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Introduction

The field of migration has 'received very little attention in
the last few decades in Puerto Rico, even though we have experi-
enced it in a profound way. As of lQ?O,l/d,5005000 of our Puerto
Rican people. were living in the United States, That amount .was
more than half our population (2,712,033) in Puerto Rico for that
same year. : Precisely, 13%?/of the Puerto Rican Population 14 years
old- and over. .in Puerto: Rico in 1970 has lived.in the United States
ag of 1965.

~What seemed at the beginning as a one-way migration-started to
shape a different view as early as 1960, " Nevertheless, only one
.significant research study on return migration was conducted by
Dr. José Hernidndez Alvarez, and since then very few works have beeh.
puhlished,é/altheugh some research has taken place on the general
concept of migration.

~-In early 1973, the Puerto Rico Planning Board submitted a pro-
posal to H.U.D., Urban Plamming Grant, in order to do a comprehen-
sive study of migration. As a result, one of the areas ofinterest
was a pilot study on return mlgrants, which was contracted with the
5001al Seience Researeh Center. The funds granted for thls study
proceeded from Contraet CPA-RO-02- 10366 Wlﬂiﬁ U.D., under
the prov151ons of cction 701 of the IUSH Act, as ammended

As we have 1ndlcated the obJectlve of both agencles was to

do an 1n1t1al study that would shed llght on the 8001ological ele-

ments assoelated to the proeess of return mlgratlon. The_ldearof

TIpe. T
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1 . .
a socio-dynamic study of return migration developed from previous

research, such as Hernfndez's which had been highly demographic
and' was baséed on census data., Although we felt this is a valid
and  reliable data, we wanted to search into some of the motiva-
tions responsible for, or associated not only to return migra-
tion, but to the migration process in general. As is under-
standable, this information is not contained in the U.S. Census
‘Report,  Thus, this study provides some insights into an -abea
unsearched before, and on which very little information is avail-
able. Furthermore, our own limitations on funds and time impeded
a project beyond an exploratory level, Nevertheless, bhoth the -

Puerto Rico Planning Board and the University of Puerto Rico Social

- Research Center, are conscious of the urgent need for more diver-

_sified and comprehensive research about the migration processes,
It will be our goal, and our commitment, to propose, design and
- develop further research that will try to provide explanations to

-the inquiries provoked by the findings in this pilot study.

Research Problem

The term mlgratlon has been tradltlonally used to 1mply the

..h

mobillty of re81dence of 1nd1v1duals. Puerto Riecan Mlgratlon car-
ries the connotatlon of a massive move of Puerto Ricans from the

Island to other plaoes specially U.S., and particularly to New
York, in order to establlsh themselves there. Prev10us observa-

H 1
1

'tlons were llmlted to the Parm Mlgrant who would mlgrate on a

very temporary ba51s, for a perlod of five or six months, during
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harvesting times and then return to Puerto Rico for the fall and
winter, In both cases, the concept of migration has been used to
imply a movement of individuals across national or geographical
boundaries. It has also beén used to indicate the process of
internal shifting of residence within one society, such as-rural-
urban migration, small town- metropolitan area migration, etc.
.-8ince our project is rather limited to a group of persons
that have traveled across boundary lines, and then retupn, we have
- had to set some Limits to the concept.: Return»migrants,-ooera-
. tionally defined, .are those Puerto Ricans, born in Puerto Rico and
of Puerto Rican parents, who have lived outside of Puerto Rico for
at least three months of their life, and who return to Puerto Rioo
after 1965, Furthermore, our target populatlon had to be restrlo~
.ted %5 persons 14 years of age, or older, since our objeotlve gees
‘beyond tne process of Just enumeratlng mlgrants.
| Thus, our Researoh problem could be gulded by the follow1na
quest1ons-
l. WwWhat is the meaning of mlgratlon and of return migratlon
Eas experlenoed by a group of persons that have llved
through it?

o e . : : _ _
2. What oomparison eould be made of the way of living, socio-

IEW

economlo standlngs, oooupatlonal status, etc., at the dif-~

ferent stages of the migrants such as before first‘trip,
during migratlon, last trip, and upon return to Puerto

Rico?
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3, Where do migrants go to, and why?
4, Uho are the return migrants?
5. Where did the return migrants come from in Puerto Rico,
and where do they establish. themselves upon return?
6, What particular problems. did. they.encounter throughout
the whole process? o IETTPE I
.. 7... What motivated them to:leave. Puerto Rico in the fivst
place, and to return ag last?
. These questions are our resgarch problem; and the answers that
we get shall provide some knowledge.to the understanding of the proc-

esg, as well as scme guidelines for future research.

. W
Sample Studied:

Our samﬁle”cohéisfedrof 236 return Migrants; 14 years and older,
and who had returned fo Puerfo Rico after 1965, 1In fact, the sample
was restricted to'retufﬁées %rém 1965 té hpril 1972;'fime on whieh
a survey was coﬁdhcteﬁ in ordérlto iﬁentify fhe'population and to
choose the sample.

" he survey was conducted By tHe.Bugeau ofxbabor Stétistics,
Department of‘tabof, Government of Pherto Riéb}” The B.L.S. con-
duets a monthly survey on different household éémples in Puerto
Rico. ~The April survey is a residential sﬁf?e&Q The Puerto Rico
Planning Board desigheﬁ a qﬁésfionnaire fhat‘ihéi;ded'fhen&gration
questions, and has use& in fhEPAprii 1972 sﬁfvey} fhe:samplestudied

was drawn from a lis%ing of péople who had lived outside of Puerto

% Prof, Miguel Valencia, School of Business Administration, Univer-
sity of Puerto Rico, was responsible for the sampling procedure
of this project.
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Rico for three months or more, who were 14 years of age or older,
and who had Puerto Rican parentage. It should be noted, also, that
this household survey is carried on throughout the Island, thus the
sample s§;gp§gdﬂrepresents~that particular population of Return Mi-
gpants(janugpto Rico. 'Since the population was relatively high
fop,qur,rgspurces and time, one out of every two return migrants
was selected for this pilot study. B ;

This sample of Return:-Migrants was ‘interviewed in 1973, using
an interview schedule which contained open-ended questions, as to
allow for the required flexibility in a pilot study. The interview
schedule contained questions related to the following*areas:*

1. General Demographic Information: ' such as age, sex,
- educational \background, civil status, knowledge of
English language, etc.;
. 2. Migration experience;. .

3., Motivational factors related to the migratory experience,

* Copies of the interview.schedule used are available at the
Social Science Research Center upon request.
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Survey Findings and Analysis:

Ay .General Demographic Information:

_The sample studied, which was drawn out of the largey’

-+ ‘migratory population, ‘consists of 236 interviewees. * There
..aye 120 males and 116 females. 'The interviwees vange in'
.- age from 14 to over 65 years old, with a median age of 32,0

.. ..years,'Although it is not our contention that’ the ‘return

migrants should be representatives of the larger population,
it does not diffeventiate significantly from its age and sex

parameters.: However, when: comparing the median age of our

- sample with that obtained by Hernéndez Alvarez, which was "

© 29,5 years.for all returnees, there seems to be a slight

difference, Herndndez' population seems to be élightlgtyounger
than our population; nevertheless, there is'ﬁo‘signifieant
difference between the two populations.
1. The age and sex distribution for our sample is as-follows:
a) 50.8% of the sample were males and 149.2% were females;
b) 27.8% were from 14 to 19 years of age and 13.6% 65
years old and over;
¢} U43,3% were classified between 25 and Y4 years of age,
which precisely is supposed to be the mostproductive.
time in anybody's life;
d) If one considers the 25 to U4 yearsiold bracket as a
center distribution, for example, 29.7% are less than
2 years of age and 27.2% are over 45 years of age.

--Only- 3.U% are over 65 years of age.
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e) When classifying the sample by specific age brackets
and by sex, the males and females tend to be similarly
distributed.

(1) 11.2% of the females and 10.0 of the males are
from 14 - 19 years old.

(2) 14.7% of the females and 23,3% of the males are
from 20 to 24.

(3) 15.5% of the females and 15% of the males are
from 25 - 29,

(4} 10.3% of the females and 10% of the males are
from 30 to 34,

(5) 9.5% of the females and 7.5% of the males are
from 35 - 39.

(6) 10.3% of the females and 8.3% of the males are
from 40 - W4 years of age.

(7) 14.7% of the females and 12.5% of the males are
From U5 to 5u,

(8) 13.8% of the females and 13.4% of the males are

55 years old or over.

The following table provides a more descriptive view of

the age and sex composition of the sample studied.



N

Table 1: Distribution of Sample by Age and Sex: 1973
Age Females Males Total

i# % il % i %
1 -20 | 13 | 11.2 12| 10,6 | - 25| 10.6
20 - 24 17 4,7 28 23.3 5 19,1
25 - 29 18 15.5 18 15.0 36 15.3
30 - 34 12 10,3 12 10.0 24 10,2
35 - 39 1L 9.5 9 7.5 20 8.5
upg - uf 12 10.3 10 8.3 22 9.3
45 - 54 17 4.7 15 12,5 32 13.6
55 ~ 64 10 8.6 14 11,7 24 10,2
65+ 6 5.2 2 1,7 8 3.4
TOTAL 116 100.0 120 |100,0 236 100.0

2, 8chool Achievement:

The analysis reveals that 18,6% of the sample could

be classified as functional illiterates., At the same
time, 22,04% had not gohe beyond elementary education
(4-6), 22.45% studied to the level of Jr. High, and
33.90% had studied to the High School level, It should
be noticed that almost 3% (2.97%) of the sample had
studied beyond the High School level., The median of
education (both sexes) is 7.72 years of schooling.

The classification of the data by age and sex pro-

vides a more complete analysis.
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Of the 96 people (40.68%) who had not studied beyond
the 6th grade, 52.1% were males and U47.9% females. Further-
more, 12 of the 50 males (2U%) were from 14 to 24 years old,
21 (or 42%) viere from 25 - 4, and 17 (or 34%) teve U5 years
“or older.  Of the 43 (18.6U%) functional illiterates (had
" not gone beyond 3rd:grade) 18 were males and 25 were females.
of the 18 males 55.5% were over U5 years of age, and of the
25 females 76% were in the 'same age bracket.

of the'53:peop1e'in’Junior'High”Séhdol level, 30 are

‘males and 23 females. Of the 30 males 9 (of 30%) were from
14 to 24 years, and 14 (u6;7%D.Wéfe”froﬁl25”1x>1ﬂ¥years old,
only 23,3% (7) were U5 years or over, Of the 23 females,

i} (17.4%) were from 14 to 2u, 18 (78.3%) from 25 to4l, and
2 (8.7%) U5 years or older.

The median education for all the females is 8.35 years
and for all the males 7.4 years. The median for all per-
sons in our sample 25 years old or over, is 6.4 for hoth
sexes, 7.4 for the males and 5.8 for the females. The
median scholastic achievement for the general population
in the same categories is 6,7 according to the Planning
Board official data and 6.9 in the 1970 Census.

O0f those who had some high school education (80}, 45
were females and 35 were males, Of the 35 males, U8.6%
(17) were 14 to 24 years old, 10 (28.6%) were 25 - Ll, and
20% (7) were 45 or over, OFf the U5 females, 51.1% (23)
were 14 to 24 years old, 22 (48.9%) were 25 to WY, and

none were above U5 years of age,
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- Of the eight people who had completed 13 .years on

.. more of schooling, 6 are males and 2 females. ‘Two of

. -~.the six males are 14 to 24, and the other four are 25

ko Ul, Of the two females, one is 25 to Y4, and the

. other one is in the U5 years or over hracket, We should

note from this analysis that there seems to be a negative
correlation between age and formal education.

~.;. The following table provides a complete description

. .of the interaction between age, sex and school achieve-

, ment. .



Table 2: Distribution of Sample by Age, Sex and Education
Age Group and Sex: 1973
School Less than 20 20 - 24 25 29 30 34 35 39
Achievement M £ M E M F M F M E
# % #E % | # % t # % 1% % | ® % | # % | = % = % | # %

g0 -3 0 .06, © .00y 11 357 © 004 1! 5.56 5.561 0 L00) 1t 8.3314} 4.4y 2 | 1518
§ -5 2] 16,6711} 7.€9f 21 7.14 0 .GO. 16.671 0 .08 C .02 0! L0021 12.311 0 .00
6 2| 16,671 Ci L0015, 17.86) 2} 11.76) 21 31.15) 3] 16.67) i| 8.3% O! L0211 22,221 2 1 18,38
7 -8 3] 25.00 % .00l 31 316.711 © L0 21 11,110 1 5,560 3! BE.674 7| 53.32311 11.111 2t 18,18
9 2j i6.67 Ef 23,08| 1} 3.57{ 1} 5.88| 1| 5.556] 34 1i6.67| C 00! 21 16.67 0! 001 2 | 18.18
10 - 131 2] 16,67 ﬁ S3.85) 7; 25.00] 5 29.41f 3| 16.67} L} 22,220 | 8.33! 1{ 8.33]1111.13{ 2 | 13.18
12 1} 8.331 2] 15.38] 7§ 25.00| 9} 52.94§ 4} 22,22} 64 33.32] 0 .001 11 8.3310 001 1 9.09
13+ g .00{ G L00] 21 7,144 O .00 2] 11.11] 0O 00| 2} 16.67| O .0010 .00] O .00
Total 121100.00113/100.00:281100.00]17{100.00!18[100.001181 100.00{12/100.00112/100.00/9{100.00/11 |100.00

-a-‘['[n-




Continued: Table 2

School 4o - uu 45 - 54 55 - b4 b5+ _Total
Achievement M E M 3 M 1y M E M F
# % # % # % | # % # % #* % # % ¥ % # % # %

0 - 3 241 20.00 2| 16.67] U} 26.67{ 6] 35.29) 5} 35.711 9} 90,00} 1| 50.00i{41 66.67] 18| 15.00; 25| 21.55
4 - 5 1] 10.001 0 .00) 2y 13.33] 7 41.18]| 4) 28.57| 1) 10.00}! O .00j1] 16.67| 15| 12.50} 10y 8.62
& 4| 40.00! 1) 8.33] 1] 6.67| 1l 5.88| G .00{ © 001 0 .00|1} 16.67) 17| 14174 10; 8.62

7 - 8 14 10.60, 0 .00) 4| 26.674 24 11,761 2} 14,29} O 001 1} 50.0040 .00 25| 20.831 12§ 10.34
9 1} lo.,00} 1| 8.33]1 0 .00] O .00} O .00} O .00} O .00} 8 .00 5} 8.17| 12 10.34
10 - 11 0 .00j O .001 0 .00{ G .00i O 001 0 .00 0 .0010 00 14 11.67f 191 16.38)
12 J 1] 10.00§ 7) 58.33} 4| 26.67{ O 001 3] 21.43; 0 .00' 0 .00j0 .00| 20, 16.67} 26] 22.41
13+ 0 001 1] 8.331 0 .00} 1| 5.881 O .00] @ .00} O .00|0 .00} 6] 5,001 2] 1.72
Total 10 | 100.00/12{100.00{15/100.00{17|100.00/14/100.00{10{100.00 2]100.00)6100.00}120{100.00}116{100.00

-— a“[‘-.
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Civil Status:

The analysis of the data in terms of civil status reveals

that 139 persons (58.9%) -are married with the partner present

~at the time of the interview. The remaining 97 (41.4%), were

either not married or married with the counterpart member
(husband or wife) absent. The not married category includes
21.19% (Sd) bachelors, 5.08% (12) divorced, 4,66% (11) for-
mally separated, and 5,93% (1Y) widows, The married with
partngr_absent category constituted a 3.4% (8), and the

remaining two persons could not be classified in any of these

~ categories,

~ Of the 139 people married, 25 (18%) are from 14 to 24
years old, 74 (53,2%) are 25 to 44, and H0. (28.8%) .are U5
years or older., Of the 50 single people 38 (76%)‘are from
14 to 24 years old, 11 (22%) are 25 to Y4, and only one is

above U5 years of age. There were 12 people divorced, of

:which‘16.7%_(2).wege 14 to 24 -years old, 58,3% (7) were

25 ~ 44, and 3 (25%) were U5 years.or above. Of .the 11

persong_fqrmally;sepgpated!2 (18.2%) :are less than 2U years

old 5_(45.?%3 are from 25 - 44, and 4 (36.u4%) are 45 years

or older, Jusﬁxahoqt-every,one:of the 14 widow ig U5 years

~or older /13 (92.9%) _/ with the exception of one, who is

in the 25 to 44 years old categovy. Of the eight people

married whose partners were absent, 2 (25%) are 14 to 24,
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4 (50%) are 25 to U4, and the remaining two (25%) are U5
years old or over. Of the people who could not be clas-
sified within these categories, one was in the 14 to 24
category, and the other one is in the 45 years or above
category, .

It is evident that the great majority of the?ounger
people, .14 to 24 years of age (54.3%), is single.‘thigh
© proportion (72.5%) of the 25 to Y4 yedrs of age is married.
Similarly, 40 .persons (62.5%) of the 45 yeafs or older are
married. Close to 52% of the divorced or sepafatéd fall
within the age bracket of 25 to U4 years old. At the same
time, as we mentioned before, 92,9% of the widows are per-
sons 45 years old or over, |
- :Civil Status by Sex Distribution;

In terms of sex distribution, thé eivil status data
reveals that 79 (65.83%) males were married with the part-
ner present and 60 females (51.72%D'arefiﬁ the san&z;ate-
gory.  ‘With the partner absent, élthdﬁgh maffied, appear
6 females (5.17%) and 2 males (1.67%); 18 females (15.52%),
and 32 males (26.67%) ave bachelors; 7 females (6.63:%) and
5 males (4.17%) are divorcedi 11 feitales (9.48%) were sep-
-arated; 14 females (12.,07%) were wiHSWQ,'aﬁé 2 ﬁaiés (1.67%)
were engaged in a consensual relationship. There wéré no

~males separated or 'widowers. '



Table 3: Distribution of Sample by Civil Status and Age: 1973
Civil Status
Married Married :
Age Partner Pariner
Present Absent Single Divorced | Separated Widow Others Total
# % # %1 # %t # % ! % # %1 # % Gia %
-20 L 1.59 | 1| 0.42120] 8,47 © g 0 0 e 0j 01 0.u2 25 10.59
0 - 24 21 8.8 1 1, 0.4218) 7,52 21 (C.84 21 0.85% C 0!l 1] o0.u2 45 19.06
E - 298] 26 11.01 | 1| 0,42 & 2.84] 1| O,k 11 0,42 1! ek21 0 C 36 15.25
30 - 34 19 8.65 | 1| 0.42 ] 1] o.u2] 21 0.8% 1] 0.2 0 00 0 24 10.16
35 - 391 16 L.23 1 1] o424 &) 1.69] 21 6.84 24 1,27 4 G G 20 3.u7
4g - w44 19 8.65 | 1| 0.,u2; © g] 21 0.84 0 0 g CiC C 22 89.32
y5 - 54 20 8.47 | 1) o.u2t 11 Qg.M2}) 3. 1.27 il 0.2 S 2,311 0.42 32 13.55
55 - 64 16 6.77 1 1} 0.2 @ 0y 0 C 31 1,27 L 1.89}1 0 ¢ 24 10,16
65+ Yy 1.69 1 0O g1 0O 0{ O 0 C ¢ 44 1.691 0 0 8 3.38
TOTAL 139 58.85 | 8f 3.36|50J21.16,12 1 5.05 1 11| 4.64 | & 5.91;2| 0.84 | 236 93.9
14 - 24 ’25 18.0 2125.0 |} 383}176.0 2 116.7 2 18,2 0 011)50.00 70 29.7
25 - uig fu 53.2 4150.0 111122.0 7 158.3 5lus.4 1] 7.L 10 0 i 102 43.2
U4S+ 40 28.8 2}125.0 i} 2.0 3125.0 Gj36.4 13192.9 | 1]50.0 64 27.1
TOTAL _ j139 | 58.9 8] 3.u 1=§£L 2éé§= 12 | 5.1 11} 8.7 F=%i= 5.9 LE -8 236 | 100.0

—S‘[—o
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Table Y: Distribution of Sample by Sex and Civil Status: 1973

Civil Status Female Male Total
# % # % # %
Married 60 51,72 79 65,483 139 59,90
Married Partner . o :
Absent 6 5.17 2 1.67 8 3.39
Bachelor 18 15,52 32 26,67 50 21,19
Divorced 7 6,03 5 4,17 12 5,08
Separated , 11 9,48 0 .00 11 I}, 60
Widow 14 12,07 g .00 14 15.93
Others 0 .00 2 1.67 2 1.85
TOTAL 116 99,99 120 100,01 236 100,00
I}, Role of Interviewee:

The distribution of the sample in terms of the role of
interviewee indicates that there were 114 (48.3%) persons as
family heads (these were persons mainly in charge of the eco-
nomic responsibility of the household), 72 (30.2%) were de-
pendent spouses, 44 (18,6uU%) were dependent children, 4
(1.69%) had other familiar relationships, and 2 (.85%) had
no relation at all with the head of the household, except
staying there (both cases were transitional situations).

Of the 114 included in the "family head category", 84
(70%) are males, and 30 (25.86%) are females, Of the 72
dependent partners, 12 (L0%) are males, and 51.72% (60) are

Females, The dependent children were more or less evenly
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distributed 23 (19.17%) males and 21 (18.1%) females, Of
those in other type of family relationships, all of them
were females, and, finally, in the "no relation category"
were 1 male (,83%) and 1 female (,.86%). See next table
for specific details.

Table 5: Distribution of Sample by Role of Interviewee
and by Sex: 1973

Male Female Total
g % 51 % g %
Family Head 84 | 70.00 30 25,86 1ly 1 48,31
Dependent Spouse 12 10,00 60 51,72 72 30.51
Dependent Children| 23 10,17 2l 18.10 Ly 18,64
Othen 0 .00 4 3.45 4 1,69
No Relation 1 .83 1 .86 2 | .85
TOTAL 120 1100.00 116 | 100,00 236 | 100,00

Our next analysis studies the relation between age and
size of the family of those interviewees categorized as

&
heads of households.

The concept of "head of household" is used instead of family head
in order to be able to include as performing that role not only
the family heads, but also the dependent spouse or relative who
is responsible for the overall management of the household,



Tahle 6:
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Distribution of Heads of Households in Terms of

Age and Size of the Family: "™ 1973

Size of Family Age of Head of Household
~20) 20 - 34 35 - Hy 05+ Total
# % i# % # % # % # %
1 - 3 2| 50.0 (38 |49,3} 12 { 31,6 | 38 [ 62,3] 90 | 50,00
4 - 5 21 50,0({33% [42,9} 12 | 31,6 | 151 24,6} 62 | 34.u
6 - 8 0 0] 6 7.8 1 11 | 28.9 8y 13.1] 25| 13.9
9+ 0 0 0 0 3 7.9 0 0 3 1.7
TOTAL 4 1100.0 | 77 PO0.0 38 {100.0 | 61 | 100.0(180 }{100.0
2,2 42.8 21,1 33.9

As it may be seen, the majority of the families have

from 1 to 3 members, even those in the 45 years old or over

category. In the 1 to 3 members category are included 90

(509%) of the 180 heads of households.

The 20 to 34 and the

45 or more specific age brackets have the highest frequency

with 38 subjects in

each.

Over 70% of the sample have families of 5 or less mem-

bers and very few, 5 (2.1%), have families with 9 or more

members, even though rural residence is more frequent in

our sample, which could provide a different expectation.

The sex distribution of heads of houscholds by family

size and age brackets reveals that, in the 1 to 3 members

# Although we have used the concept of "head of household" as a unit
of analysis, when referring to the household composition and mem-

bership, we have used the concept of family size interchangeably

with it, without carrying a different meaning.
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category, there are U4 males and 46 females, {50.57% and .
49,46% respectively). In the 4 to 5 members category, we
found 23 males and 39 females (26.U44% and 41.9U4% respec-
tively). In the 6 to 8 category, there are 17 (19.5u%)
males and 8 (8.6%) females. There are only 3 males heads
of households in the 9 or more mombei:s category.

Our analysis reveals that, although there were no
males in the 20 yearé 0ld or younger category, therewere
4 females: 50% of them are in the 1 to 3 family members
bracket, and the remaining 2 in the 4 to 5 famiiylnembers
bracket. In the 20 to 34 age bracket, there are 4O males
and 37 females, of which 24 males (60%) have families in
the 1 to 3 members category, and another 14 (35%) are in
the 4 to 5 members category. In the case of the 37 fe-
males, 14 (37.8u4%) have families in the 1 to 3 members
category, 19 (51.35%) in the 4 to 5 members, and the
remaining 4 (10,.81%) are in the 6 to 8 members category.

For hoth males and females, the median is around 3.5
menbers per household. In terms of sex distribution, we
find an average family size of 3.U466 for males and 3,525
for females.

The following table illustrates the distribution of

heads of households by age group, sex, and family size,



Table 7:

Distribution of Heads of Households by Age Brackets, Sex,

and Size of Family: 1873

Age Brackets

Size of Less than 20 20 - 34 35 - Lt 454 Total
Family M ¥ M F M F M ¥ M ¥
# 1 % | ¥ % £ % #1 % H* % & % g % # % £ - % 2 %
1 - 0 gl2 50.00j2%] 60.00114%] 37.8431 1 6.25 111 | 50.001.19! 61.29{19] ©£63.331 44} 50.57] 461 49.ub
u o 0 012 50.00!14] 35.00419} 51.35; 3{ 18.75 2] 40.91¢ 6] 19.3%| 9| 30.00{23; 26.u44{39] 41.94
6 - 0 610 of 2 5.001 4} 10.811 9] 56.25 | 2 §.09% 6] 19.35| 2 6.67117| 19.54] 8 2.60
94 1] 0]0 0] 0 01 0 0] 3] 18.75 0 0 0 0f 0 0l 3 3.45] 0 0
TOTAL 0 O0i4 {100.00/401100.001371100.00116}100.00} 22 |100.00! 31]/100.00{301106.00])871100.00{93]{100.00

—Oa-




Table 8:

Size® of Family by Age Groups, Sex
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and Heads of Households: 1973
Age
Size of Less

Family than 20 {20 - 34} 35 Ly U5+ Total
M FIiM r M ¥ M F M F
1l - 0 2 124 14 1 11 19 19 uuy 46
b - 0 2 114 19 3 9 6 9 23 39
6 - 8 0 0 2 u 9 2 6 2 17 8
g+ 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0
TOTAL 0 4 140 37 116 22 31 30 87 93

*

Dependent family member could be living in or out of the household.
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5, Geogﬁaphieal Analysis (pléeelof_origin, area &5ﬁuniCipality)
An analysis of the place of origin of the return mi-
grants, reveals that the 236 subjects pr@eeéd}fﬁbﬁ'5§fbwhsé
or mﬁnicipalities in Puerto Rieo. In fact, 7i.4%,pfitheJ
77 Tsland towns were represéntedJ o
A comparison between the towns or municipalities ih
Puerto Rico with those represented by the sample shows that,
there is a tendency for a higher out migration of people
proceeding from small towns than From iarge cities. Our
analysis reveals that, although the towns with 25,000 popu-

. lation or less represent 28.6% of Puerto Rico's pOpulation,
they accounted for 38,56% of the return migrants studied,
which is in fact a disproportional participation of these
small towns in the migretion process. At the same time the
larger cities (200,000 persons or more) represent 17,08% of
the total Puerto Rican population, however, accounting for
only 8.9% of the migrant sampled,

Obviously, one can infer that there seems to exist some

- diffevential factors or conditions associated with the mi-
gratory movements in both, the larger municipalities and the

smallest ones.
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Table 9: Percentual Distribution of Puerto Rico Population
and Research Sample by Size of Municipality: 1970 ‘
- Size of Mﬁnicipality
Population |. 25,000 or | 25,001 50,000 | 100,001 | 200,001
less 50,000 | 100,000 200,000 463,000
Puerto Rico | 28.64 24,93 | 13,76 15,59 17.08
Research L » T
25,42 17.37 9.75 8.90

Sample

38,56

..~ It should be noted in the previous table that the per-
centual difference between population snd cample in the mu-
nicipalities of 25,000 or less is of 10%, thus over repre-

- senting the return migrants in terms of their place of ori-
gin, At the same time, the percentual difference in the

largest population bracket (200,001 - 463,000} is of 8.18%,
under repregenting the sample.” In fact, one can see that

the smaller three population size brackets tend to over

‘represent the return migrant sample, while the two lavrgest
population samples over represent the population.

It is even more interesting if one knows the geographical
configuration of Puerto Rico. - It is wecll known that most of
the smallest towns have a much -higher rural population, as
well as lower economic. ¢onditions than the larger cities.

As a matter of fact, we would like o suggest the possibility
of a correlation between socio-economic conditions and mi-
gration as a hypothesis that riny be tested in a future study,

This hypothesis is based on the fact that the smaller towns
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happen to be the less economically developed ones in Puerto
Rico, In addition they have been in a consistent decrease
of population in the last two decades,

An inspection of the sample distribution by zone shows
that, although there may exist a ratio of 2 to 1 migrants in
terms of rural-urban origin by zones, in the Island Center
Region the ratio is of almost 4 to 1.

Table 10: Numerical and Percentual Distribution of Sample
by Regions and Zones of Origin

Regions and Zones Distribution
Metropolitan Area Frequency Pexy Cent
Urban 43 18,22
Rural 19 8.05
Sub - Total 62 26,27

Island Center

Urban 11 IL,66
Rural 38 16,10
Sub -~ Total 49 20,76

Island Coast

Urban 37 15,68

Rural 88 37.29

Sub - Total 125 52,97
Puerto Rico

Urban 91 38.56

Rural 145 61.44

TOTAL 236 100,00
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From the preceeding table it is evident that two out
of every three return migrants proceeded from rural zones.
Furthermore, of the 91 persons that proceeded from the urban
zones, almost half (47.25%) were from the San Juan Metropol-
itan Area alone.

When distributing the sample by sex and zone of origin,
we find that there is no significant difference betweenmales
and females by urban or rural origin. In fact, 6U% of the
males and 59% of the females proceeded from rural zones. By
the same token, 36% of the males and 41% of the females pro-
ceeded from urban zone,

The return migrants proceeded from different areas of
the Island. The greatest proportion (50.0%) came from rural
areas (non-government land). Secondly were urban areas res-
idents (18.6%) / which were not the typically middle class
residential areas, nor the slums, nor public housing res-
idents_?. This category reflects better the small adjacent
suburban community. Thirdly were the people living in rural
government granted land (11,4%); fourthly, people fromurban
slum areas (11.0%). There were 6.8% that lived in urban res-
idential areas (typical middle class sectors), and lastly
were people born and living on Public Housing Projects at
the time of their first departure (1.3%).

See table 12 for a specific-zone distribution of mi-

grants' place of birth by municipalities.
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Table 11: Distribution of Sample by Sex and Region of

Origin Before First Trip

Regions Sex
Metropolitan Area Male Female Total
# % # % # %
Urban 211 17.50 22 | 18.97 43| 18.22
Rural 13} 10.83 6 5.17 19 8.05
Sub - Total 341 28,33 28 | 24,14 62 26,27
Center of the Island
-Urban 7 5.83 4 3.un 11 4,66
Rural 2Y | 17.50 17 | 14,66 381 16.10
Sub -~ Total 28 1 23.33 2l | 18.10 49 | 20,76
Island Coast
Urban 15§ 12.50 22 | 18,97 37! 15.68
Rural 43 | 35,83 us i 38.79 88| 37.29
Sub - Total 58 | u8.33 67 | 57.76 | 1251 52,97
Puerto Rico
Urban 43§ 35.8 48 | ul.u 91| 38.6
Rural 77 | 64.2 68 | 58.6 ysy el.u4
TOTAL 120 | 100,0 116 1100.0 236 4 100.0
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Distribution of Return Migrants' Specific

Place of Birth by Residential Zone and Municipality

Municipalities

Residential Zones

Urban
Slum
Area

Urban
Public
Housing
Project

Urban
Resi-
dential:

Area-M.C,

Other
Urban
Areas

Rural
Land
Granted
Areas

Rural
Others

No
Inf,.

Total

Adjuntas

0

Aguada

Aguadilla

Aibonito

Aflasco

Arecibo

Barceloneta

Bayambn

Cabo Rojo

Caguas

Camuy

Carolina

Cavey

Ceiba

Ciales

Coamo

Comerio

Guanica

Guayama

Guayanilla

Guaynabo

Hatillo

Hormigueros

Humacao

Isabela

Juana Diaz

Juncos

Lares

Las Marias

Las Piedras

LTuguillo

Manati

Maricao

Maunabo

Mavaguez

Moca

Morovis

Naguabo

Orocovis
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Municipalities Residential Zones

Urban | Urban Urban Other | Rural

Slum Public Resi- Urban | Land

Area [Houaing | dential Areas [Granted | Rural | No

Project {Area-M,C. Areas { Others | Inf, | Total
Pefiuelas 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 5
Ponce 3 2 2 3 0 5 0 15
Quebradillas 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Sabana Grande 0 0 1 1 1 U 0 7
Salinas 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
San Germén 2 0 0 1 1 4 1] 8
San Juan 3 0 5 3 0 0 0 11
San Lorenzo 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 8
San Sebastiin 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Santa Isabel 2 0 1] 2 3 5 0 12
Toa Baja 0 0 0 1 0 0 &) 1
Utuado 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 5]
Vieques 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Villalba 1] 0 1 0 0 1 D 2
Yahueoa 0 0 0 3] 0 3 0 3
Yauco 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 4
No inf. ST
available 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
TOTAL FREQUENCY 26 3 16 i 27 118 2 236
PERCENTAGE | 11.0% 1 1.3% 6,8% 18,69% 1 11.4% | 50.0% .9% 1100,0%
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In table 12 we could notice that out of 77 munici~
palities in the Island, 56 {or 72.7%) had been represented
as place of birth. At the present time (1972}, 55 munici-
palities are represented among the sample, which is equiv~
alent to 71.4% of the 77 municipal distribution of Puerto
Rico.

Of the original 56 municipalities of birth, 47
(or783.93%9 were represented in the actual residence of the
sample., However, 8 new municipalities are included as
places of present residence, which were not registered in
the previous analysis of birth places. The new municipal-
ities are: Arroyo, Dorado, Gurabo, Loiza, Rincbdn, Toa Alta,
Trujillo Alto and Vega Baja. The nine municipalities that
were birth places of the migrants, but on which no one lives
at the present time ave: - Carolina, Ceiba, Ciales, Comerio,
Isabela, Juana Diaz, Moca, Orocovis, and Vieques. It should
be noticed that the new municipalities, with the exception
of Arroyo and Rinedn, arve close to San Juan Metropolitan Area,
while in the nine birth place municipalities that were not
registered on the actual residence, with the exception of
Carolina, all the others are lecated throughout the Island,
away_fromJSgn Juan.

However, as we had mentioned, the new addresses represent
only 14.5% of_ the places of residence in 1972 which were not

registered as place of birth of the retnurn migrant.



- 30 -

The specific areas or zones in which the return mi-

... grants have .established themselves differ somewhat from

“their places of birth. -In fact, one can observe a tend-
ency among return migvants to-establish themselves in

- the urban centers even' if they have ‘establishéd themselves
within their own municipalities of birth, One thing that
should be noted is that more pebplE'weré'living in the
..slum areas, Public Housing and Urban Residential areas,
and less in the' other areas of thé urban setting. Among
the rural population, the people who weré born in other
rural areas, which represent persons. who own land, as
well as those living on other people's land dedéreased,
while there was an increase toward goVernmeh% gréntedlots.
See tabhle 13 for spzcific details.’

Altogether; 26 females ‘and 27 males are’ living inan
avea different from their place of birth. The 53 persons
represent 22,U6% of the total sample, which means that
77 .54% maintained their municipal residence. 'HdwEver,the
53 persons who changed were enough to influence the trend

~toward urban residence which we already discussed.

- In fact, and in order to provide a more éomplete por-~
trait of these trends, we have analyzed the specific geo-
. .graphical movement of the sample. Of the 26 females, 8
moved from rural zones in various(6) munifcipalities to

urban .zones, . -Sixty two and a half per cent of those moved
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precisely inte the San Juan Metropolitan Area. Among the
27 males, 66.7% moved from rural zone right into San Juan.

Overall, 54,7% of the 53 persons who changed their
Place of Birth to different municipalities, established
themselves in urban zones, while 45.3% moved or stayed in
rural environments. See tables 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18 for
complete details related to residential moves of the return
migrants,

The analysis of this data, reveals a trend toward urban
settlement., This is true not only where a change of munici-
pality takes place, but also when the migrant returns to the
same municipality where he was born., The data indicates that
38.6% of the sample were born in urban environments and that,
at the present time, 47.9% live in urban settings, register-
ing an increase of (28 persons) 27.0%. Although 61.4% of
the sample were born in rural settings, at the present time
52.1% of the sample live in rural areas. In fact, there are
22 persons less in rural environments at the present time
than at the time of birth. The actual decrease is of 15.2%.

We must emphasize that, although there has been a sig-
nificant trend toward urban location, 3 out of every U per-
sons stayed in their municipal place of birth, while only
one out of every Four moved into a different municipality.

See tables 12 to 18 for further details.
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Las Marias

Las Piedras

Loiza

Luquillo

Manati

Maricao

Maunabo

Mayaguez

-

Morovis

Naguabo

Table 13: Distribution of Return Migrants by Actual
Residential Zone and Municipality
Municipalities Residential Zones
Urban{ Urban Urban Other Rural
Slum | Public Resi- Urban Land Rural
Area |Housing | dential | Areas | Granted |Others Total
Project | Area Areas
Adjuntas )] 0 a 0 0 1 1
Aguada 0 0 0] 0 3 1 b
Aguadilla 1 2 2 0 4y 2 11
Aibonito 0 0 0 0 3 0 3
Afiasco 0 0 ] 0 0 3 3
Arecibo 1 3 1 2 4 0 11
Arroyo 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Barceloneta 2 0 0 1 0 1 L
Bayambn 0] 0 2 0 (4] 0 2
Cabo Rojo 0 0 1] 1] 5 0 5
Caguas 0 2 3 0 0 3 8
Camuy 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Cayey 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Coamo 1 0 a 2 0 2 5
Dorado 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Gulnica 0 0 0 2 2 0 i
Guayvama 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Guayanilla 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Guaynabo 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Gurabo 1] { 0 0 1 0 1
Hatillo 0 o 0 0 2 0 2
Hormigueros 0 0 0 0 0 2 p)
Humacao 0 0 1 1 1 0 3
Juncos 0 0 0 2 1 1 m
Lajas 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Lares 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 2 2
0 0 1 1 0 0 2
0 0 0 1 0 0 1
0 0 0 3 0 0 3
2 2 0 0 0 G I}
5 0 0 i] 0 0 5
0 0 0 0 i) 5 5
1 1 2 1 1 4 a
0 0 0 0 6 0 6
0 0 0 0 I 0 i
0 0 0 0 0 2 2

Pefiuelas
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Municipalities Residential Zones

[Urban { Urban Urban Other Rural

Slum | Public Resi= Urhan Land Rural

Area [Housing | dential | Areas | Granted | Others Total

Project | Area Areas
Ponce 8 L 8 0 1 0 21
Quebradillas 0 1] 0 2 0 0 2
Rincodn 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Sabana Grande 0 D 2 2 1 0 5
Salinas 0 4] 0 0 5 0 5
San Germén 0 0 0 1 0 6 7
San Juan 7 2 10 0 2 0 21
San Lorenzo 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Sen Sebastian #] 0 0 0 1 3 i}
Santa Isabel 2 0 0 0 10 1] 12
Toa Alta 0 1 0 0 i 0 2
Toa Baija 0 ] 5 0 2 0 7
Trujillo Alto 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Utuado 1 0 0 0 1 3 5
Vega Baia 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Villalba 0 0 0 0 2 1] 2
Yabucoa 0 0 0 0 1 [§] 1
Yauco 2 0 2 0 0 0 M
TOTAL FREQUENCY { 33 17 41 22 78 s 236
PERCENTAGE] 14.0%" 7.2% 1.7 . U% 9,3% 33.0% 19,1% 100.0%




Table 14: Distribution of Sample by Specific Residential
Zone at Place of Birth and Sex

Sex Residential Zones :

Urban Public Urban Rural

Slum Housing Residential Urban Gov. Granted Rural

Area Proiject Rrez Others Tand - Others Total

#LR% | K% | #| RA| KB | # IR% | KR # R% | K% | # | RS K¥ | # R% K% ¥ R% K%

F- 101 8.71 39 11 .91 33 7 16,1 y3 127 123.51 61 | 15{13.0 55 551 47.8 47 1 115 100 49
M- 16§13.4) 61 | 211.7| 67 9 17.6) 57 117 11u.3] 39 | 12l10.1 45 63 ( 10.1 53 119 100 51
Totals|26(11.2 1100 311.3]100 | 16 ] 6.81100 § 44 {18.8]100 27/11.5 1100 } 118! 50.4 {100 | 23u™| 100 | 100

#Two persons could not be classified.

Table 15: Distribution of Sample by Actual Residential
Zone and by Sex

Sex Residential Zone

Urban Public Urban Rural

Sium Housing Residential Urban Gov. Granted Rural

Ares Project Area Others Land Others Total

# | R% | K% | # IR%A | K% |H | R% | K41 % | R% | K% # | R% K% | # R% K% #* R% K%

F- 1i{ 9.5{ 33 10i8.6| 59 122119.0) 53| 14y12.1]| 63 36131.0 u7 231 19.8 51 116 100 49
M- 22118.3| 67 715.81 4l |19115.8, 47 3] 6.7} 37 1 42135.0 53 22| 18.3 ug 120 100 51
Totals] 33j14,0{100 17(7.21100 § 41{17.41100 1 22! 9.31{100 78133.0 | 100 U5y 19.1 1100 236 100 {100

-hE-
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Comparative Percentual Distribution of Present

Specific Zone of Residence and Specific Zone of Birth

Residence Residential Zones
Urban Public Urban Urban Rural Rural [ No
Slum Housing Resi- Others | Land Others | Inf, | Total
den- Granted
tial
Area
Time of
Birth 11.0 1.3 6.8 18.6 11,4 50.0 .9 100.0
Present
Time 14,0 7.2 17.4 9.3 33.0 19,1 .0 100.0
Table 17: Movement from Rural to Urban Settings (Females)
Bayamfn | San Juan | Trijillo | Ponce | Aibonito | Aguadilla | Total
" Alto
Ciales 1 1
Guayvanilla 1 1
Yahucoa 2 2
Lugquillo 1 1
Guanica 1 1
Ponce 1 1 2
TOTAL 1 2 2 1 1 1 8
Table 18: Movement from Urban Areas to Rural Aveas
Salinas Rineén | Villalba | Mayaguez Gurabo Total
San Juan 1 1 1 3
Mavaguez 2 2
Utuado 1 1
TOTAIL 1 2 1 1 1 6




tw

- 36 -

B, Migration Experience:

1. Traveling Experience:

In general, the 236 persons studied as return migrants
to Puerto Rico have been traveling sinze 1918, making a total
of 499 trips as of 1972, A listing of the trips by years
shows a higher frequency of traveling after 1951, reaching
a peak in 1968, and decreasing for 1971 and 1972,

Table 19: Number of Trips by Years
Number of Number of
Trips Trips

Year Informed Year Informed
1918 - 1 1953 9
1920 1 1954 13
1925 2 1955 5
1928 1 1956 23
1930 1 1957 19
1932 1 1958 14
1939 3 1959 13
1940 1 1960 15
1942 1 1961 16
1943 3 1962 26
194y i 1963 22
1945 il 1964 24
1946 2 1965 26
1947 2 1966 33
19u8 2 1967 34
19449 3 1968 55
1950 4 1969 32
1951 11 1970 34
1952 12 1971 19
1972 7

not

reported 1
499
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Although the 236 persons made a total of 499 trips,
which provides an average of 2.1 trips per person, the
fact is that the group's traveling experience ranged from
one trip to a maximum of 13, As a matter of fact, 103
persons (U3.6%) made only one trip. Therefore, 133 persons
(56.49%) traveled to the U.S, two or more times. The average
trips per person, for those migrants who had a repetition of
travel as part of their migration experience, is of 3 trips.

A further break-down shows that 71 persons made three
or more trips, thus averaging 3.5 trips per person, It
should also be of interest to note that 8 persons made six

or more trips to the U.S. during their migratory process,

Table 20: Distribution of Return Migrants by Number of

Trips Made and by Sex

Number of Trips Female Male Total
i % # % # %
1 54 | 46,55 49 | 40,83 103 | u43.6H
2 36 | 31,03 26 | 21.67 62 | 26,27
3 16 13,79 21 17.50 37 15,68
Yy 5 4,31 14 | 11,67 19 8.05
5 2 1,72 5 .17 7 2,97
6+ 3 2.59 5 h,17 8 3.39
TOTAL 116 | 100.00 120 100,00 | 236 100,00
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A comparison of the traveling experience of males and
females shows that males tend to be more mobile than females.
Even though ‘the majority of both sexes, (56.4%) conducted
two or more trips, more females than males are in the 1 and
2 trips categories, with a relative lesser participation in
other categories. For instance, 54 females (46,5) vs. U9
(40.8%) males are in the one trip category, and 36 (31,0%)
females vs. 26 (21.7%) males are in the 2 trip category.

In other words, 77.6% of the {emales vs. 62.5% of the males
travelled 2 times or less. From 3 trips or more the males
are in higher proportion than females. 13.8% (16) females
vs. 17.5% (21) males made three trips, 5 (4.3%) females vs.
14 (11.7%) males made Y trips, 2 females (L.72) vs. 5 males
(4.2%) made 5 trips and finally, 3 females (2.6%) vs. 5
males (4.2%) are in the category of 6 or more trips.

Places traveled to:

An analysis of the host communities for the Puerto Rican
yeturn migrants reveals that the largest proportion went to
New York, both on the first trip (52.5%; as well as on their
last trip (53.4%). A further enalysis shows that 12.7%went
to New Jersey on the first trip, and 13.1% on the last trip.
Chicago was host to 5.1% and 5.9% of the return migrants on
both the first and last trip. A total of 6.8% on the first
time, and 5.9% on the last went to Connecticut. Boston re-

ceived 1.7% on the first trip, and had an increase to 3.0%
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on the last trip. There was a very light migration of
hardly .9% to Miami, Florida on both the first and last
trip. To conclude, the migration process was not re-
stricted to the United States, nor to the States already
mentioned,

Table 21: Distribution of Return Migrants to Place Traveled
to on the Fivst and Last Trip to the U. S,

First Trip Last Trip
Female Male Totals Female Male Totals
# % # % # % | # % | # % # %
New York 73 62.93} 51 42,50 12u4] 52,54f 71| 61.21! 55} 45.83 ] 126! 53,39

New Jersey | 12 | 10.34| 18} 15.00{ 30{ 12.71} 1u| 12.07| 17| 1s.17] 31| 13.1&

Miami 2 1,72 0 .00 2 85| 0 00 2{ 1,67 2 .85

Connecticut | 5 4.31) 11 9.17| 16| 6.78| 4| 3.u5[ 10{ 8.33| 14| 5.93

Boston 3 2,59 1 .83 4 1,69 6 5.17 1 .83 7 2.97
Chicago 5 4,31 7 5,83 12 5.08 6 5.17 8 6,67 iy 5,93
Other Places

U. S, A, 12 10,34 24 20.00 36 15.25 9 7.761 16} 13.33 251 10,59
Other Places

Outside

U, S, A, I 3.uU5 8 6.67 12 5.08 6 5.17| 11 9,17 17 7.20
TOTAL 116 [100.00 {120 [100.00 {236 {1.00.00 {116 {100.00]120|100.00 | 236 100,00

An analysis of the traveling dynamics by sex shows that
considerably more females than males went to New York in
both trips. There were 73 (62,9%) females and 51 (U43%) males
in the first trip, and 71 (61.2%) females and 55 (469%) males

in the last.
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0f the (30) 12.7% who went to New Jersey in the first
trip, 12 were females and 18 were males (10.3% and 15% re-
spectively). As to the last trip, 14 females (12.1%) and
17 males (14.2%) went to New Jersey. Connecticut was host
to 5 females and 11 males (4.3% and 9.2%) in the frist trip,
and % females and 10 males (3.5 and 8.3%) in the last. Of
the 12 (5.1%) that went to Chicago the first time, 5Awere
fgmales (4.3%) and 7 males (5.8%), and 6 females (5.2%) and
8 males (6.7%) for the last t{%?- To Boston, in the first
trip, went 3 females and 1 mq%g (2.6 and .83 per cent re~
spectively). The amount of females increasgd in the last
time to 6 (4.2%) and the males remain exactly the same.
Trainings Acquired:

Of the 236 return migrapts, 17 . (19.9%) have some kind
of formal training on Technical, Vocational or Professional
careers at the present time. Of those, there are U6 (97.9%)
technical or vocational trainees, and only one (2.1%) pro-
fessional, The analysis reveals that the great majority of
the people {37) with specialized training were below HO
years of age, wbile the remaining 9 were HQ years old or
over. Another fact is that only 3 persons (2 males and 1
female)-beiow 20 years of ?ggf_hgq received any type of
spgeialized_training. of the_ﬁz.pepsons with specialize
trgining, 36 (76:9%3 hgd beenAtpq;ned in Puerto Rico, The
femaining 11 peréépg received their training in U. 8, A,

(9 - 19.1%) or outside the U, S, (2 - 4.3%).
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In terms of sex distribution among those trained,
there seems to be no difference between males and fe-
males, for 25 of the 47 persons are males. Those who
preceived specialized training did it mainly through the
- Departiment of Education of Puerto Rico. Other training
sources were the Department of Labor, private companies,
‘Veteran Administration, Military Services, and corre-
spondence courses programs, The most popular trainings
were related to clerical skills and vocational programs
- such as sewing, practical nursing, auto and aibcraft
mechanics,; cabinet making and handling of heavy equipment,

Of the total sample, 236, the remaining 189 persons
had received their non-formal or non-specialized training
while in Puerto Rico.

The succesful adaptation of culturally different
people to a migration receptive society trascends the capa-
bilities of these migrating people in terms of executing
" a particular job. As such, the knowledge of language be-
comes an extremely important vehicle to facilitate the
development of social competence of the new arfivingr@si-
dents. However, that becomes a question which should be

- explored miore thoroughly. To what extent is the receptive

. society .eager to: receive migrants who could develop social

competence ‘and substitUté or compete with the older and
established residents of the’city, for ‘the best job oppor-
tunities?
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- (55%) were males and 59° (45%) were Females.
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Engllsh Language Proflclency before Flrst Trip

.0f the.236. MJgrants, 68 (29/) had eommand of the
Engllsh language prior their flrst mlgratory experi.-
enee.‘ Of these, 36 (53?) were femeles and 32 (47%)

wereﬁmales; of the 168 migrants who did not speak

English, 88 (52%) were males and 80 (48%) femaleés, It '

is obvious that the largest portion of migrants (2 out

every 3) had no knowledge or domain_of_the English
‘ language prior their flrst trip. Furthermore, of those

who did have some knowledge, women were .slightly more

fluent than males. | ‘ L

Engllsh Language Proflelency begore Last Trlp.
Eventually, people exposed to a different lan-

guage develop some kind of skills and knowledge of it.

When analyzing this particular skill on the sample, we

-+found. that for the last trip, 106 (U5%) of the sample

.. knew: some English while 29% had suéh skill’ on the first

o
[

Of those 106 pergons, there were éllghtly more
.:females. than males (54%: to 46% respectively} "Of the
130 migrants (55%) who‘did not speak any Fnglish, 71

LR

- Most-of the migrants indicated having learned

-English informally through associations, job placement

or other informal medrs such as T.V. or radio.  One

can deduce that this type of knowledge of the language
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Table 22; Migrants' Knowledge of English Prior First

and Last Migratory Experience to U.S.A. by Sex

Pifst Trip Last Tri
Maleg|Females|Totals | Males|{Females|Totals
|__Knowledge of English | 32 36 68 9 57 106
No Knowledge of English 88 _ 80 168 71 59 130
TOTAL 120 116 236 120 | - 116 236

tends to be rather pragmatic, in the sense that it

would facilitate a survival opportunity, but it is

‘not precisely the adequate base for the development

of successful social competence in a technological

society which depends gfeafly on thé attainment of

" specialized skills through formal education.

qu Bxpepienee of Migrants:

One of the question of extreme importance when
analyzing:migration movements is related to the occu-
pational levels and activities of the migrants prior,
duringa and after the migratory experience. Our

analysis reveals that only 75 subjects (33.5%)of the

. total samgle (236) were working hefore their first

trip. Half of the male cohort were working (50%) but
only 16.4% of the females were on that same condition.

Generally, there was an 8.5% (20 subjects) unemployment
_ ? WRS 8

~ which was higher for males (14.2%) than for females

S T
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(2.6%). Most of the females were housekeepers (uu%) .
Voluntary idleness was not a high frequence category,

for it only included Y4.7% of the sample. Students

~accounted for 22% of the total sainple, which was higher

for females (28.5%) than for nmales (15.8%). Therewas

. only one person (female) disabled and the vague category

of "others"” accounted for 9,3% of the total sample.

Analyzing the migrants in terms of the period im-
mediately after returning from the first trip we find
that levels of employment tended to drop significantly
in both sexes. There was a.level of employment equiv-
alent to.25.4%,whieh in fact was higher for males than
for females (37.5% among males and 12,99% among females).

Official unemployment rose to 18.6% (29.2%.among

males and 7.8% among females), and collecting unemploy-

.ment -an absent category before migration- now accounts

~for 2,5% of all return migrants. Willful unemployment,

or voluntary idleness, was more or less: the -same (6.4%).

. Housekeeping rose from L% to 53.5% among females.

Students dropped from 22% to.15.7%, There is one addi-
tional handicapped (male) and the "others! category
dropped from 9.3% to 4,2%.

Apparently, the adjusting situation which the

migrants experience in order to readapt to the Puerto

Rican society, tgnds to level off and become somehow

more favorable as the adapting period wears off.
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‘At the present time (Januavry - April/73), 4l1.5%

-.of the total sample were employed. - Both males and

females rose in this category. Unemployment dropped
to 9.8% which is about half of the same index at ‘the
time of reentry, but still slightly highér than prior

to leaving. Collecting unemployment dropped to 1.7%,

which is lower than the previous statistic. 'Valuntary

idleness - leveled off to the index prior to migrating

- (4.9%). Housekeeping rose to 60% among females, show-

ing a constant rise. :Students dropped even more, to

6.7%, and disabled persons rose to 3.4% (6 additional

persons)., The "others" category dropped to 2.5%.
The employment status of the return migrants show

that, prior to the migratory experience there was an

-v-employment rate of 80%, with an unemployment rate of

.~ 20% among. the total sample. At the time of reentry,

- the employment rate dropped to 55%, with a U5% unem-

. ployment, FPresently, the employment rate is of 78%,

with a 22% unemployment, Males have a higher employ-
ment rate as compared to-females (58% vs. 20%).
Although the employment rates are aifferent férnﬁales,
and females, at all times it follows a consistent

pattern., About oné female is’ employed for every three

‘males, . thus providing an average feméle‘ﬁartieibafion

of 25% in the employed labor force.’
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Distribution of Labor Force Status of Migrants

Prior Migration, after Returning from First Trip and

Present Status

P.R. before migration Male Temale Total
# % # % # %
Employed 60 50.00 19 16.38 79 33,47
Unemployed 17 1,17 3 2.59 20 8.47
Collecting bhenefits - - - - - _
Voluntary idled § 6.67 3 2,59 11 .66
Housekeeping - - 51 43,97 51 21.61
Student: 19 15.83 3 28.15 52 22,03
Disabled - - 1 .86 1 .42
Others 16 13.33 6 5.17 22 9.32
Total 120 100.00 | 116 100,00 | 236 100,00
Immediately after
return from first
trip
Emplovyed 45 37.50 15 12,93 60 25,42
Unemployed 35 29,17 9 7.76 iy 18,64
Collecting benefits 5 h,17 1 .86 6 2,54
Voluntary idled 13 10.83 2 1.72 15 6,36
Housekeeping - - 62 53.45 62 26.27
Student: 14 11,67 23 19.83 37 15.68
Disabled 1 .83 1 .36 2 .85
Others 7 5.83 3 2,59 10 4,24
Total 120 100,00 | 116 100.00 | 236 100.00
Present Status
Employed 72 60.060 26 22 .41 98 41,53
Unemployed 18 15,00 5 4,31 23 9.75
Collecting benefits 4 3.33 - - L. 1.69
Voluntary idled 8 G.67 3 2.59 11 4,66
Housekeeping - - 70 60,34 70 29,66
Student 7 5.83 g 7.76 16 6.70
- Disabled 5 g,17 3 2.59 8 3.39
Others 6 | 5.00 - - 6 2,54
Total 120 | 100.00 | 116 100.00 | 236 100,00
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Occupational Analysis:

The analysis of the ssmple by occupational cate-
gories reveals that the 236 return migrants ave dis-
tributed as follows: 9 (3.8%) professionals or semi-
professionals; 7 (3.0%) farmers or farm managers; 7
(3.0%) non-farm proprietors; 5 (2.1%) clerical or sales
workers; 12 (5,1%) craftsmen or foremen; 21 (8,9%) oper-
atives; 15 (6.4%) in service occupations; 11 (4,7%) farm
laborers or farm foremen; 9 (3.8%) non-farm laborers;

3 (1.3%) did not specify, and 137 (58.1%) does not apply.

Obviously some occupational changes had taken place
in the life history of this population. For instance,
it should be noticed (Table 24) that there was onlyone
(1) person working as a professional or semi—professionai
before the group left Puerto Rico on their first trip.
At that same time, there was only one (1) Farmer or Farm
Manager; five (5) non farm proprietors, managers or of-
ficials; four (4) clerical and sales workers, and 8
craftsmen or foremen., Altogether, there were 19 persons
working on professional, mandgerial or skilled occupations
before they left Puerto Rico in the first trip. There
are 40 persons in those same categories at the present

time, The occupational category which reveals the big-

-gest change from one time period t6 another was the one

‘of - farm laborers. Out of 29 persons in this category

deoa

.-before the first trip, we have only 11 at‘thé’%resent

time. The reduction is equivalent to a 62% loss.
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i -~ -, All,the other accupational categories remain more
..or less the same, except the one most associated with
. a dependance status, that is the category of:"doesnot

apply." This category accounted for 65% of the people
. before the first trip, and acgounts for 58% at the pres-
~.ent time. The category in itself .experienced a loss
. of 11%. Evidently, most of .the new professionals or
.semi~professionals proceeded from this category - 7out

of 8.

Our. interest in occupational mobility goes bheyond
the comparison of two time periods in the life expe-
rience of the return migrant sample., Our next analysis
deals with. .the occupational category this people were

placed in wﬁen they started working as migrants for the

. first time,. and its relation to their previous occupa~

.tional_experienee.;_We find that there is a higher level
of occupational activity, thus: a reduction in the "does
- not apply" category equivalent to 32%. On the fivst

.. trip to- the United. States, there was no one .on the pro-
. fessional or semi-professional category, as well as in
the farmers or farm managers category. -There were

. . elght, non-farm proprietors, two of which.fell on the
same category. in. Puerto Rico before the first trip.

. Two were on clerical and sales -oceupations, fivel as

..cvaftsmen or. foremen,.55 as operatives, 19 inservices
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AR #1H

::occupatlons, 28 as farm laborers or foremen, 6 as-nonn
farm 1aborers and 8 who dld not SpEley their partic—
ular occupatlons,: The most 31gn1ficant shift is ob-
served in %co cefegories: one which has already been
' mentioned "ooes not apply cstegory"‘ the other whicﬁ
is thet of operatlves (Table 25), There were only 19
operetlves in the group in Fuerto Rico before the:flrst
trlp. The category rose to 55 in the U, S durlng the
first trip. There is an increase of 36 persons or a
189% increase in the category. Our 1nterpretatioc,and
this as a result of the fact 27 out oflthe.new 36 per-
sons in the category proceeded from the "does notapply
category", is that apparently there was a hlgherdemand
on women skills that Forced this family member into the
job market. | -

" The dynamics of occupational mobllity.ere extremely
imporpant for a soclety with such a high level of change
as Puerto Rico, For instance of the origineliSnon-famn

proprietors in thé U S, - Flrst Trlp, one became anoper-
Gt e

atlve, and seven dropped out into the "does not apply
e iz

category" Nevertheless, there are 3 new nonnfarm pro-

10 Lr‘l‘r‘ [ y
prietors during the last trlp to the U S These people
A B0y REEATS ' AR X

proceeded from the "does not apply" category. Clerical
T wi't .y armitn R NETER SN
aﬁdlsales workers geined one extra member in the perlod

Freees ey

(3} craftsmen or Foremen did the same and went to 7
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members- operatives decreased to 36 whloh is a 1oss
“of 34 SA. Serv:.ces employees decreased 5 members (26/),
farm laboters were reduced by u3% (12 members),land the
category for non- farm laborers disappeared. However,
there was a 51gniflcant71norease in the "does not apply
eategory." This category went from 104 memoexe;during
the first.trip to U..S., to 152 members diring the’last
wtcip to the U, S, The inerease is eguivalent to 46%.
Again we are moved to provide another interpretation
oonsistent with the previous one, speciall& when the
‘"ogeratiﬁes" category accounts for 30 of the U8 new
membefs in the "does not apply" category, It is our
idpressioo that the entry process into a new society
forces the utilization of all available resources
simply in order to subsist. Once certain adaptations
have occurred, the normalizing process starts taking
place, that is, a return to‘trsditional ways and system.
(Table 26.) |
.To oomplete the occupational cycle in the_life

hlstory of this group, we have to study the relatzon
of their last occupation in the United States with

their present situation in Puerto Rico. he enalysis
h of thls data (Table 27) reveals that the 9 persons on
profe551onal or semi-professional occupations 311Puerto
Rieo at the present time were in different oategorles

e

in the United States on their last trip. Forlnstence,
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there was one (l) working as a non-ferm proprietor and
eight (8) in the "does not apply" eategory. The seven
(7) farmers or farm managers had U S oeeupatlons as

1

follows 1l as craftsman on foreman° 3 1n serviees- 3

in the “does not apply” category. The 7 non farm pro-

prietors proeeeded malnly from the "does not apply"

category (5) , one who was an operatlve, and one who was

a farm laborer. None of the people who were non~farm

proprletors in the last trip to u. S - were on thesame
oecupational category in Puerto Rico as of their last
return. The ‘same 1s true for the three persons 1n
elerlcal and sales work in the U, §. " One of those is
worklng in a service occupation in Puerto Rleo and
the other two are in the "does not apply" eategory.
The flve persons in that category in Puerto RlCO atr

the present time proeeed from operatlves 1), Farm

laborers (l), and "does not apply" (3) Two of the

seven oraftsmen or foremen in the Unlted States-last

trip, are worklng as oraftsmen or foremen in Puerto

Rleo at the present time. The other flve persons are

, . IR

located as follows 1 as farmer or farm manager, and

’four in the "does not apply"'oategory. Of the lZerafts-

”‘_.} T . F! if-

men or foremen in Puerto RlCO, two were on that same

SRR DRSS

‘“category in u. S flve worked as operatives, one in

B [N RAE B jil

serv1ees three as farm 1aborers and one was in

Yoo o . T ' . . . ot
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the "does nct apply" category. Only 7 of the 36 opera-
tlves in U S are working as operatlves in Puerto
RlCO. The remalning 29 operatlves in the U S. aredls~ ¢

PR

.trlbuted in Puerto RlCO as follows 1l as a non-farm
proprietor, 1 in clerlcal and sales- 5 as craftsmen or
‘foremen' 1 1n services' 2 as farm laborers and 19 in
the "does ‘not apply" category In addition to‘theseven
operatlves already mentloned there are fcurteenpersons
working in that same occupatlonal category in Puerto Rico
at the present time. oOf thoser two proceecec from the
ncnnfarm proprletor sector, and 12 from the "does not
apply" category. Only three of the people worklng in
service occupatlons were also in that same category in
the1r 1ast trip to the U S The highest majorlty {(7)
proceeded from the "does not apply" category. Almost
half (6) of the people worklng in service occupations
their 1ast time in the U S. are non clas51f1ed’in the
"does not apply“ category 1n Puerto RlQO.’ of thesix~
teen (16) farm lahorers in the U S 3 have become
craftsmen or foremen in Puerto RlCD, 2 are worklng 1n
service occupatlons, 3 are stlll employed as farm laﬂ

_ borers, H have become non-farm laborers and only 2 are

.t

_cla531f1ed in the "does not apply" category. The 9

persons worklng as non-farm laborers in Puerto Rico at v
g Foty 3 leh .
the present tlme proceeded from various categorles in

L

uU. 8., such as farm laborers (4), "does not aPP1Y" (4)
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and one (1) who was on service occupation, It,;is inter-

esting to note that.100 of the 152 persons classified

.. in the "does not apply" category while in their last

.frip in the United States have maintained that same

status on their return to Puerto Rico..

~ Evidently, the analysis of occupational mobility

. provides.a rather comprehensive picture of the migra-
. tion process which had been absent in previous -reports,
. For instance, we found that the level of actual occu-

. . pational placement in Puerto Rico before traveling to

the United. States is of 34.7% for the whole sample.

Once in the United States, this index rises to 52.5%,

- which definitely implies an extended recruitment of

available resource by the host lahor market. Never~

theless, the ranking of occupations in the United

States is much lower than in Puerto Rico. In Puerto

Rico, there were same professionals and/or semi-

professionals, farmers or farm managers, skilled

workers such as clerical and sales workers, as

~well as craftsmen, while very. few or none were

employed in these same categories on the fivst
migration experience in United States. In fact, at no

time throughout the whole. migration process are there

.any Puerto Ricans employed.-as professionals, semi-

professionals, farmers or farm managers while in the
o o TR, i

coate

Unjted States,  Nevertheless, .one mﬁétlalso:séyfthat

the occupational distribution of the return migrants
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at the present time differs significantly from their

‘ocqupational,distribution before traveling. Table 19
Ifégéws that there was only one professional or semi-

'Qrofessional,before traveling, there are nine (9) at

the present .time; while there was only one farmer or

. farm manager, there are 7 now; non-farm proprietors

-move from 5 to seven; clerical and‘ sales workers move
from 4 to 5, and craftsmen and foremen, which were

only 8 before first trip, are 12 at the present time,
More significant, the low unskilled occupatiens, such

- as farm workers dropped from 29 bhefore the first trip
to 11 at the present time. The changes observed are
clear indications of a group tendency toward upward
mobility on the occupational ladder. Nevertheless,

we camnot establish whether those changes are strictly
due to the migration experience or to any other specific
factor. Some of them which should be explored more
thoroughly are education, special trainings, language
proficiency and age. - We should consider that many of
the new members in the occupations described proceed,
precisely, from that category which is not invelved
directly .in the labor force, that is ' the "does not

. apply” category. That.should be reason enough to

think that. the mobdlity observed could be related to .
~ these other variables. .and not. necessarily to oceii-
pational skills acquired dupring the migration’expe-

.rience, - o



Table 24: Comparison of Migrants in Terms of Occupational Categories in Puerto Rico
Before First Trip with Present Occupational Categories

Present Occupational Categories

Qccupational

Categories in Farmers Farm

Puerto Rico Prof. & or Farm | Non-farm |Clerical {Craftsmen Laborersi Non-farm Not Does not

before first|__Total Semi-Prof.! Managers |Proprietor| & Sales jor foremen |Operatives|Services| Foremen| Lahorers |specified] applv

trip i# % # % # % # % | # % | # % | # % | # % | # % | # %] # % | # %

Totals 236{100.0 {9 |3.8 17 3.0 |7 3.0 S512.1 | 12 5.1 [ 21 1 8.9 115 j6.0 |11 14,719 |.3,8 [3 j 1.3 137 Is8.1

Prof. and : _

Semi-Prof, 1 2] 1 L2 | - - - - - - ~ - - - - | - |- - - - - - - -

Farmers

or Farm _

Managers 1 U2 E - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 L2

Non-farm

prop. manag.

or offic, 50 2.1 | = - - - - - - - - - 1 M2 - | - - - |- -~ - - 4 1 1.7

Clerical

and Sales 4r 1,7 - - 1 L2 - - - - 1 L2 - - - - - - - - - - 2 .85

Craftsmen

or foremen 81 3.4 2 851 1 U2 : 51 2.1

Operatives 19 8.1 - - 1 M2 - - - - 3 [1.3 5 2.1 11 2| - - - - - - 9 3.8

Services 71 3.0 | - - 2 .85] - - 1 2 - - - - 2 .85 - - 11 M2 - - 1 L2

Farm Laborer : : : :

& Farm :

Foremen 29[ 12.3 | - - - ~ 1 21 1 M2) 5 1 2,1 1 U2 3 1.3 542,114 41,7 | - - 91 3.8

Non farm

laborers 8 3.4 11 U2 | - - 1 M2{ 1 L2 - -~ 1 Hi2] - - - - i1 M2 - - 341 1.3

Not ‘ '

specified - - - - - - - - ol - - - - - -] ] - ) - - - - -

Does not

apply _f1s4) 65.3 { 7 13,0 [3 §1.3 |5 2.1 1 2 .85 1 L2112 15,11 9(3.84 612,513 ] 1,3 3] 1,3]103 |43.6




Table 25:

Comparison of Migrants in Terms or Occupational Categories in Puerto Rico

Before First Trip with Occupations in U.S, First Trip

Oécuppation in U.,8., First Trip

Occupational
Categories in
Puerto Rico
before first
trip

Totals

Prof. &

Semi-Prof.|Managers

Farmers
or Farm

Non-farm

Proprietor

Clerical
& Sales

Craftsmen
or foremen

Operatives

Sen

vices

Farm

Laborers
Foremen

Non-farm

Laborenrs

Not

specified

Does not
apply
. .. B

#

%

# %

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

(

P -

8

3.4

2

.85

6

2.5

55

23.3

19

8.-'1 .

28

11.9

2.5

8

3.u

10y

4y,

Prof., and
Semi-Prof,

Farmers
or Farm
Manageprs

Non-farm
prop, manag.
or offic.

2.1

.85

.85

Clerical
and Sales

1.7

.LI‘Z

Craftsmen
or foremen

3.4

1.7

Operatives

19

8.1

5.1

‘85

Services

3.0

N2

085

Tarm Laborer
& Farm
Foremen

29

12,3

2.1

2.5

6.0

85

Non-farm
laborers

3.4

1.3

1.3

Not
specified

Does not
apply

154

65.3

1.7

1,3

27

11.4

3.8

3.8

2,1

03

_gs...




Table

©

26: Comparison of Migrants in Terms of Occupational Categories in 1,5, First

Time with Occupations in U,S. Last Time

Occupations in U.8., Last Time

Farm

Occupations I Farmers :
U. 8. First Prof, & or Farm | Non-Farm | Clerical [Craftsmen : Laborers| Non-Farm Not Does not
Time Total Semi-Prof, | Managers |Proprietor | & Sales jor foremen| Operatives|Services| Foremen | Laborers | specified apply
# % 1 & % # % | # % i % | # % | % %| # %13 % 1 # % it K %
Totals 236 1100.0 | - - - - 3 1.3 3 11.3 7 3.0 36 1 15.3 1 6.0 11617.0 - - 5 12.1 152 [RY Y4
Prof, and
Semi-Prof, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - -] - - - - - - -
Farmers
or Farm
Managers - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - -
Non-farm
prop. manag.
or offic, 8 3,45 - - - - - - - - - - 1 L2 - - -l - - - - - 71 3.0
Clerical
and Sales 2 .88 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1 - - - - - 2 .85
Craftsmen
or foremen 6 2.5 - - - - - - - - 2 .85 1 L2 - - - - - - - - 31 1.3
Operatives 55 23.3| - - - - - - 2 .85 1 1 L2 | 17 7.20 2 .85} 2{ .85 - - 1 U2 30]13.0
Services 19 8.1 - - - - - - 1 2 - - - - 62,5 -] - - - 1 L2 11y 4.7
Farm Laborer ’
& Farm
Foremen 28 11,9 - - - - - - - - - - 2 .85 1 L2111 6,0 - ~ - - 1i}] 4,7
Non-farm
laborers 6 2.5| - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - ~f - - - 1 L2 5] 2.1
Not
specified 8 3] - - - - - - - - 1 U2 - - 1 U2 S - - - 2 .85 i 1.7
Does not
apply 104 ] o4,1] - - - ~- 3 1,3 - - 3 1.3 15 6,40 4i1.7 -~ - - - - 79133,5




Tahle 27:

el

Comparison of Migrants in Terms of Occupational Categories in Present

Occupations in Puerto Rico with Qccupations in U.S5. Last Time

Present Occupations in Puerto Rico

Oceupations'
U. §. last
Time

Total

Prof. &

Sen

i-Prof.

Farmers
or Farm

Managers

Non-Farm

Proprietor

Clerical
& Sales

Craftsmen
or foremen

Coer

atives

Services

Laborers

Farm

Foremen

Non-farm
Labhorers

Not

specified

Does not
apply

%

%

m

%

#

%

#

%

# %

%

i#

%

#

%

# %

#

%

#

%

Totals

236

100.0

7

3.0

7

3.0

5

2.1

12 5.1

21

8.9

15

6.4

11

u.7

9 13.8

3

1.3

137

58.1

Prof. and
Semi~-Prof.

Farmers
or Farm
Managers

Non-farm
prop. manag.
or offic.

1.3

.85

Clerical
and Sales

1.3

Craftsmen
or foromen

3.0

2 .85

Operatives

36

15,3

L2

42

5 12,1

.85

Services

14

6.0

1 42

1 42

Farm Laborer
& Farm
Foremen

16

7.0

42

U2

1,3

4 (1.7

Non-farm
laborers

Not:
specified

2.1

Does not

apply

152

6.4

3.4

1.3

2.1

1.3

12

5.1

2,5

1.3

100

42,4

~ge-
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7. Inoome Analysis

In order to do a comparatlve income analy31s on the
data we obtalned, 1t was necessary to adjust the monthly

salary that the people had recelved and convert it 1nto

' [ R

a real 1ncome d1stributlon. This process was doneusing

i

the real income 1ndex establlshed for the United States.

’J

The appllcatlon of thls 1ndex allows for the adjustment

of the nominal or earned salary accordlng to the real

value of the dollar for each speoific year. In this way
a comparlson accross years can be performed

Our ana1y31s indlcates that there has been adeflnlte
increase in the medlan monthly salary of the Return M1-
grants throughout the dlfferent stages of the migration

process. Por 1nstance, the medlan monthly income forthe

i

Return Mlgrants before they left Puerto Rico the flrst

tlme was of $158 20 w1th males perce1v1ng a hlgherincome

than females. Upon return from the flrst_trlp, thenmdian
income rose to $202 20 per. month thus an 1ncrease of

27 8/ on real 1ncome.r

Although as we had 1ndlcated there were lesspeople

:

working 1mmediately after return, preolsely heoause a

prooess of readaptatlon is taklng place 1t seems thatthe

J

_ return migrants have a higher 1ncome at thls particular

tlme. Furthermore as they beoome 1mmersed in the Puerto

¥
B

Rlcan system, there 1s a tendency toward levellng off.

By the tlme they are ready to depart on thelr last trlp,
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their median income has decreased to $i76;60fper mocth;
‘whleh is equlvalent to a 12.7% loss in salary.' in this
'process males kept a much hlgher income than females.
. A 31m11ar trend is observed after the mlgrants returned
Efrom the last trlp. The median monthly income increase
'to $231, 50, which represents an increase of 31, EV over
the prev1ous stage whlle in Puerto Rico. However, a
drastlc decrease, as was observed on the first'cccesion,
has not yet cccured, for tﬁe present median inccme is

of $228.90 per month Nevertheless this inccme is
sllghtly lower than the income the group was receiving
1mmed1ately upon return, waever we have to recall
| that this sample 1ncluded Return Mlgrants from 1965 to
1972, which is a very recent perlod Perhaps in due
~ time the same process of levellng off can be observed

Ev1dently there is a 51gn1f1cant dlfference between

‘the monthly income recelved by the migrants whlle in
:Puerto‘Rico, an& the:monthly income received in the
United States. The medlan monthly income received on
Lthe flrst trlp was of $263 00, which represent a 66.2%
increase in salary from the income in Puerto RlOO. Again,
.;ln the last trlp, the median income was of $270 50 per
Umonth whlch is a 53 27 increase over thelr monthlysalary

“in Puerto Rico. 0bv1ously, the reallty of differentlal

Vot
R

' 1ncome, or the pereeptlon of such differences w1thout

-

taking 1nto con31deration other factors may be one of
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which we have experienced in Puerto Rico,.

See tables

28 to 35 for all details related to income,

Table 28:

&

Distribution of Adjusted Median Income per Month for

the Puerto Rican Return Migrants at Different Stages

of the Migration Process

Puerto Rico

United States

Males | Females | Totals Males | Females | Totals
| _Before First Trip | 163.8 | 150,5 | 158.2
First Trip 273.2 250.5 263,0
Return First Trip | 196.3 215,5 202.2
Before Last Trip 164,14 220.5 176,6
Last Trip 276.6 258.8 270.,5
Return Last Trip 225.,5 241,14 231,5
Present Income 2246 237.3 228.9

% Real income is tabulated in terms of U.S. Dollavs,.
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Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted

Real Income per Month and by Sex Before First Trip to U,S,

Male Female Total
Adjusted Real Income # % # % %
- 50 3 2,50 2 1,72 5 2,12
51 - 100 12 10.00 2 1.72 14 5.93
10l - 200 15 12.50 - 11 9.48 26 11.02
201 -~ 300 16 13.33 i 3.45 20 8,47
301 - 405 2 1,67 ) .00 2 .85
+ 400 1 .83 0 .00 1 12
No income reported 71 59,17 97 83.62 168 71.19
Total 120 | 100,00 116 | 100.00 236 1100,00

Table 30: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted

Real Income per Month and by Sex During First Trip to U.S.

Male Female Total
Adjusted Real Income # % # % # %
- 50 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
51 - 100 2 1,67 0 .00 2 .85
101 -~ 200 13 10.83 7 ' 6.03 20 8,47
201 -~ 300 33 27,50 27 23,28 60 25.42
301 - 400 18 15.00 5 4,31 23 9.75
+ 409 12 10.00 2 1,72 14 5.93
No income reported 42 35.00 75 614,66 117 49,58
Total 120 | 100.00 116 100.00 236 100.00
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Table 31l: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted
Real Income per Month and by Sex after Returning
From First Tweip to U,S.

Male Female Total
Adjusted Real Income # % i % # %
- 50 0 L 00 1 .86 1 L2
5L - 100 G 5.00 0 .00 B 2,54
101 - 200 24 20,00 6 5,17 30 12.71
201 - 300 20 16,67 10 8,62 30 12.71
30 - 400 5 4,17 0 .00 5 2,12
+ 400 3 2,50 0 .00 3 1.27
No income reported 62 51,67 g9 85,34 161 68,22
Total 120 100,00 116 100,00 236 100,00

Table 32: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted
Real Income per Month and by Sex Before Last Tvip to U.S.

Male Female Total
Adijusted Real Income 3k % # % # %
- 50 2 1.67 0 .00 2 .85
5. - 100 5 4.17 0 .00 5 2,12
10l - 200 18 15,00 5 4,31 23 9.75%
201 - 300 8 6.67 5 4,31 13 5.51
301 - 400 2 1.67 0 .00 2 .85
+ 400 2 1.67 2 1,72 4 1,69
No income reported 83 69,17 104 89,66 187 79,24
Total 120 | 100,00 116 | 100.00 236 | 100,00
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Table 33: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted
Real Income per Month and by Sex During Last Trip to U.S.

Male Female Total
Adjusted Real Income # % # % # %
- 50 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
51 -~ 100 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00
101 -~ 200 10 8.33 b 5.17 16 6,78
201 ~ 300 23 18,17 12 10.34 35 14,83
301 - uoo 16 13.33 7 6,03 23 9.75
+ 400 6 5.00 1 .86 7 2.97
No income reported 65 S4,17 90 ‘ 77.59 155 65,68
Totai 120 | 100,00 116 | 100.00 236 ] 100,00

‘Table 34: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Adjusted
Real Tncome per Month and by Sex After Returning from
Last Trip to U.S,

Male Female Total

Adjusted Real Income # of #* % i %
- 50 0 .00 0 .00 0 .00

51 - 100 3 2.50 1 .86 ! 1,69

101 - 200 17 14,17 3 2,59 20 8.u47

201 - 300 18 15.00 | 11 9.u8 29 12,29

301 - 400 b 5.00 0 .00 6 2,54

. + 400 5 4,17 2 1,72 7 2,97

No income reported 71 59,17 99 85,34 170 72.03
Total 120 | 100,00 116 | 100,00 236 1100.00
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_Distribution of Return Migirants in Terms: of Adjusted

,Iable 35:

Real Income per Month and by Sex at
. Time of Ipterview:;. 1973 : -

biqy o

| - Vale — Feméler.. Total
_Adjusted Real Income | # | = % . - i K i %
- 50 0 .00 0 - :00 0 .00
. st..-. 100} 8| 667 | 1 .86 9 | 3.81
_ 101 - 200 23 |,19.07 | 6| . 8.7 | 29| 12,29
2201 - 300 | 20| 2w.3y | 15 |-12.63 | uu | 1s.64
301 - woo | el soo ) 3 use | 7| 2,07
_ | + kOO . | 10 8,33 o[ .21 1,72 12 5.08
No income reported . W4 | 36,67 . -91 | 78,45 ‘| 135 57.20
._jx=$ot§l.: -l 120:t 100,00 | 116 | 200.00 | 236 | 100.00

 C.. Analysis.of Motivational Factors on Migration: '

e

,Motivations to Migrate: . =+ .o it S

After analyzing some of the most rélevant demographic

,;ygriables,,as well as data relevant to migration experience,

. we arve still dntrigued by the questions: * What factors have

motivated Puerto Rican migrants to leave tHeir country and

- engage in process.of constant traveling to the U, S. with

.. an, eventual veturn to :Puerto Rico?

... - An _explpration into attitudes should provide us with

. Some insights of this phenomenon. = ' ¥

... The motivations to migrate are diverse and stratified,

. .. as.expresged by the samplé of return-migﬁhnfé. The main

reasons were: .. (1) Personal; (2) Economic; “(3) Educational;

Doy
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). Env1ronmental (5) Others. The "Personal":oategOry

is suhd1v1ded into 5 suboategorles whleh are: (a) health

problems, 43} famlly sent for them; (c)children were study-,

‘1ng, (d) ‘other family probleru, and (e} mllltary requlre—

‘ments., ; o

+ The data analysis.reveals differentfﬁotivatidnsamong

‘men from women as well.as different responses among the

'

! . . . e Lo A ,
various categories. For instance,’ 109 of" the interviewees

(46%) claimed personal .reasons as motivations to migrate |

on the first occasion. . However, of thosé 109 persons,

. T4 (68%) ﬁeye*feﬁales,]whicﬁ ih fact constititte a 6U% of ;

§
1

the female cohort. The Pemaining thirty-five (35) persons
were males, whose highest motivational category was not
personal,but rather economid; -‘Males élassifiedszg%‘of

its population in the "personal catégory” réascn for

- migrating,. .

..A bpeakdown-of ‘the persenal-category shows that the
highest .amount. of females who migrated the fiprst time,

~ did so bepause. of "family problems" (37 wohen or 50% of

.the category total). A seeoﬂd”éubcategdﬁy;lin the case

of females, was that the "family sent Ffor them", which

. amounted to 22.women, or 30% of its cchort in that cate-

gory. In relation to.men, the highest éubéétegory was

CJmilitary requirements", whidh' accounted for 14 persons

(o, 40% of.the men in‘that‘categbfy)}” Family problems
was a second high subcategory,’ acdounting For 11 (or 31%)

of the 35 males.
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..+i»e o The seednd highest motivational éategory for migrat-

., Ang the first time was Econoiiic Reaséhs, A total of 69
' persons .(29%) were classifiéd in ‘this category. Men, as
we have mentioned, were responsible for 80% (55) of the
+ «total population in that catégory: “Economic’'Reasons was
the highest motivational category £6 all men (%6% of
the-total) ;. while personal reasons was highest for fe-
-ireniales (74 or 64%:of the total) on the first migration
-trip., ELeconomic reasons was third highest for females
- (12%), while personal rémsons was second highest for
i males (29%). -~ = B
- In addition, 10 persons, 7 males (5.8%) ‘and 3 fe-
males (2.6%) claimed educational motivations ds their
“reason for migrating the First time. “Another 13 per-
. sons (5.5%), consisting 6 males (5%) and:7 females (6%) ,
© indicated that environméntal donditions wéfe”fheir
reason for leaving Puerto Rico for the first time.
Evidently, the exposure to the migration process
may generate new attitudes, or even help to modify old
ones. This is observed in the reasons given by the
sample of return migrants for migrating their last time.
Personal reasons, as a moving factor, decreased to a
38% of the totél sample. Although it.was still the
highest mentioned category, it was much closer to

economic reasons (35% of the total sample) than on the
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first occasion. . Furthermore, even:though women predomi-
nated in terms of personal reasons, they did .experience
a drop from 74 females .to 67 females in relation to the
first and last trip. .A parallel rise was: observed in
terms of economic reasons (12% to 15%) among females.
Similar to the first, occasion, family conditions were
related to women's personal reasons for migrating.
. Eepnomie reasons was the‘most-important motivational.

-factor for the male cohort, experiencing.a.significant
. Increase of 22% on the last trip in relation. to the first
trip. In addition, the 67 males who claimed economic
reasons. for migration in the last trip constitute 56% of
the male cohort..

~ There was no significant change in terms of educa-
tiongl? environmental‘or other categories from the first

to the last trip,. See tables 36 and 37 for:more details,

RS A4
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Table 36: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Reasons for
Leaving Puerto Rico in the First Trip by Sex
Fivst Trip
Reasons Males Temales Totals
# % # % # %
1, Personal 35 29,2 U 63.8 109 | 46.2
a. Health
problems 3 2.5 9 7.8 12 5.1
b. Family sent
for them 6 5.0 22 19.0 281 11.9
c. Children
studying 1 .8 2 1.7 3 1.3
d, Family
problems 11 9.2 37 31.9 ug | 20.3
e. Military
require-
ments R 11,7 4 3.4 18 7.6
2, FEconomic 55 45.8 1y 12,1 69 | 29,2
3. FEducational 7 5.8 3 2.6 10 b2
4, Environmental 6 5.0 7 6.0 13 5.5
5. Others 17 1.2 18 15,5 351 14.8
6. No informa-
tion - - - - - -
Total 120 | 100.0 116 | 100.0 236 1100.0
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Table 37: Distribution of Return Migrants in Terms of Reasons for
Leaving Puerto Rico in the Last Trip by Sex
Last Trip
Reasons Males Females Totals
# % # % ¥ %
1. Personal 2u 20.0 67 57.8 91 38.6
a. Health
problems 2 1.7 9 7.8 11 4,7
b. Family sent -
for them 5 4,2 21 18.1 26 11.0
¢. Children ’
studying 1 .8 - - 1 L
d. Family
problems 8 6.7 L1 29,3 42 17.8
e, Military
require-
ments 8 6.7 3 2,6 11 u,7
2. Economic 67 55.8 17 14..7 84 35,6
3. Educational 7 5.8 i 3.4 11 4,7
%} Environmental 3 2.5 5 4.3 8 3.4
5. Others 13 10,8 21 18.1 34 4.4
6. No informa-
tion 6 5.0 2 1.7 8 3.4
Total 120 | 100.0 116 | 100.0 236 1 100.0
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2. Mptivations to Retumn:. . = . . o o
Returning to Puerto Rico, . both, after the first and
’Last trip_responded to a variety. ofi-reasons. Personal
: réasqns‘ranked;first as a veturn motivation, both on the
. first and the last trip, In.fact 70.3% of all returnees
indicated. that they had personal reasons for:returning
 09 thg‘ﬁgrst ocecasion, and 63.6% on the last. ' However,
_pg?sonaL_reasoqs as a motivational factor were much
highqr among females than among-males.. This particular
__catggo§¥_is subdivided into.six specific subcategories
whigh_gre: hgglth problems; family sent for them; death
.pngfher prqb;ems in.£amﬁly; homesiekness; to place chil-
dren in Puerto Rican schools; and other:personal reasons.
If is signifioant to observe that 47 persons (18 males
qnd 29 females) out of the 166 who returned due to per-
. éoqal reasons after the first trip, did so because of
hgaith prqblemsf_ This subcategory constitutes a 28,3%
.of_the ﬁpﬁg{ category. Similarly, after the last trip,
~and on the same "Persqonal” category, 51 persons (or 34¥%)
| ‘returﬁgd because of health problems. - The strength of
_‘éuitural bonds, as manifested :in nostalgic -and/or emo-
tional feelings, should be noticed as influencing a
 return migration process to.Puerto Rico. :If we consider
| family ties, homesickness and preferences:for Puerto
_Vﬂgiqan_ingﬁitgtignqras_a group;- then one out of every
three retu?g m;gpantszis,thus;categorized; As amatter

b
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of fact, 3U4% of the total.sample for tﬁelfirét trip
_and 30.1% for the last trip were classified within
thoge’subcategOriés that showed the stﬂéngth of the
' Puerto, Rican culture in influencing a pveturn trip.
Economic reasons, as motivational factors for

" return, ranked second.’ In both oecésibﬁé,'firétand
last trip, an average of 1ug% were classified in this
- particular category. Furthermore, it was a higher
ranked motivation for males than for females.

' An additional andlysis.of the reasons for return-
_ing shows that approximately 40% of the veturn migrants
expressed concern with their physical weli;ﬁeiﬁg while
in the United States, as an important factor inorder
to return to Puerto Rico. Fop inétance,‘if'we‘group
- together’ health problems, other personal veasons, and
environmental conditions, we have 42,3% of théwpopula-
tion categorized in this compossed category for the
‘first return, and 41.1% on the last return, One further
- observation shows that environmental reaéons, which does
not excluded socialupsychological.ehvironmenf;l, rose
f?om‘S.S% on the first occasion to 8.8% for tﬁe-iast
rgturn. |

Our interpretation of these factors, as related
- to relative strength of the Puertd'Rieaﬁ culture, is
that we have a 'population subjected to éktérnalforces
vhich atract and reject the migrants at hoth sides of

the migration stream at the same time.

ty
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Obviously, this trend could result for some migrants

in a constant process of social deprivation, enhanced by

a feeling of prejudice, risk, and social alienation. See

tables 38 and 39 for further details.

Distribution of Return Migrants by Reasons Given to

Return to Puerto Rico After the First Trip, by Sex

After First Trip

Reasons Males Females Totals
H % # % ¥ %
1. Personal 77 64.2 89 76,7 166 70.3
a, Health
problems 18 15.0 29 25.0 47 19.9
b. Family sent
for them 9 7.5 7 6.0 16 6,8
¢. Death or other
problems in
family 15 12.5 23 19.8 38 16,1
d. Homesickness 7 5.8 13 11.2 20 8.5
e. To place chil-
dren in Puerto
Rican schools 1 .8 1 .9 2 .8
f, Other personal
reasons 27 22.5 16 13.8 I3 18,2
2. Economic 23 19,2 11 9.5 34 14,4
3. Educational - - 3 2.0 3 1.3
'}, Environmental 8 6.7 5 4,3 13 5.5
5. Various Reasons 8 6.7 1} 3.4 12 5.1
6, Others 3 2.5 3 2.6 6 2.5
7. No information 1 .8 1 .9 2 8
Totals 120 100.0 116 100,0 236 1¢0,0
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Table 39: Distribution of Return Migrants by Reasons Given to
Return to Puerto Rico After the Last Trip, by Sex

After Last Trip

Reasons " Males Females Totals
# % it % i+ %
l. Personal 70. 58.3 80 69,0 150 63.6
a, Health
problems 22 18.3 29 25.0 51 21.6

b. Family sent
for them 14 11.7 27 23.3 41 17.4

¢. Death or other
problems in
family 3 2.5 2 1.7 5 2.1

d. Homesickness 10 8.3 15 12.9 25 10.6

e. To place chil-
dren in Puerto

Rican schools 1 .8 - - 1 N
f. Other personal

reasons 20 16.7 7 6.0 27 11,4
2, Economic 22 18.3 13 11.2 35 14,8
3. Educational 3 2.5 3 2,6 6 2.5
4. Environmental 12 10.0 7 6.0 19 8.1
5. Various Reasons 9 7.5 i 3.4 13 5.5
6. Others 3 2.5 1 .9 i 1.7
7. No information 1 .8 8 6.9 9 3.8

Totals 120 100.0 116 | 100,0 236 100.0
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. Summary:

-. The Return Migrant's analysis revealed that out, 'of 236

RO
- .subjects, 120 were males and 116 females. ' They ranged from

14 to over 65 years old, with a median age of'325years.‘ A"

‘high representation of people U5 years old or over (27.2%) was

__observed. . Furthermore, 18.6% of the samplé were functional

illiterate. Only 3% had studied beyond the High School level.

_However, 33.9%, had completed a High School education. Addi-

tionally, 20% of the sample had some kind of Technical,V6éé-

tional or professional; training. Most of the subjects in the
sample, (58.9%) were married.. Almost half (48.3%) of the '
return. migrants were household heads in household units that
ranged from 1 to 9 members, Qith an average famfly'size'of“;
3.5 members;

The 236: return migrants were bhorn in 55 of the' 77 Island

towns. A very significant proportion of them'(SB.G%g migrated

. from small towris of 25,000 people or less. Only 8.9% of the
- migrants proceeded from lavge size (200,000 plus persbns] mu-

nicipalities.  Sixty one (61.U%) proceeded Trom riiral ‘zones,’

and 38.6% from urban areas. . The municipalities located in the
center of the Island were tagged with a much heavier rural *
migration rate (3.5 rural ws 1 urban) thah the rest of ‘the
Island . (2-:rural.per 1 urban).

. “A very: high proportion of the return migrants (83.9%3'

~ established themselves in the same municipalities from where

they came from, but on urban zones.
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The return migrants had been traveling since 1918;:ﬁéking

a total of 499 trips among them, In fact, they ranged fromone
to thirteen trips...Over half of the sample’ (56,U4%) had made two
or more trips, .. - . . %

.~ Those migrants with a history of repeated migration'had an
average.of 3 trips per person., Most of the traveling twas“done
. to New York (53%), but New Jewrsey, Connecticut, Chicago and
_ Boston were-also host comfunities to the Puerto Rican migrants.
_This variety of traveling routes happened; even though only 29%
. of the migrants. had English language proficiency, before the
fin@t_timeﬁthey traveled. A considerable proportion of 'theé
migrants acquired language: skills during theiy experience in
the United States, thus facilitating their adaptation -in the
subsequent trips. English language was learned basically -
‘through informal. methods, such as social gatherings, fjob set-
. tings, television; vadio,-etc.:

- Evidently,: working opportunities in Puert¢ Rico were kind
of limited. at the time prior:to the'migrants' First depavture.
About (75 persons) 33.5% of the whole sample were holding jobs
in Puerto Rico, earning.a median monthly salary of $158.20)
During the first trip to'the United States, 132 persond {op
55.9%) of ‘the same .sample were'employedt, with a monthly median
income of $263.00, which represents a 66.2% increase ‘over the
inqgmeﬁinzPuerto:Rioo.,.During the - last: trip to t+he ‘United
States, -35,6% were:holding jobs, with a mefiian salary of $270.50

HEOR S

[
tI |
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per month. This salary bracket was much higher (53.2% increase}
than the salary received in Puerto Rico prior to their last trip.
At the present time in Puerto Rico, U2% of the sample are employed,
earning a monthly median salary of $228.90 (which is 15.4% lower
than the salary in United States).

The motivations for migrating have to be analyzed in terms
of males and females. Males migrated more than females for
economic reasons, both on the first and last trip. Females were
moved by personal motives, which included family ties, health
problems and placing children in school. The process of return-
ing to Puerto Rico was highly influenced, both in males and
females, by the strength of familistic ties, and by the dynamics

of negative and positive forces operating at the same time.
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o, Implications: = ..o i e S TR TN

. The study; of migration andftherefore, the: study of ‘petirn

telif

| migration, requires a redefinition of the:concept:as to alléow
_‘_fpr,a-mqre,objectivefand-reliable,perspective.f“We'can*nblcnger
. talk. about migration-as a one-way process, nor'of the migpants

.. As a homogeneous marginalized group. ' In fdact we have ‘&f''least

[P

four Qifﬁcrent variations of the concept; which apéy '
1. - those who migrate and become assimilated to ‘the host

.. community, thus developing'né&ﬂtiesfaﬁﬂ:ccﬁﬁéfeﬁcé;

v« ...  even.a new identify. ! LA N G |
- 2. Those who migrate ‘and, aicﬂouéﬁ<they‘mayﬂbe“éhécééé-

. ful, return to their place of ‘origin and veinforce’
their cultural values and ties;sthusﬂatrthé*smméfime

. reinforeing a conccptual construction of mlgration as

i
¢

 & temporary experience. They may even complementthelr

it e o i

: value relnforcement by acqulrlng land houSes, or other

:,”PPOPertles, Whleh functlon as bridges to mﬂintain a
LV:cultural 1dent1fy. | o - i

‘3. (Those who mlgrate, do not become a991milated br rela~

RS I A

-t ‘4

tively successful, and soon return tc Puerto Rico to
' never migrate. agaln.‘ :
! . -, [E TR I g
;_sh,cQThose who migrate, reconstruct ‘a Puertc R;can soclal

vl

"=and perhaps ‘even physical env1ronment rin thc place

v where they mlgrated tc. o L v?flﬂ-‘



- 79 %

The social and physical reconstruction of éﬁﬁifbnmbht-ﬁay'ig
..influence,a . stronger rieed for a Puevrto Rican identity. Thus
they tend;to return .to Puerto'Rico:as oftén'aé”they*éaﬁg"bﬁt
.. _however,. their soejal. construction abroad régquires their return,
.+ Bventually they -may: spend- a.whole life' traveling back and forth
. withqut solving the dilemma.of being Puerto Ricah or’being from
Puerto Rico., And.even more disruptive; ‘'in the ‘process, théy
.may become alienated from both social systems, and at the same
time subjected.to requirementsand expectations ‘of both. Pro~
fessor Jos& A, Torres Zayas, illustratés this process beauti-

fully and very; significantly in his article, "The" Puerto Rican
74
in. New, York: ..A .Case-Study-of :Psycho-Sociological ‘Alienation"

.part of which we. quote: i

. y.iw, Goya is not a typical” emigrant My ‘owr observations
of the Puertc Rican emlgrants in New York or Chicago do
.1 o noti correspond to Goya's repovted behavior. The typical
emigrants, in the first place, would have gone to live in
.. a_community-like:neighbourhood whére they would be sur-
rounded by emigrants coming, like them, from Puerto Rico
.- or,iprobably, :from the sSame-towh. ' Thére would always be
a person at hand with whom to share even tears. Another
pattern commonly observed in the Puerto Rican "colony"
of emigrants is that some time after their being settled,
. they. will send for other:members of ‘their family ‘—nsu-
ally the next brother or sister.
. Froooinii L T L
At any rate, there is good reason to believe that
Goya's argument for u51ng contraceptives ‘is ‘a flagrant
rationalisation of her inner feelings. It would "be a
;...Aisaster',. she saysy:if she would becéne preghant. ' (She
" uses the same word, "dzsaster", when describing her fam-
ﬂuf%ly 8, misery 1n;Hato) .Whatis the real contént of this
' Waisaster" to her? She would have to face the crude and
natural reality that she is a woman, &nd as such, bio-
logically created to procreate. The sex-status deflni—
tion and expectancies of her community are also violated.
Heifuse of contraceptives is her ultimate negation of the
se

PRI ;‘-,_.
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This then, is her present condition. Life has no_meaning
or purpose for her, except "giving it" at work. She experi- .
‘i ences herself ‘as an &lien. ' She has bedome, one might say, o

estranged from herself. She finds herself seized and caught
half way between Hato and New York. Each place represents
conflict. In bhetween there is an ocean. She is alierated

from her culture, her community, her family and worst of all

frqm herself That . is her eonditlon of moral aloneness. -

5
-Miehael Piore,e/ln hlS study related to Puerto Rlcan mlgrants to

the Boston area, indicates:

"Migration of 'Puerto Rlcana to the malnland performs important
economic funetions for the mainland ecohomj, functions - whlcn
appear 7 benefit" continental amerlcans, and argueably at least,
thé migrants themselves, B s

"The impaet of the migration, however, also 1mposes certamn costs,
upon.“the migrants, upon their children who grow up in a ‘petherland
between two eultures, and pbssibly, upon the Puerto Rlcan eLﬂnomy.

"My own” contact wlth the phenomenon Suggnsts tn.t, for labor;nrrket
analysis, at least, one should distinguish three dzstlnet mlgr;tlon
streams. The seasonal agricultural migration should be;disi’uguizhed
from the urban-industrial migration, and, within the latter, a d 5~
tinetion should be made between two different mlgratory‘proces

which I am tempted to call temporaxy ‘and’ ‘permanent but, which ma y
Just as well be labeled new and old mxgration."‘,-,.E M

Although we feel that the eoncept of mlgration has to be dealt with
more rigorously than what Piore suggests, his paper eall the attentlon
 to all: people concerned w1th‘ﬁtx phenomenon.== That is, he suggests an
- urgent need to develop a thorougn ré;e;reh oﬁ the ingllcations of the ':‘
~‘migration’ status” “to ‘the" Puerto Rlcan labor foree ‘both in the Unlted
States ag"ell as in 'Puerto Rico. Our queatlon is- To what extent are "
Puerto Rieans still ‘affeoted by the social stlgma of the migrant status,;;-
when seeking job 0pportunit1es, both in the Unlted States and upon return

L

to ‘Puerto Rico? e | "':” '”;,' ” *f;f h ;q‘ “{Eﬂ;

Robert Taggart, in his paper “The Soeloeconomic Status of Puerto
6/
Ricans in New Yobk City Poverty Areas is very consistent with our own

preoccupations, as well as with some of our findings, specially those
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nEf there is Such a thlng as a secondary labor market the

..., Puerto Ricans.in New York are clearly most entwined: in -t f
Y Tha' ‘Yobs “available ‘to fthem for the most part are low paying
and unattractive. cotaidn L e SV b

. .."In every major occupation.Puerto.Rican,males and femaleaf

L edrn’ less' than the average, for all other employees., In
professional and téchnical. p051t10n$ .Puerte Rican malesf
eatn ‘80% of the weekly median for all workers in suehaoeu—
pations; and Puerto Rican females aarn only 76% as mudhas
all women.,dq? oy _ .

. "g;\ AN \.
[ T B ; rertiendl

’1\1
' ‘abéa average. Slneé”Employment problema tend to deelxne
~ with age, this may explaln .some of .the. observed differences
~ﬁ;in 1abor markEt Suceess' 250 it Lﬁr IR .?nmw ;w _(.Aqaqnh
""The data indieates that Puerto Rlcans have much more re-l
‘*strloted emplayment horlzons tban othar poverty. area res-

" ‘idents. ~For' instance, 26,1% of the employed Puerto ‘Ricans.
" “Worked within the surveyed poverty apeas. compared. with only
22,4% of all residents, For females, the differences are

.. even more marked, with 34.7% of the Puerto Rigan women
'employed in the surveyed areas compared with 25.0% of all
b ‘other women." T Y SS L I SO AN LI LG TR

In order to conolude, we ~would. like:to emphasize.that the. phenomanon

of Puerto Rlean mxgration seems to oceur in a-particulan.way to: our people,
and not as a repetitlon of the mlgratory experience: of -other: ethnic groups
which Eave”beeome aeculturated and assimilated to .the United Statasenvi~
roﬁhent l'Thus, the Euerto Rlcan migratlon requires urgent sophisticated
“reéeafeh a researeh that has to 1nclude the Puerto, Riean migrants at;:
‘the end of hoth of the migration streams that is, the returned migrants. .

in Puerto Rico and the Puerto Rican migrants in.the United States.:

i . H .y . B F
o N Y T VO S SRR s FEL
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