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Spatial Isolation and Wl fare Reci pients:
What do we know?

Abstract
Most  inferences about the spatial isolation of welfare
reci pients are based upon residence patterns observed anong the
poor . This paper provides the first systematic exam nation of

the spatial and transport conditions facing fenale-headed
famlies on public assistance, conparing them with conditions
facing the poor and the non poor. The analysis clearly
docunents wide differences in |abor force attachnment, job and
resi dence patterns, commute nodes and tinmes by race, between the
wel fare and poverty popul ations. It also reveals substantial
differences in the residence and workpl ace | ocations and comute
patterns of public assistance households and large differences
in access to autonobiles. Wrktrip node varies enornously by
auto access, and the incidence of very long journeys to work is
much higher for those on public assistance. In contrast, a
surprisingly large fraction of female welfare recipients walk to
wor K. These data provide a national benchmark for current
wel fare reform experiences.

Keywords: welfare reform auto access, spatial isolation



| nt roducti on

For nore than three decades, the spatial context of
mnority and inner city workers has been a primary factor
considered in analyzing their enploynment barriers and outcones.
The observed “spati al m smat ch” between the residential
| ocations of mnority and poor households in Anerican cities and
the locations at which new jobs are concentrated lies at the
center of a volumnous literature, one which docunents |onger
commutes and higher unenpl oynent rates for disadvant aged
wor ker s. (The burgeoning literature on this topic is reviewed
by Kain [1992] and Hol zer [1991]; for a recent review applied to
wel fare issues, see |l hlanfeldt and Sjoquist [1998].)

Establi shing the causal link in this association has proved
nore difficult since worker’s residence is itself endogeneous.
However, nore recent work analyzing the behavior of at-hone
youth (whose residences are presunably chosen by their parents)
and analyzing the sinultaneity of household residential and
| abor market choices confirnms the basic contention: Spatial
relationships play an inportant role in facilitating or
inhibiting the operation of |ocal |abor markets. (This recent
literature is reviewed by O Regan and Quigley [1999].)

The evidence relied upon in assessing the spatial msmatch

between jobs and residences contrasts racial mnorities (and



occasionally the poor) wth whites (and the non poor). This
literature is often used to inform discussions of the enploynent
aspects of welfare reform and nore recently, to estimate the
l'i keli hood that welfare reformw |l be successful. However, our
know edge of the actual spatial conditions facing welfare
recipients is anecdotal at best. National data sets have not
been used to exam ne this issue, in part due to limtations in

[ Local data on

identifying welfare recipients accurately.
wel fare recipients lack the associated household and spatial
data and mnmay not be representative of other geographic
aggregates. To date, our beliefs about the spatial isolation of
welfare recipients are primarily based on residence patterns
observed anong the poor. Yet only a fraction of the poor are
actually receiving any public assistance, and an even snaller
fraction are eligible for the new federal welfare program TANF
(Tenmporary Assistance to Needy Famlies). These various groups
differ systematically, no doubt, from each other

Thi s paper provides a systematic exam nation of the spatial
conditions facing individuals and fenale-headed famlies wth

children on public assistance, conparing them with individuals

whose incones fall below the poverty line (the “poor”) and with

! The National Longitudinal Study of Youth is an exception to
this, wth new y col l ected geogr aphi c i nformati on.
Unfortunately, this new data set includes neither commuting nor
transit node information.



the non poor. The analysis provides evidence directly on the
spatial conditions of welfare recipients, rather than indirectly
by observing those below the poverty |Iline. By contrasting
spatial patterns anong TANF-eligible households with those of
the non poor, the poor, and the public assistance popul ations,
we evaluate the extent to which the existing literature can be
used to assess accurately changes in spatial patterns induced by
wel fare reform

Throughout the analysis, we rely upon Census data avail abl e
through the Public Use Mcro Sanple (PUMS). This has the
consi derabl e advantage of wuniform national coverage of public
assi stance, poor, and non poor households and individuals. As
i ndi cated above, however, no data set 1is ideal for this
anal ysis, and even the PUMS has certain drawbacks. These are
not ed bel ow.

The analysis clearly docunents differences in |abor force
attachnments, job and residence patterns, auto access, conmuting
nodes, and commuting tinmes, by race, between the TANF-eligible

popul ati on and the other groups.

1. Conparative Analysis
A The Public Use Data
Qur analysis relies on adults (those 16 years of age or

older) drawn from the Public Use Mcro Sanple (PUMS), a one-



percent sanple of the U S. population drawmn in the 1990 U S

Census. There are two drawbacks to using the PUVS to analyze
the welfare population -- distinguishing AFDC recipients from
the recipients of other fornms of public assistance and the
coverage and accuracy of the Census for this segnent of the
population.EI The first problem arises from the definition of
public assistance recipients used by the Census, which includes
recipients of AFDC, Supplenental Security Income (SSI), and
CGeneral Assistance (local GA. For an analysis focused on
welfare reform this category is too broad. However, this
broader group is also nore representative of the population
affected by the recent PROM legislation (i.e., those affected
by “The Personal Responsibility and Wrk Opportunity Act of
1996”) and changes in the food stanmp program W focus on
recipients of all fornms of public assistance but pay special

attention to female recipients with children under 16 years of
age (i.e., AFDC and TANF populations).EI For our sanpl e-year

nore than 92 percent of the national AFDC casel oad consisted of
f emal e- headed househol ds (U S Congr ess, House of

Representatives, Commttee on Wawys and Means, 1991). W are

2 For a detailed discussion of the issues in using the PUVS to

anal yze public assistance recipients, see Van Hook et al., 1996.

3 Throughout this paper the term “public assistance recipient” refers
to the broader category while “welfare recipient” refers to the
narr ower category of females with children receiving public
assi st ance.



unable to address the problem of census coverage directly, but
we note that in aggregate, the PUMS undercounts those on public

A

assi stance, and does so in a systenmatic way.

B. Descriptive Analysis

To begin, Table 1 presents basic information on the one-
percent PUVMS sanple of about 1.5 mllion records on adults.
About 87 percent of the adult population live in households
whose i ncone exceeds the poverty line. About 13 percent live in
poverty households, and nore than 3 percent of the sanple
recei ve sonme form of public assistance.

Bl acks represent about 12 percent of the adult popul ation,
but about 26 percent of the poor and of those on public
assi st ance. Wnmen conprise about 70 percent of the public
assi stance popul ation; those with very young children are al nost
a quarter of the public assistance popul ation. The one-percent
public use sanple includes about 22,000 observations on adult
wonen with children sixteen years or younger receiving public

assi st ance.

4 Specifically, with respect to AFDC and GA recipients, because the

PUVMG defines a public assistance recipient as one who receives
assistance at any tinme in the preceding year, short-term recipients
are nore highly represented in PUMS than in nonthly casel oad data.
Younger recipients, those with fewer children, and mnorities are all
under represented in national PUMS data relative to |ocal caseload
dat a.



There are substantial differences in |abor force status,
enpl oynent, and auto access between the poor and those on public
assi st ance. More than 61 percent of poor adults are in the
| abor force and a third are enployed, but only 26 percent of
those on public assistance are in the labor force; 17 percent
are enpl oyed. Only five percent of non poor adults |ack access
to an autonobile while 31 percent of the poor and 41 percent of
the public assistance popul ation |ack “auto access.”EI

The original analyses of the spatial msnmatch hypothesis
were notivated by the post Wrld War |1 decentralization of
enpl oyment and the concern that mnorities were being |left
behind -- due to housing discrimnation and exclusionary zoning.
Over the past thirty years, this trend in job decentralization
has conti nued. Wiile there has been a simlar novenent in
resi denti al | ocation, anobng black and mnority households
residential adjustnment has not natched the novenent of |obs
(O Regan and Quigley, 1999).

Table 2 reports on the centralization of these groups; it
presents information on the residences and workplaces of the
enpl oyed adults in the four populations. For each racial group
exam ned, the residences of the poor are |less centralized than

the residences of the non poor. This is an artifact of the

°® |Individuals have “auto access” if they are living in a

household in which one or nore vehicles which could be used for



focus on the working poor rather than the entire poverty
popul ati on. The enploynent rate of the non poor is higher in the
central city, but for the poor it is lower in the central city.
Anong the total population, the residences of the poor are nore
centralized than the residences of the non poor.

Mnority residences and workplaces are considerably nore
centralized than are those of whites for both the poor and non
poor. This racial pattern is stronger anong public assistance
recipients and anong fenmale public assistance recipients wth
chil dren. Anong femal e-headed famlies on public assistance,
the concentration of working black and Hi spanic wonen living in
central cities is even nore pronounced. In contrast, the
fraction of working white females on assistance with children
who live in the central city is less than half as large as the
fraction of non poor white workers who live in the central city.

However, there are <clear racial differences in these
patterns between the poor and those on public assistance.
Consi der fenale public assistance recipients with children: both
black and Hispanic recipients are nore centralized in their
wor kpl aces and residences than are mnority poor. VWite
reci pients, however, are less centralized, particularly in their

residences. This suggests that reliance on observed patterns

comuting to work are “avail able.”



anong the poor to infer patterns anong welfare recipients yields
i naccurate racial conparisons.

The last colum in Table 2 indicates the relative
centralization of jobs and residences. Ratios close to one
indicate a balance between the centralization of jobs and the
centralization of residences. Regardl ess of poverty or welfare
status, the jobs-to-workers ratio for white adults is generally
bal anced, or else it shows a greater share working in the
central city than living there. The opposite is true for
mnorities. Even anong non poor mnorities, the share working
in the central city is sonewhat |ower than the share living in
the central <city, indicating a net comuting flow to the
suburbs. This commuting flow is nmuch |arger anong the poor and
those on public assistance.E

These rough conparisons of the centralization of workers
and their worksites suggest the kinds of obstacles to increased
enpl oynment of those on public assistance presented by urban
space. Q her evidence (see, for exanple, Kasarda, 1995 and
Hol zer, 1996) suggests that secular growh in those jobs
“suitable” for those on public assistance has been larger in the

ur ban peri phery. Access to these jobs by the nore centralized

® Note also that the sample sizes for enployed wormen on public
assistance wth <children are small -- only about 4,100
i ndi viduals throughout the entire US. are reported in the
Public Use Sanpl e.



wel fare recipients requires either autonobile travel or adequate
public transit.

Table 3 reports the percentage of individuals wthout
aut onobi | e access for these sane categories -- the non poor, the
poor, adults on public assistance, and females with children on
public assistance -- separately by residential |ocation and by
current enploynment status. Note that this table reports car
access rather than ownership. Having access to a car — that
is, living in a household in which an auto is available for
comuting — is nore prevalent than auto ownership, particularly
anong the poor.

Wthin each category, there are large racial differences in
access to autos. Mnorities, but nost notably blacks, have
much | ower access to cars than do whites. Non poor blacks are
al nost three tinmes as likely as whites to |ack access to a car
There are simlarly large differences by residential |ocation.

There are especially large differences in access to
aut onobi | es between non working blacks on public assistance and
bl ack females with children on public assistance. For the U S
as a whole, 56 percent of non working blacks on public
assi stance l|lack access to an auto. Anong black females wth
children, the rate is alnost 69 percent. Anong suburban bl acks
on public assistance who do not work, 40 percent lack auto

access; anong black females wth children in the sane



ci rcunst ances, nore than 60 percent | ack access to an
aut onobi | e.

Enpl oyment status is strongly associated with autonobile
access, although racial differences in auto access persist even
after controlling for enploynent status and | ocati on. More than
one-third of blacks currently working (and nore than half of
bl acks currently not working) do not have access to a car. Car
access anong welfare recipients is even |ower. More than 40
percent of non working public aid recipients have no access to a
car.

A contributing factor to the differential auto access of
wel fare households is the set of eligibility rules under the
AFDC programin effect at the tinme these data were gathered. In
contrast to the federal regulations limting the assets of
welfare recipients in effect through 1996 wunder the AFDC
program states are now free to revise or elimnate asset limts
as part of benefit-qualification rules for TANF recipients.
Many states have extended asset limts, permtting recipients to
own cars worth thousands of dollars; sone states have renoved
asset limts altogether. Over tinme, we should expect that car
ownership anong transfer recipients wll increase. However,
given the extrene deprivation anong the welfare popul ation, auto
ownership and access to autos wll «certainly be lower for

reci pients of aid than for the average poor person.

10



Even after controlling for [|ocation, enploynent status,
poverty status and welfare receipt, the remining racial
di fferences are striking. For exanple, while 29 percent of non
working white wonen on welfare have no access to a car, 43
percent of working black wonmen on welfare |ack access. In fact,
W thin every category, non working whites have greater access to
cars than do working bl acks.

Table 4 examnes further the |inkage between autonobile
access and enploynent, focusing on prine-age workers. The first
colum reports enploynment rates for non poor individuals.
Al t hough there are differences in enploynment rates between those
with access to autos and those w thout access, differences for
the non poor are relatively small. Anong the poor, however, and
especially anong those on public assistance, differences in
enpl oynment rates by auto access are quite |arge indeed. Anong
the poor, enploynent rates are forty percent higher for adults
who have access to an autonobile for commuting. Anong those on
public assistance, enploynment rates are roughly twice as high
for those with access to autonobiles than for those wthout
access. The difference is even nore pronounced for fermales on
publ i c assistance with children.

O course, this strong association between auto access and
enpl oynent need not inply a causal relationship at all, but the

strength of the association is surprising. However, recent work

11



by Raphael and R ce (1999) provides convincing statistical
evidence that the association is causal. Mreover, there is
other informal evidence that auto ownership affects enploynent
and training outcones. For exanple, in their study of Detroit,
Danzi ger and Hol zer (1998) found that the unenployed with cars
searched nore widely for jobs than did the unenployed w thout
cars. In a recent evaluation of an enploynment program for non
custodial parents, the only characteristic found to exert a
systematic effect on enploynent outcones was car ownership
(Brock et al., 1997). And several studies of the factors
affecting job loss and welfare entry have established that
transportation problens contribute to these outcones.

Table 5, which presents car access and enpl oynent status by
resi dence and workpl ace | ocation, provides sonme insight into the
role of “choice” in car access and residential |ocations.
Resi dence and workpl aces are reported in two categories: the
central city and the suburban ring.EI

Anong those with cars, the fractions representing the
spatial distribution of the poor and non poor are renarkably
simlar. There are di fferences, especially in t he

subur bani zation of central city workers, but they are nobdest.

" For ease of presentation we exclude “internediate” |ocations (PUVAS)
not reported as either a central city or a suburban location in the
Public Use Mcro Sanple of the Census. Specifically, we exclude
residence and work place Public Use Mcrodata Areas (PUVAs) which span

12



When we exam ne those without cars, however, we find nuch | arger
spatial differences. Non poor without cars are nore likely to
reside and to work in the central city than are the poor. This
hi gher centralization for the non poor suggests that the absence
of car may be a consunption choice dictated by preferences, not
resource limts.

Regardless of income and access categories, however,
mnorities -- particularly blacks -- are nore centralized in

both their residence and work | ocations. Bl acks are noticeably

|l ess likely both to live and to work in the suburbs. Non poor
blacks with cars are twice as likely to live and work in the
central city as they are to live and work in the suburbs. I n

fact, poor whites are nore likely to live and work in the
suburbs than are non poor blacks. This pattern is suggestive of
quite limted residential choices for blacks. The wor kpl ace-
residence pattern of mnority workers on public assistance
appears simlar to that of their poor counterparts, but the
| ower centralization of white welfare workers continues to
di stinguish themfromthe white poor popul ation.

For all groups (although less so for the non poor wthout
cars), conmutes involving suburban origins or destinations are

very inportant, making up the mgjority of worktrips, even anong

central city and suburban |ocations. (This has no appreciable effect
on any of the conclusions we draw.)
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nost groups w thout access to cars. This affects the tinme spent
comuting, an inportant conponent of access to jobs.

Table 6 reports the average one-way conmuting tinme for
wor kers by category. Note that, according to conventional
| ocation theory, richer households will typically commute | onger
distances to purchase nore spacious housing at cheaper
peri pheral | ocations. These differences in commute tines
bet ween the poor and non poor are confirned in Table 6, but the
differences are quite nodest. There are larger differences in
commute tines between those with auto access and those w thout.
Differences in one-way conmutes are three to five mnutes for
all four groups: the non poor, the poor, all adults on welfare,
and females with children on welfare. Controlling for auto
access, comrute tines are slightly longer for welfare recipients
than for the poor of the sane race.d 1n fact, unlike the poor
white and black welfare recipients wth access to cars nmake
| onger commutes than do the non poor. And within each category,
average conmute times are |longer, sonetinmes nuch |onger, for
mnorities than for whites.

Commuting tinmes vary substantially by node of travel to
wor K. Table 7 summarizes sonme of these relationships. It

reports the fraction of workers commuting by public transit,

8 Again, these differences suggest caution in using data on the
poor to assess patterns anong wel fare recipients.

14



private auto, and walking, together with the average commute
times for each group of workers. The table docunents a nunber
of striking patterns. First, reliance on public transit is five
to ten times as large for those without auto access as it is for
those with access to autos. Second, anobng those with access to
autonobiles, eighty to ninety percent conmmute by private
vehi cl e. Third, even after controlling for access to a car,
mnorities are nmuch nore reliant on public transit than are
whi t es. Anmong those w thout access to a car, much of the
difference is explained by the greater reliance of whites on
wal ki ng. Fourth, there is a surprisingly large incidence of
wal king to wrk anong those wthout access to an auto,
especi ally anong the poor and those on welfare. The fraction of
those walking to work is especially large anong carless fenales
on public assistance with children -— 31 percent anbng white
Wonen. Presumably, these factors vary wth the spatial
configuration and transport systens of different mnetropolitan
areas (MsSAs).

When the location of worksites is taken into account, the
average comute tinmes for those not commuting within the central
city or the suburbs can be quite |ong. Anong workers who
cormute from central <city to suburban worksites, one-way

commutes of 45 mnutes to an hour are common. O course, for

15



the poor and those on public assistance, these |ong comutes are
al so associated with jobs paying very | ow wages.

Several studies, using GS systens in conjunction wth
| ocal data sets, have found that low skill jobs for welfare
workers are |ocated disproportionately in the suburbs and are
not public transit accessible (Leete and Bania, 1996; Coulton
Leete and Bania, forthcomng; R ch and Coughlin, 1998). In an
Urban Institute national study of enployers with entry |evel
jobs, 39 percent stated they are not public-transit accessible
(Regenstein, Myer and Hi cks, 1998). Furthernore, Leete and
Bania estimated that fewer than twenty percent of entry |eve
j ob openings would be within a 45 mnute one-way public transit
coommute for centralized welfare recipients. Even if a
"reasonabl e comute tinme is estimted to be 80 mnutes (one-
way), centralized welfare recipients do not have access to the
majority of openings. b

The difficulties of the poor in relying upon public transit
are exacerbated by the types of jobs they hold. Qur tabulations
of these data (not presented here) indicate that poor workers

and those on welfare are about half again as likely to comute

o9 Even these low skill jobs nay not be easily attainable,

given the skills enployers are seeking. Using data on four

| arge cities (including Boston and Los Angel es), Hol zer (1996)
estimates that as little as 5 to 10 percent of central city jobs
hel d by those without a coll ege educati on appear “accessible” to
the least skilled in the workforce.

16



outside the normal rush hour. A large percentage of the poor
who take public transit also travel off peak. And for part-tine
wor kers, the incidence of off-peak conmuting is even Iarger.EZI
O f-peak commutes by public transit take 35 percent |onger, on

aver age.

[11. Conclusion

Qur conparative analysis of the conditions facing welfare
reci pients docunents that the spatial msnmatch between jobs and
residences is at least as extreme for welfare recipients it is
as for the poor. Most striking anmong the findings is the |ack
of access to autonpbiles anong the welfare population, and the

|large differences in alnost every enploynent and comruting

characteristic associated with this condition. The 1ikelihood
that an individual is enployed -- by poverty, public assistance
status, and race -- varies a |lot by auto access.

Wrktrip node also varies enornmously by auto access --
transit usage by five to ten tinmes and wal king by five tines.
The incidence of very long journeys to work is high anong those
on public assistance, especially those commuting to non centra
wor kpl aces. Furthernore, there are large fractions of reverse

comuters -- even anong public transit riders, and especially

0 This is consistent with Presser and Cox (1997), who found
greater preval ence of nonstandard work hours and days in a

17



anong welfare recipients. Finally, the incidence of off-peak
travel is higher anobng workers on public assistance, as is the
i nci dence of part-time enpl oynent. In contrast, a surprisingly
|l arge fraction of fenale welfare recipients with children walk
to work. Alnost a third of the enployed wel fare nothers w thout
access to an autonobile wal k to work!

To the extent that the spatial msmatch influences the
enpl oynent outcones of the least nobile, welfare recipients face
nore form dable obstacles to enploynent than the lowskilled
popul ati on as a whol e. Furthernore, a grow ng body of evidence
suggests that exactly those areas experiencing job growh -- the
suburbs -- are those in which enployers are less likely to hire
mnority workers due to discrimnation and the inpact of
distance on recruiting nethods (Holzer, 1996; Holzer and
| hl anfel dt, 1996; Holzer and Ihlanfeldt, 1998; Stoll, 1999).
Gaining access to these jobs my particularly difficult for
centralized mnority welfare recipients.

Al'l of these factors suggest that an enploynent “solution”

to current high levels of welfare dependency nust rely heavily

upon comruting by private auto, even -- or perhaps especially --
anong welfare recipients. As time passes, and neeting
enpl oynment goals requires noving deeper into the welfare

sanpl e of | ower-educated worki ng not hers.

18



recipient pool, we are increasingly likely to encounter exactly
those recipients facing the greatest of these barriers.

In addition, this analysis also finds systematic behavi oral
di fferences between the poor as a group (often used as a proxy
for welfare recipients) and welfare recipients as a group.
These findings suggest sone caution in extrapolating from the
experience of poverty households to the welfare popul ation.
Policy assessnents that rely on the nore readily avail able data

on the poor may be m sl eadi ng.
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Summary Information on U.S. Adult Population by

Percent of Population
White
Black
Hispanic
Female

With Children

With Children under 6
In Labor Force
Employed
Looking for Work
With Auto Access

Sample Size

Table 1

Poverty Status and Public Assistance, 1990

(Percent of Population)

us
100.0

75.4
11.6

9.3
51.3
16.6
12.0
73.1
60.8

3.2
89.1

1,531,028

Poverty Status
Non Poor Poor
86.8 13.2
79.1 51.7
9.3 25.7
8.1 175
50.6 57.2
16.4 21.6
11.9 14.9
77.1 61.3
65.9 32.9
2.6 6.6
94.6 69.0
1,297,089 233,939

Public Assistance Recipients

All Adults Females with Children
3.3 1.0
55.0 43.3
27.1 35.7
12.9 16.6
69.5 100.0
28.6 100.0
23.3 57.4
25.7 36.9
16.9 22.7
8.3 14.9
59.3 56.9
76,715 21,920

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Public Use Microdata Sample, U.S.
[machine readable data files], prepared by U.S. Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.: the Bureau [producer and

distributer], 1992.




Poverty Status
Non Poor
White
Black
Hispanic

Poor
White
Black
Hispanic

Public Assistance

All Adults
White
Black
Hispanic

Females with Children

White
Black
Hispanic

Source: See Table 1.

Table 2

Residence and Workplace of Employed Adults
by Poverty, Public Assistance Status, and Race 1990

PUMS
Sample Size

572,552
64,478
67,043

34,754
9,454
10,150

8,008
2,036
1,200

2,870
1,131
504

Working in
Central City

34.10
47.20
35.10

21.40
32.30
34.90

18.95
36.10
33.00

19.12
44.26
39.49

Percent

Living in Ratio of Central
Central City City Jobs to Workers
29.90 1.14
49.15 0.96
37.30 0.94
21.60 0.99
37.15 0.87
42.60 0.82
18.05 1.05
41.35 0.87
40.30 0.82
14.30 1.34
48.90 0.91
53.70 0.74




Poverty Status
Non Poor
White
Black
Hispanic

Poor
White
Black
Hispanic

Public Assistance
All Individuals
White
Black
Hispanic

Females with Children
White
Black
Hispanic

Source: See Table 1.

Table 3
Percent of Individuals without Automobile Access
by Residential Location, Poverty, Public Assistance Status, and Race, 1990

us Central City Suburb
Not Not Not
Working Working | Working  Working Working Working
2.4 7.6 8.6 18.2 1.3 5.9
13.0 21.9 21.2 30.8 6.6 12.0
8.9 134 17.9 30.6 47 9.1
9.5 25.5 20.5 40.8 6.7 22.4
34.4 53.3 44.9 62.2 25.5 43.2
20.4 37.1 30.0 51.7 14.9 28.4
11.1 27.3 22.6 41.9 6.9 20.7
40.6 56.0 51.0 63.9 28.4 40.4
25.6 46.7 37.9 61.2 17.7 37.0
11.3 29.1 25.2 45.8 7.8 24.3
43.0 68.9 50.6 76.0 33.0 60.5
27.1 55.3 40.3 70.2 19.8 35.9







Table 4
Percent of Adults Working, Ages 18 to 55, by Poverty, Public
Assistance Status, Access to Automobile and Race, 1990

Poverty Status On Public Assistance
Non Poor Poor All Individuals Females with Children
Percent
With Access to Auto
White 82.2 50.0 339 329
Black 79.5 43.7 24.6 27.3
Hispanic 76.2 48.9 26.7 22.1
Without Access to Auto
White 74.6 31.0 15.8 14.0
Black 67.6 25.0 12.7 12.5
Hispanic 69.9 311 10.8 9.0
Sample Size
With Access to Auto 775,892 93,231 27,771 12,106
Without Access to Auto 37,447 29,621 14,248 8,250

Source: See Table 1.






Table 5
Residential and Employment Distribution of Workers, by Poverty
and Public Assistance, Access to Automobiles and Race, 1990

With Access to Auto Without Access to Auto
Reside In: Reside In:
Work In: Central city Suburb | Centralcity = Suburb
Poverty Status
A. Non Poor
White Workers central city 11.03 11.35 48.33 5.66
suburb 2.48 23.09 3.51 11.37
Black Workers central city 29.63 10.40 59.33 4,54
suburb 5.37 14.27 5.76 6.84
Hispanic Workers central city 24.42 9.81 61.17 3.61
suburb 7.38 22.96 7.75 9.91
B. Poor
White Workers central city 13.78 6.28 35.76 3.36
suburb 291 18.97 2.85 11.41
Black Workers central city 29.16 5.16 46.48 2.51
suburb 4.73 11.43 4.81 8.07
Hispanic Workers central city 29.04 6.23 53.83 3.37
suburb 8.18 18.73 7.45 11.49
Public Assistance
C. All Adults
White Workers central city 10.51 7.97 26.32 5.05
suburb 2.17 22.94 4.42 14.49
Black Workers central city 30.69 6.48 47.33 2.09
suburb 5.22 11.96 5.17 8.53
Hispanic Workers central city 26.09 4,73 51.93 2.86
suburb 7.35 18.50 4.71 9.91
D. Females with Children
White Workers central city 9.48 6.65 25.06 4.16
suburb 1.81 21.40 2.32 13.16
Black Workers central city 31.79 6.56 43.62 2.94
suburb 5.22 10.07 5.54 8.72
Hispanic Workers central city 24.63 5.74 49.90 1.32
suburb 5.12 17.33 4.99 9.95

Source: See Table 1.



Table 6
Average Journey to Work
by Poverty, Public Assistance Status, Access to Automobile and Race, 1990
(one-way commutes, in minutes)

Poverty Status Public Assistance
Non Poor Poor All Individuals Females with Children
Minutes of Commuting
With Access to Auto

White Workers 17.74 16.66 18.99 19.10

Black Workers 21.30 20.65 22.86 21.30

Hispanic Workers 23.33 21.99 22.55 20.70

Without Access to Auto

White Workers 22.16 20.50 21.39 17.50

Black Workers 28.74 25.57 25.76 27.10

Hispanic Workers 30.75 28.04 28.09 26.20

Sample Sizes

With Access to Auto 291,031 45,714 9,416 3,588
Without Access to Auto 27,287 8,119 1,803 937

Source: See Table 1.



Table 7

Worktrip Mode and Average Commute Time

By Poverty, Public Assistance Status, and Race, 1990
(one-way commutes, in minutes)

A. Non Poor
With Access to Auto:
White
Black

Hispanic

Without Access to Auto:

White
Black
Hispanic

B. Poor
With Access to Auto:
White
Black
Hispanic

Without Access to Auto:

White
Black
Hispanic

C. On Public Assistance
With Access to Auto:
White
Black
Hispanic

Without Access to Auto:

White
Black
Hispanic

D. Femaleson
Assistance with
Children

With Access to Auto:
White
Black
Hispanic

Without Access to Auto:

White
Black
Hispanic

Source: See Table 1.

Public Transit

Percent Commute
Time

2.50 44.58
8.70 42.31
6.40 40.12
34.70 36.08
55.20 40.67
51.80 40.55
2.30 33.39
7.90 38.53
7.50 37.59
21.80 33.53
40.60 38.61
43.00 39.18
5.30 37.79
10.60 42.21
8.10 38.79
28.80 34.73
48.10 38.31
45.40 40.39
1.40 42.94
9.20 41.00
5.50 41.33
20.20 29.80
49.40 38.94
37.70 40.31

Private Vehicle

Percent Commute
Time
90.40 22.32
86.90 23.17
86.60 22.81
38.50 22.15
29.20 23.39
27.20 25.47
81.70 19.47
83.20 20.24
79.70 21.64
30.90 21.35
34.20 20.08
26.90 25.01
83.80 20.77
82.20 20.62
82.40 21.62
30.80 20.13
28.10 19.66
22.40 20.04
90.40 19.29
86.10 19.73
85.40 19.57
35.90 18.15
27.90 18.85
28.50 17.63

Walking

Percent Commute
Time

2.40 8.51
2.10 12.68
3.00 11.34
18.00 13.66
10.80 15.55
14.60 14.67
6.20 8.65
4.00 15.40
5.50 12.98
28.00 14.00
15.70 15.98
18.00 14.85
3.80 10.74
3.40 9.49
4.60 13.74
27.20 12.95
15.50 14.77
22.60 17.51
3.20 7.49
2.30 7.06
4.70 14.35
31.00 12.31
15.00 15.29
27.80 18.20
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