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PREFACE

This report is the product of a third-year research
project in the University Transportation Centers
Program. The program was created by Congress in
1987 to “contribute to the solution of important
regional and national transportation problems,”
following a national competition in 1988. A
university-based center was established in each of
the ten federal regions. Each center has a unique
theme and research purpose, although all are
interdisciplinary and also have educational
missions.

The Midwest Transportation Center is one of the
ten centers; it is a consortium that includes lowa
State University (lead institution) and the University
of lowa. The Center serves Federal Region 7 which
includes lowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska.
Its theme is “transportation actions and strategies
in a region undergoing major social and economic
transition.” Research projects conducted through
the Center bring together the collective talents of
faculty, staff, and students within the region to

address issues related to this important theme.

This projectis central to the Midwest Transportation
Center’s theme in that it examines the relationship
between commuting and economic development.
The east central lowa region has undergone sub-
stantial economic restructuring over the past decade
and a half as a result of changes in agriculture and
manufacturing. Economic restructuring has
intersected with social restructuring as rural
women'’s labor force participation rates have
increased. New patterns of employment have in
turn created new commuting patterns as different
industrial sectors have centralized and in some
cases decentralized jobs.

The principal investigator was Heather I.
MacDonald. The co-investigator was Alan H.
Peters. Both are faculty in the University of lowa’s
Graduate Programin Urban and Regional Planning.
This project was undertaken at the University of
lowa’s Public Policy Center. Research efforts
undertaken by the Public Policy Center reflect the
University’s renewed commitment to applied
research that seeks to advance the public interest.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. STUDY PURPOSE

Over the past decade, rural women have rapidly
expanded their participation in the labor force,
and their contribution has become indispensable
to the economy of rural communities. Metropolitan
labor markets offer the widest range of jobs and
best job rewards to rural residents, but these jobs
entail long work trips that impose time and cost
burdens on women who frequently also have
time-consuming domestic responsibilities and
consistently earn lower wages than men.

This study surveyed rural women in four eastern
lowa counties, collecting and analyzing data on
their work experiences and commuting patterns;
this analysis is a basis for policy recommendations
aimed atreducing the burden commuting currently
imposes on women workers in rural areas. The
research questions addressed in this study can be
summarized as follows:

* How do commuting costs vary between
different forms of labor force participation
(defined by occupational sector, part- or
full-time status, or location of job)?

* What rewards do different categories of
women workers receive in return for the
commuting costs they bear, and which
rewards are most important in explaining
why some women commute longer distances
than others?

* How important a disincentive is commuting
cost for women who are engaged in home-
based paid work or those who choose not to
participate in the wage labor force?

* How do the costs of mobility constrain or
shape rural women’s participation in the
labor force, and do these effects differamong
categories of current and potential women
workers?

The policy options discussed fall into two main
categories: those that address transportation
problems directly (public transit service,
ridesharing, and vanpooling) and those thataddress
the location and nature of employment.

ilI. GENDER AND EMPLOYMENT

The study area offers two sorts of labor market:
local decentralized employment and contiguous
metropolitan areas with differing degrees of
economic health, offering a range of employment
options for rural residents. Almost all residents of
the four rural counties in the study area are within
50 miles of Cedar Rapids.

Cedar Rapids is by far the most healthy of the three
metropolitan economies; it has retained the volume
of jobs it had in 1979, although the balance by
industry has changed, with manufacturing and the



finance, insurance, and real estate (FIRE) sectors
losing jobs and the service and retail sectors
gaining jobs.

Onthe other hand, Waterloo and Dubuque suffered
large employment and population losses in the
late 1970s and early to mid-1980s; these two
metropolitan areas offer far fewer job opportunities
for rural residents. Employment growth in the four
rural counties has been negative over the past
decade, although some sectors have gained jobs
and the majority of rural residents continue to find

local employment opportunities.

Ill. LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

We compared women in home-based paid
employment, women in part- and full-time
employment outside the home, and women notin
the waged labor force. Transportation was found
to be a contributing but not the primary factor in
the decision to work for wages outside the home,
and some relatively transportation-disadvantaged
groups of respondents were identified.

Among women employed outside the home, the
location of the job (in a metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan site) was found to be the most
important factor influencing whether the job was
part-time or full-time, whether it was seasonal or
full-year, and whether it offered health and
retirement benefits. The location of a job had
different effects on hourly pay rates, depending on
the occupational or industrial sector.

The survey respondents were much more likely to
commute to metropolitan jobs in manufacturing,
FIRE, and transportation and distribution; sales,
service, and clerical workers were much more
likely to be employed in nonmetropolitan jobs.

IV. COMMUTING PATTERNS

Significant relationships were found between trip
length, job characteristics, and occupational and
industrial sector, supporting the findings about the
effect of metropolitan or nonmetropolitan job
location. However, the relationship between trip
length and hourly pay rates was complex and
nonlinear, even after we controlled the analysis for

2

the education and experience of respondents and
their receipt of health benefits.

Commuting cost and time burdens were
significantly related to occupational and industrial
sector, to job location, and to the receipt of health
benefits. Cost and time burdens were equivalent
for part- and full-time employees, and women
time burdens than those without, suggesting that
domestic responsibilities have little impact on
commuting choices.

V. EXPLAINING WOMEN’S
COMMUTING CHOICES

Respondents evaluated a set of job attributes, and
the analysis of their responses suggested that rural
women represent a dichotomized labor pool. On
the one hand are full-time, moderately well-paid
workers who are most concerned about benefits,
pay, and security and less concerned about
minimizing commuting; on the other are

" predominately part-time workers with less regular

hours who value shorter work trips above benefits,
pay, and security.

This apparentdichotomization was explored further
with cluster analysis. Cluster analysis revealed
three groups of employees:

e a relatively young group with less than
median education and experience who
earned lower hourly pay and were much
more likely to be cost-burdened commuters;

¢ a small group of predominately part-time
employees in very localized labor markets
with short work trips and low cost burdens;

e a group of predominately metropolitan
employees with more than average education
and experience, whose longer work trips
were rewarded with higher hourly pay and
a greater likelihood of receiving health and
retirement benefits.

Using logistic regression, we constructed a more
solid explanation for longer work trips; the analysis
revealed no linear relationship with pay rates, but

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTING BY RURAL WOMEN



women who received health benefits were three
times more likely to commute longer distances
than those who did not. Long-distance commuters
were unlikely to be in clerical occupations but
were more likely to have higher educational
qualifications and shorter job tenure.

VI. POLICY OPTIONS

We primarily discussed policy options that would
overcome the friction of distance for rural women
by easing their commuting burdens, rather than
economic development strategies that would
decentralize jobs to rural locations.

The economic development strategies we reviewed
had little potential in the short-term for
decentralizing better quality jobs. Experience
elsewhere seems to indicate that rural areas are not
well equipped to compete with metropolitan areas
for jobs in faster growing industries or innovative
high technology sectors. Metropolitan labor markets
will probably continue to offer rural residents a
better choice of jobs than will nonmetropolitan
markets.

Two transportation options were considered:
expanding public transitservices in rural areas and
expanding ridesharing or vanpooling programs.
The analysis of respondents’ current commuting
patterns showed that most respondents travelled to
work alone in a car but that they were also more
likely than residents of the state or study area as a
whole to share rides. Ridesharers were more likely
to be full-time, metropolitan employees and to live
in one-car households.

Justover half our respondents claimed they would
be willing to use public transit if it were available;
those who spent a higher proportion of daily pay
on commuting were much more likely to respond
positively. Experience with similar initiatives
elsewhere was reviewed. We reached the following
conclusions.

e The small number of potential users and
high levels of household mobility in the
study area suggested that there is no reason
to extend existing rural public transit services.
A transportation brokerage service within

Executive Summary

the existing Regional Transit Authorities
would be a more viable option for serving
the small number of labor force entrants and
intermittent users for whom public transit
would be attractive.

* Ridesharingisaviable option for the majority
of cost-burdened commuters and could be a
cost-effective and beneficial strategy for
metropolitan employers drawing on the rural

labor force.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND
POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

When findings from our telephone survey are
integrated with our analysis of labor markets in the
study area, the following results emerge:

*  Women were most likely to commute to
metropolitan jobs in sectors thatare declining
in the Cedar Rapids MSA (except for
transportation and distribution, which
employed only a few respondents).
Commuting longer distances to these jobs
was a rational decision, since these sectors
offered higher hourly pay than similar jobs in
nonmetropolitan locations or were more
likely to offer benefits.

* Respondents tended not to commute to
metropolitan jobs in sectors that have shown
the most growth in Cedar Rapids; women in
the personal services and retail industries
were most likely to work in nonmetropolitan
locations. This decision is aiso rational,
since these women received significantly
higher hourly pay in nonmetropolitan jobs
in those sectors, were less likely to receive
benefits no matter where they worked, and
expressed more resistance than other
respondents to commuting.

Thus, we make the following conclusions:

e Only some rural women are willing to
commute to metropolitan jobs.

* Transportation costs may represent a
substantial barrier to increasing (or even

3



maintaining) the labor force participation
rates of younger, less-skilled, and less-
experienced women workers.

Lower rates of labor force participation in this
group of women will have severe effects on
the well-being of many rural households and
will affect the viability of smaller rural

The policy recommendations are drawn from our
discussion in Chapter Six. There we made the
following arguments:

Ridesharing and vanpooling offer the best
solutions for the commuting burdens identified
among our survey respondents. Although it
may be somewhat difficult to extend these
programs to part-time employees and those
working in small firms, they could
accommodate a large proportion of longer
distance commuters.

A small group of respondents may benefit
fromeasier access to the transportation services
that currently exist in the study area; a
brokerage function assumed by the Regional
Transit Authority may be warranted.

EmpLOYMENT AND COMMUTING BY RURAL WOMEN



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Since World Warl, rural employmentopportunities
have become more diverse, and today most rural
employment is in nonagricultural sectors (Clark
1991; Deavers 1992). The rural Midwest in
particular has offered employers a highly educated
low costwork force, which has afforded the region
some competitive advantage over large
metropolitan areas in attracting some kinds of
investment. One notable change in rural labor
markets over the past decade has been the dramatic
increase in women’s labor force participation
rates; rural women now have participation rates
very similar to those of urban women (Godwin and
Marlowe 1990; Ollenburger, Grana and Moore
1989).

The kinds of jobs available to rural residents fall
into two broad categories—metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan. Metropolitan labor markets tend
to offer more stable jobs with higher pay and better
benefits; nonmetropolitan markets offer a narrower
range of jobs, and they are more often part-time or
seasonal. Research has shown that rural counties
adjacent to metropolitan areas have had higher
rates of job growth and lower unemployment rates
than more remote rural counties (Deavers 1992;
Fuguitt 1991; Galston 1992).

While jobs in metropolitan markets offer better
returns to rural residents, they also impose
substantial commuting costs. Workers (particularly
women) may have to choose between
underemployment in a narrow local market, with

Introduction

fewer rewards but lower commuting costs, and
stable employment in a more diversified
metropolitan labor market, with better rewards but
higher commuting costs (Tickamyer and Bokemeier
1988). This trade-off between better rewards and
higher commuting costs is mediated by the
individuals’ education and experience, their sector
of specialization within the labor force, and their
domestic responsibilities (McLaughlin and Perman
1991; Hanson and Johnston 1985).

Men’s rate of participation in the rural Midwestern
labor force is not likely to increase, but women'’s
participation rate may increase to as much as 75
percent(lowa Departmentof Employment Services
1992), particularly if some of the barriers to their
entering the work force can be lowered. It has
been assumed that the most important constraints
were domestic and child care responsibilities; the
solutions proposed were therefore flexible
workdays and part-time or shift-work patterns.
These solutions do not reduce women'’s domestic
responsibility but only shift the daily burden
(Christensen 1985). Child care and elderly care
services do reduce the time burden for many women,
but they also impose new costs that reduce the
contribution women’s wages make to the household.

The costs in time and money of commuting are
especially relevant to women workers. First, the
family responsibilities and domestic roles of most
women workers put a premium on time that might
be spent commuting; second, women on average

5



earn lower salaries than men, so that the cost of
commuting would consume a proportionately
higher fraction of their earnings (Wekerle and
Rutherford 1988; Fox 1986; McLafferty and Preston
1991; Madden 1981). A strategy to maintain and
expand the supply of labor in the next decade must
lower the barrier created by commuting costs.

1
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especially in the Midwest where car ownership
rates are high. However, other options are possible.
Rural public transit has been used successfully,
especially for lower income workers. Ridesharing
and vanpooling are now underused, but clean air
legislation provides incentives for their use and
requires that states reduce individual car travel by
the end of the decade (Valdez and Wang 1989;
Torluemke and Roseman 1989). Local employment
can also be reached on foot or on bicycle. No
single option will be suitable for every worker.

As women’s labor force participation rates have
increased, their job opportunities, rewards, and
constraints have become much more diverse. The
general arguments made above for the
distinctiveness of women’s commuting patterns
need to be qualified to take into account the
divisions that have emerged within the female
work force, if we are to use research effectively as
a basis for policy. The central purpose of this study
is thus not only to describe women’s commuting
patterns and analyze the cost and time burdens these
impose on women workers, but also to distinguish
among women workers with different labor market
experiences and different commuting constraints.

We also approach the problem of commuting
constraints from another angle, by measuring the
disincentives potential transportation costs
represent for women who are not in the labor
force, who are employed in home-based work
rather than in the workplace, or who are
underemployed. If the permanent female labor
force is to expand in the future, we need to
understand the barrier that transportation poses to
nonparticipants and those tied to very localized
labor markets. In part, this will be accomplished
by examining the actual commuting burdens of
current labor force participants, but part of the
analysis must also address the interdependence of

6

factors that keep potential women workers out of
the waged work force.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This study addresses the following research
questions:

+ o Al
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cost for women who are engaged in home-
based paid work or who choose not to
participate in the wage labor force?

L)

¢ How do commuting costs vary between
different forms of labor force participation
(defined by occupational sector, part- or
full-time status, or location of job)?

e What rewards do different categories of
women workers receive in return for the
commuting costs they bear, and which
rewards are most important in explaining
why some women commute longer distances
than others?

¢ How do the costs of mobility constrain or
shape rural women’s participation in the
labor force, and do these effects differamong
categories of current and potential women
workers?

These questions explore the relationship between
commuting choices and the choice to participate
in the labor force. We recognize that explanations
of commuting choices differ among categories of
labor force participants; a substantial portion of
our analysis is devoted to establishing these
categorical differences. The most important
distinguishing features are the location of the job
(in metropolitan or nonmetropolitan markets), the
industrial or occupational sector of employment,
the human capital of workers (education and job
experience), their evaluation of job attributes, and
the structure of work (part- or full-time, seasonal or
permanent, with regular or irregular hours).

We found that the choice to participate in the labor
force had little relationship to domestic
responsibilities (measured as marital status and the
presence of young children). Many earlier studies

EmpPLOYMENT AND COMMUTING BY RURAL WOMEN



assumed these characteristics were important
determinants of both labor force participation and
commuting patterns (Ericksen 1977; Fox 1983;
Madden 1981), and they may have been more
important in the 1970s. Over the past decade,
however, social norms and expectations have
changed, and child care and other domestic services
are more commercially available.

Because we distinguish categories of current and
potential women workers, we can better explain
the commuting choices women make and use that
explanation to assess policies that affect commuting
patterns. These policy options are of two types:
those that address transportation or accessibility
directly and those that address the location and
nature of employment. For most women, the two
sets of issues are interrelated. Women who cannot
afford high commuting costs often have low-
paying local jobs with little potential for
advancement; better jobs often entail higher
commuting costs. For some women, even unstable,
low-paying jobs entail high commuting costs.
Policy must address how jobs are distributed
across rural and metropolitan areas and how
accessible better jobs are to rural women.

STUDY AREA

The research questions address the
commuting patterns of rurai-based
women workers in regions that have
undergone economic restructuring

and some job growth over the 1980s.
Since rural residents work in both ﬁ

nonmetropolitan and metropolitan I

labor markets, our study area includes
four contiguous nonmetropolitan
counties in east central lowa (see
Figure 1—1) thatare adjacent to metro-
politan areas. Those metropolitan
areas (Cedar Rapids, Waterloo, and
Dubuque) have different degrees of
economic health and represent a
range of employment opportunities.

Almost all residents of the study area
are within 50 miles of Cedar Rapids,
by far the most healthy of the three
metropolitan areas. Cedar Rapids has

Introduction

maintained the volume of jobs it had in 1979,
although shifts have occurred between employment
sectors. Jobs were lost in manufacturing and in the
finance, insurance, and real estate sector (FIRE);
jobs were gained in the service and retail sectors.
Even in the 1991-92 recession, Cedar Rapids had
an unemployment rate much lower than the
national average, and employers drew a substantial
proportion of their work force from outside Linn
County. Waterloo and Dubuque, on the other
hand, offer far fewer job opportunities for rural
residents; economic restructuring in these
metropolitan areas resulted in large employment
and population losses in the 1970s and in the early
to mid-1980s.

Figure 1-2 summarizes data on population change
in the four-county study area and its contiguous
metropolitan areas. Like the state, whose population
shrunk by 4.7 percent in the 1980s, these four
counties have lost population. Employment growth
in the four rural counties has been negative over
the past decade, although some sectors have
gained jobs and the majority of rural residents
continue to find local employment opportunities.
The four counties have housing prices that are
similar to those in other rural areas and much

— }
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lower than the national average. This differential
lowers the costs of labor and makes the region
more attractive for new employment. Chapter
Two profiles the economic base and the labor
market in the four-county area, comparing its
features with those of the rest of the state and of
rural areas in the nation as a whole. The study area
provides a typical case of rural employment growth
and restructuring based on a mix of local and
metropolitan iabor markets, for which the rurai
fabor force will continue to represent an important
source of labor in the next decade.

THE SURVEY

Most of our data were obtained in a telephone
survey conducted in September 1991 by the
University of lowa’s Social Science Institute. The
survey used a random-digit-dialing method to
reach 646 households in the rural areas (places
less than 2,500 in population) of the four eastern
lowa counties. The response rate from qualified
households (those containing a woman between
the ages of 18 and 65) was very high (73 percent);
the overall response rate was 59 percent.

The survey instrument (see Appendix A)was divided
into six separate, but not sequential, sections. The
first section focused on the respondent’s then-
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5% oo  unemployed respondents and the

characteristics of their previous
jobs; these respondents alsoranked
the importance of various potential
job attributes. The fourth section
was addressed to homeworkers,
with questions about their
occupation, earnings, and the reasons they
preferred working at home. Section five focused
on commuting patterns: place of work, mode of
transportation, and costs of transportation. The
final section covered a range of demographic
information about the respondent and her
household. Wherever technically feasible, the
wording of questions, the categories of answers
allowed to questions, and the definition of terms
used, conformed to the Bureau of the Census’
Current Population Survey, to ensure comparability
with the national survey.

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

Chapter Two reviews previous research on rural
employment and compares employment in the
study area and its economic structure with those of
the state of lowa as a whole and with the nation.
Labor force and employment data and trends
provide the context within which our study of
women workers is located.

Chapter Three discusses the demographic profile
of the survey respondents, comparing them with
respondents to the Current Population Survey
conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The
later sections of the chapter focus on respondents
who were engaged in home-based paid work or
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who reported that they were not currently in the
labor force. Those sections examine the importance
of transportation costs in the decision not to work
outside the home and the job rewards of home-
based paid workers, answering the first of our
research questions:

* How important a disincentive is commuting
cost for women who are engaged in home-
based paid work or who choose not to
participate in the labor force at all?

The final section of the chapter examines the labor
force participation patterns of non-home-based
workers, comparing metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan employees and job structures.

Chapter Four focuses on the 333 survey respondents
who were employed outside the home, examining
the relationship between the structure of
employment developed in the previous chapter
and the commuting patterns reported by
respondents. Thefirst section of the chapteranswers
the 'second research question:

* How do commuting costs vary between
different forms of labor force participation
(defined by occupational sector, part- or
full-time status, or location of job)?

Next, the costs in time and money that commuting
entails for different groups of employees are
analyzed, to assess how commuting patterns affect
individual employees. The chapter concludes with
adiscussion of the effect of metropolitan adjacency
on the labor market choices of rural women.

Chapter Five analyzes respondents’ own
evaluations of a set of job attributes (including

Introduction

commuting distance) and develops an explanatory
model of commuting behavior. An empirical model
of the differences among the three principal groups
of women workers answers the third of our
questions:

* What rewards do different categories of
women workers receive in return for the
commuting costs they
rewards are most important in explaining
why some women commute longer distances
than others?

bear, and which

Finally, we draw conclusions from the analysis in
order to answer the fourth research question:

* How do the costs of mobility constrain or
shape rural women’s participation in the
labor force, and do these effects differ among
categories of current and potential women
workers?

Chapter Six discusses the policy options identified
for policy responses outlined above. The chapter
first looks briefly at local economic development
strategies for bringing jobs to rural areas. We
conclude that, in the short term, rural women
would benefit more from access to metropolitan
labor markets than from rural economic
development initiatives. The remainder of the
chapter thus focuses on access and transportation-
related policy issues. We present our analysis of
modal choice and explore policy solutions based
on rural public transit and ridesharing or
vanpooling. Thefinal chapterintegrates the findings
of the telephone survey and the analysis of labor
market structure to present a coherent picture of
the relationship between commuting burdens and
labor market choices.






CHAPTER TWO
GENDER AND EMPLOYMENT

Nationwide, women rapidly increased their labor
force participation during the 1960s and 1970s,
but rural women’s participation rates did not
increase as rapidly until the 1980s. In the past
decade, family farms have become much more
dependent on off-farm earnings, and women’s
wages are now crucial for the well-being of farm
households. The farm crisis of the early 1980s
helped accelerate changes in rural employment
opportunities and in the structure of the farm
household that affected women’s labor choices.
However, rural areas are not predominantly
composed of farming households, and most rural
residents are employed in nonagricultural sectors.
Rural women from nonfarm households have
entered the labor force in part because
nonagricultural employment is increasingly
available and in part because they face a problem
that has also pushed urban women into the labor
force: the need to maintain and improve the
household’s standard of living as the value of
wages earned by men eroded.

This chapter examines the relationship between
gender and the economic structure of rural America,
focusing on the four-county area examined in this
report. The dynamics described here are important
because they define the context within which our
study of rural-based women workers is placed and
provide the basis for our later discussion of how
labor markets are related to job structures and
rewards, to occupational and industrial sectors,
and to commuting patterns. The chapter is divided
into two parts: the first summarizes current scholarly
thinking on how changes in the rural economy

Gender and employment

have affected women, and the second is an
empirical summary of industrial and employment
change in the study area.

RURAL EMPLOYMENT IN
THE UNITED STATES AND WOMEN’S
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

The rural economy in the Midwest has changed
substantially over the past two decades. Several
developments have undercut farm-related and
nonfarm employment sectors: agricultural holdings
have been consolidated among fewer owners, a
trend reinforced by the farm credit crisis of the
early 1980s, and the demand for farm inputs has
changed. Meanwhile, the service area for consumer
and retail goods has grown, consolidating retail
trade in fewer and larger communities. However,
employment in back office business service
functions and in some types of manufacturing has
expanded; firms have been attracted to the rural
Midwest in part by generous economic
development incentives and in part by a relatively
skilled, well-educated, and low cost labor force.
In the late 1970s and 1980s, nonmetropolitan
areas became attractive locations for corporations
anxious to cut labor costs; many routinized and
fairly “deskilled”’ jobs were relocated to rural
labor markets over this period, as firms took
advantage of simultaneous rapid declines in
agricultural and related employment.

T we recognize that the definition of “deskilled” jobs is somewhat
arbitrary; the term is normally used to describe jobs that have
become more automated or that have been fragmented into
repetitive component activities.
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Rural labor markets became more integrated into,
and therefore more similar to, urban labor markets.
But by the mid-1980s,
corporate restructuring was beginning to
open up new opportunities for relatively
higher capital yields in metro-areas and in
the more protected investment havens of the
developing world. Rural areas in the U.S.A.
were not uniformly abie to compete in this
expanded arena (Clark 1991, 187).
Somerural areas, especially those thatrelied on a low
wage structure to attract jobs, suffered significant

ucture to attract j
t jobs

disinvestment in this period.

However, employment growth in the rural areas of
the Midwest indicates that low wages are not the
only attractive feature of the region. Manufacturing
employment growth in the Midwest has tended to
be in more innovative (or primary) sectors of the
industry, which have experienced higher rates of
growth than subsectors in more mature phases
(Bloomquist 1988). Nevertheless, the rural
manufacturing sector may be more “headless”
than the urban sector: that is, routine tasks and
component production processes appear to be
highly concentrated in rural areas (Bloomquist
1988, 54). There are fewer managers, professional
and technical workers, and sales and clerical
employees in rural areas and more assembly
workers (operatives) than in urban areas.

In parts of the rural Midwest, producer services—
often seen as the most desirable of all service
sector jobs—have also grown significantly. Because
of developments in communication and
telecommunication technology, various
component service activities have decentralized
to suburban and rural locations. Noyelle (1983)
has argued that rural locations will increasingly
attract the clerical processing facilities of large
businesses, especially insurance and banking.
Like manufacturing operations, routine service
operations can be deskilled and then distributed to
areas that have lower wages and are more
industrially flexible. One study found that, in back
office producer service facilities, suburban female
workers offer considerable advantages over
traditionally located central city labor: they are
better educated (or at least educated in white
suburban schools) and have better labor discipline,
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with limited wage demands and little labor
organization (Nelson 1986). This argument may
plausibly be extended to the Midwest, where the
farm crisis has helped create a potentially ready
pool of educated, disciplined back office workers
(Bokemeier, Sachs, and Keith 1983). As a result,
rural producer services are likely to develop in the
direction that rural manufacturing has, toward
occupational specialization in routine production
jobs. The major difference is the higher level of
female participation in producer services.

Many of the jobs created in rural areas over this
period have been in sectors traditionally dominated
by female workers. Within these sectors, and
indeed within innovative manufacturing sectors,
women have tended to hold jobs of lower status
than men. Partly because of this, women’s earnings
are lower than men’s: however, even within
equivalent occupational categories, men in rural
manufacturing earn considerably more than women
(Bloomquist 1988, 71).

The increases in “female” jobs in rural areas were
accompanied by fairly rapid increases in the labor
force participation rates of rural women, so that by
the late 1980s their participation rates were very
similar to those of urban women. The most marked
change was in farm-based women working away
from the farm. Ollenburger, Grana, and Moore
(1989) report that, between 1977 and 1985, 17
percent more farm women in their sample entered
the labor force as full-time workers and seven
percent as part-time workers, compared to a four
percentrise in the number of nonfarmrural women
who worked at home. In a study of small towns in
Nebraska, Semyonov (1983) found that women’s
participation in the labor force is closely related to
occupational segregation; that is, low status job
opportunities tend to be concentrated in
communities with a large proportion of women in
the labor force. Female participation tends to
increase in towns located farther from urban
centers that offer manufacturing job opportunities.

Women’s work and
the rural household economy

Farm families increasingly depend on off-farm
wages, particularly women’s off-farm wages. In
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1978, farm families received 56 percent of their
income from nonfarm sources (USDA 1979); in
1982, this proportion was 60 percent (USDA
1985, 17). However, nonfarm income was
especially important for small farms (annual farm
sales less than $5,000), which received 90 percent
of their income from off-farm sources in 1978
(USDA 1979).1n 1985, the average farm with sales
i

ess than $40,000 lost income, so that off-farm

income for these farm families constituted more
than 100 percent of income (USDA 1986). By
1987, off-farm income still made up 95 percent of
total income for farms with sales less than $40,000.

Farm women bear substantial responsibility for
family income; Godwin and Marlowe (1989) found
that on average farm women’s off-farm employ-
ment contributed more to family income than did
married nonfarm women’s employment. How-
ever, as Clark (1991) points out, the farm popula-
tion is only a small part of the total rural and
nonmetropolitan population; only one in ten
nonmetropolitan residents were employed in the
agricultural sector. Farm-based and nonfarm-based
women suffer similar disadvantages in the rural
spatial division of labor.

Tickamyer and Bokemeier (1988) isolate what
they describe as a “pattern of interaction effects”
that suggests men are more likely than women to
increase their earnings as they increase their human
capital (i.e., skills, experience, and education).
They identify important disparities in labor force
experiences by gender: women workers earn less
and are less mobile, and overall they show less
variance in earnings and stability (Tickamyer and
Bokemeier 1988). Other researchers have suggested
that these gender-based disparities have been the
basis of rural economic development. Rural
industrialization, it is argued, has relied on rural
women employed in industries and occupations
typified by low wages, low productivity, minimal
job security, and limited job mobility (Beck, Horan,
and Tolbert 1978; Morrissey 1982).

In a study of the earnings gap between metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan women and men workers,
McLaughlin and Perman (1991) conclude that this
gap results chiefly from differences in returns on
human capital and that those differences grew in
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importance (for white workers) between 1977 and
1987. They conclude that returns to labor depend
to an important extent on the structure of the fabor
market—the existence of a locally dominant
industry, sectoral specialization, and labor supply
and demand.

Other research has confirmed the importance of
labor market structure for women workers. For
instance, nonmetropolitan women workers tend
to be concentrated in peripheral industries and to
report higher unemployment rates than other
women (Bokemeier, Sachs, and Keith 1983); they
are also more likely to be in operative and service
jobs than in white-collar employment (Bokemeier
and Tickamyer 1985). An earlier study of small
towns in lowa reported a similar finding:
nonmetropolitan towns tend to have high levels of
occupational segregation (Rogers and Goudy
1981). As Bokemeier and Tickamyer (1985) argue,
the occupational and industrial structure of local
labor markets are the most important primary
determinants of women’s pay and conditions of
work.

Thus, although employment opportunities have
expanded for women in the rural Midwest, rural
women workers continue to be disadvantaged in
nonmetropolitan labor markets: even after taking
into account differences between urban and rural
costs of living, women are underemployed, receive
low returns on education and experience, have a
narrower range of job options (and of promotion
opportunities), and earn lowerwages. Nevertheless,
waged employment s as important for rural-based
women as it is for urban-based women. The
literature review has demonstrated that rural regions
in the United States have become more, not less,
integrated into a national economy as a result of
economic restructuring. The mode of women’s
integration into the wage labor force in eastern
lowa is the subject of the following section.

INDUSTRY, OCCUPATION,
EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE
PARTICIPATION IN EASTERN IOWA

Rural-based women in the study area make their
labor force participation decisions in the context
of such a set of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
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labor markets. The study area, which comprises a
relatively integrated set of metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan labor markets, has undergone
substantial economic restructuring since the late
1970s. In this section we examine the changing
employment structure in the region. We begin by
documenting general employment trends and
indicate which sectors have done worst and best.
We then discuss the participation of women in the
labor force, and the sectoral and occupational
distribution of female workers. Finally, we look at
the occupational distribution of women by their

place of work.

Employment change in the four-county region
and the surrounding MSAs

To summarize recent industrial changes in our
study area, we compare industrial indices of
sectoral employment growth in the four-county
rural area to those of the surrounding metropolitan
areas, the state, and the nation. Table 2—1 presents
indices based on County Business Patterns data for
the 1979-1989 period.” Employment grew in lowa
but more slowly than in the nation as a whole,
primarily because of considerably slower growth
in the finance, insurance, and real estate sector
(FIRE) and in services sectors. Employment
decreased in the four-county study area over the
1979-1989 period. Only the FIRE and services
slowly than at the state level. The service sector
did show reasonably solid growth in the study area
over the decade; rural lowa has proportionately far
more service sector workers than the U.S. as a

whole, many of themin professional occupations.

Retail trade, which grew at the state level but grew
more rapidly at the national level, declined in the
rural counties; construction declined precipitously.
These two sectors are clearly consumer driven.
Given the sharp decline in populationinthe survey
area and the consolidation of retail trade in fewer
and larger communities (notably Cedar Rapids), it
is not surprising that both the retail trade and con-
struction sectors lost jobs in the four rural counties.

2 1989 was the last year of available published CBP data. Although
1979 was not at an identical stage in the business cycle (the post-
1982 and 1976-79 recoveries were, in any case, very different),
the two years remain broadly comparable.
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Of the adjacent metropolitan counties, only the
Linn County-Cedar Rapids MSA experienced
employment growth. Cedar Rapids appears to
have successfully restructured itself from a
manufacturing to a service-, retail-, and
transportation-based economy. In particular, the
transportation, distribution, and communications
sectors have grown dramatically, reflecting Cedar
Rapids’ new status as a regional air hub and a
headquarters and back office location for a few
successful telecommunications concerns.
Moreover, retail employment has centralized in
the Cedar Rapids MSA, reflecting and magnifying
the population losses of surrounding rural counties.
As a result of these trends, unemployment has
remained low in the metropolitan area, hovering
between four and five percent in 1991-92.

The two other metropolitan areas—Waterloo (in
Black Hawk county) and Dubuque (in Dubuque
county)—have not fared nearly so well: both
employmentand population declined dramatically
over this period. Waterloo has had a massive loss
of jobs in its traditional manufacturing
specialization, agricultural machinery. The
differences between Cedar Rapids and the other
two cities highlight the care with which the
concept of metropolitan adjacency should be
used: proximity to the Waterloo and Dubuque
MSAs offered few employment opportunities to
our rural survey respondents.

To chart the dynamics of employment decline, we
performed several shift-share analyses on
employment changes in our rural survey counties,
with the state and the nation as alternative base
regions. The shift-share technique allows us to
measure precisely how industrial structure (called
the “proportional shift” term) and overall industrial
growth (called the “share” term) affects employment
change. The technique also provides a measure of
the extent to which growth in a region is the result
of localfactors, such as an unusually good business
climate for a particular industry (the residual or the
“differential shift” term).? The analyses were done
at the SIC Division level for the entire 1979-1989

3 See Dunn (1960) for a more detailed explanation of shift-share
analysis. Note that the technique is controversial and has been
criticized by some economists and regional scientists. See, for
example, Holden, Swales, and Nairn (1987).
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Table 2-1. Indices of employment growth by sector for U.S., lowa, and study area, 1979 and 1989

1989
Adjacent metropolitan areas
Linn  Black Hawk Dubuque

Sector 1979 u.S. lowa Study area  County County County
Agriculture 100.0 173.1 144.3 n.d. 188.1 n.d. 133.0
Mining 100.0 74.9 70.1 n.d. 25.9 n.d. n.d.
Construction 100.0 109.3 71.8 68.3 84.7 69.8 70.3
Manufacturing 100.0 90.7 88.1 90.2 80.6 55.4 75.5
Transportation 100.0 17.7 108.9 96.0 194.5 74.2 88.9
Wholesale trade 100.0 118.7 92.0 85.3 114.6 75.8 96.8
Retail trade 100.0 127.6 108.2 91.4 129.4 97.1 111.8
Finance, insurance, and real estate 100.0 131.8 119.1 105.5 84.7 90.8 102.6
Services 100.0 163.0 139.7 140.0 133.3 123.4 131.1
Nonclassifiable 100.0 176.4 129.8 n.d. 189.7 n.d. n.d.
Total 100.0 122.7 106.7 97.2 107.3 82.8 96.9

SOURCE: Calculated from County Business Patterns data for 1979, 1989.

NOTE: n.d. indicates nondisclosure of data.

period and for each year within that period. (See
Appendix B for detailed empirical results.)

In summary, the rural counties performed much
more poorly than the state. The proportional shifts

mostly negative, indicating a jocai
specialization in industries that were growing
slowly or declining. Unsurprisingly, the
construction, manufacturing, retail, and wholesale
sectors were primarily responsible for the negative
shifts; services were the most important positive
component of the shifts. The differential shifts,
which tell something of the local business climate,
were also negative. When the nation was used as
the base in the analysis, the longer-term and more
recent proportional shifts were slightly positive
(because a high percentage of workers are in
service sectors, which grew very fast at the national
level); however, the total (or summary line)
differential shifts were strongly negative. Indeed,
the differential shifts were very negative for every
sector of the economy over the 1979-1989 period.
Like many areas of the rural Midwest, the
employment performance of the four-county study
area was dismal.

\ArA
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Thus, while economic restructuring has increased
employment opportunities and to some extent
centralized them in one of the metropolitan labor
markets (Cedar Rapids), ithas reduced employment
opportunities in the nonmetropolitan portions of
the study area. The 1990 Census of Population
reported that a high proportion (averaging 33.5
percent for the four rural counties) of employed
residents in the rural counties worked outside their
county of residence. In the state as a whole, only
13.3 percent of employed respondents worked
outside their county of residence. Our survey
results suggest that the vast majority of female rural
residents who worked in metropolitan areas
commuted to Cedar Rapids. Only a tiny proportion
commuted to the economically distressed cities of
Dubuque and Waterloo. It is also clear that the
Cedar Rapids economy depends on access to
labor from rural areas. We obtained breakdowns
of female employees by zip code from four of the
largest Cedar Rapids employers (a hospital, an
insurance company headquarters, and two
manufacturing concerns); between 20 and 33
percent came from surrounding rural areas.
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Labor force participation, employment,
and occupation of women

Economic restructuring in the study area has been
accompanied by increasing rates of female
participation in the labor force. Economic
restructuring is not gender-neutral (Kuhn and
Bluestone 1987}); expansion and decline have

nnnnnnn
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taken [JIdLU in sectors with distinctive,
employment patterns. In this section we describe
these changes; however, given the paucity of data
on the employment of women, our analysis
necessarily moves among a variety of databases
that are not always compatible.

In 1990, women made up 42 percent of the lowa
labor force and the lowa employed, and 38 per-
cent of the unemployed. In 1989, 63 percent of
women in lowa participated in the labor force, a
large increase from the participation rate of 40
percentin 1970. The state Department of Employ-
ment Services projects that this rate will reach
69 percent by 1996. The participation rate for
men has been generally stable over the 1970 to
1989 period, hovering around 77-78 percent (De-
partmentof Employment
Services 1991, 11).
Thus, the ratio of men to
women in the total la-

bor force has declined. Area

[[] Women as share of labor force

Women as share of total employment

employed included higher proportions of males
than the state as a whole; in Buchanan and Jones
counties, the unemployment rates for men were
actually lower than those for women (see Figure
2—1). The lowa Department of Employment
Services projects labor force participation only for
multicounty Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) and
not for individual counties. Nevertheless, these

s , L
projections suggest that women’s participation

rates in the four-county study area will continue to
be well under the state average, possibly by as
much as six percentage points (lowa Department
of Employment Services 1992). Thus, although the
participation rates of women in the study area
have increased and are likely to continue to
increase, women have played a smaller role in the
regional labor force than they have in the state as
a whole.

We also examined how rural women’s employ-
ment is distributed by industrial sector in the state,
comparing data from the 1989 Current Population
Survey (CPS) to data from the telephone survey of
our study area (Table 2—-2). Note that these data are
not directly comparable, since they refer to differ-

Total unemployment rate

T T

If the projections for fe-
male labor force partici-

Cedar Rapids MSA

pation are correct, then Dubuque MSA

by 1996 women will

make up 49 percent of Waterloo MSA

jowa’s estimated em-

STATE OF IOWA E
ployment of 1,515,000

people. Overall then, Jones F

the movement of

women into the labor Benton

force has been respon-

sible for the continued Delawar

expansion of lowa’s la-
bor force during the

Buchanan

1980s (a period of state 35
population decline).

Figure 2—1 (a). Women as
percentage of labor force and of
total employment, 1990, by area

in the rural counties of
the study area, both the
labor force and those
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SOURCE: lowa Department of Employment Services (1991).
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Table 2-2. Occupation and industry of employed females in the U.S., rural lowa and the study area

(percent)
u.s.2
Urban Rural lowa rural? Study areaP
Occupation
Farming, forestry and fishing 0.4 3.1 2.5 2.1
Managerial and professional speciality 27.2 21.8 25.2 35.4
Technical, saies and administrative support 45.2 41.0 38.9 32.4
Service 17.5 19.2 22.9 14.7
Precision, production, craft, and repair 2.1 2.8 2.5 0.9
Operators, fabricators, and laborers 7.7 12.2 7.9 14.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Industry
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries 0.9 5.2 3.5 4.5
Mining 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0
Construction 1.7 2.3 1.1 1.5
Manufacturing 18.2 22.9 11.9 19.8
Transportation 6.7 5.2 2.6 57
Wholesale trade 3.7 3.1 2.0 2.4
Retail trade 27.8 28.6 19.7 9.0
Finance, insurance, and real estate 14.1 9.8 6.9 6.3
Services 19.7 16.8 48.2 43.5
Public administration 6.9 5.6 4.1 6.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCES: Data for U.S. from Department of Commerce (1989); for lowa, calculated from 1989 Current Population Survey

tapes; and for study area, from survey sample.

. ] i 3 citinm daks sivan | ic okt
Note: The occupational and industrial composition data given in this tab!
m

significantly, the data refer to different years and in the case of our sa

The CPS excludes those younger than 16.

21989,
b1991,

ent populations, and there are some differences
between the CPS definition of employed females
and our definition.* The table is therefore intended
for only the broadest of comparative purposes, to
highlight general patterns of women’s participa-
tion in industry.

There were some startling differences between the
rural U.S. and the four-county study area. Our
survey found far fewer women employed in the

41990 Census of Population data breaking down employment by sex
were not available at the time of writing. Unfortunately the sample
size of the Current Population Survey is much too small to provide
reliable breakdowns.
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e—most

are not directly comparabl
e r than 18.

ab
exclude women younge

e
pl

retail sector (or in technical, sales, and
administrative support occupations) than the CPS
reports for either rural America or rural lowa. In
part, this difference reflects overall employment
trends in the four-county region, where the retail
trade sector suffered a large employment decline
over the 1980s. On the other hand, our survey
found a far larger proportion of workers in the
service industry (43.5 percent) than the CPS reports
for the rural U.S. (19.7 percent), but a somewhat
smaller proportion than in rural lowa (48.2 percent).

Notice, however, that there were fewer women in
service occupations in the study area than in rural
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lowa or rural America. The reason is the occupa-
tional distribution of jobs within the service indus-
try. A large number of women who were classified
to the service industry were also classified to
managerial and professional specialty occupa-
tions. One further trend is worth noting. More
women were involved in manufacturing in the

(see Table 2-3). Of those who commuted to
Waterloo or Dubuque, almost two thirds were in
executive, managerial, professional, or admin-
istrative positions; the remainder were employed
primarily in offering other services. A much higher
proportion of respondents who commuted to
Waterloo or Dubuque were involved in those

sample than in rural lowa (a result
that appears to reflect manufactur-
ing job opportunities in Cedar Rap-
ids). The study area therefore had
significantly more women in the
operators, fabricators, and labor-
ersoccupations than did rural lowa.

We also compared rural women'’s
and men’s employment by indus-
trial sector in the state, again using
the 1989 CPS data. Again these are
rough comparisons only. In three
major industrial categories (agri-
culture; mining, construction, and
manufacturing; and transport, dis-
tribution, and communications)
men made up more than two thirds
of employees. Women made up
two thirds or more of all employees
in two industries (personal services
and professional services), and re-
tail trade also employed a majority
of women (54 percent), although
women made up 47 percent of
employed respondents. Break-
downs by gender were almost even
in predominantly “white-collar” in-
dustries (FIRE; business services;
and public administration). It is
clear that the study area reflects the
occupational segregation by gen-
dertypical of the national economy,
despite the relatively high propor-
tions of women in manufacturing.

Judging from the responses to our
telephone survey, Cedar Rapids,
Waterloo, Dubuque, and nonmet-
ropolitan places in our study area
represent three labor markets that
are sectorally and occupationally
quite different from one another
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Table 2-3. Industrial and occupational distribution
of employed respondents by place of work

(percent)
Cedar Waterloo &  Other
Total Rapids Dubuque  places
Industry
Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries 4.5 0 8.3 6.1
Construction 1.5 2.3 0 1.3
Durable goods 15.3 17.4 0 15.3
Non-durable goodbs 4.5 10.5 8.3 2.2
Transportation 5.7 9.3 16.7 3.9
Wholesale trade 2.4 2.3 0 2.6
Retail trade 9.0 7.0 8.3 10.0
Finance, insurance, and real estate 6.3 8.1 8.3 5.7
Business and services 4.2 4.7 8.3 3.9
Personal services 7.5 4.7 0 8.7
Entertainment 3.0 1.2 0 3.5
Professional services 29.0 29.1 41.7 27.9
Public Administration 6.9 2.3 0 8.7
Total (n=333) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Occupation
Executive and management 15.6 20.9 16.7 14.0
Professional specialty 20.1 22.1 8.3 19.7
Technicians 7.8 10.5 0 7.4
Sales 6.9 4.7 0 8.3
Administrative support 17.7 15.1 41.7 16.6
Private household service 2.7 1.2 0 3.5
Protective services 0.9 1.2 0.9
Other services 11.1 8.1 25.0 11.4
Precision production, craft workers 0.9 1.2 0.9
Machine operator, assembly 7.8 10.5 7.0
workers
Handlers, laborers, equipment 6.3 4.7 0 7.4
cleaners
Farming, forestry, fishing 2.1 0 8.3 2.6
Total (n=333) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.
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nonprofessional and nonmanagerial service
occupations. Since the number of respondents
working in Waterioo or Dubuque was small (a
total of 15), our sample here may be unrep-
resentative of the population commuting there.
Among those commuting to Cedar Rapids, women
were concentrated in manufacturing activities
(machine operators, assembly workers, and
technicians) and in executive, and
professional occupations. Ofthose who commuted
elsewhere (to nonmetropolitan areas), there were
fewer in executive, managerial, and professional
occupations and more in sales occupations.

managerial,

In summary, the restructuring experienced in the
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan labor markets
in the study area over the past decade is typical of
patterns identified in the Midwest as a whole.
Manufacturing employment, a predominantly
“masculine” sector, has declined both in traditional
industrial centers and in rural counties (except in
one county that gained assembly jobs).
Nevertheless, the data available indicate there
were more female manufacturing workers, fewer
service industry workers, and considerably fewer
retail workers in the study area than in rural lowa
asawhole (but more service industry workers than
the rural U.S. as a whole). The sample showed a
distinct concentration in professional services.
There was considerable gender segregation of the
work force. Women were concentrated in just a
few industries, especially personal and professional
services and retail trade. Finally, retail and
consumer services (predominantly “feminized”
sectors) have centralized in some metropolitan
areas, while white-collar employment has been
slightly decentralized to nonmetropolitan areas.
The Cedar Rapids job market has thus retained its
job base by growth in regional hub functions,
while nonmetropolitan markets have lost jobs in
most sectors.

Cender and employment

CONCLUSION

Women have become an increasingly significant

part of the labor force in rural lowa over the past
decade, a period of significant economic
restructuring. Economic change in the study area
is similar to changes identified at the larger regional
level, with declines in manufacturing employment
offset to some extent by increases in service sector
employment, a diverse employment category.
However, the study area is distinctive in that it
provides more manufacturing jobs and a slightly
smaller proportion of service jobs than does rural
lowa as a whole; it has also seen large losses in
retail employment.

Cedar Rapids offers rural residents of adjacent
counties a relatively stable job market. However,
sharp declines in employment in Waterloo (and
Dubuque) suggest that these two metropolitan
areas offer rural residents few job opportunities:
this suggestion was borne out in the responses to
our telephone survey. Thus, the extent to which
metropolitan adjacency benefits the residents of
the study area differs with the health of theaccessible
metropolitan labor market and the sector of
employment. Overlaid on this are the gender
segregation in specific sectors and the gendered
nature of job structure and job rewards.

While the growth of nonagricultural nmnlm/mem
and the declme of the family farm sector have
expanded rural women’s participation in the labor
market, economic restructuring has sharpened the
differences between rural and urban labor markets.
The restructuring outlined in this chapter has
affected men and women differently, and the
increasing disparity in the health of various
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan labor markets
has made commuting a central component of rural
residents” employment choices.






CHAPTER THREE
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

Although women in the rural Midwest now have
more employment opportunities, they continue to
be disadvantaged by underemployment, low
returns to education and experience, a narrower
range of job and thus of promotion opportunities,
and lower pay. These disadvantages persist even
after differences between urban and rural costs of
living are taken into account (McLaughlin and
Perman 1991; Bokemeier and Tickamyer 1985;
Little 1991) and form part of the context within
which rural women make decisions about
participating in the labor force. This chapter focuses
on the conditions under which women participate
in the labor force, comparing three groups of
survey respondents: those not in the wage labor
force, those in home-based paid work, and those

in the non-home-based wage labor force.

Specifically, the chapter seeks to answer the
following questions:

e What are the factors that differentiate these
three groups of respondents?

* What factors motivate the decision to
participate or not to participate in the labor
force?

In this chapter we address the issue of commuting
only for the first two groups, assessing the extent
to which perceived transportation costs influence
the decision not to work for wages outside the
home. Chapter Four examines the commuting
patterns of those in the traditional labor force in
detail.

Labor force participation

This chapter begins with a profile of the
demographic characteristics of the survey
respondents, comparing them with rural lowa
respondents to the Current Population Survey of
1989 to demonstrate the similarities between the
study area population and the state population.
Focusing on our survey respondents, we compare
those not in the labor force to those in the home-
based and non-home-based labor force. Next, we
examine respondents who are not in the labor
force inmore detail, drawing a distinction between
potential and unlikely recruits to the labor force
and analyzing the role of transportation barriers in
discouraging labor force participation. Home-
based workers are the focus of the subsequent
section; their rates of pay and job preferences are
compared with those of non-home-based workers,
and the extent to which the decision to work at
home is based on resistance to commuting is
assessed. Thefinal section of the chapter examines
the nature of participation in the traditional labor
force; we attempt to answer the following two
questions:

¢ Are different occupational and industrial
sectors characterized by significant
differences in job rewards, work patterns, or
human capital attributes?

* How does the work experience in

metropolitan labor markets differ from rural
labor markets?
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF
HOUSEHOLD SURVEY RESPONDENTS

This section outlines the patterns of labor force
participation revealed in our household survey
and compares the educational attainments, age
structure, and participation rates of respondents
with those in the sample of rural lowa women

nnnnn tad in the Crirreoni P 1ilatinn Sriryo
reported in the Current Population Survey (CPS) of

March 1989. We explore the relationships between
labor force participation and several demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics (including
household transportation resources) to develop a
coherent profile of our respondents. We compare
basic demographic data for women who are notin
the wage labor force, women who work at home
for wages (home-based workers), and women who
work outside the home for wages, either
part-time or full-time.

rural residents lack other means of transportation.
Only two percent of households did not have a car
available, and the vast majority (86.6 percent) had
two or more vehicles in their household. Almost
all respondents (96.7 percent) had a currentdriver’s
license; most of those without driver’s licenses
(68.4 percent) were 65 years or older. Overall, 95

percent of sample respondents had a car available
to them daily. The mean age of the car available
was 5.7 years (median flve years), and only 20
percent of respondents’ cars were more than ten
years old. We may conclude that the sample
population has a high level of personal mobility,
especially since a national study estimated that
only 39 percent of married working women have
a car available to them exclusively (Michelson

1983, 50).

Table 3—1. Comparison of survey sample with

The household survey sample and the CPS

Current Population Survey for rural lowa

found similar rates of women’s participation ~ (percent)
in the labor force: 59.3 percent ofour.study Survey Current Population
area respondents were currently active in sample? Surveyb
the waged labor force, as were 58.7 percent
Employment
of the CPS sample (see Table 3-1).
Unemployment rates were slightly higher Currently employed 593 287
in our sample (3.4 percent versus 2.0 Of which, part-time 30.0 31.3
percent), in part because 1991 was a Unemployed 3.4 2.0
recession year. Similar proportions of  Edycation
women were employed part-time (30 Some high school 95 8.6
percent of those currently employed in our ,
. High school graduat 49.5 56.1
sample and 31.3 percentof those in the CPS '8 school graduate
sample). The CPS does not collect data on Some college 30.9 20.6
those who earn income by working at College graduate 6.2 10.1
home, but this group formed 12.8 percent Postgraduate 3.9 4.6
of current workers in our sample. Age
_ 1810 19 1.8 3.0
The education levels of the two samples
- : 20 to 24 5.2 10.9
were similar, although our survey included
more detail about college and other tertiary 25 1o 34 25.4 26.0
education (see Table 3—1). Our sample 35to 44 27.6 22.5
included slightly fewer younger respondents 45 to 54 15.5 14.6
than the CPS sample, in part because we 55 to 64 14.3 14.7
interviewed only one woman from each 65 t0 70 10.2 8.3
household, whereas the CPS collects data
n 646 687

on every household member.

SOURCES: Data for study area from survey sample;

for rural lowa, calculated from 1989 CPS tapes.

Car ownership rates among respondents
were high, as might be expected since most
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Chi-square analysis of the four groups of
respondents (women who are not in the wage
labor force, women who work at home for wages,
and women who work outside the home for
wages, either part-time or full-time) revealed
significant differences along all demographic
dimensions; some of the results are summarized in
Table 3—2. As we may expect, a high proportion
(89.8 percent) of respondents over 65 years old
were notin the labor force, while a high proportion
of women between the ages of 25 and 55 (76
percent) were. Home-based work was most often
chosen by women between the ages of 25 and 45.

Women who chose home-based work were far
more likely to have children under the age of 18;
women who were not in the wage labor force were
least likely to have children at home (30 percent,
versus 50.2 percent of respondents overall). When
we exclude women who are unlikely to have

children at home because they are retired, this
finding remains intact: only 42.4 percent who
were notin the labor force had children. Significant
differences were found between the number of
women working part-time and the number working
full-time who had children athome, although both
groups were still more likely to have children than
were women under age 65 who were not in the
labor force. Home-based workers were slightly
more likely than other respondents to be married,
and women not in the labor force were more likely
to be widowed (again, mostly because of the age
distribution).

There was a significant relationship between
educational level and labor force participation.
Nearly two thirds of respondents without a high
school diploma were not in the labor force; when
retired respondents are excluded, those without a
high school diploma made up 14.1 percent of

Table 3—2. Demographic profile by labor force participation

(percent)
Not in labor  Home-based Non-home-based workers
force workers Part-time Full-time X2
Household characterisitcs
With children 30.0 79.6 67.0 59.3 82.38""
Living on farms 39.5 449 31.9 31.3
Education 37.34™F
Some high school 15.3 0 7.8 6.0
High school graduate 51.3 53.1 53.9 43.8
Some college 26.8 34.7 29.6 35.5
College graduate 4.6 10.2 4.3 8.3
Postgraduate 1.9 2.0 4.3 6.5
Age 192.38™*
18 to 24 6.2 6.1 7.0 7.1
25 to 34 16.7 28.6 26.3 30.3
35 to 44 11.2 42.9 34.2 35.5
45 to 54 9.7 8.2 21.1 18.5
55 to 64 221 10.2 7.9 6.6
Over 65 34.1 4.1 3.5 1.9
n 258 49 114 21

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.
NOTE: xz significance denoted by: "< 0.01; <0.05.

Labor force participation
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nonparticipants. However, three quarters of those
with more than a high school education were
employed outside the home, and they were more
likely than others in the sample to be employed
full-time. Surprisingly, a larger proportion (46.9
percent) of home-based workers than of the sample
as a whole (40.9 percent) had some tertiary
education or a college qualification. Home-based
workers were also far more likely to live on a farm
than were other respondents. Less than a third of
women employed outside the home were farm
dwellers, and no differences were discernible by
part or full-time status.

There were significant differences in household
income by respondents’ labor force status (see
Table 3-3). More than half (53.8 percent) of
respondents not in the labor force lived in
households earning $20,000 or less annually,
compared to 38.2 percent of all respondents and
only 25.9 percent of respondents employed outside
the home. Those employed outside the home were
more likely to live in households with annual
incomes of more than $50,000 (17.1 percent) than
were respondents not in the labor force (4.1
percent). Full-time employees were much more
likely to live in households with higher annual
incomes. Evidently women’s labor force

Table 3-3. Distribution of household income
by labor force participation
(percent)

participation has a substantial impact on a
household’s financial well-being.

While most respondents (95 percent) had a car
available to them daily, nearly ten percent of those
not in the labor force had no car available, and
6.9 percentdid not have a currentdriver’s license
(see Table 3—4). The greatest difference in trans-
portation resources was in the age of car available:
of those not in the labor force and those employed
part-time, nearly a third had a car in the highest
age quartile (over eight years old), while less than
20 percent of those employed full-time had cars
that old. Part-time workers had transportation
resources that were more limited or of lower
quality than did home-based workers.

Each of the four groups of respondents had a
distinctive demographic profile. Those not
participating in the waged labor force were more
likely than other respondents to be between 25
and 44 years old or to have dependent children at
home; they were more likely to have less education
and to live in poorer households. Home-based
workers were more likely than other respondents
to live on a farm and have children at home; their
age distribution was similar to that of non-home-
based workers and their education levels were
high. Part-time and full-time workers
had similar age and education
profiles, but part-timers were more
likely to live in poorer households,
to have dependent children, and to

_ Non-home-based have less access to reliable
) Notin  Home-based - workers - transportation. The remainder of this
Household income labor force  workers Part-time  Full-time .
chapter examines each group of
Less than $10,000 25.9 0 15.5 2.7 respondents in more detail, focusing
$10,000 to $20,000 27.9 27.8 19.0 18.8 on the reasons for nonparticipation
$20,000 to $30,000 27.2 27.8 34.5 26.8 in the traditional labor force and on
$30,000 to $40,000 1.6 27.8 15.5 19.6 the JOb characteristics of labor force
$40,000 to $50,000 3.4 1.1 8.6 9.8 participants.
$50,000 to $60,000 0.7 5.6 0 10.7
$60,000 to $70,000 1.4 0 1.7 45 Women not in the labor force
$70,000 to $100,000 0 0 3.4 7.1 Nonparticipants in the labor force
More than $100,000 2.0 0 1.7 0 are an importantfocus for discussion
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 since some of them are potential

SOuRCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: xz score for household income by labor force participation

was 86.57 (significant at p<0.01).
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future labor force entrants.
Apparently nonparticipants are more
likely than women who earn wages
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Table 3-4. Household transportation resources
by labor force participation
{percent unless otherwise indicated)

able to be employed outside the
home under the right conditions,
one of which would be availability

Non-home-based

of specialized transportation.

Notin  Home- workers

labor  based  Part-  Full- The respondents not in the labor

force workers timers timers 2 or F force were divided into two groups:
Car available daily 90.9%  98.0% 96.6% 98.6% 30.14""  those for whom incentives to enter
Mean car age (years) 5.9 5.7 6.7 5.0 3 57F the fabor force would be irrelevant
Car over 8 years old 313%  26.1% 32.7% 17.3% 20.04"  and those who might be attracted

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

% ~a K
denoted by: "~ < 0.01; "<0.05.

<0.01; t<0.05.

NOTE: xz significance

[9)
F-score significance denoted by:

to live in poorer households; the need for more
income may become an important incentive for
labor force participation. This section focuses on
the explanations respondents gave for not being in
the labor force (see Figure 3.1), which represent a
set of constraints that employers may have to
overcome fo attract new entrants.

Figure 3—1 distinguishes primary reasons
for not being in the labor force from all
reasons mentioned. When we exclude
respondents who were retired or helping
run a family farm or business, “taking care
of dependents” and “taking care of home”
were the reasons most frequently mentioned
by respondents. Those respondents who
have been temporarily or permanently laid
off can be assumed to be willing future
participants, as can those in school. Those
who gave as their primary reason being
retired, running a family business or farm,
or having no financial need, probably have
fewer incentives to take up waged labor.!
We can assume that the remaining
respondents could be attracted into the
labor force under the right conditions. 11l or
disabled workers are a special case; we did
not collect sufficient detail on this group of
respondents to enable us to determine which
of the disabled group would be willing or

! For those engaged in running a family farm or business,

this statement assumes that the farm or business will
continue to provide an adequate household income; as
argued earlier, many family farms depend upon off-farm
income earned by at least one household member.

Labor force participation

Helping run a family farm

Taking care of children

Transportation costs too high

No suitable work available

Daycare costs too high

into the labor force in the future. We
compared these two groups on
several dimensions to develop a
better understanding of the
differences between likely and
unlikely labor force recruits. Most potential
participants (57.1 percent) had children under age
18; however, a similar percentage of full-time
workers and a higher percentage of part-time
workers also had children under age 18. Potential
participants were much more likely than other
nonparticipants to be under 55 years old; nearly
half were younger than 35. The majority (85.5

-

Taking care of home :

Retired ¢

!
]

o financial need

Il or disabled

Lack skills for jobs

Going to school [
- Reason mentioned

Pregnant

Primary reason

Permanent layoff E

Temporary Iayof
Receiving AFDCﬁ
, T

T T T T

50 75 100 125 150 175
Number of times cited

0 25

Figure 3—1. Primary and all reasons cited for not
being in the labor force

Source: Data for study area from survey sample.
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percent) of potential participants had a high school
diploma or some college education, but few (3.6
percent) were college graduates and the remainder
(10.8 percent) had not graduated from high school.

Potential labor force participants were more likely
than other nonparticipants to name transportation
costs as a reason for not being in the labor force
(16.7 percent). A smaii number of nonparticipants
mentioning transportation as a reason did not have

access to a car (three respondents) or a driver’s
license (four respondents), but most (68 percent)
lived in households with two or more cars. Still,
car availability was lower than for the sample
population as a whole. Only 64 percent of those
mentioning transportation as a barrier had a car
available to them daily, compared to 95 percent of
respondents overall. The age of the car available
also differed significantly; 75 percent of
nonparticipants who mentioned transportation as
a barrier had a car more than five years old (the
median car age for the sample).

We may conclude that this group of respondents,
although small in number, is relatively trans-
portation disadvantaged. Although transportation
is not the primary reason potential workers do not
enter the labor force, itis a contributing reason that
policy needs to address if women’s labor force
participation rates and labor market choices are to
grow in the future.

Home-based workers

Home-based work is one strategy that women
have always used to combine wage-earning with
domestic responsibilities. Recent technological
advances such as sophisticated telecommunica-
tions networks and increased access to personal
computers and fax machines enable automated
office work to be decentralized into the home. In
addition, as more women have entered the tradi-
tional labor force, there are more opportunities to
commercialize home-based services such as child-
and elderly-care in the home (in addition to crafts
and domestic services such as sewing and baking).

Home-based work can offer the flexibility and the
autonomy women lack in the regular work force;
however, its benefits can be overstated, as it does

26

noteliminate child care responsibilities and usually
provides much lower wages than other forms of
work (Fethke and Willie-Sutton 1989). Home-
based workers have reported in national surveys
thatthey would rather work athome than notatall,
butthat combining home-based work and domestic
responsibilities creates stress and social isolation
and reduces opportunities for career advancement
(Christiansen 1985, 57). Home-based assembly or
manufacturing work has been criticized as leading
to potentially unsafe working conditions, and the
potential for violation of minimum wage, overtime,
and child labor laws, especially when earnings are
on a piecework basis (Christiansen 1985, 55;
Gringeri 1991). Employers see home-based work
as creating advantages for the firm, including short
turnaround times for piecework, less personnel
turnover, increased productivity and accuracy,
and reduced costs for office space, peak hour
computer usage, and employee “downtime”
(Christiansen 1985, 55).

More than half (57 percent) of respondents who
were engaged in home-based work also had jobs
outside the home; only a small proportion of
employed respondents (5.4 percent) were engaged
in home-based work exclusively. Nevertheless,
home-based work is a source of earnings that
could otherwise only be obtained by a second job
outside the home. This section examines the types
of work our respondents perform at home, their
domestic responsibilities (as indicated by children
and marital status), the hourly pay rates of different
types of work, and the reasons our respondents
gave for choosing home-based work over other
jobs.

As Figure 3—2 shows, the largest proportion (nearly
30 percent) of home-based workers described
their occupation as “arts and crafts” (including
activities like sewing and baking), closely followed
by child care or other dependent-care services (25
percent of home-based workers). Farm-related
work, clerical work, data processing, professional
free-lance work, and sales activities accounted for
the remainder of occupations. Most home-based
workers (77 percent) were self-employed, as we
might expect given the kinds of work respondents
engaged in. Child care or dependent-care workers
were most likely to be self-employed (91.7 percent)
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Child or
dependent care

Clerical or
freelance

Arts &
crafts

Sales

Farm-related
work

Of which: self-employed

Total

workers discussed above.
Hourly pay rates did differ
by type of work (as shown
in Figure 3—2 (b)), but no
statistically significant
relationship was found.

Self-employed workers
ten |upd to earn !eSb onaver-
age than those who worked
for an employer ($3.54
compared to $4.13), and
those for whom home-

based work was the sole

I T T I T ] ; T T ! T T r T T
0 3 6 9 12 15
Number

Figure 3-2 (a). Total and self-
employed home-based workers,

by type by type

Source: Data for study area from
survey sample.

and to have children. As was mentioned above,
home-based workers were more likely than other
respondents to have children under 18, although
this was less evident for women involved in farm-
related work. Only sales and farm-related workers
were more likely to live on a farm; child care and

face lilka [,
dependent-care workers were less likely to be

farm-based.

Home-based work is an effective strategy to reduce
the costs in time and money that commuting
imposes, but the savings may not compensate for
the substantially lower hourly earnings of home-
based work (an average of $3.51 per hour versus
anaverage of $7.48 for non-home-based workers).
Child care and farm-related workers earned
substantially below the average for home-based
workers, while sales and “arts and crafts” workers
earned more than the average. However, even
home-based sales workers received hourly pay
rates lower than sales workers in the regular work
force ($5.48 per hour versus $7.94 per hour). For
all other occupations, home-based employment
imposed substantial costs in foregone earnings, an
especially striking disparity given the similarity in
education of home-based and non-home-based

Labor force participation

Figure 3—2 (b). Mean hourly
pay for home-based workers,

Source: Data for study area from
survey sample.

source of income earned
slightly more than those
with another job. There was
no significant relationship
between hourly pay rate
and educational level; in
fact, the highest-earning
category of home-based re-
spondents were those with
onlyahigh school diploma.

Dollars

The reason most frequently given for working at
home was the flexibility of hours, followed by
ability to supplement earnings and availability of
facilities (see Figure 3—3). Respondents who named
transportation costs as an important reason for
working at home (35.4 percent) were more likely
to earn less than median hourly rates for home-
based workers (66.7 percent earned less than the
median) and were more likely to be in “arts and
crafts” or child care and dependent-care
occupations than were home-based workers as a
whole. They were also more likely to be self-
employed (88.2 percent) and to have only one
source of earnings (76.5 percent). They did not
lack transportation resources; all had driver’s
licenses, and all exceptone had a vehicle available
daily. However, they did tend to come from low-
to moderate-income households; those reporting
household income were in households earning
between $10,000 and $30,000 annually. Their
educational attributes were similar, however, to
those of other home-based workers: all were high
school graduates, and 41.2 percent had more than
a high school diploma. We may speculate that this
group of respondents would find employment in
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Figure 3—3. Reasons for choosing home-based work

Source: Data for study area from survey sample.

the traditional labor force more attractive if some
of the constraints on distance could be overcome.

The survey asked respondents to
rate the importance of six job
attributes on a scale from not
important to very important; these
attributes were job status, security,
pay, convenience of commuting
distance, job satisfaction, and
availability of benefits. We analyzed
the responses for home-based and
non-home-based workers (see Table
3-5). Those employed outside the
home were twice as likely as home-
based workers to value job status
highly; 50 percent more of those
working outside the home valued
benefits and pay highly. As might be
expected, 50 percent more home-
based workers placed a high value
on short commuting distance. The
two groups were closest on their
evaluation of job satisfaction and job
security, which received high ratings
from a large majority of respondents.

The choice to work at home clearly
reflects substantial differences in
individual preferences, with
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resistance to commuting an importantfactor
for three quarters of home-based workers.
Flexibility and autonomy are important
reasons why women choose to work at
home; cost savings (for overheads of self-
employed individuals and for
transportation) are taken into consideration
by a number of respondents. However,
home-based workers earn substantially less
than those who work outside the home,
and itis likely that some of those employed
solely in home-based work would find
traditional employment opportunities more
attractive if transportation barriers could
be lowered.

Respondents working
outside the home

Employees in the traditional (non-home-

based) labor force are frequently discussed as a
single category, butouranalysis reveals distinctions

Table 3-5. Evaluations of job attributes by location of employment

(percent who rated each attribute as not, moderately, or very important)

Not Moderately Very
important important important

job status

Home-based 29.6 40.7 29.6

Non-home-based 11.8 27.3 60.9
Job security

Home-based 7.4 22.2 70.4

Non-home-based 5.7 8.1 86.2
Pay

Home-based 17.9 32.1 50.0

Non-home-based 8.7 16.5 74.8
Commuting

Home-based 18.5 7.4 74.1

Non-home-based 19.5 31.2 49.2
Satisfaction

Home-based 3.6 17.9 78.6

Non-home-based 3.0 10.2 86.8
Benefits

Home-based 39.3 17.9 42.9

Non-home-based 19.2 14.4 66.4

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.
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among women workers. The firstand most obvious
is the distinction between part- and full-time
employees which was briefly outlined in the
demographic profile presented above., Other
important differences are those between women
working in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan job
markets and between women in different
occupational and industrial categories. This section
traces the relationships between occupational
sector, job rewards, work patterns, job location,
and human capital attributes.

job rewards are defined as pay (measured at an
hourly rate to standardize the effect of different
work patterns) and health or retirement benefits. 2
It has been suggested that the new delineation of
poor and nonpoor workers is between those who
receive health benefits and those who do not; the
crucial role of health benefits in predicting longer
journeys to work that our data suggests (discussed
in Chapter Five) supports this argument.

Work patterns are defined as part-time or full-time
status, regularity of work hours from week to
week, seasonality (part-year work), and number of
days worked per week. As more women have
entered the labor force, work patterns have become
more flexible; substantial numbers of our
respondents worked nonstandard hours, which
has implications for their commuting patterns and
for transportation policy options.

Human capital attributes are defined in two ways:
tenure with current employer and level of
education. Another measure of work experience
would be the length of time an individual can be
assumed to have been in the labor force, calculated
as the difference between the individual’s age and
her years of education (plus six). This measure has
some features to recommend it; workers with
valuable experience have not necessarily been
with the same employer continuously. However,
for women re-entering the labor force or making a
career change, this measure can be misleading if
it is the only indicator of labor force experience.
Length of tenure with current employer measures
experience and seniority in the specific job
examined in this analysis, and is thus used in

2 Detailed definitions of the calculation of hourly pay rates and other
variables are provided in Appendix C,
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preference to the measure of total estimated
experience.

JOB CHARACTERISTICS BY
OCCUPATIONAL AND
INDUSTRIAL SECTOR

Chi-square analysis and analysis of variance were
performed for a range of variables across eight
occupational and eight industrial sectors. Some
key characteristics of jobs in each occupational
sector are summarized in Table 3-6. Service and
sales occupations were, unsurprisingly, the least
likely to offer health and retirement benefits, the
most likely to require irregular hours (or offer
flexible hours), and the most likely to offer part-
time employment. Professionals, clerical
personnel, skilled blue-collar workers, and
technicians were slightly more likely than others to
receive health and/or retirement benefits. Clerical
workers were more likely to be employed part-
time. Executives, technicians, and skilled blye-
collar workers were more likely to be employed
full-time with regular hours from week to week,
(There were no differences in job structure between
professionals or less-skilled blue-collar workers
and respondents overall).

No significant differences were found between
occupational categories and length of tenure with
employer, but our other human capital variable—
level of education—did exhibit a significant
relationship with some occupational categories.
Professionals and technicians were most likely to
have a four-year qualification or more, while
clerical workers were likely to have some post-
high school education. Skilled blue-collar workers
and sales workers were most likely to be high
school graduates, while service workers and less-
skilled blue-collar workers were likely to have less
education than other occupational groups. Very
similar patterns were detected in the analysis by
industrial sector.

Interestingly, hourly rates of pay showed no
significantrelationship with either the occupational
orindustrial sector. Workers in clerical occupations
were notably better rewarded than those in
executive or managerial occupations; they were
more likely to receive health and retirement benefits
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Table 3-6. Selected job characteristics by occupation and industry

(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Benefits received Hours worked Mean hourly  Seasonal

health retirement part-time regular pay (dollars)  workers
Total sample 48.5 50.9 34 .4 65.5 7.51 18.4
Occupational sectors
Executive 48.1 45.1 15.4 69.2 7.48 7.7
Professional 51.5 65.2 34.8 68.2 8.36 31.8
Technician 50.0 65.4 231 61.5 7.97 7.7
Sales 34.8 21.7 59.1 43.5 7.94 4.3
Clerical 64.4 60.3 39.0 69.5 8.39 22.4
Service 22.4 31.3 54.2 53.1 6.18 20.8
Skilled blue collar 71.4 67.9 17.2 86.2 6.07 10.3
Unskilled blue collar 41.4 35.7 34.5 65.5 6.43 241
2 or F-score 28.88"" 32.22™ 29.29™" 15.39" 0.91 21.03™
Industrial sectors
Agriculture 35.0 21.1 40.0 50.0 8.72 15.0
Manufacturing 69.7 60.9 21.5 78.8 6.70 18.2
Transportation and wholesale 69.2 59.3 30.8 70.4 7.99 3.7
Retail 36.7 27.6 46.7 36.7 6.31 6.9
Finance, insurance, and real estate 60.0 57.1 17.1 77.1 7.97 8.6
Personal services 20.0 20.0 62.9 57.1 7.86 14.3
Professions 47.9 63.2 34.4 67.7 7.70 32.6
Public administration 20.8 54.2 37.5 58.3 7.56 16.7
2 or F-score 41,93 37.76"" 24.5" 2225 0.41 22.92™"

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.
y Y P
*

NOTE: xz significance denoted by: "< 0.01; "<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: T1<0.01;T<0.05.

and earned higher hourly pay, even though a
larger proportion were part-timers. These results
suggest that respondents in executive and
managerial occupations were concentrated in lower
level, more feminized jobs within the category. It
is also remarkable that skilled blue-collar workers
received the lowest pay rates of any occupational
category, although they were the most likely to
receive health and retirement benefits and were
more likely to be employed year round than were
clerical, service, or unskilled blue-collar
employees. Although education levels were
significantly related to occupational categories,
educational qualifications were not necessarily
reflected in hourly pay rates by occupation.
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Job location

One of the most important distinguishing variables
to emerge from our analysis was location of jobs
in metropolitan or nonmetropolitan areas. As
Table 3—7 shows, a higher proportion of
metropolitan employees were in the manufacturing,
transportation and distribution, business services,
and professional industries. Nonmetropolitan
employees were more likely to be in the retail,
personal services, and public administration
sectors. Occupational breakdowns showed similar
profiles, with traditional “pink-collar” occupations
(sales, service, and clerical) concentrated in
nonmetropolitan locations.
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Table 3-7. Distribution of respondents, mean hourly pay, and health benefit coverage,

by location of work-site and industry
(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Respondents Mean hourly pay Receive health benefits
Sector Metro  Nonmetro Metro Nonmetro Metro Nonmetro
Agriculture 3.0 7.3 $5.43 $9.37 66.7 29.4
Manufacturing 24.8 17.7 $7.68 $6.26 88.0 58.5
Transportation and wholesale 11.9 6.5 $8.83 $7.08 100.0 429
Retail 6.9 9.9 $4.72 $6.77 71.4 26.1
Finance, insurance, and real estate 12.9 9.5 $7.98 $7.96 69.2 54.5
Personal services 5.0 12.9 $4.55 $8.22 40.0 16.7
Professions 31.7 27.6 $7.30 $7.88 56.3 43.8
Public administration 4.0 8.6 $4.17 $7.75 50.0 15.0
Total 100.0 100.0 $7.27 $7.56 71.3 38.5
2 or F-score 15.78" 0.37 18.38" 24.23™

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

Note: 2 significance denoted by: < 0.01; *<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: TT<0.01;1<0.05.

Job structures differed significantly by location.
Nonmetropolitan jobs were nearly twice as likely
as metropolitan jobs to be part-time and were
much less likely to offer health (and to some extent
retirement) benefits. Hourly pay showed no
significant differences by location of job.

We explored the relationship between hourly pay
and industrial or occupational sector further,
preaking down sectors by metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan job location. There was
substantial variation in the direction of change
between sectors, but no statistically significant
relationship was detected. Respondents in
executive or managerial, service, and skilled blue-
collar occupations had higher hourly rates of pay
in metropolitan jobs; sales, clerical, and unskilled
blue-collar workers received better pay in
nonmetropolitan jobs. In the breakdown by industry
(in Table 3-7), there was no difference between
job locations for employees in the finance,
insurance, and real estate sector (FIRE) or in the
business services sector. Respondents in
manufacturing and in transport and distribution
had higher rates of pay in metropolitan locations.
All other industrial sectors had lower rates of pay
in metropolitan locations. Few employees in the
retail, personal services, and public administration
sectors had jobs in metropolitan locations, but

Labor force participation

those who did received much lower rates of pay
than similar employees in nonmetropolitan
locations.> However, few of these differences
were statistically significant, because the numbers
of respondents in the metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan categories varied widely. In only
two sectors did a t-test reveal a significant difference
in mean hourly pay by job location: retail trade
(p<.05) and the subsector of nondurable
manufacturing (p<.01).

The differential rewards of metropolitan job
locations are far clearer when we consider receipt
of health benefits. The availability of health benefits
was differentby sector, and the differences became
even more pronounced when we differentiated
between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan jobs
ineach sector. A chi-square analysis of proportions
was performed to examine the significance of
these differences. In the manufacturing,
transportation and distribution, and retail sectors,
metropolitan employees were significantly more
likely to receive health benefits (p<.05); differences
were not significant in other sectors.

it appears that metropolitan labor markets are
more attractive only for workers in particular

3 It should be noted that service occupations are not equivalent to
the personal service industry.
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industrial sectors, notably in manufacturingand in
transport and distribution, where greater human
capital attributes receive better job rewards. More
feminized industrial sectors and occupations (such
as clerical or administrative support occupations,
retail, personal services and public administration
industries) offer better returns to human capital in
nonmetropolitan locations, and relatively few
workers in these sectors had jobs
metropolitan areas. Although respondents in our
study area were not as segregated by broad occu-
pational group as are workers in some labor pools,
the data support arguments presented in Chapter
Two that a high proportion of women'’s jobs are
part-time, involve flexible or irregular hours, and
provide only a narrow range of job rewards for
workers of different skill levels. It is noteworthy
that, in the service, clerical, and unskilled blue-
collar sectors, rates of seasonality and part-time
employment are higher than in other occupational
categories and that pay is relatively low in the
higher status white-collar executive or managerial
positions and in skilled blue-collar occupations.
We may conclude that metropolitan labor markets
offer better job rewards than nonmetropolitan
markets mainly in nonfeminized sectors.

located in

Part-time and seasonal employees

To what extent are non-home-based workers
underemplioyed—that is, working part-time or
seasonal jobs? Some workers may prefer
underemployment, and some jobs (for instance,
teaching or agricultural employment) may be
necessarily seasonal in their structure. It is
impossible to determine what proportion of workers
who are employed part-time or seasonally would
prefer to work more hours: national surveys of all
workers suggest that 73 percent of part-time
employees (both men and women, although
women make up a larger proportion of part-timers)
prefer part-time employment (Morrissey 1990).
Nevertheless, part-time workers do represent a
pool of potential recruits to full-time, full-year
employment in some sectors. Since there are
substantial differences in household income
between part-time and full-time workers (discussed
in the first section of this chapter), current part-
time employees may have a strong incentive to
expand their participation.

32

As we have already seen, some industrial and
occupational sectors (particularly those con-
centrated in nonmetropolitan locations) are more
likely to employ part-time workers. Table 3—6
distinguishes between full-year and part-year
employees, showing a significant relationship
between seasonality and occupational orindustrial
sector. Professional, clerical, service and unskilled
blue-collar workers were more likely than the
population as a whole to be employed less than
year-round. Among industries, only professional
sector workers were likely to be seasonal (probably
representing the high proportion of employees in
education, which is predominantly seasonal).
Respondents employed in the retail sector were
less likely than others to be seasonal. This finding
probably reflects the timing of the survey; September
is unlikely to be a peak retail-employment season,
butitis likely to be a peak professional-employment
season. No relationship was detected between
seasonality and hourly pay or availability of health
and retirement benefits, again probably reflecting
the high proportion of seasonal employees in the
professional sector. When we excluded seasonal
workers in professional industries, some
relationship with health benefits was evident (only
30 percentof nonprofessional seasonal employees
received health benefits, significant at the .05
level) and a weak relationship with hourly pay
emerged (80 percent of seasonal non-professional
workers and 58.7 percent of full-year
nonprofessional workers earn less than $6.75 an
hour, a difference significant at the .10 level).
Overall, 43.3 percent of nonprofessional seasonal
workers were part-timers. There was a significant
relationship between seasonality and location of
job: 80 percent of all seasonal workers were
employed in nonmetropolitan locations. We
speculate that nonprofessional seasonal workers
and a proportion of part-time workers represent an
underemployed group of labor force participants
who may have incentives to expand their labor
force participation in the future.

The location of jobs (in metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan markets) is one of the most
consistent features distinguishing part-time and
full-time employees, job structure, and job rewards.
This finding augments that reported by McLaughlin
and Perman (1991) and highlights the complex
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relationships between job location, occupational
and industrial sector, and the human capital
attributes of respondents. Overali, the evidence
presented here suggests that metropolitan labor
markets provide significantly better rewards only
in those sectors where men traditionally
predominate (in manufacturing and in
transportation and distribution). For traditionally

pink-collarsectors (personal services, retail, public -

administration), nonmetropolitan jobs provide
better rewards than metropolitan ones and involve
much lower commuting costs; as we might expect,
metropolitan jobs in these sectors attract very few
women workers from rural areas.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has described the demographic
characteristics of survey respondents, distinguishing
among those in the home-based labor force, those
earning wages outside the home, and those not in
the wage labor force. Educational level was found
to be the most important variable distinguishing
participants from nonparticipants in the labor
force, rather than (as might be hypothesized)
marital status or presence of children under
eighteen. However, home-based workers were
more likely to have children than women in either
of the other categories. Those notin the labor force
were more likely to live in poorer households, and
full-time workers lived in weaithier households
than part-timers or home-based employees. These
differences reflect the contribution that women’s
earnings make to household income. Overall,
home-based workers earned significantly less per
hour than non-home-based workers.

When respondents who were retired were excluded
from the analysis, domestic responsibilities were

Labor force participation

the most important reason rural women gave for
not being in the labor force and for being engaged
in home-based work. But no significant differences
in domestic responsibilities were found between
those in the non-home-based labor force and
those not participating in the labor force.
Differences in domestic responsibilities were
detected between part-time and full-time
employees and between those in the home-based
and non-home-based labor forces. The presence
of children under eighteen appears more likely to
influence the choice of job structure than the
choice between participation and nonparticipation.
However, the importance of this factor is not clear,
since only slightly less than 60 percent of full-time
workers have children at home.

Transportation costs were a contributing but not a
primary reason why a substantial minority of
respondents did not work outside the home. While
the mobility of the sample population was extremely
high (especially compared to national estimates)
and very few had no access to a vehicle, the
analysis did highlight a small group of relatively
transportation-disadvantaged respondents who had
only intermittent access to a car or had older and
thus less reliable transportation.

Job location was an important factor: workers in
metropolitan jobs were more likely to be full-time,
full-year employees and to receive better job
rewards (in hourly pay rates and in receipt of
health and retirement benefits) than employees in
nonmetropolitan locations, butonly in some occu-
pations and industries. Potentially underemployed
respondents were more likely to be in the
nonmetropolitan labor market. However, the better
job rewards obtained by metropolitan employees
must be balanced against their longer work trips.
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CHAPTER FOUR
COMMUTING PATTERNS

Rural women'’s experiences in metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan labor markets are not uniform;
economic restructuring has differentiated the
structure and rewards of jobs on the basis of both
sectoral specialization and access to metropolitan
labor markets. Metropolitan labor markets may
offer more diverse job choices and better rewards
than nonmetropolitan markets, but they do notdo
so for all women. Studies of rural residents have
rarely addressed the commuting burden entailed
by jobs in metropolitan locations. Longer work
trips may be especially onerous for women, given
the greater burden they generally bear in the
domestic division of labor. Thus, a satisfactory
answer to the question “Are all rural women better
off in metropolitan labor markets?” must take into
account the extent to which better rewards
compensate for higher commuting costs.

This chapter examines the commuting patterns of
respondents who participate in the labor force
outside the home, again differentiating these
patterns by occupational and industrial sector and
by job structure and rewards. Proportional measures
assess the cost and time burdens that commuting
imposes on different categories of workers.

In Chapter One we argued that there is a close
connection between labor force participation and
commuting behavior. Existing research on women’s
participation in the labor force (discussed in Chapter
Two) enables us to draw the following broad
conclusions:

Commuting patterns

*  Women workers are more occupationally
segregated than men (that is, they are more
likely to be employed in occupations and
industries with a high proportion of female
workers);

* Women receive fewer job rewards for
increments of investment in human capital
than men do (that is, women’s pay increases
less for the same increments of experience
and education than does men'’s pay); and

* Women receive lower pay than men do, and
lower pay is associated with gender
segregation of the labor force.

Studies of rural women’s labor force participation
have concluded that women who work in more
isolated job markets are more concentrated in
segregated occupations and industries (Semyonov
1983). Other research has found that variations in
job structure accounted for 20 percent of the
earnings gap between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan workers (both male and female).
Between 1977 and 1987, differences in the rate of
return on human capital characteristics and job
attributes became more important in explaining
the earnings gap between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan women workers (McLaughlin and
Perman 1991). Residents of rural counties adjacent
to metropolitan areas have more rewarding job
opportunities than those available to residents of
more remote rural counties, but better jobs require
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substantially longer commuting distances (Fuguitt
1991). Many of these conclusions are supported
by the survey findings discussed in the previous
chapter: metropolitan employees in some
occupational and industrial sectors earn higher
hourly pay than their counterparts in
nonmetropolitan jobs, and in most sectors
metropolitan workers are more likely to receive

P e ratiranan Ao
health and retirement benefits than

P T o

WOIKers in

nonmetropolitan jobs.

Comparative research on men’s and women’s
commuting patterns has produced the following
conclusions:

e Although studies during the 1970s found
some relationship between the length of the
trip to work and women’s domestic
responsibilities (Ericksen 1977; Madden
1981; Fox 1983), more recent research has
tended to reject the hypothesis that women
choose more convenient job locations
because of their home responsibilities
(Hanson and Johnston 1985; Wekerle and
Rutherford 1988; Gordon, Kumar, and
Richardson 1989).

¢ Women have shorter journeys to work than
men because they receive fewer increments
in pay for each additional mile travelled,
when human capital characteristics are held
constant in the analysis (Wekerle and
Rutherford 1988; Mclafferty and Preston
1991; Dubin 19971; Simpson 1987);
consequently, women have weaker
incentives to commute fong distances.

e  Women have shorter journeys to work
because the occupations and industries in
which they are concentrated are distributed
more evenly through residential areas, while
the sectors in which men predominate tend
to be concentrated in particular locations
(Hanson and Johnston 1985).

e Studies have shown that urban white women
travel shorter distances to work than white
men, but other comparative studies have
shown thatblack and Hispanic women travel
further to work than do white men or women
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and that their rates of pay are consistently
lower (McLafferty and Preston 1991; Cooke
and Shumway 1991).

We did not identify any systematic studies of rural
women’s commuting patterns, but the last finding
above suggests that patterns of commuting that
have been well documented for white urban

[aaTaY l'j aal nt hl'\ f" Ff amnang f\‘rh i o
WwOomen ana imen Mmay notoe evident amot 18 Olner

groups of workers. A study of rural male
manufacturing workers employed in a rural lllinois
plant did not find the relationships usually
hypothesized between earnings, socioeconomic

~ status, job tenure, and work trip length (Clemente

and Summers, 1975). Gender-specific disparities
in distance travelled to work may not be as
noticeable in rural areas. Comparisons between
our survey respondents and 1990 census data for
our study area (discussed below) suggest that rural
women are as likely to travel long distances as are
rural men.

Previous research on women’s travel patterns has
compared male and female commuters and made
the useful point that women’s travel patterns differ
from those of men. However, this research treats
women workers as an undifferentiated group.'
While itis true that women as a whole experience
substantial wage and other forms of discrimination
in the job market when compared to men, the
increasing numbers of women who have entered
the labor market in recent decades and the
restructuring that both urban and rural labor markets
have undergone, suggest that the work experiences
(and job rewards) of women workers have become
more, not less, differentiated. Research designs
that focus on comparisons between men and
women frequently fail to grasp this diversity.
Consequently, while we introduce some
comparisons in the form of aggregate census data
on the journey to work, our primary focus is on the
distinctions thatemerge between groups of women
workers in our study area.

The first section of the chapter analyzes the
commuting patterns reported by survey respondents
and links these patterns with the occupation and

T Notable exceptions here include Rosenbloom (1987) and Hanson
and Johnston (1985).
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employmentdata discussed inthe previous chapter.
We begin with a profile of commuting distance
and time for workers in metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan job locations and then profile
commuting patterns by occupational and industrial
sectors, levels of job rewards, work patterns, and
human capital attributes.

We develop our analysis further with two sets of
proportional measures, one designed to capture
the “cost burden” commuting imposes on women
workers, the other designed to capture the non-
monetary effects—the “time burden”—commuting
imposes. These proportional measures are linked
to specific occupational and industrial sectors, to
the work patterns and job rewards of respondents,
and to their human capital attributes. The
concluding section of the chapter addresses the
question of how metropolitan adjacency affects
commuting patterns.

COMMUTING PATTERNS

As'more rural women have joined the labor force,
their work trips (almost always by car) have

Sample

10-19
min.

Less than 10
min.

lengthened. Here we outline the relationships
between work trip length and location, structure,
and rewards of jobs, and we assess the extent to
which existing explanations of commuting choice
(almost always developed for urban residenits)
apply to the labor force participants identified in
the household survey.

First we compare commuting patterns reported by
survey respondents with those reported for residents
of the study area counties in the 1990 Census of
Population and Housing (see Figure 4—1). Our
survey respondents had average travel timesslightly
longer than the mean reported for the study area in
the 1990 Census; they were also more likely to
work in a metropolitan area. Since the Census data
are for all non-home-based workers, the longer
mean distance for women in our sample suggest
that the women in the study area are not likely to
have shorter work trips than men in our study area
do, a pattern that differs from that found for urban
women and men. Overall, travel times in the study
area have increased since 1980, although slightly
fewer people commute more than 45 minutes to
work than was the case in 1980.
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Figure 4-1 (a). Distribution of work trip lengths in the study area:

sample responses versus 1990 Census
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Figure 4—1 (b). Proportion of
workers commuting to
metropolitan areas: sample
responses versus 1990 Census

Source: Data for study area from survey sample; data for 1990 Census from

1990 Census of Population and Housing STF 3.
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Commuting patterns by metropolitan/
nonmetropolitan job location

The distances travelled by respondents in our
survey varied substantially; Figure 4—-2 shows the
percentile distributions and means of miles trav-
eled and time spent traveling for employed
respondents. Figure 4-2 also shows the mean

distances travelled by respondents employed in

the Cedar Rapids MSA, the Waterloo and Dubuque
MSAs, and in nonmetropolitan locations. Clearly,
the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan location of the
job is the most important determinant of distance

and time travelled. Although on average nonmet-

ropolitan employees spend less time commuting
than do metropolitan employees, 23.7 percent of
nonmetropolitan employees still travel more than
the overall mean distance.

Commuting patterns by occupational and
industrial sector

Given the relationship between occupational and
industrial sector and job location identified in the
previous chapter, we may expect significant
differences in trip length by sector of employment.
Analysis of variance revealed some differences
(significant at the 0.05 level) in trip length among

Percentiles 50t

75t

90t

Mea

occupational sectors (see Table 4—1). Skilled blue-
collar workers (who were employed mainly in
Cedar Rapids) had work trips substantially longer
than the overall mean; of the other occupational
group, only professionals had a longer than average
mean work trip. Sales, clerical, unskilled blue-
collar, and service workers all had short average
trip lengths.

Similar relationships were evident in the analysis
of variance by industrial sector (significant at the
0.001 level). Employees in the manufacturing and
professional sectors had longer average trip lengths;
employees had shorter work trips in sectors that
might be expected to employ a high proportion of
sales, clerical and service workers (public
administration, finance, insurance, and real estate
(FIRE), retail, and personal services).

Trip length and job characteristics

Again, the relationship between job structure and
rewards, metropolitan/nonmetropolitan location
and occupational and industrial sector identified
earlier may be expected to be reflected in trip
length differences. We might expect that part-time
workers or those who work irregular hours would
be less likely to commute longer distances, while
full-time regular workers
and those receiving better
job rewards (in terms of
hourly pay and benefits)
would be likely to com-
mute longer distances.
Previous research hasalso
addressed how higherlev-
els of human capital at-
tributes—experience and
education—are related to

Cedar Rapid

commuting distances; it

Waterloo/Dubuqu

has been hypothesized
that higher job rewards

Nonmetropolitan '

for these workers will jus-
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Miles

Figure 4-2 (a). Length of work
trip in miles by percentile and
work site location

Source: Data for study area from survey sample.
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Figure 4-2 (b). Length of work
trip in time by percentile and
work site location

tify the additional miles
travelled. Differences in
trip length by work pat-
terns, job characteristics
and human capital at-
tributes are summarized
in Table 4-2.

20 30 40 50
Minutes
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Table 4-1. Commuting patterns by occupational and industrial sector

(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Miles Travel time in In metro job Percentage in Percentage in
travelled minutes location lowest distance  highest distance
(mean) (mean) (percent) quartile quartile
Occupation
Executive 15.8 211 38.5 21.2 28.8
Professional 18.0 24.5 33.3 16.7 28.8
Technician 15.1 19.8 34.6 11.5 19.2
Sales 11.0 15.9 17.4 47.8 13.0
Clerical 12.0 16.7 30.5 37.3 20.3
Service 13.8 18.1 26.5 38.8 24.5
Skilled blue collar 22.4 24.4 34.5 3.4 34.5
Unskilled blue collar 14.0 19.4 17.2 20.7 241
%2 or F-score 2.45F 2.00 7.27 40.33™
Industry
Agriculture 8.6 16.0 15.0 55.0 10.0
Manufacturing 20.2 24.5 37.9 7.6 37.9
Transportation and wholesale 17.7 19.6 44.4 33.3 25.9
Retail 13.4 17.3 23.3 33.3 20.0
Finance, insurance, and real estate 12.4 17.8 37.1 37.1 20.0
Personal services 12.0 17.5 14.3 28.6 11.4
Professions 17.2 22.5 33.3 16.7 30.2
Public administration 8.8 14.8 16.7 43.5 8.7
12 or F-score 3.807% 2,22t 15.77" 53.05™"

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: x2 significance denoted by: < 0.01; "<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: <0.01;1<0.05.

The most notable result here is the much longer
mean distances travelled by workers receiving
health benefits, 37.3 percent of whom have
commuting distances in the highest quartile.
Respondents with a high school education or less
travelled slightly less than the mean; those with
more than a high school education were strongly
differentiated by tenure in their job. Employees
with post-high-school education and less than four
years tenure (the median for our sample) had much
longer work trips than those with longer tenure.
Possible reasons for this finding are discussed
below.

One interesting (though not significant) relationship
appears in the analysis of how domestic role

Commuting patterns

affects time spent commuting. Unlike earlier
analyses (Fox 1983; Madden 1981; Ericksen 1977),
our results indicate that women with children are
slightly more likely to have longer work trips than
those with no children. This result is true even for
single parents, whom we may assume have the
mostdomestic responsibilities; unfortunately, there
are too few respondents in this category to draw
firm conclusions about the impact that marital
status and children have on work trips. We may
also note that trip length differences do not appear
related to the presence of a wage-earning spouse
(and thus to choosing a residence with more than
one job lfocation in mind): single and married
women who are childless travel almost identical
average distances to work.
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Table 4—2. Commuting patterns by job characteristics, human capital attributes, and domestic role

(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Miles Travel time in In metro job Percentage in Percentage in
travelled minutes location lowest distance  highest distance
(mean) (mean) (percent) quartile quartile
Job characteristic
Part-time 12.0 16.3 19.3"™ 33.3 18.4"
Regular work hours 16.1 20.9 32.6 20.6 26.1
Health benefits recipients 19.67T 95 21T 447" 13.7 37.3""
Metropolitan workers 25617 39 gtt - 0 58.4™"
Hourly pay below $4.25 11.87 16.9 23.9 29.9 16.4
between $4.25 & $6.75 15.2 20.0 22.0 24.4 23.2
between $6.75 & $9.50 19.6 24.3 33.3 14.8 29.6
over $9.50 per hour 14.6 19.2 31.0 36.2 31.0
Human capital
High school or less,
less than median tenure 13.8T% 18.7 71 175" 23.8 15°"
more than median tenure 13.3 17.5 27.3 34.3 21.2
More than high school,
less than median tenure 20.6 26.3 42.9 10 40
more than median tenure 14.7 19.8 35.8 28.6 26.2
Domestic role
Single, childless 13.2 18.0 33.3 27.3 24.2
Single, parent 18.2 26.8 42.3 26.9 42.3
Married, childless 13.3 18.2 30.1 29.0 19.4
Married, parent 16.4 20.8 28.5 22.3 25.7

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sampie.

NOTE: xz significance denoted by: < 0.01 ; *<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: AP 0.01; <0.05.

between trip length and hourly pay: respondents
earning moderately good pay ($6.75 to $9.50 an
hour) travelled much farther on average than those
earning more than $9.50 (p < 0.05; F-score =
2.34). Analysis of the variance in hourly pay rates
by distance travelled indicated a similar nonlinear
relationship between the two (p < 0.05, F-score =
3.34). Hourly pay rates were highest for women
who worked closestto home, declining for women
who worked about the median distance from
home, and rising to the mean value for women
who worked farthest from home (see Figure 4-3).
Mean hourly pay rates were somewhat skewed by
a few highly paid individuals who worked close to
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their homes. When we compare median hourly
pay for the distance quartiles, a much weaker but
still curvilinear relationship is evident. The
distribution of weekly and annual pay revealed
precisely the same curvilinear relationships.

One explanation for these patterns may be found
in differences in the length of job tenure. Women
who work closest to home are much more likely to
have been in their jobs more than four years, and
their longer tenure is reflected in their higher
hourly pay rates (see Table 4-3). Those working
farthest from home are more likely to have less
than median tenure. There are two probable
explanations for these findings:
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* employees who have longer tenure
on the job are more likely to have
moved their residence during their
tenure and thus are more likely to
have chosen a residence on the
basis of their job location: or

* employees who work closer to home
suffer less inconvenience from
commuting and are more likely to
stay in a conveniently located job.

15 to 21.5 miles
(3rd quartile)

Both explanations are supported by
research on home/work choices (Madden
1981, 189) which found that length of job
tenure decreased work trips for all groups,
but especially for women. Hanson and
Pratt (1988) extend this analysis by
examining the relationship between home
and work choices at the local level.
Unfortunately, we are unable to test the
first explanation because information on
length of residence was not collected.
Analyses of respondent evaluations of job
attributes discussed in the following
chapter provide support for the second explanation.

Since the analyses suggest that hourly pay and
commuting distance are not linearly related, it was
not surprising that our initial correlation analyses
revealed no significant relationship between the
twovariables. Logarithmic transformations of either

Table 4-3. Distribution of hourly pay rates
by length of work trip and human capital attributes
(dollars)

Less than
three mile:

3 to 15 miles
(2nd quartile)

More than
21.5 miles

Mean Hourly Pay

Dollars

Figure 4-3. Mean and median hourly pay rates by
work trip length

Source: Data for study area from survey sample.

or both of the variables did not improve these
findings. When we controlled for health benefits
and human capital, the R? was no higher than .09.
Our next step was to apply other multivariate
methods to the relationship between distance
travelled and hourly pay rates; the results are
discussed in detail in Chapter Five.

Thus far, our analysis of commuting
patterns has indicated a structure as
complex as that revealed in our

Commuting distance (miles)

earlier analysis of the relationship
between job rewards and metro-

QUARTILE: FiRST SECOND  THIRD FOURTH politan/nonmetropolitan job

Below 3to 15to Above location. The differentiation in trip

3 15 21.5 215 length by occupational and

Human capital industrial sector parallels the dist-
High school or less, ribution by occupation and industry
less than median tenure $7.90 $5.21 $5.66  $5.40 between metr_OpO“tan an_d
more than median tenure 7.78 6.30 6.67 7.55 nonmetr(.)POhtan job mérket& Itis
notsurprising thata nonlinear relat-

More than high school, ionship exists between distance and
less than median tenure 11.29 5.63 7.56 6.76 hourly pay, given the disparities in
more than median tenure 11.65 9.72 6.58 9.71 job rewards by sector between labor

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

Commuting patterns

markets. On the whole, however,
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longer work trips are associated with individuals
who have higher educational qualifications and
with jobs that offer health benefits. Domestic
responsibilities do not appear to influence work
trip length as they did in the 1970s. A more
rigorous explanation of these relationships will be
presented in the next chapter.

ASSESSING THE COST AND TIME
BURDENS OF COMMUTING

We now turn to the distribution of commuting
costs for women workers in different sectors and
job markets and explore the impact that these costs
have on women employees. In Chapter Five we
discuss our respondents’ answers to attitudinal
questions; here we analyze standardized
proportional measures of impact and examine
their distribution among various categories of
employees.

Two sets of proportional measures were developed
to estimate the relative burden commuting imposes
on women workers: daily commuting costs,
expressed as a proportion of daily pay, and daily
time spent commuting, expressed as a proportion
of the length of the workday. These proportional
measures allow us to analyze in detail the
distribution of commuting burdens by respondent
characteristics.

Monetary costs were estimated in two different
ways. In the survey, respondents were asked to
estimate how much commuting to work cost them
monthly in direct costs (gas, parking, or fares).
Because answers varied widely on a cost per mile
basis, we used in our analysis a more stable
measure of costs: a standard total including direct
and indirect expenditures such as insurance and
wear and tear. If respondents reported they travelled
to work regularly with at least one other person,
costs were adjusted to reflect this. Monetary costs
were further broken down in our analysis to
distinguish between absolute costs and daily
commuting costs as a proportion of daily income.
The latter variable allowed us to isolate the relative
importance of commuting costs to individuals.

Similarly, time costs were measured both in
absolute time spent commuting and in time spent
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commuting as a proportion of the time spent
working. The second variable gives us a better
estimate of the effect commuting time has on
workday length, although we recognize that the
relationship may not necessarily be linear. Time is
an especially useful measure given our focus on
women, who tend to bear a higher proportion of
household responsibility (the so-called double

shift) and who may experience time constraints

more acutely. Time also corrects for differences
between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan work-
ers who, because of traffic congestion, may travel
the same distance in different amounts of time.

Proportional cost burdens

Our proportional measure of monetary costs
enabled us to balance job rewards in different
sectors and locations against one dimension of the
work trip and to draw firmer conclusions about
differences among women employees. A quarter
of all respondents spent less than 2.2 percent of
daily pay on travel, but the highest quartile spent
20 percent or more of their daily pay commuting.
The median was 10.3 percent. We constructed
cost burden categories based on these quartiles
and found a rough correspondence between
categories of perceived costs and standardized
costs that serve as the basis of analysis here.

There was a significant relationship between the
monetary cost of commuting and occupational
and industrial sector. Women in the retail industry
were dichotomized: they were more likely to have
either very high or low costs than were respondents
in other occupational categories. Women in the
FIRE industry, business services, and public
administration tended to have low commuting
costs, while those in manufacturingand in personal
services were more likely to have high costs. Cost
burdens by industrial sector are summarized in
Table 4—4.

There was little difference in costburdens between
full-time and part-time workers or between
employees working regular and irregular hours
(see Table 4-5). Although part-time employees
have shorter work trips than full-time employees,
commuting represented a similar cost burden for
both groups when standardized by daily pay rates.
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Table 4-4. Commuting cost burden by industrial sector

(percent)
Mean cost burden Percentage in Iowelst cost Percentage in highest cost
(percent of daily pay) burden quartile burden quartile

Agriculture 6.0 50.0 8.3
Manufacturing 16.0 5.9 33.3
Transportation and wholesale 13.0 33.3 14.3
Retail 14.0 33.3 33.3
Finance, insurance, and real estate 9.6 39.3 10.7
Personal services 19.3 29.0 45.2
Professions 15.2 13.0 24.7
Public administration 7.5 42.1 5.3

%2 or F-score 2431 56.93"

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: 2 significance denoted by: < 0.01; *<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: < 0.01;1<0.05.

Recipients of health benefits were more likely to
have high commuting cost burdens (however, we
should note that benefits are not reflected in the
income base on which cost burden is calculated).
Human capital attributes were significantly related
to costburden, butthe biggest discernible difference
was by job tenure rather than by educational

qualifications. This result supports the argument
made in the previous section that longer job tenure
is more likely to be associated with shorter work
trips and thus with lower commuting costs.

Metropolitan workers were more likely to have
high cost burdens; however, metropolitan and

Table 4—5. Commuting cost burden by job and human capital characteristics

(percent)
Mean cost Percentage in Percentage in
burden lowest cost. highest cos.t 5
(percent) F—score  burden quartile  burden quartile X
Employment characteristics
Part-time workers 14.7 28.9 26.8
Regular work hours 14.6 18.4 25.9 9.28"
Health benefit receipients 15.0 14.3 29.4 12.57*
Metropolitan workers 22.2 3567t 0 43.3 60.27™"
Human capital 40311 21.817
High school or less,
less than median tenure 16.5 19.7 36.6
more than median tenure 12.1 28.2 20.5
More than high school,
less than median tenure 17.8 11.3 26.4
more than median tenure 10.3 32.8 17.2

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: X2 significance denoted by: s 0.01; “<0.05.
F-score significance denoted by: T1<0.07; T<0.05.

Commuting patterns
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nonmetropolitan employees with high costburdens
had some similarities: their jobs tended to be in the
manufacturing, professional, or personal services
industries, and they were more likely than average
to work full-time (56.8 percent). Nonmetropolitan
workers with high commuting costs earned lower
hourly pay than metropolitan workers, with three
quarters earning $6.07 or less; they were also

slightly less likely than the sample as a whole to
receive health benefits (45.9 percent received
health benefits). A high proportion of cost-burdened
nonmetropolitan employees (45.9 percent) fell
into the lowest human capital category: those with
no more than a high school diploma and less than

four years tenure in the job.

We may conclude that the respondents most
affected by commuting cost burdens are those
with less than median job tenure, in service,
manufacturing, or professional industries.
Metropolitan employees are more likely to have
higher than average cost burdens, but a number of
nonmetropolitan employees with lower human
capital attributes in specific sectors also have high
cost burdens. Health benefits compensate for the
monetary cost of commuting for some (but not all)
of these employees.

Time burdens

The distribution of time burdens among our
respondents showed some similarity with the

distribution of cost burdens, although time costs
were not related to income and were more strongly
related to receipt of benefits, especially health
insurance. The greatest time burdens were
concentrated among women in metropolitan jobs.
The proportional measure we used expresses the
time spent commuting as a percentage of time
spent at work.

There was wide variation in time burdens. A
quarter of our respondents spent 3.3 percent or
less of their total workday commuting and the
highest quartile spent 11.5 percent; the most-
burdened five percent spent 20 percent or more of
their workday length commuting. Time burden
categories were calculated from these quartiles,
and chi-square analysis was used to analyze the
relationship between time burden category and
other employee and job characteristics.

Respondents who were cost-burdened and those
who were time-burdened overlapped substantially;
63.1 percent of those with high time costs for
commuting also had high monetary costs, while
80 percent of those who had the lowest time costs
also had the lowest monetary costs.

There was also a significant relationship (at the .05
level) between time burden and industrial sector
(see Table 4-6). Respondents with very low time
burdens were more likely to be in the FIRE sector,
in public administration, or in agriculture. Those

Table 4—6. Commuting time burden by industrial sector

(percent)
Mean time burden Percentage in lowest Percentage in highest
(percent of work day) time burden quartile  time burden quartile
Agriculture 6 50.0 15.0
Manufacturing 9 10.6 31.8
Transportation and wholesale 8 29.6 22.2
Retail 7 30.0 16.7
Finance, insurance, and real estate 7 40.0 20.0
Personal services 8 22.9 22.9
Professions 9 17.7 30.2
Public administration 6 37.5 16.7
XZ or F-score 1.58 35.38"

SoURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: x2 significance denoted by: < 0.01 ; *<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: Tt<0.01; t<0.05.
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with the largest time burdens were more likely to
be in manufacturing or professional industries.
These resulits are similar to those noted above for
therelationship between cost burdens and industrial
sector.

Location of job was significantly related to time
burden: 34.2 percent of women in nonmetropolitan
employmenthad very low time costs, asdid 3 percent
of metropolitan workers. Nearly half (47.7 percent)
of Cedar Rapids employees had severe time burdens.
However, nonmetropolitan employment did not
have similar time costs for ali women: 34.1 percent
of women with the longest commuting times
worked in nonmetropolitan locations.

Time burden was related to human capital
attributes. Of women with more than a high

school diploma but less than four years tenure on
the job, two thirds had commuting times longer
than the median; of those with no more than a high
school diploma but more than four years job
tenure, most (57.1 percent) had commuting times
shorter than the median. Women with children
under eighteen were more likely to spend a higher
proportion of their day traveling, with single parents
spending the greatest proportion of time. This
finding is interesting in light of the hypothesis used
in earlier studies that women choose jobs involving
short commuting distances because of their
domestic responsibilities. Age had no apparent
relationship with severity of time burden. These
results are summarized in Table 4—7.

There was some relationship between the
proportion of time spent commuting and days

Table 4-7. Commuting time burden by job characteristics, human capital attributes, and domestic role

{(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Mean time burden

Percentage in lowest Percentage in highest

(percent of work day) ~ F-score  time burden quartile  time burden quartile xz

Job characteristic
Part-time 8 25.4 23.7
Regular work hours 8 20.6 25.7
Health benefits recipients 10 17.1491t 17.4 34.2 23.36™
Metropolitan workers 13 92.9621T1 3.0 53.5 114.23*
Hourly pay below $4.25 7 31.3 20.9

between $4.25 & $6.75 8 22.0 25.6

between $6.75 & $9.50 9 14.8 27.8

over $9.50 per hour 8 22.4 25.9
Human capital 42961t 21.30"
High school or less,

less than median tenure 8 18.8 20.0

more than median tenure 7 34.3 19.2
More than high school,

less than median tenure 10 11.4 35.7

more than median tenure 29.8 27.4
Domestic role 2.744%
Single, childless 8 27.3 21.2
Single, parent 11 23.1 50.0
Married, childless 7 30.1 18.3
Married, parent 9 21.2 25.7
SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.
NOTE: x2 significance denoted by: < 0.01; "<0.05. F-score significance denoted by: TT<0.01;1<0.05.
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worked per week, but not the one expected. We
anticipated that workers would compensate for
long commuting distances by working fewer but
longer working days. However, none of our most
severely time-burdened respondents worked fewer
than four days a week, and a small proportion
worked six or seven days. On the other hand,
those with the lowest time burdens were more
likely to work six or seven days a week than were
other respondents. Apparently flexible work
scheduling is not widely used to compensate for
long work trips; it is likely that this is a result of the
occupational sectors in which respondents with
longer work trips were concentrated.
Manufacturing and professional jobs are less likely
to employ part-timers or to offer irregular work
hours, so there is little potential to adjust work
hours to compensate for commuting time.

No significant relationship was found between
time burden and either hourly or daily pay. This
finding contradicts the assumption that commuters
are most likely to trade higher pay for longer
commuting distances. There did appear to be a
relationship between time burden and receipt of
health benefits, with those receiving benefits more
likely to have higher time burdens. The relationship
between income and distance travelled is explored
in more detail in the following chapter.

The analysis of the respondents most burdened by
longer work trips suggests that distinctive groups of
employees bear disproportionate cost and/or time
burdens. In particular, metropolitan workers overall
had more burdensome work trips (as might be
expected); however, a substantial minority of
nonmetropolitan workers had high cost or time
burdens, so we cannot assume that job location
alone determines the impact work trips have on
the individual.

CONCLUSION

Our analysis suggests a broad correspondence
between job quality and work trip length when
both hourly pay and benefits were taken into
account, though no linear relationship between
hourly pay and miles travelled could be discerned.
The next chapter explores this relationship in more
detail, to identify the incentives women have to
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commute longer distances. Jobs in metropolitan
locations entail longer commuting distances; they
are more likely to offer benefits and better rates of
pay than nonmetropolitan jobs but are less likely
to offer flexible work schedules and variable work
week lengths that might enable commuters to
minimize travel time.

One interesting finding is that metropolitan jobs
held by survey respondents tend to be concentrated
in particular occupational -and industrial sectors
and do not reflect the overall job mix in those
metropolitan areas that was outlined in Chapter
Two. Rural residents appear to be willing to
commute only to specific sorts of metropolitan
jobs; although many metropolitan jobs are in the
service, retail, and public administration sectors,
rural residents employed in those sectors are more
likely to have jobs in nonmetropolitan locations
and as a result have much shorter work trips. The
small number of service and retail employees who
commute to metropolitan jobs have very high cost
burdens compared to employees in the same
sectors in nonmetropolitan locations. We may
conclude that metropolitan adjacency offers rural
residents better jobs only in some sectors (in
manufacturing and in business and professional
services predominantly); metropolitan adjacency
offers few incentives to employees in more
traditionally pink-collar sectors.

These results support Hanson and Johnston’s (1985)
explanation for women’s shorter work trips. They
argue that female-dominated jobs are distributed
more evenly through residential areas and that
women therefore choose from a range of similar
jobs distinguished only by distance from home.
Their research was conducted within metropolitan
areas; these findings extend their explanation to
the choice between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan jobs.

Specific groups of rural women do experience
quite substantial commuting cost and time burdens.
As we expected, metropolitan employees were far
more likely to have high cost and time burdens,
although a significant minority of burdened
commuters were nonmetropolitan employees.
Interestingly, they tended to be in occupational
and industrial sectors similar to those of
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metropolitan employees. Part-time workers were
no less likely than full-time workers to bear time
and cost burdens that were high as a proportion of
hours worked daily or wages earned daily. There
is some evidence that high cost and time burdens
are traded off against health insurance benefits,
but this is not so for part-timers, few of whom
receive job-related benefits.

Cost- and time-burdened employees tend to have
higher than median educational levels, but less
than median job tenure; this finding may suggest
higher turnover rates among employees with
burdensome work trips. Respondents with the

Commuting patterns

longest job tenure tended to have shorter than
average work trips.

Women with children under eighteen are more,
notless, likely to have longer and more burdensome
trips. This finding suggests that relationships
detected in surveys conducted during the 1970s
do not hold true to the same extent in the 1990s.
The close relationship between household income
and labor force participation discussed in Chapter
Three suggests that women’s domestic
responsibilities have been restructured to focus on
maintaining the family’s standard of living, rather
than maintaining traditional parenting roles.
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CHAPTER FIVE

EXPLAINING WOMEN’S
COMMUTING CHOICES

Clearly, conventional explanations of women’s
commuting patterns do not adequately mirror the
relationships identified in our survey. Explanations
thatattribute women’s shorter trip lengths to greater
domestic responsibilities appear to have been
undermined by the restructuring of family life and
the economy that has occurred since the late
1970s. On the other hand, explanations linking
trip lengths to pay rates have also been
unsatisfactory; no linear relationship was found
between work trip length and hourly pay in the
previous chapter’s discussion of commuting
patterns. Indeed, comparisons between the work
trip times of our survey respondents and those
reported for employed study area residents in the
1990 Census of Population and Housing suggested
that differences in work trip length identified
between urban-based (white) men and women do
not hold true in this area, and perhaps not in rural
America as a whole.

Thus far we have described differences in
commuting patterns attributable to metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan job location, and we have
assessed the costs in time and money that
commuting imposed on different groups of
respondents, butwe have notprovided a satisfactory
explanation of commuting choice. Furthermore,
our descriptive profiles of employed respondents
have suggested that commuting decisions varied
substantially across respondents, but we have not
identified a systematic basis for that variation. We
now seek a more precise delineation of why some
respondents choose to commute longer distances

Explaining women’s commuting choices

than others and how commuting burdens differ
between well-defined groups of respondents, so
that we can refine the very partial conclusions
drawn thus far about labor market choice.

This chapter develops a model of the factors that
influence respondents’ decisions to commute
significant distances. We first examine responses
to the survey’s attitudinal questions, which asked
which of the following job attributes were most
important to respondents: job security, job
satisfaction, job status, benefits, pay, and shorter
work trips. We analyze respondents’ ratings of the
importance of these job attributes to determine the
tradeoffs women make between commuting
options. From the preliminary analyses in the
previous chapter and from the first section of this
chapter, distinct groups of respondents emerge,
with different work patterns, job reward structures,
human capital attributes, and evaluations of job
characteristics. In section two of this chapter we
use cluster analysis to explore these differences
further. Three distinct sets of respondents emerge,
and the clusters are used to clarify the patterns of
labor force involvement and commuting behavior
within the sample.

Subsequently we develop an explanation of the
incentives women have to commute long distances.
Section three answers the following questions: .

* To what extent can we detect a relationship
between income and distance travelled to a
job?
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e  Whatare the other inducements or incentives
for women to commute longer distances?

Finally, we summarize our findings about the
relationship between commuting choice and labor
force participation.

DEFINING JOB REWARDS

We begin our analysis with the question, “How do
women workers define job rewards?” In the previous
two chapters, we defined job rewards in terms of
pay and benefits. However, we recoghize that
women workers may take account of a variety of
other factors in choosing a job. Our survey
instrument asked respondents to rank on a five-
point scale the importance of each of six job
rewards: job status, job security, pay, shorter work

trip, job satisfaction, and provision of benefits. We
analyzed the relationship between the importance
attributed to different rewards and each of the
human capital, family responsibility, job, and
work pattern characteristics of our respondents.

The variable that showed the greatest difference in
respondent evaluation was part- or full-time work

status. Full-time workers were most likely to value
pay, availability of benefits, and job security
highly; part-time workers placed greater value on
a shorter work trip (see Table 5-1). Those who
worked a regular schedule were more likely to
value benefits, pay, and job satisfaction than were
workers on irregular schedules; respondents
working short weeks (less than four days a week)
were less likely to value job security and job status.

These results are consistent with the expectation

Table 5—1. Respondent evaluation of job rewards by employment status, hourly pay,

human capital characteristics and domestic role
(percent)

Proportion rating attribute “very important”

Job status Security Pay Short commute Job satisfaction Benefits
Employment status
Full-time 61.1 91.2 77.9 442 89.4 74.7
Part-time 59.8 77.2 69.3 - 58.8 82.5 51.8
Hourly pay
below $4.25 76.9 89.6 67.2 50.7 88.1 56.7
between $4.25 & $6.75 57.3 79.3 70.7 52.4 80.5 68.3
between $6.75 & $9.50 51.9 92.6 83.3 37.0 87.0 ©77.8
over $9.50 61.4 81.0 79.3 48.3 91.4 70.7
Human capital
High school or less,
less than median tenure 65.8 85.0 70.0 61.3 87.5 62.5
more than median tenure 59.6 83.8 72.7 49.5 85.9 64.6
More than high school,
less than median tenure 58.0 87.1 82.9 38.6 85.7 68.6
more than median tenure 60.2 89.3 75 46.4 88.1 70.2
Domestic role
Single, childiess 66.7 75.8 75.8 42.4 81.8 69.7
Single, parent 84.6 92.3 80.8 50.0 84.6 61.5
Married, childless 54.8 90.3 77 .4 48.4 90.3 69.9
Married, parent 59.1 84.9 721 50.8 86.0 64.2

SouRce: Data for study area from survey sample.
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that career employees cannot choose to work
flexible or shorter hours without jeopardizing their
security and prospects for advancement.

We found significant (but nonlinear) relationships
between hourly wages earned and the importance
attached to job satisfaction (those earning low to
moderate pay were less likely to value job
satisfaction highly) and the importance attached to
the availability of benefits (those in the moderate
to high pay category were most likely to value
benefits highly). Although the relationship was not
statisticaily significant, respondents in the moderate
to high pay category were least likely to set a high
value onshortwork trips. The importance attached
to pay and to benefits corresponded closely; those
receiving benefits valued both pay and benefits
highly, and those earning higher wages valued
benefits highly. Respondents receiving benefits
were more likely to value job security highly;
respondents not receiving benefits were more
likely to value short work trips.

The human capital attributes of respondents showed
asignificantrelationship with only one job attribute:
respondents with higher levels of education were
more likely to value job security highly. Although
the relationship was not significant, respondents
with more than a high school education but less
than median length of job tenure were more likely
to value pay highly and less likely to value short
work trips. Marital status and the presence of
children in the family explained very little of the
variation in the value placed on different rewards,
contrary to our expectation that single women or
parents would place greater value on pay, benefits,
and security. Evidently married women are as
likely to see themselves as important contributors
to household well-being as are women who do not
share responsibility with another breadwinner,
and women without children under age 18 do not
see their contribution differently from those who
have responsibility for children.

The picture that begins to emerge is of rural
women as a dichotomized labor force. On the one
hand are full-time, moderately well-paid workers
who are most concerned about benefits, pay, and
security and less concerned about convenience of
location. On the other are predominantly part-
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time, less regular workers who value convenience
of location above benefits, pay, and security. In
the next section of the chapter, we use cluster
analysis to explore this apparent dichotomization
further. Interestingly, family responsibilities and
human capital variables are not important factors
differentiating the two categories, nor do workers
ineach category seem to value job status differently.
We can conclude from this preliminary discussion
of job rewards that minimizing commuting distance
is a motivating factor for women who decide to
work in the local labor force and for those whom
we identified as underemployed in Chapter Three.

DISTINGUISHING GROUPS
OF RESPONDENTS

We explored the apparent differences among the
survey respondents along a number of common
dimensions. We speculated that the nonlinear and
rather complex relationships identified among
commuting patterns, job structure and rewards,
and occupational and industrial sectors may reflect
a variety of relationships among the variables
within the survey population.

We chose a highly empirical technique to explore
the divisions that may exist among groups of
women workers in our study area. Cluster analysis
groups cases into a predetermined number of
categories by minimizing the distance between
within-group cases on all variables used to
differentiate them while maximizing the distance
between groups; it tests these groupings by
performing simultaneous analyses of variance
between the clusters of cases and the differentiating
variables (Everitt 1974). Variables are standardized
into Z-scores to ensure that each variable has the
same power in the differentiation process, although
variables with a greater range will inevitably have
more impact on the results (Affifi and Clark 1984).

We performed the cluster analysis with different
combinations of variables and different numbers
of clusters to determine the best groupings of
cases. The most parsimonious set of variables with
the best ability to distinguish groups on the basis
of variables not used to cluster cases included two
“human capital” variables (length of employment
and level of education), one income variable (the
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natural log of hourly pay rates), and three job
attribute evaluation variables (job security, receipt
of benefits, and convenience of job location).

Three clusters provided the best grouping; two
clusters reduced the F-scores obtained for some
variables, and more than three clusters produced
disproportionately small groups (less than five
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used to cluster the cases suggested that three
clusters are discernible in the data, and the earlier
analysis of the data presented above supported the
assumption that the respondents are divided into
three principal groups. The results were tested in
two ways, as recommended by Everitt (1974):

e The data set was divided arbitrarily into two
(by case number) and identical cluster
analyses were performed on each half. The
clusters identified remained intact, suggesting
it is unlikely that groupings were based on
spurious relationships.

e Chi-square analysis was performed to
determine relationships between groupings
and other variables that were not used to
cluster cases; significantresults were obtained
for many variables.

Cluster groupings

The group profiles defined by our cluster analysis
on the six standardized variables are summarized
in Table 5—2. The scores in Table 5-2 represent
proportions of standard deviations
above or below the mean scores for
that variable; for the standardized

scores were two thirds of a standard deviation
below the mean of the natural log of hourly pay
rates. The values they placed on benefits and job
security were close to the mean, but the value they
placed on short work trips was above the mean.
We could describe this group crudely as low-paid,
low-skilled workers for whom security and to
some extent benefits are important, but who are
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work trips for these rewards. This was also the
largest of the groups identified, with 158
respondents.

Group Two was smaller than the other groups,
with human capital attributes and income close to
the mean for employed respondents. But group
members rated all three job characteristics as
much lower in importance than did other
respondents. We may speculate that this group
was willing to trade off shorter work trips for hourly
income rates that were slightly higher than the
mean, but members placed a lower value on
benefits and security.

Group Three could be characterized as high-paid,
high-skilled workers who valued benefits and job
security more than other respondents and were
more willing than Group One workers to trade off
commuting for better job rewards.

Chi-square analyses and analyses of variance were
used to explore how well the clusters defined here
held up when extraneous variables were
introduced. A number of significant relationships

Table 5-2. Cluster groupings obtained

income score we used the natural log

of hourly income, since hourly pay Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 F-score

rates introduced a variation so wide  Experience -0.3641 -0.0819 0.4388 27701t
that it prevented discrimination by scpoqling -0.4384 20.1220 0.5453 45 9gtt
any other variable. Log hourly pay -0.6630 0.1225 0.7870  109.6911
The first group of respondents was ~ Short commute 0.3378 -0.6499 -0.2125 22527t
characterized by low human capital  Benefits -0.0869 -1.035 0.3769 36711t
attributes. They had less than the Security 0.2460 -2.305 0.3364 332087t
mean length of employment in their e 158 37 138

current job and less than the mean
education level of the employed
workers in our sample. Theirincome
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SoOurce: Data for study area from survey sample.

NOTE: F-score significance denoted by: i< 0.01; T<0.05.
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were found with variables not used
to cluster the groups, suggesting

Table 5-3. Analysis of job characteristics by cluster groupings
(percent unless otherwise indicated)

that the empiricai model does have

some explanatory component.

The clusters of respondents were
significantly related to occupa-
tional sector, although no
relationship with industrial sectors
was apparent. Group One workers
were more likely to be in service

occupations or unskilled blue-
coliar occupations. Group Two
workers were most likely to be in
sales or service occupations, and
Group Three members were least
likely to be service workers, but
more likely to be in professional specialty or
clerical occupations. Groups One and Two were
more likely to have jobs located in nonmetropolitan
areas (75.3 percentand 81.1 percent respectively),
while Group Three members were more likely to
be metropolitan workers (39.9 percent), as shown
in Table 5-3.

There was a strong, significantrelationship between
group membership and part- or full-time status.
Part-time workers constituted nearly 40 percent of
Group One and more than two thirds of Group
Two, but only 20 percent of Group Three. While
no significant relationship was detected between
cluster membership and part-year employment,
Group Two members were more likely to be
employed part-year. As might be expected, a
significant relationship (p<0.000) was detected
between group membership and job tenure: one
third of Group One members but less than ten
percent of Group Three members had been in their
current jobs less than one year. More than two
thirds of Group Three members received health
and retirement benefits; Group One members
were less likely than average to receive benefits,
and the majority of Group Two members received
no benefits.

Groups were also differentiated by age, although
the relationship was significant only at the 0.10
level: Group One workers were most likely to be
under 34, while Group Two and Three members
were more likely to be over 45 years old. In part,
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Groupt  Group2 Group 3 chg,re
Part-time 39.2 67.6 19.6 38.00""
Regular work hours 63.3 43.2 73.9 12.48™"
Health benefits recipients 36.1 27 68.1 41.44™
Retirement benefits recipient 39.2 16.2 71.7 55.63 ™"
Metropolitan workers 24.7 18.9 39.9 10.61""
Mean hourly pay (dollars) $4.40 $7.43 $11.33 53.5717
SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample
NoOTE: x2 significance denoted by: < 0.01 ; *<0.05.

F-score significance denoted by: T 0.01; t<0.05.

this age breakdown may reflect the strong
discriminating role played by length of tenure with
same employer in the cluster analysis. Some
relationship was also apparent between group
membership and domestic role, although it was
not significant. Group One members were more
likely than other group members to be single
parents (although single parents made up a very
small proportion of our sample). Group Three
members made up a larger portion of single
women with no children athome and were slightly
more likely than others to be married with no
children under 18 at home. A strong significant
relationship was evident between cluster group
membership and household income (p<0.000).
More than two thirds (68.4 percent) of Group One
members and more than three quarters (77.8
percent) of Group Two members lived in
households with annual incomes less than $30,000
(which is close to the median income for rural
lowa households). Only one third (34.2 percent)
of Group Three members were in this household
income category.

While Groups One and Two have some similarities
in types of job held, Table 5—4 shows that their
commuting characteristics distinguish them. Group
Two members, who are more likely to be employed
part-time, have work trips much shorter than the
mean. Although Group One members travel slightly
less than the mean (and, as we saw, are more likely
to value shorter work trips highly), they bear the
highest cost burden of any group. They also have
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Table 5—4. Analysis of commuting characteristics by cluster groupings

{(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Group One members have
human capital attributes similar

2 or to those of the potential labor
Group1 Group2 Group3  Foscore force participants identified in
- " Chapter Three. This group bears
Mean work trip (miles) 14.08 10.32 18.04 5.9711 . .
a high commuting costburden,
Mean cost burden 17.05 12.13 10.78 6.151t indicating the disincentive that
Mean time burden 8.0 8.0 9.0 0.96 may keep many nonpartic-
Mean car age (years ) 6.34 6.86 4.42 g 57T ipants out of the labor force.
vicalt Lail OSC \)’CUID/ .o v.00u T.TL 7.7 . g R
Receptive to transit 51.4 50.0 52.5 0.81 Policy that attempts to expand
. . labor force participation among
Ridesharing 18.1 10.8 20.3 3.97

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sampie.

NOTE: xz significance denoted by: < 0.01 ; *<0.05.
F-score significance denoted by: AP 0.01; T<0.05.

access to vehicles that are significantly older (and,
we may speculate, less reliable) than the vehicles
available to higher-earning Group Three members.
Despite these differences in commuting patterns,
the groups do not differ much in their reported
willingness to use public transit, but Group Two
members are less likely than the others to be
involved in ridesharing, probably because of their
shorter work trips. Modal choice is discussed in
more detail in the following chapter.

The cluster analysis has highlighted a group of
workers for whom commuting represents a
significant cost burden. Group Two members
appear to have effectively balanced job market
rewards and work trip length; they tend to work
part-time and irregular hours and find the best
balance of job attributes in the local job market.
Group Three members show high rates of labor
force commitment and receive high rewards in
return; these are “career employees” who are
willing and able to make longer work trips in return
for pay and benefits. Group One members have
clearly not been able to strike a similar balance.
The incentive these respondents have to commute
longer distances is much lower than that for Group
Three members and, although their work trips are
shorter, they are more burdensome proportionately.
At present, the proportion of this group that uses
ridesharing is similar to the sample mean; however,
as nearly two thirds of them work regular hours
and about 60 percent work full-time, ridesharing
could be an attractive option for many who do not
now use it.
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rural women must address the
commuting burdens of this
group of current and potential
workers. Group One respon-
dents place a high value on job
security, suggesting that labor force participation
is important to them and to the well-being of their
families.

The cluster analysis presented here has provided
us with a basis for our claim that the nonlinear
relationships among commuting patterns, job
structure and rewards, and occupational and
industrial sectors, mask relationships that shape
different women’s commuting and labor force
participation choices in different ways.
Distinguishing among groups of rural-based women
employees provides us with a sounder basis for our
discussion of policy recommendations in the next
chapter.

A MODEL OF COMMUTING
BEHAVIOR: HEALTH BENEFITS AND
WORK SITE LOCATION

In this section we present two models of commuting
behavior, both of which attempt to explain why
some women in the study area commute longer
distances to work than other women. The results
generally pointto the importance of health benefits
and the diversity of metropolitan labor markets in
determining longer commuting distances by
women in the study area.

Most of the demographic data collected in the
telephone survey was recorded categorically or
ordinally. In some cases this method helped
maximize the response rate to embarrassing or
difficult-to-answer questions. Butitimposes certain

EmpPLOYMENT AND COMMUTING BY RURAL WOMEN



important statistical constraints on the models that
can be built. Most important, the distributional
assumptions of multiple linear regression cannot
be sustained using some of our survey data,
particularly the demographic data. In the following
series of analyses, we use logistic regression, a
technique most often used in the medical field but
now finding increasing application in the social
sciences. The fundamental assumption in logistic
regression is that the natural logarithm of the odds
of belonging to a particular population group (or
logit) is linearly related to one or more independent
variables (X1, p). However, no assumptions are
made concerning the (normal) distribution of these
independent variables; thus these variables may
be discrete or continuous. The model can be
written in a form similar to the multiple linear
regression equation:

In(odds) = ot + B.X, + B,X,+... 8. X,

Notice however, that B coefficients of logisitic
regression models do not have the same
interpretation as B coefficients in the standard
multiple regression. The probability of belonging
to a particular population group is then given as:

probability of membership
' 1

e—(a+ﬁ1x1 +B5X,+..BpXp)

of group | =
T+
In the following analyses, women in the sample
were assigned to various commuting groups on the
basis of the distance they travelled to work. Distance
was calibrated both by time spent commuting and
miles travelled. A range of models was then
developed to predict membership in the various
groups. In practical terms, this classification divided
our respondents into long distance work commuters
or short distance work commuters. Demographic,
wage, work, and other commuting variables were
then used to predict the membership of groups
commuting long or short distances. Independent
variables in the various equations were selected
either because they were theoretically important
or because statistical entry techniques suggested
they were interesting.

In our most parsimonious and rigorous model,
only two variables were included in the final
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equation: health benefits (HBR2) and metropolitan
location of employment (LOCATS2D).

In(odds) long commute =
-1.6973 + 1.1430 (HBR2) + 2.4982 (LOCATS2D)

The constant and independent variables were all
highly significant (p < 0.0001) and the equation
correctly categorized just under 79 percent of all
individuals as either long

commuters. Long distance commuters were defined
as those who travelled more than the median
commute (15 miles), though we ran identical
models, with generally consistent results, using
various alternative time and distance definitions of
long distance commuting. All other usual
requirements of logistic regression model rigor
were met. N was 328.

. I ~ s
or short distance

The odds ratio (eB) provides one of the simplest
ways of interpreting the results of logistic regression.
The odds ratio for HBR2 was 3.136, indicating that
women who received health benefits from
employers were about three times more likely to
be long distance work commuters than women
who did not receive health benefits. The job
location variable had an odds ratio of 12.161,
indicating thatwomen who worked in metropolitan
areas were 12 times more likely to be long distance
commuters than were nonmetropolitan women
workers. Thus, long distance commuting to other
job locations does not appear to be an important
component of respondents’ travel patterns.

Before discussing an alternative model, we should
point out that health benefits and metropolitan
location were consistently prominent in almost all
of the models developed. Given the geography of
the study area, it is not surprising that those
women who travel to Cedar Rapids, Waterloo,
and Dubuque should also be long distance
commuters; what is surprising is that there is so
little long distance commuting to rural job sites.
Thus, the model highlights the very close
relationship between metropolitan employment
and long distance commuting for rural women.

The prominence of health benefits (HBR2) is in
accordance with the findings reported earlier in
this chapter. Nevertheless, these findings remain
somewhat unusual and require further discussion
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here. As indicated earlier, itis commonly assumed
that workers will trade longer commuting distance
for higher wage income. Using various measures
of income and the commuting distance, we found
no evidence in any of our equations to support this
assumption. On the contrary, female workers in
the study area appeared to regard health benefits
as a much more potent incentive than income for
longer commuting distance. In some equations we
replaced or combined the health benefits variable
(HBR2) with variables indicating the presence of
other work benefits, both material and psychic
(retirement benefits, job security, job status), but
the results were generally poor.

In order to test whether our findings concerning
health benefits and commuting were not spurious,
in some equations we replaced the HBR2 variable
with a series of variables that attempted to capture
respondents’ rankings of various potential job
attributes: increased status, increased earnings,
improved security, greater work satisfaction, and
the availability of benefits. Of these, only the
evaluation of benefits variable proved a statistically
significant predictor of the long-distance
commuting group. We thus feel reasonably certain
that at least in the study region health benefits play
an important role in determining the length of the
work trip for rural women.

As the previous chapter indicated, domestic
responsibilities (the “double shift”) have
traditionally been seen as an important constraint
on the commuting behavior of women. Indeed,
domestic responsibilities are often presented in the
literature as the major reason for the discrepancy
between the length of the work trip for male and
female household members. We built models that
had a number of variables summarizing domestic
demography, including the presence of children at
home, the presence of pre-schoolers at home,
household type, various combined indices of
domestic burdens, and the ratio of the respondent’s
earnings to total household income. We thought
the latter variable would be a particularly interesting
measure of relative domestic role, since it estimates
the monetary importance of the respondent’s
employment within the household economy. The
variable thus provides a measure of the significance
of the respondent’s job to the household. Again,
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the results here were poor: the variables were
insignificant and the models generally lacked rigor
and predictive power.

Table 5-5 presents the results of a model that
includes a wider set of those variables of theoretical
interest than did the first model. Of the new
variables in this equation, three concern work-
patterns: part-time work (PTRD), the regularity of
work hours (REGS1D), and whether a second job
is worked (OTJOBST1). Our assumption here was
that those who worked full time or who worked
regular hours or who had no other job would be
more likely to travel farther. We also included a
variable for calculated hourly earnings (HPRATS)
and an eight-category occupational variable
(ROCCS2D). The eight categories entered the
equation as deviation contrasts: that is, the effect
of each category of the variable (except one) was
compared to the overall effect. We entered four
transportation variables. Thefirstthree (TRANX117,
TRANX118, TRANX119) indicated the regularity
with which work trips were combined with child-
related trips, household errand trips, and social
trips, respectively. Our assumption here was that
the combination of other non-work trips with the
work trip would generally constrain the length of
the work commute. The fourth variable was the
age of the car used for the work trip (CARAGE).
Since most respondents were licensed drivers and
had a car available for their use, the age of the car
was the most important constrainton long distance
travel. We entered two demographic variables: an
index of domestic responsibilities based on
household type and number of children (DOMROL)
and an index of human capital based on individual
work experience and education (HUMCAP). Both
used indicator contrasts: in other words, the effect
of each category was compared to the effect of the
last (highest) category. In this case the last categories
contained those who had the most domestic
responsibilities or the most human capital
respectively.

The model classified 81 percent of respondents
correctly: the various measures of goodness of fit
suggest that the model summarized the data well.
Note however that only health benefits (HBR2)
and job location (LOCATS2D) feature significantly
and prominently in the equation. One occupational
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Table 5-5. Probability of long distance commuting

were much more likely than the

Variable

8 Standard Error

others to be long distance work

e commuters. These results are
HBR2 2.23518% 0.4689 93470 consistent with our earlier analyses;
PTRD 0.3634 0.4594 14382 women in clerical occupations
LOCATS2D 2 560688 0.4549 12.9435 tended to-travellless farto work, and
REGSTD 0.0048 4069 ] those with higher educational
‘ 0.406 0048 qualifications but with shorter than
TRANXT17 0.3593 0.4815 1.4323 median job tenure also travelled
TRANX118 -0.0684 0.4487 0.9338 further to work, especially so when
TRANX119 0.6132 1.1853 1.8464 compared to those who had worked
ROCCS2D at their jobs for a long period.
ROCCS2D(1) -0.1411 0.4521 0.8684 Th delscl v sh h
e models clearly show thatwomen
ROCCS2D(2) 0.6465 0.4306 1.9088 ) Y sho twome
who receive health benefits were
ROCCS2DG) 0.5255 0.6494 1.6914 much more likely to travel farther to
ROCCS2D(4) -0.7729. 0.7375 0.4617 work, as were women who work in
ROCCS2D(5) -1.131A8 0.4881 0.3225 metropolitan locations. We believe
ROCCS2D(6) 0.0159 0.4764 1.0160 that part of the explanation is that
ROCCS2D(7) 0.6493 0.5851 19142 metropolitan areas provide much
CARAGE 0.0434 0.0484 0.9576 more diverse labqr markets, and
HPRATS 0.0666 0.0491 0.935 therefore are sometimes much more
e 0 9355 attractive for rural women.
HUMCAP
HUMCAP(1) 0.9960 0.6095 2.7074
HUMCAP(2) 0.2903 0.5762 1.3369 CONCLUSION
HUMCAP(3) 1.3979§ 0.5945 4.0467 This chapter has explored the
OTJOBST 02132 0.6812 0.8080 relationship between commuting
DOMROL dlstgn.ce gnd -mode of Iabouj force
participation in greater detail than
DOMROL(1) -0.7724 0.6285 0.4619 . . .
was possible in the previous two
DOMROL(2) -0.1405 0.6431 0.8689 chapters. We were able to identify
DOMROL(3) 0.0795 0.5043 1.0828 distinctive groups of respondents
CONSTANT -2.22368 0.9036 with different levels of commitment

SOURCE: Data for study area from survey sample.

NoTe: Significance denoted by: ¥8< 0.01; $<0.05.

category, administrative support occupations
[ROCCS2D(5)], and one human capital category,
more than a high school education but less than
median job tenure [HUMCAP@3)] also had a
statistically significant relationship with commuting
distance. Those who were not administrative
support (clerical) workers were three times more
likely to be long distance commuters.! Among
those with more than high school education,
respondents who had less than median job tenure

T If B is negative, the odds ratio will range between 0 and 1. The
inverse of B then indicates the odds for those not belonging to the
independent group.
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to the labor force and different access
to job rewards. While individuals
with higher levels of commitment
(defined as likelihood of working full-time, full-
year), longer job tenures, and higher educational
qualifications had longer than average work trips,
they also received much higher hourly pay and
were far more likely to receive health and retirement
benefits. Longer work trips were balanced by
better job rewards for these respondents. The
group of most concern here was comprised of
predominantly younger individuals with lower
educational qualifications and less than median
job tenure who received low job rewards despite
fairly long work trips. The labor force experiences
of this group of respondents depict the barriers
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faced by potential new recruits to the labor force
discussed in Chapter Three. Labor force
participation is clearly important for the economic
well-being of these respondents’ households, but
commuting represents a sizeable burden or barrier.

While we did not discern a linear relationship
between commuting distance and hourly pay

rates, we did demonstrate with sufficient rigor a
close relationship between work trip length and
receipt of health benefits. This is a significant
finding for policy approaches aimed at expanding
labor force participation, especially in metropolitan
labor markets like Cedar Rapids that draw on a
pool of rural workers. It also raises questions about

the impact of changes in health insurance at the
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national level: if employees have access to a
nationalized system of health insurance, will they
be less willing to commute longer distances?

Group One, the cluster identified as most burdened
by commuting costs, were less likely than our
sample as a whole to receive health and retirement

benefits, yet in responding to the attitudinal
members of Group One valued the

questions,
availability of benefits about as highly as
respondents in general did. It is likely that health
benefits would provide an important incentive that
would attract some members of this group of
respondents into more extensive labor force
participation; however, commuting still represents

a sizeable barrier for these respondents.
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CHAPTER SIX
POLICY OPTIONS

Reducing the commuting burden of rural women
raises a difficult set of problems for policymakers.
In rural areas, by definition, population density is
very low and settlements are dispersed. A
substantial proportion of rural residents musttravel
beyond their community to find employment suited
to their skills and needs. Indeed, in some sectors,
access to metropolitan labor markets is essential
for workers who value pay and benefits. Although
road investment and subsidies to keep gas prices
low would benefit car users, here we focus on
alternatives to individuals commuting long
distances by car.

This chapter discusses two approachesto reducing
commuting burdens for rural women workers. The
first is an economic development-based set of
strategies aimed atimproving the options available
in local job markets. The second set of strategies
focuses on commuting modes, examining the
potential of public transit and ridesharing to reduce
the burden of solo car travel. We do not explore
restructuring the work day or work week, because
we found that women with the greatest domestic
responsibilities were also most likely to have a
longer distance to commute. This finding suggests
that, for many of our respondents, fewer but longer
working days would constitute an unreasonable
burden.

First we review briefly the research on economic
development and employment creation. The
available evidence suggests that recruiting good

Policy options

stable jobs to rural areas is a long-term strategy and
thatits success will depend on arange of extraneous
variables, including the health of various sectors
within the national economy, the outcome of
current policy debates over the establishment of a
North American Free Trade Area, employment
restructuring, and changes in productivity. We
conclude that, in the short to medium term atleast,
a substantial proportion of rural residents will
continue to rely on the stable job markets and good
job rewards available in some metropolitan areas.
Our analysis of economic restructuring in the
study area over the past decade and a half (presented
in Chapter Two) supports this conclusion,

The remainder of the chapter focuses on the use of
existing rural public transportation services for
workers who are transportation disadvantaged
and the potential for more carpooling oremployer-
sponsored vanpooling. We compare the
commuting modes reported by our survey
respondents and those reported for all residents of
our study area in the 1990 Census of Population
and Housing. We review experience with rural
public transportation, carpooling, and vanpooling
in other rural areas and then analyze how useful
each of these modes might be to the different
groups of commuters identified in our analysis.
We attempt to answer the following policy-related
questions:

® How does potential for transit use differ for
different groups of women workers?
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e What is the current extent of carpooling
among different groups of respondents, and
how could it be better used to reduce cost
burdens?

Chapters Three through Five have identified a
range of commuting patterns, work patterns, and
job reward structures. Rural women do not share
a single set of transportation and employment
problems; our findings highlight the diversity of
work experience and commuting patterns in the
study population. Policies that do not differentiate
groups within the target populations are bound to
be ineffectual. Thus, the question posed at the
beginning of this investigation—"How do the
costs of mobility constrain or shape women’s
participation in the labor force?”—has a
multi-faceted answer.

The most important aspect of the answer is the
trade-off between longer work trips and jobs with
better rewards—specifically, jobs with health
benefits. We did not identify a linear relationship
between hourly pay rates and length of work trip,
but we did find that respondents who value
employer-provided health benefits are more willing
to travel longer distances than are those for whom
health benefits are less important.

work in nonmetropolitan jobs are much more
likely to have part-time or seasonal employment
than are those in metropolitan locations; they are
also more likely to work in traditionally female-
dominated occupational sectors. Women who
held nonmetropolitan jobs and home-based
workers were also much more likely to see long
work trips as a disadvantage. The extent of
underemployment in nonmetropolitan locations
(and the lower household incomes associated with
underemployment) suggest that many current
workers could be attracted into full-time full-year
employment. However, we identified two barriers
to expanding employment:

Other important aspects are that women who

e Part-time and home-based workers were
more likely than full-time workers to have
children at home and thus to have greater
domestic responsibilities that restricted their
desire for full-time employment.
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a disadvantage by many nonmetropolltan
workers, who were willing to sacrifice
benefits and pay for shorter work trips.

A proportion of respondents who did not participate
in the labor force named transportation as a
contributing but not a primary reason for not
participating. A small group of nonparticipants
and part-time workers were identified as relatively

transportation-disadvantaged; most of them had

some access to a vehicle, but the vehicle was far
more likely to be older and thus less reliable.

RURAL ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

The analysis of labor market structure in Chapter
Two identified some important recent trends with
implications for rural women workers. Retail
employment was centralizing quite rapidly,
reducing job opportunities in nonmetropolitan
locations, and little skilled manufacturing
employment was available in nonmetropolitan
locations (Brown 1980). The finance, insurance,
and real estate sector (FIRE) and the business
services sector had become somewhat
decentralized, but job growth in the rural counties
ofthe StUd" area had notl l(pnf pace with )I()b gr()wth
in the state as a whole. Although hourly pay rates
in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan labor
markets differed substantially by sector,
nonmetropolitan jobs were much more likely to be
part-time or seasonal and were less likely to offer
benefits. We concluded that more stable
employment opportunities and better job rewards
would continue to attract a substantial proportion

of rural women to metropolitan job markets.

Over the past decade, partly because of the farm
crisis and the decline of manufacturing employment
in rural areas (Kale and Lonsdale 1987; Miller and
Bluestone 1988), academics and policymakers
have seen rural economic developmentas a means
of reducing the differences between metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan job markets (Lapping et al.
1989; Deavers 1992; Sears and Reid 1992). The
question is whether these strategies can encourage
the decentralization of enough stable jobs with
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good rewards to serve rural residents in local job
markets. Much policy in this area has focused on
recruiting new plants to rural areas (Reeder and
Robinson 1992). Communities have typically
offered relocating firms various capital,
infrastructure, or labor subsidies, lower corporate
taxes, or higher quality labor (Eisinger 1988; Blair
and Premus 1987; Stinson 1992). Other strategies,
sometimes called “new-wave,” have promoted
local entrepreneurship, especially in
technologically advanced sectors or in sectors
with export potential (Eisinger 1991).

Rural areas face some special recruiting problems.
By definition, they lack the agglomeration
economies of metropolitan areas and are unlikely
to recruit plants that rely on such economies. Put
simply, the labor, service, and input markets in
rural areas tend to be less diverse than those in
urban areas, and thus they lack those sectors,
functions, and occupations that rely on urbanization
economies. As we argued in Chapter Two, rural
areas tend to be concentrated in “peripheral”
industrial sectors or in the manufacture of products
ata more mature phase in their product life cycle.
As a result, rural areas also tend to have
proportionately fewer high-end occupations than
do urban areas (McGranahan 1988; Porterfield
1990; Lidman and Weeks 1990).

Rural areas may nevertheless be attractive to some
firms, particularly those that want a nonunionized,
hard-working labor force and that do not rely on
agglomeration economies. Finsterbusch and
Kuennen (1992) argue that rural areas can be
successful at recruiting firms. But successfu!
recruiting does not necessarily create high quality
jobs or diverse job opportunities. Even where
economic development generates jobs in rural
locations, urban areas will offer more diverse
employment opportunity and, because of that
diversity, may provide better jobs for rural job
seekers.

“New-wave” strategies have focused on rural
entrepreneurship and recruitment of technological
industries. One set of strategies tries to resolve
deficiencies in rural capital markets that may
constrainrural entrepreneurship. These deficiencies
may result from gaps in private capital markets,
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which could then be filled by public funds, or they
may merely reflect the dearth of industrial
innovationinrural areas (Fisher 1989). The second
possibility raises the question of whether rural
areas can attract and sustain core technological
industries. In the most comprehensive study of
technological industries in rural America,
Glasmeier (1991) is cautiously optimistic but
concludes that rural high technology industries are
more likely than urban high technology to be in
relatively slow-growing sectors and to manufacture
products whose life cycle is in the mature phase.
As aresult, these industries are occupationally less
diverse than those in urban areas. Some
commentators have argued that the technological
sectors that predominate in rural areas are those
most likely to find off-shore locations attractive
and that as a consequence rural areas will
experience further employment attrition rather
than growth (Clarke 1991; Deavers 1992).

Rural economic development policies, whether
traditional or new wave, are just beginning to be
evaluated for their effectiveness in promoting
demand for labor." The results to date do not show
conclusively that any of the options is more
effective than the others. At this stage it seems safe
to conclude that it is considerably easier to create
jobs than to create a diverse range of good jobs. In
the shortterm, itis not likely that policy interventions

! The literature here is massive and contradictory. For a good recent
summary of the literature, including the problems with measure-
mentand program evaluation, see Bartik (1991). In rural lowa, the
three most important economic development incentives are:

*  RISE (Revitalize lowa’s Sound Economy) Immediate
Opportunity program, which provides limited funds (raised
from the state’s gasoline tax) to cities and counties for the
purposes of building or improving roads for new business
recruits.

*  CEBA(Community Economic Betterment Account), which
provides state funds for business grants and loans so as to
lower the overall costs of investment. Localities may then
compete for these funds and offer them as part of their
overall recruitment package.

¢ TIF (Tax Increment Financing) funds, which provide low-
cost funds for site improvements.

There are recent assessments of these incentives (see, for example
Forkenbrock et al. 1990 on RISE and Novak and Wulf 1989 on
CEBA), but they do not directly address the issue of effectiveness,
so it is difficult to say whether these recruitment incentives have
worked better in lowa than elsewhere.
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will stimulate large-scale decentralization of better
quality jobs. Instead, the most appropriate and
viable policies in the short to medium term are
those that can reduce the disincentives of
commuting for both current and potential labor
market participants. These options can expand the
labor market choices of rural residents by lowering
their transportation costs. Clearly, metropolitan
job markets offer both the best prospects for future
growth and the most valuable combination of job
structure and rewards for workers committed to
the full-time labor force.

PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE PROVISION

This section examines a number of options for
rural transit, including transportation brokerage
agencies, coordination of services provided by
social service agencies and volunteer organizations,
and integration of private transportation providers
through subsidies to specific clients. Most of our
survey respondents had access to dependable cars
and travelled relatively long distances to dispersed
job sites; these characteristics suggest that public
transit will not play an important role in their
commuting patterns. However, we did identify a
small group of relatively transportation
disadvantaged respondents, some who were in the
labor force and some who were not, for whom
supportive transportation services would be
valuable.

As car ownership increased after World War I,
passenger transportation service to rural areas
declined steadily; service declined even more
rapidly after the Bus Regulatory Reform Act of
1982, which deregulated intercity bus companies
in an attempt to increase their profitability. A study
of bus service to small towns in lowa two years
later indicated that two thirds of the responding
locations had lost service because of deregulation
(Due, Allen, et al. 1990, 83). Paratransit services
provided by social service and voluntary agencies
continue to serve clients’ essential travel needs,
but intercity public bus transportation is available
in only a minority of communities. The sparseness
of rural settlement, the dispersal of job sites, and
the time and distance involved may mean that no
form of public transportation would be viable for
any but captive populations.
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Local paratransit providers who have attempted to
extend service to rural areas have encountered
resounding apathy from the general public and
commuters.” Transit trips are inevitably more time
consuming than individual car trips and thus less
attractive for noncaptive riders with relatively
lengthy work trips. Conventional public transit
services for low density, low ridership regions are
likely to require extensive subsidies, and the
burden would fall on local communities, since

there s little federal funding for rural transportation
programs (Burkhardt 1981). However, there may
be more innovative and cost-effective options for
occasional users and for those who are
transportation disadvantaged butare neither elderly
nor handicapped. These options include integrating
rural public transit service with mail carrier service,
along the lines of the “postal bus” used in many
European countries (Adams 1981; Fleishman and
Burns 1981), and integrating school bus service
with general public transit (Fausch 1981; Kyte,
Richardson, and McKean 1988). As our analysis of
the survey responses showed, few current or
potential workers have no personal car, but there
are gradations in access to reliable transportation
that may cause rural residents to use public transit
intermittently.

Transportation brokerage services do not actually
provide transportation; instead they investigate
the demand for transportation services by target
groups and attempt to accommodate that demand
(Schreffler 1985). These brokerage services fulfill
three main functions: they locate surplus
transportation and. need, they resolve potential
barriers and market imperfections, and they
consummate the sale or transaction. A rural
transportation broker might identify services
provided by volunteer organizations or social
service agencies, ridesharing and vanpooling
opportunities (offered by either employers or
communities), and other potential “surpluses”
such as the mail van, the school bus, or private

2 Advisory committee members described two examples. The LIFTS
paratransit service (operating in Linn County) held public meetings
in late 1991 to gauge public interest in a regular fixed route service
that would serve rural commuters. The meetings generated almost
no response and identified only one potential user. In Story
County, where the local paratransit service initiated morning and
evening trips between Ames and a small town nearby, the service
operated for some months with only one rider.
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taxi. Clients would be matched individually with
the most appropriate available service. The
brokerage might resoive barriers and market
imperfections by organizing agreements with
existing services and by administering subsidies
for riders in need (for instance, a voucher system
for low-income entrants to the labor force). This
approach differs from mere coordination of services
in that it focuses on the needs of specific users and
makes the best use of available resources.

General access transit services also operate
successfully in some rural areas, despite the
difficulties of sustaining rural public transit. Many
of the systems we identified coordinated public
services or private providers, and many operated
withoutvery large public subsidies. The remainder
of this section describes and compares various
rural transit systems that serve the low-income
general public as well as the elderly and disabled.
Information on these transit systems is drawn
largelyfrom a Departmentof Transportation report

(US DOT 1987) and coverage in recent issues of
Community Transportation Reporter. We believe
the cases reviewed here reflect a range of
appropriate examples of how service can be
delivered to rural communities.

Most of these rural transit services coordinated and
extended special-purpose services, such as
transportation for the elderly or disabled.
private ventures have been successfully established
in many rural counties, combining bus, taxi, or
school bus services with public sponsorship and
administration. Although the majority of clients
are the elderly or disabled, all of the systems
described here serve some members of the general
public. We chose these transit systems for the
similarities of their service area to our study area
and for the composition of their clientele. The
ridership profiles summarized in Table 6—1 show
a range of users, many serving quite substantial
proportions of passengers who were neither elderly
nordisabled. The counties in which the coordinated

L
Public-

Table 6-1. General public rural transit systems identified

Annual Percent
Population passengers Precent Percent low
System Location density (000s) elderly disabled income
Canon City Subsidized Fremont County, Colorado, 19 19.4 85 5 10
Taxi Program approx. 110 miles south of Denver
Kern County Rural Southern California, approx. 110 49 90 502 0 502
Transit System miles north of Los Angeles 73b 27b
87¢ 13¢
Hawaii County Transit Hawaii County, Hawaii 30 223 — — -
System
Sampson County Sampson County, North Carolina 52 2.4 - — —
Department of Social
Services
Sweetwater County Sweetwater County, south-central 2.9 - — — -
Transit Authority Wyoming
Endless Mountains Three counties in north-central 41 168 56 5 41
Transportation Pennsylvania
Authority
Hill Country Transit Nine counties (eight rural and one 32 181 77 7 19
urban) around San Saba, Texas
RIDES Transportation Four rural counties around 37 - 18 39 43
Project Rosiclare, lllinois
@ Kern River Valley RTS.
b Lamont system.
¢ Mojave system.
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transit systems are located differ in population
density, but many have densities similar to the
area of our study.

The characteristics of the transit services we
identified are summarized in Table 6-1. The scale
of services ranges from single counties to small
groups of adjacent counties to very large regions.

2
The Missouri-based OATS system began as an

effort by a local chapter of the American Association
of Retired Persons (AARP) to coordinate elderly
service in rural counties; by the mid-1980s it had
expanded to include service to the general public.
Transitis coordinated within each of seven regions,
and each region offers a different mix of services
appropriate to local needs. Regional agencies
organize volunteers (OATS is supported by 1,200
volunteers), raise matching funds to purchase new
vehicles, and manage dispatching and scheduling.

These rural systems primarily serve female
passengers: the RIDES program in rural Illinois
reports that its ridership is 75 percent female; Hill

Country Transit in rural Texas, 70 percent female;
and Endless Mountains Authority in north central
Pennsylvania, nearly 80 percentfemale. Although
the predominantly female ridership is partly due to
a higher proportion of women in the elderly
population, itis also a well-documented feature of
urban transportation systems, where approximately
65 percent of riders are female.

Because of the high proportion of elderly users,
most trips were made to senior centers or other
services; however, employment accounted for
around ten percent of trips made by Hill Country
and Endless Mountain and for 31 percent of RIDES
trips. These examples suggest that, if rural transit
is available to the general public, it can play a
larger role in work-related commuting than it does
now, especially for women workers.

Most of the rural systems used a mixture of fixed
route and demand-responsive service that could
be adapted to serve a range of clients. Table 62
shows that passenger per mile ratios were much

Table 6-2. Level and types of service provided by rural transit systems

Cost per  Passengers
vehicle per vehicle Cost per
System Types of service mile mile passenger
Canon City Subsidized  Contract with private taxi system, with subsidized coupons ~ $0.50 0.46 $2.00
Taxi Program issued to eligible riders
Kern County Rural Fixed route and route deviation service (KRV-RTS) $0.68 0.12 $6.052
; b
Transit System Three fixed routes to city, and demand-responsive local 0.2C $5'86C
service (Lamont) 0.5 $5.49
Fixed route morning service, demand-responsive afternoon
service (Mojave)
Hawaii County Transit  Fixed route service (twice daily in most areas) provided by $1.73 0.6 $2.74

System

Endless Mountains
Transportation
Authority

Hill Country Transit

RIDES Transportation
Project

a single private operator

Paratransit and Dial-a-Ride service coordinated by human
service agencies, to serve clients and general public

Mixture of mini-vans, mini-buses and volunteer vehicles
with a computerized dispatch system provide demand-
responsive transport

Demand-responsive service, provided by 30 vehicles

Demand-responsive service, provided by 17 vehicles

@ Kern River Valley RTS.

b Lamont system.
¢ Mojave system.

64

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTING BY RURAL WOMEN



lower than for urban systems but that costs per
vehicle mile were not necessarily excessive. Here,
the mix of volunteer, public, and private providers
had the greatest effect. Cost savings were often
realized from contracts with private providers who
assumed the costs of “downtime” and dispatching
and often paid lower wages to drivers than public
systems. Private sector participation did not
necessarily provide the best balance betwee
costs per passenger and level of service
(Rosenbloom 1988).

STUDY AREA CHARACTERISTICS

Whatimplications do the examples outlined above
have for residents of our study area? Population
density in the study area ranges from 31 to 34
persons per square mile, similar to the population
densities in some of the rural regions discussed
above. There is an existing network of public
transportation services, many of which are available
to the general public but are not widely used by
any except the elderly and disabled populations.

We obtained information on existing services from
the three Regional Transit Authorities that serve
the study area counties; they provided detailed
breakdowns of miles travelled for the first quarter
of 1992. In all cases, ridership by the general
public (nonelderly, nondisabled) was negligible
or nonexistent. Similar services are provided in
each county: demand-responsive service for elderly
and disabled rural residents (sometimes with
biweekly or weekly scheduled trips) and fixed-
route subscription service for disabled clients
traveling daily to a county work activity or job
training center. In Benton, Buchanan, and
Delaware counties, the county itself provides
transportation services, and volunteer services
were also available for the elderly; a nonprofit
agency (JETS) serves Jones County. All services
were by definition open to the general public,
sometimes for a fee (especially where volunteer
drivers and vehicles were used). However, service
was provided only within the county, not to
metropolitan areas.

The study area does have transit resources that
could supportentrants to the labor force and could
be used occasionally by current workers commuting
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to nonmetropolitan locations. While the volunteer
services available to the public charged the full
costs of transportation ($0.25 a mile), other
mechanisms could provide subsidies for those in
need. Vouchers have been used successfully in
systems that incorporate private sector
transportation (for instance, the Canon City
subsidized taxi program listed in Tables 6-1 and
6—2) and could be used in workfare programs with
little extra administrative burden. Transportation
brokerage services (provided perhaps by Regional
Transit Authorities) could match needy commuters
with available transport options.

None of our respondents used public transportation
for commuting, but a surprising proportion of
employed respondents (51.3 percent) claimed
they would be willing to do so if public
transportation were available. More than two
thirds of respondents who shared rides and 53.5
percent of individual car users said they would
consider using public transit for work trips. These
responses are not sufficient grounds for expanding
publictransitservice, sincethe rural transit providers
we contacted had had little success extending
services to the general public for work trips.
Nevertheless, it is informative to examine which
respondents tended to be more willing to consider
public transit for their commuting trips.

We performed a simpie chi-square anaiysis to
determine the likely characteristics of transit-
receptive workers. There was a strong positive
relationship between actual cost burden and
willingness to use transit. Respondents in the
highest cost burden category were much more
likely to be willing to use public transit than were
respondents overall (71.2 percent versus 571.3
percent); only those in the lowest cost-burden
category were less willing than average to consider
using transit. There were also strong positive
relationships with longer work trips. Respondents
working in metropolitan areas were much more
likely to be willing to consider public transit
(75 percent) than were those employed in
nonmetropolitan locations, although a surprising
proportion of the latter (41.3 percent) would
consider public transit. There was no significant
relationship with occupation or industry (although
time and cost burdens tend to be related to these
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two variables) or with any measure of income.
Human capital variables (age, education, length
of employment) also showed no relationship.

There was a significant relationship between
willingness to use transit and the importance
respondents attached to short work trips, but notin
the direction one mightexpect. Those who attached
moderate importance to
more likely to be willing to use public transit than
were those who placed a high value on shorter
trips. There is a likely explanation: women who
seek to minimize traveling in choosing a job are
more likely to have low cost burdens and thus are
less likely to need transit services. Respondents
who placed little importance on short work trips
were only slightly less likely to be willing to use
transit than were respondents as a whole (49.1
percent vs. 51.3 percent).

short work trips were

Overall, the time and cost burdens imposed by
commuting and the related issue of job location
appear to be the most important predictors of
willingness to use transit. However, we must
conclude that the number of potential users of
public transit services is small and does not justify
any structural changes in the way that public
transportation is currently provided. Given the
types of work trips identified in the household sur-
vey, itis unlikely that public transit would attract
many current commuters. Nevertheiess, our survey
did identify a small group of potential labor force
participants and workers in very localized labor
markets who could expand their employment
opportunities if they had more reliable means of
transportation. Small organizational changes within
the existing transportation and welfare systems
(the availability of vouchers to those in need, the
introduction of brokerage services into RTAs)
represent the most viable policy option for public
transit in the study area and comparable regions.

RIDESHARING AND VANPOOLING

For many of those we identified as cost-burdened
commuters, ridesharing and vanpooling may be
viable alternatives. This section examines the
research on these modes of commuting and
evaluates programs adopted elsewhere for their
applicability to our study area. A comparison of
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our respondents with residents surveyed in the
1990 Census of Population and Housing for our
study area indicates thatridesharing or vanpooling
could serve a large proportion of the cost-burdened
commuters in the study area.

As more firms have moved to the suburbs and
commuting distances for workers have increased,

public transit systems have served a smaller segment
of the work force. Employers have subsidized
individual car travel by providing parking free or
below market price. However, in high-growth
metropolitan regions, employers have felt pressures
to respond more innovatively. Zoning regulations,
restrictions on growth and air pollution, and
concerns about traffic congestion, have encouraged
employers to subsidize other forms of transportation
(Valdez and Wang 1989; Flynn and Glazer 1989).
Theneed to reach relatively low-wage labor markets
has also involved employers in direct provision of
transportation to employees (Fox 1986).

Employers may involve themselves in employees’
transportation decisions in a variety of ways,
ranging from providing subsidies to providing
administrative supportto disseminating information
from public agencies. The principal types of
employer involvement include:

e providing vans, maintenance, and
administrative support for vanpooling and
organizing cost recovery that may or may
not include a subsidy;

* supporting employee-initiated vanpools, in
which vehicles are owned or leased b
employees and employers provide some
administrative assistance;

e providing information from regionwide
ridesharing agencies or ridesharing
coordinators for employee-organized
carpooling;

e controlling the supply and price of parking
for employees; and

e cooperating with other employers to provide
feeder service from public transit terminals
or to provide transportation directly, most
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often to transport low-wage inner city
residents to suburban job sites.

Most research on employer involvement in
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
programs has focused on congested high-growth
metropolitan areas. In a nationwide survey of 160
private employers with some ridesharing
involvement, 10.1 percent of the employers were
located in rural areas or small towns (Wegmann
1989). Firms responding to the survey tended to be
larger than the national average, with an average
of 3,000 employees per site for urban and suburban
locationsand 1,350 for small town or rural locations
(Wegmann 1989, 89). Other research on
ridesharing programs has found that they are more
likely to existat firms with more than 100 employees
(Booth and Waksman 1985). The firms surveyed
reported that over 35 percent of work trips to small
town and rural locations were by car pool or
vanpool, as were 25 percent of work trips to
suburban locations and the central business district.
Both-of these rates are higher than the national
average in the 1980 Census, which reported that
19.7 percent of all work trips were made by car
pool and vanpool. In lowa, 12.7 percent of work
trips in 1990 were made by car pool and vanpool.
The differences in these averages reflect the effect
that employer involvement has on commuting
patterns and suggest that ridesharing could be
increased with more active employer sponsorship.

Wegmann (1989) analyzes the cost-effectiveness
of the ridesharing programs identified in his study.
He compares the costs of operating a vanpool
program, transitincentive program, or ridesharing
matchingservice, the administrative costs involved
in overseeing a ridesharing program, and the costs
of providing parking. The results of his analysis
have important implications for the policy options
discussed in this section.

Parking was the most commonly provided form of
transportation subsidy, with 78 percent of survey
respondents providing free parking and another
ten percent subsidizing employee parking costs.
However, parking shortages were reported by 33
percent of firms, including 32 percent of those in
urban locations outside the central business district
and 18 percent of those in rural locations. Over
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half these employers provided free parking to
employees (Wegmann 1989, 90). Average annual
costs per space (including routine maintenance
such as cleaning, resurfacing, and snow removal)
were estimated to represent $73.50 per employee.
The costs of expanding parking facilities would
represent a major capital commitment, but the
cost varied widely by geographic location.

Ridesharing costs varied by degree of employer
involvement. Forvanpools operated by employees
or third parties, the administrative costs were
estimated at $4.50 per employee per year; for
vanpool programs organized by the employer,
$889 per van per year. The nonadministrative
costs of vanpools operated by employers varied by
the level of subsidy provided. A total of 58 firms
operated vanpools, with an average of 23 vans per
firm. Of these, 56 percent operated at break-even
point or better, with 21 percent setting rider fares
high enough to provide a positive net return to the
firm. In some cases (five percent of vanpool
operators) tax credits covered some operating
costs. Of those firms that subsidized operation of
the vanpool, the average subsidy was $1,283 per
van per year; when the cost is distributed over all
employees, that figure represents a subsidy of
$12.35 per year per employee.

The cost-effectiveness of employer-operated
vanpools also varies according to program
management. In a comparison of two California
aerospace companies, Torluemke and Roseman
(1989) found that management decisions explained
the substantial differences in the numbers of
employees using the vanpool programs and in the
programs’ viability. In one firm, where capital
costs were amortized over the useful life of the
van, fares could be kept low enough to serve
employees with a 20 to 40 mile one-way commute,
even though this firm had fewer employees than
the comparison firm. In the second firm, where
vans were retired after only four years of service,
fares were too high to attract many medium-range
commuters and were used only for long distance
commuting (more than 40 miles one way).

Wegmann reports that the majority of respondents
to the employer survey (84 percent) felt ridesharing
was cost-effective; other important benefits were
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identified as good public relations (70 percent of
respondents), reduced absenteeism (59 percent),
reduced employee tardiness (53 percent), and
ability to retain valued employees (40 percent).

Firms with active ridesharing programs were three
times as likely to say ridesharing programs were
cost-effective as were firms without such programs,
most of whom said ;hPV were unhable to .|.(‘Igp
Employers without rldesharmg programs may be
unacquainted with the potential benefits they offer
and may not recognize how much employee
parking costs the firm. Wegmann'’s analysis also
demonstrates that ridesharing programs are app-
licable in a range of geographic locations, since
the benefits and cost-effectiveness findings are not
restricted to firms in congested urban locations.

Proposals for ridesharing programs must
demonstrate that commuters are willing to
participate. A study of a large suburban employment
center in southern California found that
approximately 90 percent of employees travelled
to work alone (Glazer and Curry 1987, 9), a much
higher proportion than the national average.
Respondents mostcommonly offered the following
reasons for not ridesharing: they preferred the
freedom of driving alone (43 percent); they might
need the car to work overtime (42 percent); they
needed the car for business (32 percent); they ran
other errands en route (30 percent); and they
worked irregular hours (26 percent) (Glazer and
Curry 1987, 12).

Booth and Waksman (1985) constructed a profile
of commuters who use rideshare options, drawing
on a survey conducted at five National Rideshare
Demonstration sites (Atlanta, Cincinnati, Houston,
Portland, and Seattle). At four of the five sites, the
proportion of commuters who shared rides was
similar to the national average (19.7 percent), but
in Houston the proportion was 26 percent. The
authors explain the difference by noting that public
transitis less available in Houston. Women workers
were more likely than men to use ridesharing
(Booth and Waksman 1985, 34), and ridesharers
were more likely than other respondents to have
less than one car peremployed household member.
Cost was the most important reason given for
ridesharing, although respondents also mentioned
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the unavailability of public transit, convenience,
travel time, and schedule requirements. There was
no clear relationship between income and
propensity to rideshare, but at all sites except
Portland employees were more likely to carpool if
their household incomes were below $15,000
(1982 dollars).

Firm S:7e was ¢ A vl

closely related to rideshare choice,
W|th the modal spli thlgher at firms with more than
100 employees. Ridesharing was also a more
likely choice as distance to work increased; average
work trips overall were 12 miles, but ridesharers
had an average work trip distance of nearly 15
miles. Full-time workers were also more likely
than part-time workers to share rides. Those working
flexible or variable hours were less likely to share
rides with co-workers but more likely to share
rides with family members (Booth and Waksman

1985, 36).

o

Employers at the five sites were also surveyed; less
than one third offered ridesharing assistance, but
a large majority of those employers reported that
the benefits of rideshare assistance outweighed the
costs, supporting the findings of Wegmann (1989)
reported above. However, Mehranianetal. (1987)
report that the most cost-effective way to promote
ridesharing and transit usage is to eliminate parking
subsidies rather than to offer additional subsidies
to transit users and ridesharers.

Ridesharing and vanpooling are most commonly
organized by employers or by workers themselves.
However, communities may also organize
ridesharing and vanpooling. In a demonstration
project in the Albany, NY, area, neighborhood
coordinators in four residential communities
marketed a ridesharing program and set up the car
pools. An evaluation concluded that these
neighborhood coordinators were as effective as
coordinators hired by employers “in the number of
placements and in cost-effectiveness measures”
(Brunso and Hartgen 1983, 26).

Although public transit services should not be
ruled out as an option for rural commuters,
ridesharing and vanpool programs seem to offer an
even more viable alternative to individual car
travel. Research has shown ridesharing and
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vanpoolingto be beneficial even where congestion
is not a pressing problem. The following
conciusions can be drawn from the research
reviewed here.

* Vanpooling and ridesharing are viable
options in a range of locations, including
metropolitan, suburban, small town, and
rural areas.

® larger firms or concentrations of firms in
business, retail, or industrial parks offer the
best conditions for organizing ridesharing or
vanpooling programs, but programs can also
be implemented effectively at the community
level.

*  Flextime and part-time work patterns reduce
the likelihood that rides will be shared with
co-workers but increase the likelihood that
they will be shared with others in the
household.

° A large majority of employers involved
directly or indirectly in ridesharing or
vanpooling programs found that they were
cost-effective (and lower in cost than
“employer-provided parking) and that they
‘offered a range of nonquantifiable benefits
such as reduced employee turnover.

*  Women are more likely than men to partici-
pate in ridesharing programs; commuters

who travel longer than average distances
were more likely to participate, with cost
savings the most important reason given.

Ridesharing or vanpooling could be incorporated
into an area-wide transportation brokerage system,
combined with backup services using existing
paratransit and private taxi service.

STUDY AREA

We identified some noticeable differences between
survey respondents and respondents from the
study area counties in the 71990 Census of
Population and Housing. Despite their high levels
of mobility, survey respondents were more likely
to carpool than Census respondents and less likely
to drive alone (see Table 6-3). This difference was
especially interesting because our respondents
also reported slightly longer average work trips
than those reported for all residents of our study
area in the 1990 Census.

Chi-square analysis of the relationship between
commuting mode and a range of other
characteristics for our survey respondents showed
that metropolitan employees were more likely to
rideshare (25 percent) than were nonmetropolitan
employees (15.3 percent). Three quarters of those
who shared rides were employed full-time, as
were 62.2 percent of those who drove alone. A
larger proportion of ridesharers (85 percent) than
of solo drivers (62 percent) worked regular hours.

Table 6-3. Modal split of journey to work for four rural counties, survey sample, total for study area,

and state of lowa, 1990
(percent unless otherwise indicated)

Benton Buchanan  Delaware Jones Survey Total of four State of
Mode used County County County County sample rural counties lowa
Car alone 77.12 79.54 75.79 75.28 70.30 76.98 78.73
Carpool 16.37 11.63 14.15 14.37 18.20 14.24 12.72
Transit 0.25 0.24 0.21 0.52 0.00 0.30 1.33
Bicycle or walk 5.30 7.97 9.05 8.95 10.80 7.66 6.70
Other 0.95 0.63 0.81 0.87 0.70 0.82 0.52
Total number of 9,125 7,633 6,815 7,501 333 31,074 1,233,314

workers

SOURCE: Data for counties and state of lowa from 1990 Census of Population and Housing, STF3; data for study area from

survey sample.

Policy options
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There was a significant relationship between travel
mode and benefits: two thirds of ridesharers
received health and/or retirement benefits. Those
who drove alone were about as likely to receive
benefits as the overall population, but those who
walked or cycled to work were less likely to
receive benefits (one third received health benefits,
and only 17 percent received retirement benefits).
This result may be expected from our
finding that respondents working close to home
were less likely to receive benefits.

earlier

Of our respondents, approximately seven percent
carpooled with colleagues, seven percent with
family members, and four percent with other
adults. One objection often raised against
ridesharing proposals is that they assume
commuters do not combine their work trips with
other errands. However, we found that the mode
of travel was not significantly related to dual
purpose trips. Of those combining either child-
related or household-errand trips with work trips
every day, 21.7 percent were ridesharers. Overall
half of all respondents (49.8 percent) reported they
combined work trips with household errands at
least weekly.

A relationship was also evident between travel
mode and number of cars in the household: 31.3
percent of respondents from one-car households
were ridesharers, though ridesharing constituted
only 18.2 percent of work trips. There was a
significant relationship (at the 0.01 level) between
work trip mode and income: ridesharers were
more likely to earn near median income (72.9
percent earned between $4.25 and $9.50 an
hour), and those who drove alone were more
likely to earn very high (more than $9.50) or low
(less than $4.25) hourly pay. In part, these differ-
ences can be accounted for by the metropolitan/
nonmetropolitan job split. Ridesharers were far
more likely than other workers to travel long
distances to work; 65 percent travelled more than
the median distance, and 40 percent of ridesharers
had time burdens in the upper quartile of the
distribution.

Ridesharing or vanpooling is generally perceived
to be easier to organize in the workplace and to be
more viable infirms with more than 100 employees.
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The average size of firm for all respondents was
401 employees, but the median was just 35.
Overall, 69.7 percent of respondents worked in
firms with 100 or fewer employees. However,
there were significant differences in firm size by
location of job. The median firm size for those
employed in Cedar Rapids was 225 employees,
and 58.1 percent of respondents in that labor
market worked in firms with more than 100
employees. For those employed in nonmetropolitan
locations, median firm size was 15 and only 18.4
percent of employees worked in firms with more
than 100 employees.

As might be expected, mean firm size increased
rapidly with work trip length; for those in the high-
est quartile of trip length, firms were more than
twice the average size (at 834 employees). For full-
time workers and for those with regular work
hours, average firm size was also larger than the
overall mean, at 527 and 536 employees respec-
tively. Firm size was also positively related to
receipt of benefits; mean firm size was 754 em-
ployees for those receiving health benefits and 728
employees for those receiving retirement benefits.

We may conclude thatrespondents with the longest
work trips are more likely to work in large firms
and that employees of large firms are more likely
to have the regular work hours and full-time status
that make ridesharing or vanpooling viabie.
Although most respondents in the highest cost-
burden category fit this profile of potential
ridesharers, a minority of burdened commuters
had jobs that were part-time or irregular,
concentrated in the retail and personal services
sectors. If an employee works irregularly scheduled
or evening shift hours in a small firm in a
nonmetropolitan location, she may have norealistic
alternative to solo car travel. Where retail and
service employees are clustered in metropolitan
locations, some of the obstacles posed by small
firm employment may be overcome by careful
coordination (Fox 1986).

Finally, we assessed the potential for ridesharing
or vanpooling at the work site. Data gathered from
four large employers in Cedar Rapids (representative
of the sectoral mix identified in our survey) showed
that a substantial proportion of their female
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employees travelled from outside the Cedar Rapids
MSA. Figure 6-1 shows the spatial distribution of
commuters to those firms, while Tabie 6—4 shows
that, for three of the firms, most rural employees
lived in zip codes where more than ten other
employees of the same firm also lived.
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Some employers reported that informal ridesharing
programs had once been quite common (in the
early 1980s) but that interest had dropped off.
None of the employers had rideshare programs at
the time of this study. However, if ridesharing
were actively marketed regionally, it could
represent a viable alternative to individual car
travel for many rural residents. It could also
substantially lower the commuting cost burdens
identified in our survey, with minimal outlay
from employers. The benefits to be obtained—
reducing pressure to expand parking spaces,
reducing employee turnover, and
attracting employees from a wider

rural area—provide strong arguments

in support of ridesharing initiatives.

Norte: The circles reflect the
percentile distribution of work
trip length identified in the
survey. Half our employed
respondents travelled 15 miles or
less, three quarters travelled 21
miles or less, and ninety percent
travelled 40 miles or less.
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1

2to 4

4 to 20
20 to 115

Figure 6-1. Rural-based female employees by zip code

Table 6—4. Distribution of rural-based female employees of four metropolitan firms, by sector and

number of workers from same zip code
(percent)

Number of rural female employees working in same firm and

living in same ZIP code

Percentage rural

Sector of firm female employees Two or fewer  Three to five Sixto 10 More than 10
Finance, insurance, and real estate 20.0 22.4 30.4 47.2 0.0
Health 25.7 10.0 13.4 18.4 58.2
Durable manufacturing 28.2 10.7 6.8 13.1 69.4
Defense-refated manufacturing 32.0 7.3 15.8 17.6 59.3

SOURCE: Company. personnel records.
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CONCLUSION

Increasing participation in the labor force,
especially women’s participation, is important to
rural economic development for two reasons:

* Rural households tend to be poorer than
nonrural households (Brown and Deavers
1988; Galston 1992). Increasing the iabor
force participation of household members
would increase household income.
Effectively, this means increasing the
participation of women, since the
participation rate of men is unlikely to
increase, indeed it may decrease, over the
next decade. Our data also suggest that
female participants in the rural labor force
are often underemployed (in part-time or
seasonal work) and thus earn less than they
could. Household income could be
increased by removing what barriers exist to
full-time regular employment.

¢ Inthefour county study region (as well as in
lowa and the nation), the rural population is
growing smaller and more aged. Thus,
increased labor force participation by people
traditionally excluded from or marginal
within the rural work force may be important
for the future competitiveness of rural areas
(Lapping 1989). It may also have an impact
on the supply, and thus the cost, of labor in
adjacent metropolitan areas. (Parts of the
CedarRapids economy, forinstance, appear
to rely quite heavily on female workers from
adjacent rural areas.)

In sum, more participation by rural women in the
labor force would have positive effects both on
household income and on the rural economy and
community. As Chapter Two indicated, women
make up an increasing share of the rural labor
force, and rural women are responsible for an
increasing portion of the income of rural
households. Nevertheless, there still are barriers
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to the full participation of women in the rural labor
force. One such barrier is transportation, though
this is not the only barrier nor necessarily the most
significant one.

This chapter has assessed two policy options for
reducing the commuting burdens that some rural
women bear. We concluded that ridesharing and
vanpooling strategies would be beneficial to many
workers with long work trips and that could be
effectively expanded in the study area and in
similar regions. Comparison with the 7990 Census
indicated that the women workers in our survey
were more likely to carpool than study area residents
as a whole. Examination of the results of the
household survey revealed that ridesharing did
occur with nonfamily members, and did not pose
an insurmountable obstacle to combining work
trips with household or child care trips.

Extending public transit service to rural areas
raises many well-documented problems. In
particular, the long work trips, relatively scattered
settlement patterns and high rates of personal and
household mobility among survey respondents
suggested that the market for transit service could
not be expanded significantly. However, some
respondents would clearly benefit from a back-up
service or initial assistance in commuting, and
existing services could be used for this purpose
with the assistance of a broker agency that would
deal with specific clients.

Workers who had high commuting costs and those
who worked in metropolitan areas were very
receptive to considering aiternatives to solo driving
and responded positively to a question about
public transit. These results should be interpreted
with care, since almost no respondents would be
captive commuters and public transit would
lengthen work trips that are already long.
Nevertheless, the respondents’ receptivity should
be taken as a positive sign, contradicting
assumptions about consumer preferences for
individual travel.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our study was conducted after a decade and a half
in which employment restructuring had
increasingly differentiated the integrated
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan labor markets
in our study area. Over the same decade and a
half, the rural household economy (both farm and
nonfarm) has also been substantially restructured.
An increasing proportion of rural women have
entered the waged labor force and sought
employment in a job market that offers starkly
differentiated choices.

Broad analyses of women’s employment and the
rural economy suggest thatrural workers are better
rewarded in metropolitan labor markets. However,
our more detailed analysis of a restricted geographic
region identified groups of women who differed
significantly in the form of their participation in the
labor market and in the trade-offs they made
between longer work trips and the rewards of
metropolitan employment. By highlighting the
diversity among women workers, we developed a
better base for assessing policy responses to the
imbalance between jobs and population in rural
regions.

This chapter draws together the findings of our
telephone survey, our analysis of the study area’s
labor market structure, and our discussion of
policy options. We address the following questions:

*  What can we conclude from the discussion
of labor market participation and commuting
patterns?

Conclusions and recommendations

*  What can we conclude from the discussion
of labor market structure in the study area?

* How do the labor market participation and
commuting patterns we identified fit our
understanding of the area labor market?

¢ What are the policy implications of these
findings?

¢  What can we conclude from the discussion
of labor market participation and commuting
patterns?

The differences we identified between metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan labor markets suggest that
rural women are willing to commute farther for
specific types of jobs (executive and managerial,
skilled blue-collar, and professional occupations)
in specific sectors (manufacturing, transport an
distribution, finance, insurance, and real estate
[FIRE], and business services). These occupations
and sectors appeared to offer better rates of pay in
metropolitan locations or were more likely to offer
benefits. Many respondents who commuted these
longer distances had educational qualifications
higher than a high school diploma but tended to
have shorter than median job tenure.

Respondents in the technician, sales, clerical, and
unskilled blue-collar occupations, as well as
respondents in retaii, personal services, and public
administration industries, were less likely to
commute long distances to jobs in metropolitan
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locations. They tended to earn more in
nonmetropolitan locations and were no more
likely to receive health benefits if they commuted
to metropolitan locations. The few respondents
who held metropolitan jobs in those sectors tended
to have very high commuting costs in relation to
daily pay. Respondents in these sectors tended to
have- lower educational - qualifications. - Cluster
analysis identified a large group of younger women
with lower human capital attributes, employed
predominantly in those sectors, who felt shorter
work trips were very important. Members of this
cluster group employed outside their local areas
were likely to be severely cost-burdened, afinding
which suggests that this group is largely captive to
a less satisfactory local labor market.

This cluster group had many demographic
similarities with the group of respondents not in
the labor force currently whom we identified as
potential labor force participants. We speculated
thatthese potential entrants would have experiences
similar to those of the captive cluster if they were
to enter the labor force.

Labor market structure in the study area

Women'’s decisions whether and how to participate
in the labor market must be understood in the
context of the metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
job markets within which these decisions are
made. We drew the following conclusions about
the area labor market.

1. Therural study area has seen a general decline
in employment, especially in manufacturing
(exceptin Buchanan county) and in retail jobs,
although it has seen some growth in the FIRE
and service sectors.

2. TheWaterloo and Dubuque metropolitan areas
have seen dramatic declines in employmentin
all sectors (apartfromweak growth in services);
neither is an important employment location
for most rural residents.

3. Cedar Rapids has had stable employment
overall. Employment in manufacturing and
inFIRE has fallen, but jobs have grown in retail
services and in transportation and distribution.
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Of the three metropolitan areas adjacent to our
study area, Cedar Rapids is the only one in which
economic restructuring has centralized more
diverse job opportunities over the pastdecade and
a half. Despite the increasing rates of female labor
force participation in the rural counties, jobs have
declined rather than grown in local rural job
markets-Ifthesetrendscontinue unreversed; access
to the Cedar Rapids labor market will become
increasingly important for workers in all sectors,
and especially important for workers in typically
feminized, less stable sectors such as retail trade
and personal services. The remainder of our
discussion focuses on the Cedar Rapids MSA as the

principal metropolitan job location.

Labor market participation, commuting
patterns and the area labor market

1. Women were most likely to commute to
metropolitan jobs in sectors thatare declining
in the Cedar Rapids MSA as well as the other
two metropolitan areas. The exception was
the transportation, distribution, and
communication sector, whichemployed only
a few respondents. Commuting longer
distances to jobs in manufacturing, FIRE,
andbusiness services was a rational decision,
since these sectors offered higher hourly pay
than similar jobs in nonmetropolitan locations
or were more likeiy to offer benefits.
Metropolitan jobs in these sectors were also
more likely to be full-time and full-year than
were similar nonmetropolitan jobs.

2. Respondents tended not to commute to
metropolitan jobs in sectors that have shown
the most growth in Cedar Rapids; women in
the personal services and retail industries
were most likely to work in nonmetropolitan
locations. This decision is also rational,
since these women received significantly
higher hourly pay in nonmetropolitan jobs
in those sectors, were unlikely to receive
benefits from such jobs no matter where they
worked, and expressed more resistance than
other respondents to commuting.
Metropolitan jobs in these sectors were no
more likely to be full-time and full-year than
were similar jobs in nonmetropolitan
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locations. Job structure thus also discouraged
longer work trips.

What can we conclude from these findings?

First and most important, only some rural women
workers are willing to commute to metropolitan
jobs. Rural women with higher education levels
will continue to provide a willing pool of labor for
metropolitan jobs in sectors that offer better job
rewards. Rural women will not provide a suitable
labor pool for firms in the fastest growing sectors
(retail and services) as long as nonmetropolitan
jobs remain relatively attractive.

Under what conditions might the rational decisions
which underlie this choice change? Women's
unemployment rates are higher in three of the four
rural counties than they are in the Cedar Rapids
metropolitan area. Women’s wages are an
important component of household income and
thus are important to the economic viability of
rural communities. Although the service sector
and to 'some extent the FIRE sector have shown
some growth in the four rural counties, trends
indicate that employment opportunities in those
counties are declining overall, especially in retail
businesses. Will stagnant rural job growth push
more employees into the metropolitan job market?
if so, most opportunities will be available in the
retail and service sectors—the sectors that have
shown the least ability to attract rural women and
that impose the highest relative cost burdens on
those who commute to metropolitan locations.
Thus, transportation costs may represent a
substantial barrier to increasing (or even
maintaining) the labor force participation rates of
younger, less skilled, and less experienced women
workers. This barrier may have severe effects on
the well-being of many rural households and thus
on the viability of smaller rural communities.

If employers in specific sectors are unable to
attract new recruits to the metropolitan labor
force, however, those employers may have to
provide more attractive rewards. Sales and service
sector jobs are tied to consumer markets, so
employment cannot be decentralized; in retail
sales especially, the historical trend has been
toward concentration in larger places. In addition

Conclusions and recommendations

to offering better job rewards, reducing the
disincentive of commuting will help sales and
service sector employers attract a sufficient labor
force from surrounding rural areas. Lowering
commuting costs will help improve the labor
market choices and rewards of rural women and
the well-being of rural households.

What are the policy implications

of these findings?

Chapter Six assessed the policy options available
to overcome the “friction of distance” between the
residential amenities of rural counties and the
stable labor markets of adjacent metropolitan
areas. Inrural communities it may be more realistic
to base economic development plans on better
access to these metropolitan labor markets than on
large-scale decentralization of jobs. Although local
economic development has produced rewards
(new jobs and improved local tax bases) and
should not be abandoned, good jobs within high
growth industrial sectors are most closely tied to
more urban locations. Furthermore, those sectors
that have grown most in the study area are tied to
larger consumer markets and tend to concentrate
in metropolitan places; these jobs will not
decentralize. Although rural counties may continue
to grow in certain types of jobs (despite the
attractions of off-shore locations for the same
jobs), overcoming the friction of distance to
metropolitan job markets will contribute most to
the work opportunities available to rural women
(and will thus contribute to the viability of rural
households and communities).

The analysis of commuting patterns suggested
that, for larger firms with a higher proportion of
employees working full-time and regular hours,
ridesharing or vanpooling programs could be
promoted as a beneficial and cost-effective means
of attracting and retaining rural employees. Many
of our current long-distance commuters work for
such firms, and we concluded that ridesharing
could expand to serve these respondents. But
would ridesharing be a viable way to overcome
the friction of distance for potential metropolitan
workers in the sales and service sectors? Many
sales and service workers are employed in small
firms, and they are more likely to work part-time
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or irregular hours. Two additional points need to
be considered here.

1. Although sales and service firms are often
small, they frequently cluster in locations that
offer consumers a convenient choice or that
allow linkages between firms. Thus, although
a firm may have few employees, its site (a
shopping mall, strip development, or
downtown area) may have a very large number
of commuters.

2. Part-time work in these sectors often coincides
with peak periods of consumer demand, and
those peak periods are usually the same
throughout the work location (for instance,
4:00 to 8:00 P.M. at shopping malls). In those
cases, part-time work may not represent a real
barrier to ridesharing or vanpooling with other
workers. Irregular hours do present a barrier to
ridesharing with colleagues, although flexible
work hours may offer more opportunity for
home-based ridesharing. Those with high
commuting costs were much more willing
than others to explore alternatives to individual
car travel, and ridesharing schemes offer cost
savings that would make them attractive to
many cost-burdened employees.

Despite the obstacles to widespread public transit
service in rural areas, we identified smali groups of
relatively transportation-disadvantaged workers
and potential workers who would benefit from
some access to transit services. They would use
transit services on a short-term basis, either to
bridge the threshold investment required for a car
or to provide a backup for older or less reliable
cars. Our analysis did not identify a demand for
transit large enough or permanent enough to
justify an expansion of current public transit
services. However, areview of programs elsewhere
suggested that transportation brokerage services
could match labor force entrants or those with
intermittent need for transit to available
transportation resources in the region. In particular,
if brokerage services (based in the Regional Transit
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Authorities) could be combined with a voucher
system (for either regular or emergency use) they
could give many relatively transportation-
disadvantaged workers the security or assistance
they need to enter the labor market or to change
their job location.

Our policy options do not address the time burdens
of rural commuters. Both ridesharing and public
transit options will extend the length of the daily
commute somewhat. Flexible work hours have
been suggested as a means of reducing commuting
time—for example, four-day work weeks with
longer daily working hours. We found no evidence
that those workers who are most severely time-
burdened use this strategy. In fact, longer work
days might merely exacerbate the consequences
of relatively long commutes; if the daily domestic
responsibilities of employed women are relatively
inflexible, having an additional day off may not
compensate for spending approximately two extra
hours away from home four days of the week. It is
unclear how public policy can alleviate the time
burden commuting imposes; for women with
domestic responsibilities, the problem is more
likely to be solved by redistribution of those
responsibilities within the household or by the
trend toward increasing commercialization of
domestic services.

This study has deveioped a coherent picture of the
way in which gender interacts with local labor
markets to produce a set of choices for rural
women. We have examined a variety of balances
struck between job rewards, human capital
attributes, and commuting cost and time burdens.
We focused on the diversity of labor market
experience and labor market choices and delineated
policy strategies that would best contribute to
enlarging women’s employment choices. After a
decade of growth in women’s labor force
participation, it is clear that women make crucial
contributions to the economy of the rural household
and the rural community; enlarging their choices
in the labor market will be central to rural
development in the future.
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE STRUCTURE

Filters

Employment status filters

Current job
industry and occupation
length of tenure
part- or full-time, part- or full-year status
regularity of work hours
income category
health and retirement benefits
size of firm
evaluation of job attributes

Commuting patterns

location of job

distance from home (miles and minutes)
travel mode

estimate of commuting cost
multipurpose trips

Supplementary job

focation of job
distance from home (miles and minutes)
regularity of work hours

Not in labor force

reasons for not participating in the labor force

Unemployed

industry and occupation of last job
evaluation of job attributes

Appendix A

omework

type of homework

hours and income categories
reasons for working at home
evaluation of job attributes

General questions

household vehicles and drivers’ licenses
respondent access to vehicles

farm residence

age

children (under 18 and under 6)
education

marital status

household income categories

public assistance

Filters

v

Employment > Not in the labor
status filters force
, I Unemployed
CL_'";“' Homework
jol
— g

v

Commuting
patterns
General
Suppfjeongsentary —> questions
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APPENDIX B: SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS

To chartthe dynamics of employment decline, we
performed several shift-share analyses on
employment change in our rural survey counties.
The state (lowa) and the nation (U.S.) were used as
alternative base regions. Analyses were undertaken
for each year over the 1979-1989 period. The
results presented in Table B—1 are for a single

analysis of the 1979-1989 period.

The shift-share technique breaks net regional
employment change into three component parts:
growth due to employment trends in the base
region (the “U.S. share” or “lowa share”); growth
due to the local sectoral mix (“proportional shift”);
and growth due to local factors, such as a good
local business climate (“differential shift”). The
summary line results are aggregations over all
sectors for each of these components.

With the nation used as the base region, the
differential shift term was consistently negative.
Overall, differential shifts accounted for a loss of
2,241 jobsin the study area. The proportional shift
was also negative, accounting for a loss of a further
1,234 jobs. Most of the proportional shift losses
were due to manufacturing. With lowa used as the
base region the situation in the study area counties
appears to improve, butthis is only because lowa’s
employment performance was much worse than
the nation’s. Importantly, the summary line
proportional and differential shifts were both
negative no matter whether the state or the nation
were used as the base region. The study area has
specialized in sectors with poor employment
performance and generally sectoral employment
performance in the study area has been much
worse than either that in the state or the nation.

Table B—1. Shift-share analyses of employment change in the study area, 1979-1989

With U.S. as base

With lowa as base

u.s. Proportional  Differential lowa Proportional  Differential
share term shift term shift term share term shift term shift term

Agriculture n.d n.d n.d n.d n.d nd
Mining n.d n.d n.d n.d n.d n.d
Construction 229 -136 -413 68 -352 -36
Manufacturing 759 -1,069 -17 225 -624 72
Transportation 147 -33 -141 44 14 -84
Wholesale trade 416 -74 -612 123 -270 -123
Retail trade 864 188 -1,381 256 58 -643
Fire, insurance, and real estate 166 67 -193 49 91 -100
Services 443 787 -449 131 645 5
Nonclassifiable n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d.
Summary line share 3,025 895
Summary line proportional shift -1,234 -437
Summary line differential shift -2,241 -908
Source: Calculated from County Business Patterns data for 1979, 1989.
NoTE: n.d. indicates nondisclosure of data.
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APPENDIX C: VARIABLE DEFINITION

Industry: The initial 14 coded values for this variable were recoded into eight categories, collapsing
together similar industrial sectors. This was done because there were too few cases in many sectors for
meaningful analysis.

Original 14 categories: Recoded eight categories:

agriculture, forestry, fishing
mining agriculture, forestry, fishing, mining & construction

construction

durable goods manufacture
manufacturing (durable and non-durable)
nondurable goods manufacture

transportation and communications
transportation, communications & wholesale trade

wholesale trade

retail trade retail trade

finance, insurance, and real estate
finance, insurance, and real estate, and business
and repair services

business, repair services

personal services
personal, entertainment and recreational services

entertainment, recreation services

professional and related services professional and related services

public administration public administration
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Occupation: The initial 14 coded values for this variable were recoded into eight categories, collapsing
together similar occupational sectors. This was done because there were too few cases in many sectors

for meaningful analysis.

Original 13 categories:

Recoded eight categories:

executive, administrative
and managerial specialty

executive, administrative
and managerial specialty

profession specialty

professional specialty

technicians, related support occupations

technicians, related support occupations

sales

sales

administration support, including clerical

administration support, including clerical

private household services
protective services

other services

protective, private household and other
service occupations

precision production, craft workers
machine operators, assembly workers

transportation, material moving

skilled blue collar (precision production and
craftworkers, machine operators and assemblers)

handlers, equipment cleaners and laborers

unskilled blue collar (handlers, equipment
cleaners and laborers)

farming, forestry, fishing

Time worked: Respondents were asked whether
they worked the same hours each week; if they did
work regular hours, daily and weekly work time
was calculated from their start and finish times
each day; if they worked irregular hours, they
were asked for the average, minimum and
maximum hours worked each day and days each
week. After checking against minimum and
maximum values, averages were used for their
daily and weekly work time.
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Hourly pay: Data on net pay was collected as
categories, to ensure a higher response rate.
Respondents were asked how often they received
a paycheck (weekly, bi-weekly or monthly), and
were then asked what category of netincome they
fellinto. This did provide us with a higher response
rate (232 of the 333 non-home-based employees
sampled provided us with income data) but
introduced some unavoidable approximations into
our analysis. Pay rates were converted to a weekly
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basis (using $125 pay increments for categories),
and individuals within a category were assigned to
the doilar value at the midpoint of that category.
Weekly pay rates were converted to an hourly rate
by dividing by time worked each week. Two kinds
of hourly pay variables were used in the analysis—
one based on the calculated rate, and one a
categorization of hourly pay into four intervals.

Hourly pay categories:
Less than $4.25

$4.25 to $6.75

$6.75 to $9.50

More than $9.50

Household income: A similar method was used to
collect data on household income. Respondents
were asked what category of income bestdescribed
their household’s net annual income; through
mostofthe analysis, we merely use these categories.

Age: Data on age was collected by asking for the
respondent’s birth date, and this was then converted
to years of age. For ease of analysis, age was
recoded into six categories.

Age categories:

1 thru 24 45 thru 54
25 thru 34 55 thru 64
35 thru 44 65 and higher

Education: Respondents were asked for the highest
level of education achieved, and answers were
organized in seventeen categories. Education levels
were recoded into the following six categories,
which are used for most of the analysis.

Education categories:

Less than a high school diploma
Graduated from high school

Some college or other tertiary education
College graduate (four year degree)
Post-graduate degree

Length of job tenure: Respondents were asked
how many years and months they had worked for
their current employer. Categories of length of
tenure were also constructed using quartiles.

Abpendix C

Human capital: A composite variable was
constructed from respondents’ education level
and length of tenure in their current job. The
categories were:

1. High school diploma or less, less than median
(48 months) job tenure

2. Highschool diploma or less, more than median

3. More than a high school diploma, less than
median job tenure

4. More than a high school diploma, more than
median job tenure

Domestic role: A composite variable was
constructed from respondents’ marital status, and
whether or not they had children under eighteen
at home. The categories were:

1. Single / divorced / separated / widowed, with
no children at home

2. Single / divorced / separated / widowed, with
children under 18 at home

3. Married with no children at home

4. Married with children under 18 at home

Commuting distance: Respondents were asked
how many miles they travelled one-way to work.
Categories were also constructed, using quartiles
of miles.

Commuting time: Respondents were asked how
many minutes they travelled one-way to work.
Categories were also constructed, using quartiles
of minutes.

Commuting costs: Commuting costs were
calculated on the basis of miles travelled; a standard
rate of $0.21 per mile was used for the round trip
to work, but if a respondent reported that they
usually rode with another person, this cost was
halved. It should be noted that commuting costs
reflect standard calculations for the cost of
insurance, registration, and wear and tear—not
just out-of-pocket costs. Out-of-pocket costs were
obtained from respondents, and the distribution of
costs corresponded with standardized costs, but
the latter were used in preference. A categorical
variable was also calculated, using quartiles of
commuting costs.
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Cost burden: This was a proportionate variable,
calculated on the basis of round-trin commuti ing

Uips commutn

costs and netdaily pay. Daily pay was obtained by
dividing weekly pay by number of days worked
each week (see hourly pay above). A categorical
variable was also calculated, using quartiles of
commuting cost burdens.
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Tlme burden: This was also a proportionate

hla Falendatad A rtinA feien Fia
v

and hours worked each day. Round trip time was
expressed as a percentage of time spent at work
each day. A categorical variable was also
calculated, using quartiles of commuting time
burdens.
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