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Preface

The present study is part of a. broader study on the migration
process of Puerto Ricans to and from the States, undertaken jointly
by the Department of Sociology and Anthropology of Fordham University
of New York and the Social Science Research Center of the University
of Puerto Rico under a grant from the Manpower Administration of +the
United States Department of Labor. The. study focuses on the relation-
ship of the labor force behavior of Puerto Ricans in the mainland and
on the Island to their migration experience, Professors Mary Powers
and John Macisco from Fordham University were responsible for the
mainland side of the study, while Professors Luz M, Torruellas and:
José 1., Vazquez took responsibility for the Island'e slde of the study.

ThlS report presents the reeults of the analys;s of the return
migration movement to Puerto Rico hetween 1965 and 1970 and of its
implications -for labor market analysis, The need for current data on
this matter has increased considerably in recent years as migration
hack- to the Island from the United States has grown in intensity, not
only of persons of Puerto Rican birth who had gone to the States in
search of better opportunities hut also of persons born in the States
of Puerte Rican parentage., The 1970 Population Census revealed that
over 200,000 Puerto Ricans by birth and parentage returned to the -
Island hetween 1965 and 1970 and it is estimated that another 200,000
have moved back to Puerto Rico since 1970, making the Island a nek
importer of persons of Puerto Rican stock, This rising trend of the
return migration stream 1s in marked contrast with the situation in
the 1950's and early 1960's when out-migration to the States offered
an escape valve that helped case the population pressure, 7This new: .
dimengion of the migration process poses a broad range of 1ssues and
questions of iInterest both to social scientists and policy makers.
This study Intends to shed light on those questions concerned w1th
labor force behavior and labor market interaction.:

The study would not have been possihle-without the assistance of
a number of people, Our greatest debt is with the United States Burean
of the Census that provided the special tabulations of the original
census materials required for the analysis. Larry Carbaugh, Chief of
the Census Users Sectlon, and his staff were very cooperative and
helpful. A special word of appreciation is alao due to Howard Brunsman,
whose intimate knowledge of the census’ technical editing and program-
ming procedures were much helpful, His advice during the initial
stages of design of the special eensus tabulations and in elearing
technical processing details with the Buveau of the Census staff was
of great value. We are also greatful for the cooperation received
from the University of Puerto Rico Computer Center whose staff was
very cooperative in helping us with the special tabulations run using
the Public Use Census Tapes.

In acknowledging indebtedness, we owe a special debt to our friend
and colleague Severo Rivera Rivera from the University School of Public
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Health, Mr. Rivera was involved in the study from the beginning as
assistant responsible for the programming and computer processing of
the special fabulations using the Public Use Tapes. Because of his
intimate knowledge of the programming techniques~used by the United
States ‘Bureau of the Census and his training both in demography and
economics, he contributed greatly to the detailed supervision of the
computer processing of the tabulations and also handled a substantlal
hare of the statistical analys;s performed

Vlctov Séptlveda, JoséiAnibal Soto, and Manuel Delgada, our re-
search assistants, deserve special pommendation for their patience
and competence in handling the checking of the tabulations and per-
iovming many of thc statistical analyses required.

Our COl]eagues at Fordham, Profesaovs Mary Powers and John Maclsco,
and: their associates Americo Badillo and Brian Earley, are due special
gratitude., They were a source of inspiration throughout the whole
prajcet; making possible a cross-fertilization of ideas and sugges-
tions’® that proved very-hclpful Of course, the opinions in this
report are the:authors’ own and do not necessarily reflect the views .
of thoqe who in: one way or another helped us. :

aybil Lewis and Sava Holman owe special vecognition for their
ass¢stanee in carefully readlng and editing the manuscript.

%peclal acknowledgment is mada of the unfailing encouragement
and support . recelved from Luisg A. Passalacqua and Pedro Vales, pres-
ent and former dirvector, respectively, of the Social Science Research
Center. Pedro Escabi and Conchita Torruellas, of the Center's ad-
winistrative staff, also deserve specilal recognition for their help,
many: times beyond . the call of duty, in viabilizing important ad-
mlnistratlve matters.

Last]y, the olerinal staff of the Department of Economics and the
Social Science Research Center deserve also special recognition for
their patience in typing:the manuseript through its various stages.
The:cooperation of the staff of the reproduction units of the Social
Science Research Center and the Institute of Labor Relations is also
doknowledged. To all of ‘them our deepest gratitude.-

! ‘- . -1 v . ’ L1M.Ta and J.L.V.
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Part One

Introduction



Section I

s ' , Introduction

A. “'Rationale for the Study

"t The 'idea of this study emerged from the increasing interest in
récent years on the changing character of the direction .of the net
migration stream between Puerto Rico and the United States. The in-
creasing movement of people between Puerto Rico and the States has
bheen’a subject of considerable concern to demographers, economists,
and sociologists interested in the process of rapid economic and social
change underway in Puerto Rico since the end of the Second World War.
‘The major concern until recently, however, has been with the out-mi-
gration stream and its demographic and socio-economic conseguences
for the Island. Little concern had heen evidenced with the in-migra-
tion stream until the end of the 1960's when the socio-economic impli-
cations of' the reversal of the migration movement became noticeable.

According to Census figures some 34,000 Puerto Ricans returned
to thé Island between 1955 and 1960 and more than 225,000 hetween 1965
and~1870, In other words, as early as 1860 it became evident that the
migration stream was taking a different shape because of the tendency
to accelerate of the return migration flow and that its impact on the
--socidl and economic parameters of the Island could not be overlooked,
Yet, the only comprehensive study about retT yn migration in the 1960's
was the one undertaken by Herndndez Alvarez= using original data from
the 1960 Census, Hern#&ndez' study was an original and penetrating
analysis of the characteristics (age, sex, education, family composi-
tion, fertility, economic activity, resettlement patterns) of the
group that returned to the Island during the period of 1855 to 1960.
According to the 1960 Census a person was identified as a return mi-
grant if he was born in Puerto Rico, had a residence in the.United
States in April lst, 1955, and was enumerated as living in Puerto
Rico-in April 1st, 1960. A serious limitation of this definition was
the exclusion of migrants who left Puerto Rico after April 1955, but
returned to the Island before the Census date (April 1, 1960). An-
other limitation was the inclusion of persons living in the United
States in April, 1955 even for a few days or weeks, e.g., -tourists,
visitors, etc, Persons born in the States of Puerto Rican parentage
were exeluded from the definition. o

Since Herndndez' study, no other studies on returnmigration were
undertaken until Zell's analyses of the 1971 and 1972 Immlgratlon

1??J05é Hernfindez Alvarez. Return Migration to Puerto Rico. Berkeley,
California, University of California. 1967.
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Surveys. L/ The statistical analysis of the data obtained in the 197
Iimmigration Survey, 1hough threw no new light about the return move-
ment to Puerio Rico.2/ The definition of return migrant utilized in
this survey was similar to that of The 1960 Census but on a year basis;
migration figures were obtained for the period of April 1970 to April
1971, In the 1872 survey, Zell introduced two major changes. One
had to do with the definition of return migration. This was modified
to include- any person who had lived outside of Puerto Rico for three
ﬁoonseoutlve months or more at any time during his life! The other
majoxr ohange was the inclusion of the year of last return to Puerto
Rico as an item in the uurvey Tn this way Zell obtained 1nformatlon
about all persons living in Puerto Rico at the time of the 1nterview
(April 1972) ‘who had spént three months or more outside of Puerto Rico
any time during their lives, i.e. about their "lifetime” mlgratlon.
He also obtalned datu about the year of last return to Puerto Rico,3/

"Llfeilme" mlvrailon data 4s obtained by Zell is a helpfullneasure
and undoubtedly ¢an provide new 1n31ghis in relation to this phenomena,
But-in explaining the rationale of his’ deflnltlon, he is highly oriti-
cal .of the Census guestions’ oon91der1ng them as fyery special defini-
tions of-return migrants... neoe981tat1ng vefy careful considerations..."
Notwithstanding-the limitations, there is nothing wrong or special, in
our opinion, in utilizing a fixed interval of time. in ohtaining, esti-
mates of return mlgfaflon. ALl demographlo events (mortallty, natal.
ity and mlgratlon) are obtained in a similar fashion in order to make
them comparable. - 0One serious l1m1tat10n, though, of the Census ques-
tion is that persons’ going to the United States after the date which
represents the lower limit of the time interval and the dater@present—
1ng the upper 11m1t anre exnluded ;

¥

On the- other hand, "llfetlme" vetirn mlgratlon as obtajned byZell
noses very serious prohlem of 1n1erpretﬂtlon as a result of re-emi-
gration: and mortality and the fact ‘that the migration event ;occurred .
at an unknown time in the individual's lifetime. Those migrants.who

, returned to Puerto Rico after heing residents in the United States..

*and - re~em1grat@d again before the date of the interview are oxoluded
This group is probably considerahle and very diffeprent . from those re--
turn. mlgrants who reincorporatcd to the Puerto Rican soolety. .In

L/ Slnoe 1963 tHe Puerto Rico Planning Board, w1th the collaboration
of the Department of nahor, hed been collecting some data about
inmigration to the ¥sland in conjunction with the April House—
‘hold 8ample Survey of the Labor Force, but no in~ -depth analysis of
these data had been made.

3/ Steven Zell, ..!'Statistical Analysis of the 1971 ImmigratlonSurvey "
in Puerto. Rlnan Migrants: A Socio-Econonmic §tudy. San Juan, Puerto
Rico: Puerto Rico Planning Board. 1872,

3/ Steven Zell. A Comparative Study of the Labor Mavket Characteris-
- lics of Return Migrants and Non-Migrants in Puerto Rico. San Juan,
Puerto Rico: Puerto Rico Planning Board. 1973. '
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addition, the data gathered in this way represent the survivors of
those who returned and stayed on the Island.

The major contribution of Zell's study was the analysis of the
socio-economic characteristics of the returnees by year of last re-
turn to Puerto Rico.¥ He found significant differences between the
time spent in Puerto Rico afier last return and such variables as
unemployment, ocecupational status, and particip1tian rates.

A Information of a longitudinal nature supplementary to that ob-
tained by Zell was generated by Cintrén and Valesl/ in 1973 using a
sub-sample of returnees drawn from the sample used by Zell in 1972,

One of the most interesting findings of this study has to do with the
migratory experience of the group. The traveling experience for the
group ranged from one trip to the United States to thirteen, the aver-
age being 2.1 trips per person.’* The majority of the trips were to

New York (53 per cent Tor the first trip and also 53 per cent for the
last trip) .} Other important areas in which some new data were ob-
talned include: motivations for emigrating; English language profi-
ciency and work experience before first trip; Jjob experience and other
activity during their stay iIn the States; and, occupational mobility
and income differentials upon return to Puerto Rico,

No comprehensive analysis, however, has been made thus far of

the data on return migration generated from the 1970 Population Cen-
sug. Such an analysis could provide new data comparable to the one
obtained by Hernfindez Alvarez for 1955-19602/ that might yield useful
insights into the changes that occured in the pattern and in the socio-
demograp}1ic and manpower profile of return migration in the 1960's

¥ The inclusion of parentage in the definition of return migration in
the 1970 Census also permits comparisons along socio-demographie di-
mensilons between first generation Puerto Ricans and second genervation
Puerto Ricans, a group about which very little information has been
generdated up to now. Furthermore, and given the labor resource al-~
location problems that plague Puerto Rico, the new data and insights
produced by such an analysis could provide supplementapry information
to the one provided by 7e313/ on the relationship between migration

- experience and labor force hehavior of the Puerio Rican population
useful to policy makers in the Island as well as to scholars interested

i/ Celia Fernandez de Cintrdon and Pedro A, Vales., Social Dynamics of
Return Migration to Puerto RlCO. Rio Pledras; Social Science Research
Center, 1975,

2/ 0p. cit.
/
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in the problems of labor resource allocation in surplus labor econo-
mies, i.e. cconomies with high unemployment rates.

B. Objectives and Scope of the Study.

This study sought to develop additional data and analytic in-
sights on the relationship between the labor force behavior of the
population in Puerto Rieo and their migration experience, with spe~
cial emphasis on "recent” migration experience. The general aim was
to use the data generated from the 1970 Population Census to define
systematic differentials in labor force behavior among return mi-
grants from the United States and the non-migrant population and to
attempt to relate these differentials to variations in selected eco-
nomic and socio-~demographic factors. Specifically, the study was
directed to provide answers to questions such as:y What share of the
Puerto Ricans living on the Island in 1970 returned from the United
States hetween 1965 and 19707 Of these returnees, how many were
Living in the United States in 1965, and how many in Puerto Rico in
1965? Wwhat is the vrecent labor force behavior of these two groups
and to what extent are differences hetween the two groups associated
with the degree of recency of their migration experience? How well
have both groups of migrants adjusted to labor market conditions upon
return to Puerto Rico? What economic and socio-demegraphice factors
are associated with varying labor force behavior of these groups?
What are the socio-demographic dimensions of the second generation
Puerto Ricans that moved to the Island between 1965 and 1970? How
does the labor force behavior of the return migranits compare with
that of the non-migrant population and what economic and socio-
demographic factors accounted for the differences? Did the labor
force behavior of the return migrants have any significant iImpact on
the labor force behavior of the total population? Of what sort, if any?

The research approach adopted in linking labor force hehavior
with migration experience entailed the analysis of twenty special tab-
wlations of data from the 1970 Population Census for Puerto Rico., Re-
sponses Lo the set of Census questions relevant for migration analysis
were cross-tabulated with those of the new Census questions on labor
force status (activity status in the States, vocational training) and
with the ftraditional labor force and other socio-economic items in
the Census. The new guestions relevant to migration included for the
first time in the 1970 Census made possible to identify, in addition
to the return migrants living in U,S. in 1965, those return migrants
wiio migrated to the States between 1965 and 1970 but returned on time
to be cnumerated on the Island in 1970, and also to establish the
duration of their last migration experience and the year of last re~
turn to Puerto Rico, This made it possible not only to generate
comparable data with that produced by Hern&ndez but to develop new
data to establish comparisons among return migrants in terms of place
of residence in 1965, birth and parentage, duration of their stay in
the States, and the ycar they came back to the Island., These new
questions also allowed, granted the problems of differences in



methodology, a comparison of our findings with those of Zell and to
draw inferences as to similarities or differences between the mi-
grants that returned to Puerto Rico in 1871-72 and:those that rew
turned belore 1970.

C. Conceptual and Methodological Issues

The dnalysis of the relationship between return migration and

j lahor force behavior involves a number of conceptual and measurement
problems that many times blur the validity of data in published re-
ports for purposes of comparative analysis unless similar definitions
and measurement methodology are used. It is, therefore, in order to
specify the definitions of return migration and of labor force status
uséd in this report and to comment briefly. on the constraints or
11m1tat10ns they pose.

‘ - The return migrant populatlon, as 1dent1f1ed in this study, in-

J cludes those persons of Puerto Rican birth and parentage llving in
Puerto Rico in April 1, 1970, according to the Census enumeration,-
but who in April 1, 1965 were residing in the United States or had
gone to the States for six months or more between 1865 and 1970.
various limitations of this definition are evident. The most obvious
is that it dincludes only return migrants who were residing .in Puerto
Rico in 1970. It is, thus, a‘count_of stayers who have survived at

! a fixed period in tlme. Those who returned to Puerto Rico during
1965 and 1970 and re-emigrated to the United States or died before
the date oi Census enumeration were not included. Furthermore, the
'use of a fixed interval does not allow for consideration of migration
experience prior to the lower limit of the time interval fixed. Nor
does it allow for consideration of migration experience beyond the
upper limit, i.e, after April 1, 1970. The data generated  from the
Census Jndlcate that the volume of return migration increased con-
sistently from 1965 to 1969-70, with the bulk concentrating in the
terminal 15 months of the fixed time interval. It is not possible,
therefore, to satisfactorily answer whether that corresponded to a
peak in the return migration flow, for the upper limit of the inter-
val imposes a ceiling beyond which the extent of -the flow is not known.

" Furthermore, as p01nted out by our colleagues at Fordham Univer-
sity, the fixed interval question in the 1970 Census has 1mportant
methodologlcal implications related to ‘the effect of duration of-
residence in the States and the recency of return to Puerto Rico on
the social ‘and economic status of return migrants, as measured in
April ‘1, 1970 1/ For this is affected in . the short run not only hy
the structural economic conditions of the Puerto Rican society at
The tlme of return but also by the duration of residence abroad and

1/ Americo Badillo et.al. ™A Note on Return Migration to Puerto Rico,
1970" .. Proceedings 1975 Annual Meeting of the Statistical Asso-
‘ciation, pp. 289-294, ‘ o .
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the recency of their arrival. Since almosf#half of all return migrants
during the five year interval avrived in 1969-70 and the process of
reincorporation to the Puerto Rican society takes time, it is to be
assumed that the shorter the duration of residence of the migrant

and the more recent his arrival the larger has been the impact on

his socio-economic status. This must be taken into account in ana-
lyzing socio-economic differentials between the migrant and "non~
mlgrant" populatlon

In the case of the 1970 Census new data was generated on dura-
tion of residence in the States and on year of last return to Puerto
Rico that permitted cross-tabulations with data on socio-demographic

cand economic parameters to allow for differential analysis to define

probable association between the two sets of variables. In addition
to producing information comparable to the 1960 Census date about
the number of persons who were residing in U.S. in 1965 and returned
to the Island between 1965 and 1970, the Census also generated new
information on the group who moved to the United States between 1965
and 1970 and returned to Puerto Rico before April 1, 1970. New in-
formation was also generated about the parentage populatlon that in-
migrated to Puerto Rico between 1965 and 1970, a group about which

Little was known., This information permitted identification of

return migrants not counted in the 1960 Census and comparisons with
those identified by the traditional five~year question.

No data,' however, was generated on the year of arrival in the

{ United States, nor on the years in which repeated migrations occurred

/

I

(uring the period, nor on activity in the United States prior to the

date of return. Thus, there is no way to establish differences in
the pattern :of migration of these migrant sub~groups nor to identify
socio-historical factors related to the process of reincorporation
to the Puerto Rican seitlng upon return.

Another conceptual problem bearing on the relationship between
labor force status and migration experience in an economy like Puexrto
Rico is related with the concepts of labor force and unemployment.

,An.individual is counted as being in the labor force if he is able to

work and either has a Jjob or is "actively seeking" work. If he does
not have a:job but is "actively seeking" woirk as of the date of
measurement, he is counted as unemployed. These apparently simple
definitions pose considerable doubt ‘and have also important metho-~
dological implications related to the effect of recency of return to
Puerto Rico on the labor force status of the return mlgrant at the
time of the Census enumeration. What about a person who is not /
"actively" seeking work because he believes there are no jobs avail-
able in the area, but who would accept a job if offered? What about
8 person who thlnks that jobs available in the area do not fulfill
his expectations and is, for that reason, not "actively" seeking work?
How should he be counted? The effect of these logical prohlems on
the labor force participation'and unemployment rates of individuals
tend to increase in periods of slackening of economic activity when

T



labor demands shrinkage and also when the individuals lack adeguate
Ilnowledge of labor market conditions in his area because he has
recently moved into it. Reported unemployment rates in the 1570
Census were about twice as high for the migrants who returned in
1969 and 1970 than those for the migrants who returned earlier,

This reinforces the possibility that the effect of recency of arrival
on their labor force status may have been considerable.

" Another problem is the considerable range of error in the Census
unemployment figures when compared with the P,R. Bureau of Lakor
Statistics figures. Census figureés point to a great deal of mis-
understanding and faulty reporting on the part of individuals that
possibly follow from the procedures employed.l/ While the 1870 Census
report indicates an over-all unemployment rate for the Island of
5.6 per cent, the official B.L.S. figure reported for that year
amounted to 10 8 per cent. The Census figures obviously underesti-
mated the amount of unemployment, although the age-sex, structure of
- the rates moved in the same direction as the B.L.S. figures. Thus,
in analyzing unemployment using Census figures, the figures ought not
to be taken as indicative of the magnitude of the problem for evaluat-
ing ‘the employment conditions of the economy.

Furthermore, there are serious difficulties in interpreting
official unemployment figures, either Census or B.L.S., for these
purposes because the "hiddeén" unemployment existent in the economy
is not reflected in these figures. This is frequently referred to
as underemployment, i.e., underutilization of labor resources. The
way it is defined for purposes of measurement assumes a standard in
terms of time of what full-time work should be, however defined, i.e.
hours a week, weeks a year, etec. Thus, underemployment is the dif-
ference hetween this standard and actual work performance. As offi-
cially defined, then, it includes all persons who, as of the date of
measurement, are not fully employed. In the case of the Census, two
measures of underemployment are generated: one relates to the number
of persons who worked less than 35 hours in the week prior to the
Census date; the other relates to the number of persons who worked less
than 50 weeks in the year prior to the Census year, whether full or
part-time.* One problem with the interpretation of these figures is
that not all of those working less than 35 hours a week (or less than
50 weeks a year) can be considered underemployed. Even though the
1970 Census reported that 35.2 per ceut of those at work in the week
prior to the Census date worked less than 35 hours that week and that
50.8 per cent of those who worked in 1969 worked less than 50 weeks
that year, these do not constitute true measures of underemployment.

1/ Census data are gathered by means of individual questionnaires
which give only brief explanations of how the questions are to be
answered and which are implemented either by mail (like in the
1970 Census in the United States) or with the help of emumerators
briefly trained for the job (as was the case for Puerto Rico in the
1970 Census). . ~

-



[ Some of the offioially underemployed may not have wanted additional
work, yet there is no way to ascertain this from information produced
in the Census L/

We may conclude this section by pointing out that any analysis,
in a general growth context, of the relationship between lahor force
status and migration experlence using the 1970 Census data can not
disregard consideration of the implications of the conceptual problems

‘ﬁand measurement issues discussed above.

D. Structure of the Report

This report has been divided into five parts. The first part is
introductory in nature., §Besides stating the rationale for, the objec-
tives, and general scope of the study, a discussion is presented of
the sources and limitations of the data used, and the range of con-
ceptual and methodological issues faced.

The second part examines the structural socio-economic changes
that have occurred in Puerto Rico during the past 25 years, thus pro-
viding the setting for the analysis of the patterns and problems of
relocation of the return migrant population on the Island. It starts
with an analysis of the growth of the population during this period.
Lmphasis is placed on the role of migration in this population growth,
particularly the effects of the record emigration to the States in
the 1950's and early 1860's on the sex-age structure of the population.
The changing structure of the economy and the labor market are subse-
quently examined as well ag the extent to which the labor force char-
acteristics of the population responded to those changes. The impli-
cations of official labor force projections in terms of employment
creation and its feasibility are also discussed.

The third part is devoted to the analysis of the return migra-
tion movement in the 1965-1970 period on the basis of the special
tabulations generated from the 1970 Census data. The nature and struc-
ture of the return migration stream during this period is analyzed,

K focusing on such variables as place of residence in 1965, birth and
parentage, year of return to Puerto Rico and length of stay in the
United States, to establish whether differentiations within the stream
had to be made on the basis of these variables. Residential location
patterns of the returnees while in the States are also examined in

1/ Special surveys by the Puerto Rican Department of Labor, however,
ascertain this fact though, unfortunately, do not indicate how
much additional work the person would have heen willing to take if
offered to him. Another inadequacy of official Census (and B.L.S.)

/ rates is that "invisible" underemployment is not accounted, i.e.
underutilization of individuals' capacity or skills resulting from
inadeguate or low productivity employment.
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search of insights on the motivations to return. ¥k In this part, a
socio-demographic profile of the returnees is developed focusing on
such basic characteristics as number, sex and age, educational at-
tainment, marital status, family structure and fertility, and loca-~
tion in Puerto Rico. 1In the same manner, a labor force and income
profile of the returnees is established, special emphasis being
placed on such variables as¥labor Force participation rates; employ-
ment, unemployment, and underemployment; occupational and industrial
distribution; earnings by occupation; and, family income by source.
Links between socio-demographic and labor force variables are also
examined both within and across migrant status.

In the fourth part, the socio-demographic and labor force char-
acteristics of the returnees are compared with those of the non-
migrant population, and the effects of migration experience on the
labor force behavior of the total population of Puerto Rican birth
and parentage on the Island are explored.Employing standardization
analysis, using the non-migrant population as standard, the degree
to which returnees influenced the labor force behavior of the total
population is examined. Given that the length of time back on the
Island proved to be an important factor in explaining the process of
readjustment to labor market conditions of returnees, the implications
of this factor for the analysis of labor market conditions in Puerto
Rico are considered. And, since the returnees had been part of the
labhor force reserve in the States while there, recognition is made
of the implications of their return for the analysis of labor market
conditions in the States.

The coneluding part of this report presents a summary of the

findings and conclusions of the study and discusses the implications
for population and manpower policies, as well as for further research.

10w



Part Two

The Setting



Section I
. Population Growth and the Migration Stream

. According to the 1899 Census of Population, the first taken
under the U.S. regime, the total populatior of Puerto Rico was 953,000
persons.. In the 1970 Population Census a total population of 2,713,000
was enumerated on the Island. Thus, between 1899 and 1970, Puerto
Rico had a 2.8 fold increase in population, for an average rate of
increase of 1.5 per cent per year. The rate of growth, however, was
not uniform over the 71 year period(Table 1). A Bteady -aceeleration ,
in the annual rate of population increase occurred hetween 1899 and
1940 but it slowed down during the period of 1940 to 1960 reaching a
record low of only 0.6 per cent per year during the fifties, Since
1960 the rate of poPulation growth rose again.

TABLE L : Population‘Growth:r Puerto Rico, 1899 to 1970

o Population Annual Rate of lncrease
Year : {(thousands) . ‘ (Per Cent) :
1899 ‘ 953 -
1510 1,118 1.5
120 . |- . 1,300 . 1.6
1930 1,543 | 1T
15140 1,869 1.9
1950 2,211 1.7
. 1.960 o : - 2,350 0.6
1970 | 2,713 Lalk
1975 . .. 3,100 2.7

Souree:' U.S.: Bureauof ithe Census, U.S. Census of Population;
1970, PC (L) - .53 A; Bureau of Vital Statistics of the -
- Puerto RlCO Department of Health.. . ‘

L

. An analysis of the population:changes-in.this century reveals
striking differences between demographic factors operating hefore and
- after World War II. The acceleration of the rate of population growth
- from 1899 to 1940 is explained hy the increased gap between fertility
and mortality levels, as measured by the crude birth and death rates.
Crude death rates declined rapidly by more than 20 per cent during
this period (from 25,3 to 19.6 deaths per thousand population) while
crude birth rates remained more or less stationary(Table 2}. As &
result the natural increase in population rose from an average of 15
per thousand in the first decade of the century to an average of 20
per thousand in the decade 1930 to 1939. The rise in birth rates in
the late 1940's pushed up even farther the rate of natural inerease.



In the following two decades, birth rates showed 'a reduction while
death rates continued to decline, reaching the low level of 6.8 in
the decade of the 1960's. The downward trend of both demographic
forces produced a decline in the rate of natural inerease after the
vpeak reached in the decade of the 50'3. : - S S

TABLE-2x:‘ Birth Rates; Death Rates, and Rates of Natural :
g oo Increase, Puerto Rico; :1900-~1909 to 1960=-69 - '

- . . e ; . Rate of Nat-~ =

Period s +  Bivrth Rate. [ Death Rate ural InereaSEx .-
1900-1909 40,5 - 25 3 15 2
1910-1919 4o.4y 2.0 16.Y4
1920-1929 ‘ 39.3 - - 22,1 e 1702
1930--1.939 39.6 19.6 20.0
19401949 4o.7 . 1.5 26.2
1950-1959 - . "~ 35.0 : 8.0 .27.0
1960-1969 e 29.4 " 6.8 22.6
1970-197Y4 24,2 6.5 “17.7

Source: Bureau of Demographic Registry and Vital Statisties, '
Department- of Health of Puerto Rico.

The decline in birth rates in the past two decades was to a‘'large
extent a result of the sizeable emigration to the United Statesisince
1950. Migration as a demographic force was not significant before
World War II, but it began to play a slgnificant role after 1945,
specially in the 1950's. As is shown in Table 3, migra}ion reduced
the growth ' of population in 135,000 between 1945 and 1949, in 237,000
. between 1950 to 1954, and in 193 000 between 1955 to 1959. It has
been estimated that had mlgratlon niot oecurred, the population growth
would have been of the order of 2.6 per cent annually in the decade .
of the 1940's, instead of the 1.7 per cent experienced. In the same
manner, it would have reached 2. 5 per cent a year, 1nstead of 0. 6
per cent in the 1950’3.
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TABLE 3 : Net Cmigration From Puerto Rico
Ci e ' 1500 t0_197H

S . Period . Net Emigrationﬂ/.,_'
.. 1900~-1909 . | .. 2,000
1910-1919 | . o .11,000, = ‘
. 1920-1929: .., 42,000
~.,1930-1939 . o 18,000
. oo.a9no-lomy - | 16,000 ‘
.1945-1949 .. 135,000
. © 1950-1954 - | . 237,000 -
...1955-~1959 . | . . 193,000
+ 1960-1964 . 58,000
1965-1969 87,000
1970-1974 ~120,000

a/p Negative sign means net inmigration.

Sources: 1900 to 1939, estimates based on the Puerto Rican
population in the United States as enumerated in the
censuses; 1940 to 1974, Puerto Rico Planning Board,
Bureau of Soclal Planning, Balance of Payments Section.

Mass emigration, though, has been always accompanied by some
amountt off return migration, the reverse flow .increasing when economic
and other conditions abroad no longer are as attractive. During the
early thirties and as a result of the economic situation in the United
Stales out-migration was considerably reduced and many Puerto Ricans
returned to the Island.l/ During the years of World War II, out-
-migration also declined. In like manner, the level of out migration
showed a definite tendency to decline in the 1960's and 1970's.
Accompanying this trend, the reverse flow began to increase. Accord-
ing to Census figures some 34,000 persons of Puerto Rican birth re-
turned to the Island during the period of 19595-60 and around 129,000
between 1965 and 1970.2/ It is estimated that an additional 120,000

-1/ Between 1930 and 1934 a net inmigration balance of almost 9,000
persons was recorded._ /S8.L, Descartes, Basic Statistics on Puerto
Rico, 1946, Table 1-9/. '

2/ José Hernéndez Alvarez, Return Migration to Puerto Rico, Unilver-
sity of California, 1967, p. 16; and,U.S. Bureau of the Census,
U.5, Census of Population, 1970: Detailed Characteristics, Final
Report PC (1)-D 53, Table 113, '
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Puerto Ricans havé returned ‘since 1970, as a result of the prevailing
economic conditions in the United States, and the likelihood is that
this return movement might continue to increase.

The important thing about the reversal of the migration stream
is not only the resulting increase ‘of the rate of population growth
to 2.7 per cent a year between 1970 and 1975, but the accompanying
changes in the age composition, residential locatloﬁ patterns, labor
force status, and other dimen51ons of the population and their impact
on the social and economic condltlons of the Island. The size, age
structure, labor force status, and other characteristits of the re-
‘turn migration movement have, thus, important implications for the
planning and provision of essential social and public services as
well as for economic and manpower policies that can not be disregard-
ed. To fully understand these, the return movement must be analized -
within the framework of the ehanging struoture of the economy and of
the Labor market undergone in the past two and a half decades.

1l



. Sectlon II

" Growth and Structure of the Labor rorce_and -the Labor Market

In the context of the vrapid growth and changing character under-
gone by the Puerto Rican economy in the past two and a half decades,
many queqtlons ‘have been raised as te. why the economy has failed to
absorb the increasing labor supply, or in other words, why is 1t that
the correlation between growlth and the reallocat:ion of labor supplies
during the growth process has nolt conformed to the postulatés of well
known growth theories. To provide. adpquaie answers ‘to this guestion
is not’ easy, given the comp]cxity of the social, technological, and
ecomomic forces that have worked to reshape the social and economic
structure of the Island and Lo produce a number of strains 'and im-
halances that are posing serious challenges to the Island's planners.
and polley makers, Whatever the methodological approach used to deal
with the problem of labor force absorption or presllocation in the
process of growth and the. manpower policies needed to suprmount current
problems and antiecipate future ones, there is need of comprehension
of the silze, structure, and bCthlOP of the labor force and of its
growth over time.and of the kinds of manpower demands that the chang-
ing btructure of the economy will be eliciting,

It is the_purpose of this section of the report to analyze the
changlng structure of the labor market since the 1950's and the di- -
mensiong of the labor supply to meet labor market demands. The oh-
JECtLVC is to provide a framework against which to analyze in sub-
seyuent SPPtions the linkages between migration experience and re-
allogation of labour supplies in the Island.

A  The Changing Structure of the Economy and of the Labor Market

Rapid improvement in the levels of per capita income and product
resulting from Increases in productivity per worker, largely as a
result of improved equipment and technology, has characterized the -
transformation of the Puerto Rican economy since the end of World
War II and up to 1973 when the U.S. recession and the oil erisis began
to Sharply dampen the rate of growth. Real gross domestic product,
maasured in‘1974 prices, rose since 1947 at rates of nearly 7 per cent
per annum and in per capita terms at ammual rates of nearly 5 per

cent,l/ The economy not on]y grey rapidly but also experienced signif-
icant structural changes in its productive base.  The clearest and
strongest tendency has been the shift from an agriculturally-based
economy to an indusirial export economy. With the inereasing push
since the early 1950's to industrialization as a development sirategy,

1/ Report to the .Governor of £he Committee to Study Pﬁérto Rico's -
Finances, James Tob}n, Lha;vman. San Juan, Puerto Rico: Decenber,
1975, n- 8 - R
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manufacturing, and particularly the 'new” manufacturing sector,l/
has been the driving force hehind the growth of output. Not only
has the gross product originated in the "new” manufacturing sector
grown much faster than that of the economy as a whole, but the growth
of this sector exerted significant multiplier or inducement effects,
though of varying degree, on such supporting sectors as trade, trans-
portation, public utilities, banking and finance, and business and
personal (other than domestic) services.

The kind of structural transformation of the productive structure
that ocecurred in Puerto Rico can best he appreciated by examining the
changes in output levels and employment in the major industrial sec-.
torspresented in Table 4, as well as the changes in productivity over
time in individual Industries as revealed indirectly by the weighted
relative differences in manpower Fflows and coefficients shown in
Tableg 6 and 7. These were estimated by our colleague Angel L. Ruiz,
from the Economics Department, as part of his doctoral dissertation
work at the University of Wales, England, and are reproduced here by
special permission from the author.2/

From the data in Table 4, it can be noted that the manufacturing
sector has been the key growth generating sector of the economy and
that manufacturing growth has been accompanied by a relative decline
in the share of agriculture and other traditional sectors in the over-~
all growth attained. It is also to be noted that the pattern of labor
demands, as 1s evident from the behavior of employment through time,
is clearly geared to the growth trends of the economy. Employment
on farms, home needlework,selif-employed retail merchants and street
vendors, and other low-wage, low-productivity activities has been
declining relatively,and even absolutely in some cases, while employ-

ment growth in new dynamic and supporting sectors has been accelerating.

In other words, the shifts in employment demands ohserved hy
examining Table %, are associated to d great extent with the rate at
which productivity has been rising in existing industries as well as
with the rate at which new industries have heen forthcoming as a re-
sult of the economic development sirategy adopted. Taking the man-
power coeffielents calculated by Ruiz, reproduced in Table 5, as a
rough measure of productivity and the weighted relative differences

1/ Specially those manufacturing activities, other than food, bever-
ages, and apparel, that came Into being under the propelling
force of the 'Fomento’ and Industrial Long-Term Tax Exemption
Programs,

2/ Readers interested in the details of this indirect method of esti~
mating productivity changes are referred to: Angel L. Rulz, An
"~ Analysis of the Puerto Rican Economy in an Input-Qutput FPramework,
Unpublished Ph,D. Dissertation, Univ. of Wales, England, December
1975, pp. 242 and 249, (A Xerox copy is available at the Univer-
sity of Puerto Rico General Library).

16w



TABLE U:

Gross Domestic Produet and Smployment b

y Industrial Sesctors,

in &b

solute

‘and Relative Terms., Fiscal Years

(Absolute figures for gross product in million dollars; for employment in
thousand persons)

. 1850 1860 1370 1872 1974
Iindustrial Segtor Total %4 : Total % Total % Total % Toftal %

Gross Product, zll sectors '723.8 110C.0 §1881.9 1100.0 {LO89.7 [ 100.0 ¢ 6251,0 | 100.C i 7883.8 { 100.0
agriculture 132.1 18.3 154.0 9.7 1556.7 3.1 177.3 2.8 228.3 2.9
Manufacturing 112.7 16.5 355.3 21.7 1 1168.4 23.4 1 154e.7 2.7 1 2153.1 27.4
Construction end mining 30.4 4.2 151,12 §.0} 378.0 7.6 501.0 8.0 | 512.3 B.5
Trade BREE 19.9 319.% 18.% 989.¢2 19,4 | 122541 19.6 1 13380.C 17.7
Services 8.2 §.0 1 145.0 8.8 % 5%28.5 ! 10.5; ®33.6: 10.1| 788.40 | 10.1
Transp. and other public thl- 39.7 5.2 153.7 5.0 B37.1 8.8 Sub.2 8.¢ Gel.u 8.4

a Rezl estete, banxlrgg Iinznc 74.5 ¢ 10.3 197.7 13.7 § £59.6 13.2 827.86 1 13.2 | 10u8.3; 13.3
= Govarnment _ 75.1 10.4 37.1 1.1 610.6 12.2 878.0 1w, 01 1101.2 4.0
T Statistical discrepancy 41.8 5.8 ] 50.0 3.4 73.3 1.8 -76,8 ] -1.1 -37.3 ~0.3
Employmeant, all sectors® 598 100.0 ¢ 543 i008.0 | 685 100.6 0 737 100.C| 775 300.0
Agricuitung®¥ 218 38,2 125 23.1% 69 10.1 58 7.9 53 6.8
Manufactupingss® 1308 17 .8 91 16.8 132 19.2 RN R i8.1 147 1.4
Construction and mining 28 &7 45 8.5 77 11.2 Bi i1.0 &0 10.3
Trade a0 15.1 87 17.9 1z8 18,7 135 18.3 lus 5.1
Services 77 12.9 75 i13.9 116 16.6 128 17.1 128 16.5
Transp. and other public util, 30 5.0 39 7.2 L5 6.6 ug 6.8 54 7.0
Reazl estate, banklng,finance 3 i B.5 8 1.1 13 1.9 18 2.2 18 2.3
Government 45 | 7.61 62 11.5 1 106 i5.51 131 17.8 1 147 18.0

* FPigures dc not add to total due to roundlng
*% Includes forestry and fisheries.

%*%*% Inciudes home neddlework.

Source:

Puerto Rico Planning Board, Economic Report to Governor, 1974, pp. A-U4 and A-26.




in the coefficients, veproduced in Talsle 6, a9 crude Indicators of
productivity changes, a number of lﬂf@rﬂDCEﬁ can be made about the
changes that have cccurred in labor demands and reallceation of
lubor supplies in Puerto Rico siuce the 1950's. Fivst, it is evident
that agriculiture experienced a dramatic absoluie deeline in employ-
ment that reduced its share of total employment from 35.3 per cent .
in 1950 to 7 per cent in 1974; bui at the same time this sector exw
pevrienced rapid.increases in productitity, particularly after 1960.
This could be explained in terms of the large amount of disguised
unempLloyment and underutilization of human resources in agriculture
still prevalent in the 1950's, the reallocation of labour resourecs
that must have taken place as economic development speeded via Indus-
trlalization, and the pulling force exerted by the avallability of
JUbS in the States that moved large nunbers of people to nut—migrate
in search of better opportunities.

llowever, and this is the sccond inference one can make by examin-

ing Tables 5 and 6, the industrialization that has oceurred in Puerto
Rico has wesulted in a vate of labor absorption insufficient to effec-
tively reallocate the surplus labor displaced from the traditional
sectors, i.e. the rate of employment creation In the "new' manufactur-
ing has lagged when compared with the rate of employment decline in
the traditional sector. Ruizl/ points out that this has been the case
even For mamufacturing industries classified as having a high labor
absorption rating. More so, he found out that in a number of cases
within this group of industries, the gains in productivity have supr-
passed the gains in employment, though it must be admitied that in
recent’ years productivity growth rates in a nwnber of manufacturing
industries have heen slowing down. - This is clearly seen from the data
in Table 7, again reproduced with permission from Ruiz's thesis, by
examining the ratio of manpower coefficient change to employment change
[or gselected industries classed as having exhibited high rates of

labor ahsorption Given the fact that the pressures for higher wages
coming from minimum wage leglalution at the local and federal levels
pushed wages np prematupely in the manufacturing sector and moved them
up at rates faster than oroductivity in many indostries, it is evident
that the inability of the economy to cope with the problem of imem-
ployment and underutilization of labor resources would have reached
acute proportions (or would have forced a change of development strate-
egy) had not the U.S5. labor markef: absorbed a substantial amount of
the surplus labur force in the 1950'5 and 1960's .

The high level of unemploymeut and. undaremploymant atill prevail-
ing that has reached critical levels recently, going up to as much as
20 per cent openly and to 30 or 40 per cent if account:is taken of
disguised unemployment;, and the fact that Puerto Rico can no longer
vely on low--cost, lahornintenﬁive manufacturing for progelling economio

e

1/71bid, pp. 254-55.
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TABLE 5:

Man per Million Dollars of Output and Employment Flows,

Puerto Rico,

Calendar Years, 1954,

1963 and 1974 (1963=100)

ness Services,

Source: U.,8.

Department of Commerce,

Manpower Coefficient Employment
- 1954 1963 1972 1954 1963 1972
hgriculture 694,63 {u66,33 1221.15 | 168,587 | 138,034 56,4495
Sugar Mills U6, 46 { 38.73 (103,60 9,716 7,583¢ 8,676
Jeverages o4.08 | 31.59 | 29.97 3,101 3,9331 6,217 .
Pairy Products 49.66 | 34.69 { 27.50 928 1,849 2,193
Lakery Products 173.78 | 56.69 | 63.30 2,u85 2,485 1,920
Other ¥Food Products 74,51 | 32.97 | 30,50 2,630 5,288, 9,590
" Tobacco Products 391.90 |100.40 | 58.00 0,758 6,062 4,508 .
Textile Mill Products 120,10 | 97.20° | 50.90 2,774 | 4,970| 7,815
Apparel & Related Prods, 350.10 (146,70 { 90,10 | 17,645 26,622 | 39,0610
Leather Products 250.00 |138.80 (113,00 1,675 5,997| 6,611
Wood Products . 102.30 |110.40 83.50 | . 307 607 1,194
Forniture & Pixtures 199.40 1127.30 76.50 2,812 3,691 3,211
Paper & Allied Prods. 59.80 59,54 | 44.30 up63 1,286 1,573
Printing & Publishing 95.60 |103.00 | 80.60 1,311 1,8385| 2,965
Chemicals & Allied Prod, Wy, 18 | 28,93 | 14,40 1,140 2,337 | 8,975
Petrol. & Coal Prods. - 9,80 G, 00|  ~a- 1,362 2,179
Non Metallic -Min, Prods, 159,73 | 75.65 | 62.00 3,127 5,263 6,218
Metals : - 60,29 | 54,01 | 42.28 1,236 3,275 6,203
Machinery 140,70 | 6u,19 { 62,32 | 2,156 | .6,524] 16,895 °
Transportaltion Equip. su.20 (120,00 { 64,38 101 - 325 711
Instruments & Other ‘ ' o '
Manufacturing Prods, 167,71 (108.26 | 52,67 5,199 6,090| 9,783
Mining 363.50 120,54 | 69.41 | 1,998 2,000 2,000
Construction 216,26 {158.41 |103.,99 33,001 { 55,000| 84,664
Trade 282,63 |197.82 |135.08 | 86,002 { 112,0041150,574
Transportation 168.50 (125,07 75.89 23,000.] 27,502 ( 32,000
- Commumications 238.09 (127.79 | 78.92 2,500 i,498 7,000 .
Business Services#® 36.26 | 3n.02 | 17.68 | 7,691 | 17,686 23,5u4
Personal Services 463,73 235,87 (193.25 | 63,809 | 80,527|130,038
Electriclty & Gas 155,50 | 76.91 | 53.05 u,215% 6,007 11,3068
Water & Sanitury Ser, Z97.13 (193.48 86,04 2,793 3,992 3,630
Government 235,96 |206.98 (164.59 1 50,000 { 100,120 |1u5,498
Total Econhomy 251,229 (146,331 86,99 ['512,381 | h44, 808 |793,896
*Pusiness services include Finance, Insurance,

Real Estate and other Dusi-

Census of Manufasctures 1854, 1963

and 15723 Puerto Rico Planning Board, FEconomic Report to the

Governor

(Reproduced from A. Ruiz, An Analysis of the Puerio

Rican BEconomy in an Input-OQutput Framework, unpublished Ph.D.

dissertation, page 242},
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TABLE G Weilochred Relative Differences in Marpower Flows and Soefficienits by ITrdustry,
Calendar Years L955-1903, 1495%4-13972 and 18903-1972 [1503=150) E
Change from 1954-1963 Change from 1954-1972 Change from 1965-1972
Industry Coefficient | Employment | Coefficient | Employment | Coefficient | Bmplovment
Agriculture =0.1042 -0,5228 -0.,1782 -0.1716 -0.0864% -0.1133
Sugar Mills and Refineries -0.0027 -0.0037 - 0,0107 -0.06016 0.9103 0.0015
- Beverages . . ~0.0041 - 0.001s | .. -0.Q051 - | 0.0048 ~0.000% - 0.0032

Dairy Products " -0.000%8 0.00186 -0.001y 0.4018 -3.0006 0.800s
Bakery Products . ~0.0024% . 0.0 . =0.0032 -0.0009 ~0.0013 ={(3.0006
Other Food Products -0.0053 0.0Gu6 -0.0060 0.0105 -8.0008 0.0060
Tobaceo Products -0.0162 -0.00648 ~-0.01.62 -0.0080 -~0.003% ; -0.0022
Textile Mills Products -0.0014 0.0038 -0.0066 0.0077 ~-0.005% £.0034
Apparel and Related Products -0.0313 0.0155 ~0.0520 0.0337 -0.022¢8 G.01L80
Leather Products -0.0038 0.8075 -0.G048 ~0.o073 -0.GG18 0.0008
Wood Products except - ‘ o e :

Furniture 0.g0o01 " 0.G04a5 -0.0002 0.06013 -(.0003 . 0.0008
Furpiture and Fixtures -0.6025 0.0015 -0.0041 | 0.0006 ~0.0024 -0.0007
Paper and Allied Praducts ¢.0 .00l ~0.000u 0.0017 -0.0806 0.000u
Printing and Puhlishing 4.0002 0.0010 -0.0006 g.a025 -0.9008 3.0015
Chemicals and Allied - - R . . .

Products i -0.0G14 © 0.0015 -0.0081 0.0115 -0.0053 0.00s2
Petroleum & {oal Products _——— - - m~—— -G.0012 0.0011
Non-Metallie Minerals -0.0050 . 0.0037 -0.0062 0.0048 . -0.001% 0.6011 2
Metals -0.0004% © 0.003% ~3.0020 0.0076 ~0.0016 0.0041 o
Machinery . 1 . =0.0060 - 0.0075 -0.0120 0.022¢ -0.0C05 . 0.00u4
Transportation Equipment . 0.0001 0.000u -0.0002 0.0809 - -0.00G4% 0.5005
Instranents & other Manuf. B

- Prods. ' =0.0042 0.0015 -0.0X28 0.0070 -0.0076 0.0051
" Mining _ ) -0.0G3u ¢.0 -0.0042 ) -

Construction 4 -0.0235 0.0380 00832 | olore1 olows | 0 0uiz

Trade ’ "=0.0604 0.0450 T =0.1279 0.0334 -0’0579 0.0535
~.Transpgrta?ion . ~0.0129 - 0.0078 - -0.0318 0.0140 -0.0252 0.0062
- Communications -0.0036 0.0034 -0.0073 0.0070 - -0.0040 0.0035

Business Services - -0.001y G.0173 ~0.0165 [ 0.0243 -8'0181 0'0032

Personal Services | ~6.D812 0.0289 -0.1222 | 0.10i%- | -p.g291 0.0630
Electrlclty_and Gas - : -0.0060 0.0031 | . -0.0117 | 0.011g -o'oouu 0‘0074

2 ey - . 0.
gﬁtei & Sanitery - Services -0.0025 0.0021 -0.0054 - 0.0013 -0.0041 -0.00058

verrment , -0.0170 | 0.0866 - | -0.0533 . 0.1462 -0.0359 £0.0531

Note: Negative signs'mean,lin the case of coefficients, =2 reductioﬁ in labour requirements per millicon
dollar of ontput. In the case of employment a negative sign means decrease in employment. .

Source: A. Rufz. Ibid. Table 3 , page 245,



TABLE 7:

Weighted Relative Changes in Employment Compared with 'the

Ratio of Coefficient Change.

to Employment Change.

for some

Major Labour Absorbing Manufacturing Industries

FR R A

Ce

Calendar Years 1954 to 1963

ars 1954 to0:1972

Calendar Ye
TR Change in | Ratio of Change | Change in | Ratio of' Change
Indusiry Employment |0f Coefficient to| Employment | of Coefficient to
. Employment Change ' Employment Change .

Apparel and |
Related Products 0.0155 2.019 - 0.03u --l 543
Leather Products 0.0075 0.5067 0.0075 0.6u
‘Machinery 0.0075 0.800 0.023 0.531.
Other Food . : . SJ o ; : ‘,  e
Produets | 0.0046 1,1522 0.0106 pD.566
Textile Mills - L P . - i ;
Pruduets 0.0038 . . 0,3684 - 0,077 . - 0.8571
Non Metallic : o . R | ‘; C  .
Mineral Products 0.0037 -1.3513. 0.o0u8 1.292
Metals 10.0035. 0.1143 0.0075 0.260
Note: An industry which has a high ratio of manpower coefficient change to

employment change is assumed to have experienced greater 1ncrease91n
produet1v1ty than in labour absorptlon. S

Source;

A Rulz, Ibld., Tahle 9

r

, page 225
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growth, pose a serious question of development:'strategy and of re~.
source, allocation not easy to face. Unemployment:rates are unduly
high and need:be dealt with but obviously not at.the expense of
productivity. Whatever the action paths taken, increasing informa-
tion on our manpower resources and the basic 1lssues involved in their
~efficient utilization is imperative if wéll—orlented policies to deal
w1th the: exlstlng problems .are:to be formulated.: A brief discussicn
of these . 1ssues is presented in- the follow1ng SECtlUn

B, The Changlng Structure of the Labor Force

.. Since 1950 the total labor force in Puerto Rico has risen by nearly
200,000 persons, This Implies a net average annual increment of about
8,000 persons. But'growth of the labor force during this period has -
been far from even. Between 1950 and 1960 we had the paradox of a
growing :economy with a shrlnklng labor force ~ the labor force declined:
by nearly 60,000 in spite of the Ffact that ‘the populatlon 14} years
and overp increased by more than 90,000, Out-migration to the United . .
States was the key: causal factor of this decline, with its effects onm - -
the age-sex cbmposition of the population. But after 1960, the labor
force started to rise again (the growth rate averaging 4.3 per cent:
annually between 1960-65 , 2.2 per cent annually between 1965-70, and
2.6 per cent annually between 1970~75) 1/, veaching a total of 921 000
for 1973 before starting to decline under the impact cf the reces51on
to a‘level of 872,000. in the fiscal year 1975 H P

I"+The 1mpcrtant~th1ng;about‘the labor,force, however, is not the
size per se but the factors determining the increase in the composi-
tion, and the quality of the labor supply. The demographic factors
determining the natural growth of the population are important, for

i-Lthey .determine the number of new entries into the labor force:every

. yeary:and. net migration ((internal and external) is-also: important

for it may influence not only the size but also. the sex and age - »
composition of the labor force as well as its residential location
patterns. Two other. key factors that influence the size and the chapr- .-
acter of the labor force are the changes that may occur in the labor
force participation rates of the various groups in the population and

the availability and accesibility of educational -offerings. What has
been the interplay of these factors in Puerto Rico? How have they
influenced the trends of growth of the labor force parameters?

Labor Force Participation Rates

Changes in labor force participation rates for various subgroups
in ‘the population as revealed by the decennial censuses of population
are shown in Table 8. This table shows generally what is expected,

a higher proportion of men than women in the labor forece, a higher pro-
portion of persons in the prime years of working life participating
in the labor force than is true of the very young and very old

1/ Data obtained from Plamning Board official reports.
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persons. The most significant thing is not the general shape, how-
ever, but the changes in labor force partilcipation by age groups of the
population that have occurred in recent decades, and their relation-
ship to employment availabilities and improved educational levels.

Labor force participation rates of men have dropped sharply, as

expected, in both the youngest and oldest age groups (Table 8 and

Pig. 1) but they have also dropped though less markedly for all inter-
vening specific age groups. The drop in participation rates of males
reflects the complexity of forces that have been at work thoughout

the past three decades to produce ('hangec in the com9031t10n of the
male labor force: the structure of the migration stream in the 1950's;
the increased retention of youngsters in school as educational oppopr-
tunities expanded; the changing paltern of employment opportunities
for men, reflecting pavtly the faster rate of decline in low-paid -
farm and self-employment in relation to the growth of employment oppor-
tunities for men in other sectors of the economy; increasing reluc-
"tance on the part of employers to hire youths below 20 and adults

over 45 years of age; the effect of public and private pension plans;
and, the changing pattern of the work-leisure preference schedule of
people as wage rates and family incomes rose with economic growth.

- More significant, however, have been the changes that have occur-~
red in the labor force participation of women. These have also de-
creased in the age groups below 20 and over 65 but the striking
Teature is the sharp inecrease in the labor force participation of
women in the 1960's, particularly of women in the 20-45 age groups.

"It has also heen significant thalt an increasing number of married -
women has been entering the labor force, a fact that seems to indicate
that the prejudice against married women working has been breaking down.
The pattern that has been emerging is for females to continue work ‘
after marriage until the first child is horn, retire temporarily from
the labor force until the children reach school age, and then reenter
the labor market to supplement family income. Entry and reentry of
women into the labor force is, to some extent, directly related to

the nuwnber of childreéen horn, the presence or absence of spouse, and
the availability of nursing care services by relatives or the market.
Partlelpatlon rates of married women are higher when the spouse is
absent and in the case of spouse present these are higher wlen there
"are no children under six (Table 9),

A' key Tactor assoelated with the changing structure of the labor
© force participation of women relates to the pattern of labor demands
elicited by the types of manufacturing industries that came to the
Island in the late 1950's and edrly 1960's under the stimulus of the
Industrial Development Program. These industries were oriented to
women employment. Turthermore, many of the expanding occupations in
supporting sectors of the economy were the kind in which women could
perform effectively,

-2 3~



TABLE 8:  Changes in Civilian Labor Force Participation Rates,

Census Ye

ars 1940-70

Age Group -

O E

1940 1950
Total population 14+ 51..8 45.5 42,2 T 38.2
Males, 1l+ - 79.4 70.7 65.7 54,7
LIEZ15 - 18.5 C12.4 5.0 . | .1
16-17 45.7:‘ 61.2 29.7:] u5.6 21.4]‘34_0 ll.ﬁ]gl_g
18-19 74.0 | ¢ 59.6 50.2_| 32.0
20-24 88.4 78.2 76.0 | 61.8
25-34 93.1 80.6 84.5 ' 78.7
35 -1y 93.9° 89.Uu 88.7 78.8
4564 86.7 83.3 82.3 66.8
65+ 51.1- Ui, 9 27.6 20,5
Females, 14+ - 25.0 21.3 20.0 22.9
14-15 : 16,9 - 8.9_ ' 3.3 | 1.9
16-17 28. 0:] 31.0 18!9;"21.9 8-0:] 12.6 5-3:]11.5
18-19 33:7 " | 25.6 : 18.2 18.1 |7
20-24 - " 31.3 -l 293 3.9 | 36.3
2534 . - 27.2 25.9 29,6 35.7
35-Ul .- - 25.4 | 2u4.8 25.0 - 32.9°
Gs-64 . 18.1 -15.8 17.2 . 18.7
65+ 7.9 4,8 3.9 2.9
Source: U, 8. Bureau of ‘the Census, Population Census for 1950, 1960 and 1970.

(Average annual figures reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of

" “the Puerto Rico's Labor Department are somewhat higher than the figures

reported by the Census. However, they both show a similar pattern of

change throughout the various age groups.
‘convenience,

Census data)

Census figures are used for

since the present study is based on the 1970 Population
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Differences in labor force participation rates of both men and
women with respect to such characteristics as residential location and
‘education are also associated with the changing pattern of employment
javailabilities and the changing technology of production processes.
‘As was pointed above, employment in 1950 was still mostly concentrated
in the agricultural sector and in low-skill level urban jobs in such
'sectors as:construction, domestic service, and self-employed merchant’
‘and street vendors. Today, employment_avallabllltles are concentrated
-in non- agrleulturél areas and this is reflected in higher participa-
;tion rates in urban than in rural areas and higher in metropolitan
“than in non-metropolitan areas(Table 10). Furthermore, the higher
‘levels of ‘modernization, efficiency, and new technology introduced into
‘productive processes have meant increased educational and skill re~
-quirements for effeetive job performance, As a result, not only are:
workers with obsolete or lagging skills facing increased difficulty
. finding jobs requiring other skills, but less educated or untrained

- new workers are being increasingly discriminated against in favor of -
workers with higher educational attainment and/or special training.

TABLE 9: Labor Force Participation Rates of Women,
by Marital Status and Presence of Qwn
Children Under 6

' AGE GROUPS :

All 16+ | 16=24 | 25=HY 45m55 65+

i A1l persons : 24.5 | 2u.4 | 34,4 |18.7| 2.9
l Single 30.1 24.6 | 58.6 |[34.6 | 6.2
Married, Spouse present 22.7 23.0 | 25.2 15.0 | 2.0

with own children under 6 22.5 18.8 2u.7 - |11.8 |10.1
Married, spouse absent 26.8 23.9 | 34.8 22.6 7.6
Widowed 9.6 18.13 36.0. |16.6 | 1.9

Divorced ; 47.6 59.8 | 4#0.5 ‘9.6 -

; Source: 1970 U.S. Population Census, PC{l) - D 53, Téble 132.

Changes in the Occupational Distribution of Employment: -

Trends in the occupational distribution of the labor force since

1950 reflect the impact of the structural transformation of the econ-
omy on the pattern of labor demands and job requirements. These are

: shown in Table 11, ‘he most striking feature is the sharp decline in
farin occupations-farmers, Farm managers, and farn laborers~ and the
~ growing predominance of white~collar and of blue-collar occupations.
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" TABLE 10: Lab

or.forcerPaftibipatioh Rates,by Agé;lééx, and Reéidencé: Puerto Rico, 1970 -

Total :Q;ban y Ru;al,N9an§r@ |- :Rural Farm ! lMétropolitan- _ Metrggglifan

" Both SEJ'(ES',%' 16+ SR 2 I R B7.3 37.2 o244 .8 - - - 37.9
l6-24 | - 32.2 - 33.7 31.0 - - 28.2 34.1 - 30.7
25-4i 55,2 = | 58.1 us.9 g1 58.7. 51.7
45-64 ue.7 - | ue.4. “37.9 ; - 35.0 us.1- "~ 36.96
65+ - L1y - 11.57 8.7 185 11.7. 1.2
Males, 16+ 5.0 " -62.0° 55,7 51.5 63.1 . 55,5
1624 4G.8 | 40.8 41.9 38.6 . HL.S u0.3
25-4u 78.8 8l.2 . 75.8 - 70.6 - 81.7 -75.9
45-64 66.8 .70.8 - 61.5 60.0 - 72.2 - 62.5
65+ 20.5 21.6: 216.8 . 23.8 21.7" 19.7
Females. 16+ 24.5 .28.7 ‘19.0 4.2 28.4 - 21.1
16-24% - 24,4 27.3 20.9 18.2" 27.4 . 21.9
25-44 4.4 '39.8 26.2 - 20.1 38.4° . 30.6
45-64 18.7 23.5 11.9 - 7.2 28.4 o S8.0
65+ 2.9 3.6 1.6 1.8 . 3.9 . 2.1

Source: 1970 U.S. Population Census, PC (1) - D 53, Tsble'132,
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White collar occupations have shown the fastest rate of growth, the
proportion of such workers in the total employment of ‘all kinds al-
most doubled between 1950 and 1970. Within this group of:occupations,
professional, technical, and clerical occupations had the. largest
increases in employment. Workers in blue-collar occupations increased
by almost 50 per cent during the same period. The increase was' mostly
is skilled and semi-skilled occupations; employment in unskilled blue~
collar occupations also increased, heavily weighted by the expansion
of the construction sector, but at a much slower pace. .

The reduction_in the relative supply of unskilled labor and the
expansion in the relative supply of skilled and semi-skilled labor
and of white- collar workers shows the impact on the occupational
structure of changes in skills mix of production processes hrought
about by increased capital investment and the rationalization of pro-
duction attained since 1950 L/

Changes in the comblnatlon of skllls used in the production pro-
cess and in the responsiveness or elastlelty of employment to such
changes can also be inferred by examlnlng the utilization ratio for
the major occupational groups reflected in the percentage ‘distribution
of employment (Table 11}). The aggregate ratio of persons employed
in white~collar occupations increased sharply between 1950 and 1970
and so did the aggregate ratio of persons employed in ‘hlue-collar
occupaltions. The need for increasing numbers.of hlghly trained
aud educated professional workers has required an expanding support-
ing base of technicians and sub-professional workers as well as of
skilled craftsmen and clerical workers with specialized training
and/or education to cope with the higher job reguirements imposed by
the new techneological developments and/or the higher levels of modern~
ization and efficiency introduced into the productive processes.

Should the occupational structure profile of the various sectors
of the economy be examined in greater detail, it would be evident
that it has been changing rapidly in dlver51ty and complex1ty. The
dynamics of teehnologlcal change and of over-all economic; :growth not
only has created a vast array of new occupational titles (profession—
al, technical, sub-professional, and skilled), many of which are still
qparqely populated, though with a tendency te grow, but also has made
obsolete or ldgging a number of traditional jobs. ThlS changing pat~
tern of labor. force demands has prodiced a number ' of stralns and im-
balances that make adjustment to labor market demands difficult for
those groups of the labor force whose competences and skills do not
match with the requirements of jobs available. To the extent that

1/ The rapid increase of wages brought about by changes in minimum
wage laws and labor union demands has been a key factor foreing
management to find ways of dispensing with unskllled workers and
of striving for increased produet1v1ty
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. _TABLE

11: Chenges in Occupatiomsl Structuve: 194051970

“Relative Distribution of Emplovment®

Péreentage Change

_63—

Cccupation not reported

1.3

Occupational Groupsf T 1310 1950 - 19580 ~ 1870 7 1950-60 1 1860-70 1858-70
A1l Otcupations (absoluté). 508558 560156 551656 638342 ~1.52 | 15.7 1%.0
White Collar 15.9] 21.0 25.2 36.1 3.9 | 43.2 95.1
Profes., tech., and kindred 3.1 4.9 7.7 11,1 T 57.1 65.7 160.3
Managers and administratives) : -
exc. farm i 4.8 6.1 7.5 6.7 22.7 2.3 25.5
Clerical workers 3.1 4.7 7.6 114 57.3 80.7 173.0
Sales workers 5.0 5.3 6.3 - 6.9 156.6 28.3 49.5
Blue Collar 28.6 29.8 35.0 38.0 16.7 25.4 46,3
Craftsmen, foremen, and :
kindred . . T 7.5 i1l.3 13.9 9.8 Bi.7. . 112.3
Operatives, exc. transpert - 12. 11 13.0:P : 24,1 N
Operatives, transport 18.0} 16.8 5.1 5.0 8.0 1.2 12.6_; 22.2
Laborers sxc., farm 5.2 5.3 S 6.b 6.1 18.8 9.4% 30.0
Services 10.70 11.1 11.3 11.7 05 | 19.3 15.9
Domestic services 7.7 5.8 3.4 1.5 U2 .7 {--ug.0 ~70.8
Protective services 3.0 1.2]5 4 1.6 2.2 29.0 | 61.9 108.5
Other l L1 - 6.3 4 . 8.0 54.1 45.1 123.6
Bgriculture _ yu.s|  37.4 23.2 6.9 -39.0 | -65.4 ~78.9
‘Tarmers and farm managers. g.4 . 8.5 3.2 1.3 -50.7 -52.5 ~76.56
Farm laborers and foremen 35.1; 30.8 19.9 5.6 ~36.6 -67.4 -79.3
d.3 1.0 3 — - —

*Figures are also indicative

of occupational utilization ratlos, i. e.“number of

group for every 100 workers of all kinds employed.

Scurce: U.S5. Bureau of the Census,

Population Census:

Puerto Rico, 1850, 1960, and 1970.

workers in the occupational



productivity gains In the modern sector have surpassed the rate of
growth of 1he labor force, it has become more difficult to effec-
tively absorb the new entrants into the labor force, partleularly
those w1th low or no skllls

Unemployment, Underemployment, and the Size of the Labor. Force

The extent to which the size and characteristics of the available
labor force do not match the requiremenlts of the jobs that are avail-
able is reflected in the:umemployment rates. Unemployment:fates in
Puerto Rico are intolerably high and have been so in spite of the high
rates of economic growth attained in the past two decades. ~In 1950
the unemployment rate amounted to 12,0 per cent of the labor force and
it has' averaged around 11 to 13 per cent annually since then,l/
Official unemployment rates, however, do not reveal the complete pic-
ture of underutilization of human resources in the Island. -When the
partially unemployed, i.e., the underemployed, are also counted, the
total unemployment average annual rate for the period considered
averages about 35 per cent. Yet, this is not the full picture that
makes unemployment the most serious economic problem of Puerto Rico.
Unemployment, as officially measured, includes only those persons-:
without a job who actively search for one. But the figure, so defined,
does not include those persons who do not search for a job, not because
they do not want to work but because they feel that the market is not
generating the kind of jobs they could apply for and that searehlng
tor work would be of no avail. _

This kind of unemployment, sometimes identified as '"demand-
shortage'" unemployment, has no doubt been also persistent in Puerto
Rico, more so in times of slackening of economic activity, and has
exerted a depressive influence on labor force participation rates.

‘ In a rapidly changing economy with surplus labor, like-Puerto.
Rico, the problems of unemployment and underemployment tend not only
to be stubborn but also to impose severe burdens on- particular groups
of the population -the very young, the untrained, &ad unskilled work-
ers. When new jobs are few and labor is plentiful, new entrants into
the labor force under 25 years of age are more likely to feel the
backing-up at the point of entry unless they have specialized training
and skills, More than one~third of the officially unemployed persons
in Puerto Rico are youngsters in the 16-24 years of age group.2/

1/ These are the rates reported by the Commonwealth Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Census figures have not bheen used because of the large
amount of underestimation evident.

2/ Comité Interagenolal de la Estrategia para Puerto Rico, El. Desa-
rrollo EconOmico de Puerto Rico: Una Estratecia para la Proxima
Década, San Juan, Puerto Rico: November 1975, p., 125.
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Furthermore, even when they do find jobs they are more likely to be

, discriminated against because of their lowest seniority and in case

" of lay-offs or firing they are likely to be the first to go. Employ~
" ‘ers are more inclined to hire experienced workers in preference to
Lnexperlenced and untrained workers and not too young mor too old work-
ers in preference to the very young and old workers.l/ Of particular
concern, therefore, are the youngsters im this age group with low ed-
ueat:onal attainment, for they are the less employable.

" 'The available data on unemployment and underemployment reveal
that there is a strong relationship between education, oecupatlon,
and tilization of labor resorces., The incidence of unemp Loyment
" has been greatest among unskilled and semi-skilled blue collar workers.
In 1969-70, for example, 58 per cent of all the offlclally unemp Loyed
were blue- col]ar workers, 13 per cent were farm workers, 21 per cent
were white~collar workers, and the othér 7 per cent were service and
non-specified relatively unskilled workers. u/ In other words, the
incidence of unemployment has been greatest in those jobs where the
introduction of new technologies has caused’ obsolescence of skills
and with it, displacement of workers who could not cope w1th the
~ particular adgustments required by the continuing process of rapid
technological change golng on. To the extent that JDb requ1rements
continde to change in the direction of hlgher tralming and educatlon
undcrutillzatlon of human resources, either in the form of unemploy-
ment ‘and underemployment is likely to increase for both male @nd
Fomale workers who do mot match the 1nereased requirements.

ERY

‘L.:jImpllcationS of QOfficial Labor Force Pro1eetions

According to projeetlons ‘made by the Puerto Rico. Planning Board
the total labor force is expected to rise by some 400,000 persons
from ‘1975 to 1985, for an average annual increase of 3.37 per cent
between 1975-1980 and 2.09 per cent between 1980- -85. By 1985, the
labor force is expected to total 1,141,000 persons. 3/ This acceleram
tion in labor force growth will impose additional pressures to increase
the rate of creation of new jobs to match the projected increase in

1/ These attitudes of employers have been confirmed by empirical stud-
ies made., See, for example: Luz M. Torruellas, Puerto Rico's
Present and Prosgpective Technical, Skilled and Clerical Manpower and
Training Needs, Rieo Piedras: University of Puerto Rico, 1972, pp.
66-71.

2/ Junta de Planificacitn de Puérto Rico, Informe de Recursos Humanos
al Gobernador, 1970, San Juan, Puerto Rico, abril de 1971, p. 101l.

3/ Comité Interagencial de Estrategia, op. cit., p. 10, These projec~
tions like all projections, are based on a number of critical as-
sumptions related with the growth of the population, but it is not
our intention to make any critical evaluation of them at this point.

-31=



~the labor supply and the high rates of actual unemployment and under-
utilization of manpower resources. Pressures are likely to be partic-
ularly critical in view of the fact that, if an adequate rate of lahor
_absorption is to bhe attained, the quallty of the labor. force will have
to be greatly enhanced so as to match the requirements of the projected
labor demands. :

. The problem becomes especially acute for two reasons:  One is
concerned w1th the structural characteristics of unemployment, as dis-
feussed above. The other is concerned with the fact that, because of
”‘the age-strueture of the poPulatlon, the sharpest labor force growth
to 1985 will he among workers under 25 years of age who will he
seeklng entry into the labor force. The implications. of the age-
structure of the populat:on on lahor force- -growth and employment
‘creation is to a large extent linked to the character of the past
migration stream,ldlseussed in an earlier section, The size and age-
_ structure of the outmmlgratlon stream eased, to.a great extent,. the
pressure of adjustlng the creation of new JObS to match the growth
of the labor force. Out- -migration made possible the choice of
.teehnlques intensive in capital utilization rather than labor, with-
out increasing the rate of unemployment. With the migration stream
' reversing itself in recent years and the llkellhood that . return
migration mlght continue to increase, severe problems of manpower
adjustment to labor market demands are to be expected. If, in addi-
tion, the rate of young new entrants into the labor force inereases,
these problems are likely to be aggravated. Manpower and economic
policies will have to be integrated properly to achieve the best
utilization possible of existing and prospective manpower resources.
"~ What has heen the impact of the recent return migration stream on
labor force behavior and what implications is it likely to have in
the years to come, should the present trend eontlnue? These are the
- questions dealt with in the following sections of this report.
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Section I

Demographic and Socio-Economic Components of’ . _
Return Migration to Puéerto Rico, 1965-1970 S

This section deals with the demographic and socio-economic com-
" position’of the return migration from the United States of persons of
Puerto Rican stock during the five year period prior to April 1, 1970,
The general aim is to use Census data to define the demographic and
soclo-gconomic parameters of this return migration and to search for
systematic differentials in demographic and socio-~economic composi-
tion among returnees, as well as between returnees and the non-migrant
population, and to relate these differentials to variations in lahor
force behavior of these population sub-groups. The ultimate purpose
is 'to develop insights as to the extent to which the migration expe-
rience of returnees has had any hearing on the problem of labor re-
source allocation in TPuerto Rico. For this reason the hnalysia-

- following 13 focused on the population aged five and/br 31xteen and
over,

A. Volume and Character of the Recent Return Migration Movement

The 1970 Population Census for Puerto Rico enumerated 2,712,033
persons 'of all ages living in Puerto Rico in April 1, 1970. Of this
total, 2,393,923 were aged five and over, and 94,2 per cent ‘of them
(2, 255 490 pprsons) ‘were persons of Puerto Rlcan stock, either by
birth or parentage. o

Recent mlgration experlence of the Puer{o Rican stock populatlon
has been estahblished, for the purposes of this study, on the basis of
Tour questions 1ncluded in the 1970 Census. One is the standard five
year gquéstion ascertaining residence in 1965; the other three gues-
tions, included for the first time in the 1970 Population Census, ask
whether the respondent had resided for six months or more in the
United States at any one time during the five years prior to April 1,
1970 and, if so, for how long he stayed the last time and what was
the year of return to Puerto Rico.

Respon&es o these guestions indicate that 10 per cent of the
population of Puerto Rican stock aged five and more living in the
Island in 1970 (226,614 persons) had had recent migration experience,
i.e, had lived in the United States for six months or more between
1965 and ‘1970, Of these, 102,362 (45.3 per cent) were living in the
United States in April 1, 1965 and returned to the Island at sometime
before April 1, 1970. These are the return migrants identified by
the five year guestion. ‘the other 123,982 persons (54,7 per cent),
identified as having had recent mlgratlon experience hy the other
questlons, were living in Puerto Rico in April 1, 1965 but had lived
in the States for 6 months or more at sometime afier this date and
returned prior to April 1, 1970,

T



For analytical purposes, the sum of these two groups is con~
sidered throughout this report indicative of the volume of return
migration to Puerto Rico between 1965 and 1970, notwithstanding
the limltatlons of the Censug definition of returu migration. These
limitations were pointed out in the first sectiomn of this report,

e. g. returnees during this period who died before the Census enumer-
_ation are not included nor are included those returnees who. re-emi- .
grated to: the States.and.were living there in April 1, . 1970. . However,
.in spite, of the PEStPJCtLOHQ imposed by these llmltatlons of the
Ceneus data on migration, a number of valuable insights about the
character and palttern of the return migration movement are obtained
by examining these data S R o

|‘ 13 The first thlng ev1dent from such an examlnation is that the
,return mlgratlon movement has been far from homogeneous. The lack
of homogeneity stems from the definition of return migrants used in
this study. . This permitted 1dentifjcaL10n of a number, of return.
mlgrant sub- groups return migrants born; in Puerto Rico and. born
in U.S8. of Puerto Rican parentage, return migrants living in U.S, .in
1965 ana living in Pierto Rico in 1965, return migrants by length of
stay in U.S8., and return migrants by year of last return to Puerto
Rico, = .- .. . . : Do

. .'The number of persons of Puerto Rican parentage, aged five and
over 1dent1f1ed as return migrants from the original 1970 Census
data, totaled 35,657, or 15.7 per cent of all identified return mi-
grants of  the same ages. (Table 12). Nearly 80 per cent of them were
concentrated among the return migrants who reported reaidence in the
United States 1in 1965. Of the 102,632 return migrants living in the
U, S,.ln 1965, 27.3 per cent had been born in the:States of Puerto
Rlcan parentage while tlhe correspondlng pr0portion was 6.1 per cent
for the 123 982 return mlgrants re31dLng in Puerto Rieo in 1965.

P i

.TEBLE iE; Distribution of_Return‘Migrants Eged Fiﬁe and Over,.
by Residence in 1965 and by Birth and Parentage .

P.R. Birth | P.R. Parehfage
Place of Residence in 1965 | = No. Per Cent | No, .| Per Cent
Total Return Migeants . |190957 | 84,3 - (35657 | 15,7 .
Living in U.S. in 1965 us76 | 72.7 . |28057 | . 27.3
- Under 15 years of age 8349 | (12 0)y |21279 (75.8) :
Living in P.R. in 1965 |116381 | 93,9 | 7601 | . 6.1
Under 15 yearsof age .| 11090, ( 9.5) 4169 . . (54.8)

Qdereeg;SPEQialitabd1Etion of 1970 Census data. .
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Yhe gignificant feature of the parentage group is that it is a
very young group; 75.8 per cent of the parentage among return migrants
with residence in the United States in 1965 and 54.8 per cent of ‘those
with residence in Puerto Rico in 1965 were children between the ages
5-14. The problems of assimilation of this sub-group of the return
migrant population have,no doubt, important 1mplicat10na for the plan-
ning and provision of educationa] and other social services, However,
sinde the focus of the present study is the relation between migratlon
experience and labor force behavior, the distinetion between birth
end parentage does not seem as important for this type of analysis as
is the distinetion by residence in 1965, length of stay in- the United
States, and year of last return. For purposes ofi anplysis, this dis-~
tinetion will be made only when the age composition and other charac-
teristics of the parentage population become relevant for the analysis
of the labor force behavior of the return migrant population.

Differentiation of the volume of return migration between 1965
and 1970 by this set of faclors suggests that there are significant
differences in the pattern of migration between returnees living in
the United States in 1965 and those living in Puerto Rico at the time.
In terms of size, for example, migration activity of returnees living
in .Puerto Rico in 1965 was about 20 per cent larger than that of those
who were living in the United §States in 1965, i.,e., for every 100
Puerto Ricans by birth and parentage living in the United States in
1965, who returned to the Island between 1965-70, there were 121 who
were living in Puerto Rico in-1965, emigrated to the States after-
wards and returned in time to be enumerated in Puerto Rico in 1970.

More important than the differnce in aize of the two return
migration groups is the difference in the character of the migration
movement of the two groups suggested by differences in the duration
of residence in the States., The data available suggest that the move-
ment of returnees who were living in Puerto Rico in 1965 has been
characterized by sizeable short-term migration while these living in
Uulted States in 1965 have been characterized by a longer migration

experience, Among the mlgranta in United States in 1965, 70.3 per
Gent reported residence in the United States for five years or more,
compared with ‘only. 16 per. cent of those living in Puerte Rico in 1965
(Table 13). Even though the Census code does not prov1da tor a- anEP
breakdown of the five years or more category, and there is no Questlon
in the Census ascertaining the year of arrival to the United States
of these groups, it is most probable given the size of the. out-mi~
gration stream from Puerto Rico in the 1950's, that many of the re-
{upnefﬁ living in the States in 1965 had been there well before

960.~

L7 o ' ' '

This 1nference is. aupported by the results of the statlatlcal analy~
sis of the 1972 Immigration Survey made by Zell for the Puerto Rico
Planning Board. This revealed that in every year between 1966 and
1972 one-fourth of all the male migrants returning to Puerto Rico
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“PABLLE 13: Relative Distribution of Return Migrants, by Place of
Re81dence in 1965 and Length of Stqy in the United

Stales
. Place of Residence in 1965
Length of Stay in U.S, __In United States In Puerto Rico:
Six months to 1 year 6.7 | 47,9
1-2 years 10.3 25.9
3-U years 12.6 10.1
5 years or more 70,3 ' - 16.0
Number of Persons 102,632 3 123,982

Source; Speeialrtabu1ation of 1970 Census data.

On the other hand, amonyg the returnees living in Puerto Rico in
1965, 73.8 per cent reported residence in the United States for no more
than two years, 47.9 per cent for less than one year, and 25.9 per cent
Ffor one to two years. OFf the returnees living in the States in 1965,
only 17 per cent reported residence in ‘the States for no more than two
years, 6.7 per cent for less than one year, ‘and 10.3- per cent for one
Lo two years. Since most ol the migrants reported having returned
between 1968 and 1970, as shown in Table 14, it seems evident that the
larger number of returnees who in 1965 were 1iv1ng in Puerto Rico had
migrated to the States during or after 1967,

. One .serious limitation of the duration of residence and year of
return data is that both, supposedly, relate to the respondent's last
trip to ‘the States.. Yet, when both sets of data are cross-tabulated,
substantial errors are ev1dent in the response ‘to the duration of
residence question by the return mlgrdnts who were in Puetrto Rico in
.1965. How could returnees who were in Puerto Rico in 1965 and reported
1968 or earlier as year of last return have resided for five. or more
years in the States on their last stay unless the response to the dura-
tion of residence question covered more than one stay? Unfortunately,
there is no way to establish the source of error as there is no pro-
vision in the Census Lo ascertain thé year of last arrival to the
States or whether there has been repeated trips to the States
during the period. Though it 13 _probable that the same errors

B

and one-third of all the female ones had stayed in the United States
for eight years of more. /Steven Zell, A Comparative Study of the
Labor Markek Characteristics of Return Migrants and Non-Migrants in.
Puerto Rico. Op. eit., p. 90_/ Given that his definition of refturn
migrant and the sampling procedures used tend to favor the amount of
short~term migrants over the }ong-stayers, the numbers might -even
have bheen larger. . » _ . R
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TABLE 14: Relative Distrvibution of Return Migrants, hy Place of
Residence in 1965 and Year of Last Return to Puerto Rico

N - ‘ Place of Residence dn 1965
Year of Lest Return Tn Undited States | In Puerto Rico
1965 _ 6.2 6.5
1966 . 10.2 9,7
1967 15.9 16.4
1968 22.0 21.8
1969-70 : 45,7 45,6 .
Nomber of Peraons | 102,682 T 123,982

Source: Speciaml tabulation of 1970 Census data,

have occurred in the responses to these questions given by returnees
who were residing in United States in 1965, it is likely that the
incidence of errors. of response has - been gveater for the return mi-
gration group living in Puerto Rico in 1965, i.e. that this group
has had a higher proportion of repeated migrations and has reported
eithei the cumulative length of all stays or that of the longest
stay.=" \ ,

In spite of these limitations of the data, one conclusion seems
evident: the migration experience of the majority of the returnees
who were in Puerto Rico in 1965 seems to bhe limited to no more than
two years while that of those returnees who were in the States in
1965 extends for a much longer period, Yet, return patterns of bhoth
groups at the end of the decade have been falrly similar - 46 per
cent of returnees over the five year period in eavh group returned
in 1969-70, a period of 15 months, and another 22 per dGent in each
group returned in 1968. How come groups with different migration
experiences show similar return patterns at the end of the decade?
‘Have economic conditions in. the States vis a vis Puerto Rico been
vesponsible for this similarity of return patterm? And, how does
their relatively recent arrival in Puerto Rico affect their inter-
action in the labor market and their socio-economic status as of
April 1, 19702 Mow well did they adjust upon return to -the Island?

M/In the study on the social dynam:cs of return migration, employing
a sample of returnees between 1966 and 1975, CintrénnVales -found
~‘that 56.4 per cent of the returnees had made two or more trips to
the States. Pelia Cinteén and Pedro A, Vales, Social Dynamics of
Return Migration te Puerto Rico, University of Fuerto Rico, Social -
‘Sciences Research Center, 1975 p. 3_7 v
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Is the length of ‘migration experience related to the degree of.
adjustment attained? . ‘

The gsearch for answers to these questions reguires analysis of
the . demographic and socio-economic characteristics of hoth groups,
ineluding residential location patterns hoth in the States and upon
return to Puerto Rico, and comparisons with the characteristics and
adjustment levels of the Puertod Rican population without comparable
migration experience and other non-Puerto Rican stock populﬂtton suhw~
Sroups.

B, Residentinl Location Paiterns in the States of the Return Migrant
PqpuJatlon )

Analysis of residential location patterns in the United States
of return migpants is Limited by the Fact that the Population Census
provides information only on the place of residence in the United
States in 1965 of those return migrants who were living there at the
time, No information is provided on the place of residence prior to
"preturn, In the same manner, no information is provided on the year
of arrival at the United States nor on the place of residence upon
arrival and prior to return to Puerto Rico. There is, thus, no way
to establish directly from Census data whether there had occurred
‘large geographic mobility among the return migrants living in United
States in 1965 or whether they had stayed in the same locality of
arrival., Nor is there any way to establish comparison hetween this
group of return migranils and the one that was living in Puerto Rico
in*1965 and migrated afterwards in terms of their geographic location
patterns in the States upon arrival. and prior -to their return to
"'Puerto Rico. We hypothealxe however, that there may have been sig-
nificant differences as to geographic location patterns between the
“two return migrant sub-groups and that these could be possibly as-
cribed to a number of factors: the greater proporiion of short term
mlgrants (e.g. farm laborers) in the sub-group residing in' Puerto
Rico in 1965;. the increasing geographic dispersal of relatives and
friends already reslding in the. States; and, the larger amount of
information about alternative opportunities in the States available
through'relatives and friends. The pattern of geographic location
in the States of this migrant sub-group prohably resembles more that
of the Puerto Rican population r931ding in United States in 1970 than
that of the return migrants liv1ng in Unites States in 1965, This
inference 1s supportad by comparing the Census data on place of resi-
dence in the States for the Puerto Rican population living there in
1970 with that of the return migrant group living in the United
States in 1965, tabulated specially from the 20 per cent sample tapes.

According to the 1970 Census Report on Puerto Ricans in the
United States, there were 1,391,463 pevsons of Puerto Rican birth and
parentage living in the States in April 1, 1970. These were mostly .
concentrated in the North-Easlern States, particularly in the New York-
New Jersey area. Return mlgrants living in the Uniteg States in 1965
were also mostly concenlrated in this area but to a larger extent,
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Table 15 shows the geographic distribution of the Puerto Rican popu-~
lation in. the Unilted Stmntes.in 1970 and of the relturn migrants who
were living in the United States in lgﬁi; Comparison of the data In

this table with that shown by Hernindezs{ For the population of Puerto
Rigan birth living in United States in 1960 and the migrants who were

living in United States in 1955 hut returned to Puerto Rico hefore
April 1, 1960, reveals that New York continues to be the point of
entry,, ‘to the United States for the bulk of the Puerto Rican migrants
‘to the States and that the trend toward geographic dispersal away P
from New York mtrengthened over the decade ’

TABLE lSv Percentggp Distribution of the Popujation of Puarto Rzaan
Birth and Parentage Ldving in United States in 1970, and:
of Return Migvanis Living in United States in 1965, by
Birth and Perentage and Areg of Reamdenee in United States

N e,

Fres T | Populaiion T U5 Tn 1970'Réturn Migronts in U.S. dn 1965

. - Residence _Total |Birth |Parentagel|Total Bivth | Parentage
"All Areas 1391463 | 810087 581376 102632 U576 28056
North~-East ~ 80.9 81.2 . 80,6 83.1 83.0 83,2

New York : . 63.2 62.5 6i,2 - 70.1 69.6 71.4

New Jersey 9.8 10.3 9,2 7.5 7.7 - 7.1
. Other States | 7.9 8.4 7.2 5.5 5.8 h.7
North-Central - 9.8 9.8 9.7 ‘8.7 2.5 -10.2
South © 5.0 5.4 .5 - .5.0 5,2 .3
West 4.3 2.9 5.1 . 2.3 2.3 2.3

Qbﬁrce' u.s. Bureau of the Cenaus, 1960 GCensus of Populatien; Subjeat Report
© "PC (2)-1E, Puerto Ricans in the Un11ed States; ﬂpeeial tabu-.
latlon of 1970 Census data. o x

~ In 1960, 84 per cent of the United States residents of Puerto
Ricen birth were Aiving in the North-East of the United States, 79.2
per cent were living in New York State,and 4.8 per cent in other
North«Fnstern States. The corresponding percentage for the- other
three major vagions were as follows: 7.6 per cent for the North-
Central States, 5.2 per cent for the South, and 3.3 per cent for.the
West. 'In 1970 the percentage of United States residents of Puerto -
Rican birth 1iving in the North-East had slightly declined to 81.3
per cent; but there seems o have occurred a significant dispersal
oF this populﬂtlon away from New York to New Jersey and other Northe-
Instern States. While the population of Puerto Rican birth in

%/ﬁoéé Hernindez, op. cit.; p. 26.
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New York State went down relatlvely to 62.5 per cent, that of New:
Jersey increased to 10,3 par cent, and that of otheéer States increased
to 8.4 per cent of the total populailon of Puerto Rican blrth in the
North«Last .

Unfnrtunafely no such comparlson is posaible for ‘the parentage
population, for there is no comparable data in the 1960 Census veport
nor in Hern&ndez'. But it is to ba expected that this population sub-
group evidenced a similar pattern over the decade in spite of observed
differences in the yxelative geographic distwibution of the two groups,
e.g., a higher proportion of parentage population in New York State
and in the West when :compared with the other sub-group, while in the
South the population of Puerlo Rican birth Bllghtly exceeded in pro-
povtion the parentage population.

Explanation of the ehanges in geogruphic distribution of the
Puerto Rican population in the United States is, however, more com-
plicatedthan it seems at first sight. Disperaal away from New York
has obviously been one factor, but it may mot have been the most
important one. Other factora such as the smaller volume of migy fi/lon
from Puerto Rico in the 1960%s,. the use of other points of entr
the size of the population aub~group in the base year, and its demo~
graphic and socio-economic characteristics may have been influential.
The analysis of this subject is beyond the scope of this report and
will not be pursued at this point.  The raason for analyzing, even
though cursorily, the geographic location of the population of Puerto
Rican stock living in the United States in 1960 and 1970, has beén to
‘allow for inferences ahout the pattern of geagnaphle 1ﬁcation of the
cveturn migrants prior tn return,

‘The main inference has hewon that the distribution of the return
migrant sub~group living in Puerto Rico in 1965 prohably had a geo-
graphic location pattern in the States prior to reiurn similar to
that of the Puerto Rican population living there in 1970, while the
return migrants living in. the United States in 1965 probably had a
geographlc location pattern prior to return similar to the one they
had in 1965. This inference is supported, in the case of ‘the first
sub~-group, . hy the faet thai: the ngrat;on experience of this sub-~
group was mostly short-term (no more than two years) and the bulk of
the return occurred beiween 1968 and 1970, In the case of the other
sub-group, i.e. the one living in the United States in 3965 the .
inference is supported by the longer duration of their mlgratlon ex~ .
perience and the fact that residential mobility of Puerto Ricans in

4/ Cintpdn end Vales found in their study that though New York was

the point of entry on the €first tyip for half (52.5 per cent) of
the returnees in their sample, New Jersey was the first point of
entry for 12.7 per cent, Chlcago for 5.1 per cent, and Comecticut
for 6.8 per cent of the peturnces in the gample. /Cintrén and
Vales, op, cit., p. 387/.
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the Srates, as indicated in the Census reports, is predominantly
intracity or intrastate in nature over a fixed five year interval.

Furthermore, The larger eoncentrntlon of the return migrant pop-
wlation in the Norih-Easltern States, both upon arrdval and prior to
return, suggests that. this popu]at:on play an importani role in the
labor reserve of both this region (particularly New York) and Puerto
Rico, whose hehavior in the labor mavket can not be disregarded..
Sinee this behavior is mogt likely inlluenced hy their socio-demo-
graphic and’ economie charaetesztlcs, 1hese are analyzed in the sub-
sequent sections of this report..

. ¢. Socionemographic Profile of Return Migrants.

The socilo-demographic dimensions of a populatijon are influential
factors, though nol: the only ones, on the labor force hehavior of: the
individuals. To what extent they explain the labor force behavior of
the returnees to Puerte Rico between 1965 and 1970? In order to ahed
light on this question, the socigp-demographic profile of the return
‘migrants is presented below. '

" The Sex Composition:

. Return migrents were predominantly males., The. sex ratio for _
the group as a whole was 124 males per 100 females (Tahle 16)., There
were, however, noticeahle differences among the various sub-groups of
returnées. In the Fivsl place,the sex composition differed according
to the place of residence in 1965. Females dominaled among the re-
turnees residing in the United States in 1965, while malea dominated
among those living in Puerto Rico in 13865, Only 96 males returned
for every 100 femnles among the first group, while among the second
group 144 males returned for every 100 females,

TABLE 16- Sex Ratiogs _of Puerto Rican Return Mlgpanta by Birth
dnd Parentage and VPlace of Residence in 1965

Place of Resi&ence Puerto-Rican Pﬁerto Rican -

in 1965 . : Bivth - . _Parentage | A}
United States 85,7 98,0 . 96.3
Puerto Rico ; 7.7 ‘ 99,7 B E 1T
Both Groups . 124, 4 : 98.3 119.9

Sourée:'Special tabulation of 1970 Censua data.

In the second place, differences in the sex structure were also
noticeable hetween the returneas of Puerto Rican birth and those of
Puerto Rican parentage (I'lg. 2). As a whole, there were nearly 25
~ per cent more males than females among the returnees of Puerto Rican
. hirth, bul among those of Puerto Rican pavrentlage both mexes were about
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equal in number, females exceeding males by an insignificant 1.7 per
cent.

The even distribution of the sexes among the return migrants of
Puerto Rican parentage was obviously due to the large number of de-
pendent children under 15, who forcibly moved with their parents.
Among the children in this group, girls maskedly exceeded boys, thus
compensating for the excess of males over females in oldexr age groups,

With respect to place of residence in 1965, no significant dif-
ference in sex structure was apparent among the returnees of Puerto
"Ricdn paventage, but not so among the returnees of Puerto Rican birth,.
While in the group of returnees of Puerto Rican birth living in Puerto
Rico in 1965 there were 148 males per 100 females, in the group living
in the United States in 1965 therc were 96 males per 100 Females, The
lower sex ratio of the returnees of Puerto Rican birth residing in the
United States in 1965 is a resultant of the low sex ratic of the pop-
ulation of Puerto Rican birth living in the States rather than of a
difference in the return migration rates of males and females (Table
7. ‘

TABLE 17: Return Migration Rates for Persons Living in the'
United States in 1905, by Birth and
Parentage and by Sex

Puerto Rican Birth Puerto Rican Parentage
- Males Females Males - Females
Retuyn Migrants (1965-70) 39,464 38,112 13,885 14,171
Population Residing in -
United States in 1370 389,709 | 420,378 |294, 843 286,533
Return Migration Rate 9.u% 9.1% H.7% 4.9%

Sources: Special Tabulation of 1970 Census date amd Bureau of the
Census, Puerto Ricans in the United States, 1970 Census
of Population,Subject Report PC (2)-1E.

Return migrants of Puerto Rican birth were, as expected, consider-~
ably older than the group of returnees of Puerto Rican parentage. For
the first group the median age was 29.1 years as compared with 11,5
years for the second group (Table 18). More than 70 per cent of the
group of returnees of Puerto Rican parentage were under 15 years of
age and 86 per cent under age 20, The corxresponding percentage for
the retuwrnees of Puerto Rican birth were 10,5 and 19.6.respectively.

On the other hand, there were very few returnees of Puerto Rican
parentage in the older ages. Only 2.4 per cent of them were UYS years
of age and over comparved with 21 per cent of those of Puerto Rican
birth, Only 4.8 per cent in the group of Puewrto Rican bivth were aged
65 and over, while in the group of Puecrto Rican parventage an insignifi-
cent half of one per cent was that old.
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TABLE 18; Per Cent Distributions of Retuen Migrants by Broad

Age Groups, Birth and Parentage, and Place of

Residence in 1965

Place of Residence
and Age

Puerto Rican Birth

Puerto Rican Parventage

411 Places

5-14 years
15-U4 years
45-54 years
G5 years and over
Median age

In United States in
1965

5-14 vears

15-U44 years
U45-04. years

65 years and over
Median age

I Puerto Rico in
1965

5-14 years
15-44 years
45-64 years
65 years and over
Median age

- 100.0

10.5
68.5
16,2
u.s
29.1 years

100.0

12.0
66,1
16.9
5.0
32.) years

100.0

9.5
70.1
15,7
4,7 .
27 .4 years

100.0

71.4
26.2
1.9
0.5
11.5 years

100.0

75.8
22.4
1.4
0.4
11.0 years

100.0

54.8
39.6
W1
1.5
1%,0 years

Soupce; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.
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Significant differences in age structure were also evident among
return migrants when place of residence in 1965 was considered. Those
returnees of Puerto Rican birth residing in the United States in 1965
were, on the average, five years older than those who were in Puerto
Rico in 1965. While among returnees of Puerto Rican parentage those
vesiding in Puerto Rico in 1965 were older than the group living in
the, United States at that time,

Age profiles for men and women are shown in Fig. 3, both for re-
turnees of Puerto Rican hirth and returnees of Puerto Rican parentage,
by place of residence in 1965. These clearly show the marked differ-
ences in age composition among these groups, The group of Puerto
Rican paventage is a very young group, chavacterized by a large num-
ber of children undexr 15, specially in the group living in United
States in 1965. In contrast, the return migrants of Puerto Rican
bivth were primarily concentrated in the economic active ages 15 to
64, The fact that the largest concentration, 41 per cent, occurred in
the prime working ages 25 to 44 and apother 27 per cent was concen~
trated in the ages 15 to 24 indicates that return migrants, far from
being primarily retirees, were either active or potential labor force
participants. :

Educational Attaioment:

The group of refurn migrants residing in the United States in
1365 had, on the average, a higher educational attainment than those
who were In Puerto Rico in that year. TFor {he adult population 25
vears of age and over, the median of school years completed was 9.0
for the first group and 7.6 for the second group(Table 19). This
relationship held by sex and by age.

A more detailed examination of Table 19 reveals that the propor-
tion of returnees with less than five years of school completed was
significantly lower fox those returnees who emigrated to the Unlted
States before 1965 and were living there in 1965 than for those who
emigrated between 1965 and 1970. ‘Yhis was true for hoth males and
females in all age groups. On the other hand, the proportion of high
school graduates was higher for the returnees living in the United
States in 1965 than for those in Puerto Rico at that time, The dif-
Fferential was dve to the higher proportion of males with high school
graduation in the group living in the United States in 1965; females
in the United States in 1965 had a slightly lower proportion of high
school graduates than was true of those living in Puerto Ricp, The
percentage of college graduates was higher for the returnees living
in Puerto Rico in 1965 and more so for females than for males.

In the prime working ages 25 fto U4, the proportion of male re-
turnees with less than five years of schooling was nearly twice for
those living in Puerto Rico in 1965 than for those living in United
States. The differential was not as marked, even though significant,
in the case of females; female returnees of these ages living in
Puerto Rico in 1965 had 35 per cent more veturnees with less than
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five years of schooling than their counterpart living in United States
in 1965, The education of 34,6 per cent of the male refturnees in this
age group living in Undted States in 1965 and of 32.Y per cent of those
in Puerto Rico at that time had reached high school graduation. The
corresponding percentage for fumale returnees of these ages living in
United States in 196% was sbout egual to that of their male counter-
part; but In the case of female returnees Living in Puerto Rico in 196%,
the percentage who had attained high school graduation was nearly 20

TABLE 19: Educational Attainment of Return Mizrants, by
Age, Sex, and Residence In 1965

Both Sexes Males Females
Age and Educational Attainment In In In | In In | In
L U.5, | P.R. [ U.5,1P.R. | U.8,iP.R.
25 vears of age and over
less than 5 yeafs af schooling ¢3] 20.5 | 32.5 { 18.2{31,6| 22.8{33.8
high school graduates (%) 28.3 126.8 129.9126.61 26.7127.2
U years or more of college (%) .40 5.3 w00 5,5 2.8 %.9
median schooling (in years) 9.0 7.6 9.4} 7.7| 8B.6| 7.5
25-44 years
legs than 5 years of schooling@s| 12.5 |21.1 [12.1(23.,1]| 13.0(17.6
Ligh gschool graduates (%) 34.3 | 34.5 | 34,6 |32.4| 34.0(38,5
t years or more of college (%) 3.8 6.4 | 4.6 6.5] 3.1| 6.3
median schooling (in years) 10.2 9.5 (10.4%) 9,01 10.1 (10,2
U5-64 years of age
less than 5 years of scheoling (0| 33.1 |49.5 (27.8|46,7 | 38.3(53.1
high school graduates (%) 16,5 | 14.0 {20.9(%5.9 | 12.1(11.6
4 years or more of college (%) 247 3.1 2.3 3.3 2.5( 2.9
median schooling (in years) 6.8 5.1 | 7.4 5.4| 6.2 4,7

Source: Special tabulation of 1970'Cenaus data,

per ¢cent higher than their male counterpart. The propertion of college
gradugles among vreturnees in this age group favored the returnees liv-
ing in Puerto Rico in 1965, irrespective of sex.

In the U5-64 age group, differences between the two groups of wmi-
grants were more marvked in favor of those returnses living in United
States in 1965 among those with less than 5 yeavs of school completed,
The proportion of male yeturnees with this low level of schooling

~4B.



amounted to 27.8 per cent among those in United States in 1965 com-
pared to 46.7 per cent for those in Puerto Rico in 1965, In ldike
manner, the corresponding pervaentages for female returnees were 38.3
for thosp in United States in 1965 and 53.1 Ffor those in Puerto Rico
in 1965. Similarly the group of return migrants of these ages living
in United States in 1965 had a hlgher proportion of high school grad-
uates than the group in Puerto Rico in 1965, though the differential
was less marked. . Only in the group of collﬁge graduates the differ-
ential sllghtly favored the return migerants, both male and female,
living in Puerto Rico in 1965,

In general, it is evident from the data analyzed ahbove that the
group of returnees wlw lived In the United States in 1965 was a more
aelective group in terms of educational attainment than the one liv-
ing in Puerto Rico din 1965.

Mavital Status:

In genepal, there weas a lowger proportion of single persons among
the returnees living in Upited States in 1965 than among those who
were in Puerto Rico in 1965 (Table 20). 'The opposite was true of
currently married persons, No significant difference was found among -
the two groups in the proportion of married and divorced persons,

Only one exception to this general patiern was found when the
macital status was analyzed by age, and this occcurred in the very
young ages (LU4-2Y years). The proportion of single persons of these
ages was higher for the group living in United States .in 1965 and,
congequently, the proportion of married persons lower than for the
group living in Puerto Rico in 1965,

Significant differences by sex and age were found between the iwo
retuen migrant groupa as to the proportion of marriri persons with
zpouse absenit, These ave shovm in Table 21, The proportion of married
persons with spouse dabsent was higher, ovecall, for femanles than for
males, and higher for the younger age groups, i.e, uvnder 25 years,
irvespective of sex, In the case of females, the proportion was
higher for those living in Puerto Rico in 1965, while in the case of
males, it was higher for those living in United States at that time.
With the exception o the youngest age group living in United States
in 1965, female retuynees had a higher proportion of married persons
with spouse absent then was true of male »oturnees. The percentage
for the age brackets 1U-19 and 20-24 was fairly equal for the female
peturnees, iecrespective of place of rvesidence in 1965, Buft in the
age brackets 25-39, it was higner for the group living in Puerto Rico
in 1965, about equal for the two groups in the age bracket UnN-Uli, and
a little higher for those in Uniteld States in 1965 in the age group
45 and over.

Male returnees vesiding in United States din 1965 hed a higher

percentage married with spouse absent in 3311 age brackets than those
Living in Puerto Rico ia 1965, The pattern was less clear for Sfemales,
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TABLE 20: Per Cent Distribution of -Return Migrants,by Marital Status,

Regidence in 1965, Age, and Sex

——

Males : Females
Age and Marital Status In U.S, In P.R.. | In U.S. In P.R,
in 1965 in 1965 in 1965 in 1965
All ages 14 and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
" Single 26.2 35.6 20.0 28.4
Currently. married 9.9 6.0 68.5 58.8
Widowed and divorced 3.9° J.u 11.5 12.8
14-24 years of age 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0
Single 4.1 - B68.5 56.2 54,1
Currently married 25.1 - 30.8 L 45.0
Widowed and divorced 0.8 0.7 2.7 2.9
2534 years of age 100.0 100.0- 00,0 - 100.0
Single (I 20,2 5.8 19.7
Currently married 83.0 73.3 86.8 73.1
Widowed and divorced 2.6 2.5 7.4 7.2
3541 years of age 100.0 100.0. 100.0 - 100.0
Single 6.6 10.2 3.9 9.2
Currently married 89.4 85.5 86.8 77.9
Widowed and divorced 4.0 4.3 9.3 12.9
45 years of age and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Single 6.1 7.0 4.8 5.4
Currently married 84.9 83.4 65.3 60.9
Widowed and divorced '9.0 9,6 29.8 33.7

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.
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TADLE 21: Per Cent of all Currenily Mavried Pernons with Spouse
AhqenLoby Sex, Ace, and RealdﬁHOL in 1965

: N I Mq}as 1 Famales
- Age in Years Tn .6, Tn PR Tn U.9. | In P.E.
1419 37,8 31,1 36. 1t 36.8
20-21 18.7 13.8 26.9 26.6
 35.39 78,7 7.2 17.8 | 8.2
-y 10,8 6.4 | ‘zo0s0 19.9
45 and over 13.4 .lle 20,9 19.2
ALY Ages - 2.4 10,7 20.6 .| 23.5

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

Another interesting faol related Lo :the: marital d&tatus of bath -
groups of returnees was the higher prevalence, irrespective of sex,
. oF consensual marriages among those who were in Puerto Rico In 1965
(Table 22), This was true for all age groups and for both males and
~females. The general pettern was for these percentages to decline as
- age increased.: This relationship wight be explained hy differences
in educational attalnment helween these two groups. Return migrants

.. vesiding in Puerto Rico in 1965 had a much Wigher proportion of

personswith less than filve years of school completed than the group
living in Uiited States in‘1955, as waa shown in Table 19, supra.
The rate of consensual Turrlageo tends to.be higher for persons with
low educational levels.i/

Family Structure,

: The return migration beiween 1965 and 1970 of persons residing
in the United States in 1965 seems to have heen more of a family type
movement than that of those who were in Puerto Rico that year. Pro-
portionally there were wore wives and dependent children in the first
~group than in the second one (Table 23).. 1In the group of returnees
living in the United States in 1965 there were 80 wives and 10U
children under 18 years of age per 100 Family heads, While among
those pesiding in Puerto Rico thati year the corresponding [igures
-were 43 wives and 42 chilldren under 18 per 100 heads,

L/ 0.5, Bureau of ihe Census, U,5. Census of Population, 1970,
Detailed Lharaefeptstlos Iinal Report P (1)-53D, Table 129,
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TABLE 22: Per Cent of Ail Currently Married Retvrn Migrants
: in Consensual Marriages.by Sex, Age, and
. Residence in 1965

B Age in Years : Males Females
In U.8. in P.R. “In U.S, In PR,
=19 14.3 22.5 15.5 18.2
20~24 JL.3 12.0 g1} 12.1
2534 6.9 11.2 . 6.2 9.5
35-39 G.0 11.8 Y.0 8.0
Q.- 5.6 1L.6 4.0 8,5
5 and over 4,5 8.5 3.9 8.7
Al). ages 6.l 10.8 5.9 10.2

souree: Spenial {tabulation of 1970 Census data,

(n the other hand in the group of return migrants residing in
uerto Rico din 1965 there was a considerable concentration of family
heads and children 18 years of age and over. There were 205 non~
family heads per 100 heads in this group while in the group living
in the United States in 1965 the corresponding figure was 306 non-
heads per 100 heads., Similarly there were 76 children 18 years of
age and ovey per L00 family heads wnong returnees living in Puerio
Rico in 1965 compared with only 42 for those in the United States
that year,. '

The average nunber of other relatlves of head or wife) per 100
heads was more than twice as large for those returnces residing in
the United States in 196% than for those in Puerto Rico’that year..
There were no significant dlfferences between the two groups in the
average number of unrelated persons. Nor was there any significant
difference hetween the two groups in terms of the sex oi the Family
heads .

The ahove data suggest that the two groups of returnees weve
significantly differeut in terms of family structure. Those :in
Inited States in 1965 seemed to be constituted in a larger proportion
bry families and by persons returning to the Island to live with rela-
© tives, On the other hand, the group living in Puerto Rlco in 1965
had a greater proportion of heads and non-dependent children who
probably returned back home to join their families.

Fertility Differentials

There were few differences between the two residential groups of
females retucnees with respect to IPPtlllty. They were not only very
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TABLE 23: Average Number of Persons per 100 Family Heads Among
Return Migrants, by Relationship to Head and Place
: of Residence in 1965

‘Relationship to In United States In Puerto Rico
‘Family Head in 1865 in 1965
Heads R 100 ~ 100
Male | 87 ‘ 88
Female 13 - 12
Non-Heads ' 306 - 205
Wives : ©80 43
Children under 18 years : 10u ‘ y2
Children 18 years and over | yz2 76
Other relatives 67 : 32
Unrelated individuals®/ 13 12

*/[nclude "prlmary persons" who are heads of households living alone
or with other unrelated persons (secondary persons) and unrelated
persons living with families

Source; 5peuial tabulation of 1970 Census data.’

small but inconsistent, In general, the proportion of childlessness
among morried women was greater for those in Puerto Rico in 1965 than
for those returnees living -in the United States in that _year, except
for married women in the age group 15 to 19,

The average nmunber of children born per married women and per
mother showed a silmilar pattern for the two return migrant groups.
No clearcut differentials in fertility were evidenil between these two
groups, nelther by age nor by years of school completed, nor by labor
force status. - Tor both groups, the per cent of childless women showed
a negative relation with age, but a positive one with educational at-
Lainment; and, was higher for those in the lahor force (Table 24).
The opposite was true of the average number of children ever born per
ever married women or per mother. This parameter showed a positive
relation with age and a negative one with edugatlonaJ attainmment; and,
was lower for those in the labor foxne.

Patterns_of Residential Location :in Puerto Rico -

The geographic pattern of velocalion in Puerto Rico, as of 1870,
is shown in Table 25 for the return migrants of Puerto Rico birth and



TABLE ’H~Fﬁrt1]1ty"1ndexeq for Rebturn

e g ey

15.44 Yeaps 01d,

Miseant FEver Married Women

by Age,

YPan of Schonl. Completed,

Lehor Force Status, and Residence in 1065

Puerto Rieco, 1970

Children Ever ﬁorn

Per Cent Children Evexr Born

.Age, Years of School Childless Per 1,000 Women Per 1,000 Mothers

Completed,and Lebor | In U.S. In P.R. In U.S. - In PR, In U.S. In P.R.
Force status dn 1965 | in 1965 | in 1965 | din 1965 |in )965 | din 1965

Age Groups (1.5-U4

years) 104 4.7 21188 2330 2778 2731
]S 1.9 48.3 38,7 823 920 1592 1500
20-24 15.6 20.5 1710 1513 2026 1902
25-34 7.8 9.0 2527 2570 2740 2823
3544 6.3 7.3 30901 3481 3298 3757.

Years of School Com-

pleted (15-44 yeacs

of age) 10.4 14,7 2488 2330 2778 2731
Less than 5 6.5 8.1 | 3276 3485 3502 3791
5-7 6.8 13.2 2828 2630 3034 3031
B 10.2 15.8 2822, 2181 3143 2588
9-11 - 10.2 16.0 2396 2116 2669 2517
12 13.0 7.4 2048 1751 2354 2118
13 and wore 17.7 18.7 1842 1688 2239 2075

Labox Force Status

(15 years of age . o

and overn) 11.0 12.3 2879 3368 3233 1840
In C,L.F. 14.3 16.0 2186 2318 2552 2757

Employed 1.2 15.2 2154 2374 2512 2799
Unemployed 4.9 20,3 2365 1998 2779 2507

Not in L.F. 9.9 11.1 3097 3712 3u37 4176

sompe:

AT

Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.



paventage, Comparison of these two sub-giroups indicaltes that the pro-
portion living in urban places in 1970 was higher for both sub-groups
compared to the cne Living in areas classified as rural, and that within
rural areus, the proportion living in non-farm areas exceeded signifi-
cantly that for farm areas. In other words, the geographic relocation
pattern of both groups of return migrants showed a prefevence for urban
over rural arveas, and for non-{acem over farm areas. This preference

was more marked among those returnees who settled in metropoliltan aveas,
particularly in the San Juan SMBA. The pattern is not surprising, given
their concentration in urban areas (particularly in New York SMSA) while
in the United States and. given the increasing urbaunization of the Puerto
Rigan p0pulat10n as a whole that has accompanied the changtng gtructure
of economic activity in Puerto Rico.

A closer look at Table 25, shows thal the preference for melro~
polilan urban location was stronger for the returnees of Puerto Rican
parerttage. The proportion lLiving in urban placeg in 1970 for this
group ol returnees amomted to 70 per cent compared wilh 58 per cent
for the other group. Similarly, The proportion living in metropolitan
urhon places was W/ per cenl for the group of Puerto Rico parentage
compared with 38 per cent for the returnees born iIn Puerto Rico. On
the other hand, the proportion of migrants retuening to vural farm
arveas was very low for both groups, 10 per cent for those hoin in
Puerto Rico and 6 per cent for those of Puerto Rican parentage. This
ohviously suggests, when compared with Hernéndez' Ffindings for 1960,
an inereaging tendenoy among returnees not to reeluen 0 an agricultur-

. al settlement, The special 1960 Census tabulations obtained by

Herndndez showed that 15.6 per cent.of the retuirn migrants of Puerto
Rican birvth living in Puerio RIQD in 1955 returned to a xural farm
lopation. ‘

- As expected, the majority of the relurnces living in metropolitan
areas was concentraled in the San Juan SMSA. 'This avea absorbed neap-
Ly one-third (30 per cent) of all reburnees, 28 per cent” ol those born
in Puerto Rico and 36 per cent of those of Puerto Rican parentage.
‘Compaxing our findings with Hernfndez' for 1960, it seems that some
disparsal of returnees away from San Juan SMSA has heen taking place.
Hernfndez' data showed thal 42 of every 100 returnees of Puerto Rican
birth were living -In San Juan SMSA in 1960, while our data showed a
proportion for 1970 nf 30 for every 100 retwrnees in this group. The
~growth over the pastl decade of the two other metropolitan areas in
1960 and the achieving in 1970 of metropolitan area status by Caguas
are possible explanatory factors, together with the reduction of ime
“distance from Sam Juan SMSA of near-by non-metropolitan urban and
rural non-farm areas vesulting From 1mproved highways.

Table 206 shows The geographic locdflon pakiern in- 1970 of neturnees,
by place of residence in 1965, The pattern was for returnees Living in
the United States in 1965 1o resettle in urban places, metropolitan and
non-metropolitan, in a higher proportion ‘than the returnees Living in
Puerto Rico in 1965, And, for returnees of Puerto Rican birth living
in Puerto Rico in 1965 the pattern was to return to ruval farm areas
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ire a proportion alwmost twice as

large

g5 that

ses of Puerto Riecan bivrth Jiving din United States in 1465,

TABLE 25;

for the group of return-

ssidence In 1970 of Return Migrants 5 \eups and Qver,

Dy Birth and varentage and 8

Ty ——

v,

,,,,,

: . , R BJth P.R. Parentage
Residence dn 1870 Both ' Both
: Sexes  |Male [Female Sexes Male Female
ALl ‘regidences 100.0 jen.o | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Q
Metropoldten, rban 37.9 | 35.3| u1.2 47.0 | u4s.4| 8.7
San Juan (27.8) | (25.9)| (30.2) (35.7) | (3u.4) (37.0)
~Other o (10.3) | € 9.8 (M1.0) | (LL.3) | (3L.0) (A1.7)
Non«Metropolitan, 20,0 19.2 | 21.2 22.8 22,61 22.9
urban '
Metropolitan, rural 3.7 | mi| 3.2 2.8 | 2.8 2.9
' Non-Farm (2.7 (3.0) ( 2.%) (2.1) (2.0) ( 2.2)
Favm (LD | (1. (0.8 | (07| (0.8) (0.7
Non-tetropold tan, '38.3 | wi.u| 3w | -27.3 | 89.2| 25.8
ruvﬂl ‘
Non-¥arm {(29.0) (10 8) (26.7) (22.0) | (22.9)] (21.1)
Faxn ( 9.3) 1 (L0.6) ( 7.7) S.3 | (6.3) (4.4
Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

Hignifiecant differences in the pattern of geographlc location of .
these two groupsa of migrants were evident between those returnees
born in Puerto Rico and those born of Puerto Rican parentsge. Among
thi group of return migrants>born in Puerto Rico, those living in the
nited States in 1965 resettled in a greater proportion in urban areas,
egpecially in metropolitan ones, than those in Puerto Rico in 1965,
“The opposite was feue of the geoup of returnees born of Puerto Rican
parentage. Those in Puerto Rico in 1965 setlled in metropolitan areas,
“upban and non-farm, in a greater proportion than those in United States
in 1965; while those in United States in 1965 seemed to prefer location
in non-metropolitan areas o & greater extent than the other group.
Turthermore, among those retuvrnees of Puerto Rican parentage living in
metropolitan areas, those living in United States in 1965 tended to
concentrate in San Juen - to a lesser extent and to a larger extent in



TABLYE 26: Residence_in 1970 of Relurn Migrants Five Years and

Over,

Dy Place of Residence in 1965 and by

ijth and Parvnrmgi

i 168

T in .8, ] in PR, in 1965

Residence in 1970 [Both |P.R. P.R Both | P.R. P.R.

| Sexes |Birth [Purentage | Sexes |Birth |Parentage

A11 resLdnnees 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.6 | 100.0 100.4

Mﬁxunpo]alan, -

‘urban , - BT | B3LE 6.0 35.4 34.5 51,1
$an Juan (33.2) [(32.7) [ (34.7).. | (25.6) | (24.8) | (39.5)
Othen (10.9) | (10.8B) (11.3) ( 9.8) | (9.7) (11.6)

Nonametropolifan, ; :

ucrhan 22.5 | 22.3 22.8 18.9 18.6 22.6

Motropolitan,

rural. 3.0 2.9 3.0 4.l .1 2.1
Non-Farm (2.2)[¢2.2) (2.2) | (3.0) {(3.00] (1.7
Farm ( 0.8)|( 0.7) ( 0.8) ( 1.1) [ (1.2) ( 0.

Non-metropolitan, ‘ .

rural, - 30.4 [ 31.3 28.2 4l.6 | #2.8 24,2
Non-~Yarm (24.5) 1(25.2) (22.8) (30,6) | (31.1) (19.1)
Farm ( 5.9)1( 6.1) { 5.4). | (11.0) | (A1.W) ( 5.1)

Hource: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

Caguas than those in Puerto Rico in 1965 (Table 27).

Among'the

weturnees of Puerto Rican birth these living in Unites States in 1965
were concentrated in San Juan and Caguas SMSA's to a larger extent
than those in Puerto Rico in 1965, Their distribution emong the foun
SMSd's was less uneven than for the veturnees of Puﬂrto Rican parent-
age, as is shown in the tabie below.

hP Labor Force and Income Charaeferlsties of Raturn Migrants

In analyzing the labor force and income characteristics of. return
migrants we shall concentrate on broad age groups, 16«21, 25~ 45-64,
and 65 plus, more detailled groups heing vsed only when considered
perticularly relevent for the analysis, The hasjic data for the anal-
ysis are contained in eleven of the twenty specisl cxoss-tabulations
generated from the 1970 Census data. Relative Lo the non-migrant



TABLE 27: Distribuiion of Return Migrants Living in Metropolitan

Arems in 1870, by Birth mud Perentsge and Place of

Residence iu 1965

T TReTWH Migrants Hetorn Migrants of
, A ) of P,R. Birth P,R, Parentage
Wetropolitan Ared 5 "W a Iy B R [ n U.8. | in P.R.
in 19657 in 1965 in 1965 | In 1965
Total 100.0 1.00.0 100.0 100.0
San Juan 73.6 7.1 73.8 75.6
Poncea 10.0 15.5 9.1 9.2
Mayagues G.0 8.1 .1 4,3
Caguas 1.4 9.3 12.9 10.9

Source:; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

population, significant differences were evident in the labor force
status of retuvrn migrants., But move significant are, perhaps, the
differences evident among the return migrents themselves and which
van be explained by varvious sogio-demographic and manpower factors
related to their adaptation upon veturn to labor markel conditions
in Puevto Rico., An analysis of the labor force chavacteristics of
veturn migrants in terms of some of tThese factors is presented below. .

Labor Force Participation Rates

About 47.8 per cent of the migrants who returned tor Puerto Rico
between 1965 and 1970 were in the civilian labor force in 1970, as
“reported din the Census. The over-~all lshor force participation rate
of those return migrants living in the United States, however, was
lower than that for the return migrants Living in Puerto Rico in 1965
(Table 28). The firvst group had a labor force participation rate of
i12.7 per cent in 1970 compared to H9.5 per cent the second group, a
difference of 6.8 percentage points. The differential suggests that:
the two groups of migranis were far from homogeneous and that signifi-
evant socio-demographic and economic chavacteristics, along with other
‘manpower factors, must liave influenced their responsiveness to lahor
“market conditions in the Island.

The sex-age pattexn of participation rates, shown in Table 28
and Figure 4, was fairily similar for both groups, in the sénse that
participation rates decreased considerably in the extreme age groups
from the pesk reached in the 256-W. age group. However, though a
tiner breakdown of participation rates in this age group was not

~58-



TABLE 28: Sex-age Labor Force Participation Rates of Puerto Rican
Return Migrants, by Place of Residence in 1965

~59..

I Participation Rates
Sex and All Migrants in Migrants in | Difference in per-
Age pigrants U.8, in 1965 | P.R, in 1965 centage points
) e (L () (3) (3-2)
ALL migrants 16+ 6.8 2,7 49,5 6.8
16-19 23.3 1,2 28.4 4.2
20-24 4g.6 Ui, 3 51.5 7.2
2544 57.3 53.2 60.8 7.6
1«54 u7.2 nz.,3 50.9 6.6
55-64 30.8 25,5 34.0 8.5
65+ 11.6 7.0 .7 7.7
Male migrants 16+ | 62.9 6.8 “63.5 - . 1.7
16-19 3L.3 17.5 38.0 20,5
20-21 bl.1 57.6 61.9 4.3
251 74.6 - 75,2 4.1 -1.1
H5-5H 66.3 63,8 67.8 },0
55-6H 50.2 i 2 53.4 9.2
65+ 20.6 13.3 25,2 11.9
Comale migrants 164 26.6 2.7 28.2 3.5
15~19 15.5 1.6 17.9 6.3
20-24 33.7 .o 33.6 =04
254y 33.5 0.5 37.1 6.6
I5-54 22.8 19.8 25,6 5.8
55-64 (K § a.¢ 12.5 3.5
GoH+ 4.3 el 5.8. 3.4
Source; Special tabulatlon ol 1970 Census data,
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abtained, one can infer from the age digtribution of hoth groups that
those migrants living in Puerto Rico dn 1965 reached peak partici-
polion rates somewhat earlier, i.e. helween ages 25-3H,

Several facts are apparent on a closer examination of the tahle.
I'irst, women in both groups of migrants had significantly lower par-
t1c3pa110n rates In 8ll age groups than men, the most significant
diffecences occurring in the age groups 25-54 (U4 pevcentage points).
In the second place, participation rates of both males and females
were higher for the migrants who were in Puerto Rico din 1965. This
was toue for all age groups, with exception of males in the 25.L4
and, females in the 20-24 age groups, for which participation rates
of migrants living in United States in 1965 exceeded those of the
migrants living in Puerto Rico in 1965. In the thirvd place, tlhe
diffevential in sex-nge panticipalion rates between the two groups
of migrants was much higher for themales in the younger age group
16-19 and the older age groupse 55-60 and 65 and over. -

These groups are of interest becauase of their disadvantageous
position in the labor market, Age, ohsolete skills, disability, and
other ¥actors related to age inpede effective labor market Interection
. of the older groups and ltend to increase dependency ratios. Low edu-
cational attainment and lack of experience work against effective
labor force performance of the younger group. This yeounger group is
of special interest. 7The differential in labor force participation
rates among males 1In these agas between the two groups of migrants
~~ 20 percentage points — is not easy ilo explain, though. The lower
partiecipation vates for those living in the United States in 1965
might have been due to a lavger propovilon of them staying in school
than was trne of the other group. Or, it could have been due to their
heing, becouse of language and other adaptation problems, in a more
disadvantageous pogition than the other group to interact In the
labor market and Tor that reason stayed out of the labor force, in
which case the problem of idleness would he a matter of soncern.

Dut, the greater labor force participalion rates of. youngsters in
.these ages in the group of migrants Living in Puerto Rico In 1965
could have heen counterbalanced, because of low educdtional attain-
ment and lack of experience, by higher unemployment rates and by a
greater concentration in Jow productivity unskilled and semiskilled
occupations. These and other questions will be explored later.

Another faef is appnrenr in Tabln 28; When the female portion -
of the two return migrant groups is examined retwmees living in the
JAnited States in 1965 vreached pealk participation earlier than those.
who regided in Puerto Rico in 1965, The highest participation rates
Tor the first group occurred hetween the ages 20 to 24 while peak
pavticipation rates occurred somewhat later for the seoond group.

Nifferences of this sort in labor force partlcjpatlon rates

‘beiween groups of individuals are a result of a vast array of factors,
the soclo-demographic and economi¢ characteristics of the individuals

=61~



not being the least important. To asceptain the possibility of such
underlying factors explaining the ditfferences pointed out in the
preceding parvagrophs, sex-age participation rates of both groups of
returnees were crossed with such charaecteristics as year of last
return to Puerto Rico, area of residence :in 1970, educational attain-
ment, marital status, child bearing, prespnoe of chlldran, and husband's
presence and family income. \

The cross-tabulation of the sex-age participation rales with the
yvear of last return yielded intevesting information. In general,
participation rates foxr hoth groups tended to be lower, irrespective
of sex, for the most recent returnees, Jj.e. those that came back in
1969 ov 1970 (Table 29). A similur pattern was observed by Zell in

TABLE 29: Labox Torce Participation Rates of Return Migrants 16
Years and Over, by Sex and Year of Last Return

Year of Last Relurn Both Maigx Femaie
1965 19,5 67.5 27.6
1966 51.0 69,0 29.7
1967 48,7 66,4 27.8
1968 49.3 | 66,2 ./29.5
1969 or 1970 u3.7 58,6 23.9

Sources: Special tabulation of J970 Census data.
¥/

~his ' study of returnues in 1971-72° But that is as far as similarity
of the pattern of participation rafes hy year of meturn hetween both
studies could he established. Our findings showed noticeable diver-

zencies from Zell's findings in many respects., In the first place,
: tho peakk for wmale participation didl not seem to occur with those
returning in the second year prior to the end of the migration period,
as found by Zell, but with those that returned in the 2nd year (1966)
after the Jnltiafion of the migration periocd. In the second plaee
- while he did not find any peak for female participation rates in the
. second year prior to the end of the migration period, as he did for

3/ oOp. eit., p. 123,
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males, our Ffindings showed r bi-modn), pattern, with peak partict-
deLDH rateu oonurrnnp hoth in 1968 snd iy 1966.

Caurlon is indicated, though, in.making this kund of precise
comparisons hetween our Tindlngs and those obtained Ly Zell, because
of the conceptual. and methodologlcal differences between the two -
‘studies painted out in the firal scction of this report. The impor-
tant fact, however, is that hoth studies have shown that the duration
of the migrat10n experience and the time of arrival are Lactors making
tor significani differences in the lahor foree behavior of -return mi-
grants. But, furthermore, that it ias possible for labor force par-
ticipation rates between returnees to differ signlficﬂntly because of
socio~historical fmetors, even though the peneval patterii shown were
similar in terms. of duraLlon of migvatlon exper:enoe and recency of .
arrival.

The analysis, for example, of sex-age labor forde participation
rates of veturn migrants by place of residence in 1965 and year of
return revealed differences bheiween the group that was in Puerto Rico
in 1965 and the one that lived in ihe United States at that time which
merit consideratigqn. The, patteen of labor forece participation rates
by year of preturn for both QTOUpb is shown in Tahle 30 and Figure 54
" In regard to place of residence in 1965, the pattern was for male
migrants residing in United States to attain lowest pawticipation
rates with the most receni returpees and highest with the ones that
returned earliest. Partdeipation rates declined for those mlgrants
that returned in 1966 and 1967, rose for those that returned in 1968,
and declined again to a much 1OWLr level Ffor those that came back in
1969 or 1970. The age putbtern wns similae for thega migrants aged
16 to 49, Papticipation vates for male migrants aged U5 to 64 living
in Upited States in 1965 declined consistently by year of return
throughout the migration period. Whorous Tor the deturn. miguends..
oged 63 and over, participation rates declinad for those who returned
in 1966 and 1967, rose.for those that ceme back in 1368, and declinad
pgain for those Thdt returnad In 1970, though not ag mueh re Ffor thoseé
that came back in 1967, 7ThHe oveyx-nll pnhiuvn for the male return mi-
grants living in Puerto Rico in 19b5;w15 Jop pacticipation rates
reaching the lowest level with the most wecent returnees and vising

"fw:fhearller retuenees, but the highest. level did not corvespond. to;

those migrants who cume beek in 1965 but i{o thase that came back in
1966. Obviously, readiustment P”OhLema upon return in the same year,
after such a short migration experience, worked against active par-.
‘ttClpﬂtlﬂn in the labor market of the group that retwmed: in 1965.

By broad age groups, the prime working Age-group 25=Ul}4 evidenced a
“similar pattern, not -so other age groups. Partilcipation rates of
males 16 to 24 in thia group increased eonslstan1iy from the low level
for migrants.coming back in 1965 to ite highest level for the migrants
returning in 1968 and dropping again to & low level for the most recent
returnees, thaugh higher thon for the ones ihut returned earliest,

In the case of the U5-64 age gronp, partieipation. vates showed a
tendency to decline with the year of return, Though the declining trend
was interrumpted with the raturnees in 1967 to resume its declining
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TABLE 30: Sex-age Part;eipac1on Rates of Return Migeants, by

Place of Residence in 1965 and Year of Last Retggn

19 Puerto Rico

Year of Last Return

Migrents hy Place .of , o 1969,

_Residence in 1965 Total | 1965 | 1966 1967 | 1968 | ax 70’

Nigrants'16+ in U. 8. in 1965

Male, all 6.8 | 71.8 | 64,8 | 64,1 | 65.7 | s7.2
16-21 wo.n | s2.7 | 37.8 | 37.8 | u1.2 | uo.9
4564 57.2 | 68.5 | 63.9 | 57.8 | 56.8 | 54.1

65+ 13.3 | as.2 | 13.1 9.0 | 21,6 | 1.5

Female, all 24,7 31.5 27.5 25.7 25,5 | 22.4
16=20 24,9 | 32.6 | 26.5 | 27.0 | 23.9 | 23.6
1564 15,7 2u.6 | 20.1 | 13.6 | 1w | 15.1

65+ 2.4 | 6.0 4.7 | 3.0 1.4 1.3
Migrants 16+ in P, R, in 1965 ’

Male, all ' 63,5 | 66,0 | 71.6 | 67.7 | 66.5 |. 59.2
16-21 65.6 | 0.3 | 59.7 | 61.0 | o64.2 | 52.5
2541 741 | 80.6 | 83.3 | 77.7 | 74.0 | 68.9
H5 GL 62.3 | 67.6 .| 61.3 | 65.0 | 61,3 | 60.4

65+ 26.2 | 10.5 | 3L | 23.8 | 18.9 | 32.9.

Female, all 28,2 | 25.8 | 31.7 | 20.7 | 33.3-| 2s.2
1621 27.0 { 22.u | 29,3 | 30.6 | 32.2 | 25.9
255ty 37.0 | 33.8 | uwi.5 | 38.8 | u4.5 | 32.6
45 Gl 19.6 | 20,7 | 22,7 [ 19.5 | 22.9 | 17.2

65+ 5.8 6.0 7.1 3.6 6.1 6.1

‘Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census,data"
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trend with the more recent reLurneeq. Participation rates for ‘those
males aged 65 mnd over in this- group showedl very low levels for those
coming In 1966, dropped foy those goming back in 1967 and 1968, and
clinbed again to an even higher lavel for those who returned in 1969
or 1970,

, Divergent patterns of labor force participation rates by plpce
of residence in 1965 and year of last return were also found for fe-
malés. Participation rates for female migpants living in:United

States in 1965 -showed a tendency ta deeline with the recency of re-
turn, the trend being more:marked for the axtreme agk groups than for
the intermediate ones. In the case of the 25-U4 age group, particlm
pation ratea by year of retwen werd fairly stable throughout the mi-
gration period, except for.the last 15 months of the peried in which
there was a decline of nearly 7 pereentage pointa. In the case of
the U5-64 age group, the pattern wds one off sharp decline by year of
return until 1967 (11 percéntage points) and of slight increamse
thereafter. Female return migrants residing in Puerto Rigo in 1965
evidenced a completely different pattarn of partlelpation rates by
year of return.'rhis was characterized hy »ising rates (except for a
slight drop in 1967) and then declining rates. in the most recent
period.- to levels similar tp those of the earliest year. This pattern
was Tairly consistent for iallbroad age gioups, except for the
oldest ‘age group (65 end over). This group showed fairly stable par-
ticipation rates except in the intermediate years 1966 and 1967. 'In
1956 the rate rose to a higher level and then droppad to its lowest
lavel in 1967, before rising again and stabllizing at the 1ovel of
tha initial year of the migration period.

At this time, full explanation of these differentials is not pos-
gible. Dut, it seems cvident that the place of residence in 1965 as
3 proxy of duration of migration experience and the year of return
apre influentlal Ffactors in the labpr foree participation of return
migrants and that the pattern of readjustment hypothesized by Zell as
an explonation for differencds in participation rates by Yyear of rew«
turn 1s heavily hiased by the high proportion of sheri-term migrants
in his sample. The lower participation rates in the initial year of
the migration period for returnees. who were residing in Puerto Rico
in April 1965 suggest, when compared with the higher participation -
ratea for the samne year of migrantes who wepe living in United States
at the time, that readjustinent problems bpan return were greater the
shovter the’ migration:exparience, but pautigp is ipdﬂgated ln Qstabllsh_'
dng generalxzat;ons of this gaqet.. . .,:f i

How wepe pavt101pailon rates for these two migrant sub»groups
related to thele socio-eednomic eqmpoaiti¢n9 "In sn;attempt itai ;
shed some light on this guestion, sex~age participation vates were -
crogs~tubulated with those socdial variablea frequently identified as-
being influential on the labox force status of individuals, such as
- area of residence, educhtional attainment, presence of spouge, and
presence of children umler six years of age. Area of residence in
1970 was broadly defined for this purpose asg metropolitan and non-
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metropoliten, Tt Ze shown in Talle 31 and Figure 6, that return mi-
grants Living in mPtroan‘“an areas in 1970 had higher participation
rates than those living in non-metropeliltan areas, with the exception
o¥ males in the age groups 16-24 and 65 and over among the migrants
11vinq in Puerto Rico in 1965, The general pattern of age partipl-
pation rates anng male migrants in both groups was fpivly similar, .
ivrespective of resideuce; labor force participation reached a peak
beiween the ages 25-U44, Tt is interesing to note, though, that age
nwvtLﬂJpthon rates for male migranis in non«metrﬂpollhan areas who
were: Living in' United $tates in 1965 were consistently lower, with
the exception of the 25«U4 age group, than those of the migranits who
were in Yuerto Rico in 1865. And, that male migrfats in. metropolitan
areas who were in.United States in 1965 showed lower participation
‘raltes in the youngest age groups and the groups over W5 years of age
than theie counterparts Living in Paerto Rico In 1955

n the case of females, those who were 1iving in United States
in 1965 showed lower participation vates, idrrespective of residence,
than those who were Living in Puerto Rico in 1965, with the exception
of those in the 20-21 age group Living in netropolitan areas. Par-
ticipation rates for female migrants Lliving in United States in 1965

raoched a pesk batween the ages of 20-24, though at different levels
"~ for metropelitan. and non-matropolitan areas. -In the case of Female
migrants who were io Puerto Rico in 1965, peak participation was
reached later, between the ages 25 to uu the differences in rate
level between metropolitan and nun—metropollian residence being less
than In the case of the female migrenta lJvlng in Unlaed States 1n
1960, : ‘

This comparison of sex-age labor force participation rates of -
hoth greups of migrants In terms of area of nesidenca in 1970 suggests
that aven of vesidence per se does not have much significance ag an
explenatory factor unless other factors, both personal and sociﬂl,
are considerad. Factors such as the structurce of lahor dempnds in
the ares, personal characteristice beaxing on the ocdupatlonal skills
_01 indiviiduals, and other social factors seem Yo be more significant

in explaanang lahor Force pavilclpatlona

Edupationel aTtainmcut os an Influential factor on sex-age Jlabor
Force participation of return migrants is examined in Table 32.  The
general pattern, irrespegtive of place:of resiflénce in 1965 -and LQ?O,
was for participation raltes to increase with the level. of scheoling
attainad (Piguﬁe 7). The only excopti@n was found among metropolitan.
~area residenis in the group living in United States in 1965.  Par-~

ticdpatlion rates were lover for female migrants aged 25 to BY wlth
16 or more years of schooling as well as for males with that same
level of: schooling in the 45 to 64 age group, We suapeéct, hut ecan
not prove at this point, that these deviatione from the general pat-
tern mey have been influenced by such factors as length of -atay, job
experience, and earnings level altained in United States; unfulfilled
expeetationa as to job availebillties and earning  levels in Puerto
Rieco; prevailing hiving practices on the Isliand with relation to sgex

BT



TABLE 31: Sex-Age Labon Force Participation Rates of Puerto Rican
Return Migrants 16 Years and Over, by Residence in 1965
and Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Residence in 1970

Migrants in U.S. in 1965 Mierants,in P.R. in 1965

Metrop. Non Metrop, - Metrop. |Non Metrop.

Res, 1970 Res. 1970 Diff.|Res. 1970| Res. ;970 Diff.
Males, all 66.1 |  57.8 | 8.3 | 65.2 62 .6 2.
16-19 22 .14 12.0 [10.0] 35.3 |  39.6 -,
20-24 63.3 53.1 10.2 61.0 62 .U ~L.
25140 - 79.9 ©71.1 8.0 78.0 71.9 6.]
455l 68.0 59.3 8.7 74,8 64.8 | 10.
5561 53.2 | 36.0 17.2 56.8 51.9 t,
65+ | .3 | 12.2 2.1 19.1 29.0 -9,
Females, all 27.1 22.4 4,7 31.3 25.8 .
16-19 13.5 9.7 3.8 17.9 18.0 -0.
2021 0.5 28.6 11.9 35.5 32.4 3.
25.04 33.5 - 27.7 5.8 41.0 33.6 7.
U554 i 22.2 16.9 5.3 32.7 20.3 12,
55610 9.2 8.8 0.4 | 15.u 10.4 5.
65+ 2.7 1.9 .0.8 7.1 4,5 2.

Source: Speciél tabulation of 1970 Census data.

and age (that tend to favor the lnss old over the old and men over
women); and, recency of arrival at Puerto Rico.

' Comparison of sex-age participation rates by educational attain-~
ment and area of residence in 1970, showed that female migrants among
the group that resided in United States in 1965 had lower partici-
pation rates than their counterparts in Puerto Rico in 1965 irres-
pective of the level of schooling, age, and area of residence in
1970. Male migrants in metropolitan areas, living in United States
in 1965, showed higher participation rates for those with 9-15 years
of schooling‘than their counterparts living in Puerto Rico at the
time, but lower for all those with less than 9 years of schooling
and also for those with 16 or more years of schooling. Closer ex-

- amination of male participation rates by age group showed that the
lower participation rate for those with the highest schooling in the
metropolitan migrant group living in United States in 1965 was ac-
counted for by those migrants aged 45 and over. The group in the
prime working ages 25 to YU with that level of schooling showed a

" higher participation rate than the group living in Puerto Rico in 1965.
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TABLE 32: Sex-age Participatlion Rates of Return Migrants 25 to 64

. Years of Age, by Educational Attainment and Avrea of Resi-
< dence in 1965 and 1970

Migvants in U.S, in 1965

Migrants: in P.R. in 1965

Age and Schooling Metrop. ' Non~Metrop. Metrop. Non-Metrop.
| o | Resid. 1970 [ Resid. 1970 | Resid. 1970 | Resid. 1970

_ M_ [ T M F M_| F | M ] ¥
' ALl persons 25-64 71.6 | 26.5 | 63.3 | 22.7 | 71.8 | 32.5 | 66.0 | 2u.8
" .Less than 5 yrs. sch.| 53.3 | 12.3 | 50.5 | 10.6 | 59,1 | 14.8 | 59.7 |. 22.u
5.8 f , 65.1 | 17.5°| 61.5 | 18.7 |' 693 | 23.9 | 67.0 | 20.9
9-11 76.3 | 25.2 | 70.6°| 28.7 | 71:2 | 30,97 70.7 | 33.7
12 77.7 | w0.7 | 70.3 | 36.1 | .-77.4°| u5.7" | 74.8 | u8.2
'13-15 83.0 | 48.7 | 68.1 | 50.9 | 74.1 | 51.0°| 69.0 | 56.8
16+ 82.8 | 45.9 | 81.0 | 51.8 |'85,3 | 58.5 | 8L.7 | 77.9
'B11 persons 25-Ul 79.9 | 33.5 ( 71.1 | 27.7 | 78,0 | 41.0 | 71.9 | 33.6
Less than S,Yrs. sch.| 67.6 (.238.7 63;7 16.9. | 7.9 | 26.7°| 69.0 | 18.6
5.8 - | 776.5 | 22.7 | 69.2 | 21.1 | 77.9 | 29.5 | 71.u | 2u.0
9-11 79.8 | 27.u | 73.0 | 29.7 | 73.0 | 31.0°| 72.2 | 36.1
12, | 81.9 | 3.1 | 74.5 |-36.7 | 80.8 | u9.2,| 76.9 | u%.6
13215 86.2 | 52,7 | 72.4 | 53.6 | 75,1 | 53.6:| 69.1 | 61.3
16+ | 89.8 | 45.4 | 89.6 | 57.u |86.2 | 58.3°| 82.u | 86,9
All persons 456U 63.2 | 17.4 | 5.0 | 13.7 | 68.0 | 24.9 | 59.7 | 15.7
Less than 5 yrs. sch.| 61.9 | 11.1 | 48.3 | 8.3 | 61.3 | 15.7 | 56.9 | 12.3
5-8 ‘ | 60.8 | 13.3 | 52.0 | 15.9 | 67.4 | 23.0 | 61.6 |. 16.9
9-11 . 63.7 | 19.6 | 58.0 | 21,4 |- 69.5 | 28.9.| 63.6 | 20.5
12: 65.8-| 27.1 | 46.3 | 37.5 | -68.8 | 32.8 | 63.7 | u7.3
1315 - 77.2 | 36.7 | 50.0 [ ~- | 74.3 | ue.4 | 73.4| u9.5
(164 57.6 | 59.2 | 65.3 | 34.1 |"86.1 | 75.5:| 83.8 | s3.5:

Source:. Special tabulation of 1970 Census data,
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It is interesting to note that participation rates for those in this
age group in the two sub-groups weve Tfairly similar for high ‘school
and wiversity graduates, a fact that suggests that opportunities for
el'fective interaction in the labor markelt when the requirement ol a
high school or uwniversilty diploma are met are fairly equal for both
vroups of males but that when a diploma is missing other factors come
into the picture.

. Participation rates of male migrants aged 25 to H4 in non-metro-
politan areas for both sub-groups compared more or less similarly with
those for all males in metropolitan areas. But for male migrants aged U5
to GU in these areas, those who lived in Puerto Rico in 1965 showed
higher participation rates -at all levels of schoolihg than their counter-
parts ]iving in United States at the time.

The cun51derably 1ower participation rates of women return migrants
at all levels of shcooling in both groups and the fact thatl the pro-
portion of non-ever married women did not exceed 20 per cent of the
group lLiving in United States in 1965 nor 30 per cent of the group
living in Puerto Rico at the time, led us to look into the partici-
pation rates of the ever married women and try to relate these with
their child bearing aclivity and the presence of spouse, As regards
the iufluence of child bearing on lahor force participation of women,
Table .33 shows that there is certainly a negative relationship be-
tween child bearing and labor force pariicipation. Ever married women
childless in both sub-groups had much higher participation rates than
mothers. Peak participation rates among childless women in the return
migrant group ldiving. in United States in 1965 were achieved befowre age
35 while for those living in Puerto Rico in 1964 peak participation was
achieved between ages 35-44. In the case of mothers, 'peak participation
Tor both sub-groups was attained between ages 35 to ML, obviously after
the childven reach school age, i.e, & years of age,

It is to be noted from the table that participation rates for
ever married women in the return migrant group living in .Pueérto Rico
in 1965 were generally higher than those for their counterparts liv-
ing in United States in 1965. Differences in educational attainment
do not seem to be a significant factor explaining the differential;
median years of schooling were fairly similar for women childless and
mothers in both groups. Other factors suchh as the presence or absence
al spouse, the legal or consensual nature of the marital uwnion, the
strength of family 1ies, and extent to which relatives can be relied
oun to take care of the children might possibly have been more signifi-
cant in pushing into the labor force a greater proportion of the wo-

" men return wmigrants living in Puerto Rico in 1965, The proportion of
women currently married with Spouse absent was 23 per cent for this
uroup while for the group living in United States in 1965 the propor-
LLOU was somewhat lower (20 per cent). Similarly, the proportlon ot
consensual marriages for the group living in Puerto Rico' in 1965 was
twice. (10 per cent) that of their counterparts living in United States
al the time, These differentials suggest a greater sense of ecoriomic
ingsecurity out of the threat of desertion among these groups of
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TABLE 33: Age Labor Force Participation Rates of Ever Married Women
Return Migrants, by Child Bearing Status and Residence in
1965

- Residence in J.S. in 1965|Residence in P.R._in 1965
o Childless Mother Childless Mother
All, 15 yrs. and over 31.3 23.0 ' 32.0 23.6
15-34. 1 39.6 26.5 33,8 26.8
351 34.0 28.6 40,9 34,7
45 and over ' 4,8 11.5 1.4 ‘lﬂaﬂ

Source: Special tabuwlation of 1970 Census data.

currently married female migrants living in Puerto Rico ian 1965, es-
pecially among those childless, that may have encouraged their greater
incursion in the lahor market, : ’

Drawing on elements of child-rearing and family system in Puerto
Rico, we can advance anothexr hypothesis to explain the greater par-
ticipation in the labor force of mothers in the group living in Puerto
Rico in 1965, Since their last migration experience has been short-
term in nature, unbroken family ties may he stronger the shorter the
length of stay abroad and the more the willingness of immediate rela-
tives to take care of the children while the mother is at work, espe-
cially if the children have reached school age. The longer the stay
abroad, the more family ties loosen and the less the possibility of
reliance on immediate relatives to take care of the children while
‘the mother works. From the table above, it can be seen that the dif.
forential in participation rates between Tthe two groups of mothers is
greater for ages 35 and asbove.

A third hypothesis explaining the greater participation rates
for women migrants living in Puerto Rico in 1965 could be the lower
fanily incomes of this group, compared to the other sub-group, and
the gveatepr need for the women to supplement the spouse's earnings.

By and large, the Fforegoing hypothesis explaning the greater
Jabor force participation of ever married women among the return mi-
grants living in Puerto Rico in 1965, relative to the other sub-group.
can not be entirely valideted using Census data. Moreover,. they
could be taken as insights to pursue in future survey studies which
could probe into their subjective and motivational characier.
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Enployment, Unemployment, and Underemployment

The analysis of participation rates lacks significance unless
related with the employment and unemployment rates. High participa-
tion rates are not necessarily accompanied by low unemployment rates;
they may be accompanied by high unemployment rates. Low participa-
tion rates may be also accompanied by high unemployment wates. The
unemployment rates are presented in Table 34 in their interrelation-
ship with the labor force participation rates in 1970 for the total
return migrant  group and for the two subgroups living in the U,S.
and in P.R, in 1965. Close examination of the table reveals very
intevesting information. In the fivst place, it shows that, in spite
of their lower participation rate, women had higher unemployment rates
than men. It also shows that, throughout all age groups, participa-
tion rates of female returnees living in the U.5. in 1965 were lower
than those for female returmees living in P.R. in 1965; but unemploy-
ment rates were higher than those for the group residing in P.R. in
1965. In the case of male returnees, those in the U.58. in 1965 showed
lower participation rates, except for ages 25 to 44, but higher un-
employment rates throughout all ages than their counterparts living
in P.R,

Several quesiions are elicited by these Tacts. Why did the group
of returnees with the longer migration experience and with greater
exposure to labor market experience while.din the Statesl/ show a
poorer labor market bhehavior upon return relative to the other group?
Would not these facts, coupled with their higher schooling attainment,
have eased their reincorporation to the labor market? What factors
could have slowed their adjustment to labor market conditions on the
Island? Were the lower participation rates a result of a decision to
retire temporarily from the labor market, for personal or other reasons,
or of a decision to retire permanently? Were the higher unemployment
rates a result of real scarcity of jobs or of a decision not to aeccept
jobs under working conditions and/or wages below what had heen obtained
in the States, especially if eligible for reciprocal unemployment
compensation? Though the Census data do not permit definitive answers
to these behavioral questions, some light can be shed on somé of them.

In Table 35, labor force participation and unemployment rates for
both groups of migrants are shown by age group and year of return to
Puerto Rico. If is seen that both participation and unemployment rates
changed significantly with the year of return, i.e. with the length
of time back on the Island, No clear relationship, though, could be
established between the movement of both rates, indicating that par-

“ticipation and unemployment rates were not necessarily associated in

1/ The tabulation of the Census data on activity status in.the United
States, using the Public Use Sample revealed that 85.4 per cent of
" the males and 50.1 per cent of the females in the group living in the
U.8. in 1965 reported work as their major activity while in the
States compared with 73.8 per cent for the males and 33.7 per cent
for the females iIn the group living in P. R.
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TABLE 34: Labor Force Participation and Unemployment
Rates in 1970 of Return Migrants 1§ Years
and Over, by Residence in 1965. and Sex.

Male Female
Age and Rates InU.5.] In P.R. In U.5.| In P.K.
. ' : ALl In 1965 | In 1965 ALL| In 1965| In 1965

All :

Participation rate| 62.9 6GL.8 63.5 | 26.6(+ 24.7 28.2

Unemployment rate | 10,4 9.9 10.7 |15.7 15.1 16.2
"Ages 16-24

Participation rate| 52.1 40.8 55.6 | 26.8 24.9 27.9

Unemployment rate | 16.4 17.6 16.1 | 22.2 17.5 24.6

- Ages 25-UY4

Participation rate| 74.6 75.2 74.1 | 33,5|. 30.5 37.1

Unemployment rate 8.2 8.3 8.2 |12.7 14,2 11.4
Ages U5-6U

Participation rate| 60.4 57.2 62.3 [ 17.8 15,7 19.6

Unemploymeni: rate 8.9 . 9.9 8.3 12.8 14.8 11.5
Ages 65+ | :

Participation rate 20.6 13.3 25.2 4.3 2.4 5.8

Unemployment rate 7.0 9.3 6.2 | 10.2 13.5 9.4

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

a given direction., The striking fact from the table, though, is the
significant decline of participation rates for the more recent returnees
relative to earlier returnees, and ‘the more dramatin increase of un-
employment rates. Participation rates Ffor male and female returnees
in the U.S5. in 1965 who came bhack to the Island in.the 15 month

. period prior to the Census date declined hy 12-13 per cent compared
with those of returnees who came back in 1968. But unemployment rates
- increased much more dramatically, i.e. by 123 per cent for the males
and 93 per cent for the females who aame hack to the Island in 1969
and 1970. The corresponding decline in participation rates for those
who returned in 1969 and 1970, but who in 1965 were living in Puerto
Rico, amounted to 11 per cent for males and 24 per cent for females,
Unemployment rates for this group. inereased by 110 per cent in the

. case of males and by 66 per cent in the case of females,

It is evident from the table, then, that The unemployment 51tuat10n
of returnees in 15970 was worse the shorter the time of arrival at
Puerto Rico, and that, in general, the place of residence in 1965 was
not as significant a faetor in determining differences in the unem-
ployment situation between returnees as the lengh of time back in
Puerto Rico. This is indicative that the process of reincorporation
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Table 35: LaborForce Participation and lmewployment Sex-Age Rates

in 1970 of Return Migrants 10 Years and Over, by Year

of Last Return and Residence in 1905,

Residence in 1905, Sex,
aud Age Group

Year ol Last HReturn

AT

Total [ 1905 | 1966 | 1967 19068 [ o 18970
Returnees in U.5. in 1965
Males )
Parlicipation ratg 6l.8 71,8 | GU.8 Ou. L 0h.7 57,2
16-~24 40.8 | 52.7 37.8 | 37.8 1,2 UIVA]
25..44 5.2 82.8 7B.8 9.6 80,7 LY, 0
us-gl 57.2 8.5 | 63,9 | 57.8 ALY S, L
05+ 13.3 | 1.2 | 13,1 9.0 21.6 10.5
Unemployment rate 9.9 5.0 n,2 .5 7,0 15,0
16-24 17.6 [ 10.3 | 13.8 | 10,1 11,3 13.5
25-110 8.3 2.4 3.5 3.8 6l 13.5
Y45-6Y4 0.9 9,9 1.1 i},2 0,2 16,3
05+ 9.3 - 13.8 - 7.8 7
Fempales
Participation rate 2u.l7 31.5 | 27.5 | 25K.7 25.5 22.h
16-24 2h .4 32,0 | 26.5 | 27.0 23,9 21,4
254l 30.5 35,7 3.6 | 32,21 33.3 26,7
ys-6l 15,7 20,6 | 20,1 | 13.6 10,4 15,1
05+ 2.1 i, 4,7 3.0 1.h 1.3
tnemployment rake 15,1 3.2 7.2 §,.8 12,2 23.0
16-24 17.5 9, 1.2 | 10.7 7.1 25.0
25-44 9,5 2.0 9.5 8,6 7.3 23.6
5-01 1.8 - 3,0 h,7 ML a1,¢
65+ 13.5 - e, 7 - - -
Returnees in P.R. in 1965
tHales )
Partieipation rate 63,5 06,0 71,6 07.7 (IR 60,2
106-2Y 55.0 ", 3 59,7 G LU iy, 2 2.0
25-uh S7u,1 | 80,L | H3%.3 7.7 1 68,9
U564 62,3 7,6 | '01.,3 5.0 bi.3 LN
66+ 25.2 | 0.5 | .| 2404 1K1 32.0
Uncmplowient rate lo,7 5,0 5,8 4,0 7.6 16U
16224 16,1 8.% 7.9 8.0 | 11,3 2i.1
25-44 8.2 1.5 0.z .4 5.9 13,1
USs-6u 8.3 6.1 B.2 w7 | nw 12,2
G5+ 0.2 - 15.0 - - 8.3
Females
Farticipation rate 28,2 | 2%.8 | 3L.7 | 24.7 53,3 2%,
16-24 - 27,0 224 | 29,3 | 3900 2.2 5.0
2501 37.1 33,8 | nl.5 iv.8 0.5 KT
Y5-061 19,6 20,7 22.7 n.5% 22.4 17.2
65+ 5.8 6.0 7.1 3,0 b, 1 (A
tmemployment rate 106,72 12.0 0.1 10,7 1%3.7 2¢L.R
106-20 2y . 17.u 13.8 17.0 20.2 31,1
25-04 11,0 7. f2, % b, 1.3 17.5
156l 11.5 | 18.06 0.3 v.7 h.g L3,
G5+ 9.2 23,1 21,7 - 15,2 -

Sourve:; Special tabulation of 1970 Census datu,
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to labor mavket conditions on the Island took time and that the more
vecent the arrival the more severe were the problems of readjustment.l/

Unemployment: among returnees was heavily welghited by the higher
unemployment rates of the young people, i.e. 16 to 2U yeurs of age,
wvho usually tend to change jJobs frequently in an effort to find the
jobs they prefer and in betveen jobs report brief periods of unemploy.-
ment. It is assumed that the lower the educalional altainment: the
more diffficult it was for youmg people to find jobs and that the high
uaemployment rates anong the younger rcturnees, especially in the group
under 20, could have been heavily wedghted by the education factor as
well as by the greater job instability peculiar to young workers. Data
on unemployment by vears of school cvompleted, unfortunately, were not
obif:ained for young persons wnder 25 vears of age. ‘

Unemployment rates by level of educatienal attainment are pre-
sented in Table 36 for adult returnees 25 years and over. The pat-
tern revealed was the one expected; unemplovment rates showved a
negative asgociation with the amount of schooling attained, irvrespec~
tive of sex and place of residence in 1965. But more Juteresting than
The general paltern were the differences in unemployment rates by
levels of schooling found among refurnees by place of residence in
In65. HMale returnees lLiving im U.8: in 1965 showed higher unemploy-
ment rates through grade 8 and lower thereafter than their counter-
parts in Puerto Rico, vhile female returnees in the U.S5. in 1965
showed higher unemployment rates throughout all educational levels
than their counterparts in Puerto Rico. 8ince the group in the United
States in 1965 had a longer migratiion experience than the other group,
i.e. had been away longer, one can infer that the problems of vead-
Jusiment to labor market conditions on the Island, other things equal,
were more serious for them, more go the lower the level of schooling
attained, One can algo infer that the amount of frictional unemploy~
ment, due to job mobility. while trying to locate a job in accordance
wifth expectations, was greater among this group. This inference is
reaffivmed when unemployment rates by schooling levels and age groups,
presented in Table 36, are apalyzed, Irrvespective of sex, returnees in
the prime working age grounp 25 to Wt who weee Living in the U.S5. in
1965 had higher vnemployment rates, with the exception of those in
the grade level 9-11, than their counterparts in Puerto Rico in 1965.
In the older age group, i.e. W5 years and over, male retwmees in the
U.5. in 1965 showed lower unemployment raies, except for those with
a level of schooling uvnder grade 9, than their counterparts in Puerio
Rien, Female returnees in this age group living in the U.5. in 1965

i/ Reciprocal unemployment insurance regula¥ions may have also been
a factor explaining the higher unemployment vates off returnees.
Inder these regulations a person withh work experience in the States
ie elilgible to receive wnemployment benefits at the same levels paid
ot the mainland., Returnees who quality may prefer to collect un~
eniployment: benefits rather than fo accepi a job below expectakions.

T T e



TABLE 36: Unemployment Rates in 1970 of Return

‘ e Migrants 25 Years and Over, by Residence
in 1965, Age and Sex, and Level of
Educational Attainment

Males T FPemales

Age and Educational Attainment | in U.S.[ To P.R.[ Tn 0.5, In P.R.

o ' o 1 In L9651 - In 1965 ITn 1965 | In 1965

"All, 25 years and over - 8.6 8.2 |:14.3 11.3
Less than 5 years schooling 13.6 8.9 .| 18.4 - 17.7°
5 ~ 8 11..6 11.0 21.0 14,7
9 - 11 7.2 9.1 17.6 17.6
127 5.8 ¢ 5.3 10.2 - 8.5
13 - 15 5.8 6.3 5.1 3.7
16+ 2.4 .0 4,1 1.8
ALL, 25 - W o 8.3 8.2 4.2 1LY
Legs than 5 .years schooling .0 9.8 19.0 23,7
"5 - 8 11.4% - 1L1.2 " 21,7 16.8
9 -~ 11 7.1 9.1 17.4 . 18.1
12 - 5.0 25,0 10.6 7.3
13 - 15 5.6 5.6 B.6 3.5
16+ 2.7 1.2 5.5 1.6
ALl, U5 - 64 - 2.9 8.3 4.8 | LL:5
'Less than 5 years schooling 13.L - | 8.5 17.6 | 12.2
5 -8 12.2 - 10.0 20,0 10.2
9 ~ 1Y 7.8 - 8.6 19.7 15.4
12 3.8 4.8 6.1 18.8
‘13- 15 6.9 10.4 - 6.8
].5'*' ' = - halRt 3.0

" Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

showed lower unemployment rates than thelr counterparits in Puerto
Rico only for those with 12 years or more of schooling, but higher for
those with lower levels of educational atfa1nmen1 :

. The foregoing discussion was eoncerned with the unemployment

rates of hoth groups of returnees and their interrelationship with

the labor force participation rates. It was shown that though returnees
Living in the U.S.. in 1965 had, in general, lower participation rates
than their counterparts in Puerto Rico, these had been accompanied by
higher instead of lower unemployment rates It was also shown that
- participation rates of relturnees tended to decline and unemployment
rates to dncrease the shorter the time back on the Island. Furthermore,
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it was shown that unemployment rates were higher for tﬂe'younger
returnees, i.e. L6 -~ 20 years of age, and higher for females.

The proportion underemployed was also higher for the younger
returnees 16 to 24, relative to the older ones, irrespective of sex
and residence in 1965 (Table 37), thus reaffirming the greater insta-
hility of employment among the young people., Comparison of the number
of hours worked per week acloss age groups revealed a pattern of
decline in the nunmber of hours worked for the youngest and oldest age
groups, increasing for intervening age groups, and reaching peak at
ages 25 - 34 for the male returnees in both groups and for the female
returnees in the U.S5. in 1965, For female returnees in P.R. in 1965,

TABLE 37: Hours Worked Per Week by Returnees Aged‘lﬁ
Lto 2H at Work, by Aze and Residence in 1965
{(Pereentage Digtridotion)

Residence in 1965 and - ' Age Groups

Hours Worked ALY [16-19] 20-20 ] 25-30 | 3500 | 056l
Male:

Returnees in U.5. in 1965

L - 34 hours. - 15.3 3.8 2u.6| 11.2 1.4 | 19.6
35 or more 8,7 56,2 75,4 | 88.8 ‘88,6 | 80.4

Returnees in P.R. in 1965

L ~ 34 hours 22.7 38,5 24.0 18.3 21.9 25.8

35 or more 77.3 | 61.5| 76.0| 8L1.7 78,1 | 74.2
Yemale

Returnees in U.3, in 1965

1L - 34 hours ‘ 22.] 33.4 28.0 16.7 2L.2 27.8
. 35 or more . | 77.9 6G.6(. 72.0 83.3 78,8 72:2

Returnees in P.R. in 1965

1.~ 3% hours | 2u.7 | 33.31 21.2| 26.5 22.0 | 28.1
'35 or more 175.3 | 66.7 78.8| 73.5 78.0 | 71.9

Source: . Special tebulation of 1970 Census data. -
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pealk was reached at ages 35 to Y, pden had a higher proportion of
underemployed in the age groups 16 to 2} than female returnees, but

a lower proportion in the age groups 25 and over, Similarly, returnees
in the U.S5. in 1965 had a higher proportion of underemployed in the
ages 16 to 24, relative to the group in P.R., bul lower in the age
groups 25 and over,

‘These data imply that there were significant differences among
returnees in the process of veadjustment to labor markel conditions
on the Island which are not easy to explain, but that influenced labor
Force behavior. These differences were further reaffirmed when the
relative dilstribution of both groups of refurnees, by employment sktatus,
was related to their distribution in the civilian labor force. This
velation is. presented in Tables 38, 39, and W0 crossed by age and sex,
¢ducational attainment, and year of last weturn, respectively. It is
shown in these tables that the unemployment situation was more severe
among the younger group 16 to 24, and among females. It was also
more severe the lower the edueaflonal atta1nment, and the shorter the
Jengfh of tlme baok in Puerlo Rico,

‘The pdttern of employment eoneentration of returnees is also
shown in the above mentioned tables. The relative distribution of
employed retuyrnees was heavily concentrated in the prime working ages
25 to 44, ‘declining in both the younger and older groups. The majority
had a schooling attainment level between 5 and 12 years. The group
living in the U.S5. in 1965 had a smaller proportion of employed workers
with less than 5 years of schooling than their counterparts in Puerto
Rico, but. also a smaller proportion of employed workers with -16 or
more years of schooling completed. How were these facts related to
the oeeupdt[ondl and industrial distribution of the returnees? This
gquestion is examined helow.

Occupational and Industrial Distribution

In general, returnees were concentrated in the blue collar.and
~white collar occupations, but there were noticeahle differences hetween
the employed and the unemployed. Turthermore, significant differen-
ces were cvident between the group of returnees living in U.S. in 1965
and the group in Puerto Rico at the time. These are shown in Table UL,
Employerd women tended to concentrate more in white collar than in blue
collar occupations, while the men concentrated more in blue collar
occupations. Unemployed males and females were primarily concentrated
in blue collar occupations. It is interesting to note that return
_migrants, both male and female, living in the U.S5. in 1965 had a
superior occupational distribution than their counterparts in Puerto
Rico. The relative distribution among occupations of employed
returnces shows that 32.4 per cent of the males living in the U,S.

in 1965 were in white collar occupations in 1970 compared with 26

per cent for those living in P.R, Of the Temale returneaes in the

U.5. in 1965, U6.3 per cenlt of those employed were in whife collar
accupations compared with W.6 per cent for their counterparts in P,R.
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Table 383, Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants 16 Years and Over,
by Age and Sex, Resldence in 1965, and Employment Status in 1970

Age and ‘ Mignants in U,5, in 1965 Migranfs’in,P.R.in 1965
Sex Both - Empl, " Unempl , | Both Empl, Unempl.
Males, all 21051 18977 2074 |u0s66 36583 4383
16-24 - | 13.6  12.4  24.3 | 31.6 29,7 47,7
251y 67.9 - 69.1 57.1 | 50.7 52.2 38,9
U561 17.5 17.5 . 17.6 | 16.1 16,5 12.5
65+ | 1.0 1.0 - | 1.6 1.6 0.9
Females, all 8907 7566 - 1341 [1lsu4 10012 1932
16-24 2u..8 2.1 28.8 | 36.6 32.9 55,5
2601 63.1 63.7 59.4 | 48.8 51.6 34,3
45 -6l . 11.5 11.6 11.3 | 13.2 13.9 9.u
65+ . 0.6 0.6 0.5 1.4 1.6 0.8

Source; Special tahulation of 1970 Census data,
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Table 39:

: ."n'f,‘: .

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants 25 Years and Over,
Prployment Status in 1970, and

by Residence In 1905,
Educational Attaimment

PN
PR

S B

" 8ex and School-

Migrants in U.S.in 1965

Migrant

~82..

5 In P.R.in 1965
ing Completed Both Fmpl. | Unempl, | Both Empl. | Unempl.
Hales 18182 | 16613| 1569 | 28016 | 2572 | 2292
s than 5 yr‘1isch. 13.9 | 13:2| 21.9 | 27,7 | " 27.5 |  30.0

5.8 ‘ 26,7 || 25.8] 35.9 | 27.2 26,4 36.6
911" 25.6 |' 26.1] ' 21.4 | 15.0 1.8 16.7
12- 22.9 |1 23.6| 15.5 | 16.9 17.4 11,0
13415 6.0 | 6.2| -0 | 6. 6.5 4.9
16+ w9 (1 s.2) 0 13| 6.8 | 7. 0.8
Femaleg 6697 | 5742l . 955 | 7578 | e7is | 860
Less than 5 yrs. sch. | 10.5 | 10,0 13,5 | 15.6 | 1.5 | 2u.u
5.8 ¢ 3 22,2 |' “20.5| 32.8 | 20. 19.5 | 26.2
0911 22.2 21.4| ~27.u | 15.u 14,3 | 29.8
2. 29.4 30.8( 21,0 [ 27.1 | :28.0| =20.2
13515 10.2 | 12| 37 | oano | i 3.6
164 5.5 6.1 1.6 | 10.8 | ‘il.a| 1.7
'Source: Spécial tahulatioh of 1970 Censgus data.



Tahle HO:

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migranfs 16 Years and QOver,

by Employment Status in 1970, Residence in 1965 and Year
of Last Return to. Puerto Rico L

Migrants in 0.8, Th 1965

Sex and Yeap Migranis in P.R,in 1965
of Return Both Empl. hempl, “BoEh EpL. lCUnempl,
Males, all 21051 | 18977 2074 40966 | 36583 4383
1965 7.0 7.4 3.6 9.8 10.5 4.6
1966 11,0 | .11.7 4,7 10.0 10.6 5.4
1967 15.9 16.8 7.3 14,7 15.5 7.7
1968 23,1 | = 23.8 16.3 19.9 | 20.6 | 1.1
1969-70 43.0 10,2 68.1 45,5 | u2.8°. 68,1
Females, all 8907 7566 1341 | 1194y | 10012 1932
1965 7.6 | . 8.7 1.6 9.9 10.3. 7.3
1966 11,6 | 12,7 5,6 10.9 11,8 6.1
. 1967 16.5 | - 17.8 9,7 15.4 16,4 10.1
1968 23.3 24,1 18,8 24,0 24,7 20.3
196970 40.9 36.8 61,3 39,9 36,8 56.1
S50u I‘_C! e;

Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.
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Table 4i: Percentage Distribution by Cecupation of -the Returnees,
1% Vears and Over,by Imployment Status in 1970 and Residence in 1865

Employed 1S70 - - Inemploved 19870 .

Occupational Group In Y.8. in 19865 In P.R. in 18965 In U.S5., in 1965 {In . P.R. in 1965

. - Male |  Female Male | Female Male | TFemale | Male | Female
A1l workers o ‘ 18877 7566 36583 10012 19832 1153 449 1501
White Collar 32,4 46.3 26.0 4y, 6 158.5 24 .4 13.4 ig8.5
Profes. techn., and kind 6.8 10.9 7.4 Y6 4.9 5.4 2.2 3.4
Managers and administratorséf 8.5 3.1 5.4 3.3 4.3 1.8 2.7 0.0
Sales workers ' g.9 5.1 6.0 5.4 3.6 2.3 3.1 6.0
Clerical workers 8.1 26.2 6.2 - 21.3 7.5 15.7 5.4 c.1
Blue follar 52.3 4G.8 53.6 38.6 1.1 £7.9 78.4 8.2
Craftsmen, foremen, and kind. 20.7 4.2 20.0 3.5 i7.7 5.8 20.1 3.5
Operatives, marmuf. durables 3.4 5.7 2.8 5.1 ig8.9 14,7 7.2 i5.3
Operatives, manuf. non-dur.h/ 8.7 29.2 8.5 27.4 18.7 43.8 16.5 46.3
Operatives, transport 8.2 0.5 | 5.2 §.5 7.4 3.5 .0 0.3
- Laborers . incl. farm workers 11.3 1.2 k.1 2.1 10.u4 2.1 38.5 2.9
Services 15.3 12.7 10.4 16.8 15.% 7.6 8.2 i3.3
Domestic service 0.1 1.4 0.2 5.8 0.2 1.1 0.1 3.2
Other 15.2 13.3 10.2 11.1 15.2 6.5 8.1 16.1

a/ Includes farmers and farm managers

b/ Includes other operatives n.e.c,
* 1

Source: - Special tabulation of 1570 Cemsus data.



at that time. Furthermore, the proportion of laborers, including farm
workers, was only 11.3 per cent For the employed returnees living in
the U,8. in 1965 compared with 2U.1 per cent for those iy P.R: Fe-
male veturnees in the U.S. in 1965 had only 1.U per cent employed in
domestic service against 5.8 per cent for those in P.R. at that time.

The occupational,superiority of the return migrants Living in
the U.8. in 1965 is reaffilrmed when:the non-skilled to skilled
occupational ratios for boih groups of returnees are compared. These
are presented 'in Table 42, Returneis in the experienced civilian
labor force who were in.the U.S, in: 1965 showed lower mon-skilled to-
skilled oueupatlonal ral:igs, relative to the group: in P. R. in 1965.
While in this group, for example, there were 94 non~skilled male
“workers per 100 skxlled and 108 noneskilled female workers per 100
skilled, the eorre5pondlng ratios fbr male and female workeps im the
group living In P.R. in 1965 were 123 and 124, respectively. Simildrly,
there were 171 malae workers ih. laborer oooupations per 100 warkers in
professional, technical apd kindred occupations among the group in
the U.S, in 1965 compared with a rvatio of 357 for the group in P.R.
al that time. The ratio of laborers to craftsmen, Foremen, and
kindred workers was 55 -per hundrad for the male returnees in the 1.S.
in 1965 and 123 for thoge in P.R. in 1965. The ratio of manufacturing
operatives per hundred vraftsmen,_fnremen, and kindred workers was 832
for tha Female returnees. in the U.8. in 1865 compared with 1049 for
those in P.R. in L1965, ’ o S ‘

TABLE 42: Skill Ratios,of Returpees 18 Years and . Over
: ! " in the Exgarjeneed Clvilian Labow Forcel by
Residence ;n 1965, Sex, and Age Group |

Ratlos — o ;wﬁggiﬂgpgg“;ﬁ; _in 196 Resldene in P,R. in 1965
(Per 100 peraons) ‘ | Males: i ‘ 'a-;Mgles‘ |t Females
Non-Skilled/Skilled®/ an 23 - 124
Laborers/Professional . IV lé | 357 | L7
Laborers/Craftanen |85 | . 30 123 " R
Mlg. Operaiivés/Craftsmen- | 67.'( - 552 63 ; 1049

s 4
* ¥ o

' 3/ Skilled occupations 1nc1ude prpﬂe351onal technical, manﬂgerial, sales,
clerica), craftsmen and foremen; nOH—BkL]lEd oeeuputiona 1nolude
operatlves, sarvice, and Ldborbﬁs, 1ncl.‘farm workers.

Source! Speelal tabulatlon of 1970 Census data.
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OccupatiOnal gkill ratios for :@mployed returnees are presented
by age group in Table 43, Though the over-all occupational superior-
ity of returnees in U.S. In 1865 is maintained, the table reveals
some noticeable differences hy age group. Male relupnees in U,S5.
in 1865 had a smaller proportion of non+gkilled to skilled workers
in the age groups 20 to 64, but a higher proportion in the youngest
aud oldest age groups, relative to those living in P.R. in 1965,

On the other hand, female returneea in the U.S. iIn 1965 had a smaller
proportion of non-skilled workers in the age groups 16 to 34, but a
higher proportion is the age Zroups 25 to U4 aid 65 and over, relative
to their counterparts 11v1ng in P,R. in 1965.

1ABLE h3; Non~8killed o Skilled Oeeupational Ratiaa/ for
Employed Returneges, 16 Years and Ovep, by Regi-
dence in 1965, Sex, aund Age Group.

‘  Residenee i 1,5, in 1965 Req1denoe in P.R, In 1965

Age Group Male Female _ Male Faﬂale
AL - 88 97 117 108’
16-19 28 6L 202 . 194
20-24 117 57 125 | 108
25141y " 83 115 106 03
456l . 81 - 112 - 130 ] ].HB:
65+ - 128 w0 Bl 96

a/ Skilled occupations .include professional, technicgl, managerial,
sales, clerical, craftsmen, and foremen; non-~akilled occupations
include operatives, service workers, and laborers, including farm.

Source: Special tabuiation of 1970 Census data.

The superior occupational distribution of the returnees living
in the U.5. in 1965 is also evident in the composition of vnemployment,
also shown in Table Ul above. Retirnees in the U.5. in 1965 had a
higher percentage of the unemployeﬂ in white collar ~occupations than
" was true of the group in P.R. in:. l9b5 the opposite was true fox blue
collar occupations. In.general, unemplnyment For hoth groups was
primarily concentrated in hlue collar occupations, but to a greater
extent for the group living in P.R. in 1965. . The relative distxibution
of unemployment by onoupation shows notnce&ble differences hetween the
two groups and between.sexes. Among the wale raturnees 11v1ng in $he U.S.
in 1965, 51.6 per cent of the unemployed were coneéntrated in the
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manufacturing non-durable operativey; craftsmen and kindred, and
service, other.than domestic accupations; another 21,3 per cenl! concen-
tratedin manufacturing durable goouds operative and laborer occoupations.

-While among male refturneas living in P.R. in 1965, 67.1L per cent of
the unemployed were in laborer, craftsmen, and lkindrved, and manufactur-
ing non-durable operative occupations. On the other hand, nearly
Three~fourths (70.2 per ceant) of the unemployed female returnees

Living in the U.S. in 1965 were concentrated in manufacturing operatlve
(durable and non—durable}' and clerdcal occupations. While among
Female returnees in P.R. in 1965, 70.7 per cent of the unemployed

was concentrated: in manufacturlng operative (durahle and non-durable
goods) and-service, othen than domestic, Occupaiions

The selective oecupatlonal pattern- of the returnees 11v1ng in
the U.5. in 1965 reflected in the Industrial distribution of this
group relative to the one in P.R. @l that:time (Table W), Thglppoportion
of male workers in this group Pmplode in agriculture was thred times
smaller than that of the group in P.R. in 1965, thus reflecting the
greater' proportion of farm laborers among the grouP in P.R. in 1965.
Similarly, the proportion of male workers in the consltruction and
mining industry was lowen for the group in the U.5, in 1965, again
reflecting the smaller proportion of laborevs in this group. For all
other industry groups, returnees in the U.S5. in 1965 had a larger .
proportion of employed workers, ralative to the other group. ~ The same
was' true for employed female returnees in this group, with the excep-
tion of the service industry in which returnees in P.R. in 1965 had
a larger proporiion of employed warkers, particularly In domestic
service, 7The largest differenfifal hetween the two groups in the pro-
partion of females employed, apant from the service iIndustry, was
found in the manufaeturjbg industyy. Female returnees in the #.3, in
1965 were enployed in manufacturing in a lavrger proportion than those
in P.R. in L1965, thus reflecting the greater oriontatlon to: manufacfur—
ing. emplOymenL of thls grmup of r&turnees. ;

The foregoing analyals of the oceupational and 1ndustrlal distribu-
Ltion of the two groups of returnees and the ex15tlng differentials bew
tween them raises a number of interesting points.' In the {irst place,
the larger proportion of- Laborers and the higher proporiion of workers
onployed in agriculture among the mrle group in P.R, in 1965 suggest
that this group is in lapge parl ¢omposed-of rural farm laborers who
migeate every year to the States to work in agricultural crops and re-
tuen to their place. of opigin in Puerto Rico at the end of the: harvest
season. On the other hand, the hi$h propoéntion of Labopers unemployed.
in this group: of returnees suggests that many of the returnees in the
‘ungkilled categories. locate in or: arpund the wrban aveas upon return
vhile waiting for a job opportunity away from agriculture.. Until they
t:ndil&uitﬂble Job, they show a high degree of job IHSLﬂbllLty, w1th
‘pPrLOds of unemployment 1n hetwcen Jobs.‘ .
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Anothey 1nLereht1ng Tact to note from the foregoing analysis of
employmerit’ status by occupation and industry Ns the large proportion
of non-durable manufacturing opgratives among. employed female returnees,
mﬂimemWMJﬂmﬁrcmwmumnnm(ﬁlmm@hwminaﬂusmmmmtmmﬂ
category in hoth groups of returnees. Yor female refurnees in the:U.S.
in 1965, the proportjion employed in non-durable manufacturing operatlves
occupations was 29.2 per cent, while the proportion unemployed in thig
ocoupalional category was U3. 8 per cent. The corresponding proportions
Lfor the group in P.R. in 1965 were 27.4 -and 46.3 per gent. The sgitua-
tion was similar for male returnees in manufﬁnturing occupatlons, though
nuch less marked. These facts ¢nuld be a reflectionyof the econamiq
situation in the Unitéed States and in Puerto Rico.: 1he gecular decline
of light manufacturing activity, ‘specially apparel and textiles, in the
North-Eastern region of the United States, and the consegquent loss of
manufacturing jobs in that regiom, may have been a factor in the deeision
to return for many Puerto Ricans in the -working ages. The concequence
hag i been increased pressure to obtain manufacturing employment in
Puerto Rico., FEvidently, the large proportiOH of unemployed'returnees

 TABLE YU Industrial Distribution of thc Emplayed Returnees,
16 Years and Ovﬁr ,by Place of ReSIdgnce in 1965.

Residgnce-in .52 ig;lQﬁS Reg}denee in P.R. in1965

Industry Group T Males. - Fenales | Males Femal.es
ALL ' - 18977 7566 | 36583 10012
Agrlculture o h.g : 0.7 ’15L9 o 1.2
Constr. énd‘mihing 4.7 L.7 | 20.0. L. 6/
Manufacturing .|  20.9 - 4s.2 | . 18.5 37.1
Durable goods , 7.9 . ‘ , B.6 o], 6.3 ‘ 6.8
Non-dirable goods 13.0 34.6 Y| 12,2 0.4
rmmmm,cmm1,mm, ' . ' : ) :
util. g.u - _ - n2 7.7 _ 2.0
Trade - 23.1 16.0 | 15.1 11.7
Wholesale | | ' 2.8 1.7 ; 2.6 1.7
Retail - 20.3 oy 12,5 ' 12.1
Finance, insur., - _ : .
real estate 2.5 . 3.4 . 1.9 2.4
Services 18.5 . 26.6 1.2 35.2
Public administrition| 6.1 - 4.1 5.1 6.4

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 flensus data.
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in manufacturlng occupational’ categorjes has contributed to inc#ease
the gap between the supply of and demand for, manufacturing jobs in
Puerto Rico,

These obgervations are in JJHL with ﬁe]1‘s findings and conclusionsﬂ/
and consistent with published data on Puetto Ricans in the States. 2/
Puerto Ricans in the States are part of the labor reserve there, partic-
“ularly in the North-Enst, and fhexr oceupitional characteristics and
labor force behavior have imporfpnt impliealions.for labor markets in
~that region. At the same iiwe, and to the extent that - they may decide
to weturn, to the Islend, they e potentially part of the Island's
 labor reserve. Onde they refurn arid segreh for johs, (iF they do not
- possess the right bkillg for. thie, johs asp;red o1 ‘have unrealistic
 salary expectatlons, they imposé ddditional. strains on the already
existing 1ntolerablc unemploymani thuatlon.

Farnlngs hy Qcoupatlon

The dlfieronﬁes in the occupatlonal di$tr1butlon and employment
status between the two groups of‘refurnee were also reflected in the
earning levels of. thoge in the ¢4perience ¢ivilian labor force In
- 1969, Medlan earnlngs in 1969 fpr the : vetupnees in the experienced

civilian laboxr fobce sre shown Lh Table #5,. Noticeahle differences were
evident between sgxes and by oconptation smomg the returnees, As expect-
ed, median earnings were hlgheﬁ for males: than for females, and hlgher
for white collar and skilled blﬁp eo]]ar.g_iupatlons than for semi-
skilled and ungkilled:ones, Bulty, ifap more evident were the differences
‘hetween the two groupb of relurhee%, i.e. between those in the U.S.

aud in P.R. in 1965. ;Median earnings of returnees In the U,8. in 1965
were néarly’ theentenths higher;then those of their counterpart in P.R.
~the differential being more rubgtant1al between males than between e~
males. The differential varied! zgnlfleﬂut]y between oecupational
groups. It was larger For Suchfpteupatjona as service workers in
private household; (94 per ‘cent)lyi Jaborera: (40. per cenﬂ)" crafitanien,
foremen, and kindped (29 pep; oomL), sales: wdrkLrs (25 per cent); trans-
. port operatlves @EW per eeni} énd, sepvipe ﬁprkersa other than domes-
tia (23 per cent)i ' The 10WesL ﬂim{erent&hl was found in professional,
technical, and kindred occuphtions (L0 pep ¢¢nt), clerical and kindred
(12 pen cnnt), and nonwdurablc madufaciurnng opevaLive.»Oﬂeupations

(655 per cent) . :
: Differences by gex betwﬁennb‘th groups; favored male returnees
living in the 1.5 in 1965 L1r0¢ginut all: o¢cupational groups, the
.differences beingimore mavkeﬂ w; 7l dn the'case of -femdles. Between .
hoth groups of reiurnp@s, earn;m ‘diffarentials in the case of male

Y Qp. cit., pp- 165~57

2/ U.8. DepartmenL of Labow Burequ of Lubor Statlwtnea, I,abor Force
Experience of the Puertﬂ Rlc n=W0rker Reglonal Report No. 9, June,
1968; and, A_Socio-~Ecopbmic rdinle of Puerto Rican New Yﬁrkers,"
Regional Report No. 46, July 1.975.

Ty s i
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Table 45: Median Tarnings in 1989 of Returmess 16 years and Over in the Experienced
Civilian Laboyr Force, by Residempe Inm 1365, -Occupational Group, &nd Sex

arina| -

i [T

Major Ogcupaticonai In T.S5. in 1985 In P.R., im 1585 !  Percertage Difference
ﬁr—oup Wotal | Mele | romele Total . 1 Male iFemzls | Total | Male | Femele
. ) . R X ! _ T
a1} persoms 1 28s5 | 3885 | Zeso {4 200y . | 2125 4 1381 3 28.7 § 31.8 | &.9
%fas-a e..,h!.: ._5_'13& l g o - e - ' ‘ . ’
Kingred T 1 1383 5437 '3 31z 1 y43%5 wEp5 1 3IBLL -5.5 i 3.8 1-21.2
Manag. and adminis- ] ' ] i ‘ !
trativé a/ - f3ss7 4 megz ! 1ewy 4 3325 | 3271 1 3558 ~15,6 | 28.%-1-45.n
uﬁl&s.mm«xsrs,_. .. 12730} 30687 | 1323 1 2iss 2395 | 137% ~25.0 28,0 |- 4.1
Clerical and kindred 1 3236 3738 1 2893 " 2886 2585 281 Y or2ly 25,5 2.7
Cralftsman, foramen, eg.:ﬂj 2578 53088 2151 2302 2311 21565 - 29.3 33.5 1~ (.9
- Qpevarives. mig..durn_ .‘.,,';,A..A,BEEE bo.3333..0 178k 2i78% 1 2385 1 1e%L 17.9 31.41 7.8
‘Opez., mfy. non=dwr v 2128 1 271 1 - 31P56 1 1533 1 2121 i73a 843 27,8 & 1.3
Cpe“"‘a—uves . transpor _ % 2582 2579 25C0 2086 2090 1400 23.8 22.4 85.7
Laborers, inel.farm j . . g
__workers | 1709 | 1689 | 1217 1220 1223 | 1036 30,1 | -38.5 | 85.0
Service m«cs.,e:cﬁifp";ﬁs'; - 2603 1 287777 19T © 23122 238 1325 22.7 225 i 3.0
" Service wks, in priv, hs] 8ke 2125 . i u3b j - 583 425 oL, 325.0 | 74.5
| § . ] . ;

a’ In udes Famxe_s and : farm manag-ers.u -
5/ Treludes Other opera‘twes n.e.e.

Scuree: :’:‘pe-c'ia.l' tepulatisn of 1570 E-‘gnsu_s datg,ﬁ



workers exceeded the 20 per cent level in all occupations except in
the professional, techni¢al, and kindred category. .The extremely large
earning differential in favor of male worlers in private households
who were in the U.S. in 1965 wis wost -probably due to the small number
of workers in this occupation & only 24 workers., Furthermore, half
of these workers had resided in the States for five years or more, and,
most likely, had well paid service jobs there. Given'that,thé-earnings
data in the Census, do not spacify whether earnings ware received in
Puerte Rico or on the mpinland, and thalt nearly half:of fhe returnees
came back within 15 monthg prior to the Census daté] %t !is probable
that most of ‘the 24 men in domestic seryice living 4n the U. §. In

1965 received earnings din 1969 while sti1ll. there, ;This speculation

seems to be validated by the giheater difficulty to find a job the
'shorter the time back on the Laland, reflected by {the higher unemploy-
inent rates of The more »e¢ent returnees,

Occupational earning. differentials between Females in the U.S.
and in P.R. in 1965 did not show as clear a pattern as that found for
males. With the exception of olnrlnal and kindred workers, women in
the U.S. in 1965 showed lower median darnings in 1969 for the white .
collar and skilled blue pollar oceupations than their counterparts in
P.R. in 1965, but higher in the semi-gkilled and unskilled ones, The
htighest earning differential among skilled occupatidéng between the two
groups of female returnees wag found in the proieSBional and techuical
and the administrative and manngerial gategories. Yt is likely that
the mﬂjﬂrlty of those in P:R, :in 1965 had had working. experienee on
the Island in these occupational categories, moved to the States for
vhatever reason, and not being able tn find a comménsurate job. dn the
States veturned . It may be llkely, too, that the lower median earn-
ings for females iIn these occupatilopal oategorjcs among the group
TLVlng in the 1.8, in 1965 may. -have resultéd from part-time employment
in 1969 (less than 52. weeks) prior to moving to Pugbto Rico and
difficulty in finding the jJjob expected @fter settling on the Island.
This seems to be validated from the date on- unemployment discussed
before in this section of' the @eport and that on waeks worked in 1969
presentad in Table U6 For thosé Ffemale returnees,who came back in the
Lh mopths prior to the Census enumeration, With the exception ‘of
workers in the 'other occupations' category, female returnees in the
U.8. in 1965 showed a. smaller proportion working 50. or more weeks:in
1969 and a higher proportion W$rkang less than 27 weeks, relative *to
those in P.R. in 1965,  Fucthgimore, the differentinl, was higher for
the- professional, teclmical, a0d kindeed coeupational category than
for the other categoriasa : .

Thal: dltileulty in £1nd1n$ a qutable job . incansed tha more re-
cent the arrival was evident when the smount of time worked in 1969
was related to the year of refurn (Tdble 47) . The proportion of re-
turnees working less than 50 wheks in 1969 was higher for the eavlier
veturmees than for the more regent ones, irrespective of thd place of
vesidence in 1965, Tt is intavesting.to note, though, that -the differ-
ential in the proportlon ful]y emplnyed in 1969 befwébn the ‘earliest

w9l



Percentage Distribution of Employed Femal.e Returnees
16 Yeara and Over, hv Weeks Worked in 1969, Occupation-
al_Group, and Rgsndgnce in 1965,

TABLE 46:

Retuﬁneeg in

Occupational Group Returnees in IENE
and Weeks_Worked | ) JU.8. in 1965 | P.R. in 1865
professional, techn, and:kindred 100.0 100.0
26 weeks or less 25.6 13.2
27 - 149 34.7 37.5
50 - 52 39.8 4g.3
Sales, clerical, and nonsdomestic : _
service : 100.0 100.0
26 weeks or less 26.9 - 19,2
27 - 4o 33.6 35.4
50 - 52 39,5 5,3
Other ocoupations 100.0 100.0
26 weeks or less 3L, 9 28.4
27 - U9 36.3 2
Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census.

and the most recent returnees waz about equal for males and females

(22 percenbage poiniks) din the group living in the U.5. in 1964%. Bui
in the group in P. R. in 1965 the differentinl amoumted fo 20 percent-
age points for males and 10 percentage points fLor femalea The higher
,deferentlals between the earliest and most.recent returnees for the
group in the U,S., in 1965 indicmte that the longer the duration of the
migration experience and the more recent the return the more difficult
was the readjustment to labor markelf couditions on the Island. On the
other hand, the higher proportion, irrespective of year of return,” of
fully employed persons among the group in the U.S. in 1965 suggests
that this group had a higher employability, relative to the other group,
which partly explains its superior earning position.’

It is also possible that oceupational earning_differentials hetween
the two groups of returneges may have been related to the amount of edu-

cational attainment and vocational training, as well as fluency in
English. It has beeu shown beforal/ that the returnges living in the

1/ Supra, pp.us-49
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Table 47: Weeks Worked in 1969 by Returmees 16 Years and Over in the Experienced
" Civilian Lgbor Forcde, by Residenece in 1965 and Year of Return

, Return ﬂlgrants in U.5. in 1965 Return Migrauts in P.R. in 19565

- Heeks Worked . ] 118569 1 | 1 1983
1965 | 1966 11967 | 1968 o 70 | 1965 |1965 | 1967 [1968 |or 70

Males . 100.0 | 100.0 |100.0 | 100,0 |100.0 100.6 | 100.6 | 100.0 {100.0 |100.0
26 weeks or less | 8.0 8.8 ] 11.7 | 11.0} 18.2 | 10.9] 13.9 | 16.4| 19.3 | 27.3

27 - 49 29.7 | 33.1) 31.3 | 35.2} uwi.7 { 37.8] 39.6 ] 36.3 ] 36.3| L0.9

50 ~ 52 62.4 | 5B.1{ 57.0  50.6{ 40.8 | 51.3] uB8.5 u7.3 | u4.,5 31.8
Temales 158.8 | 100.0 {106.0 | 100.0 {106.8 | 189.0 ] 166.0 { 100.0 |100.0 | 100.0
26 weeks or less | 9.8 § 13.21 14.7 | 21.0] 30.6 | 1#.3{ 1#.3 { 15,9 ] 20.01} 22.5

27 - 49 33.6 | 33.1} 39.8 { 34.6| 35.0 |- 37.8] 3u.6 ! u3.2 | 36.3 ] 39.7

. 50 - 52 56,6 | 53.7 ] 45.5 | 44,7 | 3%.4 ] u7.9) 5111 u0.9| u3.8| 37.7

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census deta.



U.S. in 1965 had a higher over-all level of educational attainment
than those living in P.R., the difference being more merked for males
than females., They had also a higher percentage of persons with some
degree of vocational training. Relevant data obtained in the Census
show that 10 per cent of the males and females 16 years of age and
over in the group of returnees living in the U.S. in 1965 had some
kind of vocational training compared with 17 per cent of the males
and 19 per cent: of the females in the group living in P.R. in 1965,

A more significant factor, though, may have heen the differential in
the ability to speak English. The Census data jndlcate that while
85 per cent of the returnees with working experience in the States
among the group living in U.S8. in 1965 could speak' English, the
corresponding pereentage was 53 per cent for the rplevant group among
" the returnees in Puerto Rico in 1965,

When earnings in 1969 are Lxﬂmlned by earning hracket and broad
occupational groups (Table 48), one can see that the occupations with
the largest relative nmumber of returnees with earnings under $3000-
for the year were those with low gkill requirements. In contrast,
those with the highest relative number of workers with earnings of
$1.0000 and move were the professional, technical, and managerial ones.
The modal earning bracket for holth groups of returnees in professional
technical, and managerial occupations was $3000- to $5999; while Ffor
sales, clerical, and non-domestic 'servige workers, the modal group
was $3000 to $5999 for both sexes in the group of returnees in the
.S, in 1965 and $1,000-~$2999 fo» the group in B.R, in 1965. The
modal earnlng hrueket for service workers was 51000 to $2999 for both
groups, It is interesting to note that, though general]y returnees
in the U.S. in 1965 were more heavily ooneentratvd in the earning
bracket $3000 and over than their qounterparts in.P.R., this did not
hold for the women in professional, technical, and managerial occupa-
tions. Women in these occupatiens among the group in P.R. in 1965
were concentrated more heavily (70 per cent) in these earning brackets
than their counterparts inw the U,S§. in 1965 (59 per cent).

Family Income

The relative family income pogition of the returnees is shown in
Table 49, by sex of the family head and residence in 1965, It is
evident From the tablL, that the group of returnees living in the 11.8.
in 196% had a superior income position in 1969 than the group living
in Puerto R co, irrespective of the sex of the family head. The
median family income of $3970 fbr male headed Ffamilies in the group
_in the U.S. in 1965 was nearly 30 per cent higher than the median fam-
ily income of $3075 for the corresponding group in P.R. at that time.
In the case of female headed families the differential in favor of
the group Living in the 1.S. in 1965 amounted To 20 per cent.

-



Table 48:

Earning Bracket, and Sex

Percentage Distribution of Returnees 16 Years and QOver in the Experienced Civilian
- Labor Force, with Earnings in 18569, by Residence in 1965, Broad QOccupational Groups,

Earning
Brackets

Profes.,

Tecklm., and Man-

agerial Workesrs

Sales, Clerical., and Serv,

{Cther than dom!. Workers

Other Workers

Migrants in
U.8,in 1865

Migrants in
P.R.in 1865

Migrants in
U.5.in 18585

Migrants in

P.R.in 1965

Migrants in
U.8.in 1965

Migrants in
P.R.in 1865

Maies, all
Less than SlDDD
51000-2999
$3000-5988%8 |
$50005-3359
SlO_OUD and more

Females, all
Less than 51000
$1000-2999
$3000-5999
$6000-5999

$10,000 and more |

|

i00.0

160.0
1.0
22.7
29.9

; A8.8

i 16.8

1

o

0.
8.
1.

=N
I\kal—-l.o.;:c:.

7.
4.
8.

st

W W k=
s O
L] L]

rowwomo

+ 8

10G6.0
14.5

LW
= o o~}
s .
SO N W

=

| S AN\ W e}
Lo T AN BN BT o e B i)
)
W~ o

160.3
25.6
47.2
23.0

38

0.7

100.0
27.1
55.1
16.8

1.0

Source:

Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.



Relative Incoms Position in 1963 of

TABLE 49:

Returnees 16 Years and Over. by Re-

- sidence in 1965 and Sex of Family

" Heagk

Annnal Family Male Headed Family ' FPemale Headed Family

Income . |In U.S. in 1965]|In P,R. in 1965 In U.S, in 1965 In P.R. in 1965
Total: : 100.0 | 100.0 1000 | 100.0
Less -than $1, 000 8.5 15.9 . 27.6 33.3
$1000~1999 11.8 17.5 7.7 17.7
$2000~3999. - 30.1 30,9 30.4 2u.5
SU000-5999 - 20.1. 15.1 13.1 13.1
$6000--9999 19.9 12,8 9.2 - 8.6
$10,000 or more 9.5 7.8 2.1 L 2.7
Median ‘ $3970.20 $3075,10 $23;9_20 $1927 40
Source: Sbédial fébulation of 1970 Census data.

It 1s seem fwom the table that male headed families in hoth groups
of returnees had a higher median anpual income than female headed fam-

ilies.

relative to the one in P.R.

- per cent, while for the second group 20 per cent.

- The . differential was higher for the group in the U,$. in 1965,

Fox the first group, it amounted to 72

In other words,.the

 “1ncome gap between male and female headed families was much. smaller
for the. group living in P.R. in 1965.

o Nearly 30 per cent of the male headed families livzng in the U.S.
in 1965 had Incomes over $6,000 in 1969 compared with 21 per cent for

those living In P.R.

in 1965.

- But the percentage ol femgle headed

families with that amount of income in 1969 was the same for both

groups of returnees.

At the lower end of the income scale, the pro-

_portion of female headed families with incomes below $1,000 was higher
for the group living in P.R, in 1965, relative to. the other group.
Similarly, male headed families llving in P.R. in 1965 had nearly twice
~the proportion. of families with incomes below $l ooo, relative to the
group in the U.S5, at that time. .

R

.The interrelationshlp of famlly income with the level of earnings

and other sources of famlly income is evident from Table 50,

It was

"shown before that, in general, male returnees had higher median earn-
ings in 1969 than female relurnees, and that the earning differential
- hetween the two groups of returnees was much less marked for females

than. for males.
But earnings are just one source of family Income.

above.

This reflected in the income differentials discussed

Though

-both groups of returnees depended heavily on earnings for their income,
‘the table shows thail: returnees also recelved income From other sources.
There were notilceable differences bhetween both groups of returnees and

~9G-
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Source:

Percentage Distreibution®/ of Returnees,

TABLE 50:

16 Years and Over, by Residence in 1965,

Sex of Family Head, and Source of In-

ac me

in_ 1968

Male Head

ed Familly

Female Headed Family

AOther )

Source of Family In 1.8, In P.R. In U.S. In P.R.
Indome In 1965 In 1965 In 1965 In 1965
55A11 : 20286 . 33081 2642 - 3875
“ - Wages and salaries 85.3 88.6 64,3 67.2
Self-employment: 16.9 15,5 7.5 9.3
Social: gecurity 13.4 11.4 25.4 31.9
Welfare and puhl;c d5515t 2.6 7.4 9.1 - 18.7
9.8 B.2 23.0 -18.5

t

a/ Percentages may total more than 100 per cent ab some fmmllles may
have had more than one source of income. /

Special tabulation of 197{) Census data.

hetween male headed and Temale headed families in the relilance on the

various sources of income,

Male headed families relied more heavily

“on wages and salaries for their income; while nearly 90 per cent of the
male headed families relied on wages and salaries, the proportion was

much- Lower foxr female headed families, about two thirds.
employment as a source of income was less likely among returncees in
female headed families; less than 10 per cent of the female headed

families received income from self-.employment in 1969 compared’ w1th
15 per cent of the male headed fam*];es.

" other sources.,

Self-

" In contrast,*a larger proportlon of female headed families re-
celived dncone from social security, welfare and public assistance, and

One~Ffourth of the female headed families in the U.S.

-in 1965 received income from gsocial security in 1969, as compaved
with 13.4 per cent of the male headed families,
cent of the female headed families in Puerto Rico in 1965 received”

income fyom social security in 1969 ms compared with 11.4 per cent of

the male headed Families.

Similarly, 31.9 per

The propovtlon of {emale headed families

-Living in P.R. in 1965 receiving income from public welfare in 1969

- ‘L965.

“Eime,

owas double that of Ffemale headed families living in the U.S, at that
A similar different:ial was found between male headed families
~in the U.S. and in P.R, in 1965 receiving this type of income.

Dn the

other hand, irrespective of the sex of the family head, the proportion
of families receiving income £rom other mon-speciFied sources wds
larger Tor those in ‘the U.8. in 1965, conpared wilth those in P.R. In

By sex of family head, it was higherfor femule headed families.



. The median aonual family income, by source of income, is Bhown

in Table 51. This was higher for male headed families throughout

all income sources. Median family income from wages and salaries,
self-employment, and non-specified sources was higliar than the median
from all sources for both manle headled and female headed familles and
for both returnees in the U.8, and in P.R. in 1965. But median In-
come from social security wsnd public welfare was lower than the median
from all sources. The lowest: median income by source corresponded to
public welfare. The heavier dependence of female headed families on
These two sources of income, particularly by those living in P,R. in
1965, explaing in part their lower median family Income, relative to
male headed families. : ,

Median Family Income In 1969 of Retuvnees,
16 Years snd Oven by Residence in 1965 and
Sex of Family Head

TABLE 51:

Male Headed Family

. ] Eemale Headed Fanily
‘Source of Income I U.8.[ In P.R.| In U.5. | TIn P.R.
‘ In 1965 Im 1965 In 1965 | In 1965
All sources $3970,20| $3075.10| $231i4,20 | 51927.40
Wages and salaries 4383.00( 3284.10| 2973.60 | 2936.40
Self-employment - 50045.00| 4092,70| 3981.10 | H4181.80
Social secupity 3095.80| 2667.00( 22u8.80 | 1l6H2.50
Welfare and public assist. 1270,40( 1432.40 551,60 559,60
Other income 4542,00| U102.20| 2373.80 | 2687.50

Source:

Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

E. Further Remarks on Labor Torc¢e Participation and Unemployment

Differentials Belween Returnees

it the U,S. and in P,R. in 1965.

The foregoing analysis revealed noi:cenble differences in the
pattern of labor force participalion and unemployment rates between
the two migrant sub-groups, .In general, tha group living in the U.S.
in 1965 had lower participation rates but thher unemployment rates
relative to the one In Puerto Rico, This, in spite of the fact that
the former group had longer migraltion experience and greater exposure
to labor market experience in the States. The extent to which the
poorer labor force behavior of This group could be explained by socio-
" demographic differentials between the two groups was explored. The
findings obtained revealed that othar factors, such ag length of time
since arrvival, i.e, year of return, and economic conditions in the
States and in Puerto Rico were apparently more significant in deter-
mining differences in labox force haehavior within each group than
. socio-demographic factors, Differences between both groups, however,
could not be explained by the year of return, for the pattern of re-
turn of hoth groups was almost equal.

...Q{l...
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In attempt to shed further tight ‘on this matter, labor force
participation and unemploymen! rates warp urqndurdized.ﬁ/ by the year
of veturn and also by socio-demegripbic fnolors, such as age, level of
schooling and vocational training attained, and me*wvopolitan and nop-
metropolitan residence in 197, he enalysis was performed separately
by sex for the population 16 years bnd ovar and 25 years and over.
Table 52 shows the wnstandurdized und standardized labor force parti-
‘01pat10n ané unemployment rates fox hoth gpnupﬁ-of returneea_in the
two population groups mentionad, ermlﬂdLlﬂn of tha table shows .that
the higher labor force partlaipation vates of the relurnees living in
Puerto Rice in 1965, relative to Tha ones residing in the United States
in that year, could not he explained by dihleronnea in the sogio-demo-
graphic strncture of these two groups. In Ffack, when the effect of the
-gocio~demopraphic factors condidered was held constant, the differen-
tial between the rates incressed, always favoriug the group residing
in Puerte Rico. 7This-was true for hoth malen apd i&mn]ea 16 years old
and over and 25 years 0ld and over.

Of the socio-demographic varlabler conslderved, vocational train-
ing ‘and place of vesidence in Puarto Rilco dn 1970 ﬂgd not seem to have
sy significant effect in explaining the existing differences in labor
force participation rates between the two groups of returnees. This
is ovidencedly the fact that standardized rates. obtalped by holding
eongtoant these factors ahOW@d oiudlar d;fi?rentxdls a8 the umstand-
acdlzed rnte L , ‘ ) e

‘ On the other hand, when niEe and/oﬂ education were held constant
the dwt[erﬁnee between the . ratea became areater, relative to that hen
tween the unstandardized vetas. This seems o dndicate that the dif-
ference in age and/or edugation beiween the two groups of returnees
overshadowed the real factors making for differences in lshor force
behavior, as measured by lebor force participation rates.

Instandardized unemploymeni: rates Por the civilian labor force
16 yedra old and over were highor, as shown in Tehle 52;Ffor the re-
Cimrnees living dn Puerto Rico in 19265, welniive to their counterparis
living in the U.,5. When these were siwdardized Ly year of last re-
turn, theé differential between the rates (Id not" change algniiieantly.
This reaffivmed the fact that while the —iar of return was significant
in explannlny differences within each grovp, it did not explain diffPr
ences between The two groupu. :

On the other hand, age secma to he tte varfiable which. explains
the difference in unamploymanl rates betwsen these two groups of re-~
‘turnees. When oge was held congient, age standardized rates for males
16 years and‘dvef hecume higher‘fnr the relurnaes résiding'in‘the.ﬂ.s.

L/ Readers rot familiar with ihe tachnicun of ﬁiunddrdization are re-
ferred to: United Natlone, gthods of ﬂnalyzlnq Ceusua Data on Fco~
‘nowiie Activities of .the. Pennlatlon {bn s No. E.- 69, HIT. 2) pp.

- h0-635 and, A.J. Jaife, Hgndheav of v ilstical Methods for Demcgra-
phevs, wasti, D.C.: Buvean of iha Cemﬁu,n 3rd, ed., 1960, pp. u3-58,
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Table 52: Unstandardized and Standardized Labor Force Participation ond Unemplovment

WETes in 1070 Topr paie and Fomale Return Migrants,

by Place of Residence in 1905 ..

male Heturneey

Tomale Roturnecs

Population Group, Rates, In U.5. In P.R. Differcnce In US. In P.R. | Difference
and Variables in 1965 in 1965 {1.8.=-P.R.) in 1965 in 196% {U.5.~-2.R.)
Population 16 years and over 1
Participation rates
Lnstandard;*e? G6l.8 63.5 -1.7 24.7 28.2 - -3.5
Standardized?®’ by:
Age 55.8 60.9 -5.1 22,9 27.6 4.7
Vocational trair 61.5 " G3.6 2.1 24.5 28.0 ~3.5
Residence in 19702 Gl1.3 63.7 ~2.4 .24.5 28.3% -3.8
Year of last returnt’ 61.8 63.6 -1.8 24.9 . 28.3 ~3.4
Age and year of returm 59.1 60,3 -5.2 24,3 29.0 -4.,7
Unemployment rates
Unstandzardized 9.9 10,7 -D.8 15.1 - 16.2 1.1
Standardized b ’
hge 11.3 10.2 1.1 C-15.4 15.5 -0.1
Residence in 1970% 10.1 i0.5 -0.4 . 15.2 16,0 -0.8
Year of last retuend 9.7 I0.6 -0.9 14.9 16.2 -1.3
Age and residence 11.2 10.1 1.1 15.%6 15.3 0.3
Age and vear of return 11.0 10.2 0.8 15.1 15.6 -0.6
Population 25 wyears and over.
Participatien rates . ‘
Unstandardized 57.2 G8.1 ~0.9 24.6 28.13 -3.7
Standardized® by
Age . - 52.6 64.8 -2.3 22.5 27.9 -5.4
Education : 54,5 68.0 -3.5% 23.0 27.5 4,5
Residence in 1970 B/ 66.8 8.5 -1.7 24,5 284 -9.9
Age and edueation 62.0 65.2 -3.2 22.3 27.3 ~5.0
Education ard residence 4.4 8.1 =2.7 23.0 27.0 -~} B
Age, educ. and residence 81.7 65.5 -3.8 22.2 - 27.5 -5.3
Unemployment rates :
Unstandardized 8.6
Standardizeds’ by: 8.2 0.8 16.3 1.3 3.0
Age 8.7 .2 :
Edueation ) 9.2 3.2 ?:g %g:g ii'g g.g
Age and education 5.1 8.2 0.9 13.7 .7 2.0

&/ The standard population utilized was the
and non-migrants.

3/ Metropolitan and non-metropolitan

¢/ All migrants used as standard population

Source: Speecial tsbulation of 1¢7§ Census datu.

mean percentuge distribution of migrants




in 1965, contrarzy to the vnsltandardized rates which were higher for
the group in P.R. in 31965, The dlfference hetween female wmenployment:
rates, on the olher hand, tended to disappear when age was controlled.

When the group aged 16 to 24 was disvegarded, i.e, enly the pop-
nlation aged 25 and over was considered, both unstandardized and
stavdardized rates showed that return migrants living in the U,5. in
196% had higher unemployment rates than those living in Puerte Rico
in that year, Standardization by age and/or education showed differ-
ent patterns with respect to sex, While in the case of males, the
differences between standacdized vnemploynwent rates inereased, in the
case of females the differvences diminished,

Thus, sex, age, and education were The most significant socio-

demographlc factors making for differences between the group of
veturnees in the U,5, aud in P,R. in 1965,

~10) .



Part Four

'Migration Experience and

Labor Forece Behavior

of the Puerto Ricans




Seotlon I

leferentlals Between Return M;grants
and .the Non-Migrant Peopulation

_ To properly understand the implications of the increase of the
return migration flow in recent years for labor market conditions on
the Island, a comparative analysis hetween the migrant and:non-migrant
population groups seems necessary. In this section,. such an analysis
is.undertaken. Labor force and other characteristics of return mi-
_grants, analyzed in the preceding section, are compared first with

. those of.the non-migrant population and subsequently with the total
populatlon in search of differentials significant for.defining the
role of migration experience in the behavior of theylabor force in
Puerto Rico. For the purpose of this analysis, the non~migrant. popu-
lation includes all :Puerto Ricans'by birth and parentage living in
Puerto Rico in 1965 who had not resided in the United States for six
months or more at any period between 1965 and 1970; the total popu-~
lation is. the sum of the return migrant and non-migrant sub-groups.
The restriction of the definition to persons of Puerto Rican birth
and parentage only eliminates possible biases iIntroduced by the selec~
tivity of other immigrant groups living in Puerto Rico in 1970, 'e.g.,
Cuhans, North Americans, and others, counted in the Census as part

of the Island's Population. Furthermore, it allowswui to compare our
findings with those of Zell in his 1972 sample surveyﬂ/

A;‘i Socio—Demographlc leferentlals : , o S

, In this sub sectlon the migrant and non—migrant populations are
eompared in terms of soclio~-demographic characteristics, such as sex,
age, education, marital status, family composition, fertillty, and
~residential patterns on the Island. As was indicated in previous
sections of this report, return mlgrants are not a homogeneous group,
thus the two return mlgrant subh~groups, i,e. returnees in.the United
States and in Puerto Rico in 1965, are also compared separately with
the non~migrant populﬂtlon.- : R

: sex Composition

The sex structure of the return migrant population differed sig-
nificantly from that of the nop-migrant counterpart.. The sex ratio
of the. non- mlgrant populatlon in 1970 wes 93 males per 100 females,
while that of the return migrant population was 120 males per 100 fe-
males.r The higher proportion of males than females in the emigration
stream since the end of World War II reduced the male population of

Yop..eit.. .. .. .
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the Islandd/. Thus, both movements of the migration stream, emigra-
tion and return mlgratlon have been characterlzed by high sex selec-
tivity. ,

‘Age-sex . -ratios of the return migrant and non—mlgrent populations
.also showed substantial differences. These are seen in Table 53,
While returnees .in. the. 20-U8 age groups were characterized by a sig-
.nificant surplus of males, non-migrants of those ages were character-
ized by a.marked deficiency of males. The opposite was true of the
graups . aged 60-and over; except for the group ' '75 and over,return mi-
grants had & deficiency of males of these ages while non—mlgrants had
an. excess of males, The more striking divergencies, though were
found among the young adult group. Males aged 20 to 29 in the return
-migrant group outnumbered females in this age bracket by U0 per cent,
but among' the non- mlgrant group of these ages females exceeded meles
by 30 per cent. g : «

The dlfferences in the sex structure of the two populatlon sub-
groups reflect both the impact that emigration to the United States
had on the Island's populailon and the counter effect of return mi -
gration.. . . oo & , : A

;AgerStructure '

As indicated earlier, return migrants were somewhat older than
the non-migrant population of the Island. The median age of the first
group was 26.5 years, while that of the second _group was 24,4 ,years.
The difference in medlan age of the two- groups was hlgher for males
than for females. :

A-comparison of the age'structure of these two population groups
- showed 51gn1f1cent differences (Table 54). Returnees were heavily
concentrated in the age bracket 20 to 44, accounting for 52 per cent
.of all returnees, -The corresponding proportlon for the non-migrant
population was 33 per cent. Non-migrants, on the other hand, out-
numbered in proportion the returnees in the younger and olderrage
groups. The differences in age structure were higher in the male
groups. :

- In general -the return mlgrant group had proportionately more’
persans of ‘labor force age than the non-migrant group, and the age
composition was similar to Ehat'of the population group that had emi-
grated to the United States®’. Therefore, returnees compensated to

l/Jo_sé L. VAzgquez, "Las Causas y Efectos de la Emigracién Puertorri-
fluefia”, Demographic Studies Section, School of Public Health, Medi-
cal Sciences Campus, University of Puerto Rico, 1966 (mimeograph).

2/Ibid.
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TABLE 53: Sex Raltios for Return Migrants and the Non-
Migrant Population, by Ac¢e Groups
Age in Return Non~
Years Migrants Migrants
5-9 104.,9 102.1
10-14 97.8 103.8
15-19 99.0 97.4
20-24 139.4 75.6
25-29 2.8 77.5
30-31 129.8 8l.3,
35-39 139.9 83.3
GO~ 137.2 85.2
4549 135.6 89.7
5054 118.5 97.8
55-59 106.8 105.9
60-6Y4 au.2 100.9
65-69 83.8 100.4
70-74 88.0 107.1
75 and over 68.5 83.8
All ages 119.9 92.7

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

TABLE 54: Per Cent Distribution of Return Mierants and the Non-
Migrant Population, by Broad Age Groups and Sex

Both Sexes Male Female
Age in Years Return Non- Return Non- ' Return Non-
' Migrants | Migrants |Migrants | Migrants | Migrants | Micrants
5-19 '30.0 2.2 27.5 4.0 32.9 ho,u
2004 52.0 32.9 55.3 30.3 47.9 35,2
564 3.9 17.2 13.8 17.7 4.2 16.8
65 and over u.1 .8 .U 7.9 5.0 7.7
All ages 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 +100.0 100,0
Median age in ' ' :
Years 26.5 204 26.9 23.7 26,0 25.1L
Source; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data,
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some extent for the distortional -
the United States had on the age ..

Educational Attainment

Tect that sizeable emigration to
:ructure of the Island's population.

In general, return migrants had a higher educational level than

the non-migrant population.

TABLE 55: Educational Attainment of Relurn Migrants and the

. Non-Migprant Population, hy Age Groups and Sex

The median years of schooling completed
by the population 25 years of age and over in the return migrant
group was 8,3 against 6.5 years for the second group (Tahle 55).

Non-Migrants

Return Migrants

Age and Educational Both Both
Attainment Sexes| Male | Female | Sexes | Male | Female
25 years of age and over
Less than 5 years of :
school (%) 41,0 39.0 2.8 27.2 26.3 28.3
High school graduates (%) 24.8 | 26.4 23.4 27.5 27.9 26.9
4 years or more of
college (%) 5.3 6.0 4.6 .4 4.9 3.9
Median years of school- '
ing 6.5 6.9 6.2 8.3 8.4 8.1
25-144 years of age
Less than 5 years of
school (%) 23.9 | 2.2 26.1 17.1 18.6 15.1
High school graduates (%) 36.9 39.6 34.7 344 33.2 36.0
It years or more of
college (%) 7.1 8.4 6.1 5.2 5.7 b5
Median years of school-
ing 9.4 | 10.1 8.8 9.9 9.7 10.1
Hb 6U years of age
Less than 5 years of
school (%) 49.9 46,1 53.7 42.8 39.6 46,5
High school graduates (/) 6.u | 18.8 14,0 15.0 17.8 11.8
4 years or more of
college (%) : 4.2 .8 3.6 2.8 2.9 2.7
Median years of school-
ing 5.0 5.6 1 5.9 6.3 5.4

Source:
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Return migrants had a considerably lower proportion of persons
with less than five years of school completed compared with the non-
migrant population, the differential in favor of the veturnees being
slightly higher for females than for males., Age-sex differentiasls
between the two groups with less than five years of schooling favored
the return migrant group throughout all ages but were more noticeable
among females aged 25 to Wi4.

The differential between the return migrant and the non-migrant
population was less clear with respeect to the proportion of high
school, graduates in the population. Although return migrants had a
higher over-~all proportion of high school graduates than the non-mi-
grant population, jirrespective of sex, the relationship is not that
clear when it is examined by age-sex groups. For the age group 25-Uy,
this relationship applied only for females. But for the age group
45-64, non-migrants had a higher proportion of high school graduates
than return migrants, the differential being more noticeable for fe~
males.

¥It is dinteresting to note that higher education was more common
among non-migrants than among returnees, The relationship applied
to all age-sex groups, but the differential was more noticeable among
males. This could have heen the result of less pressure on college
graduates on the Island to emigrate in search of opportunities, thus
accounting for a smaller proportion of college graduates among emi-
granta=/. It could also have been the result of a low tendency of
college graduates among Puerto Ricans in the States to return because
of greater employment prospects there,

In general, refurn migrants, compared with non-migrants, were
more concentrated in the intermediate levels of schooling. They had
& higher median of schooling and also a higher percentage of high
school graduates than non-migrants. On the other hand, the proportion
with less than five years of school completed was lower for them than
for the non-migrant populistion and also the percentage with U years
or more of college.

Marital Status

There were noticeable differences in marital status composition
between return migrants and non-migrants. In the first place, the
proportion of single persons among return migrants was much lower than
for the non-migrant group. Although this relationship held for all

L/This has been reaflmmed by the out-migration survey for the years.
1965 to 1967 made by the Puerto Rico Planning Board using the
Department of Health basic sample for health and welfare. See
Puerto Rico Planning Board, Report on Human Resources to the
Governqr (8san Juan, Puerto Rico, April 1970), p. 62.
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age groups, irrespective of sex, the wost significant differences

were observed in the younger age group, 14-24 years (Table 56). 'Over

85 per cent of non-migrant males in this age group were single com-

pared with 70 per cent of return migrant males, The corresponding

percentages for females in the two groups were 72 and 55 per cent,
espectively.

No significant difference was mnoticeable between the two popula-
tion groups with respect to the over-all proportion of widowed and
divorced persons, although slight variations were apparent throughout
age groups. : S

The proportion of marrvied persons was higher for return migrants,
irrespective of sex. The only exceptions were the age group 25-34
where the proporlion was nearly equal for the males in the two groups,
and the age group 35-U1 where the proportion was nearly equal for the
females. The higher proporiion of married persons among return mi-
grants, compared with non-migrants, is something contrary to what has
been observed in other migration movements where young single adults
tend to be the most mobile group, One could hypothesize that in the
Puerto Rican case return migration has been more of a family type
movement than emigration but this is not validated by other available
data. The absence of the spouse, for example, was more frequent among
return migrants that among non-migrants, a fact which disproves the
foregoing proposition. Eleven per cent of the male and 22 per cent of
the female returnees, reported the absence of the spouse (Table 57).
The corresponding figures for non-migrants were 8 and 12 per cent,
respectively, A similar pattern was observed throughout all age groups,
although the absence of the spouse was more frequent among the age
group 1H4-24 years,

Absence of the husband was more frequent than ahsence of the wife
both among the return migrant and the non-migrant group. However, the
difference between returnees and non-migrants in the proportion mar.-
ried with husband absent, was much greater than the difference in the
proportion married with wife absent (Table 57). Apparently, a greater
proportion of females Than males left their spouses behind in the
United States upon return te the Island. This could indicate that
when the economic situation in the States worsens the tendency is to
send the wife and children back to the Island, while the spouse re-
mains with the hope that the situation would improve. Or, it could
indicate a greater tendency on the part of females to hreak consensual
marriages and return to the Island when the economic situation worsens.

Consensual marriages were more frequent among retEPn migrants,
particularly among those living in Puerto Rico in 1965, than among

l/The group living in United States in 1965 had a lower rate of con-

sensual marriages (6.4 for males and 5.9 for females) than non-mi-
granis.,
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1TABLE 56: Per cent Distribution of the Population iM% Years of Age,
and Ovepr, by Migrant and Marital Status, Sex, and

hge
T “Hales Females
Age and Marital Nori- | Return Non- Return
Status . . Mizrants Migrants Mdorants Miaranis

14 years and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. Single 37.1 2.2 30.1 2h.5
Cuprently marrvied 58.3 GY.2 57.2 63.3

- Widowed and divoreed ii,6 3.6 12.7 12,2
14-204 years - 100.0 190.0 100.0 100.0
Single 85,5 . 70.0 71.6 54,9
Cuprently marpied 14,2 29.3 27.3 y2 .2
Widowed and divorced 0.3 0.7 1.1 2.9
25-34 vears 100.0 . - 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
Single 21,2 20.6 15,0 12.5
_,Cuﬂvautly married | 77.0 16.9 79.9 80O.72
Widowed and divoreed 1.8 2.5 5.1 7.3
3544 years . 100.0 1000 100.06 : 100G.0
Single. - 11.2 8.5 7.2, 6.2
Currently marrlpd , ~ 85.8 87.3 .. 83.6 83.0
Widowed and divorced 3.0 h.2 9.2 . 10.8
45 and over 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0
Single 9.3 6.7 6.9 5.2
Currently married . 80.0 8.0 62,3 62.9
Widowed and divorced 10,7 9,34 30.8 31.9

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Cemsus data.

non-migrants (Table 58). fhis finding iz again contrary to the norm,

Consensual marr1agis are usually more frequent among persons of low
edu@ﬂtional levelsu , hut the data showed that 27.2 per cent of the

l/U.S; Bureau of the Census, U.§5. Census of Population: Puerto Rico
A960, PC (1) - 53 D, Table 8Y; ard, U.S8, Census of Population: Puerto
Rico, 1970, BC (1) - 53 D, Table 129,
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TADLE 57:

Per Cent of Currently Marpried Persons with Spouse

Abs ent among Return Migrants and Non-Migrants,

L
5

by Age and Sex

Male _ Female
Age In Years Non- Return Nox- Return
Higrants Mdigrants Migrants HMigraots
14 years and over 8.1 1L.3 12.4 22.0
Jh-24 1.8 16,7 18.3 : 29,1
25.348 6.5 10.7 9.8 20.3
551 6.3 8.1 10.8 . 18.8
5 and over 8.3 12.0 iz.h 20.0

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

return migrantsl/had not had 5 years of schooling as compared with HI1
per ¢ent of the non-migrant population.

“Yhe prevailing system of public welfare in the United States, par-
ticularly in New York Ciiy, may have also contributed to the higher
- percentage of consensual marriages among rcefurn migrants as compared
with non-migrants. Fhe AFDC Program (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children), “for exampie, operates to help mother basedl families, par-
tigularly where the spouse is absent, An extraordinary number of
Puerto Rican families has been receiving these benefits in New York
Citye/, a fact that may have contributed to the breakdown of the
family among the Puento Ricans there. Furthermore, since other welfare

1 Return migrants living in Puerto Rico in 1965 had a higher percentage
of persons in the low educational level (32,5) than the group living
in the United States in 1965 (20.2), but 1t was lower than that for
the non-migrant group.

2/1t is estimated that over one third of the Puerto Ricans in the
United States were receiving AFDC benefits in New York City in the
late 6(1"s. Seas: Joseph P, Fitzpatrick, Puerto Ricen Americans: The
HMeaning of Migration to the Mﬂln¢and (New Jersey: Prentice-llall,
1971), p. 155. '
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TABLE 58 Per Cent of Currently Married Persons with Spouse Present,
in Consensual Marciages, For Return Migrents and
o : T Non-Migraats, by Ape snd Sex

N , Male _ Temale
- Age in Years Non- leturn - Nom- Return

- ___Migrants Migrapts | Migrants Migrants
14;19- | - : 19.2 - 20,4 15.6 - 17.1
2031 10.0 11,8 9.5 11.1
25-34 : 7.4 _ 9.5 : 7.9 7.5
éS-ﬁé-- “ | - 6.8 8.9 | 7.8 5.8
bo-ty 7.3 | 8.9 6.8 6.1
5 and over 7.1 6.9 6.2 6.6
Total 14+ o 1.3 9.1 7.6 8.1

Source; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

payments In New York Cily were also extremely generous, by Isiand
standards, this could have been aruther contyibuting Factor to the
increased practice of consensual wmions Gmong wmigrants in the States.

Since Puerto Ricane are the poorest of Niw York's
- families, the pressures to Tdnd adeguate income ave
cgevere, Although supplementavry welfare payments can
he arranged if a father’s dincome is below a calculated
- minimuwn level, this supplemernt is sizall compared to the
- amount available if the mothar can elaim no support
- from a father in or out of the home. Thus, the pressuve
. For 1he father to vacate the home is very strong. He
- may continue to work, contribute to the family, visit
the fanily regularly, and fuwifill) his enle as father,
while the mother represents her family as abandoned,
This 1s what Puerto Ricans ciall Yplaying the welfare
<businesa". The situation may prompt the Father fo
leave the home so that boith hie and the family can live
“better, or it may put pressure on the mother to force
the father out. The conseguence may be ¢ontinued sepa-
ratign and the breakup of the family. Either situalion
is wnfortunate, and obviouwsly contributes to family
wegkness, .t

A thid, p. 159. N
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Fertility Differentials

As found in other studies on Puerto Rican mdgrants, female re-
turnees had a significantly lower fentility than their non-migrant
eounterpavt;/, The average number of children ever born per 1,000
ever maryied women in reproductive ages (15-U44 years) was 3,145 for
the non-migrants and 2,412 for the return migrants (Teble 59), The
average per 1,000 mothers was 3,519 and 2,756, vespectively, for all
age groups able 60), With the exception of the very young group,
15-19 years of age, the differential in fertility between the reituwrn-
ees and non-mlgrants showed the same general pattern. throughout age
groups, that is a lower fertility for the returneces,

These vardiations in fertility can not be attributed to differences
in educetional. attaioment between the two groups. When fertility pat-
terns by age were crwss-classified by years of school completed a
similar general pattern was found. The greatest differences in fertil-
ity between non-migrant and return migrant women occurred in the lower
educational categories, Diffterences among high school graduates werc
relatively amall,

Because obher theoretical and empirical studies have indicated
that eduoational attainment and age ave negatively associated, stand-
ardidzed fertility indexes holding education. constant were computed in
Table 61 for each age group and in Table 62 for each educational level,
holding age constant. When education was held constant, fertility cif-

{ferventials by age inereased for the younger age groups under 25, re-
mained more or less constant for the 25-34 age group, and deelined
markedly for the 35-U4% age group. In other words, education seemed to
be a sigpiflcant factor influencing fertility only for the age groups
35 and over, For age groups undeyx 35, other factors coming into play
possibly underscored the effect of education on fertility, Examination
of the differences in fertility between the two groups, i.e, non-mi-
grants and returnees, by years of school completed  holding age constant,
revealed that, although the differentials were significantly reduced,
the genepal patterm 6till prevailed. The fertility index throughout
all educstional levels was lower for female returnees than for their
non~migrant counterpart. Fuwthermore, when the effect of differences
in both age and educational attaimment hetugen the two groups was held
constant Through standardization proeeduresJ?female retuynees still
showed 8 lower fertility than non-migrants. The age-education

i

1/3ohn J. Maciseo Jr., et. al. "Migration Status, Education, and
Fertility in Puerto Rico, 19607, Milbaunk Memorjal Fund Quarterly,
vol., 47, mo 2 (1960): 167-87; and José Herndndez Alvarez, Return
Migration to Puerto Rico (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1967.

g/’The age-eiducation distribution of the total female population (non-
migrants plus migrants) was used s standard
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TABLE 59 Number of Childven Ever Born Per 1,000 Ever Married Women
15-U44 Yoars, by Age, Years of §School Completed,
and Migvant 3tatus

- Return Migrants

Age aidd Years of Al Mot~ In ¥.8., in | In P.R. din
schood Completed Wonen Migrants Al 1965 1965
A5-Wt years old 3045 315 212 24388 - 2330
Leas than b 1539 T 1y39 3395 3276 3485
5-7 3uh0 3539 2126 2828 2630
8 ' 2980 3056 25730 2822 2181
911 , 2540 2597 22774 2396 2116
12 2014 2029 1915 - 2048 1751
- 13 and over 1975 , 1998 17157 igy2 . 1688
15-19 wears old 811 8ok 839 8235 920
Less than 5 1251 1245 1332 1800 1198
5.7 ;1010 994. 1196 1033 1330
A #59 360 | 848 82u 858
9-11 , 671 b62 114 599 724
12 o 498 460 742 031 831
13 and over . Y92 b2 150 250 . 0
20-20 wears old 1799 1730 159% 1710 . 1513
Less than 5 2459 2511 2008 2202 1929
5-7 2255 2289 <059 o272 1959
8 2090 2133 18949 237 1645
09-11 17172 1810 X619 - 1700 1553
12 1147 1091 £191 1304 1105
13 and ower 779 172 827 HBd 796
25-34% years old 3032 3103 #5465 2527 2570
Less tham 5 u3ye DLIRE 4391 . 3164 3578
5-7 3639 REA - 12895 2872 2922
8 248 334a - LEBT9 2691 2661
9-11 - 2907 2371 2621 2637 2595
12 2147 2157 017 2320 2014
13 and over 1933 1917 3808 1832 1787
35-Ul years old uvsv w277 4253 3091 3481
dess than 5 5612 5710 127 3669 n561
57 ‘ L4 80 U583 3566 3315 - 3915
5 , 3902 SRS 3609 3683 3462
9.11 . Juuy 3509 30717 2981 3270
12 2710 2748 S456 2195 2393
13 and over 2635 anshl 2u2a 21648 2391

Source: Special tabulaidon of 1970 Census data.
A1 H.



TABLE G0: Number of Uhildren Lver Horn Per 1,000 Motheps 1544

Years 0ld, by Awe, Years of School Completed,

and Migrant Status

Non-- | Return Migrent Holhers
Age and Yeavs of All Migrant In U.h, in | Im P.R. in
_Echool Completed Mothers Mothers | BAll 1965 1965
15 years old amd
over 3427 3518 2756 2778 2731
Less than 5 4oug 5050 3665 3502 379
H-7 3737 3832 3033 3034 3031
g 3320 3390 28359 KRS 2588
-11 2900 2963 2605 20059 2517
12 2353 2369 2a5] 2354 2118
13 and over 2360 2348 219 2239 2075
15-19 years old 1498 1493 1525 1594 15060
Less than 5 1779 1785 1705 210 1578
5-7 1532 1516 1631 1588 1645
8 w49 151 11435 15144 1392
9-11 1350 1173 U4 1548 1379
12 1181 1139 1382 1222 1410
i3 and over 1151 1208 1000 10030 ——
20-24 years old 2131, 2163 1953 2026 1902
Less than 5 2790 2848 2289 2420 2233
H-7 2504 2528 24355 2364 2350
8 2369 2117 21450 2u83 1898
9-11 2068 21.09 1900 952 1855
12 1553 1503 1605 1689 1536
13 and over 1376 1385 1312 LR} 1246
25.34 years old 3268 3340 2776 2710 2823
Less than 5 4573 BE6U 3571 32593 3806
5.7 3800 3896 202 3059 3153
8 342 3539 2880 2852 2925
9-11 3077 3143 2790 2779 2807
12 . 2385 2392 2335 2382 2267
13 and over 2233 2216 2114 2180 2059
35~ years old n390 BUBG U846 3298 3757
Less than 5 5850 Lony 393 3909 4783
5-7 4693 794 3780 3468 4229
8 4053 4069 3922 4003 3755
- 9-11 3626 2689 3264 J1a5 3553
12 2875 2905 2674 2706 2621
13 and over 2827 2803 APy, 2633 2651

Source: Special tabulation of 1970

Census data.
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TABLE 61l: Number of Children Ever Born Peyx 1,100 Ever Married Women,
by Age Growws_ and H_granf Siatns

o Umstandardized Standardizedsd/
Age in Non- Retuxyn | Percentage Hon- Return | Pevecentage
Years { Migrantsi Migeants | Difference | Migrants | Migrants | Difference
15-19 368 889 e 3 809 877 ~7.8
a-24 | 1730 1591 8.7 1819 1534 11.3
2534 | 3103 2546 21.9 3205 2547 21.1
35y | w277 3253 31.5° 3000 219 23.1
A5ty 3145 2412 30,1 3120 2509 2.7

ﬂ/Standardized by years of aohuo] completed utilizing the total. fema]e
population (non-migrants plus migranis) as standdrd :

Souwce:

Special tabulation of 1970 Census ﬂata.

TABLE €2: Number of Childrenlﬁver Boxm. Per 1,000 Even Marided

Women 15-Hl Years, Unstandordized and Standardized

by Age. Years of

Schopl Completed and Migwant Status

Years of Unstandardized . Standsrdizedsy

School Non- Return Povcentage Hon- Retuen | Percentage
Completed | Migrants | Migrants | Diffevence | Migrants | Migrants i Difference
Less. 5 4739 33485 39.06 30 3267 32.8
5-7 3539 2726 29.4 360 2865 25.7
8 3056 2530 20.8 178 2726 15.7
9~11. 2597 2274 14.¢ 2803 2478 13.1
12 2029 1915 6.0 2063 lasu 5.0
13+ 1998 1757 13,7 1885 1742 8.2
Total alus 2412 30.4 3122 2515 24,1

B/gtandardized by age utilizing the total fenale population (m;prants plus
non-migrants) as standanrd.

Sourge;
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standaprdized' mumber of children ever boin pex 1,000 womem was 2,575
for returnees and 3,108 For non~-migrents, wvhile the respective un-~
stanlardized figuarves were 2412 and 3145, In other wopds, the Qiffer-
epee in the fertility index beitween the tuo groups was reduced From
3) per cent to 21 per cent by heldivg age énd education constant,
still a sdignificant difference.

Residential Patilerns

No significant difference in residential patterns in 1970 was
tfound between return migrants and non-migrenls; they were distrib-
nted in alwomt the same proporiions in meivepolitan and non-metropol-
itan areas (Fable 63). There was, however, a slightly greater pro-
portion of mom-migrant males living in metropolitan areas compared
with return migeant males. The oppasite vas teue for females; return
migrant females canecenirvated In metropolitsn areas in a slightly
greater propartion than non-migrent females, In general, veturn mi-
grants conecerctrated Fn urban aveas in a lawger proporiion -than non-
migrants, OFf the returnees, 60 per cent vere living in wrban aveas
in 1970 compared with 57 per cent the non-migrants. But within the
ulyan areas, male return ndgrants seemed to prefer living outeide
the ecentral clties ta a larger exteri than non-migrants, vhile in
the case of females no difference was apparent between the two groups.
Simd Larly, within the rural areas return migrants seemed to prefer
the non-farm to the farm areas to a larger extent than nor-migrants.

¥0n},y 9 per cant of the returi migrarnts lived in rural farm areas in
T1970 as compared with 32 per cent the non-migrants.

TABLE 63: Place of Residence in Puerto Rico _in 1970 of Return
Migrants and Non-Migrmiks by, Sex _{Per {ent
bistribution]

““““““““““ FoihiSexes | Ma o Fenale
Residence in Non~ Retuen Hom-- Return Non.r Return
497D Higranis| Migrants | Mitmants| PHgrants| Migrants | Migrants
Al Residences 100.0 106.0 104.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Vet popolitan 42.8 42,9 u2.4 539, 7 43,2 5. 6
Viehan 37.8 9.4 37.2 36.8 38.4 2.5
Conterl Cities 25,6 24,2 25.0 22.7 26.1 26.1
Other 12.2 15,2 2.1 14,1 12.3 16.4
fural Non-Farm 3.6 2.6 - 3.7 2.8 3.4 2.3
faral. arm 1.4 0.1 1.5 1.1 j 0.8
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TABLE 63
Cont, 2

BoTh Sexes Male T Yemale

Residence in Now- Rett._u‘n Non- Return Nom-- | Return
L9786 Migrants |Misgidnts| Wigrants § Misrants| Migrvants | Migrants

Nou-detropolitar]  57.2 57.1 75.6 59,3 56.8 .1 5U.u
Urhan 19.0 | 20,5 18.6 19.7 | 9.4 | =21.5
Buegl Non-Faem | 27.3 27.9 27.8 29.7 26.9 25.7
Rural Faom 10.9 8.7 11.2 10.0 10.6 7.2

L1l Metropoli ta:n : _ .

Mreas 100,90 100.9 iono.o 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
San Juan 70.2 70.4 70,2 69.7 70.3 7L.1
Ponce - 14.0 12.4 1.0 12.8 14,0 12.0
Mayaguesz 7.6 6,6 2.7 7,0 7.6 - 6.2
Caguas 8.1 13.6 8.2 10.6 8.1 10,7

Sonrce:; Speo.iai tabulation of 1970 Census datla.

B, Socio-Economic Differentials

o Differentials in labor force status and other ecaromic characw
- tepristics between the return migrants and the non-migremit population
. are discussed below, the palttern of analysis being similar to that
Sused dn the preceding section for anialysis of diffeveriidals in these
dimensions hetween the two retuen miprant sub-groups.

Labor Foprce Participalbion Rales

- Redagtive to non-migrants, relura wigrants showed m higher over-
all participation rate (Table 6'4),f This is in keeping with Zell's
findings :in his 1972 suevey study’y”, but the diffecent:ial Found was
lover in oupr case 2/. Like Zell's finding, the differemtial found

) ‘hl.;;;n,ﬁ-i)ﬁ.m...(.;._i%: ~

r‘/ This could have been due o differences helween the ‘twoe studles in
the dafa base and time period considered as well as in the definition
of migration experience., Our data was based on the- 20 per cent sam-~
pl e oF the 1970 Census while Zell's data was hasedl on the sample
used. in the B.L.5. Household Survey of the Labor Fooce for April 1972; as
was pointed out in Part One of this reporL B.L.S. participation rai'es
are usually higher than those giiven in the Census. FPurthermore, Zell's
consid(mat:ion of lifetime migration instead of "recent" migration could
have resulted in a higher propartion of migrants hawing been labor mar-
ket participants on the Island before migeation and/or in a greafer
cunulative experience in the United States labor market,
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was nol wriform throughout all ages and weas more markedl for males
than far Ffemales. Significant dijdferences, hovever, were evident in
the palterm of the differentials hy age grvaps and sex, found in the
two gtudies,

Compared with non-migrants, Zell foury higher participation
rates flor male migrants aged 1+ To 29, lower for those aged 30 to 64,
and higher for those 65 years and over. Our data showsed higher pav-
ticipation rates For male returnees aged 16 ta 24 only for those
living in Puerto Rico in 1965, the differential being nf the order of
18.3 percentage points, relative %o non-migraxts, for those aged 16
to 19 und of only l.B pereentage points For those aged 20 to 2U.
Returnaes of these ages living in the United States in 1965 had a
participation rate lower than non-migeants by 2.2 to 2.5 perceniage
points. For all other age groups, with the exception uf the 65 years
and over group, returnees had lower participaiion rates relative to
non-migranis., The differential, appeared to be higher for those liv-
ing in the United States in 1965, particularly in thé mge categories
S to 64, It is iateresting to note that in the age group 65 and
over, wale returnees living in the United States in 1945 had a partici-
pation rate 6.5 percentage points lower than ron-migrant males, while
those Iiving in Puerio Rico in 1965 showed a participaiion rate 5.4
perceatage points higher than their non-migrant countexpart.

The general pattern of participation rates For female returnees
velative to non-migrants was similar to that for males, though less
warked (Figure 8), The higher over-all participation rate for female
returnees, relative to non-migranis, was ¢ne 10 the higher partici-
patiom rates for returnees aged 1% to 19; in other age groups return
mivrant:s had lower participation wates then non-migrants. This seezed
to be due to the lower partieipaticn rates, relative ta non-migrants,
for fenale returnees of all ages living dn the United fitates in 1965,
wikh the exception of the youngest age group, whose participation
rate was nearly equal to that of nen-migrants. Female returnees liv-
ing iw Puerto Rico in 1965 had higler partieipetion rales, relative
to non-migrants, in all age categordes, with the excepltion of those
in the 20s4.

In swmmary, the return migrant: group living in Puerito Rico in
1965 showed higher differentials in age-sex participat:ion rates, rel-
ative #o non-migrants, than the gwcup liviing :in the Un:tted States in
1965, Are these differentials explained by differenceys in the socio-
desogreaphic, composition of these population sub-group? How are the
diffevences in participal:ion rates for these jgroups related to am-
ploymant and uwnemployment: rates? To shed light on these guestions,
partieipation rates For non-migrants crosged hy socio-demographie
chavacteristics were compared wilth those for neturn miygrants previous-
ly analyzed. These were then examined in relation to imployment and
visemployment rates,
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TABLE 64: Sex-Age Participation Rates of Return Migrants and Non-
‘ Migrants 16 Years and Over

“Population Sub- - Age Groups ‘ _
Groups by Sex ALl 16-19 | 20-24 | 25-44 | 45.54 | 55-65 |'65+
Male
. All return migrants 62.9 31.3 61.1 | 74.6 66.3 |50.2 |[20.6
Non-migrant population | 57.1 19.7 60.1 78.7 72.9 56.8 19.8
- Differential ) 5.8 11.6 1.0 | -4.1 ~-6.6 | -8,6 0.8

Migrants in the United
States in 1965 61
Non-migrant population | 57
Differential u

8 | 17.5 | s7.6 | 75.2 | 63.8 |uu.2 |13.3
1| 19.7 | s0.1 | 78.7 | 72.0 |56.8 |19.8
7 | 2.2 | -2.5 | ~3.5 | -9.1 |12.6 |-6.5

Migrants in Puerto

Rico in 1965 63.5 38.0 61.9 4.1 67.8 |53.4 [25.,2
Non-migrant population | 57.1 19.7 60.1 | 78.7 72.9 56.8 {19.8
Differential 6.4 18.3 1.8 | -U.6 -5.,1 | -3.4 | 5.4
Feméle ‘

All return migrants 26.6 15.5 33.7 | 33.5 |[22.8 [1l.l 4.3
Non-migrant population | 23.9 11.0 36,5 | 34.2 | 22,5 |12.1 2.6
Differential 3.5 4.5 -2.8 -0,7 0.3 =1.0 | -1.7
Migrants in the United

States in 1965 2u.7 11.6. 34.0 | 30.5 15.8 9.0 2,4
Non-migrant population | 23.9 11.0 36.5 34.2 22.5 12.1 2.6
Differential 0.8 0.6 2.5 -3.7 2.7 |=3.1 |=0.2
Migranfs in Puerto

Rico in 1965 28.2 17.9 33.6 | 37.1 25.6 |12.5 5.8
Non-migrant population | 23,98 11.0 36.5 34,2 22.5 12.1 | 2.6
Differential 4.3 6.9 -2,9 2.9 3.1 0.4 3.2

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

Examination of the participation rates crossed by area of resi-
dence in 1970 for both returneés and non-migrants showed the same
general pattern stated earlier (Table 65). Return migrants had a
higher over-all participation rate than non-migrants, irrespective of
residence, but the differential was not uniform throughout age groups.
As was noted earlier, the higher over-all participation rate for re-
turn migrants was due to the higher participation rate for the younger
age group 16 to 19. Returnees in other age groups, with minor excep-
tions, showed lower participation rates than non-migrants. These data
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TABLE 65: Sex-Age Labor Force Participation Rates of the Non-
Migrant and Return Migrant Population 16 Years
and Over, by Area of Residence in 1870

Metropolitan Residence |Non-Metropolitan Residence
. Return Non - ' Return Non-
Sex and Age Migrants | Migrants | Diff.| Migrants | Migrants | Diff.,
Males, all 65.5 GL.4 E 61.2 53.7 7.5
16-19 ' " 30.3 21.5 8.8 32.1 18.5 13.6
20-24 6l.5 58.90 1.6 60.8 60.3 .5
25~ 78.9 8l.5 -2 .6 71.6 76.°2 ~l.5
5-510 71.3 © 78,0 ~-6.7 62.9 68.7 -5.8
55-64 55.1 62.6 ~7.5 u7.3 56.4 -9.1
65 and over 16.9 20.3 -3.4 23.4 19.6 3.8
Females, all 29,2 27.9 1.3 24,3 20,7 3.6
16-19 16.0 12.7 3.3 15,1 9,7 5.4
20~24% 37.4 ho.l ~2.,7 31.2 33.6 ~2 U
2514 36.9 38.4 1.5 30.1 30.6 ~-0,2
45-54 27.0 28,1 ~1,1 18.8 17.9 0.9
55-64 12 .6 16.1 ~3.5 9.8 9.2 0.6
65 and over 5.1 3.5 1.6 3.5 2.0 1.5

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

seem to suggest that the place of residence on the Island had no sig-
nificant influence in determining the differential in participation
rates between return migrants and non-migrants.

FEducational attainment as a factor explaining the differential
in participation rates hetween returnees and non-migrants is examincd
in Table 66. In general, return migrants had a slightly higher labor
force participation rate than non-migrants, irrespective of sex, but
this was due to the higher participation rate of returnces aged 65
and over, particularly those living in non-metropolitan areas. Re-
turnees in the working ages 25 to 6H showed lower participation rates
than non-migrants for all levels of schooling, with the exception of
those with less than 5 years of schooling. The differential in favor
of non-migrants tended to increase rather than decrease with the level
of schooling. This is obviously contrary to what was expected, in so
far as returnees were a more selective group than non-migrants in
terms of education.

It may, thus, be inferred that in examining the differential in
partiecipation rates bhetween return migrants and non-migrants hy
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TABLE 66: Sex-Age Participation Rates of Return Migrants and Non-
Migranis 25 to 64 Years of Age, by Educational
Attainment and Sex

. Male . Female
Age and Schooling | Return Non- : Return Norl-
: ' Migrants | Migrants| Diff, | Migrants | Migrants| Diff,
All, ages 25-6U G7.7 64,5 | 3.2 26,5 23.9 2.6
Less than 5 : ' '
years sch. 57.4 6.9 10.5 12.4 9.0 3.0
5-8 65.8 66.6 ~0.8 20.0 9.9 0.1
9-11 72.2 76.4 ~0,2 29.1 30.3 ~1.2
12 ' 75.3 83.0 w77 h2 .4 06,9 =45
13-156 4.2 82,0 ~7.8 5L.4 S4.L | ~2.7
16 and over 83.7 86.7 ~3.0 56.8 68.9 |-12.1
hges 25-U 74.6 78.8 | 4.2 | 33,5 34.3 | -0.8
Less than 5 ‘
years sch. 68.7 6.8 3.9 20,0 15.2 0.8
5--8 72,7 76.2 ~3.5 23.7 24,5 -0.8
9-.11 74.4 B80.4 -6.0 30.8 32.5 -1.7
12 78.06 86.2 - ~7.6 Wy, Hg.6 =5.5
13-15 75.8 85.5 -9.7 51,8 59.6 -, 8
16 and over 86.7 - 91.0 | -4.3 58.5 4.3 -15.8
Ages U45.6L4 60.4 66.5 ~-6,1 17.8 18,1 ~0.3
Less than 5 ‘
years sch. 56,6 57.8 1.2 11.9 9.1 2.8
5-8 60,3 68.9 -8.6 16.6 18.2 ~1,6
9-11 63.6 73.0 =9.1 22.6 27.6 -5.0
12 63.1 72.9 -16.8 33,8 up.6 ~-6.8
13-15 70.9 80.0 2.1 35.7 47.5 ~11,8
16 and over : 78.0 86.0 -8.0 63.7 6l 7 ~1.0

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Censue data.

educational levels, one must take into account other influential
factors that may obscure the relationship between education and labor
force participation. Factors such as recency of arrival, lack of
information ahkout labor market conditions on the Island, and unreal-~
istic expectations about jobs availability and earning levels may
create serious problems of readjustment which retard the reintegra-
tion of returnees infto the labor market, It should be noted that
the differential was greater for the groups with high school and some
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college training, i.e. 12-15 years of schooling, These are perhaps
the groups most likely to be unable to adjust their job aspirations
to reai:tles, particularly if they have had suecessful work exper1~
ence in the States.

~-In the case of female college gradumtes in the prime‘working

ages 25 to 414, it is possible that other considerations such as sex
dlscrlmlnatlon for higher level positions by employers and family -
responsibilities may have caused femule returnees to'withdraw from"
the labor force, In the case of male college graduates of ages "5
. to 64, it could be possible that the lower participation rate:of re-

turnees, relative to non-migrants, were a result of a decision to
return to the Islapd to live on savings, either permanently or fempo-
rarlly, after successful work experience in the States. Or, they
could have withdrawn from the labor force because of fear of dlscrlm—
ination in favor of younger applicants, : :

X On the subgect of the effect of marriage and motherhood oﬂ labor
force participation of return migrants compared with non-migrants, we
found another interesting situation not easy to explain. Childless
female returnees' in the age groups 15 to 44 had lower partlcipatloh
rates than their non-migrant counterpart (Table 67). Only in the age
group 45 years and over, did the childless female returnees showed
participation rates slightly higher than non-migrdrits. This ls don-
trary to what was expected, in view of the superior'educational = =
attainment of female'returnees. Whether this reflects dlfferenGESfin
motivations and pressures to seek employment outside the home, the .
Census data do not show

TABLE 67 -Age Labor Force Partlelpatlon Rates of Fver Marrled )
Non-Migrant and Return Migrant Women, by B
Chl]d Bearing Status

Mother

Childless
S Return - Norn- Return Nori- B
Age’ Migrant - |Migrant | Diff, Migrant:-_Migrant' Diff,
All 31.7 30.5 1.2 23,3 21.3- 2.0
15-34 36.2 38.6 2.4 26.6 27.2 0.6
35-ui : 37.1 39.8 -2, 7 31.1 30.7 C.u
45 and over 17.6 16.5 1.1 12.9 12,1 0.8

Source:

Special tabulation of 1570 Census data.

It is interesting to note that the two groups of childless fe-
male returnees showed differences of labor force hehavior compaved
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with non-migrants. Comparing the data {? Table 67 with that. shown
earlier for the two groups of returnees=", it is seen that childless
female returnees living in the United States in 1965 had a slightly
higher participation rate (39.6) than non-migrants in the 15 to 34
.age group, while those living in Puerto Rico in 1965 showed a lower
participation rate (33.8). The opposite was true for the. older age
group 35-44 and H5 and over. Childless female returnees living in:the
United States in 1965 had lower participation rates than non-migrants
in these age grougs(SH 0 and 14.8, respectively) while those living
in Puerto Rico in 1965 had hlghef partlclpatlon rates (40.9 and.21.14,
resPeetlvely) .

On the other ‘hand, the avallable data Dhowed 1no. 31gn1fleant dif-
ference in labor force behavior hetween return migrant and non-mi-
grant mothers. Differences were found, though, when the two groups
of returnees were compared separately with non-migrants. Mothers
. among the returnees living in the United States in 1965 showed lower
participation rates than non-migrants in.all age groups while in the
group of returnees living in Puerto Rico in 1965 participation rates
were B'gher than those for non—migrants, except in the age group 15
to 3 . Again, glven the superior. education level of the group of
returnees llv1ng in.the United States in 1965, this is not easy to
explain. Apparently there were differences ln motivations, in pres-
sures to seek employment outside the home, and in living arrangements
related with child rearing between the two groups of mothers... Unfor-
tunately, the Census data do not provide information on these matters.

The Census data on the relationship hetween fertility and lahor
force participation showed that fertility rates, as expected, had a
stronger influence on the degree of female participation in the labor
foree than marriage and motherhood alone. Women in the labor force,
returnee and non-migrant, had a smaller average number of children
than those out of the lahor force. But, relative to non-migrants,
returnees had a lower fertility rate throughout all age groups and in
all labor force categories (Tahle 68). For non-migrant ever married
women, fertility was higher among the unemployed than among the em-
ployed, irrespective of age; but among return migrants the pattern
. was not clear. TFertility rates were higher among employed returnees,
relative to the unemployed, in the age groups 15 to 34 and 45 and
over; hut were lower for returnees in.the age group 35 to UK. Exami-
nation of fertility rates for the two groups of returnees showed that
~unemployed women among the returnees living in the United States in
1965 had higher fertility rates, relative to the employed, throughout

l/éugra, p. 73
2/1pia.
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all age groups. But among those living in Puerto Rico in 1965, only
in the age group 35-W, fertility rates were higher for the unem-
ployed; in all other age groups the opposite was true. Thus, again,
it became evident thail the two groups ol relurnees dlffEﬁed 5ign1f1—
-cantly in lahor force hehav:or. :

TAHLF 68 Number of Children Ever Born Per 1,000 Ever Married Women

15-44 Years of Ape in the Return Migrent and Non-
Mlgrant Populatlon by Age and C1v11lan Lalior
Yoree Status .

Age and Labor Yorce ] Non- Return.

Status Migranis ‘ Migranis
15‘years of age and over ’ 4oll f ‘ 3127
In C.L.F, | 2648 | ‘ 1?25&
Employed 2637 ;ééﬂ%
j"Unemployed ‘ 2858 2175
_Not‘in L.F. - 11399 i ano7
,iS—Bﬁ years i '2513 ; ‘2059'3
In C.L.F. e 1898 I i‘i5tt |
Employed | 1886 N - v-f-f‘f'1.75§-
Unemployed | 2066 1706
Not in L.F. 2763 | lf“rf2219
35.04 years o | nz277 13253
VIn C.L.F. | 3157 .- ?in
Employed‘ 311# | ‘ - 2708
- Unemployed yiskz2 - . 2899
.Not in L.F. - U587 ' 3Q9¥
Y5 years and over ' ' 5129 | ' &786
~In C.L.F. - - - 3501 | 3283 -
Employed ‘ ‘ 3478 . 3310
. UnempTOde 7 - y23y B 3106
Not 1n.L r. , 5361 ‘ : .5020-

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Ceusus data.
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Employment, Unemployment, and Underemplbyment

The differences in labor force behavior between the return mi-
grant and the non-migrent population were reaffirmed when partici-
pation rates were examined in their relationship with the employment
status of both groups. These are shown in Table 69, Examination of
the table reveals that, in general, return migrants showed higher-:
participation rates and alsec bigher unemployment rates than non-mi-
geants, the differential between Lhoth groups being greater with re-
spect to unemployment rates than participation rates. Participation
rates for return migrants exceeded those of non-migrants by 5.8 per-
centage points in the case of males and by 2.7 percentage points in
the case of females. In the same manner, unemployment rates for re-
turn migrants surpassed those for non-migrants by 6.3 percentage
points in the case of males and hy 9.5 percentage points in the case
of females. Looking at both rates by sex-age groups, one can see
that the largest differential between both groups was found in the
younger age group 16 to 24, Participation rates for male returnees
in this age group were 14.5 percentage points higher than those for
non-migrants, while unemployment rates were 6,3 percentage points
higher. In other words, the differential. was higher for participation
rates than for unemployment rates. Tn the case of females, the oppo-
site situation was found. Though femgle returnees also showed higher
participation and unemploymenti rates than their non-migrant counter-
part, the differential between both groups was larger for unemployment
(10.7 percentage points) than For participation rates (3.0 percentage
points). Evidently, the higher participation rate for younger male
returnees and their disadvantageous position for obtaining a job
largely explain their higher unemployment rates. But, in the case of
young female returnees, it is possible that motivational factors may
have worked together with the job seeking problems of women with
little or no work experience to produce unemployment rates among fe-
male returnees nearly twice as high as those for non-migrants.

It is interesting to note that in the working ages 25 to 64, re-
turnees showed lower participation rates than non-migrants, but high-
cr unemployment rates. The differential in participation rates be-
tween the two groups was greater for males than for females, but the
opposite was irue with respect to the differential in unemployment
rates between the two groups. The higher unemployment rates for re-
turnees in these ages could not, thus, be explained by the level of
the participation rates. WNor could they be explained by the differ-
ential in educational attainment hetween returnees and non-migrants.
It was shown earlier that rveturnees had a higher educational level
than non-migrants. Yet, the higher unemployment rates for relurnees,
relative to non-migrants, prevailed when unemployment rates were ana-
lyzed by level of schooling attained (Table 70). It seems, then,
that in spite of their superior educational level, returnees had more
serious problems of adjustment to labor market conditions than the
non-migrant population and these were reflected in greater mobility
between jobs while trying to locate a job in keeping with expectations,
whether unrealistic or not. Reincorporation to the labor marvket takes
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time. This explains in part, the higher unemployment rates, irrespec-
tive of residence in 1965, for the more recent returnees, as was shown
in the previous section=

TABLE 69: Labor Force Participation and Unemployment Rates of
. Returnees and of Non-Migrants 16 Years and QOvewn,
by Age Group and Sex

Age and Rates Return Migrants ) Non-Migraﬁts
‘ ’ Male | Female Male Female
All
Participation rate 62.9 | 26.6 57.1 | ¢+ '23.9
© Unemployment rate 10.4 15.7 4.1 - 6.2
Ages 16-24
Participation rate 52.1 | 26.8 - 37.6 | '23.8
Unemployment rate 16.4 22.2 10.1 11.5
Ages 25-44
Participation rate 74.6 | 33.5 78.7 34,2
Unemployment rate 8.2 12.7 3.0 h.7
Ages 45-64 -
Participation rate 60.3 17.8 66.5 18.1
Unemployment rate 8.9 12.8 2.6 3.0
Ages 65 and over
Participation rate 20.6 4.3 19.8 2.6
Unemployment rate 7.0 10.2 2.0 2.3

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

/ZLll ‘came to a similar conclusion in his 1972 survey study of Puerh)
Rican return migrants. He, too, found higher partlclpatlon rates
and higher unemployment rates fbr return migrants, relative to non-
migrants, and also found that the more recent returnees showed ‘much
higher unemployment rates tlian earlier returnees,
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- TABLE 70: Upnemployment Rates of Returnees and of Nop-Migrants
.25 Years and Over, by Age, Sex, and
Educational Attainment

Returness Non-Migrants

Age and Educatioaal‘Attainmentl Malc Temale Male Fomalo
All : 8.0 12,7 2.8 .2
Less than 5 years of schooling 10.0 18.0 . 3.8 6.7
5-8 B . C11.2 17.8 3.7 | 6.7
9-11 . 8.1 17.6 2.9 6.U
12 5.6 9.3 2.0 3.0
13-15 6.1 .4 1.0 | 1.4
16 end over 1.4 2.5 . O 0.7
Ages 25«44 ‘ 8.2 12,7 3.0 4.1
‘Less than 5 years of schooling 10.8 2Ll.7 .9 8.5
5-8 11.3 19.3 4.3 | 8.3
9.1l ‘ 8.1 17.7 3.3 7.2
12 5.6 8.9 2.1 3.2
13~15 5.6 .0 0.9 1.5
16 and over 1.7 2.8 0.5. 0.7
Ages U5-60 8.9 12.8 2,6 3.0
L.ess than 5 years of schooling 9.7 13.8 2.3 .6
5-8 10.9 14,7 3.1 3.9
9~11 ‘ 8.2 17.5 1.6 3.3
12 4.3 13.7 1.6 1.9
13-15 ' 8.9 3.8 1.3 1.2
16 and over . 0.0 2.0 . 0.2 0.7

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

The relative distribution eof returnees and non-migrants, by em-
ployment status, is shown in Tahles 71 and 72, It is seen that the un-
employment situation of hoth groups was more serious. for the younger
age group and for those with low educational levels, thus corrobo-
rating the findings discussed above, The differential between the
percentage employed and the percentage unemployed was higher for the
age group 16 to 24, than for other age groups.
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TABLE 71: Per Cent Digtribution of Returnees and of Non-Migrants 16

Years and Dver, by Age,

Sex, &nd Employment Status

ReTurneéas Non-Migrants
‘Age and Sex Both Empl. | Unempl. Both Empl.. | Unempl.
Males, all 62017 55560 6457 367811  352566 152u5
16-24 25.5 23.8 40.3 18.0 16.8 u3.8
. 25-4Y4 56.6 57.9 4.8 46.7 7.2 34.0
us.g4 16.5 16.8 .1 31.2 31.7 19.6
65 1.4 1.4 0.9 4.2 b.2 2.0
Females, all | 20851 -| 17578 3273 174508 163620 10888
16-24 31.5 29,1 Hy,5 27.9 26.3 51.4
25-44 5%.9 56.8 Uu.6 52.6 53.5 39.2
45-64 12.5 12.9 10.2 18.3 18.9 8.9
65 ‘1.1 1.1 0.7 1.2 1.3 0.5
Source:

Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

TABLE 72: Per Cent Distribution of Returnees and of Non~Migrants

25 Years and Over, by Employment Status,

Sex,

and Edueatlonal Attainment

Returnees

Sex and Educational Non-Migrants
Attainment Both Empl. | Unempl. | Both Empl. | Unempl.
Male, all 46194 42337 3861L 301760 293185 8575
Less than 5 years sch. | 22.3 | 21.9 | 26.7 | 28.u 28.1 | 38.0
5-8 27.0 26,1 36.3 2u.4 2u.2 32.1
9.-11 19.2 19.2 18.6 12.9 12.9 13.1
12 19.3 19.9 12 .8 19.6 19.7 13.4
13-15 6.2 6.4 ‘4.5 6.6 6.7 2.3
16 6.0 6.5 1.0 8.1 8.3 1.0
Female, all 14275 | 12460 | 1815 (125823 | 120530 5293
Less than 5 years sch. 13.2 12.4 18.7 16.0 15.6 25.4
5.8 21,1 19.9 29.6 20.2 19.7 32.1
9.11 18.6 | 17.6 | 25.7 | 12.1 11.8 | 18.2
12 28,2 | 29.3 | 20.7 | 25.3 25.6 | 17.8
13-15 10.6 | 11.6 3.6 | 13.3 13.7 | . 4
16 8.3 9.2 1.7 | 13.2 13.6 2.1
Source; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data,
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Underemployment was also found to be higher among the young
people, declining in the prime working ages 25 to Ul and increasing
again in the. ages 45 and over (Table 73).. Male return migrants had
a higher proportion underemployed than non-migrants, but the opposite

‘was true for females. The proportion underemployed was higher through-

out all age groups for non-migrant women, .except.in the ages 20 to 2.
In the case of males, the differential in the proportion underemployed
was larger for the extreme age groups, i.e. 16 to 24 and U5.to 64,

But in the case of females, it was higher for the agg groups;EB to 44,

TABLE 73: Hours Worked by Persons Aged lb to 54 at Work,
T hy Age and Migrant Status.
(Percentage Distribution) |

,ﬂigrant Status and . Age‘Crdups

Hours Worked All 17-18 20-21 25-310 5.0l 05 6l
Male

Return Mlgrants

1-34 hours . |20.2 | 39.8 | 2u.0 15.6 17.1

35 or more o 79.8 | 60.2 76.0 84 .14 82.9
Non-Migrants
1-31 hours o 17.1 | 37.6 17.9 | 1y | is.3
35 or more ' 82.9 | 62.4 82.1 85.6 an.,7
Female .

Return Migrantsl

'1-34 hours 23.5 | 33.3 | 2u.0 21..8 21.5
35 or more 76,5 | 66.7 76.0 78.2 78.5

Non-Migrants

1-34 hours | 26.4 3G6.3 a22.2 20,2 29,0
35 or more 73.06 63.7 77.8 75.8 71.0

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

~ This sﬁggesis the existence of differences hetween women and men
returnees in the degree of employability and propensity to change Jobq
as well as between returnees and non-migrants.
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- Differentials between returnees and non-migrants in the pattern

of employment concentration by age were more marked for males than
females, thus reflecting the differences in age structure between
sexes, FEmployed male returneee were more heavily concentrated in the
aage groups under 45 than their non-migrant counterpart., 1In the case
. of women, employment of returnees was also more heavily concentrated
~in the ages under 45 than was the case for non-migrants. But the
- differential in favor of male returnees amounted to 17.7 percentage
points, while in the case of females it amounted to 6.2 percentage
points. How are these facts related with the occupational and indus-
. trial distribution of ‘returnees and non- migrants? This question will:
now be examined. :

:Occupatidnalfand Industrial Distribution

. The majority of . the return migrants reported work as the major
aet1v1ty in the United States; it is, therefore, advisable to compare
their occupational structure w1th that of the Puerto Ricans remazining

:in the States, and of the non-migrant population in Puerto Rico.
Comparisan‘with the occupational distribution of the Puerto Ricans on
the mainland may provide insights concerning the influence of migra-
tiom ekperienee on their occupational profile as well as on the socio-
economic conditions bearing on their decision to return. Comparison-
with. the occupational structure of the non-migrant population, on the
other hand, may provide 1n31ghtsemsto the extent to which migration
experlenee has been sueeessfu]

Table 74 shows the occupational distribution of employment in
1970 for the three population sub-groups: return migrants, non-mi-
‘grants, and Puerto Ricans inNew York City (the area of largest concen-
tration of Puerto Ricans in the States). It is shown that, compared
with the Pueérto Ricans in New York City, return migrants had a higher
proportion of workers in white collar jobs (with the exception of
clerical jobs) &nd in skilled blue-collar jobs; but they also had a
,higher proportion of workers in laborer occupations, Operative and
service work categories accounted for a little over one half of the
_total Puerto Rican employment in New York City in 1970, compared with
‘32 per cent for the returnees on the Island, These faets seem to in-
dicate that returnees had a superior occupational distribution rela-
tlve to thelr counterparts in New York City.

To evaluate eorreetly whether thlS oeeupatlonal superiority was
assoelated with their migration experience, information on the oeccu-
pation in Puerto Rico before migrating as well as on the occupation
in the United States before returnlng would have been necessary.
‘Such information was not collected in the sus, However, drawing
on other studies on Puerto Rlean migration= some inferences can be

- 1/see: . L01s S. Gray, Economic Incentives to Labor Mobility: The Puerto

Rican Case {UnpubTished Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University,
1966} and Celim CintrdHn and Pedro A. Vales, Social Dynamics of Re-

turn: Mlgration op., cit,
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Table 74: Occupational Distribution in 1570 of the Employed Return Migrant and Non-Migrant
Populaulon 16 YEars and Over in Puerto Rice and of the Imployed Puerto R;can Populatlon
. o7 16 Yea*s and Over 1n New Ybrk Clty .

- R _ R Male 5 . ‘ e Female
Do I 1 1 - . |Puerto Rlcans in N. Y;C.M R : Puerto Ricans in N.¥.C.
Oceupation: Return { Non- - | Born Born Return |- - Non- . Born | Borm
' Migrants| Migrants Total in P.R.iin U.S.|Mierants | Migrants Total in P.R.[in U.S.
Male T -.1.100.0 160.0 [18c.¢| 100.c | 160.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 106.@ | 100.C | 100.0
White Collar Wks. 28.2 - 34.0 - | 27.2 24.8 41.8 | 45.3 ‘50.4 | -46.5 39.4 76.6
Profes.,techn., and : A A ' - S
kind. 7.2 | 8.2.}1 4.0 3.2 7.2 13.0. 18.8 | 6.5 5.7 - 8.8
Managers and admin- 1 - ~ : - o S B
istratorsd’ 7.2 104 k.5 4.i B 3.2 3.6 1.7 1.6 2.0
Sales workers - 7.0 8.1 5.0 4.6 7.2 5.7. 5.0 L3 3.8 6.1
Clerical workers ' 6.8 7.3 13.7 12.6 | 22.5 23.4° 23.0 34.0 28,3 59.7
Blue Collar Wks. 59.7  55.6. ] 51.6 52.8 ;. u43.3 39.6 i 30.¢ | 4l.2 48.1 ¢ 23.4
Craftsmen ‘and fore-| . , S L -
men , 20.2 20.6 | 15.4 15.4% 5.4 3.8 2.9 - 2.5 2.9°7 1.1
Operatives,mfg. | - - : I
durables - 3.0 | 2.1 |- 1 ' ' . 5.4 3.6
Operats.,mfg. nen- R P : . o
durablesb/ 8.6 6.9 30.1 31.7 | 20.01  28.2 - 22.5 37.6 u,0{ 11.0
Operats transport 8.2 7.9 ‘0.5 G.3 :
Laborers, inciuding ' , '
farm ‘ 18.7 18.1 6.0 5.7 7.9 1.7 1.6 1.0 1.2 0.3
Service Workers 12.¢C 10.2 21.2 22.1 14.8 15.0 18.8 12.2 12.6 11.0
In private house— R :
hold . 0.1 g.1 ; 0.1y  ©G.1 0.1 3.8 4.8 0.8 0.8 3.6
Other ‘ 11.¢8 "10.1 21.2)  22.2 14.7 11.2 14,0 11.4 11.7 10.4

a/ Includes farmers. S
b/ Includes operatives n.e.c..

Source: Special tabulation of'1970 Census data on Puerto Ricé; Bﬁreau-of the Census, Special subject
report on Puerto Ricans in the States, PC{(2)-1 E, Table 25. '




made, These studies indicate a tendency toward upward occupational.
mobility as & result of the migration experience. Migration to the.
mainland has meant for many Puerto Ricsms a move away from farm labor
to jobs in semi-skilled and unskilled operative and service occupa-
tions in the New York area and other mainland cities. It has also.
meant downward mobility for professional. and hlghly gkilled migrants
who have been forced to take lower skilled jobs in the States. But,
since the- out-mlgratlon movement has bheen largely composed.of persons
with low skills, over-all a tendency toward upward occupational wmo-
hility has prevailed, With respect to return migration, these studies
also indicate a tendency toward upward mgb ility after having acgquired
experlence in the mainland market, Gray for example, found  that U4
per cent of the return migrants living in Puerto Rico in 1960 were
white collar workers, compared with 18 per cent among Puerto Rican
workers on the mainland. ‘The differential between hoth groups of
workers still favored return migrants in 1970, more so if comparison
is made with the Puerto Rican bomrn workers on the mainland, but it
has narrowed eon51derably. S
The narrowing of the dlfferentlal is most likely a reflectlon of
the occupational shift in mainland labor markets, particularly in the
New York msrea. The increasing shifting of employment opportunities
in this area from bhlue-collar to white collar jobs has meant increas~
ing strains for many Puerto Ricans unable to make the shift, and has
most likely been an important factor determing the increasing flow of
returnees in the late 1960's. The traditional sources of employment

for Puerto Ricans in New York City, particularly the non-durable goods
manufacturing sector, have experienced sharp declines since the 19607s

with consequent high rates of unemployment and frequent lay-offs for
the Puerto Ricans depending on these sectors for a living, Given the
changing structure of the Island’s economy, return migration, thus,
may have meant. for many Puerto Ricans, a chance of finding a job. com-
mensurate with their mainland experience. :

How did the occupational distribution of the returnees in 1970
compare with that of the non-migrant population? Notwithstanding
that relative to their counterparts in New York City, return migrants
had a higher proportion of workers in white~collar and skilled hlue-
collar occupations, it was the reverse with the’ non-migrant populaticm
In Puerto Rico. Closer examination of Table 74 reveals that the pro-
portion of male workers in white~collar and skilled blue-collar jobs
amounted to 55 per cent among the non-migrant population employed
while the corresponding proportion for the employed retlurnees was H8
per cent, On the other hand, the proportion of male workers in the
semi-skilled operative category was higher (19.8 per cent) for re-.
turnees compared with non-migrants {16.9 per cent). Service workers
among male return migrants also slightly exceeded the proportion

Ko

1/Economie Incentives to Labor Mohility, op. cit,
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corresponding to non-migrants; the same was true for male returnees .
in the laborer category. In other words, compared with the non-mi-
grant population, male returnees were under-represented in white-
collar and skilled blue collar jobs, and over-represented in semi-
skilled operative and service jobs ms well as in non-skilled laborer
categories. The extent of under-representation of female returnees
in white~collar occupations, relative to non-migrants, was-about . .. -
equal to that of male returnees. DBut the amount of over-representa-
tion, relative to non-migrants, in the operative classifications, was
larger than that of males. On the other hand, while the proportion.
of males in service jobs was higher among returnees in the case of
females it was higher among non-migrants.

Qur - flndlngs regarding the comparison of the occupational dlS—.
tribution of returnees are, thus, consistent with those .of Zell=;
return migrants were not superior to non-migrants in terms of oeeu-
pational structure, but they were superior to their counterparts in.
New York City. The differentials were larger relative to the Puerto
Rican born workers in New York City, than to the non-migrant workers

-on the Island, for blue collar and service occupational categories,
This seems to .indicate that there has been some upward occupational
mobility upon reincorporation into the Island!s labor market, i.e.
movement from blue collar occupations to white-collar. employment,
from semi~skilled operative occupations to skilled blue collar jobs,
from service occupations to blue collar jobs, from farm laborer occu-
pations to laborer jobs in non-farm areas, upon return.

The extent to which occupational expectations upon return have
been fulfilled can in part be inferred from the analysis of unemploy-
ment in relation to employment., ' The percentage distribution of em-~
ployment and unemployment by occupation is presented in Table 75 for
return migrants and non-migrants. It is seen that for white collar
occupations, the proportion employed among both returnees and non-mi-
grants was about twice the proportion unemployed. The proportion
employed in service industries was also higher than that unemployed,
but the differential did not seem to be significant. While in the-
case of blue collar occupations the proportion'unemplOyed exceeded
significantly the proportion employed, more so in the case of re-~
turnees than non-migrents,

When the data on unemployiment is examined in detail, one can see
that more than one third (36.5 per cent) of the male returnees were
skilled and semi-skilled blue collar workers. This proportion, how-
ever, did not differ significantly from that corresponding to non-mi-
grants (35.2 per cent), except for the fact that unemployment in blue
collar occupations among non-migrants was about equally divided ‘be-
tween ‘skilled and non-skilled occupations while among non-migrants' the

l/QE. cit.
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Table 75 Per Cent: Dlstrlbutlon 1 by Dccugatlon of the Re tugn Migrant agd ﬂog—M1gragg Populaticn

16 Years and Over, by Fmplovment Stetus in 1970 and Se;g ‘

‘ Empiovyed * Unemploved
Occupational Return Migrants Nen-Migrants Return Migrants Non-Migrants
Group : Male Temale | Male Female Malg Tomale! Male |Female
B11 workers ' 55560 | 17578 | 352466 | 163620 5981 2650 | 11843 | 6584
: I
White Collar 28.2 1 5.3 34._0 50.4 ! 14,3 21.1 | 14.7 | 25.2
Profes., techn.,and kind. | 7.2 13.0 8.2 18.8 | 2.8 .2 2.5 §.2
Manag., and zdminis- i
trators - 7.2 3.2 10.4 3.6 | 2.2 0.5 3.1 1.2
Sales workers . 7.0 5.7 8.1 5.0 3.3 L4 Lb.g 6.0
Clerical workers © 6.8 | 23.4 7.3 23.0 5.0 10.0 4§30 13,7
Blue Collar . 59.7 1 3%.6 55.6 50.9 74.1 68.1 76.4 | 56.0
Craftsmen, foremen, and , ‘ Lo
kind 20.2 3.8 20.6 2.5 18.3 . 4.5 27 .u 3.4
Operatives, mfg. durables 3.0 5.4 2.1 3.6 B.4 i5.0 3.5 7.2
Operatives, mig. non-dur. 8.6 28.2 6.9 22.5 17.2 45.2 9.8 ug.7
Operatives, transport 8.2 ¢.5 7.9 0.3 | 5.1 0.4 6.4 0.6
Lahorers, incl. farm 19.7 1.7 18.1 1.6 24,0 2.5 29.3 1 R.O
Service : 12.0 15.0 S 10.2 18.8 10.5 10.8 8.9 | 18.8
Service workers in pr. hs 0.1 3.8 0.1 - 4.8 0.2 2.3 0.2 5.8
Other 11.9 1.2 10.1 CA4.0 10.4 8.5 8.7 13.0

a/ Includes ‘farmers.
b/ Inecludes other operstives n.e.c.

Source: Speclal tabulation of 1970 Census data.



proportion was higher for skilled blue collar workers than for semi-
skilled blue collar workers. Given that the proportion employed in
these occupations among hoth groups, migrants and non-migrants, showed
no significant difference, it is inferred that the unemployment situa-
tion among skilled blue collar workers was more serious among non-mi-
grants, while for semi-skilled blue collar workers it was more serious
among return migrants, Unemployment among female returnees was also
more serious among semi-skilled blue collar workers; 60 per cent of
all unemployment among female returnees eonoentrated in these occupa-
tions. But it was also high among non-migrant females in these occu-
pations, U8 per cent. Another 18 per cent of the female returnees
unemployed were in clerical and service occupations, compared with 26
per cent among non-migrant females, Unemployment among returnees and
non-migrants also concentrated heavily in unskllled laborer occupa-
tions. Nearly one fourth of the unemployed male returnees and nearly
30 per cent of the non-migrant males unemployed were laborers,

The above data reveal a nuwber of interesting facts related with
the socio-economic conditions on the Island which explain the decision
of individuals to migrate, as well as those in the States to return.
Socio~economic conditions on the Island have counsiderably improved
since the late forties and fifties when thousands of Puerto Ricans
were forced to move to the States in search of better opportunities.
This resulted in upward occupational mobility on the Island, a fact
that is evident when the occupational structure of nonnmlgrants vis-~
a vis return migrants in 1970 is compared with the situation in 1960.
Herndndez Alvarez in his study of return migrationi found a distine-
tive superior occupational structure among return migrants ngpared
~with the non-migrant population. Our data and that of' Zell%/ revealed
just the opposite, even though the differential between both popula-

- tions in 1970 was not as marked as that in 1960, Diversification of

" the Island's economic structure toward industrialization and support-
ing sectors, together with the improvement of education and training
Facilities, have made mobility up the oeeuputlonal ladder possible

for many Puerto Rleans, with the consequent increase in income. This
‘has reduced the need to migrate in search of oppdrtunltles, a fact
that is reflected in a decline in the out-migration flow in the 1960's
and 1970's ,

At the same time, the shift in the occupational structure of em-
ployment in the areas of largest concentration of Puerto Ricans on the
mainland have shrunik employment opportunities for many Puerto Ricans
in these areas, whose occupational skills do not fit in ‘the new occu-
pational structure. This has meant increased unemployment foxr them
in these areas, possibly motivating them to return, or fear of unemploy-
ment has induced the return. The increasing loss of manufacturing

i/Hernandez Alvarez, Return Migration to Puerto Rico, op. cit.

2/0p, cit.
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jobs in these areas in the 1960's and the worsening of economic con~
ditions generally, pariticularly in New York, explain in part the high
concentration of returnees in the manufacturing, trade, and service
sectors (Table 76). These are the sectors in which Puerto Ricans have
heavily concentrated on the mainland, and are also the sectorsin which
employment is concentrated in Puerto Rico. The resemblance of the
occupational structure and industrial distribution of the return mi-
grant and non-migrant populations implies increasing competition fowr
jobs between the two groups. To the extent that the availability of
jobs commensurate with the expectations of the individuals are short
of the demand, the proportion of unemployment tends to be higher in
those sectors and occupational categories for which the gap between
demand and supply-of jobs is greater.

- Industrial Distribution of Employed Returnees and
Non-Migrants 16 Years and Over, hy Sex

TABLE 76:

Industry Grou Return Migranis Non-Migeants . _ .
Lnoustry P Male Female | Male Female
A1l 55560 17578 | 352566 | 163620
Agrj_tu]_ture 12,1 , 1.0 1)..9 0.7
Construction and Mining 18.2 1.6 17.3 1.3
Manufacturing 19.3 39.8 16.3 29,6
Durable goods 9-8 q7.6 5.4 5.1
Non-durable goods 12.5 32,2 10.9 2u.5
Transp., comm., pub. util. 8.3 3.1 9.6 2.3
Trade : 17.8 w7 18.5 12.1
Wholesale - 2.7 1.7 2.7 1.2
Retail 15.2 13.1 15.8 10.9
Finance, insur,, real estate| 2.2 2.8 2.3 3.0
Services 15.6 31.5 15.7 .7
Public administration 6.4 5.4 8.4 8.3

Source: Special tabulation ol 1970 Census data.

Eépniﬁgs-by Occupation

The differences in occupational distribution between the return
migrant and non-migrant population were reflected in the earning lev-
els of both population sub-groups in 1969, The median earnings in
1969 of both male and female non-migrants in the experienced civilian
labor force exceeded those of their counterpart in the return migrant
population (Table 77). The differential amounted to 15.2 per cent in
the case of males and to 26.5 per cent in the case of females. The
differential favored the non-migrant population throughout all occu-
pational groups, though not by the same amount. In the case of males
the highest differentials were found among transport operatives,
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Table 77: Median Earnings in 1969 of Return Migrants and Non-Migrants 16 Years gn__ngx_ln_Ihg_
Experienced Civilian Labor Torce, bv Major Dceupatlon and Sex

Major Non-Micrants ! ll Migrants Percentagg_ﬂ;hﬁgrgnge_
Ocecupational Group Total! Male! Femalel Total! Male | Female Total | Male : Female
| i -
All persons 2697 | 2764 2574 | 2300 i 2399 2034 | 17.3 15.2 | 26.5
. ‘Professional, tech., and ] :
Kindred Lou7 | 5839 Lys57 Hg24 | 5013 3703 11.8 16.5 7 20.4
Management and Adminis- 1
tratived/ 4007 | 3997 4075 3605 3727 1 3021 ¢ 11.2 7.2 34.8
Sales workers 2661 | 2832 2135 | 2393 2602 1362 11.2 7.2 56.7
Clerical and kindred P 3321 | 3690 3116 | 3041 | 3270 2847 9.2 12.81 9.4
.Craftsmen, foremen, etc. 2891 | 2912 26u7 1 2512 2542 2159 15.1 14,8 22.6
Operatives, mfg. durables 1| 2672 2842 2484 | 2335 | 2674 1728 4.4 6.3 i 43.8
Operatives, mfg. non-
durables?/ 2296 | 2572 2157 | 2016 | 2316 1743 13.9 1.1 23.8
Operatives, transport 2627 2635 2170 2259 2260 2211 15.3 16.6 -1.9
Laborers, incl. farm wks. iupl | 1388 1727 | 1300 ; 1300 1304 7.8 6.8 32.4
Service wks., excl. p. hs. 2338 | 2675 1795 | 2307 | 2551 1382 1.3 4.9 29.9
Service workers in priv. hs! 746 | 1016 734 4oL | 1125 475 51.0 -9.7 54.5
|

a/ Includes farmers and farm managers
b/ Includes other operatives n.e.c.

Source: Special tabulation of 1570 Census data



professional and techinical workers, craftsmen and Foremen, clerical
and kindred workers, and manufacturing non-durable goods operatives,
but in no case did it exceed from 17 per cent. While in the case of
females, it exceeded 20 per cent in all occupations, except clerical
and kindred, which showed a diffevential of less than 10 per cent.

Comparing the distribution of the return migrant and non-migrant
workers by earning level and broad occupational groups (Table 78), it
is clear that male workers were distributed more or less in similar
proportions by earning brackets within the ocecupational groups, with
the exception of the professional, technical and kindred group. In
this occupational group, returnees had a slightly higher proportion
of workers at the-lower end of the earning scale, and a slightly
smaller proportion at the upper end of the scale than non-migrants;
the percentage in middle earning brackets was more or less similar
for both groups. In - the case of ifemales, return migrant workers in
the professional, technical, and kindred group had a higher proportion
of workers at both ends of the earning scale than non-migrants, hut
the gap was greater for workers at the lower end of the scale. In
contrast, return migrant female workers in sales, clerical, and
service occupations had a smaller propertion of workers in the earning
brackets below $3,000 than non-migrants, but a higher proportion in the
earning brackets $6,000 and over. The distribution by earning bracket
was more or less similar bhetween both groups For the workers in other
non-specified occupations.

However, the analysis.of differentials in occupational earnings
between returnees and non-migrants using Census data presents a number
of limitations given the characteristics of the return migrant group.
Earnings are reported in the Census for the year 1969. 1In the case of
returnees, these were obviously affected, more than by skill level dif-
fereunces relative to the non-migrants, by the fact that the great ma-
jority - of the returnees arrived in Puerto Rico in 1969 and 1970. To
the extent that the arrival had occurred within this period, it is
possible that earnings may have been move gignificantly affected by
the amount of time worked in 1969 than by any other characteristic of
the migrants relative to non-migrants. Some returnees within this
period of time may have worked panrt of the year in the United States
prior to return and may have been mostly unemployed for some time aiter
return while trying to locate the preferred job on the Island. Effec-~
tive reincorporation into the labor market upon return takes time, the
amount of time depending on the socio-economic characteristics of the
returnees and their motivations to return, as well as on labor market
factors.

Family Income

The relative income position of return migrant and non-migrant
Families in 1969 was fairly similar. The median Family income for
these two population groups showed mo significant difference (Table 79).
The median family income of $3,496 for male headed families in the
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Percentage Distribution of the Return Migrants and Non-Migrants 16 Years and Over in
the Experienced.Civilian Labor Force, by Broad Occupatiocnal Groups, Earning Bracket,

Table 78:

and Sex.
Profes., Techn., and Sales, Clerical, and Service
Managerial Workers {other than dom. Workers) Other Workers
Return Migrants | Non-Migrants Return Migrants | Non-Migrants Return Migrantsi{Non-Migrants
Males, all 100.0 190.0 100.90 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than $1000 9.4 8.6 13.0 11.1 22.3 20.4
$1000 - 29%% 21.3 20.0 38.2 39.9 yn .2 45.7
3000 - 5998 31.0 314 36.1 35.7 27.5 27.9
5000 - 9999 21.2 20.2 . 9.7 9.4 5.0 u.8
10800 - or more 17.2 15.8 3.0 3.9 1.1 1.2
Females, all 100.0 1090.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Less than $1000 7.9 5.1 17.1 14,1 24.5 2u.2
$1000 - 2999 26.5 21.3 41.0 4g.3 56.8 58.4
3000 -~ 5595 uu n 54.8 35.5 31.8 17.2 15.3
6000 - 9999 14.1 14.8 5.1 5.0 1.4 1.0
18000 - or more 7.2 3.9 1.2 0.8 0.1 %

#Less than one half of ocne per cent.

Source:

Special tabulation of 1370 Census data.



non-migrant group was only 2 per cent hlgher than that of the return.
migrant group. And the median family income of 91 g4t for female
headed families in the non-migrant group was only 7 per cent below
that of the return migrant group. The relatlveldlstrlbutlon by income
brackets of both groups of returnees was also fairly similar., However,
when the itwo groups of returnees ave compared separately with the non-
migrant group, by sex of the family head, it appears that the family
income situation of female headed Iamllles in Puerto Rico in 1965 re-
sembled more that of the n/n—migrant group than that of the group in
the United States in 1965&. 7This last group had a superior income
position than the non-migrant group. Among male headed families, the
group in the United States in 1965 had a superior income position and
the group in Puerto Rico in 1965 an inferior income position compared
with- theinon-mlgrant,group . The group of returnees in the United
States in 1965 had a much lower proportion of families at the lower
end of the income scale than the neon-migrant group. o

Relative Income Position in 1969 of Returnees and Non- .

TABLE 79:
‘ Migrants 16 Years and Over, by Sex of Family Head

Source:

‘Speciél.tabulation of 1970 Census aata.

Annual Family Male Headed Family Female Headed Tamily
Income Return Migrants | Non-Migrants | Return Migrants. | Non-Migrants

Total 1.00.0 100.0 1o00.0 100.0

Less than $1000 13.1 iyl 31..0 33.4
$1000-1999 15.4 14.8 17.7 i7.4
$2000-~3999 30.6 28.2 - 26.9 . 24.1
$4000-5999 17.0 16.0 S 13.1 12.1
$6000~9999 '15.5 16.1 8.9 9.1
$10000~-0r more - 8.5 - 10.8 . 2.5 .. 3.8

Median income 43409, 40 $3195,70 $2096.40 $1943 90

The sources of family income are shown in Table 80 for hoth. the '

return migrant and non-migrant popu]at:on, Though all families relied
prlmarlly on wages and salaries for income, male headed families. in
the non-migrant populatlon relied more on self employment soelal 5€~
curity, and public welfare for income and less on wages and salaries
than those in the return mlgrdnr population, The proportion of fe-
male headed families receiving income from wages and salaries and

1/see supra, p. 96
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from self-employment was nearly egual for hoth groups of returneesd’.
But those in P,R, in 1965 depended to a larger extent on social secu-
rity and public welfare than those in the U.S, in‘1965."In‘contrast,
27 per cent more female headed families living in the U,5. in 1965
received income from other sources, relative to those llvlng in P, R.
reee1v1ng 1neome of this type.

Tahle 80: Percentage Dlstrnbutlon“/ of Returnees and Non-
‘ : © Migrants, 16 Years and Over, by Sex of Family
Head and Source of Family Income in 1869

e T Male lleaded Family .| Female Headed Family
Source of Family "~ Return Non- ‘Return |  Non-
Income : Migrants | Migrants | Migrants | Migrants
All (number) 53367 371418 6517° | 65410
Wages and salaries 87.3 81.6 65.4 4.9
Self.-employment 16.0 19,2 8.5 9.5
" Social security 12.1 20.5 © 29,3 33.M
Welfate and public assist. 5.6 7.4 1n.8 22 4
Other 8.9 8.2 20.3 16.0

'w/Pereentages ay total more than 100 per cent as some Families may have
had moxe than one ‘source of income.

Source: Special tahulatlon of 1970 Census data,

Compared with the non-migrant population, median annual income
from wages and salaries, self-employment, and other non-specified
sources of male headed families was higher for the return migrant
group (Table 81). However, median annual income from social security
and public welfare was higher for male headed families in the retuwm
migrant group than in the non-migrant group. Median income from these
two sources was lower than that from all sources. Female headed fami-
lies in the return migrant group had lower median incomes from wages
and salaries, self~employment, and public welfare than the non~migrant
group. But they had higher median incomes from social security and
other non-specified sources, relative to the non-migrant counterpart,

Comparison of the non-migrant families with the return migrah{
families, by residence in 1965, showed a superior income situation
for male headed families living in Puerto Riceo in 1965, relative to

1/see supra, p.97
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1ABLE 81 Median Family Income in 1969 for Return Migrants and Non-
' Mlgpdnts 16 Years amnl Over by Source of [neome and
Sex of Fam11y Head o ‘ o

b

Female Headed Family*;

_____ T ‘ [ Male Headed Family
Source of Income Return CINome Return | & - Nomn-

Migrant | Migrani | Migrant | Migrant

A1l sources . 33409 40 - $3u95 70 |$2096.40 591943 90

Wages and salaries S N 3646 20" 3958 90 2951.60 3195 30
Self-employment | 4483.20: | 4699.20 | 1102.80 |- u629.40"
Social security - 2864.00 2258.10 | 2223.40 | 1790.80"

Welfare and public assist. | 1H13.2b 1188.70 557.25 587.140

Other income J H260.40 451&.90 2494.00 2361.10

Source; Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.

their non-migrant eounterparti/. The pictire was less clear 'with
respect to female headed families, Median income from wages and -
salaries and from self-employment was lower for both groups, relative
to non-migrants. But median income from social security was higher
for the female headed families in the United States in 1965 and lower
for the ones in Puerto Rico in 1965, relative to non-migrants. In
contrast, median income from other non-specified sources was higher
for female headed families in Puerto Rico in 1965 than for those in
the United States in 1965, although in both cases it exceeded the
median income for the nonwmlgrant eounterpart

B. Effecits of Return Mlgratlon on_the Labogmforee :

The -effects of returm migration on the labor force are not only
a function of the socio-demographic characteristics of the migrants
but also of the magnitude of the flow. When the gioup of returnees
is véry small their effect upon the labor force may be negligible
regardless of their differences from the non-migrant population,

It was shown in Part Two of this vepori that return migration
began to increase in noticeable proportion in the late 1950's.
Herna&ndez identified a veturn flow‘og 31,000 persons of Puerto Rican
birth during the period of 1955~ 1960 In relative terms, this
figure represented 1.4 per cent of the population of Puerto Rico in

1960. The flow increased much more significantly in the 19607s,
-/éee supra, p. 98

g-/Hern-:mdez Alvarez, Return Migration to Puerto Rico, op. eit.
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A return movement of more than 226,000 persons of Puerto Rican stock
was recoprded in the 1970 Census. This number rvepresented ten per

cent of the total population 5 years of age and over. Apparently,

the return migration flow has continued its increasing trend in the
present decade, A flow of this magnitude must have affected the size
and. the sex-age structure of the labor force and influenced the levels
of employment and unemployment as well as the occupational  composition
of the total labor force.

To. asses the impact of this return movement on the total popula-
tion and labor force, the non-migrant population was identified as
the "expecled" populatlon in the absence of migration, and the per.-
centage by which the "expected" populatlon changed as a result of re-
turn migration was utilized as an index of the effect of this populan
tion flow. :

Size and Sex~-Age Struetﬁre of the‘Population

While the Island's total population 5 years of age and over in-
creased hy 11 per cent as a result of return migration, the population
in the working ages, i.e. 16 and over, increased by 13 per cent due to
the differences in age structure between returnees and the non-migrant
population, The male group was affected by the return migration Flow
in a more noticeahle way than the female counterpart. Among males 16
years of age and over, returnees amounted to 15 per cent of the "ex-
pected" non-migrant group. For females, the corresponding figure was
11l per cent, The difference between the sexes was a consequence of
the higher proportion of males among return migrants.

Not only did migration have a differential effect upon the working
ages with respect to sex hut it also influenced significantly the age
structure of the Yexpected" population in these age brackets, As shown
in Table 82 return migration increased the population considerably in
the prime working ages (25-04 years), especially in the male group.

In these ages, return migration increased the male and female "expect-
ed" populations by 22 and 13 per cent, respectively. Significant in-
crements also occurred in the ages 16 to 2i years. In this age bracket
the effect of return migration accounted for an increase of 17 and 12
per cent for males and tfemales, respectively, The impact on the age
groups 45 years and over was less pronounced and similar for both
males and females.

It is evident from the figures analyzed above, that return mi~
gration has increased the population considerably in the working ages,
and has altered its age and sex structure. The conseguence has been
a worsening of the chronic unemployment situation which has prevailed
in Puerto Rico for many decades,

Labor Force Participation

The overall labor force participation rates of return migrants 16
years of age and over were somewhat higher than those of. the non-migramt
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TABLE 82: Pevcentage Increase in the "Expected" Population as a
IR Result of Return Migration, by Age and Sex

Age Group
(in years) - Male Female Both Sexes
T and - over S le1s.3 ) 0.8 0 012,90
R ;20 TR 17.3 “12.0 ' 1.4
25=-44 . C 2.6 12.8 16,7 -
u5-64 9.9 8.3 9.1 '
65 and over ©5.h G4 5.9 .
5 and over % 12.7 9.8 11.1

Souree- SPECIBl tabulatlon of 1970 Census data,;.,“ S

poPulation 1h13 was true for both sexes. The net effeet of - these,
.differences, as observed in the total population, was'a slight in- .
crease in. labor force partlelpatlon.i ‘Among males 16 years of age and
over, the rate increased!'from 57.1 per cent in the non-migrant group
t6757.9 in the total population (Table 83). For females the corre-
sponding increase was from 23.9 to 24.2 per cent, However, these . ;
small changes were malnly the result of the dlfferenees in age struc-~
ture between return migrants and the non—mlgrant population, Stand-
ardized rates show that the small differences in the overall labor
foree participation rate between the' ”expeeted" p0pulatlon (non—ml—
grants) and the total population almost disappeared when age was
controlled, . It seems that other variables, such as place of residence
_in Puerto Rico (metropol:tan VS.. non-metropolltan) and the.fact of
'hav1ng attained some type of vocational training did not account for

" thie differences observed in lahor force participation between migrants
and’ non-m:grants.: Thus, return migration did not have any signifi-
cant impact on labor force pertlclpatlon rates in Puerto Rico.:

Em_ployment and Unemployment ... e

Return migration had a similar effect on total employment dS 1t
. had on the populatlon. The number of employed males 16 years. of age
. and over in the "expeeted" population increased by. 16 per.cent due to
" ‘the effect of return mlgratlon, while the:female counterpart. 1ncreased
by 11" per cent, ' The most 31gn1fleant 1nerements were observed in. the
_age grovps 20-24 and 25-Ul, 1rrespeet1ve of sex, although for malee
the effect was con51derably greater, In the.age group.20-24 years,
return migrants - 1nereased the male employed civilian, labor force, by
almost 26 per cent, and by 19 per cent in the prime working uges 25-
4t years (Table 8u) . ‘ '

The effect of return migration on the Island's unemployment
level is probably the most negative consequence that this movement
had on the labor force. As returnees had considerably higher

~145.



TABLE 83: Unstandardized and Standardized Rates of Labor Force
Pavticipation for the Non-Migrant and Total
Population 16 Years of Age and Over, by Sex

: Male ’ B ‘ Female
Rates, Population Total Non~- | - Total . Non-.
16 years and over |Population | Migrants Diff. | Population Migrants Diff.

ey et

Unstandardized ~ 57.9 57.1 0.8 |. 2u.2 .| 23.9 0.3
Standardized®’ by:

Age 56.9 57.1 -0
0

.2 23.9 23.9 0.0
Residence 57.9 57.1 .8 24,2 23.9 0.3
Vocational train D o - -
ing 57.9 57.1 0.8 24,1 23.9 0.2
Age and Vocation- ‘ : R O
al training | 57.5 '57.1 | 0.4 | 24,0 23.9 0.1
Age and residence’ 56.9 [5 57.1 | ~0.2 - 23.9 - 23.9 0.0

Iy

8/ The non—mlgrant population for each sex was utilized as standard. For this
PEHSOH thelr standardlzed and’ unstandardlzed rates are equal.

Souvoe:‘Speelal tabulation of 1970 Census‘data,

unemployment rates than non~migrants and as they represented a 51za-
ble group in the total population,; the number unemployed in the’ total
“civilian labor force increased dramatically -~ by 37 per cent - as a
' consequence of the return flow., The increment was, however, more
dramatic for males, HE per oent, compared with the 1norease "of 30 per
cent for females,

The unstandardized unemployment rates for males 16 years of age
and over was 4.1 per cent for the "expected" population in the absence
of return’ mlgration and 5.0 per cent when returnees were 1neluded
'(Table 85). The corresponding rates for the female group were 6.2 and

7.2 per eent 'When these rates were standardized by socio-demographic
‘variables 1o significant difference was observed between the unstand-

" ardized’ and standardized rates (Table 85), The adjustment by these
variables' did not affect the differences in unemployment hetween the
return migrants and the total population, indicating that factors,
other " than soolo«demographlc, influenced the unemployment rate of re-
turnees, -

Ci

The Oeeupational Composition

‘Employed returnees tended to concentrate in the so- called blue
collar occupations. 'Proportionally, there were less engaged in service
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TABLE 84- Percentggg Increase in the Numher of Employed and Upnemplo ove ed

e e b

Return M;ggation by Agﬁ_and Sex -

‘ 1n the "Bxgected" ‘Civilian Labor Force as & Result of

Sex and*Age " Employed nempLoyed
Males 16 and over ! _ - 15.8 - H2.4 )
‘";16 T 13,3 22.1
L 20-20 © 25,7 54,1
- 25-l44 ©19.3 55.9
4554 9,7 37,4
55-64 | ' 6.3 21.2
65 and over: LA 14.9
i Eeﬁales 16 and over 0 10,7 30.1 ‘
1 16-19- " © 6.0 21.8 '
oL 2020 c 12,2 28,9 ;
25441} 11,4 3.2 .
h5- 51 7.6 34,2
55-64 6.6 34,6
65 and over 9.5 b, 2
Both Sexes 16 and over . -14.2 37:2 0 o0

A

Source: Special tabulation of the 1970 Census data.

work and fewer in white eollar Jobs as compared ‘with the nonnmigrant

population (Table 86).

. al strudture of the total populatlon.

These differences refléeted 1n the OGCUp&tiOH-

It is shown in the table that while total employment increased
by 14,2 per cent as a result of veturn migration; employment in blue
On the other hand,
.the increments in white collar occupations and”éerv1ce jobs were 11.7
and :13,6 per cent, respectively; both flgures are below the general

collar jobs increased by more than 16 per cent,

average

for all oceupatlons. f

. Among all blue collar workers the greatest increases occurred in

the category of operatives in the manufacture of durable goods and the
second highest increment was observed in the laborers' group. - In the
emplayed male group, the effects of return migration were more notice-
able among operatives in the manufacture of durable and non-durable
goods. . The percentage increase in these two occupations due 'to return
migratlon amounted to-22 and 20 per cent, respectively: A significant
increase. occurred also in the group of Employed service workers (in-
cluding private household workers) where the increase due to veturn
migration was 19 per cent.
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TABLE 85: Unstandardized Rate and Standardized Rates of Unemployment
for the Non-Migrant and Total Population 16 Years of
wgg and Over, hy Sex

Male '::‘ ' ; - AFeméle

Rates, Population: |- Total - None:: o Total. = | Non~

16 vyears -and over Population | Migrants | Diff. | Population | Migrants | Diff.
Unstandardized . |. 5.0 | .1 0.9 7.2 6.2 | 1.0
Standardized bya/ |

Age 1 5.0

4.1 0.9 7.2 6.2 ‘1.0
Vocational traln—
ing 5.1 4,1 L.0 7.3 6.2 1.1
Residence | 5.0 ! 4.1 0.9 7.2 6.2 | '1.0
Age and residence 5.0 4.1 0.9 7.2 6.2 - |"1.0
Age and vocational: : . SR R
training 4.9 b.1 0.8, 7.2 6.2° | 1.0

-l

v i o i e e g P et = - —

Tape g

2/ rhe non-migrant populatlon for eaeh sex was utlllzed as standard. For this
reason their standardized and unstandardized rates -are equal.,

1l
!

Source; Special tabulation from the 1970 Census data.
Among females, the effects of return migration were also more
noticeahle in..the group. of operatlves in:-manufacturing. .. There was ::
also a, 51gn1flcant increase in the- craftmen and foremen category. -« -
Female enployment in white collar and,service jobs, on tha: other hand,
showed increases below the general average.

Conelu81on R ftﬁ'ilj R e e

The data analyzed 1n thls aection 1nd10ate that return mlgratlon
affeeted the Puerto Riean labor. foree in several ways. In the first
place, it significantly increased the size of the population in the
working ages as well as the volume of the labor force. In the second
place, it changed considerably the age and sex structure of the labon
force, increasing significantly the proportien of the population in’
the age groups 20-24 and 25-44 years. , Third, .and probably the ‘most:
important impact of return migration en the labor force; unemployment
increased dramatlcally.‘ No significant effect occurred:in.the-labor:
force partlcipatlon rates as a result of this return movement, and :
,the oeeupatlonal structure was affected only moderately.- ' v
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TABLE B6: Ratios between Retuxn Micrvants and Non-Migrants in

the Employed Civilian Labor Force 16 Years of Age

and Oven by Major Occupational Groups and Sex

{In per cent)

- - Both
Major Occupationsg Sexes Males Females
White Collar Workers 11.7 13.1 9.7
Profes., techn., and kindred 10.6 13.9 7.4
Managers and administrators/ 10.6 10.8 9.7
Sales workers 13.3 13.7 12.4
Clerical workenrs 12,5 .7 10.9
Blue Collar Workers 16,2 16.9 13.7
Craftsmen and foremen 15.4 15.5 13.8
Operatives, mfg. durables 19.4% 22.1 16.0
Operatives, mfg. non-~durables?/ 15.9 19.7 13.5
Operatives, transport 16,2 16.2 o/
Lahorers, including farmers 16.9 17.1 11.8
Service Workers 13.6 18.7 8.6
In private households 9.1 15.3 8.7
Other 14.8 18,7 8.6
All CQccupations 4.2 14%.8 10,7

E'/Inclu.des farmers

b/y
/

neludes operatives n.e.c.

£/An insignificant group among employed females

Source: Special tabulation of 1970 Census data.
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Part Five

Concluding Remarks,
Implications for Pdliey,

and Need for Further Research



Section [
Concluding Remarks

An attempt has been made in this study to add to the ex1sting
body of information on the return side of the Puerto Rican migration
stream. Attention has been directed to the relevant data on this
subject collected in the 1970 Population Census. Cross-sectional anal-
ysis of these data was undertaken aimed at establishing the relation-
ship between migration experience and the labor force behavior of the
Puerto Rican population. The focus of the analysis was the labor
force behavior of the returnees in the period between 1965 and 1970
and their impact on the total labor force. .

.Thé results indiecated that caution must be taken in drawing con-
clusions with regard to the impact of the return migrant group on the
total labor force because of significant differentiation within the:
group, apart from the expected ones due ‘to socio-economic variables,
Clearly defined categories of returnees were apparent hecause of dif- .
ferences associated with factors other than socio-economic variables. ¥
Birth and parentage, place of residence in 1965, the length of the mi-
gration experience, and the year of return operated to produce notice-
able ambiguity related Lo the effect of differences in socio-economic
characteristics among the returnees. With reference to the Hernéndez
study using data in the 1960 Census 1/ differentiation within the re-.
turn migration stream on the basis of these factors is new, although
not entirely unprecedented. In his 1972 survey study of return mi-
gration, Zell 2/ followed the pattern of. the 1970 Census questions,. .
thus being able to establish differentiation within the return migra-. .
tion stream on the basis of these variables, except for the place of ... -
residence in 1965, His findings, however, are nol comparable with-
those of HernAndez due to the different methodology used in both
studies., Thus, this study transcended Hernandez efforts by providing
unprecedented information on return migration to Puerto Rico on the
basis of the Census data. At the same time, it yielded additional
information to that provided by Zell on the factors making for differ-
ences of bhehavior among returnees.

The study revealed significant differences in the volume and
pattern of migration activity between the returnees living in the U.S.
and in Puerto Rico in 1965. The size of the return flow was larger

for the group, in Puerto Rico in 1965, but it was largely -characterized
by short-term migration, whereas the group in the United States in

1/ Op, cit.
2/ Op, cit,
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1965 was characterized by a longer migration experience. Though this
group was more superior in socio~economic terms than the group in
Puerto Rico in 1965, it displayed a poorer lahor force behavior, as
seen in the lower participation and higher unemployment rates, It
seems ‘that adjustment to labor market conditions upon return is nega-
tively associated with the length of residence in the United States.
In other words, the longer the residence in the United States, the
more difficult the adjustment to the Island's soc¢ial structure, This
seems 1o indicate that the longer the residence in the United States,'
the more the returnee bhecomes 1ntegvated into the ways of lle, in-
cluding the' labor market, of the United States. ' And, to the extent
that they return with' h0pes or standards reflected by thelr experlence '
in the States, the more dlfflcult and lengthy is the process of - '
adJuqtment ' _

A strong relationship was also fouhd between labor forcé behavior
and the year of return to Puerto Rico. Labor force participation rates
tended to decline and unemployment rates to increase the more recent
the arrival at Puerto Rico, irrespective of other factors. Agaln,"
this indicates that adjustment t6 ‘Labor market conditions upon return
is negatively associated with the recency of return.  Since nearly ’
half of the returnees in each group returned in 1869 and 1970, the
problems: of adjustment of this group as reflected in labor force par« -
ticipation and unemployment rates, had a notleeahle 1mpaet on the C
overnall labor force behav10r.'

These factors ‘'do not minimize the importance of socio- econoniic
var:ables in determining adjustment to condiiions on the Island upon
return. - But they can certainly overshadow the 1nfluence of socio=" !
economic variables. In fact, our findings seem to indidate that only =
in the case of age, sex, and education was the influence of soc10~“'
economic variables not completely overshadowed by the 1nfluenee of
such factors as length of re51denee ln the Unlted Statce and year
ol return. -

"One-of-the most significant differences between the varilous sub-
groups of returnees was their age structure. The group of Puerto
Rican parentage was a very young one, characterized by a large number
of children under 15, especially in the subgroup living in the United
States in 1965. In contrast, the return migrants of Puerto Rican birth
were concentrated in the economic active ages, 25 to M years. A very
low proPortlon of all the returnees were persons in the older age
groups, i.e, 45 and over.  Thus, return migrants, far from: bheing
primarily retirees, were either .active or potentlal labor foree par-
ticipants. TFurthermore, since unemployment rates were higher for ‘the :
young people than for other age groups, the adjustment problems of
this group must be of particular concern,

Another interesting finding of the study was the fact that even

though the pattern of migration experience of the returnees in the
United States and in Puerto Rico in 1965 differed significantly, 'both
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groups had a similar pattern of return. This fact seems to indicate
that the decision ta return may have been largely influenced by the
conditions of the U,S5. economy and the feeling that when life becomes
difficult, "there is no place like home",.

The fundamental conclusion of this research is that the return
migrant group is a complex one, far from homogenous, whose problems
of adjustment to the labor market upon return can not be oversimpli-
fied. Adjustment to the labor market conditions upon return is rela-
tive not only te the socio-economic composition of the return migration
stream, but is alsc relative to the duration of the migration experience,
recency of arrival, and socio~economic conditions both in the States
and in Puerto Rico.
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Section II
Impllcatlons For Policy And The Need For Further Researeh

l

Policy Implications

- The wave of return migration which has gained momentum since the
1960's: is causing a distortion in the age-sex structure of the popu-
lation and the labor force, similar to that resulting from the wave
of out-migration of the 1950's, but as shown in Part Four of this re-
port, the effects on the society have been different and so complex
that it is imperative that policies be implemented to cope with these.
Such policy considerations cannot be disregarded, for though it is pos-
sible that the wave of return migration has not reached its peak, the
size, composition, and behavior of the population and the lahor force
in the future will to a great extent be determined by current migra-
tion trends. I# efficient integration of return migrants to the social
structure and the labor market of the Island is to be achieved, spe-
cific policy options must be designed to alleviate the difficult proc~
ess of reincorporation and reduce the gap between the supply and demand
for employment opportunities on the Island.

The age structure, the lower. participation rates, and the sub-
stantially higher unemployment rates of the return migrant group:are
already imposing additional pressures to accelerate the rate of crea-
tion of new jobs to match their effect on the labor force growth beyond
those originated in the chronically prevailing high rates of unemploy-
ment and underemployment of manpower resources on the Island, WNotwith-
standing their rural origins, the majority of newly arrived returnees
tend to resettle in urban areas and become absorbed in the growing pool
of unemployed and underemployed in these_areas, causing increased pres-
sures on existing essential social services and welfare programs. Thus,
the shortage of workers at prime productive ages becomes markedly evi-~
dent in the rural areas, and the workforce increasingly older and conse-
guently less productive.

It is imperative at this time that manpower policies for the rural
areas be clearly and competently designed, In the first place, efforts
must be intensified to stimulate agricultural and rural development as
. an integral part of the Island’s economic and social development policy,

with all efforts geared toward improving the prospects of rural life to
the end that they be more economically and socially attractive, In
" this way, further mlgration of young rural workers could be discouraged,
and returnees in their prime productlve years he motivated to return to
their rural homes, ,

Despite the higher levels of unemployment and congestion in urhan
metropolitan areas, the trend to resettle there still continues., This
situation is the result of a number of preconceived notions on the part
of returnees that their "expected" life-style and prospects of employ-
ment in keeping with the former would be fulfilled in the urben, rather
than nommetropolitan and rural areas, This combination of unrealistic
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expectations of wages and labor conditions, and the time taken to
realize these hopes, contribute to produce the paradoxical situation
of continued resettlement in areas df high unemployment. Thus, given
the choice of returning to farm labor, the unskilled returnees may
prefer to remain in the unstable situation of hanging on in or around
urban areas in the vain hope of an urban jobh, rather than accept the
more stable avallable farm job. It is obvious that the average re-
turnee with job expectations beyond the reallties of his qualifications
will not secure a high-paying urban job immediately; rather, he will
be either totally unemployed for some time, or shift fromone casual
JOh to another in the hope of flndlng ar su:table stable job.
- rThe solutlon-to such a 51tuat10n is tWwaold: On the one hand
as Zell suggested earlier, there is the need to discourage the return
migration of Puerto Ricans on the mainland who base their decision to
‘return on erroneous information on-existing conditions on the Island.
To solve this, the Migration Office of the Labor Department in New
" York could.set up programs to provide orientation for Puerto Ricans
planning to return, so that the decision to return be based on long
- term careful plarming, and rational and realistic considerations of
~available job opportunities and social conditions existing on the:
Island, On the other hand, measures should be taken to ensurc that
returnees be identified upon arrival, and provided with programs de-
signed to facilitate rapid reincorporation into the social structure
and the labor market. Given the close relationship between unemploy-
ment and low educational attainment, the role of education in reduc-
ing unemployment can not be underestimated. Programs for retraining
displaced workers, bhecause of lagging or obsolete skills, need be
“iprovided.. Human resources development programs in remedial and sup-
portive services to ease the adjusiment problems upon return should
. ~he prov1ded in addltan to: Lralnlng and. 1etra3n1ng programs.'

The problems pre%ented by the youngsters in the ‘16 to- 24 age
groups are of particular importance and programs must be designed to
minimize them. In the same manner, the premature withdrawal Irom the
labor market of returnees 45 years and over, who are still .in the pro-
ductive ages, impose hardships that must be avoided or minimized through
~ .programs aimed at overcoming the factors motivating their decision to

-.withdpaw 'from the labor force. -These might include training and retrain-
ing programs to improve their employability, as well as programs aimed

at reducing discriminatory hiring practices., : Higher lahor force parti-
cipation of women returnees could also be encouraged through programs
aimed at stressing the potential rplec of women in the economy and
-combating discrimination by eisployers; improved legislation aimed-at
.developing new social attitudes towards women's role in the lsbor market
might help to erradicate discriminatory practices against the employ-
ment of women,

, The return of an increasing number of children under 15.of Puerto
Rican parentage is posing serious burdens on the school system. . Empdir-
ical studies undertaken on the:school adjustment: .of these childrenl/

-~ have indicated that there are significant within-group differences in

1/ Ramos Perea, op. cit.
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school adjustment. School adjustment tends to- be poorer the longer the
residence in-the States, the higher the residential mobility of the
family, the lower the sociual status, and the lower the ability to ‘speak
and write Spanish. Since a large number of Puerto Rican emigrants have
come from the lower socio-econonic groups, their limited knowledge ‘of
English acquired through home experienees‘limited their adjustment: to
and interaction in the school ambience. The consequence of the margin-
alism to which they are thus subjected, induce them to develop their

own forms of commnication and "we-feeling" which they bring with them
when moving to the Island. All this suggests the urgent need for creat-
ing experimental educational programs to cope with the particular pro-
blems of these children, including specialized programs to deal with
personality maladjustment problems and negative attitudes resulting’ from
their margindl’ position in mainland schools. Since these children are
potential labor foree participants within a few years, education seems
to be the key solution of the problem of youth unemployment that they
would obviously create unless properly equipped to meet the formal
education and sklll requirements of modern employment. :

Much research, however, remains to be conducted to provide clear
answers to the questlons related to the "w1th1n—group" and "between
group" differences associated with the reincorporation to the social
envirvonment and labor market in Puerto Rico of these groups, after having
resided and interacted in the United States society for a period of
time and which are relevant to the policy considerations discussed above.
Some suggestions of the kind of research needed are sketched below.

The Need for Further Research *

The following suggestions for further research needed to clarify
unresolved questions related to the various aspects of return migration
are not exhaustive, ‘It is obvious that a crogs-sectional study similar
to the one conducted on a particular segment, that is the 1965-1970 period,
of the return migration flow has many limitations. These were indicated
earlier in the introduction to this report, and there is no need for
repetition at this stage, except to stress the type of additional re-
search needed to complement the findings from such a study. Exhaustive
research is needed to provide a complete case history of the Puerto
Rican migrant, encompassing the entire life migration experience.

Such studies should provide data on the influence of ‘the social,
cultural psychological:, economic, and historical factors associated with
the initial deécision to migrate and subsequent return migration. These

‘studies should explore fully family ties, educatlon, economic and social
condltlons, religion, neighborhood environment, marriage, nationallty of
spouse, place of hirth of children, attitudes, values, as well as job
mobility on the Island before departure, on arrival in the U.S., and ~
again on return. In brief, they should explore the sum total of the
conditions which produce differentials in attitudes, values, and expecta-
tions, to form a pattern of behavior which makes the migrant at one and
the same time, a stranger both in the U.S, and in Puerto Rico, and

which could account for a continual back and forth movement as he seeks
social and economic betterment.
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. In depth studies are needed of labor force behavior of Puerto
Rican migrants, before, during, and after the migration experience;
of the process of readgustment to,. or. assimilation of, the cultural,
social and economic way of life of the host malnland society, and
the socio-historical and psyehologleal factors associated with the
decision to feturn.

Doeumentatlon on the reasons for the heavy flow- llke charac-
ter of this migratory movement is far -from complete. It is important .
to understand clearly the motivations which influence migrants to .
remain permanently, or for lengthy periods in the U.S., or to nove
_back and forth, and to evaluate the constraints which work against
the efficient relneorporatlon to the host society, or to their society
of origin, which make for their inability to establish permanent resi--
dence in either society. For example while available data clearly
shows that the migratory movement is influenced by economie factors, -
yet even though favorable. economic conditions are present, this back.
and forth flow still continues, though in varying degree. From the
evidence, one could predict that this pattern of living may be
déhaglng to the stablllty of the famlJy, but sufficient research has
not been conducted in this area to arrive at conclusive -statements;
for on the other hand, it is possible that this new social person may
have created a new life style, acceptable and rewarding to both himself
and his famlly. L -

Research priorities should also be given to studies on the rein-
corporation of returnees to the Island society, with special emphasis
on the adjustment of their children to the new experience, for while
for parents it is the return home, for the child it is an alien society,
with pressures to learn a new language, to adapt to new norms,. and in
effeet once again he may become the unwanted stranger. Researeh in
this area could provide data wliich could be the basis for predictions

‘A‘of future return mlgratlon to the U.S5. in the coming decade, Of par-

ticular importance in all this is the impact of the returnee on the
Island's institutions. Further studies on their impact on the society,
the economy, the labor market, the family, the school system, health,
welfare and housing programs, would be of relevant and enormous value
for long term  planning for the Island.

.. ¢’ Return migration has increased during the past five years, and

as stated earlier this trend may have not yet reached. its peak, thus
it is clear that intensive and dedicated research is urgently needed

,1n “the areas mentioned, so that the data derived will be used to provide
1ndlcators to deal sueeessfullyﬁw1ih the effects on migrants of this
continuous migratory movemenf and the resultant impact on the Puerto
Rlcan soc1ety.
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APPENDIX

. List of Supplementary Tahles

Analysis of the data assembled for this study yielded many hun-

dreds of tabulations, the majority of which have not been included
in the text. Many of these might be of interest to specialists in
the subject. These tables are listed below. Interested persons can
obtaln them by wrltlng to any of the folloW1ng~

Table No.

1

1

Prof. Mary Powers or ]ohn J. Macisco, Department of Sociol-

ogy and Anthropology, Foxrdham Unlversn.ty, Bronx, New
York 10458.

~ Prof. Luz M. Torruéllas, Social Science Research Center,
University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico 00931.

Prof., José L. Vazquez, School of Public Health, University
of Puerto Rico, G.P.0. Box 5067, San Juan, Puerto Rico
00936.

Table Title

" Areas of Residence in U.S. of.Persons of P.R. Birth
and Parentage L1v1ng in U.S. in 1970 and of Return
Migrants Living in U.S. in 1965.

Per Cent Distribution by Areas of Residence in U.S. of
Persons of P.R. Birth and Parentage Living in U.S. in
1970 and of Return Migrants Living in U.S. in 1965.

Percentage Relationship Between the Return Midrants in
U.S. in 1965 and the Puerto Rican P0pulation Enumerated
in U. 8. in 1970.

8ex Ratios of Return Migrants Living in U.S. in 1965, by
Age, Place of Residence in U.S., and Birth and Parentage

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants Residing in
U.S. in 1965, by Age, Place of Residence in U.S,, and
Birth and Parentage (Vertical Percentages).

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants Residing in

U.S. in 1965, by Age, Place of Residence in U.S., and
Birth and Parentage (Horizontal Percentages).
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Table No.

7

10
1
12
13
14

15
16
17
18

19

Age Distribution of Return Migrants of P.R. Birth
Living in U.S. in 1965, by Sex and Place of Residence
in U.8. (Vertical Percentages).

.- sAge Distribution of Return Migrants of P.R. Parentage
" . Living in U.S., in 1965, by Sex and Place of Re51dence
- in U.S. (Vertlcal Percentages) :

'hAge Dlstributlon of Mlgrante of P.R. Parentage Liv1ng

in U.S. in 1965, by Sex and Place of Re51dence in

u.S. Giorlzontal Percentages)

Age Dlstrlbutlon of Migrants of P.R. Birth L1v1ng in U.S.
in 1965, by Sex and Place of Re31dence 1n U.S. (Horizontal
‘Percentages)

MetrOpolltan and Non-MetroPOlitan Residence in 1970 of
-Return Migrants 5 Years and Over, by Birth and Parentage,

Sex, and Residence -in 1965 (Vertical Percentages) .

Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan Residence in 1970 of
the Migrant and Non-Migrant Populatlon Five Years and
Over, by Sex, o

SMSA's Residence in 1970 of Return Migrants 5 Years and
Over, by Birth and Parentage, Sex, and Residence in
1970 (Vertlcal Percentages) ' Y

| Re51dence in 1970 of the Mlgrant and Non—Mlgrant Popula-

tion 5 Years and Over by Age Group and Sex (Vertical
Percentages)

Re31dence of the Non~Migrant Puerto Rlcan Population in
1970 (Percentage Dlstributlon)

)Reeldence in 1970 of Mlgrants in U §. in 1965 (Per-

centage Distribution).

- Residence in 1970 of Mlgrants in P.R. 1955 (Percentage’

Distribution).

- Residence in-1970. of All Puerto Rican Mlgrants 16 Yeare
. and Over, by Blrth and Parentage (Percentage Distribution) .

AgenSex Dlstrlbutlon of the Non—Mlgrant and Migrant

... Population 5 Years and Over in- SMSA‘S in 1970 (Horizontal
‘ Percentages)
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20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

Age Distribution of Migrants and Non—Mlgrants in SM8A's
and in Non-Metropolitan Areas in 1970, by Sex.

Sex Ratios of the Return Migrant Population, by Residence
in 1965, Age Group, and Year of Return.

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants, by Residence
in 1965, Age, Sex, and Year of Return (Vertical Per-
centages) . ' :

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants, by Residence
in 1965, Age, Sex, and Year of Return (Horizontal Per-
centages)

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants, by Sex and
Residence in 1965, Year of Return, and Length of Stay in
U.s. (Vertlcal Percentages)

Per Cent Distribution of Return Migrants, by Sex,
Residence in 1965, Year of Return, and Length of
Stay in U.S. (Horizontal Percentages).

Labor Force Participation Rates of the Non-Migrant

and Migrant Population 16 Years and Over, by Age, Sex,_
and Metr0polltan and Non-Metropolltan Re51denee

in 1970, :

Labor Force Status of the Population'(Migrant and
Non-Migrant), by Age, Sex, and Area of Residence.

Unemp Loyment Rates of Non-Migrant and Migrant Popula-
tion 16 Years and Over, by Age, Sex, and Metropolltan‘
and Non-Metropolitan Re31dence ’

Labor Force Status of Migrants 16 Years and Over,
by Age Group, Sex, and Year of Last Return to Puerto
Rico (Both Sexes).

Labhor Force Status of Migrants 16 Years and Over, by
Age Group, Sex, and Year of Last Return to Puerto
Rico (Males)}.

Labor Force Status of Migrants 16 Years and Over, by
Age Group, Sex, and Year of Last Return to Puerto
Rico (Females).

Per Cent Distribution of Puerto Rican Migrants 16

Years and Over, by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status
in 1970, and Age (Vertical Percentages).
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33

3y

35

36

37

38

39

4o

41

4z

43

1ty

Per Cent Distribution of Puerto Rican Migrants Aged
16-24, by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status in
1970, and Age (Vertleal Pereentages)

'Per Cent Distrlbutlon of Puerto Rican Migrants Aged

25-4L4, by Residence in 1965, Labor Foree Status in
1970, and .Age (Vertleal Pereentages)

Per Cent Distrlbutlon of Puerto Rican Mlgﬁants Aged
45-64, by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status in

1970, and Age (Verileal Pereentages)

"\Per Cent Dlstrlhutlon of Puerto Rlean Migrants 16 Years

and Over, by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status in
1970, and Year of Last Return‘ (Horlzontal Percentages)

Per Cent Dlstrlbutlon of Puerto Rican Mlgrants Aged
16-24, by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status in
1970 (quizontal Pereentages).

'Pér\Cent.Distrlbntlon of Puerto Rican Migrants Aged

25-UY by Residence in 1965, Labor Force Status in
1970 (Horlzonial Pereentages)

.Pér'Cent‘Distribution of Puerto Rican Migrants Aged

45~64, by Residence in 1965, Labor TForce Status in
1970 (Horizontal Percentages).

'1 Ednéafibnal Attainment of Migrant and Non-Migrant -

Population 25 Years and Over, by Sex, Age Group,
Metropolitan and Non—Metr0polltan Res1denee.

"bducatlonal Attalnment of Mlgrant and Non—Mlgrant

Population 25 Years and Over, by Sex, Age Group,
Labor Foxce Status. : :

Educational Attainment of Migrant and Non-Migrant
Population 25 Years and Over, by Age, Sex, Labor Force

Status,. and MeLr0p011tan and Non»Metropolltan Areas.

'Labor Porce Partlcjpatlon and Unemployment Rates of

the Puerto Rican Population of Birth and Parentage
25 Years and Over, by Migration Status, Residence
in 1965 and in 1970, and Years of Schoollng Completed

Labor Force Participation and Unemployment Rates of the
Puerto- Rican Population:of Birth and Parentage Aged 25~

" 44, by Migration Status, Residence -in 1965 and in 1970,

and Years of Schooling Completed.
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45

46

47

8

49

50

51

52

53

54

 Labor Force Participation and Unemployment Rates of the

Puerte Rican Population of Birth and Parentage Aged

45-64, by Migration Status, Residence in 1965 and in

1970, and Years of Schooling Completed.

_Percentage of Persons 16 Years and Over, with Vocational

Training in the Total Population and in the Civilian

rLahor Force, by Mlgration Status. ..

Percentage of Persons 16 Years andlover .ﬁlth Vocational
Training, in the Employed and Unemployed ‘ Civilian Labor

' “Force, by Migration Status and Sex.

" Labor Force Partlelpatlon Rates. of Persons with and

Without Vocational Training, by Mlgration Status Age,

. and Sex.

Per Cent Dlstrlbutlon of the Mlgrants and Non-Mlgrants

16 Years and Over in the Experienced Civilian Labor

Force, with Earnings in 1969, by Residence in 1965,

~Age Group, Sex, and Metr0polltan and Non—Metropolltan

Re51denee in 1970

‘Median Earnings of Migrants and Non-Migrantsle Years

and Over in the Experienced Civilian Lahor Force, with
Earnings in 1969, by Major Occupatlons Residence in
1965, and Sex (In dollars). .

' Per Cent Distribution of Mlgrants and Non—Mlgrants
16 Years and Over in the Experienced .Civilian Labor

Force, with Farnings in 1969, by Major Occupations, in
1965, and Sex {(Vertical Percentages).

Per Cent Dlstrlbutlon of Mlgrants and NonHMigrants

16 Years and Over in the Experienced Civilian Labor
Force, with No~Earnings iIn 1969, by Major Occupations,
Residence in 1965, and Sex (Vertieal Percentages).

"Pefeentage of?the Total Migrant and Non-Migrant
'Experienced Civilian Labor Force in Each Major Oc-

cupation, with No-Earnings in 1969, by Residence in
1965 and Sex..

Percentage Distribution of Migrants and Non-Migrants
16 Years and Over in the.Experienced Civilian Labor
Force, with Farnings in 1969, by Occupational Groups,
Earmings Bracket, and Sex {(Vertical Percentages).
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55 :.. . i Per Cent Distribution of Non-Migrants and Mlgrants
" .. 16 Years'and Over in the Experienced ClVlllan Labor
i -+ -Force, with Earnlngs in 1969, by Earnlngs Braoket
Age Group, ‘and Sex ' (All: Re91denees)

+B6... . ~Per Cent Distribution of'Non—Mlgrants 16 Years and Over
<3+ - in'the Experienced Labor Force, with- Earnlngs in 1969,
by Earnings -Brackelts, Age Group,and Sex ' (Metropolitan
Area Re51dence) y
-V E w=723,~Per Cent Distribution -of Non-Mlgrants and Mlgrants
16 Years and Over in the Experienced Civilian Labor
Force, with Earnings in 1969, by Earnings Bracket,
. Age Group, and Sex (Non—Metropolltan Area Re51denoe ).
58 Per Cent Dlstrlbutlon of Return Mlgrants 16 Years and
: Over in the Experleneed Civilian Labor Force, with
w0 Earnings in 1969, 'by Earnings Bracket, Place of Re=-
-'w—m'*81dence 1n 1965 Age Group, and Sex (All Re31denee)

59ww'i-4w'Per Cent Distrlbutlon of Non-Migrants and Migrants
16 Years and Over in the Experienced Civilian Labor
Force, with Earnlngs in 1969, by Earnings Bracket,
¢ ¢ Place of Residence im 1965, Age Group, and Sex
’wi'ﬂﬁetEOPOlltan Area Re31dence) ’

Tae b

60 Per Cent Dlstrlbutlon of" Return Migrants 16 Years
and Over, in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force,
. with- Earnlngs in 1969, by Earnings Bracket, Place -
¢« .of Residence in 1965, Age Group, and Sex (Non—
r --.=Metropolltan Area Re31dence) ;
6Ll Major Occupations Of Return Migrants, 16 Years and
.+oOver-in the Experienced Civilian Labop Force, by Re~
-gidence in' 1965 and Length of Re31dence 1n U S.
" (Vertleal Percentages)

62 Magor Occupatlons of Male Return Migrants 16 Years
~and "Qver, IntheEXperlenced Civilian Labor Foree by
‘%Re51denee -in X965 and’ Length of Re51denee 1n u. S
- (Vertical Percentages). o

63 Major Occupatlons of Female Return Migrants 16 Years
- . and Over, in ‘the Experlenced Civilian Labor Force, by
- Residence in 1965 and Length of Resldence 1n U.s.
(Vertlcal Percentages)
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65

66

6T

68

69

70

7

72

73

7

75

76

Major Oeeupations of Return Migrants 16 Years and

Over, in. the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by

Residence in 1965, Length of Residence in U.S., and
Sex (Horizontal Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons
16 Years and Over, by Sex, and Migrant Status
(Vertical Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16
Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: Non-Migrants
(Vertical Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16
Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: All Migrants
(Vertical Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16
Years and Over, by Sex, and Age Group: Return
Migrants in U.S. in 1965 (Vertical Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16
Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: Return
Migrants in Puerto Rico in 1965 (Vertical Percentages).

. Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16

Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: Non-Migrants
(Horizontal Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16

. Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: All Migrants

(Horizontal Percentages).

Occupational Distribution of Employed Persons 16
Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: Return Migrants
in United States in 1965 (Horizontal Percentages).

‘Occupational Distribution of Employed- Persons 16

Years and Over, by Sex and Age Group: Return Migramnts
in Puerto Rico in 1965 (Horizontal Percentages).

Distribution by Industry of Employed Persons 16 Years

‘,.and Over, by Sex and Migrant Status (Vertical Percentages).

Distribution by Industry of Non-Migrants 106 Years and
Over Employed, by Sex and Age Group (Vertical Percentages).

Distribution by Industry of AllL Return Migrants 16

Years and Over Employed, by Sex and Age Group
(Vertical Percentages).

~163~



77

78

79

80

81

82

83

8k

85

86

87

88

Employment by Industry of Return Migrants 16 Years and
Over, Living in U.S. in ‘1865, by Sex and Age Group
(Vertlcal Percentages) .

Employment by Industry of Return Migrants 16 Years
and Over Living in Puerto Rico in 1965, by Sex and Age
Group (Vert:cal Percentages) . ,

EmpLloyment by Industry of Non-Migrants 16 Years and
Over, by Sex and Age Group (Horizontal Percentages).

EmpLoyment by Industry of Return Migrants 16 Years
and Over, by Sex and Age Group (Horizontal Percentages).

Employment by Industry of Return Miéfants'lﬁ Years and
Over Living in U.S. in 1965, by Sex and Age Group
(Horizontal Percentages).

Employment by industry of Return Migrants 16 Years and
Over Living in Puerto Rico in 1965, by Sex and Age
Group (Horizontal Percentages).

Weeks Worked in 1969 by Return Migrants 16 Years and
Over, in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Year
of Return to Puerto Rico and Re51dence in 1965
(Vertical Percentages).

Weeks Worked in 1969 by Return Migrants 16 Years and
Over, in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Year
of Return to Puerto Rico and Residence in 1965:
Professional, Technical, and Managerial Workers
(Vertical Percentages).

Weeks Worked in 1969 by Return Migrants 16 Years and

-Over, in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by

Year of Return to Puerto Rico and Residence in 1965:
Sales, Clerical, and Service Workers, exc. ‘Private
Household (Vertical Percentages).

Weeks Worked in 1969 by Return Migrants 16 Years and
Over, in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by
Year of Return to Puerto Rico and Residence in 1965:
Other Workers (Vertical Percentages).

Hours Worked by Persons 16-64 At Work, by Migrant
Status and Sex.

‘Hours Worked by Persons 16-64 At Work, by Migrant

Status, Sex,and Age Group.

~160-



89

50

91

92

93

on

95

96

97

98

Median Family Income of Puerto Ricans 16 Years and
Over by Migrant Staltus, Source of Income,and Sex of
Family Head.

Per Cent Distribution of Puerto Ricans 16 Years and
Over, by Migrant Status, Source and Level of Income,
and Sex of Family Head (Vertical Percentages).

Per Cent Distribution of Puerto Ricans 16 Years and
Over, by Migrant Status, Source and Level Income,
and Sex of Family Head (Horizontal Percentages).

Distribution of Persons 15 Years and Over by Marital and

Migrant Status, Age, and Sex (Vertical Percentages).

Distribution of the Population 16 Years and Over, hy
Migrant and Marital Status, Sex,and Age (Horizontal
Percentages) .

Per Cent Childless Among Ever Married Women 15-lHi
Years, by Age, Years of School Completed,and Migrant
Status.

Per Cent Childless Among Ever Married Women 15 Years
and Over, by Age, Lahor Force Status, and Migrant
Status, :

Number of Children Ever Born Per 1000 Ever Married
Women 15-U4 Years, by Age, Labor Force Status, and.
Migrant Status.

Number of Children Ever Born Per L(00 Mothers 15 Years
of Age and Over, by Age, Labor Porece Status, and Mi-
grant Status.

Age-Sex Distribhution of Puerio Rican Migrants, 5
Years and Over, by Birth or Parentage.
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