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COMMUTING AND MIGRATION STATUS
INNONMETRO AREAS ™

By Gladys K. Bowles and Calvin L Beale'

INTRODUCTION

The 1865 census of the State of
New York provides the first evidence
of official interest in the relationship
between place of residence and loca-
tion of employment A question was
asked “‘on the usual place of employ-
ment, 1f out of the city or town
where the family resides "’ Unfor
tunately, the results were considered
“too meager "’ Figures were pub-
lished “only for the counties upon
the Hudson and on Long Island and
Staten Istand,” and a recommenda-
tion was made that the subject not
be pursued (7) ’

Only much later, when the auto-
mobile became the primary mode of
transportation and contnbuted to
the growth of suburbs, did com-
muting become a recognized research
topic In this century, the fifties saw
a prohferation of studies based on
traffic flows, management records,
and special surveys, and the Federal
Government measured intercounty
commuting in a national sample
survey (15) But, as Schnore ponts
out, untit 1960 “‘the United States
census—long used as a model

*Revised version of paper pre-
pared’for the annual meeting of the
Population Association of America,
Aprl 26 28, 1979, Philadelplua The
paper 1s based on research econducted
under Agreement No 12-17-09-8-
1663, hetween ESCS and the Insti-
tute [or Behavioral Research (IBR),
University of Georgia The assistance
of Susan 8 Carley, Sam T Davis, III,
and Eva J Miller of the IBR in,the
development of matenals for the
paper 15 gratefully acknowledged

TThe authors are demographers in
the Economic Development Division,
ESCS

'Italic1zed numbers 1n parentheses
refer to items in the references at the
end of this article
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A fifth of employed nonmetro-
politan household heads engaged in
intercounty job commuting in 1975
Such commuting was positively asso-
ciated with income, but not with
education Only a sixth of recent
migrants to nonmetro communities
from metro areas continued work at
metro Jobs, indicatmg a general
severing of metro economic ties by
such migrants The median distance
traveled to work by nonmetro house-
hold heads was well below that
traveled by metro heads Although
there are more long-distance com-
muters among nonmetro residents,
there are also many more who travel
very short distances
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by other nations-fwas)] one of
the few in the Western world
which [had] never collected infor-
mation on the places of work of em
ployved members of the labor force
as part of 1ts full-scale operations”
(8) * By 1960, a sufficient demand
for commuting data existed that the
Census of Population included ques-
tions on place of employment
Although these questions were re-
peated 1n 1970, neither census 1n
quired about distance traveled

Most commuting research ap-
pearing since 1960, whether based
on the 1960 and 1270 Bureau of
the Census publhications, Journey

2 Schnore’s article contains an ex
cellent bibhography of both pub-
lished and unpublished works before
1960

-

to Work (13, 14) or on other sources,
has been confined to metropolitan
areas A bulletin based on the 1975
Annual Housing Survey (AHS) con-
tamns general commuting information
for both metro and nonmetro popu-
lations, but 1t neither examines
mugration and commuting nor uses
current metro boundaries (10}

No national study of the inter-
county commuting patterns of
migrants and nonmigrants living in
nonmetro areas had been published
prior to this study, which was con-
ducted cooperatively by the U S
Department of Agnculture (USDA)
and the University of Georgia (3)
Interest in the nonmetro aspects of
commuting resulted from the sub-
stantial inmovement of people to
nonmetro communtities in the
seventies after decades of net out-
movement, growing questions as Lo
the impact of energy costs and sup-
ply on settlement patterns, and
earlier research findings on the
characteristics of metro/nonmetro
migrants Data from the March 1975
Current Population Survey indicated
that metro/nonmetro migrants did
not have a negative impact on the
nonmetro population as some people
had predicted A large number of
migrants were in white collar occupa-
ttons and industries, and their aver-
age income was not less than that of
the total nonmetro population The
income of metro/nonmetro migrants
was similar to that of persons moving
in the opposite direction (2}

These 1ssues and findings raised
questions about similanties and dif-
ferences among the migrant and non-
migrant groups that had not hitherto
been addressed These questions in-
volved the characteristics of non
metro commuters, the association
between migration and commuting,
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With one exceplion, income was directly and substantually related to
rate of commuling among all household heads, the highest rates occurred

agmong those with the highest incomes

and comparative distances traveled
by metro and nonmetro people A
key 1ssue was the extent to which
the recent nonmetro population
growth resulting from metro/non-
metro migration is linked to com-
muting to jobs 1n metro areas

The 1975 AHS, with 1ts travel-to-
work supplement containing infor-
mation on previous and current
places of residence and work for
household heads, provides a data
base for such investigation

In our study, commulers are de-
fined as household heads who
worked n different counties from
those in which they Lived at the tume
they were sur\reyed,3 migrants lived
m different counties in 1975 from
those 1n which they had lived 5 years
earlier, household heads were desig-
nated by survey respondents, except
that married women were not re-
ported as household heads if they
were hiving with their husbands The
data, based on special AHS tabula-
tions, reflect metro designations
through 1975 Thus, they reflect
nonmetro and metro commuting
more accurately than other published
AHS data, which.were based on older
metro boundaries (10) * No data
were avatlable by migration and com-

TWe recognize that, in addition to
the comparative avallability ol em-
ployment, such geographic features
as s1ze, shape, and topography ol
counties are important determinants
of commuting patterns Intercounty
commuting, by definition, always
oceurs in commuting between non
metro and metro areas

4 Information on the reliability
of AHS estimates and definitions of
terms can be found in recent pubhca-
tions of the Bureau of the Census on
the Jjourney to work in selected
metro areas and 1in the AHS per se
(10, 11, 12)

muting status for persons who were
not household heads

GENERAL COMMUTING
PATTERNS

About 22 percent of all employed
U § household heads worked 1n dif-
ferent counties from those in which
they hved 1o 1975 (table 1) The rate
of commuting for household heads
was somewhat higher than that for
all employed people in 1975, which
was about 17 percent (10), and 1t
was considerably hgher than the rate
for other household members, which
was about 10 percent

Commuling rates among house-
hold heads varted by demographic
and social charactenstics (table 1)
Whites and minonties other than
blacks had rates higher than that for
blacks ° Commuting was far more
prevalent among men than women
Household heads hving in the South
tended to commute shightly more
than those in the rest of the country

Commuting tends to mcrease until
ages 25 34, presumably as jobs be-
come full time and of career naiure,
and begins to recede with age group
45 54 The pattern by age may be
partly associated with cohort differ-
ences In propensity to commute,
associated with the recency of high
commuting rates {infercounty com-
muting has wncreased since 1t was [irst
measured in 1960}, but also reflects

5 Tests of sigmficance were made
at the 2 0- and 1 6-standard error
levels, following procedures recom-
mended by the Bureau of the Census
for the AHS In comparative state-
ments, the word “nominally” 1s used
if the difference was statistically
significani at the 1 6, but not at the
2 0, level

shifts to secondary types of local
work after retiremnent from a career
job The lower rate of commuting
among late middle-aged (55-64) and
older workers {65 and older) particu
larly characternizes nonmetro areas
The greater increase 1n commuting m
nonmetro areas than in metro areas
since 1960 probably affects younger
workers most The higher average age
of noncommuting farmers—who
comprise a greater proportion of
workers iIn nonmetro areas--also con
tributes to the pattern

The relationship of commuting to
educational attainment was mixed
Persons with 4 years of high school
or 4 or more years of college had
somewhat higher rates than persons
with less education, however, differ-
ences were minor With one excep-
tion, Income was directly and sub
stantially related to rate of com-
muting among all household heads,
the highest rates occurred among
those with the highest incomes
Thus, commuting seems to be re-
warded However, the pattern may
also reflect the greater abiity of
higher income people to live where
they wish There ts no way of dis-
tinguwishing between the two causes

COMMUTING BY METRO
STATUS

A somewhat higher proportion of
metro than nonmetro household
heads crossed a county Line on the
trip to work (22 7 percent versus
19 5 percent) This difference 1s
partly influenced by the fact that
metro counties are generally smaller
than nonmetro counties (mean
diameters are about 28 and 32 miles,
respectively) Thus, a trip of a given
length 1s more likely to become inter
county 1n a metro setting Com



Table 1—Rates of intercounty commuting by employed household heads, by residence,
mobility status, and selected characteristics, 1975

Residence in 1975 Mobility status, 1970-756
Characteristic Employed Metro/ Nonmetro/
househatd Metro Nonmetro nonmetro metro
heads migiants migrants
Thousands
Number of heads 43,486 32,263 11,222 1.513 1,392
Percent
Total, 18 years and over . 219 227 195 266 193
Whites 222 232 194 26 2 194
Blacks 182 176 210 - 190
Others 246 248 231 . *
Males 233 242 208 279 206
Females 14 4 162 113 150 138
South 235 236 234 319 213
North and West 211 223 169 234 180
Age {years}
1819 128 107 202 * .
20-24 16 9 166 i78 140 98
25-34 246 250 238 271 238
35-44 241 249 216 281 217
45-564 222 232 192 340 175
55-64 190 202 158 349 .
65 and over 130 164 60 ' .
Education [years)
Elementary 200 201 198 328 *
High school, 1-3 206 213 193 274 209
4 228 232 219 321 195
College, 1-3 204 209 181 256 194
4 - 239 260 151 188 198
S or more 225 244 136 187 195
Income (dollars) * 233 242 208 287 230
Under 3,000 155 16 1 148 . *
3,000-4,999 147 141 156 ¢ *
5,000-6,999 176 189 157 164 133
7,000-9,999 189 180 2086 222 108
10,000-14,593 217 217 217 290 248
15,000-24,999 261 266 244 344 277
25,000 and over 272 291 174 341 293

Work Supplement Hou

*Base less than 75,000

YRestricted to househald heads wath families with incomes in 1875

Note “Migrants’™ lived in different counties in 1975 from those in which they had lived in 1970 “Metro™ and "“nonmetra”’
definitions reflect metro designations through 1975 “Commuters” Lived and worked in different counties at the tme of the 1975
Annual Housing Survey
Source Speciel tabulations made by the U § Bureau of the Census from the 1975 Annuel Housing Survey and the Travel to
sehold heads for whom commuter stetus was not reported were omitted All numbers were mdependently
L]

rounded
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A higher education was positively associated with commuting in metro
areas, but educalion was negalwely associated with commuting in

nonmeltro areas

muting rates were not higher in
metro areas for blacks, nor for rest-
dents of the South Young household
heads (those under 25 years) in non-
metro areas commuted more than
their counterparts in the metro areas,
but for all other age groups, inter-
county commuting was more com-
mon 1n metro areas

A higher education was positively
associated with commuting in metro
areas, but education was negatively
assoctated with commuting 1n non-
metro areas A fourth of all em-
ployed household heads who were
college graduates wete commuters
1n metro areas, but only a sevénth
commuted in nonmetro areas This
may be the most important differ-
ence between metro and nonmetro
areas In the socioeconomie context
of workers commuting

Nonmetro heads with moderate
to above-average incomes commuted
more than those with low incomes
(see figure} This seems logical, as the
payoff from low-income Jobs does
not often tempt people to incur the
cost of commuting However, com-
muting rates for nonmetro heads
with the highest incomes were lower
than those for some heads with less
income The highest income caiegory
includes many successful farmers and
businessmen who work 1n their own
communities Despite the lower com-
muting rate of the highest nonmetro
income group, commuting of non
metro household heads to metro jobs
yields average income levels above
those,generzlly obtainable in non-
metro work Thus, commuting to
metro work helps to raise income
levels of nonmetro communities
No such complementary benefit to
metro areas occurs when workers
commute from metro residences to
nonmetro employment

COMMUTING AMONG
MIGRANTS

In both metro and nonmetro
areas, migrants had higher rates of
commuting than nonmigrants
Nearly a third of those household
heads who had moved from one
county to another between 1970
and 1975 made an intercounty
journey to work in 1975, compared
with only a fifth of nonmigrants
(table 2) Nonmigrants in the non-
metro population had the lowest
intercounty commuting rates (18
percent), and persons who had
migrated from one metro county to
another had the highest (37 percent)
Members of the latter group may
have moved within a mutticounty
metro area without changing jobs’

Of those metro-nonmetro mi-
grants who were commuters, about a
third went to another nonmetro
county for work (table 3) The rest,
compnsing 17 percent of all metro/
nonmetro migrant heads, commuted
to a metro area for employment
This percentage clearly exceeds that
of 7 percent for all other nonmetro
heads A higher rate of metro com
muting was expected among the
recent mugrants into nonmetro areas,
as some had moved to such areas for
residential purposes only Further-
more, at the time of survey, others
might not yet have found a switable
job closer to their new homes

More significant, however, 15 the'
fact that five of every six nonmetro
newcomers—an overwhelming
majonty—did not depend on metro

Table 2—Intercounty commuting status of employed
household heads, 1975

Com
Non-
Residence and mobility status Tolal‘I commuter Commuter | muting
rate
—— = Thousands——— Percent
Employed household heads
reporting commuter status 43,486 33,980 9,506 219
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 33,689 27.270 6,418 191
Migrant, 1970-75 9 797 6,709 3,088 315
Nonmetro, 1975 11,222 9,030 2,192 195
Nonmigram, 1970-75 8,566 7.041 1,525 178
Nonmetro/nonmetro,
1970-75 1,143 878 265 232
Metro/nonmetro, 1970-75 1513 1,111 402 266
Metro, 1975 32,263 24,949 7,314 227
Nonmugrant, 1970-75 25,124 20,229 4 895 195
Metro/metro, 1970 75 5,747 3,597 2,150 374
Nonmetro/metro, 1970-75 1,392 1,123 269 193

¥V Excludes household heads not reporting commuter status
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Rate of Intercounty Commuting, Employed Nonmetro
Household Heads, by Selected Characteristics, 1975

Total*

percent 195 )
194 | White
Race 210 —] Black
23 1 | Other
Sex 20 8 ] Male
113 I Female

Region 234 I South
16 9 | North & West
20 2 D 18-19
17 8 [ 20-24
Age 236 | 2534
(years) 216 | 35.44
19 2 I 45.54
15 8 | 55-64
60 | 65 +
198 ] Elementary
193 | High.School 13
Education [ 219 ] 4
(years) 181 | College 1.3
15 1 ] 4
136 [ 5 or more
148 | Under 3
156 -] 35
Family 157 I 5- 7
Income |[206 | 710
(8 thous) [217 1 1015
24 4 ] 1525
17 4 { 25 and over

*18 years and older Number of heads, 11,222,000

Source USDA UGA nternal migration projects Based on 1975 Annual
Housing Survey




The pattern suggesis tHIaI, although commuting occurs at all educational
levels, 1t 1s the more su|ccessfu! people among metro-nonmetro migrants
of low-to-average schooling who are most attracted to

mter-county job commuting

1

Table 3—Location of empltoyment for commulters, by migrant status

Commuters Percentage of Percentage of
ta— totall commuters
Residence and mobility status :
Metro Nonmetro IMatro Nonmetre Metro Nonmstro
1
- -~ Thousands -~ - ll ———Percent — = —
Employed househeld heads reporting

commutsr status? 7,618 1,889 | 175 a3 801 199

1
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 5,072 1,346 'I 151 40 790 210
Migrant, 1970-75 2,547 543 | 20 55 8256 176
Nonmetro, 1975 973 1,219 } 87 109 44 3 55 6
Nonmugrant, 1970-75 658 864 a7 101 432 567

Nonmetro/nonmetro, 1970-75 51 214 ‘ 45 187" 192 808"
Metro/nonmetro, 1970-75 262 141 | 173" 93 65 2* 351
Metro, 1975 6,646 668 ' 206 21 909 92
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 4,414 482 176 19 a0 2 98
Metro/metro, 1970-75 2,044 107 356* 19 951+ 50
Nonmetro/metro, 1970-75 190 81 l 136 58* 706 301+
|
!

1Tha base data are in table 2

2Eycludes housahald heads not reporting commuster status

Note Underlined figures indicate interresidential commuting |
* = commuting to type of area of origin

employment for their tncome There-
fore, their move eway from the
metro area generally was more than
Just a residential relocation, and
more than yust exurban sprawl It
involved sevenng direct economic (ies
with the metropolis

Commuting rates among metro/
nonmetro migrant heads surpassed
those of people who had moved 1n
the other direction, except among
college graduates The relabionship
between age and rate of commuting
among metro/nonmetro migrant
heads was direct rather than inverse,
it contrast to that in the general
population 25 years old and over
The older metro/nonmetro migrants
had the highest rates The com-
muting rates of metro/nonmetro
migrants generally fell as education

increased, but rose as income in-
creased This pattern 1s unusual 1n
social data, education norma]lly cor
relates positively with income' The
pattern suggests that, &tthougﬁ com-
muting occurs at all educational
levels, 1t 15 the more successful
people among metro,fnonmetr(')
migrants of low-to-average schbolmg
who are most attracted to inter-
county job commuting Many :opera-
tives and craftsmen, for example, are
1n this group l

LOCATION OF |
EMPLOYMENT FOR
INTERCOUNTY
COMMUTERS

Several authors have attnbuted
the higher prevalence of commuting

among migrants to their remaining in
jobs they had before moving (4, 6,
9) Unfortunately, we cannot address
this 1ssue directly, as the AHS sampie
included no questions on place of
work before rmigration or at any pre-
vious date

It 15 possible, however, to measure
the differences in interrestdential
commuting among migrants and non
migrants and to determine the degree
to which migrants continued to work
in the types of areas from which they
had mugrated Interresidential
commuting 1s defined as hiving 1n an
area whose metro or nonmetro status
1s different from that of the area of
employment

Such commuting was higher for
migrants than for nonmigrants
among both metro and nonmetro

13



residents This was true whether the
proportions of those working in
metro and nonmetro locations were
based on overall totals or on the
number of commuters in each
migrant category Of the metro/non-
metro migrants who commuted, 65
percent worked 1nh metro areas
(table 3)

Only 30 percent of household
heads who had moved from non-
metro to metro areas commuted
back to nonmetro jobs However,
this 1s several times higher than the
percentage of other metro house-
hold heads who had job links to
rural and small town areas

INCOME OF COMMUTERS
AND NONCOMMUTERS

We have already indicated the
generally positive relationship be
tween income and rates of inter-
county commuting for employment
For household heads, median family
income was $17,310 for commuters
and $14,907 for noncommuters in
1975 The hierature 1s inconclusive
as to whether people of higher in
come status live where they wish
because they can afford a longer tnp
to work or If they commute to an-
other county to maximize earnings
(17) Switability of housing at the
price a farily can afford, preferences
as to size of community, considers-
tions of relative safety; avallability of
educational facilities, and many
other factors determine residential
choice These factors are associated
with intercounty commuting for em-
ployment, but we do not have the
data to explore their significance
here

Except for household heads who
had moved between two nonmetro

14

areas, commuters in each residence
and mobility group had significantly
higher median incomes than did the
noncommuters (table 4) In general,
AHS data for employed househoid
heads showed simular relationships
between income, residence, and
mobility, as reported in other re-
search (2) Whether they were com-
muters or noncommuters, long-term
metro residents had the highest n-
comes and long-term nonmetro resi-
dents had the lowest Household
heads moving between metro and
nonmetro areas were Ln an inter
mediate position

AHS data provide additional
evidence that metro/nonmetro mi-
grants did not have a negative impact
on the income of the nonmetro

population The median :ncome of
metro/nonmetro migrants was as
high or higher than that of other
groups of nonmetro household
heads, both for commuters and non
commuters

Among'intercounty commuters,
male household heads who worked
in different metro counties from
those in which they hved had the
highest median family incomes (table
5) They were largely suburban com-
muters to central cities, although our
data on metro residents are not
specific as to location of employ-
ment within metro areas Their in-
comes were substantially higher than
those of metro residents who com
muted to nonmetro locations
Among nonmetro commuters, those

Table 4—Median family income, by mobility status and residence

Median family income, 1975

Residence and mobihity status Noan-
Total Commuter commuter
Dollars
Employed household heads

reporting commuter status 15,495 17,310 14,907
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 15,648 17,241 15,181
Migrant, 1970-75 14,926 17,459 13,983
Nonmetro, 1975 13,076 13,685 12,907
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 13,094 13,500 12,992
Nonmetro/nonmetro, 1970-75 12,278 12,808 12,093
Metro/nonmetro, 1970-75 13,645 15,248 13,020
Metro, 1975 16,736 18,523 16,088
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 .| 16,880 18,559 16,384-
Metro/metro, 1970-75 16,665 18,686 15,017
Nonmetro/metro, 1970-75 14,379 16,667 13,790

THausehold heads with families who had incomes 1n 1975, rather than all

employed heads of household



The median fime traveled from home to work by all houshold heads

working away from home ai a fixed workplace was 21 minutes
the median distance was 7 miles

, and
Nonmetro heads required a third

less time, and—contrary to what we think may be the popular beltef—
traveled a 40-percent shorter median distgnce than did meiro heads

L

Table 5—Family income for male intercounty commuters

f d Median Standard
LDC?;'OI" o .r:esu ance Number income, error of
and place of work 1975 income
Thousands - = Dollars = — —
Intercounty commuters 7,906 17,779 171
Residence, metro 5,987 19,019 189
Place of work, metro 5,438 19,201 196
Pilace of work nonmetro 549 16,856 730
Residence, nonmetro 1,919 13,943 228
Place of work, metro B70 14,931 519
Centrzl city 365 14,42 535
Ring 505 15,500 648
Piace of wark, nonmetro 1,048 13,189 297

who worked In metro areas had
higher median incomes than those
who commuted to other nonmetro
counties The incomes of those work
Ing 1n ring locations appear higher
than those of the group who com-
muted to the central cities, however,
because of the smail number in-
volved, the difference 1s not statis-
tically significant

The same general patterns of in
come differences were observed
among white male meiro/nonmetro
migrants who commuted to other
counties for employment (table 6)
Those working 1t metro counties had
the highest incomes, and the differ-
ence between those in nng and
central cities was not statistically

significant Those commuting to non-

metro counties had the lowest in-
comes For nonmetro/metro mi-
grants, no real income differences
existed between those commuting
to other metro areas and to non-
metro iocations

In general, interresidential com-
muting appears to have raised the

overall income of nonmetro res
dents This was particularly true for
those who had moved from metro
areas into nonmetro communities
since 1970 Indeed, the data suggest
that migrants to nonmetro com-
munities accepted a sigmficant in-
come reduction, on the average, by
electing not to commute or by
tocating beyond the metro com-
muting range

JOURNEY TO WORK

Despite the 1974 price increases
1n gasoline, the prevalent mode of
transportation to work for employed
household heads in 1975 was the
automobile A majornity drove alone,
whether migrants or nonmigrants,
commuters or noncommuters No
rea) differences existed, by residence
of household head or by maobility
status within each population, 1n the
proportions who drove alone About
70 percent of household heads 1n all
these classes drove to work alone

|
!

(table 7) Commuters were somewhat
more likely to drive with others
(table B)—probably because of the
greater average distance and cost of
intercounty tnps Commuiers also
used public transportation more than
noncommuters More noncommuters
walked, rode bicycles or motor-
cycles, or used other means to reach
their places of employment

A higher proportion of nonmetro
commuters traveled in automobiles
with other people and a higher pro-
portion of metro commuters used
public transportation This repre-
sented the major difference in mode
of transportation between the two
groups

The median time traveled from
home to work by all househoid heads
working away from home at a fixed
workplace was 21 minutes (table 9),
and the median distance was 7 miles
(table 10) Nonmetro heads reguired
a third less time, and—contrary to
what we think may be the popular
belief—traveled a 40-percent shorter
median distance than did metro
heads The nonmetropolitan popula-
tion 15 a mixture of people who do
not have far to go to work (such as
those living in small employment
centers and most farmers) and those
nonfarm people who live 1n the open
country or small villages and who
depend on commuting for employ-
ment Thus, a relatively high propor-
tion of nonmetro workers are at the
two extremes of the distance scale,
and a wide difference in distance
traveled oceurs between intercounty
commuters and noncommuters In
nonmetro areas, a fourth of all
household heads worked either at
home or less than 1 mite from their
work, whereas 1n metro areas only a
tenth did so (table 8) However, 1n
nonmetro areas, about 1 1n every 13

15



Table 6—Family (ncome for white male migrants

Comrmuter status

Metro/nanmetro migrants

Nonmetra/metro migrants

and place of Median Standard Median Standard
work Number Income, error of Number INncome, error of
1975 Income 1975 income
Thousands = —=Dolars — — — ———=Thousands — = = - —=Dollars—— —
Employed! 1,330 13,965 303 1,041 14,929 502
Noncommuter 828 13,466 336 M 14,136 415
Commuter 336 15,560 826 208 17,680 943
Place of work
Matro 225 16,702 968 148 17,676 1,036
Central city 100 16,184 1,685 N A N A NA
Ring 123 17,090 1,220 NA NA N A
Nonmetro 110 13,750 938 51 217,273 2,130
N A =not avallable.-T N
1Total includes ‘migrants for whom commuter status was not available
2Bass less than 75,000
Table 7—Househald heads driving to work alone, 1975
intercounty Nan-
Residence and mobility status Total commuter commutar
Percent
Employed household heads
reporting commuter status 702 63 7 721
Nonmmigrant, 1970-75 705 625 724
Migrant, 1970-75 693 66 1 708
Nonmetro, 1975 706 633 726
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 703 607 727
Nonmetro/nonmetro, 1970-75 7156 689 723
Metra/nonmetro, 1970-75 712 697 718
Metro, 1975 701 638 9
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 705 631 723
Metro/metro, 1970-75 68 2 651 701
Nonmetro/metro, 1970-75 700 657 71"

16

T Excludes household heads who did not report commuter status, who worked
at home, or who had no fixed place of wark
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Table 8 —Mode of transportation, time, and distance 1o work for employed household heads

by commuter status, residence, and mobility status, 1975

Residence in 1975

Mob:lity status, 1970 75

Employed
Metro/nonmetro Nonmetro/metro
Characteristic household heads Metro Nonmetro migrants rmigrants
Non Non- - Non Non- Non
Commuter commuter Commuter commuter Commuter commuter Commuter commuter Commuter commuter
Thousands
Household heads 9,506 33,880 7,314 24 949 2,192 9,030 402 1,111 269 1,123
Percent
Mode of transportation
Auto, alone 637 689 638 70 2 633 654 697 676 656 701
Auto, with others 246 155 217 152 344 162 278 165 232 176
Public transport 1056 46 134 61 8 5 8 5 85 34
Walks only 3 53 2 48 7 66 8 69 15 59
Cther means 9 12 9 12 7 14 10 26 11 16
Works at home 0 44 ] 24 0 a9 0 59 0 156
Time, home to work 1
Not working at home 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 0 1000 1000 1000
Under 15 minutes .81 45 1t 74 392 104 629 75 617 17 48 3
15-29 minutes 281 371 290 402 250 281 248 300 317 370
3044 minutes 300 129 304 149 285 70 283 65 279 116
45-59 minutes 156 31 1657 38 155 12 175 11 143 24
60 and over minutes 182 16 1756 18 206 8 220 7 14 3 8
Distance, home to work !
Not working at home 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Under 1 mile 10 134 8 104 19 226 16 193 15 134
14 miles 74 87 74 an 74 43 4 43 435 79 40 4
5-2 mules i47 224 163 243 93 16 5 94 191 147 223
10-19 miles 322 196 348 218 234 131 200 137 313 184
20 29 miles 219 45 214 49 235 34 253 30 207 45
30 and over miles 228 ¢ 14 193 15 344 11 395 14 238 10

1 Excludes those working at home or with no fixed place of work

Source Special tabulations made by the U 5 Bureau of the Census from the 1975 Annual Housing Survey and the Travel to Work Supplement Household heads for
whom commuter status was not reported were omitted Al numbers were independently rounded’



Table 9—Median time from home to work

Intercounty Non-

Residence and mobility status Totat commuter commutar

Minutes
Employed household heads

reporting commuter status 207 369 170
Nonmetro, 1975 145 3?7 119
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 143 379 120
Nanmetro/nonmetro, 1970-75 140 348 114
Metro/nonmetro, 1970-76 168 394 122
Metro, 1976 222 367 1990
Nonmugrant, 1970-75 220 367 194
Metro/metro, 1970-75 240 370 182
Nonmetro/metro, 1970-75 187 386 157

1Em:lude-.a household heads wha did not report commuter status, who worked

at home, or who had no fixed place of work

Table 10—Median distance from home to work

Intercounty Non

Residence and mobility status Total cOMMULEr commuter

Miles
Employed household heads

reporting commuter status 69 183 48
Nonmetro, 1975 46 234 35
Nonmigrant, 1970-75 45 233 3b
Nonmetro/nonmetro, 1970-75 43 199 33
Metro/nonmetro, 1970-75 59 259 38
Matro, 1975 76 173 55
Noenmigrant, 1970-75 73 169 56
Matro/metro, 1970-75 93 182 67
Nonmetro/metra, 1970-75 62 183 46

TExcludes household heads who did not report commutar status, who worked

at home, or who had no fixed place of work
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household heads commuted 30 miles
or more each way, compared with 1
1n every 18 of metro heads

The differences among nonmetro
residents are more obvious when one
compares intercounty commuters
with noncommuters Of those non-
metro household heads who worked
within their own counties, the vast
majority (three-fourths) worked
within 5 miles of home However,
when they worked 1n other counties,
nearly three-fifths traveled 20 miles
or more each way Nonmetro house-
hold heads who commuted traveled a
median distance 6 7 times that of
noncommuters, whereas metro
commuters traveled a median dis-
tance only 3 1 times that of non-
comimuters, as can be computed
from tablte 10

The time spent i intercounty
commuting was nearly the same for
both metro and nonmetro household
heads (table 9), because the greater
distance traveled by rural and small-
town commuters 15 largely offset by
faster travel However, among non-
commuters 1t took the metro group
longer to go to work (19 minutes
median) than those in nonmetro
counties (12 minutes) (table 9)
This difference occurs not because of
slower travel, but because metro
people live farther away from jobs In
their own counties than do people 1n
rural areas and small towns

Among nonmetro residents, those
whohave moved from metro areas
were not only the most hikely to
commute to a different county to
work, but they were also prone to
make the longest tnps About 40
percent of intercounty commuters
among this group commuted 30
miles or more each way (table 7) Of
all residential groups, this population
appears to be the one most likely to




Probably lhe mosl striking stalistics in this study are on the short median
distance to work traveled by nonmetro workers (4 6 miles), even when
those working at home are omuited from the computation, and the fact

that this distance 15 well below the median for metro workers (7 6 miles)

be affected adversely by higher
prices for gasohine or any recurrence
of gasoline shortages Of all non
metro employed household heads, 8
percent traveled 30 mles or more
each way

CONCLUSIONS

The data presented here are for
1975 but the patterns they describe
are not lhikely to have changed per
ceptibly We can say that about a
fifth of employed nonmeiro house
hotd heads work 1n counties in which
they do not live, and that somewhat
less than half of this group commute
to metro jobs Given the fact that
more than half the total nonmetro
population lives 1n counties adjotning
metro areas, this 1s a rather low per
centage Nonmetro residents remain
overwhelmingly independent of
metro labor markets, despite the
comparative ease of automotive com
muting today "

Only 17 percent of all household
heads who had moved into nonmetro
communities from metro areas be-
tween 1970 and 1975 were still
working in metro locations When
renewed population growth 1n non
metro areas was first noticed in the
early seventies, there was an initial
tendency to ascribe 1t to little more
than the resident:al sprawl of metro
workers into the next tier of non-
metro counties As data on the
geography of nonmetro growth be-
came avaiiable, it was evident that
nearly all areas of the Nation were
affected, not just those within com-
muting distance of metro areas The
data presented here should lay to rest
any hngering suspicions that a major
portion of the newcomers to non-
metro areas have retained their metro
employment

The journey to work by house
hold heads ts dominated by workers
who travel by car and drntve alone
Interestingly, nonmetro workers who
work away from home are somewhat
maore likely to have carpools than are
metro workers (21 versus 17 per-
cent) Yet, it would seem more dif-
ficult to arrange for joint use of
autos 1n the dispersed low-density
population of rural and small town
areas than 1n large cities and suburbs
Although carpooling may not be as
common anywhere as it should be
for conservation purposes, nonmetro
people endence a greater willingness
to adopt it thus far

Probably the most striking statis-
tics 1n this study are on the short
median distance to work traveled by
nonmetro workers (4 6 miles), even
when those working at home are
omitted from the computation, and
the fact that this distance 1s well be-
low the median for metro workers
(7 6 miles) The difference tn mean
distances would not be as large, as
nonmetro workers are dispropor
tionately found among those travei-
ing lengthy distances as well as short
ones However measured, the mass
of nonmetro residents—especially
the longer term ones—do not require
imordinate amounts of fuel or time
to travel to and from their em-
ployment, whether 1n absolute
terms or In comparison with metro
residents

Nonmetro residents who rely on
intercounty commuting for ther
employment are an exception, for
they have the longest work trips of
any residential class, with a median
of 24 miles Gasohne price increases
and/or future supply shortages
could make people less willing to
move 1nto nonmetro counties If they
want to retain metro jobs, or could
reduce their movement into the rural

countryside 1f they work 1n non-
metro towns Such a dispersal trend
n counties far removed from inetro
areas was one of the most charac-
tenstic—and unforeseen—aspects of
the growth of nonmetro population
m the seventies (I)

Much intercounty cornmuting and
other long distance travel to work in
rural areas occurs.because suitable
employment within the home com
munity 1s lacking The rapid growth
of nonagricultural work 1n rural areas
and small towns in the last 10-15
years has probably eased this prob
iem However, 1t has also drawn
many people into the nonfarm labor
force who previously did not work
away from home or who would have
moved to a metro area iIf local work
was unavaiiable

As we have shown, low-income
people commuted less than higher
mcome people One reason was their
lack of access to transportation
(5, 16) Low mcome rural and smali-
town people often have neither auto-
mobtles nor access to public trans-
portation, or they may have only
one vehicle when two are needed f
both spouses work Thus, if they
are to work at all, they may have

to take jobs in their home com-
munities that are often low paying
Improved rural transportation
facilities would almost certainly
increase the number and proportion
of workers who commute beyond
thetr home communities However,
even m metro areas the proportion of
employed household heads using
public transportation 1s so low (8
percent) as to suggest that public
transportation may not be able to
absorb a significant porportion of
powential workers or of current
automobile nders unless radical
changes in facilities, preferences, and
relative costs oceur
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The AHS data do not answer all
our questions concerning job com-
muting and its relationship to resi-
dential status and recent migration

However, they considerably advance

our understanding of the 1ssues

(1)

(2)

{3}

{4)
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