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This repart examines the charazterlstics and r"ates af
1nter--;:aunty icommuting. for employment - of migrant. and *
ngnmgrant heuseho’ld _heads - - living in rmnﬁetré‘jreas in__ -
7 XTent to_which migrants
l‘;Dntmue in errp]qment in the type of argas im which they "
lived ‘five “years earlier, and with the -relationship be-~
“tween. income and commuting. Additfonal information on - -
commuting patterns, in° ‘terms off ‘modé of transpertation,
time, and distance to work s’ provided. Ccmparatwe data
..are. mc:’luded for__heads_of household ~—residipg-in—metro—
“areas. The research was based on the 1975 Annua'{ Housmg
] Survey and its Trave’l ta Hark Supp'lement.,

& ;, , A

) KEYHDRDS F'c:pu‘latmﬁ Hcmseha?d Heaa‘s, ngr:a:tmn,q. CDn’mutﬁ
v mg,_TraveT to Nﬂrk : , :

. -
PRINTED BY THE UNIVERSITY -OF GEURGIA PRINTING DEPAR’ME{JT’
ATHENS GEDRGIA . . _ JULY' 1980 .
p - é T




‘M}ﬂe PA’ETEEHS,

Econ Emc Deve’fgpaent D]nsiun =
. -Economics = Statist1:5,§andfCeapera;’ves Serv1:e o
;ﬁ%U; S; ﬂepartment of Agr1zu]ture ERTEEAPAN

Ecgnamlc“ﬁevelupment D1V151nn ?-s v ‘ X
~Economics, Statistics, and’ Ecuperat1vas Serv1ce L ERT
e 5 waepartment_cf Agr-:czﬂ i:ur‘e : s

Ass15ted by Sam T. Dav1s, III and Eva J H11]ar;
' 1n5t1tu1€“fﬁF“E§h;' ral Researct
Un1vers1ty of. Georg1a s _;’ o

Ecangm1ﬁs, Stat15t1cs, and ' )
¥ Cooperatives Service T
SR T DEPART"ENT OF B‘%‘?{‘?P.ETUBE__,__.__,,_H@_m,;_,__)__,,_,,:‘. S

o . Y o

,f; and DR R o

“Institute’ for Behav1ara1 Researﬁh
' UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA.. -

Eéﬂpérat1ng ‘f S

’ #
s = : Lo Te e HEe
- =TT O i =




rave] sta—Harg Supp'! Emnt. .
‘the Bureau of the Cen
of- Hcmsmg and Urban De"’

i K 15 aVT S;
fgr* thavmral Research assasted

LT

b : fF o
S - oot
] { _ e e T - _




Rax:é Sex, and Regmn o '  ) ' S

— Age aﬁd Educatmn . v 1 bﬁ ‘ . 513

= o eay memsemaaa ¢ T8 mes sz sw e el e

! "uf Emp’ioyrrent ﬁ:xr Inter—County Camuters : © 415

~Loc é"

Incgme ch Coﬁmuters and Noncarmnuters e e .18

= L B . - - . vos

Journey to Work . "’j, . e 23

"_SU’IT!HET*Y —aﬂd Iﬂ@?iﬁﬁt?ﬂﬁg " I _'".'""'W"—'_;" e T

References 7 ) - ’ o 32

Appemix A - Detaﬂed Tab’les ‘ h - , 35

L5t of Tatﬂes ’ ) - " 36

es’ } 11 (an‘mut{

=W g B Csm

Tables 12- 22 (Trave’l to Hark) '.' A 7 a9

Appendix.BI\ ~Spurce- and Rehamhty of -the. Dataw,,.ﬂ.-,_.;........ e 6]
Re‘iated Re‘pcrts - : ‘ ) 67

-y

ERIC SRS 1Y SN SN -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




{: ,,: , ,ﬁi
B

;:L

Engp‘lsyed household

Hausehuld heads .bx EﬂmTa and‘ cmmmter status% T
- and locatiba of werk; 197 ; :
;Eads by- r‘
“inter-county .commuter status A
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~ -~ region, for -employed houséhold heads Ely res1denﬁea

. -and pobility status, 1975 .

_Rate-of inter-county,. ;omﬁng%t_;y age, for emphy e
ﬁmusehnld heads , 'by r‘esfdence- and mbﬂ‘ity status,’ -
~1975 -

Rate of mter-caunty ::orrm' ti

fedhcatiﬂn%ffér’ema e

F

1 H

I

Inter-residential.c lﬁnuh;g,,fbr employed- hnuseho'id

d’EﬁCE*éﬁd}rmﬁfTT{yxwfiff —
S x & —_— . .10
Rafe of mt r=ccunty gumutmg; by 1ncame,;-fc:r em= ‘(&‘
-*“ployed hqlisehold "heads’, by residente §nd mobility

status, J975 ¢ 11

gh ads - by: ‘residence -and-mobility-status;-1975 i 16~
ntra’l city or ring location of employment for ~

“nonmetro inter-couhty commufer hauseha’ld headsg by _
—mobility. status,-1975— . B ¥

t

Median family income, for emp?o_yed hDUiEhD]d heads. v e
by residence and mobility status, 1975 .

- 'Family income,, for emp]cyed ‘nonmetry- headsw‘by i
mobility sta®us, and for nonmetro/metro . -migrants , .7

Mediar_family. income for male_ intey: =county-commubess-

£

by,Jocation of residence and place (;vf"wcrrk 197 ¢ =~ 21
Hed’l%?famﬂ_yg income for -employed white male huuse.—a‘ '

~hold heads who moved between metrp andi n‘nnmetra L,
-areas; by—camuter-status and ‘place-of work" o - 21
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cerctiaf' employed household l;eads in ‘the United-States were Known to.
work in the same county im which" they lived {(noncommuters) and 20" _

fpercent worked ip a &§fferent county {commuters). Informf#tion .was
nat abtamed on the TBcatmn of emp“l@fment qu the c:thers.

' ‘:As:tardmg tq the_ 1975 Annua’l Hausmg Sur:gey, near]y,jﬂ pgl‘if‘

{2) Cgﬁmut?ng rates varﬁd by demagraph*ac and - sac*ia} cha;;;acteri g
“istics. Whjtes and mmaﬂtTes‘%ther thah Blacks had rates .that ~ - o~
were higher than the commuting brate.of Blacks. Emrmutmg was con-
_Siderably more prevalent among.men._than. women,_and_heads. living.din ...
~the South canmuted shght‘ly more than those 1n the rest of the -
\country. . f}; . oA R

(3) - Camqutmg tended to 1m:réase until age 25734 and' them tq
recedevafter age 45, $The"p’étter*n was mixed for. educatmn groups. °
Heads with four years of high school -aor four- or more years.of,
g;&llage—haé_m ai= i};gher*!% %iban{ﬁﬁsgzﬂtﬁt?ﬁri}eys}fgﬁg;—%f
.educati ong \.

A{4Y- -~ -When-all- heaés werErtons*tdered tagether “income: Hagf d1rer:t]y

and suﬁ'stant’laﬂy related to rate of commuting, with .only-one irre-
gularity. The highest rates océcurréd. amEng those with.highest v
nmcnmes.mli:._‘zseapparent,m ther:efare s=that.commuting-is- -reyarded-and——-
income, is @ strong incentive to éamutmg. Also reflected in £he
ccsrfﬁutﬁngqncume relationship is-the greater atn ‘hity D‘F pecme H’I‘th .
gQQd ngﬁeﬂté hyeswher‘e th%}g mgh; S S L

<5 oM iTgher proportion of metro- than‘ﬁj’ﬁetm heads
crossed a, cgunty Tine on thé trip to work, but commuting rates were :
not higher in metro areas for.Blacks nor in the South. Young
household heads.in- nenmétro *areas commuted more than 1 _their counter- -

parts in metro areas. 'For all other age groups begmmng with age
‘25 34 years, 1nter -county cor(mut’mg was more prevalent in metro. areas.

erennn T e O

Educatﬂgn was direct]y assomaf_ed w1th ccminutmg ’in metro aréas,
’but was ge eraﬂy negative]y assaciated in-nonmetro areas. This is

one of the 1m§artant diffgrences between metro and _onmetro, heads: in
t})e socio ecanamc gontexz

of worker comuting, .-

(7) " In both mgtmiancf nonmetro areas’, migrant heads Iﬂ higher’
rates of cemutmg than nanmigrants Among the residence-mobility
status zateganes, -nonmigrants €n the nonmetro population had the
Towest ;inter-county gcommuting rates and heads who had migrated from
one metro tounty to anﬁther had ke iznghest e

B
[

A - i 4 :__i!— v . : : ‘

b ]
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2 (8)= _In the nﬁr’metrﬁjp#u’fatsian; a m‘EE';hi gher-proportion of the-
eads who ‘had previdusly -lived in metroxareas were found .to be inter
... county commuters than wds true’of nbnmetro_Heads who had.nottovhd ..
o beiween—1970 and 1975 or thosé who had moved from ohe nonmetro-count
“tojanothe™. ' Nevertheless, an overwhelming majority of the newcomers
. to menmetro areas (83 percent) were not dependent on-metro employmen
.. " Their mghe-away from the large cities or suburbs usually involved a
11 - severing of -their former economic ties.- -~ — -~ Tl

- (9) . Commuting rates among metrofnonmetrp migrant heads ‘generally -
-~ - surpassel-those of -people-who hall moved i7¥ $he dpposite direction.
+ Seme unusual relationships betwesn-commuting and socioseconomic

—F€ HaCL s TEtro/nonmetTo migrants. Older
. miyrants had higher rates than .younger.

oung

rate _MWith some irregularity,
. rates of commuting fell as education increased, but rose with income
Usually education.and income have similar relationships with other
!/ phenomena# - I '
. ® . - o L T O '-'; % LT .
e (10X Inter-residential. comutipg-{living.in.metro.areas.while.vork-
~ 7 Ing"in nonmetra argas and vige versa) was hjgher for miprants than
. “-nonmigran¥s among heads in both'residence categories. The highest %
. .proportions of inter-residential.commuti ng.-occurred -among-people who
_ had ‘moved between metro and nonmétra areas, and the rate of such-
" «commuting was.tuch. higher*for the mefro/nonmetro migrants -than for
heads who had moved in the gpposite direstion. e

(1) _. The réiatianghips,absierved.,ijz other. ;ésearch between mobi lity
status, residence, and ‘income were found in this'study. . Whether, _

. they were commuters or noncommuters, Jlong-term metro residents had

" Heads moving Betwsen metro-and nonmetro areas'were ih ‘an intermediate
position. With the exception of heads who had moved ‘between” two nion-
metro areas between 1970 and ‘1975, commuters in each residence and *

TruT T U ST LE ) §

~wobTHtygrouphad-stgnTritant Ty ATgher fedian incomes—than did the
-néncommiuters. . oot ( ‘ L
Vj' B * = s : o = o ‘ :
o-(J2)....The prevalent mode.of-transportation-to work-of- employed
 hougehold heads in 1975 was the automobile,.with a majority driving

alone whether they yére:m‘igrants or normmigrants, commuters or non-
- commuters, Commiters were sémewhat more Jikely to dri‘veﬁ)o work with
“o others ',-~~c‘fir"’-=~tq—"use; public transpo rt‘aﬁﬁ on7*=Noncommuters ,/ dh- the other”
"~ .hand, more oftén walked, rode bicycles or motorcycles, or used othar
means 'to reach their. placels of employment. - The pajor differences in
‘mode of transportation to work between metro and: nonmetro commuters
-were in the praparzﬁns who"traveled ia autos with other people .
(higher among‘the Wbnmetre) and in.use of public transportation
{lgwer. among the nonmetro). . i .

-

*Vi",';i’ N




(13) Hedian ‘time” traveied frmni%me to wﬂrk for hQESehpld head& :

wcrkmg auay at a f1xedwt:rk p'iace was- 21 minutes,-and the median

- distance was -7 miles. - Nonmetro-heads . required -less; tzae -and-‘traveled.--

a shorter mediaf distance than djd metro heads. Because of “the. mix-
“ture of:residential types and farm and nomfarm otﬁupatians in non-- - .
* metro areas, there were ap“abnormal higher proportion ijwﬂrkérs at
-each end of the distance scale among nonmetro residents._and a‘wide-”
“difference in distance traveled between commuters and mencommuters.

About”a- fourth of-the nonmetro heads either worked at -home or iived - 7

. less than one. m11e from their work wh1Te one-in thirteen’ traveled 30°
mi]és or more.

(14) Of “the nonmatrn heads %ho warked in the1r .home county, ahout
three-fourths lived within 5 miles of their employment. . Nearly twas*“f:
fifths of the caﬁmuters, however traveled 20 miles or more each way.

On the average, commuters trave]ed more than six times farther, than ¥
nantbmmuters. _ - o
~{}E}f:z‘éeéﬁrtﬁg—spﬁzt-istm*fngﬁraf*ﬁéaﬂ y-the—same=for metro—=""
‘and nonmetro heads. The greater distance traveled by rural and small-

town cormuters was largely offset by higher rates of speed than can
‘be ‘maintained in open- country or “other Tess congested areas. Heads .
who had moved into the nonmetro population from metro areas not chy
were the most Tikely to commute to a different county -to.work, but
--they-alsu-made -the-loengest-trips:—-Nearly-two-fifths—of -them-traveled -
30 or,moré miles to work compared with Jess than e1ght percent for
all nonmetro employed household heads. AN , '
(15) The 1nfgrmat10n in th1s report;prav1des many insights into
the réTationships Between m1grat1on and commuting for empTcyment i
In addition, the data on the ‘extent of inter-county commut1ng mode -
-of transportation, and time and distance to work among house old ,
Jheads with various socio- eznnngucr;hazagtar15;125,haua“;mgnr ntmeen
implications for po]1c; decisions." They serve to underscore |the
need for continued development of employment opportun1iles ar d im-
prcvenent cf DUB]IC transportat1on fac111t1es are

distance trave] and the need Fur the deve1gpment of 1,' rpat
individual trav%l _
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i o= Thas Infarmatian inthis: -report-relates to- emplgyed huuﬁehu]d*l
heads for whom locatidns of residence and Enp]oyment in 1975 were

known. Certain key definitions are Tmportant for-an understahding
. nf the mater1a?s presaﬂted :

RESIdencé*'197§ Wéf”?lrﬁffrfiﬁf%wr

"

Metru and nanmétro TESTﬂEHCE as. af 1975 accnrdlng to.
) FederaT Envernment d2519ﬁ3t1nns .
o b = > == — Fa—
- Hcrker Commut1ngj 1975 Ty

Noﬁccmmuters -~ lived and worked in the same ceunty
Cummwters - .lived and worked in differént count1ESv'

: o | .
ch111ty Status, 1970 5 : L - IR

e E e

Nenm1grants -- 11veﬂ in the same county
Mrgrants -- 11ved in d1fferent countiés

IR e s

Migrants were catégor1zed by type of residence at eacH date

mimnerrere e HORMR ET0 51 970 /NONME L0 5] 975 -+ o e i
’ Metro, 1970/Nonmetro 1975 e 7

= Metro, 1970/Metro; 1975 - - N
- ﬂQﬂﬂEtrQ,' 19?9/3‘!ét¥‘§, }975 e et e et <ot e et o e e em e i e

HES1dEnCé and Mnb111ty Status Analyt1c31 Categar1es

- (Res1dence and m@b111ty status were combined to- farm the
it apal gtjgﬁLz:itggﬂ::lE; used_throughout- th1-s~ré-per

o
‘ Emp]oyed household heads, reporting
commuter status e
Nanm1graht 1970 75
Migrant, 1970-75

: Nonmetro,. 1975
- Nonmigrant, 1970-75
" Nonmetro/Nonmetro, 1970-75 .
ﬂMetrc/Nonmetro, 1970-75 ) : ;

~ "Metro, 1975

= NDnm’I grant 1970-75 7 * — &
=3 Metro/Metro, 1970-75 ’ -
iéi - Nonmetro/Metro, 1970-75
viii ,
T - ’ 11 —
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fo1c1ai concern in the United States about the re1at1ansh1p between
_____ __place of residence _and locationiof.employment dates_back mare.than. ..
one hundred years. In the 1865 Census of the State of New York in- .
‘formation Was obtained "on the usual p1ace:cf employment, if out of
“thetity or town where the family résides.¥ Unfortunately,.the re-
sults were considered "too meager" and f1gures were published "only

for -the counti®s ypon the Hudson and on Long Island and Staten K-

. land " @d recommendation was made that the subject not be pursued .

= - ——
= d

- It was not until much -later, when the automobile became “the primary
*-mode-of transportatiofr,-contributing to the-burgeoning of suburbs; -
that commuting became a.research topic in many disciplimes. - In the .

- 1950's there was a proliferation of studies based on traffic origin
—and_-destination-flows, -management-records,-and-special: SUTyéyS.c«Thé»m
federal government gave. attention to inter-county commuting in this

period in-a Current Po§u1at1oﬁ Survey (15). But; as pointed out by
._Leo F. Schnore, prior.-to 1960, "The United States. ggnsgs_:r_long_mme,“
used as a ‘model by other nat1cns -- [was] one QF the few 1n the

of wark of emp]gyed mEmbers of the 1abnr force as a part of its fu11—
scale. aperat1gns" (8).1 As early as 1945, the National Census of =
~New Zealand "included a question desiaged | to elicit information as .

to the time spent.in transit from home to work place for the work1ﬁg
population as a whole" (16).

~Most-of thé research for the-United States that has-appeared- SiﬁEE""
1960, whether based on the census publications of Journey to Work
(13 and 14) ‘or other sources, has largely been confined to metro-
pclitan areas. One exception is that of Clemente and Sdhners deaiing
"~ with factors associated with distance traveled by ‘workers ina rura1 i
stee] p1ant in I111n015 (3)

% R
= ¥
Hi

' The articTe by Schnbre haé‘aﬁ excellent bibliography of both -
pub11shed and unpub11shed works appear1ng by 1960. 7
T* UndeérTined figures 1n parentneseiiﬁ?éﬁtffy réfé?énEEEanﬁﬁﬁgég’“’*“”
32 34,




- There has not been a national study of the inter-county commuting
- patterns. of migrants and nonmigrants Tiving in nonmetro areas, prior
ﬁ_@htﬂ_thigmaneir~A&rééént4y¢éssuednbu?iet%nmﬁfmthexsureaU“bF@thE”Céﬁ§ﬂ%‘“
on journey to work in 1975 coltains general information for the non-

- metro and metro populations but doesepot deal with®migration (10).
Interest in this_subject stemmed from some of the findings of previous
research on théilharacteristics of metro/nonmetro migrants. It was.
_noted thgt "in their occupation, indus&ry, and income attributes, . .
[metro/nohwetro] migrants did not have a negative impact on ‘the non-

. metro population [as some people had predicted]. High proportions ° .
were in white collar occupations and industries, and average, ihcome
was not ‘ess than that of the total nonmetro population. 'ﬁbr did
the nonmetro populatjon™suffer in exchanges with metro areas in
earning -capacity of migrants. Remarkable similarity was noted in

" the iincome bf metro/nonmetro migrants and persons moving in the
opposite direction” (2). .

These findings led to several quéstions on the similarities and*

' differentes among the migrant and nonmigrant groups that appeared .
not to have.been addressed in the recent literature on nommetro pop- °
ulation and migration turnaround. Questions were raisefl about the

- role of cofmuting for work in these relationships, the association
f,,betwggn,migtaiiﬂn_agd_ggmmﬂiing_in+gene;aljaaﬁd—théﬁexteﬁt;t§=ﬁh{§h—%—

- migrants to nonmetro areas are employed in jobs Tocated in metro areas
Increased concern about -the potential effect on population distribu-
-tion of the gasoline crisis of 1979 has increased the salience of
the commuting data presented here, although this issue had not de-

_veloped when the study was designed. ' , N
The availability in the 1975 Annual Housing Survey (AHS) and its
travel-to-work supplement of information o previous and current re-

---sidence-and-location- of work-for-househoTd eads permits“a Timited =
inyestigation of these subjects. In this report, commuters are
household heads who lived and worked in different counties at: the
time they were surveyed.? Household heads were self-designated by
the ‘people being jnterviewed, except that it was €ensus Bureau pro-
cedure in 1975 not to treat wives as heads if husbands were present.
Migrants lived in different counties in 1975 from those in which
they had lived five years earlier. The data, which are based on
special tabulations from the AHS, reflect metro designations through

2 This is the conventional measure used in ﬂg; Census of Population.
It is recognized, although not dealt with here, that in addition
to the availability of employment, such geographic features as
size, shape, and boundary configurations of counties are impor-
tant determinants of commuting patterns.




- = r - .
. ' [

a

. %ﬁ’r . \B
- 1975. Thus, %hey differ EDrnewhat from similar estimates pub11shed
by the Bureau of the Census "(10). In general, pach metrd area has

“-ran-turbannuctléus of at Teast 50,000 people and may fricTude=adjoining
counties -that meet certain criteria of worker commuting and metro-
politan character All other counties are nonmetro.

Accordlng to the AHS, thené were 48 9 million employed household heads
in the United States in -1975 (Table A). Nearly 70 percent of them,

—_—

Table A--Household’ heads, by emp]ayment and commuter status and loca-
Eion of work, 1975

, : - e __‘Percentage

Characteristic : Number : Of : Of :0f commuter
: : total :employed:status group

60 . (Pct.)] (Pct.) (Pct.)

Total 100.0
Not employed 23,57 32.5
Employed ) T 48,908 67.5 100.0 ,
Inter-county commuter. ’ 9,506 19.4  "100.0
Place-of-work—nonmetro },887— 3.0 } 192
Place of work metro 7,619 15.6 80.1
- Noncommuter \ 33,980 69.5 100.0
' Place of work nonmetro 9,030 18.5 26.6
Place of work metro - 24,949 51.0 73.4
Commuter status not known - 5,422 11.1 '

T
Source Spec1a1 tabu]at1ons fram the 1975 Annua] Hou51ng Survay

worked in the same county in which they lived (noncommuters) and
about 20 percent worked in.a different county (fnter-county com-
muters). Information was not obtained on the location of employment
for the other 11 percent. The remainder of this report is based on
‘data for the employed household heads for whom commuting status was
known. Detailed information on the numbers and characteristics of
inter-county commuter and noncommuter household heads and on their
commuting rates can be found in Appendix A, Tables 1-11. Additional

ko _

3 Informat1on on the re11ab1]1ty of est1mates From the AHS and defi-
nitions and explanations of terms and concegts can be “found- in
recent pub11cat1ons of the Bureau of the C&nsus relating to the
journey to work in selected metro areas and pertaining to the AHS

per se (10) (11) (12).
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information on commuting patterns, in terms ofifitie of traqsp@rté?iéng
time, and distance to work, is provided in Appendix A, Tables.12-22...
—Summary-data“are interspersed throughout the text in Tables A-0.

- Of the household heads discussed here, slightly more than three-
-fourths lived in the same county in 1975 in which they had lived in
1970 (nonmigrants), and the remainder lived in different counties
(migrants) (Table B). About 11.2 million, or a fourth, of the heads,

- lived in nonmetro areas. . -

&£

‘Heads who moved from metro to monmetro areas between 1970 and,1975
nominally® outnumbered those moving in.the opposite direction, 1.5
compared with 1.3 million. In terms of the AHS sample the difference
is significant at the 90 percent but not at the 95 percent level.
However, metro/nonmetro migrants had a greater impact on the popula-
tion they joined than did the nonmetro/metro migrants ‘because of the
different sizes of the base populations. The former were 13.4 per-
cent of all nonmetro heads in 1975, whereas the latter were only 3.2
percent of the metro group at that date.

I

4 Tests of significance were-made at the 2.0 and 1.6 standard
error levels following procedures recommended by the Bureau
of the Census for the AHS. In comparative statements, the
word "nominally" is used if the difference was statistically
significant at the 1.6 but not at the 2.0 level, corresponding
to the 90 and 95 percentage levels. (See Appendix B for
additional information.)
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5Table'B4fEmployedhpusehdldheads, b} residence, mobility and,inter=cbunty conmutef status, 1975

oo
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]

Residence and

nter*caunty 1'" -
, : N nconmuter
_;,cpmmutﬂr__ i e

- Mebility Status ‘

Percent Percentgf
voof

rresidence:

:Percent Percent of:
¢« of iresidence:

Percent Percentnf
<+ of iresidence

Nmber ; : total :category :Number: mETcﬁwwyNWMrtmm :cateqory

{o00)

Empluyed household heads, re-
.. port hg commtpr status

: Nonmigrant, 197075 33,689
Wigrant, 197055 079
J'Noﬁhetro, 1975

 Nonmfgrant, 1970-75° 8,566

lonmetro/Nonretro, 1970-75 1,143

——Hetrofimmetro; 90— ST

Hetro, 1975
~ Nonmigrant, 1970-75
Metro/Metro, 1970-75 5,747

fometroetr, 197015

22

L

{Pct.T

11.5

.

2,263 1.0
%00 5.8
30

:

783

(Pet.)

+ 43,486 100.0

.8, 100.0

b

'9,565 000 -
608 6.5

3,088
PAF"
1

{000} {Pct.) (Pct,)

30,5

231 100.0

6.0

L.

28

6.5

11

25

13,980 1000
0,0

To00) (Pct,) (Pct.]

{

6,709 -
YA
9,030

1, 313'
e

N

4i2'”"18.1"“

.9 . 100.0
51.5 '65:9"

4 50 2.6 + 20, 1

. _f;

" Source: Appendix A, tables 1-11,

7
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JNTER-COUNTY COMMUTING FOR RESIDENCE AND MOBILITY®
STATUS GROUPS, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
. 2 . K : ‘ , - .. .

’. General Commiting Patterns” S

: LS { S .
About 22-percent of ald empToyéd household heads commuted to work in
.a county diEfEFEnt from“that /in which they lived in 1975 (Table C).

-....This.rate X5 .much higher than that of inter-county-commuting for ‘atl -
other household members (ndt included in this study) which was about
3 percent (10).° Rates vayied by demographic and social characteris-

“Ttics of heads.. Blacks hdgd a lower rate than whites or- persons of

-, othér races, because of ‘relatively Jow commuting by Blacks in metro

..areas.  CommutiMg was more prevalent among men than women. Many

" women are believed to choose® jobs close’ to home if:they have-chiltdren,

~and the Jawer.avefage wages received by, women may” also'serve to re--
strain commuting. Heads :livingin the South tended to commute more
than those insthe rest of the country -- ad effect resulting primar-
ily from high zommuting ih rural and-small town.parts of the Southern
regioh. ° ) - T - .

ot

-«

“Migrants commuted to-workin another county more extensively than
* nonmigrants, whatever their race, sex, or region. .The strong Tink-. -
---age-between.migration. and.commuting is. shown-by -the-fa6t -that- under---
one-fifth of the household héads who lived in the same county ir
1970 and 1975 €ommuted to work in another county compared with
nearly a third of those who were migrants. ,%\2

L

o 7
A higher proportion of metro than nonmetro heads crossed a ‘county .
linevon the trip to work. The somewhat smaller average land area
of metro counties contributes.to this differénce, as trips ofta.
given length are more likely to cross a county Tine in metro areas.
Higher metro commuting was true for both séxes and for.whites, but
not Xor Blacks, and it was not true for the South as a whole where
rates Y commuting were .almost exactly the same in the two residence
categories. . \ . :
Commuting rose to a:peak among heads #5-44 years 'old -apd then receded
(rapidly after age 45) (Table D). This pattern held fgr both mi-
- grants and nonmigrants. Young household ‘heads in the onmetro areas
commuted more often than their counterparts in.the mgtro areas,
but for all other age groups beginning with 25-34 years commuting

#

. P 1Y
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Table €--Rate of‘ inter- c0unty comuting, by race’ Sex, and l"eg10n, for employed Houseliold\ heads:, t
re51dence andﬁmbﬂlty status, ]975 . . o -

= S - =
e - S Mt N P L R ST =

| g : o = :-i ~ Race s Region
- Residenceand 00— o o
 Mobility Status Coph e - P

.fTDta] Nh?tes o3 B’lac.ks Dther Males - 1Fe,gmales : South : West
(Pct ) {Pcti‘)“ (Pect.) (Pct.) (Pct ¥ (Pct.) - [Pct: ) (Pct.)

C
Emp]o_yef household heads. re- I e a S 6 .
porting c:pmuter status - 217_;9 2220 - 18.2 - 24;{ ®3-3 . 14.4 - - 23.5 21.1

& R \

- ) s . __.;7'! . 7= - i '._7‘%;
~ Nonmigrant, 1970-75 ©19.1 %194 163 195 204 12,3 - 20.6 ' 18.8

[x*]
s
P
T
T
—
——d

ligrant, 1970-75 3.6 ° a4 4].3 331 22.2

s

Len

—,
3,

metro, 1975 " © 19.5  19.4 21,0 23.1 208 1.3 . 23.4 16,9
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 7.8 706 2000 0+ 189 3 11.0 1.3 153

-

* Nonmetro/Nonmetrp, 1970-75 23.2  23.6 o T 2800 108 8:‘ ) 19’.5.
___Metro/Nonmetro, 1970-75 " 266 262 * % az9 35g
Metro, 1975 L2n 232 116 2.8 202 - 15,2 ?3 &(J 2.3

Lo}
e
253
ﬁ

“

P

Nanmigr‘ant',hw?@e?? . 19.5 °~ 20.0 - 155 19.4 20.9' JEV_E ZD 2 19 2,

Metro/Metro, 1970-35 - 3.37.4° 37.8  30.2  45.2. 9.2 28.0  36.3 \\35 0
. - . e, L. LGy

Nonmetrolﬁetro. 1‘970 75 *.19.3 19.74 19.Q  * 20.6- “13.8. . 21;‘?‘ ’ 18 Di

. st i e e B R e e e e b b S e sy
i ———————— cee? T . _ _- . ] Y ——

— S = = = = —— B . - g r

Sojrce:- Appendix A, -tables 1-\ ’ : L ' ' . o
'7 N - ' 'K_-.j., .
* Base less than 75,000. 2 , . .o

*
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Tatﬂe D<-Rate of inter- -county commutang, byﬁage for emp]z}yed hnusehcﬂd héads, b_y réswdence and

mobility status, 1975 . . -
—— - — - - J'. U ,i L . lj b -é ,I ’;‘h .
. Residencéd and ¢ =~ @ i ac Age U’Eﬂ"?’ ( P . /[’
g Mﬂb111ty Staius ) ; :Totéﬂ 78 19 20 24 T 25-34F ~ 35-44 45“’54 ¥ 55.64 "’55 and ov
P B (T (Pc;“) ,(Pct Y (Pct V' (Pét ) (F‘ct ) (Pct.) ™ (Pct.)l
Employed househd1dr heads, ‘re- v o ) R -
porting. c.arrmuter staLE'us N 21.9 . 13, 8 16.9 —24.6 24,1 22.2  )9.0 13.0,
Nonmigrant, 1970-75. 19.1 g¥0 14!5\. 19.2 " 2k2 2R3 - 18.3.~  12.3
',Miarant. 1970-75 . .5 133 207 . 30.0 13556 - B 276 200
~ Nonmetro, 1975 195,202 1.8, ;236 216 198 158 7 6.0
Nonmigrant, 1977-75 L8 2.7 1.7 21,9 19.8 7.6 - 14.8 . -6.0 -
A .m Q’g!n . ﬁ ‘:ﬁf . o . 7 - . , o -; ’/,
 Nonmetrg/Nonmetro, 1970-75 - 23.7. % 21,5 -25.0" 26,7 228 16.7 - 4
/ Metro/Nonmetro, 1970-75  '26.6.  *  Ja.0 221 280 o o -l ko
Metro, 1975 ° Coe . 201 d07 . 166 :25.00 * 24.9 23:4  20.2 . 16.4
. ) ) l "? : EL— E) ? ) & ) . U !.
- , Nonmtgrant; 1970-75 - 19.5 - 1008 13,27 18.3° 217 21.2 19,5 . 15.4 .
=y i - . = ) N 7! B B
Hetro/MeC:ra. 1970-75 97,40« 2.3, 39.1 42,00 4.7 295 .«
» Y . o Co
Nonme tr67 et fo, 19}’ =75, 1937+ 98 23.8 21.7 175 * ok
.Source Appendix A. tag1e 1-11. ) 1-3 -
* Base less han 75,000. 7 O 72‘ CoL N N
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v . . was more prevalent

Rlthe metro areas. L - .o
~, The commy Bttern Ehowed Tittle- variatipn by educational :
e leyels—{(Tap Iy E) . ‘,ngrangeﬁ*oﬁTy“frmﬁ‘EG“pgrceﬁt“amahngaﬁk§f§“”““T‘“i

'+ " T with gq high school traihing to 23.7 percent for thbse’with'4 years ..
* of coldege. However, cdmmuting was much higher among the best edu-
f;pated*ﬁ the metro areas”thdn-among those with equivalent education
“ “who 1ived in thg smaller %ing. Among nohmetro.vesjdent « heads,
~an inverse relat¥nship betweely‘education fand cemmuting -

Fl

generad

¥

. with ‘those with four years of ﬁﬁhfécﬁpg1, In brief,
i «n metro areas, but also to persons 6f high schosl or Tower educa-
. “tYon i the rural areas and-small towns. Thys it may serve some-
wha't different functifons in the two settings. IR
=ty . .- "y s - 7
‘\ » With ‘one {irregularity, income was diregtly related to rate of
comfiuting -- the highest rates occurring among.those with highest
The- one ﬁfreguﬁa {ty»®n the pattern was due to a somewhat higher .,
commutigg “rate of the’ lowest income class among ghe migrants. TheQ- \‘
~ © ‘metro and'nonmetro heads, except for those with highest, ine6mes- = 7
. _.among the latter (perhaps successful farmers and local bysiness men).’

© ¥ter-county commuting has been most ittractive .te college graduates ., -
i L : ’ [y i’f )
_'inﬂoméa'(TaQ1E'FAi;The pattern was very regular for nonmigrants. "
- -
* ¥ pelationship bethéen:%ommuting and income noted above prevailed for |
———*Fhe F%—HéHﬂ—?&gﬁﬂé?’—{?&i%??ﬁ—f}fkf}iﬁﬁé:éﬁég;iﬂ—]%&@?—ﬁi—ié mouting

rates between petro and nonmetro heads with incomes below $15,000\
L but: for the higher income ‘grolps, rates were higher for the metre
© “ « househqgld heads.. The fact that cdmmuting is positively associated
3 with income in nonmetre areas (extept for thé vety.top incgme class).
. and negatively related to education, suggests that the most success- .
- ful people amogg those of averageror low education are engaged in it.
- It may be the vehicle, farJ;xamp1é;Fthroughﬁwhiah many skilled rural
- r} or* small, town craftsren an;‘cpérati§§%%m3§imize their incomes. g
A ‘i - v )
v Commuting and Mobility Status in
- Nonmetro and Metro Areas

> L ¥

e el Eiie EO SN S

This section deals with the «:Dmmut"ing‘fates ofs three mobility status
** - categories within nonmetro and metro areas: (1) Nonmigrants,: (heads
who lived in the same county in 1975 as in 1970), (2 intra-residential
- migrants, (heads who had moved from one nonmetro county to another
. _or from one metro county to another), and (3) inter-residential mix
- grants, (heads who had moved frorm one type of area to the other). \\\
" The-rates for selected characteristics of household heads used for
comparative purpose$ are in Tables C+E, referred to above. ’

In both ﬁgtrd and.nonmétro areas, migrants had considerably higher ™
rates of commuting than nonmigrants. Migrants may hage moved to a
. different county without changing jobs -- which would make ‘them
: B |

3

*
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TaETg Es- Rate of intér-count: cnnnmtlng,

by edugation, far emp] c;yed Hﬂusehcld heads,‘* by!

197‘5}

cp \Hm fdence ﬂ"dsm‘;‘bﬂif_mﬁtatu

5

\ b

(" _Mgbﬂity’Status oo
]  Tota) :

_7__;77 S f e

Residence and IR e

Years cxf schcm? comp]eted

' ]
~H1gh school - Cnﬂege !
S R B

E]Ementar

Tict, )
Emp]ﬂyed household heads, re- -

pnrtrng cammuter statuq
.!

21,9
{Nanmigra_ptrs 1976=75 RS

Higrant}97075,f’ )

s

[ o
—*---;Nanmetr*a-,'7§75 [/ 19,5

Nnnmﬂiraﬁt 1970- 15 '

3.5

ITE R

\E
(Pclt ] (Pct ) (P t B (Pct‘ ) (Pct.)

(et T
| 2.6 '22‘8 204 2391225

18.6 ZD!L 16.9 205:’3;

=

18i7i

i

2.2 W5 289302 w5

193 2.9 181 150 136

827 103 95 52 132 s

NanmErG/Nonmtm 197@ %5 3.7

 fetro, 1975 } . 2.1
= Nanm1grant 1970 75
. MetrD/Metm, 1970-75.

' ‘51 NDMEtTD/MetrQ! 1970__175

e b 'g;._,_ _n ___! : ";"i =

| lzz,s

VK 12
18.8 20,3

16 40 2.8

'igi \zza ELG 6.3

. Hetro N :mELEﬂ*rlﬁlﬂ_lﬁ_ﬁr_———Qﬁ-6———————32—5—————*8?—%———32 ?“‘?5‘6“‘78‘3“‘75 7

20.9 26:@

1.3 21.6

(.
8.4

138

4.4

2.1
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‘596'?5?? Appendix A, tables 1-11!
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Tab]e F: -Rate pf 1nter caunty canmutlng, by income, for employed hDusehuld heads , by rg51dence
tﬁand mﬂbi]Ity status, 1975 ‘ ‘iﬁ?&. g (. *

- e e —=

Mm'””% '”J}' ?” i S th%mm“ﬂ“{f
‘Residencd and- | L *!$3 ooo $5 000 $7 000 510 000 $15 000 !525 opo
Mobility Status . Under - - and

A Total $3 000 ;$4,999 $5 099 $9 099 $14 999 $24 999 dver

| EQ L | (Pat ] (Pct ) i(Pct ) (Pct T o, ) (Pct )~ (Pct.) (Pctif
i v | - |

Emp1ﬁyed hausehn]d heads, re-' o a, ::\b o,

’_partlng cammuter status '23%3_h15,5 4.7 2106 18,9 .27 ¢ 2.] 2.2

_Nﬂnmlgrant 197% 75 | 2023 Eia,z i3!3 16.4I 1.5 88 26 é3.0-

Higrant, 19705 L W3 A3 02 - 2.0 23}5 02193 452

lonetro, 1975 l\ 20‘.9‘{ W8 66157 2.6 A0 W . 1

Nonmigrant, 19{0 95 - 189 9.9 156 5.0 1317 <200 - 1.9 . 14.2
i

Nonmetro/Nonnetro, 1970-75  25.6 %+ . % 227 . 253 2.9 18.6 "

- betro/lometto, | A S H T S S W

betro, 1975 . M2 160 141189 180 27, w66 2
" Nonmigrant, 1970:75 208 154 N6 1.2 163 1837w wg
| C ‘ : ‘ v .

Metro/Metro, 1970-75 06 a4 27w 3.0 44:9 50.5

Nonmetro/Metro, 1970-75 2,07 ¥ % 13310,

o
|
S
-
'\-Il
"'--I

B3

Hios

—— o - - P - - - e - 8

—p—= 4 == — - e e = = — S o = —

Source: Appendix A§ tables 1-11.

k Base 1955 than 75 000. ’ N i | ' ! o
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comnuters -- or the personal EifCumétanQES”§ﬂd“attfibuigguthétuin;iumﬁmgi

uuudueeLm%gragﬁﬂn*magﬁaﬁgé“bé"aééﬁcia;éd with a willingness or ability
to commute.® Nonmigrants in the nommetro population had the lowest
inter-county commuting rates and heads who had moved from one metro
county 'to" another had by far the highest. Next-highest in rate of )
commuting were the heads who had moved from metro to nonmetro areas.” -
Their rate was nominally higher than that of people:who had moved
from one ronmetro <area to another, and was consjderably above that
of people who had moved in the opposite direction, from nopmetro to
metro areas. / . : g

e
-

A basic difference between metro and ncﬁmét?o commuting ‘patterns is
revealed from these data. Among hetro household heads, those who* .
have 'moved from one metro county. to anothers-- which may be within

the same area or -between different_areas -- are far and away the

tiv commuting group. They are nearly twice as likely to go

to another|county for work as are other metro heads (37 percent ver- ,»
sus 19 perdgnt), including those who are also migrants but have %
' a nonmetro county. By contrast, within nonmetro areas,
internal migrants who are the most frequent commuters.

it is not the

Rather the inter-residential migrants recently arrived from metro N
__atgas_haye_th45—9&5%{%gﬂ:=;%ﬁtérzreg1ﬁéﬁtiaI migration thus has the
effect of reducing overall commuting frequency in metro areas, but. s
raising it in rural and small “farm areas. - N
+ Race, Sex, and,RegiDnS

. b~ 3 .
The an1y-¢amﬁariscn‘that,can be made for racial groups among non- -
metro heads is between whité,and,BTa;g_ggqmiggantgiaswthéwnumﬁerswWﬂw~ e
- for-the 6the#’m@bf?fty;ngﬁpéLﬁé%émtoc smal?. For nonmigrants, the
commuting rate for Blacks™as higher than that of whites, partly due
to the concentration of Blacks in that part of the South where coun-
ties are smaller than average. This is in contrast with the pattern
for metro nonmigrants and me§£o/metro migrants where the rates for
whites exceeded those of Blac s, reflecting largely the suburban

=

S_Eecause of the size of the AHS sample, it is difficult to make
definitive stgtements on the differences in commuting rates amdng
the Siximabiigiy status classes when the data are disaggregated
for important demographic, social, and economic characteristics,
Therefore, strict adherence to tests of significance was not ob-
served in thi§ and the following sections. Rather the “apparent"
relationships are discussed, excercising reasonable .caution about
the sample size in each group. Rates are not shown or discussed
if the bases were verysmall, fewer than 75,000 people.

%:i-
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ﬁ;gnaentzatian_éfﬁwhitesuénd;;heiﬁiheavyﬂcanmmtingmtcmeéﬁtra4&c$tyum%r;“ﬂ““
employment. There was no difference in the.commuting,rates of
Blacks and whites who.had. moved from nonmetro. to metre areas between

1970 and -1975." . c

- : ]

There'was no exception among’ the §ix residence and mobility categor- - . -
ies to the general.pattern of .higher commuting aflong male than °

female household-heads. Such a difference is one_of the most char-
acteristic male-female_distinctions in the whple‘?ier of labor force
partfcipation, but not widely discussed. In'particular, women are N
-much less 1likely'than men to travel lengthy distances to wark (10).
The overall pattern of highest and lowest rates among the categories,
Obsérved above, stemmed from that of males as they comprise about 85
percent . of the total. The general pattern was not modified by the
somewhat different relationship -among the categories for females.
Among nonmetro’ female heads there was no difference in commuting
between those who were nonmigrants and those who had moved from one
nonmetro place to another. N

&

For reasons-not fully clear, although all mobility classes in the .
_nonmetro South had significantly higher tates of commuting than thase
in the North and West, this was not true in the metro population.

Fog any mobility class, metro rates were rather similar by region,

and thus essentially the same as the national rates.

- ow

Age-and Education

The_relationship between age and extent of i&teracounty commuting
-for-employment. followed=a=reasonably consistent: pattern-by -mobility - - - =
status. With a few exceptions, rates were low for the youngest

heads, rose to a peak for one or more groups in the middle years and

then decreased with advancing years. The most notable=Vriation
occurred among metro/nonmetro migrant heads for whom age and rate

of commuting was direct rather than inverse as was found in the gen-

eral population 25 years old and over. For this group commuting

continued to rise with age, reaching a high of 34.9 percent among

heads 55-64 years old. ‘

The relationship between education and rate of inter-county commut-
ing for employment varjed considerably amqng the residence and
mobility status categories. The nonmetro groups were consistent

1n showing higher reliance on inter-county commuting for heads who
had no more than a high school education than for those with at
least some college training. Indeed, among nonmetro migrants, per-
sons with only an elementary education were the most likely tg go
to another county for work -- twice as likely as college graduates.
On the other hand, the mobility status groups within metro areas

Ei‘) : ’ ) ;V‘
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“ﬂhgtheéﬁﬂfttTéAﬁéttéﬁn“by"edhcat%an_"Eaéﬁ”o¥"thé three metro mobili-

ty groups differed in the educational group showing highest commut- . ..

ing, bt the differences with the other educational attaitnment

" levels werp rather nominal. The somewhat positive connéction between
'tommuting &nd education for all metro heads results from the varying
educational make up of the different mobility grqups rather than
from Commuting variations within educatiopal groups. In particular,
the higbest educational level of metro/metro migrants -- a class
with very high commuting -- produces the overall higher commuting’
levels of metro college graduates. Without exception, the highest
commuting rates among the-residence and mobility groups bccurred
among metro/metro migrants in éach education Category. Generally,
the Towest rates occurred among nonmetro nonmigrants in the higher
education categories. o : , —
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Severa] authars have attr1buted the higher preva1ence of commuting
among migrants to thé fact that many of them remain inthe jobs they

_had before. they moved (4, 6, and 9). An implicit hypothesis in this

—Test rﬁﬁvwasﬂtﬁafiéomévGf“fhe~s1m1?ar1t1ESVnﬂtéa~amangwpeapTE~mov1ng
-in either direction between ‘metro .and nonmetro areas stemmed from

the _fact that sizeable proportions of them commuted to employment in
~the area they left. This cannot be addressed d1rect1y with the” AQS
sample as there were no questions on location of- previuus employment.
It was possible, ‘however, to measure the differences in inter-
“restdential commuting for employment among wmigrants and rionmigrants ™
and the degreefto which m1grants between metro and nonmetro areas =

ﬂhad empTﬂymEﬁt in the type af area they 1eft

re51dent1a] commut1ng was h1gher for m1grants than for #¥nmigrants’,
if all migrants are considered tngether (Table G).' This was true
whether the proportions working in metro and nonmetro -locations were
-based-on—the-overali—totals—or-on-the-number-of—commters—in-each—————
‘migrant-category.” Among migrants,.on the other hand, a strong re- )
latiomaship existed bétween Tocation of work and type of residence
_five years earljer, The strongest:occurred among heads who had =~
‘moved from' nﬁéfmeﬂia ‘county-to another -- a not surprising circum- = -
stance. Ninety-five percent of this gfpup who commuted went to work
.in‘another metro county, rather than to a nonmetro area.. Among
—comnuters-who-had-moved-between-nonmetro-countigs.-about-81.percent - _. _.
commuted to work located in different nonmetro-“counties.- . Sixty-five -
percent of the metra/nonmetro migrants who ccmmuted went to work i
metrc:g;eas Thus, a1though as noted ear]1er, most nonmetro heads
of recent metro origin do not commute, the majority of those who do
rely on metro jobs. Only 30 percent of heads who had moved*from
nnametra to nEtrD areas. cannmted inter- res1den¢1311y to. nonmetra

- . er. 'angihe_zaie_igﬁ;meizg .

7(9 percent) ;7

It is 1nteresf¥ng ta note that'among the ncnmetro househon heads ,
who commuted to metro areas, about three-fifths worked in the subur-
_ban or outer ring. 1acations _and only. twa fifths in the central cities

B
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.{Table H) These propﬂrtmns were abnﬂt the ‘same For mgrant and R
——————— --nonmigrant- ﬂQﬂﬂE'tf’O headsi s e e e e S

Tab’!e"’ ﬁﬂentral-mty or ring TQcatmn of employment for ngnrretm e A
X inter-county commuter hauseho’ld heads;, by mobility . .
— Stm — . T &

o - " : Location in central ETtY or. r"mg;‘
: 3 Residénce‘and :,Nurrber of carrmuters”; Percentage
- Mobility Status : ~ Central : Central:
- % : Total : city : Ring: «city : Ring
R SRR 1151 ) W ,mnn\ f.,ga sg;(pc;,_)_ﬂ?;t__)#;;m

Em’lcyed nonmetro hgusehcﬂd B L
weeheads: - rere i QT o e -39  §F e GO T .i.,,,;,,sgvgqgf_w%,,.,ﬁ.u

Nanm1grant 197@;75 ‘ - &8 261 399 39.5 60.5
.. _Migrant, 1970-75__ 313136179 43.2 568
- Nonmetro/Nonmetro, 1970- 75 51 23 29 *

-~ Metro/Nonmetro, 1970-75- - 262~ ~ 113 150 - 43.0 - 56.8 -

rHtabutations from 1975 AHS:
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" Reference was made earlier to the. generally positive relationship -
between income and rates of “inter=county commuting for employment. -
_For_the household heads discussed;here,-median-family—income was—————————
317,310 for comuters and $74,907 for noncommuters (Table 1).. There -
is some evidenge that people of higher income status live where they
,mhﬁshqbegauseathgggcanwaffardaamiGngerwtrekwtamnarkﬁand*atherfeviéﬂﬁ”w*“““ﬁmfﬁ
dence that they make the trip to another county to maximize earnings.
. The literature is inconclusive on this matter (18). Both circum-
stances undoubtedly exist.._ The_suitability. of housing-at-the-price ——————-

a family can afford, preferences as to size of community, consider- ;
,Matigﬂs;gf,relatiye"safétyiwthe-avaiIabiiityraffeducatianLfaﬁiiitiess'”’rf"*“
‘apd many other factors are, of course, determinants_of residential '
“location. Tt is well known that these factors are associated with
—inter-count: cormuting—for-employment—but—thedatato ,dere’théﬁ?; -
significance were not available in the AHS. ‘

With the exception of heads who had moved between two nonmetro areas,
—commutersTinTeach resTdence and mobi 11ty group shown in Table I had
higher median incomes than did the noncommuters. In general, the
relationship between income and residence and mobility status obser-
g,variin,‘.:;thezzfresearghf(g};_wasafcandr---iﬁ=the-f—AHSfdatam‘Far“emp}ayed S
"household heads. Whether. they were commuters or noncommuters, .
metro nonmigrants -and metro/metro migrants had"the highest incomes, !
~and nonmetro nonmigrant and nonmetro/nonmetro migrants had the Toyjm;mnﬁmﬁn_"jﬁ
wést:“wHeads*maving“bétween“metra“aﬁa“ﬂﬁﬁﬁéﬁ?é“é?é§5“hé?é"iﬁ”éﬁ“?ﬁterz
mediate position. : /

Similar to-the findings of previous research based on the March 1975
CPS (2), there was little difference in the incomes of household
heads who had moved from metro to nonmetro Tocations and those who
had made the opposite move ohserved here (Table J)/'The medians of _ 7
~$135645-and-$145379-were—not—stgnificantly di ffevefits from each other- —
in terms of their numbers in the AHS sample, and thes index of dis-
similarity between the percentage distributions on=¥ncome was a’very .
low 4.4. Moreover, the AHS data provide additional~evidence that as
far-as their impact on the nonmetro population isiconcerned,” the
-metro/nonmetro-migrants—did-not-have-a—negative-effect—in—terms—
income. On the average, where the numbers are

"
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Among inter-county commuters, male heads who worked in a different

metro county from'that in which they lived had the highest.median. ... ...
...... ?amiiy-incgme“$19;EGT”(TEETé\K)Z*“They/are in large part the subur-
ban commuters. Their income was substantially higher than that of
metro residents who commuted to nonmetro locations. Among th& non-
¢ metro commuters, those,whe,weﬁt to metro areas to work had higher
median income ($14,901) tRan those who commuted to another nonmetro
county ($13,189). The income of those working in Ring counties . .
appears to be higher than that of the group who commuted tc e
_ECEQEEQJ§€4§§EST“bUtit',"Séfﬁfbtﬁé small numbers involved the dif-

ference is not significant in terms of the AHS sample.

. . \ r
The same general patterns of income differences were observed among
_white male metro/nonmetro.migrants who commuted to other counties ~ =
Zf;,",;,fL£hﬂeaaf,E,,f';”sﬁxmrﬁﬁéﬁmjﬂﬁﬁ' :
working in metro .counties and the difference between those inRing
and Central Cities Was—not-statisticatty sigmt L. Lowest in-

comes occurred among those commuting to nonmetro counties, For




R . T o i
TaE?e E——Hedtaﬁ family income fhr‘ma1e§§nter caunty tgqqmters ny
I Tocatmrg af‘ resxdem;e and pTace DF w\:rk 5
— T D ds”
:LTT_A;7LL3§3§TDH of resi- _ 1 Haie 1nter-aaunty cngguters R
- dem:e and p]ace* i <.t Median : Standard W
s OF WOPK 01975 Number—: fanily-income-—<—pprpop— = —c

B :;;gDa];) - (DD] ¥ “1-
Comuters = .. 7,906 ‘ 17,779 - N o
Residence nonmetro - % - 1,919~ - 13,943 4 S
" Place -of work metro , 870 °  *14,931. - - 519 - e

- Central C’lty : 365 14,421 535 . s
Ry e LI\ | s S VT St
Place of wgrk nnnmetra 1,048 13,189 297
Residence metro - 5,987 - 19,019 89
- “Place” of work metro ~ ~ 5438 19,2017~ TU19g =
Place of work nonmetro 549 16,856 730 .

|

_ Sources Special tabulations from 1975 AHS.

L

~Table L--Median family 1ncame for employed white male househon heads
‘ uhggmaxedgbetyeEammeirnwandfnnnmet:n!apeasﬁ¥¢g;43nnaute¢=statui
and place of work, 1975 :

o Hetro/Nanmetra Afgrants Nanmetro/ﬁetra migrants
sEémuter status and : Median: -~ t Meddan: -~ ‘
place of work in 197& : fam11y Standaﬁd : fam1ly,5tandard
:Number:- income: error :Number: income: error_

. (000)_ (Dol.).__(Dol.).(000) . (Dol.)._ (Dol.y._ . .
14,929 502
14,136 415
17,580 943

Employed* 1,330 '13;955 303
Noncommuter 828 13,466 336
Commuter o 336 15,560v 826

Place of work S
-- metro 225 16,702:n .965
. Central city 100 16,184 -1,585
Ring 123 17,090 AT,EZD
" Place of work : : , P
‘-~ nonmetro 110 13,750 938 _ 61 "~ 17,273**2,130

- A C — ——

17,676 1,036 .

— Source: special tabuTations from 1975 AHS.

»Total Tncludes NoA. On commuter status. ** Base Tessthan75;000:



... fonmetro/metro migrants, on the other hand, there werg no real dif-.
~ 7 ferepces ‘in-incomg, between those commiting to other %m areas or-
- tomenmetro Tocatfons. 0 ¥ T\ T

- - :In general, inter-residentjal commuting probably had the effect of
- Faising the overall income.of.mMetro/nonmetro-mig rants-and- not-changs——
- Ing or sigghtly dampening the median for people’moving in the other
‘ ~_ directipn. The hypothesis that there is less difference than one .
" 77 mightexpect”in the overall Tmedians for ‘the two migrant groups-be-
~ cause of commuting was supported. to some ‘extent. However, the pro-
# portions of these groups commuting in¥er-residentially were somewhat
~ ‘less than had been anticipated. They were about 17 percent for,

mﬁ&ﬁgﬁfm o-migrants=and-only-aboul =6 pErcent TeF heads moving - -
. “in the opposite directioh. Thus, similarity in income stems largely
fromearnings in areas of residence rather than from the impact .

-~ -~differentiats-in earni ngs assoctated with commuting.” ;o

: K K 4, .
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&
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For household heads nat work1ng at home and repgrt1ng to a f?xed N
?ccat1an, ‘the prevaTent mnde of transportat1an to work in 1975 was
== orobite A mdjority-af-thems ~T0-percenti—traveted-

alone (Tab?e M}. The'majcr differences in made of transpnrtatian ‘
- between nonmetra and metro residents were the praport1uns who travel-

“ed in"automobilés with othér people (higher among~the nonmetro) and .
those Who used public transportation ‘(higher among*the metro). Such y
public service is generally not available for nonmetro ‘people. A 0

~—higher-proportion-of-nonmetro-heads-worked at-home—(tables~12=22)7
and a s]1ght1y h1gher proportion of them walked to work. Theﬁprapor-» :
‘tions using the various modes of transportdtion did not diffe -
w~w~—519ﬁ1ficaﬁt1§ among- the TES?dEﬁt“éﬁd mﬁb?%éiy classes i
i
“Median travel time to work in 1975 was 21 minutes and the median
distance was 7 miles. Nonmetro _residents took less time, on the
average, and went shorter distances to work than did the metro resi-
4ﬁ3l2354lahlégﬂaandmﬂ;fsgltsliﬁauEgﬁlEiF-iEp#E&Siﬂﬂmthét=ihissli§tEFaszsesséés
point is not generaliy understood. A minority of rural and small ’
town residents eng%ge jg& lengthy commuting trips, e.g. 16 percent of
them worked 20 miles o™ more away from home. HOWEVEr, some 54 per-

cent worked less. than E miles from home- {exclusive of those who work-
ed at home). By contrast, among employed metro heads, 14 percent
- commuted 20 mile$ or more each way, and 38 percent went less than 5
mmm__miles, Thus,&the_siightiy_greatenmparcentage of nonmetro heads .
commuting lengthy distances is more than counterbalanced by the dis- :
proportionate number who work close to home. Median trip length was
4.6 miles for nonmetro heads and 7.6 miles for metro®heads.

v

»  Metro/nonmetro migrants took more time and went farther than did the
other nonmetro residents, but even so traveled shorter median dis-
tances than any mobility class of metro heads. Metro/metro migrants .

. spent the most time in transit (a median of 24 minutes each way) and
went the farthest (9.3 miles median) of any of the residence and

‘mobilitw groups. Thus it is the suburban-dominated group of recent

metro/metro migrants that proves to have. the greatest travei require-

_ments 1n worker commutina e , -

In comparing commuters and noncommuters, a larger prapartfén of the

formér were accompanied by Other people in car pools or used public
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tﬂpﬁrtatmn to get £0_¥ %rk As is to be. &p&f:t&d more. nm@m S
muters, walked, rode blcyc or nntartyc?es or used other means .
_ to reach their. p?acesxﬁf employment.- -And,<commuters, on the average,
11ved farther from work and-took -longer -to get there than persons -
wark1ng 1n thexr heme tnunties. Th"t’jp requ1red three qu re ¢
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. é | SUMMARY.TAND IMPLICATIONS — * R

Although the-data presented in-taiglreﬁﬁit are for-the year 1975,
there is no reason to believé that the patterns they describe have
changed perceptibly as yet. 1If traveling across county lines is :
taken as an approximation of commuting for work outside of one's own
home community (the conventional: measwre'.used in the Census of Pop-
ulation), then 22 percent of &11 employed U. S. hSusehold heads were ..
. commuters in 1975. Nonmetro he¥ds were Somewhat less like y-tobe
- commuters than were metro heads, although this difference is influ- .
enced in part by the fact that metro counties are smaller on the
average than arg nonmetro counties "(mean'diameters are about 28 and
% 32 miles, respectively). Thus, a trip of a.given length is more

# Tikely to be inter-county in the metro setting.

K.

Y

Inter-county commuting rates varied by social and demographic char-
acterisgics. -.In general, commuting was more prevalent among men than
f;gggmen;and;slightlyihigher;fcr;whitesithan%BIackszand:initheQSauthﬂ*;*;iwﬁ*
than in the rest of the ‘country.’ Commuting tended to increase until
age 25-34, presumably as jobs., became more exclusively full-time and
of a career nature, and then to decline after "age 45. The differences
among age groups may be partly of a cohort nature, associated with- ¥
the recency of high commuting rates (inter-county commuting has in-
creased since it wa%$first measuredein 1960). Also they may reflect
job changes' among’ oTder persons asséciated with retirement: from one's .
career work and more recent employment in a secondary job 'in or closer
to the home community. The lower rates of commuting among ‘late middle-
‘aged and older workers are particularly evident in nonmetro dreas. .
- Jhe -higher growth of commuting in nonmetro than in metro areas since
1960 has probably affected younger workers the most and helped tg in- .
ducé the age patterns shown, ‘as would the rather-high average age of
noncommuting farmers, who comprise a ‘greatfr fraction of workers in
nonmetro areas.s T g : : - ’

The generally higher income level of commuters indicates that commut-
ing is rewarded and that income is a strong incentive to commutdng,
but it may also reflect the greater ability of people with good in-
.come to live where *they wish. There is no way of distinguishing
between the two effects. 1In any event, it is clear that the commuting
of nonmetr¢ household heads to metro jobs yields average income levels
above- those obtfainable in nonmetro work ‘and thereby contributes
. F) . . : [ - b : e )
S — - : e
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somewhat dfsprﬂpOrtionateTy to the total income of nonmetro communi-
.ties. There s no such complementary benef1t to metro areas from
out commut1ng to nonmetro employment. : .

The pos1t1ve=re1at1on5h1p_between commuting and income did not exist

between education and commuting. Education -is basically not associated

with commuting in metro areas and somewhat negatively so in nonmetro
areas. Most notably, a fourth of-all emp]oyed household heads who

were college graduates were commuters in metro areas, but only a
seventh of them commuted in nonmétro areas. This may be the most im-
portant difference between metro and nonmetro household heads in the
socio-economic context of worker commuting. . .

e

Only nine percent of the nonme tro employed househo1d heads commuted -

to metro jqbs, and from™ data. not presented here it can be reTiably "o @ '~

inferred that other family members had even lower rates. The comb1ne§
percentage of metro commuting for all nonmetro- employed people may.

not be more than seven percent. Given the fact that more than half

of the nonmetro population lives in counties that adjoin metro areas,
this is a rather low percentage. Despite the comparative ease of .
automotive commuting today, nonmetro areas are still ovemwhe]m1ng1y
1ndependent oF metrg areas as labor markets.

Among household heads who were recent m1qrants into nonmetro .counties
from metro areas, 17 percent worked 1n4¢etgo locations. The higher
rate-of. commuting-among--these -pdopie- }

heads -- was to be expected. A number'of thém had moved to nonmetro
counties for residential purposes only. Still others might not yet
have  found suitable jobs closer to their new homes. However, 17 per-
cent is so.low a fraction of all inmigrants that it lays to rest any
lingering suspicions that the regrowth of rionmetro population in the
1970's was primarily caused by residential sprawl of metro workers
into the next tier of*nonmetro counties. The vast majority of new-
comers into nonmetro’ cbmmun1t1es haveé ended their work ties in the
metro community and, have.taken jobs in the nonmetro sector. Those )
who do commute are- somewhaL "distinctive from other nonmetro commuters
in the degree of nedatiVé association between education and commuting
among ‘them and in a more positive connection between income and
commuting. The nonmetro anoma1y of high income and relatively Tow*
education among commuters is at its peak among pécple who are recent
migrants from metro areas.

The data also provide a measure of the reverse type of commuting; .
that is, the extent to which metro residents work in nonmetro areas.
Such workers are fewer in number than nonmetro-to-metro commuters --
as might be anticipated, giveh the generally lower wage:levels of
nonmetro jobs. However, there are about five of them for every eight
nonmetro-to-metro commuters. On balance, this meant a net absolute

double-that -of -other-nonmetro—




accryal to metro areas hatiﬁﬁa]1y of Dnly:aﬁchti.B‘miT1ion household
heads in the commuting exchange. -

&
&

The journey to work is everywhere dominated by workers traveling by
car and driving alone. The only meaningful residential differentials
were the greater.use of public transportation in metro areas, and '
- gthe higher levels of walking, working at home, or Fiding with others
Jn nonmetro -areas. X ' ©
The latter point is rather interestipg in that there rnight be an ex-
pectation of lower jaint use of autos in the dispersed low density ,
population of rural and small town areas than in large cities and
suburbs. Nevertheless, a sizeable proportion of nonmetro household
heads who work away from home (21 percent) have worked out arrange-
ments -involving other people, compared with a somewhat lower figure
for metPo_heads (17 percent). : ' "
—Despitethe more dispersed settlement patternof the nonmetro popula-
_ tion, nonmetro workers were found to travel a shorter median distance *
. to work than did met® workers, even when persons working at home --
such as most farmers -- are left out of the calculations. There is
a duality in thexcommuting patterns of nonmetro heads. Large numbers °
_of them have very short Jjourneys to work, but many of the commuters
~take lengthy and, perforce, expensive trips to obtain the employment
" they want. Lengthy commutations were found particularly among the
_honmetro.newcomers from metro .areas.. R i o

Median amounts of time spent in going to work were modest, averaging
Just 14.5 minutes for nonmetro heads working away from home and 22

minutes for metro heads. However, at the extremes, 5 percent of all
heads working away from home spent an hour or more each way in going
to work, or a minimum of 2 hours a day. This involved more than 2
million people.

A great deal of inter-county commuting and other long distance travel
to work in rural areas is done because of the lack of suitable employ-
“ment within the home community. The rapid growth of nonagricultural
work in rural areas and small towns in the last 10 to 15 years has
probably mitigated this problem. However, it has also drawn many
people into the nonfarm labor force who previously did not work away
from home, oy who would have moved to a metro area in the absence

of Tocal wargi

As has been pointed out, low income people do Tess commuting than
those with higher incomes. One of the reasons for this Tower rate
of commuting -- and thus lower income -- is the lack of transporta-
tion (5) (17). Often low income people do not have automobiles and
do not have access to public transportation. If they are to work at
all, they must of necessity take those jobs available in their home

: Ay




communities, which are often low-paying. Improved.rural transporta-
tion facilities would almost certainly increase the number and pro-
portion of workers who commute beyond their local communities.

A recurrent question about the future of continued growth of popula-
tion .in rural areas is the potential impact of either shortages of
gasoline or ever higher prices. Judging from the AHS data, the non-
metro counties that are within computing range of metro employment
may be the most vulnerable, .in that recent migrants ®nto nonmetro
communities from metro areas are both' the most likely to commute and
to have lengthy trips.* The gasoline price rise and any future supply
squeeze could reduce the willingness or ability of people to locate
beyond the metro-.area (or even within its outer fringes) if they wish
to retain metro employment. ' : ’ '

It is also possible that the same factors could restrain the recent

—propensity of people in ryral countias far-removed from metroareas—

“to disperse into the countryside, rather than live in town. Such a
dispersed trend was one of the most characteristic (and unforeseen) -
aspects of rural population growth in the 1970's (1). However, de-
spite this trend, the data on journey to work of household heads do
not- show any disproportionate reliance of nonmetro people on automo-
tive commuting, driving alone, or on long average trip lengths in
comparison with the metro population. There is a, lack of public
transportation alternatives in rural areas, but the proportion of

—metro-heads “using-public-transportation is so Tow (8 percent) as™to ™

suggest limited potential even for metro public transpor®¥ to absorb
any large fraction of present automobile riders.
: 2

~The data presented in this report do not answer all the questions
concerning job commuting and its relationship to residential status
and recent migration. However, they provide estimates of many aspects
of this topic whose parameters have previously been unknown and con-
siderably advance our understanding of an increasingly important
subject.

i
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SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF THE DATA

L

A ; e
The data,in th1s repert are based on’ special tabu1at1pns fram the
1975 Annual Housing: Survey and jts Travel- Tﬂ-wark supplement.
General information on the . Survey, . explanations! of ‘terms and. con-
cepts, .and on the re1iab111ty of sample estimgtes cap be found in
recent - publications of the Bureau of the%ﬁénsus T%ee Reélated:
Reports, ins1de back cover‘) , Ve ek ' .

FR . s st "*f"ié“"

Standard errufs shgwn Jn- the tebies and others used fqratests gf :
significance for statements in the: text were derivgd ‘thraugh the e
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Standsrd errors for the d1fferences betweéﬁ i numbers, or, per-

5=

cents, or medians, were calculated with th fafiﬂw1ng formuTa

and J 5 standard error
L 'jéVé]&\qF 51gn1f1cance,

Tests gf s1gnif1canse were made at tha, :
levels (corresponding to 95 and 90 per
respectively) following procedures’ re

Census for these types ‘of surveys ¢
text, the word "nominally”is used i ,:
51gn1f1cant at the 1 6 but not at th‘ ‘

36ups in the charac-
(Notes are on the

ter1st1cs or trave];tc;work behﬁviar iTTast
1astbpage of th1s Sect1ﬁng) &

”FT ; % . . .
Numgeragf Dusehald heads e I
!'a!’“itii ‘_335 -

SO .Standard error
. ", (000)
R " (68 chances out
. . of 100)

[ 4 : f) - ) 2 a.ﬁ;ﬁ; > - l
Métro/nanmetro migrants ‘.1,613" S 47
. Nanmetrcjmetrg m1grants 14392 - . ' SR
1 & AR , T ,
65 *

Absa]ute d1f?erenée )
S1nce the d1ffeﬁence is. & nif1cant at. the ED but nct the 95 per-
cént level, “indftations are’ that the number of migrants moving

9 nonmetros arg§s‘ﬂs only ndﬁﬂﬁ§11y h1gher thaﬂ the number moving
netra areas.
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Inter-county commuter rate

Standard érraor

S (Pet.)
. . Number Rate (68 chances out
S ' (000) © - \(Pct.) of 100)
Metro/nonmetro miérants‘ 1,513 26.6 x "1.4
Nonmetro/metro migrants 1,392 19.3 1.3

Absolute difference ~  ~ 1/ - 7.3 - 1.9 ** -
" The difference is significant at the 95 percent level. The inter-

county commuting rate of metro/nonmetro migrants is higher than
that of-their counterparts who moved in the opposite direction.

Age_at last birthday

' , - Standard error
¥ = : : (Years)
Number - Median (68 chances out
: (000) (years) of 100)

‘Metro/nonmetro migrgnts 1,513 33.0 . - .4 ]

' .. Nonmetro/metro.mi grants.— ~1 3302 s 2 G A i i i N

Absolute diffeence 1 2.6 (57
The difference is 5ign$¥icant at the 95 percent level, iﬁdicatiﬁg
that metro/nonmetro migrants are somewhat older than migrants who
went to metro from nonmetro areas.

Highest grade of school completed

Percent Standard error
with - (Pct.)

Number  some college (68 chances out
(000) (Pct.) - of 100)

Metro/nonmetro migrants 1,513 . 46.7 , |
Nonmetro/metro migrants 1,392 56.2

.8
.6
Absolute difference » VA 9.5 L 2.2
The difference is 'significant at the 95 percent level. People
moving to metro areas are somewhat better educated than those:
- moving to nonmetro areas.

“~J
~




65

§€g??*

Family 1?CDWE (oF_headsﬂwjth families who Had any income in the sur-
vey year - ,*

Standard error

v

. _ (Dol.)
“ » Number Median - (68 chances out
(000) (Dol.) of 100)
Hetr&#nonmetra migrants 1,265 $13,645 - $312
Nonmetro/met¥o migrants 1,031 $14,379 . $340

Abséiute difference oy 4734 $461 N.S.

The difference is not s1gn1F1cant at either the 90 or 95 per-
cent levels. There is no real difference in ‘the median income
of the twq migrant groups.

Mode,of tﬁghspértatién,ﬁfram,hame to work'
- o
-~ ' Standard error -
' Driving - (Pct.)
: - Number alone (68 chances out
| {000) {Pct.) . of 100)-
. Metro/nonmetro migrants 1,843 . . 7V.2. . . V.4 . ' .
Nonmetro/metro migrants. 1,370 70.0 1.5 ~
Absolute difference . LY 1.2 2.1 N.S.

The difference is not significant at either the 90 or '95 percent
levels. As high a proportion of one group as the other drives to
work algne

Time, from hame to work \ ‘
Standard error™
) 2 " (Minutes)
o Number Median (68 chances out
A (000) (Minutes) of 100)
Metro/nonmetro migrants 1,440 16.8 .8
Nonmetro/metro migrants 1,369 18.7 .7
Absolute difference 1/ 1.9 1.1 *

The difference "is significant at the:90 but not at the 95 per-
cent level. Time -spent traveling to work is onlyg nam1naTTy
higher among nonmetro/metro @1grants than it is among metro/
nonmetro migrants. _ —— "
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Distance, from” home to work

Standard error
(Miles)

\ ‘ " . Number’ Median , (68 chances out
’ , . (o00) (Mites) .. ~  of 100)
Metro/nonmetro migrants 13439 5.9 . o .5
Nonmetro/metro migrants 1,372 - 6.2 el . .6
- Absolute difference- VA w3 -0 0 = 6N.S.

The difference i$ not significant at either,the 90 or 95 percent
levels, indicating the, two groups travel about the sdme distance
to work on the average™¥:y . ‘ E ' S

Note on Rounding

&

Numbers in various sections of the,teit and tables were independent-

1y summed from component parts gf tabulations in which data had been
rounded to thousands. Therefore, there may be slight variation fn.
figures for the same item appearing in different places, and parts
_may.not.add to fotals because.of the aggregation_of-rounded numbers.--= -

\

7

* Significant at 90 percent level. -

** Wgnificant at 95 percent level. . )

N.5. 'Not significant at either the 90 or 95 percent Tevels.
1/- Not involved in the calculation of the standard errors.
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RELATED REPORTS

)

3

eports of the Bureau of the Census which are related to scme extent
ith this study are:

(1) Annual Housing Survey 1975. - United States and Regions,
Part A. Gerieral Housing Characteristics. Current '
Housing Reports, Series H-150-75A. U.. S. Government

T Printing DFf1ce Hash1ngtcn, D. C. 1977.

(2) The Jgurnéy to Work in the United States 1975. Cur-
rent Population Reports,.Series P-23, No. 99. U. S.
Government Printing DFF1ce wash1ngtan, D. C 1979

3F1n1t10ns and explanations of terms germane.to tabulations made
‘om the 1975 Annual Housing. Survey and its Travel-to-Work Supple-

:nt can be- found in Appendix A in the latter. That report also "
als wlth nonsampling, coverage, and rounding errors that may. have
me-effect on data from the Annual Housing Surveys.

[ 23

S



