt l e more than one in 

ten spent 30¢ or more. 



Tri Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 

$1. 00 to $1. 99 

$2.00 to $2.99 

$3.00 to $4.99 

$5.00 or more 

Don 1 t know, no answer 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

86 

12 

2 
100% 

First Mode 
During Strike 

98% 

2 

100% 

The pre-strike average of 20 minutes' time to get to work is about 

half that of any other group and reveals why walking was a practical option . Still 

time to get to work nearly doubled for this group to an average of 37 minutes . 

About one out of six spent one hour or more and 3% spent over 2 hours . 

Trip Length 

1 hour 2 or less 
1 hour to l hour 2 

hour to l½ hours 

l½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don't know 

Median Lengt h of Known Tri ps 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

74% 

15 

10 
100% 

20 minutes 

First Mode 
During Strike 

33% 

32 

7 
6 

3 

·-::: 

_1_9_ 
100% 

37 minutes 

Forty -thr ee per cent of this group thought the e ffect of the st r ike 

had been large. 
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Ra i 1 road 

Of the fewer than one in ten workers who used a railroad as 

their first way to come to work during the strike most spent between $1 . 00 

and $1.99 whereas most spent 15¢ - 29¢ before the strike. About a third 

of these rai 1 users had trip costs of 30¢ or more before the strike. 

Tri Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 

$1. 00 to $1. 99 

$2.00 to $2.99 

$3.00 to $4.99 

$5.00 or more 

Don't know, no 

First Mode: Railroad 
Base: 8% of Workers 

answer 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

63 

34 

t': 

First Mode 
During Strike 

2% 

4 

19 

48 

6 

4 

-/: 

2 16 
100% 100% 

Median trip time increased nearly one half hour . Before the 

strike only 1% of this group regularly spent more than an hour and a half 

getting to work; during the strike the figure ros e to at l east 37%. 
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Pre-strike Fi rs t Mode 
Trip Leng th Pattern During Strike 

1 hour or less 17% 2 

1 hour to 1 hour 63 2 

hour to 1½ hours 15 

1½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don't know 4 
100% 

Median Length of Known Trips 45 minutes 

Sixty per cent of this group thought the effect had been large . 

Taxi 

16% 

24 

11 

19 

15 

3 

"",'( 

12 
100% 

hour 

About one in ten of the workers used the taxi as the first 

way of getting to work and spent between $2.00 and $2.99 compared to their 

pre-strike level of 15¢ to 29¢. About 30% of this group spent over $3.00 

on their one-way fare during the strike . 

First Mode: Taxi 
Base: 11 % of Workers 

11 

Pre-strike Fi rs t Mode 

minutes 

Trip Cost Pattern During Strike 

Nothing to 14¢ 3% 

15¢ to 29¢ 78 

30¢ to 59¢ 20 ;':; 

60¢ to 99¢ ··k 3 

$1. 00 to $1. 99 ...,,, 27 

$2.00 to $2.99 22 

$3 . 00 to $4.99 18 

$5.00 or more 12 

Don't know, no answer 2 _1_5_ 
100% 100% 
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Their median trip time increased by 20 minutes . Before the 

strike, only five to six per cent took more than l hour to get to work, 

whereas at least one-third of those using taxis as their first mode took 

more than l hour to get to work. 

Trip Length 

1 hour less 2 or 

1 hour to l hour 2 

hour to l ½ hours 

l ½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don't know 

Median Length of Known Trips 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

48% 

40 

5 

~,, 

~,, 

·--}:: 

7 
100% 

29 minutes 

Fi rs t Mode 
During Strike 

27% 

20 

8 

13 

9 

3 

_1_9_ 
100% 

47 minutes 

Sixty-six per cent of this group thought the effect of the strike 

on their households had been large or very large. 

Stayed Away From Home 

Staying away from home, as a first mode of adaptation to the 

strike, was done by only 1% of the workers. These transit users normally 

spent 15~ before the s trike to get to work; only 13% spent more . During the 

strike, close to 2 out of 5 said the trip cost was nothing. A few (5%) had 

costs of over $2 . 00 for the trip from where they stayed to where they worked. 

Most, however, could not figure a direct cost for the trip. 



Before the strike, seven out of ten of the stay-aways needed 

one-half to one hour to get from home to work; only 18% required less than 

a half hour and 9% took more than one hour. During the strike, a specific 

trip time to work from temporary lodging close to work was not calculated. 

Most of the people staying away from home, did this as a 

second mode of adaptation to the strike. The corresponding figures for this 

group show three out of five report no trip cost with seven out of eight of 

this group saying their employer had paid the expense . 

Trip Cost 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 

60¢ to 99¢ 

$1. 00 to $1. 99 

$2 . 00 to $2.99 

$3 . 00 to $4.99 

$5 . 00 or more 

Don 1 t know, no 

Second Mode - Away Overnight 
Base: 6% of Workers 

answer 

Pre-strike Pattern 

68 

30 

Second Mode 
During St r ike 

60 

5 

34 

The med ian pre-strike trip l e ngth of this group was 44 minutes 

with 14% taking more than one hour . Again hardly anyone calculated a specific 

trip time to work for this mode since they we re so close to work that the trip 

time was negligible. 
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Trie Leng th 

1 hour or less 2 

1 hour to l hour 2 

hour to l ½ hours 

l½ hours to 2 hours 

2 hours to 3 hours 

3 hours to 4 hours 

Over 4 hours 

Trip varies, don 1 t know 

Median Length of Known Trips 

Length and Cost of Trips by 
Three Strike Periods 

Pre-strike 
Pattern 

21 

61 

13 

;'; 

;': 

4 

44 minutes 

Second Mode 
During Strike 

99 

Not applicable 

The percentage of workers in each stated cost of trip category 

remained stable during each of the three strike periods, with most paying 

nothing or not placing a cost on their trip. The cost was one dollar or more 

to about one in ten workers in each period. 

Cost of Trip 

Nothing - 14¢ 

15¢ - 29¢ 

30¢ - 59¢ 

60¢ - 99¢ 

$ l . 00 or more 

Fi rs t Period 
Worker Base: 69% 

42 

2 

3 

3 

11 

Don't know, trip varies, no answer 39 

Second Period 
75% 

41 

3 

3 

11 

41 

Third Period 
80% 

40 

3 

3 

11 

42 

The worker distribution by trip length also remained fairly 

constant in each strike period despite the increased numbers oftravelers . 



Length of Trie First Period Second Period Thi rd Period 
Worker Base: 69% 75% 80% 

1 hour or less 20 18 17 2 

1 hour to 1 hour 20 18 18 2 

hour to 1½ hours 9 9 9 

1½ hours to 2 hours 12 12 12 

2 hours to 3 hours 12 11 11 

3 hours to 4 hours 4 4 4 

Over 4 hours 

Don 1 t know, trip vari es, 
no answer 22 27 28 

Median Leng th of Known Trips 59 minutes 62 minutes 62 minutes 
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EFFECT OF THE STRIKE ON WORKER HOUSEHOLDS 

Ability to work directly affected a person's opinion 

of the effect of the strike. One-fourth said they had been able to get to 

work and therefore the effect of the strike had been little. Another one-fourth 

mentioned that someone in the household had lost al 1 or some days and most of 

this group thought the effect had been large. One-third mentioned the 

inconvenience of the strike and two-thirds of this group thought the effect 

had been large. About one-tenth mentioned that the strike had lost them 

money or caused a business loss. A smal 1 group (5%) mentioned the curtailment 

of school, visiting or shopping activities, and three-fourths of this group 

felt the effect of the strike had been large on their household. 

Effect of Strike on Household 

Work 

Someone 1n household lost 
some or all days 

Able to get to work 

Expense 

Extra cost or loss 

Strike profitable to me 

Personal 

Inconvenience - long hours 
of travel 

Couldn't shop, visit or 
children-school 

Heal th impaired 

Large or Very 
Large Effect 

19% 

2 

8 

23 

4 

Little or 
No Effect 

4% 

23 

2 

2 

10 

Total 

23% 

25 

10 

2 

33 

5 

2 
100% 



Borough of Residence 

The dislocation caused by the strike was not evenly spread . 

One-third of those in Manhattan and Queens but two-fifths of those in the 

Bronx and Brooklyn were home at least part of the stri ke. From one out of 

eight in Queens to one out of six in Bronx and Brooklyn were home~ of th e 

strike. 

Brooklyn 

Bronx 

Quee ns 

Manhattan 

Home Some Or All Of Strike 

Some 

24% 

22 

21 

18 

All 

18% 

17 

12 

14 

Total 

42% 

39 

33 

32 

The effect of the strike was felt fairly evenly in all borough s, 

Income 

Transit-using Workers Who Felt 
Strike Had Large Or Very Large Effect On Their Hous ehold s 

Brooklyn 

Queens 

Manhattan 

Bronx 

55% 

55 

50 

50 

Lower-income workers were most seriously affected wit h six out 

of ten home some or all of the strike . This is double the proportion of th e 

higher-income group. Thr ee out of ten lower income wo r kers were home the 

entire strike or double the proportion in the middle-in come group where Lh e 

figure was one out of seve n, and over three times that for the higher-i ncome group 

where only one out of eleven were home the entire strike. 
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Home Some Or Al 1 Of Strike 

Some Al 1 Total 

Under $3,000 28% 30% 58% 

$3,000 - $9,000 24 14 38 

Ove r $9,000 19 9 28 

Two out o f eve ry three lower-income workers felt that the effect 

on their househ o ld had bee n large compared to one out of every two middle- and 

higher-in come wo rkers. 

Occupation 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Und e r $3,000 

$3 , 000 - $9,000 

Over $9,000 

67% 

53 

52 

Th e unskill ed and sem i-ski 1 led workers show a pattern similar to 

the lower-income group with slightly over half home some or al 1 of the strike. 

In contrast, th e managerial-professional group showed only one out of four home 

some or al 1 of the str i ke . Protec ti on workers (pol icemen , firemen, etc . ) had 

the best reco rd with only one out of five home some or al 1 of the strike . 

Home Some Or Al 1 Of Strike 

Some Al 1 Total 

Uns ki ll ed 24% 32% 56% 

Ski l l ed a nd Sem i- sk ill ed 24 21 45 

Se r v i ces 23 19 42 

Cl e rical and Sal e s 25 11 36 

Manag er i a l-Profess ional 17 7 24 

Two out o f every t hree unski 1 led workers felt the strike kee nly 

compared to one out of two white -co lla r wo rkers. 



The perceived effect of the strike was directly related to 

occupational status. 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Unski 1 led 

Skilled and Semi-skilled 

Services 

Clerical and Sales 

Managerial-Professional 

Major/Minor Wage Earner 

64% 

55 

59 

52 

50 

A somewhat higher proportion of minor wage earners, chiefly working 

wives, were away from work during the strike than was true for the major wage 

earner in the household. One out of five minor wage earners stayed home all 

of the strike; in contrast, only one out of eight of the major wage earners 

was home all of the strike. 

Home Some Or All Of Strike 

Minor Wage Earner 

Major Wage Earner 

Some 

25% 

21 

All 

21 % 

13 

Total 

46% 

34 

Approximately the same proportion of each group felt the effect 

of the strike had been large or very large. 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Major Wage Earner 

Minor Wage Earner 

Pre-strike Initial Mode : Bus/Subway 

54% 

53 

The strike had a slightly greater effect on those who started their 

pre-strike trip by subway rather than by bus . 
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Home Some Or All Of Strike 

Started trip by bus 

Started trip by subway 

Some 

18% 

23 

All 

13% 

16 

Total 

31 % 

39 

Accordingly, more subway users felt that the strike had a large 

effect on their households than did bus users. 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Started trip by bus 

Started trip by subway 

Time Pre-Strike Work Trip Started 

52% 

55 

The effect was felt evenly by groups starting their work trips 

in all time periods . The evening rush hour group constituted only 1% of the 

worke,·s. 

Home Some Or All Of Strike 

Time Pr e-stri ke Trip to Work Started Some All Total ---

Morning rush hour 23% 14% 37% 

Evening rush hour 13 18 31 

Ot her times (off-peak) 20 18 38 

Time varies 21 17 38 

Undetermined 22 11 33 

Off- peak trav e l ers to work were slightly more affected by the 

strike than others. 

Strike Had La rge Effect 

Morning rush hour 

Even ing rus h hou r 

Oth er times (off-peak) 

Time varies 

Und ete rmined 

54% 

51 

56 

52 

52 



Origin and Destination Zones 

Although those living in Manhattan below 60th Street were least 

affected by the strike, nevertheless, one out of four of these residents 

stayed away from work some or all of the time. 

Origin Zone 

Manhattan Below 60th Street 

Upper Manhattan 

Bronx 

Western Queens 

Northern Queens 

Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 

Outer Brooklyn 

Home Some Or 
Of Strike 

25% 

36 

39 

33 

32 

36 

42 

41 

All Strike Had 
Large Effect 

40% 

44 

48 

56 

54 

57 

50 

52 

Those working in Manhattan below 60th Street were somewhat more 

prone to feel that the strike had a large effect on them than those in othe r 

work centers. Even so, 45% of those working in their own residence zones felt 

the strike had a large effect. The proportion of workers who stayed home at 

all during the strike was greatest for those who had non-Manhattan destinations 

outside their residence zones . 

Destination 

Manhattan below 60th Street 

Local (same as origin zone) 

Non-local (outside origin zone but not 
Manhattan below 60th Street) 

Stayed 
Or All 

Home Some St ri ke Had 
Of Strike Large Effe c t 

37% 56% 

28 45 

40 49 

When origins and destinations are compared, it appears that wo r ke r s 

living in Upper Manhattan going to work outside of Manhattan had the most 

difficulty getting to work . More than half of them were home some or all o f 

the strike . In contrast, workers who both lived and worked in Western Queen s 
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had the least difficulty with only 18% unable to work at any time during the 

strike. Other origin-destination patterns which proved more difficult to 

complete during the strike were: 

Downtown Brooklyn to non-local destinations 

Downtown Brooklyn to Manhattan below 60th Street 

Outer Brooklyn to Manhattan below 60th Street 

Bronx to Manhattan below 60th Street 

In contrast, relatively easy routes to pursue during the 

transit strike were as follows: 

Manhattan below 60th Street to Manhattan below 60th Street 

Eastern Queens to Eastern Queens 

The complete picture is as follows: 

Home Some Or Al l Of Strike 
Destination Zone 

Origin Zone 

Manhattan below 60th Street 

Upper Manhattan 

Bronx 

Western Queens 

Northern Queens 

Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 

Outer Brooklyn 

Average 

Manhattan below 60th 

22% 

35 

41 

34 

33 

37 

44 

43 

37% 

Local 

31 

26 

18 

30 

24 

33 

31 

28% 

Non-local 

40% 

54 

39 

33 

32 

32 

47 

40 

40% 

The subjective impact of the strike was greatest for those 

traveling from the Bronx to parts of the city other than Manhattan be l ow 

60th Street and from Outer Brooklyn into Manhattan below 60th Street . In 

both instances, 61 % of the workers believed that the strike had a large or 



very large effect on their households . In contrast, relatively few (24%) of 

those 1 iving and working in Northern Queens felt the s trike had a large 

effect on them and only 36% of those 1 iving and working in Western Queens 

felt so . 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Destination Zone 
Origin Zone Manhattan below 60th Local Non-local 

Manhattan be 1 ow 60th Street 44% 51 % 

Upper Manhattan 53 48 57 

Bronx 58 44 61 

Western Queens 58 36 50 

Northern Queens 55 24 53 

Eastern Queens 60 54 40 

Downtown Brooklyn 58 48 47 

Outer Brooklyn 61 44 51 

Average 56% 45% 49"/o 
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B - SHOPPERS 

Anyone in a survey household who, before the strike, used the 

transit system three times a week or more in shopping for food , clothing, 

or other things for the house , was cons i dered a regular user of the transit 

system for shopping purposes. 

Regular users of buses and subways for this shopping purpose are 

about one for every six users for work purposes. 

Shoppers Compared to Workers 

The shopper income profile includes slightly more in the lower 

group {16% vs. 11% for workers) and slightly less in the higher {23% vs. 29%) 

with 58% in the middle $3,000 - $9,000 group and 3% where income was undetermined . 

More of the shoppers lived in Manhattan {34% vs. 26%) and fewer 

in Queens (14% vs. 23%). Another 34% were from Brooklyn and 18% lived i n the Bronx. 

Shoppers who use the transit system three times per week or more 

reside most heavily in Upper Manhattan, in Outer Brooklyn and the Bronx . Few 

of these shoppers live in Queens. 

Origin of Shoppers 

Manhattan below 60th Street 
Upper Manhattan 

Bronx 

Western Queens 
Northern Queens 
Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 
Outer Brooklyn 

13% 
21 

18 

7 
3 
4 

14 
20 

100% 

Nearly half the shoppers use the system for Manhattan shopping 

below 60th Street while one-third use the system to shop in their own residence 

zones . 



,.., 

Shoppers' Destination 

Manhattan below 60th Street 47% (11 % also live in this zone) 

Local (except Manhattan below 60th) 33 

Non-local 16 

Undeterm i ned 4 
100% 

The heaviest volume of regular transit users for shopping purposes 

flows from Upper Manhattan to Manhattan below 60th Street . Also heavy via 

transit are local Bron x and local Manhattan shopping followed by local downtown 

Brooklyn and Outer Brooklyn into Downtown Brooklyn. 

Shopping Destination 
Or i gin Zone Manhattan below 60th Local 

Manhattan below 60th Street 

Upper Manhattan 

Bronx 

Western Queens 

Northern Queens 

Eastern Queens 

Downtown Brooklyn 

12% 

18 

5 

4 

3 

Outer Brooklyn 4 
48% 

NOTE: Excludes undetermined destinations 

3 

l l 

2 

2 

2 

10 

_5_ 
35% 

Non-local 

1% 

2 

10 
17% 

At least eight out of ten start their shop trip in off-peak hours 

and over half start their trip by bus . 

Time Of Shopping Trip 

Morning Rush Hour 4% 

Evening Rush Hour 11 % 

Off-peak Hou rs 52% 
Time varies 27% 
Undetermined 6% 

100% 
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Bus 

Subway 

Initial Mod e of Trave l 

53% 

46% 
Other (varies, und e termined) _l% 

100% 

Effect of the Strike On 
Shopping Activity 

As a r es ult of th e shutdown, almost half the transit shoppers put 

off some s hopping during the stri ke; more than one-third put off~ shopping 

normally done v i a th e transit system. Only l out of 5 did not put off ~ 

shopp ing normally done using bus o r subwa y be fo re the strike. 

Put off all shopping 

Put off some shopping 

Did not put off any shopp ing 

36% 

45% 

19% 
100% 

About one-third of the shoppers did all their shopping 1n 

en tir e ly new p la ces. About one-fourth managed to get to th e ir usual places 

to shop by other means than th e pre v i ously reli ed up on bus or subway. 

Shop p ing Nor ma lly Don e Via Transi t Continu ed During Stri ke: 64% 

In usual pla ce 14% 

Us ual place and e l sewhere 10% 

El sewhere, not usual place 32% 

Und e termined 8% 

The subjectively perceived effect of the strike on private house ­

holds was on ly sl ightly different from th e e f fect reported by wo rke r s . 

Str ike had lar ge effect 

Strike had littl e ef f ect 

53% 

47% 



Borough of Residence 

Roughly four out of five of the shoppers in each borough put 

off all or some of their shopping during the strike. 

Put Off Some Or All Shopping 

Some All Total ---
Manhattan 42% 39% 81 % 

Bronx 44 34 78 

Queens 49 36 85 

Brooklyn 48 34 82 

About two out of three shoppers carried out some of the shopping 

during the strike that they would have used the bus or subway for. New places 

to shop were found by shoppers in the Bronx more frequently than by shoppers 

in Manhattan. 

Manhattan 

Bronx 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Income 

Total Who Shopped 
During Strike 

61 % 

66 

64 

64 

Shopped Els ewher e 
Entirely 

26% 

38 

34 

34 

Four ou t of five shoppers in each income group put off some or 

all shopping which would no rma lly be done by mass transit . A slightly greate r 

proportion did so 1n the lower-income groups. 

Put Off Some Or All Shopping 

Some All Total ---
Under $3,000 50% 36% 86% 

$3,000 - $9 ,000 44 36 80 

Over $9,000 44 38 82 
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In each income group two out of three managed to do some shopping 

during the strike. New places to shop were found by a greater portion of the 

lower-income households, however . 

Under $3,000 

$3,000 - $9,000 

Over $9,000 

Total Who Shopped 
Du ring Strike 

64% 

64 

62 

Portion Who 
Shopped Elsewhere 

Enti re ly 

41 % 

31 

18 

Older families, where the respondent was over 54 years of age, 

tended to put off all shopping otherwise done using bus or subway whi le shoppers 

in younger hcuseholds tended to put off some. 

Pu t Off Some O r All Shopping 

Some All Total 

Under 35 50% 31 % 81 % 

35 to 54 45 37 82 

Over 54 42 41 83 

The older group did less shopping during the strike than the 

younger and a higher percentage of shoppers in the older households shopped else­

where than their usual places. 

Total Who Shopped Shopped Elsewhere 
During Strike Entirely 

Under 35 69% 30% 

35 to 54 63% 32% 

Over 54 59% 36% 

* * * * * * * 
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C - OTHER-PURPOSE TRANSIT USERS 

Persons using the bus or subway before the strike three times 

per week or more for purposes other than working or shopping were surveyed as 

well. 

The main other purposes for which the transit system was used 

three times per week or more before the strike were as fol lows : 

Percentage of Respondents* 

Social 

Educational 

Recreational 

Medical 

Other 

Not ascertained 

* Adds to more than 100% due to multiple mentions 

46 

23 

19 

4 

11 

3 

The other-purpose transit users, of which there were 7 for every 

30 workers regularly using the system , tended to be younger i n age , higher in 

income, and proportionately more were Manhattan residents . 

Fifty-three per cent were in the $3 , 000 - $9 , 000 income bracket; 

17% had a total household i ncome of less and 27% earned more ; 3% did not answer . 

Forty-f ive per cent were unde r 35 ; 31 % between 35 and 54 ; 22% 

were over 54, and 2% d id not answer . 

Thirty-nine per cent lived in Manhattan, and 31 % in Brooklyn ; 

16% lived in the Bronx , and 14% in Queens . 

The pre- str i ke pattern showed that 44% began their trip on a bus , 

55% on a subway with 1% undete rmin ed . 
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Like shopping , the bulk of the trip activity was concentrated 

outside the rush hours, with 13% 1n the morning rush hours, 15% i n the evening, 

65% at off-peak times and 7% varied or not determined. 

Effect of Strike On Other---------Purpose Activit'i_ 

Altogether three out of four put off some or all personal activities 

during the strike . Only one-fourth continued these activities as usual. 

Put off other-purpose activities entirely 44% 

Put off some other-purpose activities 31 % 

Did not put off any other-purpose activities -~2% 
100% 

Those who did pursue social and personal affai r s during the strike -

more than half of regular users before the strike - carried on pretty much as 

usual . Between one in ten and one in five of the regular transit users for 

other purposes than work or shopping, changed the pattern of conducting thei r 

affairs because of the strike , diverting their acti v ities to other destinat ions. 

Total Other-Purpose Activitie~_££!:!!J.!:!ued During Strike - 56% 

As usual 35% 

As usual and changed destinat ion 5% 

Changed destination ent i rely 5% 

Not specif i ed 11 % 

Perceived Effect of Strike 

About half of those regularly us i ng the transit system for other­

purpose trips before the strike felt the effect of the strike had been large . 

This is less than the proportion of wo r kers (54%) who believed that the strike 

had had a large or very large effect on their household 

62 

Strike had large effect 

Strike had smal 1 effect 

49% 

51 % 



Borough of Residence 

Manhattan and Brooklyn residents curtailed their trips more so 

than those in the Bronx or Queens . The greatest proportion of persons putting 

off al 1 personal and social purpose trips normally made by bus or subway was 

found in Brooklyn . 

Put Off Some Or Al 1 Other-Purpose Trips 

Manhattan 

Bronx 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Some 

34% 

27 

30 

29 

All 

42% 

44 

41 

48 

Total 

76% 

71 

71 

77 

More than half of those in the Bronx and Brooklyn felt the strike 

had a large effect on their households while less than half of other-purpose 

trip makers felt so in Manhattan and Queens . 

Strike Had Large Effect 

Manhattan 45% 

Bronx 55 

Queens 46 

Brooklyn 52 

Income 

Other-purpose trips of the lower-income group were affected slightly 

more than the higher-income group. 

The lower-income group tended to put off~ other activity, the 

higher-income group tended to put off some, with the middle-income group 

experiencing the greatest total curtailment of personal and social affair~ which 

normally would require the use of the transit system. 
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Put Off Some Or All Other-Purpose Trips During Strike 

Some Al 1 Total 

Under $3,000 19% 52% 71 % 

$3,000 - $9,000 31 45 76 

Over $9,000 40 34 74 

The felt effect of the strike on the individual households of 

other-purpose bus and subway riders was directly related to income. 

Under $3,000 

$3,000 - $9,000 

Over $9,000 

Per Cent Who Said Effect 
of Strike Was Large 

53% 

50 

43 

Age was directly related to curtailment of non-work/non-shop 

trips normally made on the transit system . The older the spokesman for the 

household in the survey, the more often other-purpose activity was reported 

to have been put off . 

Put Off Some or All Other-Purpose Trips 

Under 35 

35 to 54 

Over 54 

Some 

37% 

30 

21 

All 

37% 

45 

57 

Total 

74% 

75 

78 

In the same way, the effect of the strike on the household was 

judged to be large by fewer of the younger persons but the middle-aged group 

was most subjectively affected by loss of mass transit to pursue social and 

personal affairs. 



Under 35 

35 to 54 

Over 54 

44% 

54 

50 

In summary, over half of the other-purpose transit users in lower­

income and older households put off all this personal activity during the strike, 

compared to about one-third in the higher-income and younger age groups . 
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D - NON-REGULAR TRANSIT USERS 

Non-users of the transit system, on a three-times-per-week 

basis, were not interviewed but were identified 1n the screening process of 

randomly selected households . 

Households in which there were no members who regularly used 

the transit system for work, for shopping or for any other purpose did 

contribute their comments on the perceived effect of the strike before the 

interview was terminated. The characteristics of these households were 

learned as well . 

Non-Regular User Characteristics 

The non-regular transit users were older as a group than the 

regular users and included fewer middle-aged persons . Two out of five of 

the respondents in the non-user category were over 54 years of age . 

Under 35 

35 to 54 

Over 54 

Not ascertained 

Non-Regular 

26% 

32 
40 

2 

Regu l ar 

11 % 

58 
28 

3 

There were almost tw i ce the proportion of lower-income households 

in the screened out, non-transit using categories as there were among regular 

transit users. 
Non-Regular Regular 

$3,000 or under 21 % 11 % 

$3,000 - $9,000 55 58 

Over $9,000 20 28 

Not ascertained 4 3 



The households in which there were no users of the transit 

system, for any purpose, at a frequency of at least three times per week, 

were disproportionately~ numerous in Queens and disproportionately less 

numerous in Manhattan, than those containing regular transit users as defined 

by the study . 
Non-Regular Regular 

Manhattan 21 % 27% 

Bronx 18 18 

Queens 30 22 

Brook lyn 31 33 

Nine out of ten of the non-users, regardless of location, age 

or income, said the strike had 1 ittle effect on their household. 

Th e fact that the non-regular user hous eholds (43 . 5% of the 

screened households) are truly infrequent users of the transit system is 

seen in that only one out of fifty (2%) had anyone in the household who ever 

used the transit system for going to work before the strike . Therefore, 99% 

of the worker trips using the bus or subway were included in the survey as 

three-times-per-week regular users. 
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E - POST-STRIKE DIVERSION FROM TRANSIT SYSTl:.M 

Four Large Boroughs 

Each respondent in a regular-using household was asked if as 

a result of the strike the reported activity was carried out the same way as 

before ; if not , the new method of transportation or route was determined . 

It had been expected in advance that a certain proportion of 

the regular users, after extended use of an alternate mode of travel, would 

decide it was preferable to the old way. 

This was the case: 2. 7% of the regular-using households reported 

that at least one of the regular users was no longer using the transit system . 

This figure is an average applicable to March l, 1966 or six weeks after the 

strike. The stopped-using proportion was greater among younger families and 

households with higher incomes : 

Under 35 

35 to 54 

Over 54 

Proportion of Regular-User Households 
Who Stopped Using by Age and Income 

4 . 3% 

2 . 1 

1.5 

Income 

Under $3 , 000 

$3,000 - $9,000 

Over $9,000 

2.3% 

2.4 

3. 6 

The level varied from 2. 1% among the regular-worker household s 

to 2.4-2.6% among the shopper and other-purpose households . 

Workers in the Four 
Large Boroughs 

After th e stri~e, 2. 1% of the workers had stopped using the transit 

system for work . Thes e former regula r users were from younger households and 

ones of higher income than in the total regular user group. Fifty-one per cent 

are under 35 and 42% have incomes over $9,000 . 



Age Household Income 

Under 35 51 % Under $3,000 6% 

35 to 54 35 $3,000 - $9,000 50 

Over 54 11 Over $9,000 42 

Undetermined _3_ Undetermined 2 ---
100% 100% 

The professional and managerial group, which accounts for one­

fourth of the users, contributed one-third of those who stopped using. The 

clerical and sales group, which accounted for one-third of the users, contributed 

only one-fourth of those who stopped using. 

Workers Pre-strike 
Occupation Stopped Using Regular Workers 

Professional & Managerial 33% 26% 

Clerical & Sales 25 33 

Services 7 10 

Skilled & Semi-Skilled Workers 16 12 

Unsk i 11 ed Workers 17 12 

Undetermined 2 _7_ 

100% 100% 

In three out of four cases, the chief contributor to family income 

rather than the minor wage earner switched from transit use. Seventy-six per cent 

of the stopped-using group were major wage earners, 20% minor wage earners, and 

for 4% this was undetermined. 

Looking at this group 1 s pre-strike pattern by origin, proportionately 

more came from Queens and fewer came from the Bronx . 
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Borough of Residence Stopped Using Total Regular Users 

Manhattan 28% 26% 

Bronx 11 18 

Queens 30 23 

Brooklyn _3_1 33 

100% 100% 

Although most of those who stopped using the system after the 

strike were workers in Manhattan below 60th Street, the highest proportion of users 

who stopped had a local destination; that is, worked and lived in the same area . 

The private car substituted for the bus or subway that had been taken before 

the strike. 

Workers Who 
Destination Stopped Using 

Manhattan below 60th Street 
(excluding those who live there) 49% 

Manhattan below 60th Street 
(those who live there) 10 

Local 
(except Manhattan below 60th St . ) 26 

Non-local 14 

Undetermined 

Total 100% 

Pre-strike 
Regular Users 

63% 

7 

12 

15 

_3_ 

100% 

Proportion of 
Users Who 

Stopped Using 

1. 6% 

2 . 9 

4 . 2 

l . 9 

2. 1% 

The loss of traffic on the transit system was mainly felt in the 

morning rush hour. Sixty-one per cent began their trip to work in the morning 

rush hour, 27% were off-peak travelers, and for 12% the time of starting the 

trip to work varied. 



Patterns of Travel During 
and After Strike 

Nine out of ten of those who stopped using the system had worked 

during the strike . The number of modes attempted matched the total worker pattern 

but somewhat more automobile travel and walking took place during the strike on 

the part of those who ultimately gave up using the bus or subway. 

Car 

Walked 

Bus 

Taxi 

Railroad 

Other 

Stayed Away Overnight 

First Mode of Travel To Work During Strike 
Stopped Using Total Regular Workers 

60% 

16 

10 

7 

7 

100% 

54% 

12 

12 

l l 

8 

2 

100% 

Half of the car travel was tn the respondent 1 s own car compared 

to less than one-third for the total group. 

The post-strike modes of travel to work closely matched the first 

mode of travel during the strike suggesting that a new habit had been created . 

Those who had come to work by employer-arranged bus, reverted to using their own 

car a fter the strike . In fact, two out of three of those who stopped us ing the 

mass transit system drove to work and over half of th e entire group d rove in 

their own car . 
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New Mode of Travel to Work After the Strike 
Base: 2. 1% of workers 

Car 67% 

Own car 54% 

Other person 1 s car 13 

Walk 14 

Railroad 7 

Long Island Railroad 6 

New Haven Railroad 

Taxi 

Other 

Not determined 

6 

2 

4 

100% 

Shoppers 

After the strike , 2. 6% of those who previously used the transit 

system regularly for shopping had stopped using the bus or subway. Over half 

of these now walked and the rema i nder used car or taxi. 
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New Mode of Shopping Travel After the Strike 
Base: 2.6% of Shoppers 

Walk 

Car 

Own car 

Other person 1 s car 

Taxi 

23% 

8 

54% 

31 

15 

100% 

These households were younger than regular transit-using shoppers 

in general and were chiefly of middle income. 



Age Household Income 

Under 35 54% Under $3,000 8% 

35 to 54 35 $3,000 - $9,000 65 

Over 54 11 Over $9,000 27 

Not Determined Not Dete rmined 
100% 100% 

Other- Purpose Users 

After the strike, 2.4% of those who used the transit system 

regularly for some other purpose than work or shopping had stopped using the 

bus or subway. Car and taxi were now being used with a large group not 

specifying a particular new mode. Evidently , in the area of discretionary 

trips made for non-work and non-shop purposes, the modal habit once changed is 

subject to more diversity and irregularity. 

New Mode of Other-Pu1ose Travel After the Strike 
Base: 2. 4 o of other-purpose users 

Car 

Own car 

Other person's car 

Taxi 

Walk 

Other 

Varies, not determined 

33% 

3 

36% 

21 

7 

3 

_ll_ 
100% 

These households were much younger than regular other-purpose 

transit users in general, with three out of four under 35 , and more had lower 

income than the total other-purpose trip makers who continued using mass transit . 
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Respondent Age Household Income 

Under 35 73% Unde r $3,000 24% 

35 to 54 12 $3,000 - $9,000 49 

Over 54 15 Over $9,000 27 

Undetermin ed Undetermined 
100% 100% 

* * * * * * * 
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I I - S P E C I A L S U R V E Y S 

A - PERSONAL INTERVIEW SURVEY 

Personal Jnterviews in non-telephone-owning households in lower­

income tracts supplemented the basic survey . 

Why This Was Done 

The telephone survey was theoretically biased in that it excluded 

all households not owning telephones. Such households are in greatest incidence 

in lower-income tracts. To determine if non-telephone households in lower­

income tracts behaved differently during the strike, we conducted personal 

interviews in selected households in these tracts. We did not interview in 

higher median-income census tracts because the non-telephone households in 

these tracts are relatively smal I in number and do not differ as sharply 

from the telephone sample, especially with respect to reliance on mass trans­

portation, as those in lower-income tracts. 

How It Was Attempted 

The selection of lower-income tracts was based on median income 

reported in the 1960 census. A tract with a median income of less than 75% 

of the median income for the borough as a whole was considered to be a lower­

income tract . This criterion is arbitrary and has practical value only for 

survey purposes . There is no political implication or social or economic 

theory involved in the use of this selectio~ method . A total of 227 tracts 

in the four major boroughs were classified as lower income, as shown on the 

following page. 
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LOWER-INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

Bronx Queens --
0025 0085 0352 0084 0019 
0041 0127 0354 0085 0025 
0043 0129 0356 0095 0029 
0046 0129-1 0361 0103 0039 
0047 0162 0362 0109 0087 
0049 0164 0363 0113 0157 
0057 0179 0365 0115 0194 
0071 0185 038 1 0117 0198 
0075 0199 0387 0123 0204 
0077 0225 0465 0162 0236 
0079 0227 0483 0164 0248 
0085 0229 0487 0184 0250 
0087 0231 0491 0186 0252 
0089 0233 0493 0190 0260 
0119 0241 0507 0196 0262 
0123 0245 051 l 0198 0264 
0125 0247 0523 0201 0266 
0129 0249 0525 0201-1 0270 
0131 0251 0527 0202 0272 
0133 0253 0537 0203 0274 
0135 0255 0902 0204 0276 
0137 0257 0904 0206 0288 
0139 0259 0906 0207-1 0363 
0143 0259-1 0908 0208 0365 
0144 0263 0910 0209- l 0366 
0145 0265 0912 0213-l 0371 
0147 0267 0914 0216 0373 
0149 0271 0918 0218 0377 
0151 0271-l 0920 0220 0379 
0153 0273 0982 0222 0414 
0165 0277 1134 0226 0434 
0167 0281 1136 0227-l 0440 
0169 0283 1138 0228 0446 
0357 0285 l l 56 0230 0460 

0285-l 12 10 0249 0871 
Brooklyn 0289 1214 0255 0938 

029 1 0257 0942 
0023 0293 Manhattan 026 1 0942-l 
0025 0295 0263 0952 
0027 0297 0009 0265 0964 
0029 0299 0015 0267 0999 
0029-l 0303 0016 0269 
0033 0307 0018 0271 
0039 031 l 0027 0273 
0041 0313 0029 0275 
0043 0326 00 36 0277 
0047 0330 0041 0279 
0051 0342 0042 0281 
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County 

Brooklyn 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Selection of Lower-Income Tracts 

Total# Median 75% of 
Tracts Income Median Income 

910 5,816 $ 4 , 362 

351 5,830 4,372 

260 5 , 338 4,003 

637 7, l 76 5,382 

Tracts Selected 

Number of 
Tracts With Less 

Than 75% Value 

95 

34 

57 

41 

227 

In each tract, interviewers searched for non-telephone-owning 

households on a route connecting all the telephone-owning households that 

had been interviewed . Non-telephone owning households are normally concen­

trated in clusters. When these clusters were found, households were screened 

to locate subway or bus users . These households were listed and a randomly 

selected portion were interviewed in order to meet the original interview 

quota based on expected proportions of this selective universe. 

How It Was Completed 

The number of households identified in the field as both having 

no t e lephone and containing a regular subway user (three times per week or more) 

wa s insufficient to complete the control survey. Members of these households 

travel outs ide their immediate areas very infrequently . Many are unemployed or 

we lfa re ca s es . To complete the sample of non-telephone households in lower­

income t racts, we obtained lists of such households from commercial credit firms . 

This supplemented ou r listing of non-telephone households in the clusters of 

s uch household s which we had already identified . In addition, we relaxed ou r 

criterion of th ree-times-per-week mass transit usage, so easily met in 

te lephoning-owning _households, and accepted for the survey, any household 
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containing a user of buses or subways at least once per week prior to the strike. 

In this way we fulfilled our interview schedule and obtained sufficient data 

for a full description of behavior by persons in non-telephone-owning households 

located in lower-income tracts. It should be noted that not all of these 

households had lower incomes; howeve r, they were all located geographically 

in clusters having the same socio-economic and cultural milieu. The inter­

viewing was conducted so that 60% of the attempts were made in the normally 

non-work hours of 6:00-9 : 00 p. m. 

Who Was in the Sample 

The sample of non-telephone-owning households in lower-income 

tracts ultimately produced 2,126 personal interviews. Manhattan contained 

42% of these, Brooklyn 33%, Bronx 19% and Queens 6%. 

Except for Queens , where three out of five of the persons inter­

viewed were women, respondents were divided about half male and half female. 

It was a young sample . Except for Queens, where only 42% of 

the respondents were under 35 years of age, more than half the sample were 

under 35 . In fact, in the Br onx, more than 2 out of 3 persons interviewed, 

as acceptable spokesmen for the family, were under 35 . In Queens, 18% were 

over 54 and in Manhattan 12% were in this category; fewer than 10% of the sample 

in the Bronx and Brooklyn were in the older age category . The following figures 

show the age distribution by bo rough : 

Age Manhattan Bronx Queens Brook 1 ln 

Under 35 51 % 68% 42% 66% 
35 to 54 37 27 40 27 
Over 54 12 4 18 7 
Undete rmined 

100% 100% 100% 100% 



Household income in these non-telephone-owning households was 

under $3,000 per year in almost half the cases. Income over $9,000 per year 

was reported in about 1% of these households. The remainder were in the 

middle-income category. Three out of five of the households in Queens were 

middle-income. The following figures show income distribution in the control 

sample: 

Household Income Manhattan 

Under $3,000 44% 

Bronx 

47% 

Queens 

38% 

Brooklyn 

50% 

$3,000 - $9,000 54 51 61 46 

Over $9,000 0 

Undetermined 3 
100% 100% 100% 100% 

In general, non-telephone-owning households in lower-income 

tracts of the four boroughs contain persons predominantly under 35 years of 

age, with incomes of less than $3,000 per year, 1 iving chiefly in Manhattan 

and Brooklyn. 

Worker interviews took place in l ,545 households, shopper inter­

views in 287 households, and other-purpose interviews in 404 households. 
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Patterns of Behavior During the Strike 

The effect on workers 1 attendance, the alternate modes of 

travel, length and cost of trip and what the workers said about the strike 

ar~ described and comparisons are made to the basic survey when appropriate. 

Worker Attendance 

Three out of five of the lower-income households with no 

telephone had a worker at home from work some or all of the strike compared 

to 2 out of 5 in the basic survey . 

Worked entire duration of strike 

Home Some or All of Strike 

Home Some 
Home first then work 
Work first then home 

Home Entire Duration of Strike 

15% 
3% 

41% 

59% 

18% 

41% ---100% 

This contrasts with the experience of transit-using workers in 

general as discovered in the basic survey where only 36% were home some or all 

of the strike . At least half of this difference is accounted for by weighting 

basic survey income data to match the income composition of the lower-income 

tracts; then the basic survey data would lead one to expect 48% home some or all 

of the strike in the lower-income tracts . 

Mode of Travel 

The great majority of those who worked during the strike used 

only one mode of travel; one in six who worked at all during the strike attempted 

a second mode . As in the basic survey, one in twenty of all travelers to work 

gave up and remained home for the rest of the strike. 
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Number of Modes of Travel Attempted 
By Those Who Worked During Strike 

Base: 59% of Workers 

One mode 

Two modes 

Three modes 

Modes of Adaptation During 
the Strike 

83% 

15% 

2% 

and then gave ue 

5% 
;', 

·k 

On the first attempt, nearly half the workers came to work by 

car . Bu s, taxi, and walking were used about equally by the other workers . 

Car 

Bus : employer-arranged 

Taxi 

Rai !road 

Walk 

Stayed Away Overnight 

Perce i ved Effect of Strike 
on Hou s ehold 

Fi rs t Mode 
Base: 100% 

45% 

18 

18 

2 

17 
;'r 

Second Mode 
Base : 17% 

39% 

14 

19 

4 

3 

Nearly two out of three said the effect on their households had 

been large or very large . This is the figure that would be obtained if the 

an swe r s by income from the basic survey are weighted by the income com pos ition 

o f th is non-te lephone sample . 

Strike had large effect 

Strike had 1 ittle effect 

65% 

35% 

Half re ported that someone in the household had lost some or al 1 

work da ys . This is double the proportion of workers in the basic survey . 
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Accordingly, three-fourths of this group felt that the effect of the strike 

had been large. Inconvenience caused by traveling effort or being away 

from home longer periods was mentioned by only 12% of these workers, a third 

of the 36% of mentions in the basic survey. 

Reasons Given For Perceived Effect Of Strike Among 
Workers In Low-Income Tracts 

Work 

Someone in household 
lost some or all days 

Able to get to work 

Expense 

Extra cost or loss 

Strike profitable to me 

Personal 

Inconvenience-long hours of travel 

Couldn't shop, visit or children-school 

Hea 1 th i mpa i red 

Length and Cost of Trip 

Large Effect 

39% 

8 

8 

4 

Little Effect 

11% 

20 

2 

4 

39% 

Total 

50% 

21 

10 

1 

12 

5 

100% 

One-third of workers spent 60¢ or more, half spent nothing and 11 % 

did not know. About the same proportion spent more than $1.00 as did workers in 

the basic survey, (24% vs . 29%). 
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First Mode of Travel 
Base: 59% of Workers 

Nothing to 14¢ 

15¢ to 29¢ 

30¢ to 59¢ 
60¢ to 99¢ 
$1. 00 to $1. 99 

$2.00 to $2 . 99 
$3 . 00 to $4 . 99 
$5 . 00 or more 

Don't know, no answer 

First Mode 

51 % 
;'\ 

6 

3 
15 
8 
5 

11 

100% 



The trip time, on the average, was about 9 minutes less than 

that for workers in the basic survey, chiefly due to the closer proximity 

of this group of households to work center destinations . 

Fi rs t Mode 

½ hour or less 20 

Over 1 hour to 1 hour 25 2 

Over hour to 1½ hours 12 

Over 1½ hours to 2 hours 16 

Over 2 hours to 3 hours 10 

Over 3 hours to 4 hours 3 

Over 4 hours ·k 

Trips varied or don't know 14 

Median Length of Known Trips 57 minutes 

Post-St rike Diversion 

After the strike 1.3% of the workers in the lower-income tracts 

who previously had used the mass transit system at least once a week or more 

discontinued this use. This compares to an expected 1. 4% if the basic survey 

answers by income are weighted to match the income composition of the lower­

tract sample . 

Conc lu s ion 

Results of the telephon~ survey are fairly representative of 

al I households including those with no telephones and those in lower-income 

tracts. Any bias in the basic survey due to the exclusion of non-telephone 

households is slight, and does not affec t overall survey results. 

* * * * * * * 

83 



B - SUBURBAN SURVEY 

The suburban survey covered Richmond, Nassau, Westchester, 

Bergen, Essex, Hudson and Union Counties. Inasmuch as the suburban area 

contributed only an estimated 10% of the trips on the city transit system, 

a token sample of 100 from each of these seven counties was sought . A total 

of 695 households were interviewed covering the behavior and reactions of 

556 workers, 69 shoppers, 107 other-purpose users of the New York City transit 

system. The respondents, treated as a group, are representative of suburban 

users as a whole but statistically, each county sample is a different pro­

portion of the transit-using population in that county and, therefore, a 

less reliable description is the result of this token sample approach. 

The definition of "regular" use in the case of suburban inter­

views was once per week or more . 

Effect of Strike on Job Attendance 

Only one out of seven of the transit-using suburban workers 

missed some work days as a result of the strike. This proportion is less 

than half that among regular transit users for work purpose residing in the 

four boroughs. 

Worked entire period of strike 

Home some or al I of strike 

Some 

Al I 

6% 

8% 

86% 

14% 

100% 

Accordingly, in comparison with city resident workers, more 

of the suburban workers using the transit system regularly for work felt that 

the effect of the strike on their household was not large . 
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Strike had large effect 

Strike had little effect 

38% 

62% 

City transit users from Union and Bergen Counties felt the str i ke 

least of all and missed the fewest work days . The effect was greatest in 

Essex and Nassau Counties but even so the level of 19-20% who missed some days 

of work is only half that of workers fromthe four large boroughs . 

Effect on Job Attendance 

Residence of Home Some or All of the Strike 
Transit User Some All Total 

Essex 7% 12% 19% 

Bergen 4 6 10 

Hudson 6 8 14 

Union 7 3 10 

Richmond 4 10 14 

Nassau 10 10 20 

Westchester 6 9 15 

In proportion, fewer of Union and Bergen County workers , who 

relied on th e city transit system before the strike, felt that the strike had 

a large effect on their households. The subjective judgment that the strike 

has a large effect was most widespread in Richmond and in Nassau . 

Strike Had a Large Effect 

Essex 40% 

Bergen 28% 

Hudson 41 % 
Union 19% 
Richmond 54% 
Nassau 51 % 
Westchester 45% 

Ability to get to work was the major factor in determining whethe r 

a hou sehold experienced a large or little effect due to the strike . There we r e 
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almost as many suburban transit users mentioning inconvenience caused by 

the strike who felt it had a 1 ittle or no effect as there were who felt 

it had a large or very large effect. 

Effect of Strike on Household 

Work 

Someone in household lost some or all days 

Able to get to work 

Expense 

Extra cost or loss 

Strike profitable to me 

Personal 

Inconvenience - long hours of travel 

Couldn't shop , visit or children-school 

Health impaired 

Effect of Strike on Shoppers 

Large or Very Little or 
Large Effect No Effect Total 

6% 

6 

20 

2 

2 ---
37% 

2% 

31 

3 

2 

17 

8 

;'c 

8% 

32 

9 

2 

37 

10 

2 
100% 

When respondents who regularly use the transit system for shopping 

were asked about the effect of the strike, one out of five of the suburbanites 

said the effect had been large . 

Strike had large effect 

Strike had little effect 

20% 

80% 

About one-third put off entirely the shopping that would have been 

done using the city transit system . Of the two-thirds who did some of this 

shopping during the strike , only one-sixth of the group -·- or one-tenth of the 

total shoppers -- managed to do all the shopping in their usual place in 

New York City. About half of the shopping activity that would have come to 



the city from the suburbs. wi35 diverted to local suburban stores during the 

strike. 
Put off shopping entirely 

Put off some shopping 

Did not put off any shopping 

Total who did some shopping 
During strike: 

Effect of Strike on 
Other-Purpose Users 

In usual place 

Usual place & elsewhere 

Elsewhere 

Undetermined 

10% 
7% 

45% 
4% 

34% 

49% 
17% 

100% 

66% 

Educational and recr~ationai purposes are slightly more important 

to suburbantte regular other-purpose users than to other-purpose users in the 

four large boroughs but the genera pattern is similar, with social activities 

heading the list . 

Social 

Recreational 

Educational 

Medical 

Other 

Not Determined 

44% 

31 
26 

2 

7 
2 

NOTE : Adds to more than 100% because of multiple mentions 

Suburban regular transit users for non-work/non-shop purposes were 

in younger and higher-income households than those in the four large boroughs . 

Fifty-four per cent were under 35 compared to 45% in the four large boroughs . 

Thirty-nine per cent had a household income of over $9,000 compared to 27% in 

the four large boroughs. 

87 



88 

Age: Household: 

Under 35 54% Under $3,000 11% 

35-54 30 $3,000-$9,000 46 

Over 54 16 
Over $9,000 39 

100% Not Deterrni ned 4 
iOO% 

Personal and social activ i ty normally done by mass transit was 

put off slightly more often by suburbanites than by city residents. Fifty­

three per cent of regular other-purpose users in the suburbs put off their 

activity during the strike compared to 44% in the four large boroughs. Only 

15% continued as usual compared to 25% in the boroughs. 

Put off other-purpose activities entirely 

Put off some other-purpose activities 

Did not put off any other-purpose activities 

53% 

32 
_15_ 

100% 

More than a quarter of these suburban users of city transit 

managed to come to the usual places dur i ng the strike for which they had 

previously used the subway or bus. Less than 20% of the social, recreational 

and personal affairs activity normally corning to the city from the suburbs was 

diverted to local facilities. 

Total Continuing Other-Purpose Activity During the Strike 47% 

As usual 28% 

As usual and changed dest i nation 5 

Changed destination entirely 14 

About three out of four suburban regular users of the transit 

system for other purposes than working or shopping said that there had been 

little or no effect on their respective households due to the strike. 

Strike had large effect 

Strike had little effect 

24% 

76% 



After the strike 5.0% of the suburban regular users of the 

New York City mass transit system discontinued this use. This was true for 

4.9% of the worker households , 7.2% of the shopper households, and 2.8% of 

the other-purpose households. 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE STATISTICS 
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SAMPLE STATISTICS 

Scope of Work 

The survey encompassed the four large counties of New York City 

Manhattan, Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens, and the seven surrounding counties -­

Richmond, Nassau, Westchester, Bergen, Essex, Hudson and Union. 

In the densely populated city boroughs, a telephone sample of 

21,520 households, or 0.8 per cent of the estimated 2.7 million households , 

yielded 12,075 completed interviews of which 6,824 households contained at 

least one member who was a regular user of the New York City transit system. 

A regular user was defined as a person who uses the transit system at least 

three times a week for either work, shop or other-purpose trips. That is, 

56.5 per cent of the households in the four counties of New York City contain 

at least one regular user. 

The following table illustrates the total number of households 

interviewed by telephone and the number of regular mass transit user households 

found rn each of the four boroughs. 

Telephone Interviews 

I nit i a 1 Number Not Not at Home Refusals and Completions-
County Sample In Service After 3 Ca 1 Is lncompletes Per Cent 

Manhattan 5,200 551 594 1, 110 2,945 56,6 

Bronx 4,000 368 833 664 2, 135 53.4 

Queens 5,040 398 602 920 3,120 61.9 

Brooklyn 71280 224 1,622 1,229 3,8Z5 53.2 

TOTAL 21,520 1,841 3,68 1 3,923 12,075 56. 1 
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Telephone Interviews 

Regular Mass 
Non-Regular Transit User 

Screening Transit User Households 
County Interviews Households (3 Ti mes/Week) Per Cent 

Manhattan 2,945 1,109 l ,836 62.3 

Bronx 2, 135 920 1,215 56.9 

Queens 3,120 l ,588 1,532 49. 1 

Brooklyn 3,875 1,634 2,241 57.8 
12,075 5,251 6,824 56.5 

The personal interview methodology produced 2,126 interviews in 

total with 887 in Manhattan, 409 in Bronx, 136 in Queens and 694 in Brooklyn; 

1,736 of these households met the l time/week user definition. 

Suburban interviews in the seven adjacent counties were conducted 

in an attempt to locate 700 regular users of the New York City transit system 

(100 from each county) . The results of this interviewing in each of the seven 

counties are summarized as fol I ows : 

Init i al Number Not Not at Home Refusals and Completions-
County Sample In Service After 3 Calls lncompletes Per Cent 

Bergen 753 38 233 61 421 55.9 

Essex 2,379 188 882 211 l ,098 46 . 1 

Hudson l , Ol 6 85 369 79 483 47 . 5 

Nassau 572 32 178 39 323 56 . 4 

Richmond 439 21 164 40 214 48 . 7 

Union l , 364 109 430 141 684 50 . l 

Westchester l, 215 ~ 295 ~ 453 37 , 3 

TOTAL 7, 738 527 2,551 630 3,676 47 . 5 
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Regular Mass 
Non-Regular Transit User 

Screening Transit User Households 
County Interviews Households ( 1 Time/Week) Per Cent 

Bergen 421 32 l 100 23.7 

Essex 1,098 998 100 9,9 

Hudson 483 378 105 21 .8 

Nassau 323 232 91 28. 1 

Richmond 214 107 107 50.0 

Union 684 587 97 14.2 

Westchester ~ 355 ~ -2.U 

TOTAL 3,676 2,978 698 19.0 

The numbers of work, shop and other-purpose interviews may be 

used for calculating the rel iabi 1 ity of the reported percentages. 

Basic Survey: Four Large Boroughs 

Regular Mass Transit Number of Users in User House-
Use r Households holds by Trip Purpose Ot her Total 

Borough (3 Times/Week or More) Work Shop Purpose Users --
Brooklyn 2,241 2,026 339 424 2,789 

Bronx 1,215 l ,075 194 213 l ,482 

Manhattan l ,836 l, 545 327 529 2,401 

Queens l ! 532 l i 396 155 185 J...i..D.§ 

TOTAL 6,824 6,042 l ,Ol 5 l, 351 8,408 

Four Large Boroughs - Personal Interviews 

Regular Mass Transit Number of Users in User House-
User Households holds by Trip Purpose Other Total 

Borough ( l Time/Week or More) Work Shop Purpose Users --
Brooklyn 547 478 l O l 130 709 

Bronx 365 344 73 75 492 

Manhattan 730 642 97 186 925 

Queens 94 81 16 13 110 -- --
TOTAL 1, 736 1,545 287 404 2,236 

94 



Suburban Interviews 

Regular Mass Transit Number of Users 1n User House-
User Households holds by Trip Purpose Other Total 

County ( l Time/Week or More) Work Shop Purpose Users 

Essex 100 66 16 28 110 

Bergen 100 91 6 12 109 

Hudson 105 76 22 19 117 

Union 97 77 6 20 103 

Richmond 107 95 9 13 117 

Nassau 91 85 4 10 99 

Westchester ~ 82 l l 10 _lQJ ---
TOTAL 698 572 74 112 758 

Sample Error 

In this study 56.5% of the four-borough households interviewed had 

at least one member who was a regular user of the New York City transit system . 

The table below shows that for the sample size of 12,000 there are 95 chances 

out of 100 that the true figure is within .8 to . 9 of this or somewhere between 

55.6% and 57.4%. 

Since the worker sample in the four large boroughs had some 

6,000 households and the reported percentage of those home the entire duration 

of the strike is 15%, this table shows that the figure is within plus or minus 

l . 0 percentage points, or between 14% and 16%. 

The error for perceived effect of strike for a sub-sample of this 

survey such as Manhattan below 60th Street residents is plus or minus 4.5 

percentage points since the reported percentage is in the 50% area. This is 

arrived at by calculating that 8% of the workers live in Manhattan below 60th 

Street or roughly 500 of the sample and then fol lowing this line on the table 

across to the reported percentage being tested. 
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The personal interview survey results have an error of less 

than 2.5 percentage points. 

The suburban survey results have an error of less than 4.0 

percentage points. 

Number of 
Interviews 

12,000 

6,800 

6,000 

5,000 

2,500 

2,000 

1,500 

1,000 

700 

500 

300 

100 

70 

Sampling Errors of Percentages 
For Responses 

Reported Percentages 
5 or 95 

.4 

.5 

.6 

.6 

10 or 90 20 or 80 30 or 70 

. 9 

l. 0 

1. 1 

l. 4 

1. 6 

1.9 

2.5 

4.4 

5.2 

. 5 

.8 

.8 

.8 

1. 2 

1.3 

1.5 

1.9 

2.3 

2.7 

3,5 

6.0 

7. 1 

.7 

1.0 

I. 0 

1. 1 

1. 6 

1.8 

2. l 

2.5 

3.0 

3.6 

4.6 

8.0 

10.0 

.8 

1. 1 

1. l 

1.3 

1. 8 

2.0 

2.4 

2.9 

3,5 

4. 1 

5,3 

9.2 

11. 0 

50 

.9 

1. 2 

1.3 

1.4 

2.0 

2.2 

2.6 

3.2 

3.8 

4. 5 

5.8 

10 . 0 

12.0 

The sampling error measures the sampling variabi 1 ity; that is, 

the variations that might occur by chance because only a sample of the population 

is surveyed. For al 1 items the chances are 95 in 100 that the value being 

estimated 1 ies within a range equal to the reported percentages plus or minus 

the sampling error. 
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In addition to the sampling error the total error involved in 

specific estimates includes reporting and non-response errors. 

Reporting and Non-Response Err0r 

Two results of two specific controls on reporting errors are 

shown below . One control is gained by matching responses from workers about 

themselves with the answers respondents gave about other workers in the 

household. The other compares answers before March 3rd, about midway in the 

interviewing, with those after March 3rd to see whether or not memory decay or 

interviewer learning is seriously affecting what is reported by respondents. 

The comparisons indicate that those potential sources of error 

are at a minimum . 

Respondent 
Job Attendance Is Worker 

Base : 61 % 
Worked entire period 62% 

Home first/then worked 17 

Worked first/then home 4 

Home ent i re period 17 

Stayed away overnight 6 

Stopped using transit 
sys tem a f ter strike 2 

Per ceived Ef fect of Strike 
On Household 

Strike had large effect 54 

Strike had 1 ittle effect 46 

Respondent 
Answering 
For Worker 
Base : 39% 

65% 

16 

6 

13 

7 

2 

54 

46 

Interview Completed 
Before 3/3/66 
Base : 50% 

64% 

16 

5 

l 5 

7 

2 

55 

45 

After 3/3/66 
Base: 50% 

62% 

17 

6 

15 

6 

2 

54 

46 

St r ict interviewer control procedures in the timing of call and 

call-back we r e fol lowed to minimize any error due to non-response . lndivtdual 

interviewer assignments were rotated among all geographic areas and among 
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different time periods. Call-back procedures were randomized in the same 

way. The result is to insure as much as possible that the not-at-home 

population is not different from those contacted and reported on in the 

survey, and that refusals or incompletes are not unusual for any area, due to 

interviewer bias or to time of call. 

Projectabil ity 

The basic survey is projectable to the four large borough areas. 

The sample shows that 56.5% of the approximately 2,700,000 households in the 

area had a regular user of the mass transit system before the strike or 

1,525,500 regular user households . Eighty-eight and a half per cent or 

1,350,000 have at least one member who is a regular work user and on the 

average there are 1 . 5 users of the transit system for work 1n these households 

or approximately 2,025,000 workers . Therefore, each 1% of the worker sample 

equals 20,250 workers . 

Regular shopper households accounted for 14.9"/o of ~he sample or 

227,500 of the area households; therefore, each 1% of the shopper sample 

represents 2,275 households . 

Households containing a member who used the transit system 

regularly for other purposes accounted for 19.8% of the sample or approximatel y 

302,000 of the area households; therefore, each 1% of this sample is equivalent 

to approximately 3,020 households . 

Another check on the representativeness of the sample is provided 

by the Journey to Work report of June, 1964 issued by the New York-New Jersey 

Transportation Agency which shows that 1 . 41 mill ion workers in the Manhattan 

below 60th Street area live in the four boroughs . Virtually all use the 



subway or bus for part of th e journey. This survey shows a nea r ly id entical 

figure; that is, 70% of the 2,025,000 workers in the f our boroughs , or l . 42 

mill ion workers, have a Manhattan below 60th Street destination . 

* * * * * * * 
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PROCEDURES 

Interviewing commenced as quickly as possible fol lowing the 

transit strike in order to obtain factual information from the public, with 

a minimum distortion due to forgetting and/or rationalization factors. A 

formal contract with Day & Zimmermann was signed on January 26, 1966. Upon 

receipt of the contract, the fol lowing steps were undertaken: 

(l) Organizational methods and procedures for the project were 
established. 

(2) Sample selection procedure and process were begun. 

(3) A questionnaire was written, approved by the Transit 
Authority, and pretested. Minor modifications, as 
found necessary, we re made in the questionnaire. 

(4) Interviewing headquarters were set up. 

(5) Interviewers were hired and trained. 

The telephone interviewing began on February 8, 1966 and 

continued for 11 weeks. Personal interviewing began on March 21, 1966 and 

continued for 3 weeks. 

As interviewing progressed, codes were developed, coding of the 

questionnaires proceeded and the data wa s punched on EDP cards. 

Final coding and keypunching was completed during the 12th week 

of the study. Card cleaning began almost simultaneously. 

All the above steps we re necessary before a single table could 

be processed through the computer. During the period of coding, keypunching 

and card cleaning, the specifications, instructions for the computer were 
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written in order that the proper tables would result to meet the objectives 

of the study . Interpretation and analysis of the taoles then proceeded . 

Most data were defined in the simplest form by computer runs. In cases where 

these data were too fine, consolidations of tables were required to observe 

distinguishable differences in behavioral patterns. 

Sample Selection 

The telephone sample of households throughout the survey area 

was selected using a scientifically random method. With the use of Rand's 

11Mi 11 ion Random Digits, 11 we selected three sets of digits which provided a 

method for randomly choosing: 

(1) The page number of the telephone book on which the sample 
household was located. 

(2) The section of the page (each page was divided in half and 
each column was assigned a number from 1 to 8, in read­
ing fashion) on which the sample household was located. 

(3) The nth telephone number in the column was selected as the 
samp 1 e point. 

Using the above process, a sample of telephone households was 

chosen for each of the four boroughs in New York City, and the suburban areas 

studied . 

To verify the qua] ity of each interviewer's work and to insure 

that prop e r interviewing methods were maintained throughout ~e eleven weeks 

of the survey a monitoring system was installed. This enabled the ~upervi s or 

to listen to any call being placed. 

Interviewing was conducted during the time segments from 9-12 , 

12-3, 3-6 and 6-9 each weekday except Saturday night and Sunday morning . 
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Rather than have each interviewer call one county continually , a system of 

rotation was establ i shed thereby al lowing the interviewer to cover the four 

large boroughs and the seven suburban boroughs, at least once , in the course 

of each day. 

On Thur s day, March 3rd , CBS t e lev i sion showed the Bar r ington 

sta f f at wor k at the Ho t e l Piccadilly . Thi s coverage did make it easier for 

interviewers to establi s h rappor t thereafter but did not affect the survey 

results. 

Questionnaire 

The interv i ew was conducted using a questionnaire based upon the 

fol lowing topics and subtop ics : 
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(1) Effect of stri ke on indi v idual 

- Very larg e ef f ec t , large e ff ec t, small effect , no e ffe c t 

(2) Natur e of e f fec t of stri ke 

- Wo r k , shop ping, recrea tion , edu cat ion, soc ial, f ami ly, 
personal 

(3) Transpor t ation Behav i or : tr i p purpos e , modes , orig i n , des tinat io n 

- Pr e - s t rike 

- St r i ke per i od 

- Pos t- strike 

(4) Ad a pt a t i on du r ing strike : car , wa lk, ta x i , s tayed away ove r night 

- Fi rst Ad a pta t ion 

- Second Adap t ation 

- Th ird Adaptat i on 

(5) Post - s t rike r eversion to pr evi ous pa tte r ns ve r s us new modes or 
routes 

(6) Demograp h i c Data : hou s e ho l d ide ntificat i on a nd r esponden t 
char acte ri s tics 

- Age , sex , occupat ion, income 



Due to the high incidence of Spanish-speaking people in New 

York City, the interview was written and conducted in both Spanish and English. 

In addition, interviews were conducted in French, German and Italian. 

The substantive contents of the questionna i re, om i tting 

administrative instructions to the interviewer, are reproduced on the 

following pages . 

* * * * * * * 
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NEW YORK TRANSIT AUTHORITY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Hello. My name is _________ of Barrington and Company, 
a New York City research firm. We are doing a survey about the recent bus and 
subway strike in New York. 

May I ask you a few questions about your experiences during the 
strike? 

Before the strike, how many members of your household took a New York City bus 
or subway to work? 

How many of these people are home now? 

Which one of these people is the major wage earner in your household? 

INTERVIEW IN ORDER OF PREFERENCE: 

MAJOR WAGE EARNER WHO USES THE TRANSIT SYSTEM 
HOUSEWIFE WHO USES TRANSIT SYSTEM TO GO TO WORK 
NEXT OLDEST PERSON WHO USES TRANSIT SYSTEM TO GO TO WORK 
PERSON WHO ANSWERED PHONE IF NO ONE AT HOME USES TRANSIT 
SYSTEM TO GO TO WORK 

How much would you say the strike affected your household? Did it have: 
no effect, a smal I effect, a large effect, a very large effect? 

Why do you say this? 

Now, before the strike: 
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Which bus Ii ne or subway did you usually take to go to work? 

At which bus stop or subway station did you get on? 

At what hour did you usually get on the bus or subway to go to work? 

To which part of the city did you go? 

At which bus stop or subway station did you set off? 

At what hour of the day did you usually get on the bus or subway to 
travel home from work? 

Did you travel this way to work at least three times per week? 

How long did it usually take to get to work? 

Before the strike, how much did it cost you to get from home to work, 
that is, one way? 
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As you know, the strike lasted for 2 weeks. Let's talk about the first week 
of the strike . 

Did you go from home to work in the first week of the strike? 

IF YES 

What day did you first go to work? 
Because you couldn't use the bus or subway, how did you get to work that 
first time? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip to work take you? 
How much did the trip to work (ONE WAY) cost you? 

Did you return home that same day? 

IF YES 

How did you get home that same day? 
IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip home take you? 
How much did the trip home (ONE WAY) 
cost you? 
Later on that week, did you stay away 
from home overnight because of the strike? 

IF YES 
What day did you stay away? 
How many nights did you stay away? 
Where did you stay? 
How much did it cost you per night to 
stay away? 

IF NO 

How many nights did you stay away? 
Where did you stay? 
What did it cost you per night to 
stay away? 
What day did you finally get home? 
How did you get home? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car 

How long did 
How much did 
cost you? 

was it? 
the trip 
the trip 

home 
home 

take you? 
(ONE WAY) 

Dur ing the first week of the strike, did you try any different way of going to work? 

IF YES 

What day did you first try this way of 
going to work? 
How did you get to work that day? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip to work take you? 
How much did the trip to work (ONE WAY) 
cost you? 

IF NO 

Did you keep going to work or did you 
stay home some of the time? 

IF STAYED HOME 
What days did you stay home? 

Du r ing the first week of the strike, did you try any different way of returning 
home? 

IF YES 
What day did you first try that way of returning home? 
How did you get home that day? 
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IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip home take you? 
How much did the trip home (ONE WAY) cost you? 

During the second week of the strike, did you try any different way of going 
to work? 

IF YES 
What day did you first try this way of 
going to work? 

IF ON WEDNESDAY OR BEFORE 
How did you get to work that day? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip to work take you? 
How much did the trip to work (ONE WAY) 
cost you? 

IF NO 
Did you keep going to work or did you 
stay home some of the time? 

IF STAYED HOME 
What days did you stay home? 

In the second week of the strike, did you stay away from home overnight because 
of the strike? 

IF YES • 

What day did you stay away? 
How many nights did you stay away? 
Where didyou stay? 
How much did it cost you per night to stay away? 

In the second week of the strike, did you try any different way of returning home? 

IF YES 

What day did you first try that way of returning home? 
IF ON WEDNESDAY OR BEFORE 
How did you get home that day? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip home take you? 
How much did the trip home (ONE WAY) cost you? 

Did you go from home to work 1n the second week of the strike? 

IF YES 

What day did you first go to work? 
Because you couldn't use the bus or subway, how did you get to work that 
first ti me? 
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IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip to work take you? 
How much did the trip to work (ONE WAY) cost you? 

Di d you return home that same day? 

IF YES 

How did you get home that same day? 
IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip home take you? 
How much did the trip home (ONE WAY) cost 
you? 
Later on that week, did you stay away from 
home overnight because of the strike? 

IF YES 
What day did you stay away? 
How many nights did you stay away? 
Where did you stay? 
How much did it cost you per night to 
stay away? 

IF NO 

How many nights did you stay away? 
Where did you stay? 
What did it cost you per night to 
stay away? 
What day did you finally get home? 
How did you get home? 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip home take you? 
How much did the trip home (ONE WAY) 
cost you? 

During the second week of the strike, did you try any different way of going to work? 

IF YES 

What day did you first try this 
going to work? 

IF ON WEDNESDAY OR BEFORE 
How did you get to work that 

IF BY CAR 
Whose car was it? 

How long did the trip to work 
How much did the trip to work 
cos t you? 

way of 

day? 

take you? 
(ONE WAY) 

IF NO OR AFTER WEDNESDAY 

Did you keep going to work or did you 
stay home some of the time? 

IF STAYED HOME 
What days did you stay home? 

In t he s econd week of the strike, did you try any different way of returning home? 

I F YES 

What day d i d you first try that way of returning home? 
IF ON WEDNESDAY OR BEFORE 
How did you get home that day? 

! F BY CAR 
Wh ose ca r was it? 

I-low l ong di d t he trip home take you? 
How much did the tr i p home (ONE WAY) cost you? 
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As a result of the strike, do you go to work the same way as you did before the stri ke? 

How do you go to work now? 

Which bus line or subway do you take now? 

At which bus stop or subway station do you get on? 

To which part of the city do you go? 

At which bus stop or subway station do you get off? 

Does it cost more or less nov1 to go from home to work than it did before the strike? 

How much more or less does it cost? 

Does the trip from home to work take longer or shorter than be fo re the strike? 

How much longer or shorter does it take? 

Do you travel this new way to work at least three times a week? 

Going to or f rom work now, do you get on the bus or subway at a different time 
than before the strike? 

At what hour of the day do you now get on the bus or subwa y to go to work? 

At what hour of the day do you now get on the bus or subway to travel home from 
work? 

What kind of wo rk do you do? 

Is your work full time or part time? 

Do you work for yourself or somebody else? 

What do t hey make or do where you work? 

IF CITY, STATE OR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MENTIONED 

For wh ich department do you wo rk? 

How many other members of your household (besides yourself) take a N. Y. C. 
bus or Sl!bway to get to work? 

FOR EACH OTHER WORKER WHO USES TRANSIT SYSTEM 

How many days did he stay home from work because of the strike? 

Does he go to work now the same way as he did before the strike? 

How does he go to work npw? 
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OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBER 1S USE OF BUS OR SUBWAY TO GO TO WORK 

(SAME QUESTIONS AS FOR RESPONDENT WORKER) 

Shopping 

Before the stri ke , did you yourself use the N. Y.C. bus or subway system to go 
shopping three times a week or more, that is, for food, clothing and/or things 
for the house? 

Before the strike, did anyone else in your household use the bus or subway to 
go shopping three times a week or more, that is, for food, clothing and/or things 
for the house? 

Now, before the strike : 

Which bus line or subway did you usually take to go shopping? 

At which bus stop or subway station did you get on? 

At wh at hour on a weekday did you usually get on ~he bus or subway to go shopping? 

To which part of the city did you go? 

At whic h bus stop or subway station did you get off? 

At what hour on a weekday did you usually get on the bus or subway to travel home 
from shoppi ng ? 

How long d i d it usually take to get to the shopping district (one way)? 

Hmv much did it cost you to go shopping, that is, one way?. 

And , during the strike : 

Now, becau se you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you put off 
s ome of yo ur shopping unti 1 later? 

Because you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you do any 
shopping in a different p lace? 

To which pa r t of the city did you go? 

How did you get there? 

How long d i d the trip take you? 

How much did it cost you to get to the shopping district? 

Becau se you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you use some o the r 
way to get to some of your usual stores in the shopping district? 
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How did you get there? 

How long did the trip take you? 

How much did it cost you to get there? 

As a result of the strike : 

Do you now, as a result of the strike, go shopping the same way as you ciid 
before the strike? 

How do you get to the stores where you do your shopping now? 

Which bus or subway do you take now? 

At which stop or station do you get on? 

To which part of the city do you go now? 

At which stop or station do you get off? 

Does the trip take you longer or shorter than it did before the strike? 

How much longer or shorter does it take you? 

Does it cost you more or less now to go shopping than it did before the strike? 

How much more or less does it cost you? 

Do you use the bus or subway to go shopping more or less often than you did before 
the strike? 

Do you travel this way now at least three times a week? 

Before the strike, how many other members of your household used the N.Y.C . bus 
or subway system to go shopping three times a week or more, that is, for food, 
clothing and/or things for the house? 

Do you usually go shopping separately or together? 

Because he couldn't use the bus o r subway during the strike, did he 

Put off some shopping 1 til later? 
Shop in a different place? 
Or go to his usual stores in some other way? 

As a result of the strike , does he go shopping in the same way as he did before 
the strike? 

How does he go shopping now? 
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Other Purposes 

Before the strike, did you yourself use the N.Y.C. bus or subway for any other 
purpose~ three times a week or more, that is, social, recreational, school, personal, 
etc.? 

Before the strike, did anyone else in your household use the bus or subway for other 
purposes three times a week or more? 

Now, before the strike: 

What was the main purpose for which you used the bus or subway? 

Which bus line or subway did you usually take for this other purpose? 

At which stop or station did you get on? 

At what hour on a weekday did you usually get on the bus or subway for this 
other purpose? 

To which part of the city did you go? 

At which stop or station did you get off? 

At what hour on a weekday did you usually get on the bus or subway to travel home 
from this other purpose? 

How long did it usually take you to travel for this other purpose? 

Before the strike, how much did it cost you to travel for this other purpose, that 
is, one way? 

And, du ri ng . the strike: 

Because you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you do this 
(ma i n other purpose) less often? 

Because you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you do this 
in a d ifferent place? 

To which part of the city did you go? 

How d i d you get there? 

How long did the trip take you? 

How much did it cost you to get there? 

Becau s e you couldn't use the bus or subway during the strike, did you use some 
other way to get to the place where you usually did this (main other purpose)? 
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How did you get there? 

How long did the trip take you? 

How much did it cost you to get there? 

As a result of the strike : 

Do you now, as a result of the strike, travel for this other purpose in the 
same way as you did before the strike? 

How do you get to the place where you do this (main other purpose) now? 

Which bus or subway do you take now? 

At which stop or station do you get on? 

To which part of the city do you go now? 

At which stop or station do you get off? 

Does the trip take you longer or shorter than it did before the strike? 

How much longer or shorter does it take you? 

Does it cost you more or less now to travel for this (other purpose)? 

How much more or less does it cos t you? 

Do you use t~J bus or subway for this (other purpose) more or less often than before? 

Do you travel this new way at least three times a week? 

Classification 

Into which of the following age groups do you fit? Under 35 
35 to 54 

Or over 54 

Would you say your total family income, that is, everyone in your household, is under 
$3 , 000 or over $3,000 a year? 

IF OVER $3,000 
Is the total family income under $9,000 or over $9,000 a year? 

Sex of Respondent 

Interview conducted in 
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English 
Spanish 
Othe r ----------
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