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Abstract

This paper analyses over a 20 years period the characteristics and the development of reverse commuting in the Paris metropolitan area and its consequences in terms of daily travel behavior of working Parisians. Because Paris has lost many jobs but few inhabitants, the number of reverse commuters has increased. But contrary to the US reverse commuters are mainly high income professionals whose workplace is located close to Paris in areas well connected to the central city by public transport. Hence over 20 years reverse commuters have in average diminished car use. All the reverse commuters face however a more complex organization of daily travels whatever their professional status comparing to the Parisians whose job is located in Paris.

1- Introduction

Travel patterns have changed considerably within metropolitan areas during the last 20 years. These changes are explained in part by increased suburbanization and a tendency toward polycentrism in both residential and employment location (Priemus, Nijkamp and Banister, 2001). The progress of individual motorization, in conjunction with the development of transport networks, has allowed many households and firms, even in the service sector, to locate outside the central city. They have relocated either to dense areas like edge cities (Garreau, 1991) and (smaller) employment subcenters (Giuliano, 1991; Gaschet, 2000), or in a more dispersed way. These changes have led to an increase in the number of trips within suburban areas and from the central city to these suburban areas, a lengthening of the daily distance traveled, and an increase in car use.

Commuting trips (i.e. home-to-work trips) have been frequently studied (Aguilera, 2005; Giuliano and Small, 1993; Shearmur, 2006). In particular, the growth of home to work distance within metropolitan areas has been frequently associated with residential preferences, as well as with constraints that move households away from the major employment areas. In many cases, these employment areas do not offer sufficient housing, especially for low-income workers (Levine, 1992), and job-housing balance is sometimes regarded as a way to decrease commuting distance (Peng, 1997). Less attention has been paid to non-work trips than to commuting behavior.

In addition in France, studies dealing with the relations between urban form and travel patterns have principally concentrated on people living in the suburbs, who have longer average commutes than central city residents and use a car more frequently because they have relatively poor access to public transport (Gallez and Orfeuil, 1997). Nonetheless, the suburbanization of employment, shopping, and leisure activities has been significant over the last twenty years in France. This suburbanization may have led to an increase in both commuting and non-work trips made by central city residents to the suburbs.

In the US, many studies have explored the growth of reverse commuting, and especially the problems that low-income central city residents encounter in accessing (physically) remote suburban jobs (Cervero and Tsai, 2003). Although some studies have shown that a growing part of the central city residents in France hold a suburban job (Aguilera and Mignot, 2003), the impact of this change on travel patterns of central city residents for both work and non-work trips has not been studied. In particular, a comparison with the US would be interesting, as in France high-income households as well as highly qualified jobs are still concentrated in the central cities.

This paper investigates the characteristics and development of reverse commuting in the Paris metropolitan area over a 20-year period and its consequences in terms of travel (for both work and non-work purposes). Data come from the National Census and from travel surveys.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the second part the two sets of data are presented. The third part describes the reverse commuters and compares their daily travel patterns with those of the Parisians whose job is located in Paris. The fourth part analyzes first the relationship between the growth of reverse commuting and the evolution concerning job location within the metropolitan area and the composition of Paris inhabitants and second the consequences in terms of travel behavior. The conclusion summarizes the main findings and discusses the implications of increased reverse commuting in terms of transport and land-use policy.

2- Data

Paris is by far the biggest municipality in France, with about 2 million inhabitants and 1.6 million jobs. Moreover Paris is the central city of a metropolitan area (the Ile-de-France region) with 11 million inhabitants (about 16% of french population) and 5 million jobs (20% of national employment). The metropolitan area is usually divided into three parts: the central city (Paris), the first crown, where job and people density is high, and the second crown where locations are more dispersed (Figure 1).

(Figure 1)

Two sets of data are used in this study. First, the 1982, 1990 and 1999 National Censuses are used to describe the changes in employment location within the metropolitan area, and especially the loss of central city jobs, as well as important changes in the nature (in terms of level of qualification) of the central city inhabitants and jobs. The National Census is also mobilized to study where Parisians work and to describe reverse commuters and their average home-to-work distance.

However, the travel patterns of these reverse commuters cannot be adequately understood with Census data, even for work trips because Census data only indicate the length from home to workplace and not for instance the number of daily work trips etc. The travel surveys (1983, 1991 and 2001) of the Paris metropolitan area, which describe the all of the daily trips for each surveyed inhabitant of the Paris metropolitan area, are thus used to analyze work and non-work trips of the Parisians who work outside Paris (the reverse commuters) and to make comparisons with the Parisians whose job is located inside Paris (the non-reverse commuters). Daily travel patterns are thus described in terms of travel number, distance, time budget, and transport mode. Only intra-metropolitan trips have been taken into account.

Both surveys distinguish people according to their socioprofessional status, which is defined in France by the National Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE). The four main categories have been considered here: 1. “executive and intellectual professions” (referred to as executives in this text), 2. “intermediate professions”, 3. “clerical workers”, and 4. “workmen”. This distinction is of great interest here insofar as the socioprofessional status is strongly linked with location within the metropolitan area, and especially with the probability of a central city location for both people and employment. In particular, high-income people and high-income jobs (number 1 and number 2 of the classification) are still highly concentrated within the central cities in France and in particular in Paris.

3- Reverse commuting in the Paris metropolitan area: which Parisians, which travel patterns?

This part of the paper analyzes reverse commuting in the Paris metropolitan area and its consequences in terms of daily travel behavior by comparing reverse commuters with non reverse commuters (i.e. Parisians whose job is located in Paris).

3-1 A quarter of the Parisians are reverse commuters in 1999

In 1999 Paris still contains about one third of the jobs in the metropolitan area, and the number of jobs per (working) inhabitant is 1.6. Moreover the spatial matching between people and jobs is particularly high: 71% of the Paris inhabitants (about 700,000 people) work in Paris in 1999, which is by far higher than in any other municipality of the metropolitan area. Only 1.5% of the Parisians (less than 15,000 inhabitants) work outside the metropolitan area and then about a quarter of the Paris inhabitants (almost 275,000 people) work in the crowns. This means that less than 6% of the people living in the metropolitan area are reverse commuters. This is not negligible but it must be kept in mind that the proportion of the workers living in the crowns and having a job in Paris is three times higher (17% of the inhabitants). In fact despite a tendency toward polycentrism Paris remains the most important place of employment and contains in addition by far more jobs by inhabitants: 57% of the jobs located in Paris are thus held by non Parisians among which 91% live in one of the two crowns.

Nevertheless reverse commuting exists and concerns a quarter of the central city inhabitants. This proportion varies however for the different socioprofessional statuses. Only 18% of the clerical workers who live in Paris are reverse commuters but this is the case for 38% of the executives (Table 1). For high-income Parisians, living in the central city is therefore less often associated with having a job there: indeed for 17% of the Parisian executives belonging to a dual-earner household, both household members work outside Paris, while this is only the case for 8% of the clerical and workmen. Thus executives show obviously a strong attachment for urban amenities (like cultural resources, access to public transport, etc.) which leads them to pay higher residential prices than in the crowns. Indeed a recent study conducted in the Paris Region has concluded that among workers living far from workplace high-income ones were sensitive to specific externalities and thus specific municipalities while for low-income workers the explanation of great distance to workplace was rather the lack of affordable housing (Hourdez, 2005).

Because the Paris inhabitants are mainly high income people (38% are executives and 24% are intermediate professionals, while only 9% are workmen) and because the share of reverse commuters is higher for this category the vast majority of the reverse commuters are executives (48%) and intermediate professionals (25%).

(Table 1)

3-2 Reverse commuting is nevertheless associated with proximity to the workplace

Even when their workplace is located outside Paris, most of the Parisians do not live far from work. Indeed, for nearly three quarters of them (74%), employment is located in the first crown, to which the central city is linked by a dense road network and public transport.

Because 92% of Parisians work in the central city or in the first crown, Paris inhabitants have by far the shortest average home-to-work distance in 1999 (4.9 km) as compared with 7.1 km for the inhabitants of the first crown and 12.6 km for those living in the second crown where there are about twice as many people as there are jobs.

Reverse commuting in the Paris area is thus very different from the US on two points. First in the US reverse commuters are mainly low income people because poor people are concentrated in the central cities which is not the case in France. Second french reverse commuters live very near from their job because employment is concentrated around the central city although in the US most of the reverse commuters’ jobs are situated far from the major employment subcenters. Hence access to job should not be a real problem for the french reverse commuters.

The home-to-work distance for those who work in the first crown (7.9 km) is nonetheless more three times that of those who work in Paris (2.4 km), while the distance for those who work in the second crown (22.2 km) is almost ten times greater. The travel patterns of the reverse commuters should thus be different in many ways from those of the non-reverse commuters, including especially mode choice as it is discussed now.

3-3 The influence of job location on daily travel: a comparison between reverse and non-reverse commuters

The two crowns have been considered together here because those who work in the second crown are not well represented in the travel surveys.

We first highlight the interest of considering separately the Parisians who worked on the day of the survey separately and those who did not (non-worked day). By comparing the travel patterns of reverse and non reverse commuters we then show that differences occur not only when the person has worked but also when he has not.

Overall travel as the result of behaviors which differ depending on whether or not a person worked on a given day

In 2001, the average working Parisian makes 3.78 trips by day, travels 15.5 km, and spend 95 minutes on transport. 37% of these daily trips are made by public transport, 24% by car, 4% by two-wheeled vehicle, and 35% on foot.

However, the travel patterns of a specific worker vary radically depending on whether the person worked or not (Aguilera et al., 2007). On the day of the survey, 87% of the surveyed working Parisians worked (outside the home) and 13% did not (because of holidays, a part-time job, etc.). Parisians who worked had by far the highest travel distance and travel time, and their number of trips is also higher than that of those who did not work (Table 2). Additionally, they use a car more frequently than on non-worked days. These differences hold whatever the professional category.

(Table 2)

The work trips largely explain these differences (Table 2). Parisians who did not go to work during the day travelled mainly close to home (they return home more), which explains the smaller average distance (and time) travelled as compared to a worked day. Parisians who worked experienced on the contrary much higher distances, mainly because of work trips. Work trips make up 40% of the number of trips and almost 50% in terms of distance and time (Table 2). 

Transport modes are also different between these two categories: on a non-worked day almost 60% of the trips are made by foot and 25% by public transport, the vast majority of these trips having both origin and destination inside Paris. A car is used for only 15% of these trips. During a worked day, the share of cars is by far higher (25%), as is the share of public transport (39%): people walk less because the distances are longer, especially in the case of work trips.

These findings suggest that constraints linked to professional activity on a worked day (like work trips but probably also work schedules) probably explain the limitation of the number of daily trips, some of the non-work trips obviously being deferred to non-worked days.

Travel patterns are different between reverse and non reverse commuters on a worked but also on a non worked day

On a worked day, the average number of trips is significantly higher for those whose employment is located inside Paris. Both work trips and non-work trips are more numerous (Table 3). However, the average distance travelled and time spent on transport are significantly reduced when the job is located inside Paris, as the vast majority of these trips are from and to central city locations. On average, 38% are made by foot and 38% by public transport, with only 17% being made by car. In comparison, when the workplace is situated outside Paris the distance travelled is far higher, as is the time spent on transport, despite a greater use of the car (40% of the trips, which is about 2.5 times more than for non-reverse commuters). The number of daily trips is thus reduced because each trips costs more distance and time, especially for work purpose. Work trips and workplace location are thus directly responsible for the observed differences in travel patterns on a worked day, which have been confirmed for all socio-professional categories.

(Table 3)

However workmen spend more time to travel by day comparing to other categories when employment is located outside Paris (135 minutes but 118.6 minutes in average for all reverse commuters). The difference is explained by work trips and returns to home. Home to workplace distance is however not higher for workmen but it appears that they have more frequently than other categories to work outside their usual  workplace. And despite they have the same use of car as other categories their average speed is reduced which suggests that they travel more often in congested areas or during congested periods of time.

Differences according to employment location between reverse and non reverse commuters also exist for non-worked days (Table 3). Travel behavior in terms of number of trips, distance, and time is reduced for those whose job is located outside Paris. However, there is no difference in terms of mode choice: for the two categories of workers, most trips inside Paris are made on foot. The lower number of trips of the reverse commuters on non-worked days is probably related to the fact that they travel a lot (in terms of distance and time) when they work. It seems that they are “fed up” with mobility on non-worked days.

4- Job suburbanization, gentrification and the increase of reverse commuting

This fourth part of this paper highlights that reverse commuting has increased since 20 years because of job suburbanization and also that the socioprofessional status of the reverse commuters has changed a lot because during this period Paris has gentrified (i.e. high-income residents have replaced low-income ones in many parts of the municipality). Implications in terms of travel patterns are then discussed at an individual level (the Parisians) and also at the community level in terms of car use.

4-1 During the last twenty years, Paris employment and inhabitants have profoundly changed

From 1982 to 1999, Paris has lost almost 209,000 jobs (-11.5%), while the two crowns have gained 543,000 jobs (+18%) during the same period (Table 4). In addition, firms have been rather attracted to remote locations: the second crown alone has attracted three quarters of the employment growth.

Paris contained 38% of the metropolitan jobs in 1982 but only 32% today. However, the number of jobs located in the central city remained quite stable (a small increase) between 1982 and 1990, and strongly diminished during the following decade: since 1990 Paris has lost 216,000 jobs (-12%) while the crowns have gained 179,000 jobs (+5.5%).

(Table 4)

Job suburbanization must be considered in the context of other deep changes in employment within the metropolitan area. During this twenty-year period the tertiary sector has strongly developed, and the number of jobs in the executive and intermediate professions has rapidly grown in the metropolitan area. On the other hand, the industrial sector has lost many jobs, and the number of workmen has severely diminished (Table 5).

(Table 5)

These changes are related to a new spatial distribution of jobs within the metropolitan area, especially regarding the proportion of each type of employment found in the central city. The net decrease in central city jobs is explained by a significant increase in the number of jobs in the executive and intermediate professions, accompanied by a comparatively greater decrease in clerical and workmen jobs over this 20-year period. This indicates that Paris has remained attractive for the service industries, and especially for business services. This attractiveness of the central city for the service sector has been noted in other metropolitan areas in France (Aguilera, 2003) as well as in Quebec (Coffey, Drolet and Polese, 1996). Nonetheless, since 1990 the number of jobs both in the executive and intermediate professions has slightly diminished in Paris and could mean a loss of attractivity for the capital in the next decades.

Since 1982, employment in the workmen category has diminished not only in Paris, but also in the crowns and especially in the first crown. Clerical jobs have increased only outside Paris (in both crowns) because of the strong development of services in these areas, which is due in particular to population growth. The number of jobs in the executive and intermediate professions has increased much more in the crowns than in Paris. This change is due in particular to the development of the business center La Defense, situated on the west side of the first crown.

During this 20-year period, the number of Parisians only slightly decreased (-3%). The change in professional status of the central city inhabitants was however significant: low-income inhabitants have largely been replaced by high-income inhabitants. The number of clerical workers living in Paris decreased by 28%, and the number of workmen by 50%, while the number of executives living in the capital grew by 57%, and the number of intermediate professions by 14%. This gentrification process has been observed in most of the French central cities during these two decades.

4-2 On the 20 years period reverse commuting has increased

In 20 years, the number of inhabitants working in Paris fell by 10% (81,500 people) while the number of reverse commuters increased by almost 25% (55,700 people) (Table 6). Reverse commuting is thus developing in this metropolitan area. The proportion of Parisians working in Paris fell during this period by six percent, from 77% to 71%. The decrease was about the same before 1990 (when the number of jobs in Paris remained stable) and after 1990 (when Paris was losing many jobs).

(Table 6)

The analysis by professional status highlights major differences (Table 6). The number of Parisians working in Paris fell only for the two low-income categories (clerical and workmen), for whom the number of central city jobs strongly decreased both before and after 1990. On the other hand, for the executives and the intermediate professions, for which both the number of inhabitants and the number of jobs have risen, the number of Parisians working in Paris has grown, including during the 1990-1999 period when employment fell somewhat for these categories. The share of the central city employment held by Parisians has thus grown for the executives (from 47% to 53%) and remained stable for the intermediate professions (40%), while it has diminished for low-income jobs (from 36% to 33%).

Despite a severe reduction in the number of workmen living in Paris but having their job outside, the overall number of reverse commuters has grown, because the number of reverse commuters has increased for the high-income categories both before and after 1990. In particular, the number of executive reverse commuters has doubled, while the executive Parisian population has grown by only 56% during this same period. The share of Parisians working outside Paris also increased for the executives and the intermediate professionals, despite the fact that the number of non-reverse commuters grew over the same period.

Despite job suburbanization, Paris has thus remained attractive for high-income people (and especially executives), firstly because high-income jobs continued to be located in Paris (before 1990) and secondly because the suburbanization of high-income jobs has mainly concerned areas close and also well connected to the central city.

Hence, both the reverse commuters’ profile and the spatial distribution of their workplaces have changed notably in 20 years. First, 50% of the reverse commuters were executives in 1999, while 33% of them were 20 years before, and only 9% were workmen as compared with 20% in 1982. This change is related to the fact that the reverse commuters work more frequently today (22%) than in 1982 (17%) in the west of the first crown, where a large proportion of the metropolitan area’s high-income jobs are concentrated. However, the number of reverse commuters working in the first crown increased by 17%, while it increased by 44% for those working in the second crown (Table 6) thus diminishing slightly the share of reverse commuters working in the first crown, from 77% to 74%.

4-3 A relatively moderate lengthening of home to work distance

The effect of increased reverse commuting on the average home-to-work distance for Paris inhabitants was very moderate (Table 7). This distance is now 4.9 km as compared with 4.4 km in 1982 (+11% in 20 years). During the same period, the inhabitants of the first crown have experienced a comparable increase (+10%), but the increase was a little higher (+14%) for people living in the second crown where the job-housing ratio has decreased.

(Table 7)

The (small) home-to-work distance increase for the Parisians is the result of a change in the ratio of reverse to non-reverse commuters among the Paris inhabitants, rather than a change in the associated average commute distances, which have not changed a lot in 20 years (Table 7). This is related to the distribution of employment outside Paris: in 1999, about the same share of suburban jobs (85%) were concentrated in the employment subcenters as in 1982 (Aguilera, 2005) and the vast majority of reverse commuters work in one of these subcenters. Moreover, the National Census indicates that on average the central city inhabitants who work in Paris were located closer to their workplace in 1999 than in 1982; this however is not confirmed by the travel surveys and must be taken with caution.

4-4 Increased reverse commuting and daily travel behavior

Since 1983, travel patterns have changed very little in general, but surprisingly on a declining way. The average distance travelled daily by a Parisian has only slightly increased on the overall period (from 14.5 km to 15.5 km, +7%) but decreased since 1991, time devoted to transport has remained stable (about 95 min per day), and car use has decreased (from 26% to 23%), while the proportion of trips made by two-wheeled users increased significantly (from 1% to 4%). The number of daily trips has diminished from 4.05 to 3.78 (-8%). Most of these evolutions have however been different on worked and non-worked day and also between reverse and non-reverse commuters.

Comparison between worked and non worked days

Differences between worked and non-worked days have narrowed in terms of the number of daily trips, which has decreased significantly on worked days (-8%), and on the contrary increased for non-worked days (+26%). In 2001, Parisians made a much less different number of daily trips whether they worked or not than 20 years before. This result suggests that a growing part of non-work trips are deferred to non-worked days, probably because of increasing constraints during worked days.

Additionally, average distance travelled increased on both worked and non-worked days (but again, it has decreased since 1991), while time devoted to transport has mainly increased on non-worked days, on which a majority of trips are made by foot and thus take more time. However, the differences between worked and non worked days remain significant.

Concerning mode choice, the major change is a slight decrease in the share of trips made by foot on non-worked days, to the benefit of the car. On worked days, the share of trips made by car has decreased somewhat, while the share of trips made by two-wheeled vehicles has grown.

The comparison of the reverse and non reverse commuters explains these evolutions.

Comparison between reverse and non reverse commuters

Since 1983, the number of daily trips has decreased twice as much for reverse commuters (-12%) than for non-reverse commuters (-6%). Reverse commuters have thus reduced their number of daily trips more than non-reverse commuters. They have in fact more reduced the number of their trips on worked days and less increased this number on non worked days (+8% but +56% for the non reverse commuters).

The more significant decrease in the number of daily trips for reverse commuters probably indicates a growing complexity in the organization of travel patterns that should be analysed more precisely in future studies. Another explanation for the decreasing trips for reverse commuters could rest on modal share changes: in 20 years, those commuters have increased public transport use and decreased car use.

This change has been particularly notable for the executives: 59% of their daily trips were made by car in 1983, and only 45% in 2001, while the proportion of trips made by public transport has increased from 21% to 33% during the same period. On the other hand, car use has almost doubled for those workmen whose job is located outside Paris, probably because their workplaces are more dispersed and not well connected to the public transit network. The growing use of two-wheeled vehicles is specially observed for non-reverse commuters (whatever the professional status), possibly because of growing congestion within the central city. 

(Table 8)

In addition the distance travelled daily by the reverse commuters on worked day has not increased (and time decreased). The growth of the average distance travelled by Parisians on a worked day is actually explained by the fact that reverse commutes are more numerous in 2001 than in 1983, although the distance travelled daily for each individual has not increased.

At the community level the number of kilometres travelled daily by car by the Parisians has only slightly increased since 1983. Because the number of commuters has grown a lot, because each of them travel daily more kilometres by car than if his job were located in Paris, the overall impact on the environment is somewhat negative but more moderate as one could have thought.

5- Conclusion: main findings and policy implications

During the last twenty years, Paris has lost many jobs but few (working) inhabitants, and reverse commuting has thus increased. Due to significant gentrification, reverse commuters are more frequently high income professionals whose workplace is often located very near to the central city. Hence, the average home-to-work distance has only slightly increased in 20 years and changes in travel patterns have been relatively moderate. The average distance travelled per day by the Paris inhabitants has only slightly increased, time devoted to transport has remained quite stable, and car use has decreased, while the proportion of trips made by two-wheeled users has increased somewhat. The number of daily trips has decreased.

However, more important changes have occurred, which depend on job location and on whether a person works or not on a given day. Parisians whose work is located in the central city have slightly reduced their number of trips on worked days, but number of trips is by far greater on non-worked days than 20 years before, and has grown significantly since 1983. A possible explanation is that they benefit from the proximity of their workplaces, which gives them more time for non-work trips.

In comparison, the reverse commuters cover longer distances and spend more time on transport than non reverse commuters: they make by far less trips during both worked and also non-worked days. The number of trips made on non-worked days has increased much less than for non-reverse commuters, while the decrease on worked days was more pronounced.

Increased reverse commuting means then that a growing number of Parisians face a more complex organization of trips because they work outside Paris, even if physical access to their workplace is not a real problem as it is in the US, where many central city residents are poor and have limited access to a car. In Paris, the majority of the reverse commuters are high income people, and their jobs are well situated along the main public transport networks, so they frequently use public transport. However, the situation is more difficult for low income individuals (especially workmen) whose job is located outside Paris and whose level of car use has increased significantly during the last 20 years because their workplace have dispersed.

These findings have several implications in terms of transport and land-use policy. We first have confirmed that mode choice was very dependent on the workplace and more precisely on the way that residence and workplace are connected. If public transport is of quality as it is the case between Paris and La Defense then its use is important even by high income residents who have great access to a car. To reduce car use public transport must then be developed between Paris and the major employment subcenters of the metropolitan area as well as between these subcenters (which is not the case at all for the moment).

Second, we have highlighted that when they don’t work, the workers mainly travel short distances around home when this environment has a high level of services, shops, facilities etc. This is the case in Paris but not in less dense areas, especially in the second crown. Then smart growth in these remote areas must be encouraged to reduce car use as many studies have already shown.

Third this paper has shown that the gentrification of Paris was (partly) on the one hand linked to its capacity to attract high qualified jobs and on the other hand its proximity to subcenters that concentrate such employment. But these jobs could in the future be attracted by more remote locations and public authorities should think about the possible consequences concerning the population of Paris.

Our findings suggest also that the gentrification of Paris has another effect which is clearly negative: a growing share of the low income central city jobs are held by suburban residents (which is the opposite case for high income categories). This tendency is directly responsible for increased car use within the metropolitan area (Aguilera, 2005).
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Table 1: Place of work of Paris inhabitants by professional status in 1999

	
	Executive
	Intermediate professions
	Clerical workers
	Workmen
	Paris working inhabitants

	Paris
	62%
	69%
	82%
	71%
	71%

	First crown
	27%
	24%
	14%
	23%
	22%

	Second crown
	8%
	6%
	3%
	5%
	6%

	Out Paris region
	3%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	1%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


Table 2: Travel patterns of Parisians in 2001: a comparison between a worked day and a non-worked day

	
	Worked day
	Non-worked day

	Trip purpose
	nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)
	nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)

	Return at home
	1.31
	6.2
	37.9
	1.40
	3.0
	26.6

	Non work
	1.01
	2.7
	18.0
	2.27
	4.7
	46.6

	Work
	1.47
	7.8
	42.5
	0.00
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	3.80
	16.7
	98.5
	3.67
	7.7
	73.2


Table 3: Travel patterns of Parisians on a non-worked day in 2001 according to workplace location (inside or outside Paris)

	
	Reverse commuters
	Non-reverse commuters

	Trip purpose
	nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)
	Nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)

	Return at home
	1.25
	3.2
	47.6
	1.50
	2.9
	32.2

	Non work
	1.99
	4.1
	18.1
	2.46
	5.2
	18.0

	Work
	0.00
	0.0
	52.8
	0.00
	0.0
	36.6

	Total
	3.24
	7.3
	118.6
	3.96
	8.1
	86.8


Table 4: Employment in the Paris metropolitan area between 1982 and 1999

	
	1982-1999
	1982-1990
	1990-1999

	Paris
	-11.5%
	+0.5%
	-12%

	First crown
	+9%
	+8%
	+1%

	Second crown
	+32%
	+19%
	+11%

	Total
	+7%
	+8%
	-1%


Table 5: Employment in the Paris metropolitan area between 1982 and 1999 by professional status

	
	Executive
	Intermediate professions
	Clerical workers
	Workmen

	Paris
	+21%
	+7%
	-26%
	-40%

	First crown
	+78%
	+29%
	+8%
	-36%

	Second crown
	+103%
	+64%
	+34%
	-24%

	Total
	+55%
	+30%
	-1%
	-27%


Table 6: Evolution of Paris inhabitants’ workplace by professional status between 1982 and 1999

	
	Executive
	Intermediate professions
	Clerical workers
	Workmen
	Paris working inhabitants

	Paris
	+38%
	+10%
	-31%
	-45%
	-10%

	First crown
	+103%
	+25%
	-10%
	-57%
	+17%

	Second crown
	+115%
	+36%
	+28%
	-49%
	+43%

	Out Paris region
	+73%
	-6%
	+73%
	-14%
	+38%

	Total
	+57%
	+14%
	-28%
	-48%
	-3%


Table 7: Evolution of the average home-to-work distance (km) of Parisians according to workplace location (by professional status)

	
	Executive
	Intermediate professions
	Clerical workers
	Workmen
	Paris working inhabitants

	Workplace location
	1999
	82-99
	1999
	82-99
	1999
	82-99
	1999
	82-99
	1999
	82-99

	Paris
	2.6
	-10.3%
	2.6
	-10.3%
	2.4
	-11.1%
	2.2
	-21.4%
	2.4
	-11.1%

	First crown
	8.0
	1.3%
	8.0
	1.3%
	7.9
	6.8%
	8.1
	5.2%
	7.9
	2.6%

	Second crown
	22.0
	1.4%
	22.2
	2.8%
	21.4
	5.4%
	24.1
	11.6%
	22.2
	3.3%

	Total
	5.7
	9.6%
	5.2
	4.0%
	3.8
	8.6%
	4.8
	-7.7%
	4.9
	11.4%


Table 8: Travel patterns of Parisians on a worked day in 2001 according to workplace location (inside or outside Paris)

	
	Reverse commuters
	Non-reverse commuters

	Trip purpose
	nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)
	Nb
	distance (km)
	time (min)

	Return at home
	1.30
	10.1
	47.6
	1.32
	4.0
	32.2

	Non work
	0.90
	3.5
	18.1
	1.07
	2.2
	18.0

	Work
	1.36
	12.9
	52.8
	1.54
	4.8
	36.6

	Total
	3.56
	26.5
	118.6
	3.93
	11.0
	86.8


Figure 1: The Paris metropolitan area
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