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ABSTRACT ) | : ,

' Research among black and white males aged 18 to 54
investigated correlations, between migration patterns and occupational
attainment and earnings. Results indicated that: (1)’ the propensity
to migrate is related to. entrance into, exit from, gnd laterations in
occupational careers; (2) there 'is a positive §sociatiom between
migration and oclupational status, but most’of this association®can

- be accounted for by the favorable soGioeconomic background of .
migrants; (3) in general; migration j$ associated with higher .
occupational attainment, greater r*géto education, and an

increased earning capacity, but th rn of the association varies

between black and white migrants, and between new and repeat or

return migrants; -(4) the South has henefited from the population

exchange between the South and other areas of the country; and (5)

migrants who left the South between 1965 and 1970 had substantially

higher earning3 than those who remained. in the South. (Author/MJL) -
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Abstract ) : .

Py
-

AnaJysis of the association between migration, occupational
hY - R
attainment,, and earnings supports the following condlusions: (1) whila

"aspects of occupational attaingent: are associated with migration, most of

i

this association can be accodnted for by the favdrable socioeconomic

background of migrants; (2) white migrants are able ‘- to convert’ their

s

educational resources into higher occupational attainment; (3) certain
/ _ :

types of migrants have greater earnings at deatination',r partly as a result"

~

of occupational mobility; and (4) the South has benelPTted greatly from
»

"its population interchange with the non-South, and-migrafts \‘lho left the

South between 1965 and 1970 had substantially highr earnings than those

*

who remained @q the South. Lo . . - -
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P ,Miggatioh and Socipeconomic Attainment
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. : Py
INTRODUCTION -

R
Morrison (1977, .p. 62) notes that onedof the ways migkation' affedts

~

the structure and functioning of<?oc}ettes is that' it facilitates social

IS

. X , .
mobility. The act of migrating increases an individual's chances for
“ 1

socioeconomic improvement as a‘ résult of-éelocatipg to areas where the

opportunities fop achfevehent are greatest.' Thus, migration may .be
rega}ded as an av;nue aﬁ individuai céh use to obtain greatgr returns on
his .human capital investmqbgé, whether in the foré= :r educational
éttainment, occ;pﬁtional stdtus, or 1abor';;rcg experience. This paper

.

‘focuses on-several aspects of this issue, including whether (1) migration

promotes occupational mobility within a single generation; (2) migrants .

_are able }o obtain more favorable returns on their edgcational endowmgnts,

work experience, and occupationdl attainment; ‘and (3) returns to status
" ‘
attainment vary by race, migration status, and region of origin and

destination. ' ) ' ' \
Although the“positive association'betueen migratioﬁ and occupational
attainmeét is well documented egbirically (see Ritchey, 19%6; Shaw, 1975;
Lichtér et al., 1979, for revieib), very little empirical work has been
reported on the dynamic intefplay between occupational mobility ;nd

.

migration. Scudder and Anderson (1954), Preﬁn'(1967), and ‘Blau and Duncan

P

(1967) report that intergenerational occuéptionél mobility is higher among
. ' * !

sons who migrated. Freeman and Hawley (7959) and Blau and Duncan 1967)

]
found a substant%;l association between intragenengtional mobility and

. . .
migragion.

.

Moreover, there are a number o©f issues in regard 'to the interplay

g




between o;cupatien, "and migration that need to be explored further. One -
sucP 1ssue is whpther there is a connection between the direc:ion of
occ:upationalf\Y mobtlity‘u and migration." Does ,migration pm;mote only:
occupetionii sncceas? Or is it the ,case that the asaociation\gbetweén

migration and -mobility depends on the social background and labor force
experience of individuals" Results t‘r‘m the Occupational Changes in a

i

Gene‘ration (OCG) survey and its replicate (OCG II) indicate that a
. substantial numbér of men experienced declines in oceupational sthnqing,
asg well as in quality of first Job’ relative to that of their fathers

(Blau and Duncan, '1967-' Feathermn and Hauser, 1978) Hence\.\t would

seem reasonable to ask whether migration is selective with respect t;

these me{l, and“," if sa, how they dif‘t‘er from men who experience an increas

or, no change in ocoupational' standing. Blau -and .Duncan. (1'9?},
pp. 252-253) riport that migratlon' in itself promotesa neither .\;pward “nor
. - - - ' S

downward intergenerational mobility, that .the gredter upward mobility

observed among migrants is due primarily to superio'n sécial background.

.

Belaw, an e,t’kf‘ort i3 made to determine whether these findings hold for
intragenerational mobility. 4 . ) -
“ . L4 ¢

AN .
!Another issue worthy ,of investigation is  the, extent- of

b
intragenerational occupational mobility among different’ types of migr‘ants.

L]
The majority or individuals whofmove during an 1nter'val of time are not.
‘ . )
f‘irst;time, migr‘ants, but rather include' persons who are returning to their

.

origin,,'or who are moving ;‘to ‘another destination (see Miller, 1977;

DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981; DaV,énzoA, ‘1981). Results from several studies )
. ' . LA
indicate that' there are‘ important  socioeconomic and  demographigc
Lo A ' )
dif‘ferences between f‘irst-time, ’ r-etur'n, and repeat migrants (the

A .
distinctiona are deseribe\in the, next section), reflecting the

-




-

' ! .

differential ‘iméaét of selectivity factors on the‘propeqéity to migrate

-

(Miller, 1977; DaVanzo, 1981; “DaVanio, 1976; 'DaVanzo and Morrison,
1981; ‘Faber,,197p; Kau and Sirmans, 1976). Miller, for examp}e, reports

v . / N
that repeat nonreturn migrants have occupational attainment levels far
0 '> ’ *

‘ . . . - -
abowe those of nonmigrants and other typds of migrants. A possible
_interpretation of this finding is suggested by the work of DdVanzo and

Morrison (1981), whose findings of differences in age, education, and
. & ‘ . .
employment status apong types of migrantg .imply that migratiom is a

corrective act, conditioned by length of residence at a new location and

knowledge Of opportunities available at alternative locations. A focus on

'*ocpupationalg mobility may .help to disentangle the influence of these
- . " . v "
.factors versus selectivity factors (such ,as age QF  socioeconomic
. : ~
'

attainment) on .migration. - If both types of. factors are qperatiné, one
would expect repeat migrants-not only to’ be' of superior .socioceconomic .

. ‘ B .
background, but -also to experience greater oeccupational advancement once
< -

migrdtion has occurred. ' c

3

. * g .
A final issue to be explored is the intermediate effect of migration

on. earnings athieved by ocbupationaltmobility. Most of the_bﬁbk it the

«~ area of_retu%ns to mignatioﬁ has focused almost exclusively on the-

qustion of whether the earnings of migrants ifcreased significantly af%er

.

a hove (Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Lansing and Morgan, 1967; Wértheimeg,
® ’ . 0 . .
1970; Kiker and Traynham, 1977; Faber, 1978). A neglected aspect of the

relationship between migratlon and ghanges-in earnings is the impact b?‘

migration on occupational mobITity. It is reasonable to speculate at this

point that some individuals é}perience significant increases {m earnings

o

because of advancement in occupational standings. Thus, by unplicqtlon,'
¢ \A " M

some of the influence exerted by mjgration on earnlngs is probébly

P 4

4
E
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transmitted through changes in ocbupationgl af&ainment.

-  THE CURRENT STUDY
s ’ : ..

Blabk and white (ndn-Hispan}c) males between the ages of 18 and 's4
¢ N
and living in the 120 largest SHSAs in 1970 are the population subgroups

of primary interest in this analysis.\ The data are taken from the 1970

1/300 Public Use Sample (POS) file for\county groups' (5% sample universe).

Voo

’ The PUS is ideally suited for the pkoposed analysis, \because it is
| I d

possible to observe changes in occuﬂational status over a five-year

ﬁeriod, which corresponds to the migratipn interval used to identify

several types of migrants. The emphaSis here is on intragenerational

%
occupational mobility, defined as either a cbange in a major occupation

_group or change in' occupational statys as indexed by Duncan's”

Socio-EconoMic Index (SEI) scores during the 1965-1970 period. Occupdtion

in 1965 1is based on retrospective reporting, d‘therefore is subject to

greater recall and reportgng'errors than 1970 octupation (see Featherman '

. i
and Hauser, 1978). ) ) »~

fl

An individual js defined as a migrant if his {1970 regioﬂ of residence-

(based on the nine major census regions) is diffkrent -from that based on

reported 1965 state of residence or state of birth‘1 The foreign-born and

_indiq‘dugls whose vstate of. bi;th or residence in| 1965 were not reported

are excluded, A distinction  is made between foyr mutually exclusive
. W / 7 4

categories of migrants. A lifetime migrant is an ndividual who left his

§ . i
region of birth prior to 1965 and did not'move betwelen 1965 and 1970. A

2 .
distinction 1is made begween - th ategories of] rece’ntélgrants.. New
migrants are individuals who were o - ed to have (left their state of

birth. for the first time between 1965 and-1970; () return migrants are

A

-

~




A

persons who.lpftlthein region¢of birth prior to 1965 but peturned between
~ . . ™

. ‘1962 and 1970; and finally, a repeat migrant is an individual who left
his reéion of residence.prior to 1965 and moved to yet another re@gion

between 1965 and ‘1970.  These 'foLr categories of migrants are not
’ ¢ ' .

exhaustive of 'migration types, nor are they free of conceptual and/

P

methodological problems associated with me;suring the éemporal ahd’spatial
dynamics of migration flows (Miller, 197f5::f1t is clearly possible - for
indicaduals to move severaiﬁtimes over a ;ive-year period, which biases
the definibiggs uS;d here (seg rDaVanzo, 1983; DaVanzo .;nd Morrison,
1981). :An additional bias is. introduced because individuals are selected
for analysis on ﬁhe Sa s oﬁ»tnexp most recent place of residence. Thi;
. ts :
biases the analysis &r‘a‘nf,/nonmgmnt differentials at origin, since
region of origin is observea oﬁiy ¥or éhose individuals;who did not move

or who moved to one of the SMSAs included in the sample universe. .

RESULTS

Migration and Changes in Labor Force Status

Changes in the oécupafional position of eméloyed persons is not the

' [}
only type of chaq‘F in labor forcé status which is associated with
migration. The propensity to migﬁate is related to entrance into, exit
from, and alterations in occupetionai careers. A focus on the association

.

. between general changes in la®or force status and migration wil{ help to
placé the discussion of dthe ;ssocigtlon between migration and
intragenerational ;ccupational mobiii%y in‘a broader coftext. I shall
focus hpriefly on this broader pattern before proéeedingtwith the questiop

of thd association between ogcupationél mobility and ﬁigration.

The PUS file not only includes retrospective information onf

[
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occupation 1in 1965, but also infoémation,which allows one to asc¥rtain an

‘individudl’s current and previous labor forceg status. Etu is therefore

possible to.. determine to whaﬁ extent different types.of labor force -~

- ) changes exert effect on the ‘propensity to migfate. Tabie 1 'reﬁorts :
' LI ’ * .‘ P)
R percentage distributions ‘of individuals by race, labor force status, ag¢ .

occupafion in 1965 and 1970. Employment status was constructed as

. §olloﬁs: persons classified ;s being employed in 1965 iéhlude individuals
who were 25 years of age and over, and.thos; 18 to 24 yeérs of age. who

) " were not in college and who indicated they wére atework, in 1965. The "In
School or Milita;y" category for 1965 includes persons'yh;‘ﬁerebless than

18 years of-age, persons in college without a job,\those in college with a

Id

job but less' than 25 years of\age in 1965, and persons in the military. °
. The "Not in Labor Force" category for 1965 is a residual, and includes*

persons not classified as being in the labor force or in school or the

military in *1965. Employment status in 1970 reflects self-reporting of

labor force attivity at the time of the census, and is not based -on

|

respondent's age. En addition, persons in the military in ‘1970 were:

) ‘ [
excluded, and all}spondents reported their labor force status in 1970.

The occupational categories are adapted from Featherman and Hauser (1978).

’

In 197b,'foﬁ both racial groups, the percentage of persgns in each
_occupational‘ category (except farm) increaséd due to the elimination of .
the Occupation'yot Reported category and substantial reductions in the
. numbgr’aof bcrsons resbrtéd as being in school or thé military. Also

reported are estimates of the percentage of persons whqo wmigrated during

. - \

the 1965-1970 period. Previous reports of a positive association between
l' 7 .

migration and occupational status are not supported by these data for

N -

either racial group. Two '~ caveats are in order _here. First,f the

e . \ ‘
-

' ' ' ‘ll, ’ ’




-

in 1965 and 1976
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Table 1. Percentagé Distribution of. (Sample Individuals by Race and Labor Force-Act;.ivity

’
.

p AV
. 1965 1970 . .
Labor Force Status 2 Percentage Percentage Percentage | Percentage ‘
of Total' -  Migrants _/of Total Migrénts -
. . . Blacks
Employed C. )
Upper White Collar . R g L
Professional, self employed 0.32 3.45 0.37 © 8.82 .
" Professional, salaried 2.76 5.92 ¢ 4,30 -~ 10.68 |
Managers 1.12 4.84 "1.82 9.09
Salesmen, others 0.45 .21 0.76 . . 9.64
Lower Wnhite-Collar - . ’
Proprietors - 0.42 - 1,92 0.63 7.30
Clerks . . 4.45 2.80 6.85 9.16
Salesmen, retail 0.60 4.1 0.85° 9.27
Upper Blue Collar v . .
Craftsmen, manufacturing . 2.68 2.83 3.96 7.07
Craftsmen, others . 3.1 3.58 . 4.83. 8.89 -
Craftsmen, 'construction " 2.06 b5 2.82 8.49
Lower Blue Collar
[ Service - 9.15 L T.77 11.75 ‘& 7.66
Operatives, others " 7.08 by _° 9.66 S T.719 . )
Operatives, -manufacturing 8.49 ! 3.36 - 1174 9.76 ‘
Laborers, manufacturing 1.85 3.10 . 2.20 9.41
Laborers, others 6:67 3.1 7.90 7.56
Farm ' - ‘
+ _Farmers ~0.17 - 14,06 . 0.16 . 13.33
Farm workers b 0.76 10.39 toe 0.71 8.02
Occupation Not Reported - 6.70 7 » 5.72 : NA NA .
\ /. ;
Not Employed - ' e 4 _ a ,
chool or Military 16.22 13.86 . 4.89 . 9.45
« " Not in Labor Force ' 24.92 16.77 23.80° . 9.32
Total 100.00 8.79 . 100.00 « 8.79
i s (36,803) (36,803)
fa‘ , (table continues) ’
| <

IR
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- ] .
) S . J/’ Table 1 (continued) :/‘v
o ,T 4 . l 1965 i 11970 . .
Labor l“orce,St:a‘t:usa v, T -Percentage Percentage Pércentage ~ Percentage
- T of Total " Migrants of Total Migrants *°
— > — -

‘ e - ;o Whites :

Employed~ - LN e S [ .

Upper ‘White Collar: VR . ) , .

" Professional, self-employed . 1.57T], -3 3.6 . 1.82 . b
Professional, sdlaried, - . 9.07 7.28 12.b5 10.72
_Managers : T4c 68T, 6.00 ‘' 7.83 CT.51
Salesmen, others v 3.99° ¥.91 DN WL 6.56

Lower ‘White Collar o . ' : .
Proprietors 2 .4 2.75 2.51 3.50
Clerks 5.15 342 . .40 v~ 5.19
Salesmen, fetail - 1.96 4.46 2,12 T L 6.06

Upper Blue Collar ‘ . . L ' ’ .

' Craftsmen, manufacturing " 5.91 t2.60 6.59 ©o4.24.
Lraftsmen, others 5.45 3.57 6.63 ‘ 5.64
Craftsmen, construction 3.90 "~ 3.10 > k.06 ) 5.73

Lower Blue Collar I " ' . '

. Service " i 4.35 y \ 3.4 4,98 5.33
Operatives, others I 4.98 \ 35g -, 5.52 & 545
.Operatives, manufacturing “6.72 .~ a.se ‘ ' J.gl 490
Laborers, manufacturing . 0.77 , 3.24 . W.0.80 . 8,96
Laborers,. others e 2.30 R U J2.42 . 6.52

. Farm . . L. , . . \ . .
Farmers 4 %0.60 T oh.y9 ., . 0.49 2.48
Farm workers -+ + : 0.36. *’w 6.50 / " 0.29 6.4y

Occupation Not Reported -. 4.54 s '5.53(‘ - NA " NA

Not Employed c S ‘ '. ) . . ¢ & )

T Soheol or Military o $16.38 T, 1374 6.57 - . 1967
Not in Labor Force 13.28 ) 11.1Q "\ 17:1 .6.7U

. he , L . . .

Total Ny 100.00 ' 6.73 100.00 *6.73.

K : | _J39%,389) ' (304,389)

A

= T . ” v .
Source: 1970 1 percent PUS file,for county groups. \\ L
\ a-Occupational categories adapted .from.Featherman and Hauser (1978).. .

.

i\ b=In 197Q, persons wete allocated an occupation by the census if t;he& |[did not report one.

\e~In 1965, imcludes persons under 25 who

\ military were excluded.

O

c@\-Includes persons.whose lab&r
\ .

[
.

. o (“‘ ‘ t
EMC ’ ! v"!

Tt Provided b ER v 4

[N

force activity wasgot reported- In 1965.
' / )

. Y LI [ Y

’ ’ '

12

N,
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were in college and had a job; in 1970, persons in.the
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.

'bccupation "classification > does ‘not correSpond to' the ; standard

A\

’ 3 - . . ] .
classification' usually employed -as an inspection of the subg?oups‘

» -

reported under each . major heading reveais. * Second, these are gross
estimates,(wﬁich conceal the differential impact of both age and education

on migi‘ation. ¥hen these factors are controllgd and the - occupétion
£

'distributien “is reduced to the, five ma jor: subheadings the positivz

association between migration and occupation is reveared.

.

-~

The percentage of migrants~reported for each. occupational& category

(except farm) is considerably higher in 1970. The difrerences between the
/

two time *peribds reflect shifts in the occupational standing~ of

respondents who reported an occupation at both dates, and shifts in .

l ‘s

,persons fnom the Occupation Not Reported and the Not Employed categoriec

. i
P

to reported®occupation in 1970. s ) ‘

Table 1 provides only het estimates of change in the percentage of

,'person;ﬂlin'jeach la?or force-occupational categorxe based on the 1965-and -

"

1570 marginals. Hence it fs not possiblg,to;determine'whether individuals

who aexpe}ienced ehanges in their labér force status between 1965 and 1970

] . R

( .
were more likely to -be migrants. The percentages reported in  Table 2

avoidf‘this- problem, as indiv&duals are placed in categoriés according to

.

the type of-change experienced in labor force status between 1965 -and
X :

1970. Type of change in labor force status is very much aeeociated with

v

migration status. For both racial groups, individuals who.cngnged either '

from in school/military in 1965 to in the labor force in 1970, onrfrom not
v . ’

in the labor force in 1965 but in the labor force in 1970, were much more

liﬁely to be migrants. 1In addition, individuals who changedﬁocoupational.

status were twice as likely to be migrants as persons who experienced no
» - Y

¢

chamge. 'This, finding confirms the connectiop between intragenerational

. -
) ¥ ’

v

S P

v
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Table 2. Percentage of Migr'an‘ by Type of Change 4n Labor Force Status: - 1965-1970
‘ & . : —* P
' .o .- Blacks Whites
Type éhanﬁe .in Labor For'ce Status Percentage Percentage Percenfage 'Percentfage *
.\9‘65-.197O of Total, Migrants -~ of Total Migrants .
, [ \
— ’ M t -t ‘ B o . v ¢
No’ Change in Occupation. . 38.83 - 3.13 48.83 3.52 y
. v ’ . ’ - ,.r./"':<
Occupation Changed Up , 7 4.15 ) 7.08 ’ 5.85 . 6.55 '
: . \ /. . L ) .
Occupation Changed Down 2.62', * 6.22 4.30 5.92 '
4 rd
Changed from Occupation to s ( : ( .
Schdol-Not in ‘Labor Force 6.56 4.72 6.82 5.90
Changed from Occupatioh Not Reported o o ' ‘ -
to' School-Not in Labor Force - s 1.06 6.14 ’ 0.61 ~ 6.34
- Changed from School-Military to ' < : ' ’
Occupation . 8.31 / . 17.52 ,9.06 ‘ 16.15
" Changed from School-Military to *
School Not in Labor Force 7.90 10.01 - 7.3 - 10.75
Changed" from Not in Labor Force ) .. / ' . . '
*  to Occupation . - 11,76 T 22.67 4.37 o 19.42 T '
Changed from Not in- Labor Force ~/ . ] . o J""
to Scn%u-uot in. Labor Force - : 13.16 11.50 8.91 ‘ 7.02
Changed from Occupation Not Reported oL , ] ‘
to Occupation . 5.64 5.64 3.92 PRI 5.41
Total-Ob3ervations . . 36,803 : 304,389
. Source: ‘1970 1 percent I’US file for county groups. ! 1 .
» - - a
<)

a-These cat.egor'ies were obtained bylcross-classit‘ying 1965 and 1970 labor force status,
using the breakdown in Table 1. -




occupational mobility and ll;lgratigl.‘
. - N Va .
Sevetal conclusions can be dflawn from the results reported in Table

2. First, while mdividuﬁals wl';é\‘move across occupational strata are more
. likely to be uigrants than‘fthos\‘é who remain within a stratum, it is clear
' that entr-ance into ér- exit rr-om the labor force are the ma jor types of -
change associated with migration. Second, individuals who experienced an

increase in occupational ststus were only slightly/mor'e likely to be
migrants than those who exp’r-ienced a decx"ease, evenh though the percentage
o

of the total population experiencing the f‘or'mer' is greater than the
*

latter. It should be. emphasized fhat these ‘conclusions are based on’

Y, .

pa

five—-year. changes in labor' force standings. It is entirely possible,
indeed likely, that the reported percentages would be different if the
le#tigth of the obser-vational ifnter'val was greater-—-e.g., f'rom entrance into

{

. the labor force to r'etir'ement. i’
¢ | "

Migr_‘ation and Occupational Mobility

+
e

.In this and subseqoentl sections, attention is-focused on' unraveling.

various aspects of the"_as.sociation between migration and socioeponomic

[

-attainment among those in Me"samle;" Persons whose 1965  occupation was

not reported or who \;ere no_t in the labor force in 1965 or 1970 are

- excluded from this analysis
The f‘ir'st question to be addressed is whether migration is associated

'witn occupational mobility among persons who were born in the same region.
4 A

Table- 3 reports the percenta'ge of persons who experienced change in

occupational status between 1965 and 197.6 by age, migration status, *and

-

racgs The migration status variable 4s based on region of birth of

_respondents, ‘Hence, nonmigrants dre compared with individuals who Left

-

T

%
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Table 3. Percentage Change in Ocpupltioml Status by Race, Ags,.and Migratiop Sut“u‘a: 1965-1970

*

i _ Changs {n Occupstional Status®

A

=

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FERIC

Biscks : A ‘ ’ Whitas
Age anq Migration Incresse %o . Decresse . ' Total . Increase [ Decresse Totpl
Status . [ Observations- Changs Observatipns
. —

18-34 yadrs N ' )
Wonalgrants 22.118 60.435 17.478 3,275 *26.66% 58.108 16.24% 8,826 ‘
Lifetime Migrants 22.95 58.32 18.73 1,869 2647 N 56.008 17.49 2,195
-!ocant Migrants . . ,

Return 30.49 80.28. 29.27 © 82 29.79 86.26 23.95 668

New 32.19 37.77 30.04 334 37140 81,50 21,10 1,7%

Repeat 35.63 33.33 31.03 87 29.25 . 49.65 21.10 | AR
35-54 years L . ’
ﬁlign!_nia 12401 78,12 9.90 8,739 12.00 78.31 9.70 16,001
Lifetine Mgrandll  13.49 7797 '9.38 %,00H 12.47 76.79  10.74 . 6,005

Return 19.15 .81  3n.04 L o216 . 57.08 21.%n . BT

Nev 31.68 49.50 ° 18.81 101 . 22.6% 59.68 17.67 1,488

Repeat 32.61 ° 85.65 21.74 L1 LA} 65.08  16.35 1,064

1. N = . L 2
Sourcs: 1970 ,1-p3r~cmt PUS file ro;- county groups. . " '
! N

s-Indexed by whether sf individual moved from one to anothsr of fifteen major nonfarm occupational categoriass

vetueen 1965 ana 1970 (see Tabls ! for desoription of cstegorisa). " *
b-Migration statua is based an region of}birw of respondent. See text for definitions of the migration categories.

’, < f ( 17 P
e o
. o i TN
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their region of bintp and in 1970 were classified as either lif‘eti!he *

return, repeat oF ‘new migrants, to determine whether migrants were aple .

.

to improve their ocmxpational standi’ng above what it would have been nad

they not migrated Nonmigrants are substantially less likely to have’

.
A}

experienced either an increase or -a decrease in their oceupational

standings over ‘the 1965—1970 period particularly among blacks and the

¥ ‘ B
youngest age gou.p_. Not, only do nonmigrants ~-differ from migrants, ﬁt .

among the latter there are noticeable differences.- Lifetime migrants aré’

much more similap in occupational mobility to nonmigrants than they are to
o
'reoent migrants. . ’I’he' 11ifetime migrant  category is probably mor'e

- "

heterogeneous than the other migrant categories, reflecting generational
,\‘ dirf‘erencé's in Qccupatidnal attainment (as the former tend to be much

older), as well as .fhe iﬁ:pact of s’e‘lectivityiractor_'s associated with

\

migration ‘behavior. qu example, many of the lifetime migrants probably.

mid?-ated as members of housgholds, and” did notgbmigrat:e for .reasons

.
-

associated with labor force participation.
Among the recent migrant categories one can also observe differences
< in' occupationgl mobility. Among blacks, the ordering o'f' recent migration-

» ‘types by the degree of changes in occupational status - (ignoring for the
. . S s ) . . T
moment the dir)ec&ion of change) is repeat, new, and return migrants;

N ]
among whites the ordering is ‘new, -return, and repeat migrants. These

‘girt‘erences_ com;d perhaps reflect variations in experience, knowleltge as
to) .the a‘vailability of op‘oortunities in different labor market areas, and
Y c'areér‘ differences in labor force participa“‘tion, and organizational ties.
s ; More -will be said ‘on this point’ onee other attributes have been

considered,
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With respgot to the direction of occupational mobility, a greater
per;centEQe of xthe migrants exp'er-ience? both increases and decreapes in
occupational standing. Generally, the p'ercentage of ‘persons experiencins
an increaee in occupational et.anding is grea;,er than those who experienced
a decrease, and theee dittetencee do not' tor-n|a E:oneistent pattern across
the migr‘e\ion categories. Hovie.ver, note tha,t' the discrepancy between the
percentage of persons ’.experie'ncing incregses and decréases {n occupat‘ionql
n fact, among older black return

A )
migrants, the pércentage experiencing a deorease is much greater than

standing 1is 1less for return migrants. I

)
Hhose who” experienced an increasde. - One could speculate that persons in

the retdm migrant category are individuals who simply chose td return to

. - . »
.their place of birth after a. long absenc?, particularly if they were

nearing ‘or at retirement age. On the other hand it coyld be, as DaVanzo

and Morrison (1981) observe, that some of these individuals-encountered

( . » ' . :
ad justment problems and decided to return to a more familiar environment.

However, it should be noted that given the length of time these
: ‘- , :
individuals have been away from theif place of birth, this explanation is

less plausible than t}é former, since, as ihese authors suggest,

. 7
,unsuccessful migrants are more likely to return within a short peried of

. . ) ¢
time. , )

s

The changes in occupational ('status reported in Table 3 dq not take

4

account. of Ahe impact of previous.status leyel or the influence of other

-

_background factors. Previous studies suggest that the favorable standings

of migrants' may sigply reflect the intlueuce\f ’selectivity factors, and
\ b I3 s
N L) .
once t,;uese are controlled the. superiority of migrants in occ'ugatiopal

attainment disappears. There are two‘questions that can be raised.

(1] - " . [2
First, are migrants more favorably endowed ’with attributés which lead to

L ry .

’
|

-

-

e




©are, mch*ore achievement-or'iented than nonmifgrants. They are not only

greater occupational and earnings attainment? And sechd are migrants

better abie to capitalize bn their resources. than nonmigrants? My

e,

‘eXpectations are' that the answer to both questions is yes. In regard to

t

the second questioo, this expectation is based on the belief that migrants

4

more knowlédgeable about bpportudities available elewhere, » but are more |
{ -'.. LY' :

-
likely to take advantage of these dpportunities, even if tqé;e are risks
\ . ‘n }

involved. Following DaVanzon and Morriaén (1981),. it ,can also \be

* "*

- .hyppthesized that selectivity, experience, and knowledge of cpportunities -

would generate stdtus attainment differences among lifetime return, new, °

and - repeat migrants.. For example, onef;ould expect repeat midpents to be J

)

\ . .
more favorably endowed, and better able to 'capitalinj/ on opportunities

becadge of knowledée acquired in previous moves. ’wa migrants, on the
‘ .

other hand, are less experienced and knowledgeable than repeat and return
migrants, ans, although they may be favorably endowed, they are probably

more likely totaccept lower levels of status attaingent because most would .

_have only recently begun their occupational careers (see fau and Sirmans,
1976). Return migrants are more liKely to>bé intermediate betweern repeet

and  new migrants, mainly because thi:;;gpoup is more heberogeneous,
. k o

consisking of some¢. individuals similar to repeat migrants? some Wwho

-~encountered adjustment problems, hnd‘some who are nearing the end of their

A

careers. T

)

The results relevant .to the two questions raised- earlier are

.
L

presented as follews. First, the sae;hgconomiq attainment and labor force

“experiences of migrants and nonmigrants {3 compared. .Second, results are

-

given from multiple regression equations in which the probability of

occupational mobility and percentage change - in occupational status ‘are

3

L
5 .

Y
<t

\

—

: o

. -

X
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categories with respect to status attainment does not conform precigely to

. . o .‘ . . B -
treatéd as dependent variables. In the first instance, the objective is

to determine whether the differences obseived in' Table -3  reflest
dirrerences_ in lev:l and return to socioeconomic attainment,é ln the
second’ instance, the objegtive is to determine whether the magnitude of
change in occupational stetus is assoclated with migration status. A

third set of analyses focuses on differences betuebn persons who

,r * ]

experienced upward and downward mobility. The intent here is \o determine

i

whether individuals who are dounwardly mobile are different from those who

are uwardly mobile, and whether these dit‘ferencee\,_gary by migration

ool

status., Discussion follows concerning whether returns to * socioeconomic -

.

attainment, measured by annual earnings, vary by migration statis. As in
the previous pnalyses, the objective is to ascertain wﬁether there are

identiriable payoffs to migration.‘ Finally, I assess the role/ of
& [ -
differences in region of origin and of destination in determining

L]

-y

socioeconomic attainment. . ’ i I

Table U4 reports the means and standard deviations of variables that

will ‘be' used in subsequent analysis. Some of these variables’are'of ’.
interest here, as théy permit an assessment of.  the ‘role ‘of migretion
. - . . -
selectivity in‘ promoting occupational ,and earning attainment. One can

note that the status,attainment backéround of recent migrants is supérior'

to that of nonmigrants and lifetime miérants with. respect to educationel

]

and occupational attajinpent in 1965. The ‘rank ordering of the 'miération
the orderiné expected. Repeat migrants, as expected, have the highest
levél of educational and occupation‘} attainment, followed by white returm '

migrants, black new migrants in the case of schooling level, and return : J

- L .
migrants in the case of occupational status. On the other hand,.
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Table 4, Selécted Socioeconomic and Labor Force Characteristics of Miggant and Nonmigrant Subgroups by Race. Means ind Standard Deviations' o

—
[ Y L

Py
-

Varisbles Nonmigrant  Lifetime Migrant Return Migrant Repeat Migrant New Migrant’

Hea:; . Mean S.D. Mean S.D. . Mean S.D. JHiean s.D.

- 7

. . . Blacks

1969 Earnings 5683.2125 4111.9048 5556.1Q69 N403.3496 5104.6937 2020.2797 6152.6036 ¥667.8908 5394.3569 4078, 1220 ¢

1970 Occupational Status (SEI) 26,7938 19.0318 21.0037 19.073 29.6217 20.9981 35.4729 24,9567 29.53%5 20.9781
- ' L . _

1965 Occupational Status (SEI) 25.2654 - 18.3804 25.6151 18.5689 28.6140 20.4478 31.6895 23.0304 26.1979 20.4393

$ Change Occupational Status (SEI) 22.0716 89.9285 + 19,5012 80.5979 31.7883 . 103.1802 kas.g'“ 97.4108 #2.9249 117.0528

‘Proportion Nonmobile 0.7089 0.4543 0.7117 0.4530 0.4264 0.4965 0.3759 0.4862 0.8132 0.4931
Proportion Upwardly Mobile 0.1613 0.3679 0.1650 0.3712 0.2636 0.4423 0.3459 0.8774 0.3204 0.4673
Proportion Qownwardly Mobi I" . 0.1298 0.3361 0.1233 0.3288 0.3101 0.%643 0.£782 " 0.8498 " 0.2665 0.5428
Proportion Vocational Trai¥ing 0.2380 0.4259 0.2597 0.4385 0.3023 0.4611 - 0.3308 0.4723 0.2575 0.%379
Proportion Limiting Disability 0.0986 0.2981 0.1013 0.3018 ¢ 0.0853 0.2804 0.0827 0.2765 . 0.0898 0.2864
Proportion Married . 0.3868 0.6932 0.2985 0.6022 0.5116 0.7301 0451 0.690% 0.4581 0.7811

Work Bxperience 21.8649 10.7429 24,1008 10.1134 18.0000 10.5823 ©  16.8571 - 9.58n 15.82613; 9.5025'

Years of schooimg Completad 10.3408 3.1865 10.4224 3.1336 10.6279 3.4280 11.4662 3.517% 11.0359 3.3978'
Graded Schooling 9.9260 2.6507 9.9690 1.5819 10,0465 * 2.7524 10,4737 2.3503 10.2994 2.4286
Years 1n~follo¢o 0.0148 1.1861 0.453% ° 1.2312 0.581%4 1.3733 0.9925 1.9482 0.73%5 1.5909
Industry . N

Distributive Services 0.2810 0.4277 0.1987 0.3991 0.2093 0.408% 0.2556 0.4379 0.1976 0.3988

Goods Services 0.0483 ‘0.2144 0.0506 0.2191 0.1085 0.3123 6.0752* 0.26;;J/ 0.0329 0.1787

Sxrial Services 0.2013 0.%010 0.1880 0.3907 0.1628 0.3706 0.2331 0.4244 0.1647 03714
Peraonal Services 0.0799 0.2711 0.0727 0.2597 0.0853 0.2804 0.0977 0.298 0.0988 0.2988
* Changed Industry ) 0.2848 . 0.8513 0.2721 0.4451 0.6512 0.4785 ° 0.6917 0.4635 0.6527 0.4768
Esployed ) ,
Private Sector 0.7192 0.4494 0.7453 0.4357 0.7829 0.4138 0.7669 0.4248% . 0/8383 0.3687
Public Sector * . 0.2356 0.42u4 0.2082 0.4061% 0.1860 0.3907 0.1805 0.3860 0.1467 0.3543
Weeks Warked ) 4.0193 11,3498 46,2917 11,1671 43.073% 14,6714 843.9737 12.7338, 45,1108 11.8968
Bours Morked 36.8722°  15.2856 3,3137 16.7818 - 3%.0116  ¥7.5395 33.6278 17.3098 32,9446 17,4944

- -—

Region of Birth ) ' e ’ .
Proportion East 0.2056 0.5042 0.0266 0.1608 0.0775 0.2685 0.,0602 6.2387 0.0689 0.2536

Proportion North 0.1762 0.3810 0.0489 0.2156 0.1938 0.3968 0.0602 0.2387 0.0898 0.2864
Proportion West 0.0245 0.1545 0.0082 0.0900 0.0465 0.2114 0.0150  0.1222 =~  0.0150 0.1216

Total Observationa 8,014 ) 5,873 129 ‘ 133 334 -
' (table continues)

~

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4 ( .Table 4 (continued)
: ) - : _ =
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Variables Nonlignnt" Llictine ﬁisnnt' Return Migrant 2 Repeat Migrant ° New Migrant
Mean s.D. § Mean _ & Mean s.D. Mean 5.D. Mean [/ s
v . . . , p H'h 1tes . .
1969 Eamings # 9961.9087 6904.6016 11175.7959 8157.9795 10126.8809  7334.3837 12155.9734  B8MN6.8303 9476.9030  7272.0297
1970 Occupational.Status (SEI) 43.7039 23.1719 47.6098 - 23.9167 50.4742 24,2786 56.8146 23.7350 %9.5499 25,1240
1965 Occupational Status (SEI) M.a7u 22.8963 45,7902 23,9611 48.3228 - 24,3259 54,2168 23.9897 .  ¥45.5358 24.0701
$ Change Otcupationel Status (SEI) 19.600 85.5107 16.6927 78.83&0. 25.7513 107.990‘7 21.5053 90.0541 34,9764 119.3869
Proportion Nonmobile e 0.7112 0.4532 0.7123 . "6.l521‘ 0.5168 0.4999 0.5887 0.4922° 0.4991 0.5001
Proportion Upwardly Mebile 0.1686 . 0.3784 < 0.,1622 0.3687 0.2569 - 0.4371 0.2287 0.4201 0.3058 0.4608
Proportion Downwardly Mobile | 0.1202 -+ 0.3252 0.1255 0.3313 0.2263 0.4186 0.1825 0.3864 0.1952 0.3964
. Proportion Vocational Training 0.3354 0.4722 0.3593 0.4798 0.3316 0.4710 0.3561 2  0.4790. . 0.3337 0.8716
Proportion Limiting Disabjlity 0.0772 0.2669 0.0915 7 0.2883 0.0844- 0.2781 0.0676 0.2511 0.0749 0.2633
Proportion Married 0.2583 0.6211 0.1972 0.5372 0.2315 0.5801 0.2299 0.5768 0.2899 0.6503
Work Experience 21.6122 10,1458 + 23,0827 9.5502 17.2547 8.6793 18.4513- - B8.9572 16.7315 9.4052
Years of Schoohng Completed 12.0947 2.8566 12.6180 3. 1480 13.2599  ° 3;0670 14,0282 3.1237 13.0482 2.9798
Oraded Schooling . 11,0555 1.7121 11.1271 1.7213 11.3674 1.4735 11.5239 1.4088 11.3602 1.4904
. Years in College 1.0391 1.8072 1.4910 2.0793 1.8925 2.2004 2.5003 2.3219 1.6880 2.1206
Induatry : .
Distributive Services 0.2520 0.4342 v0.2316 - 0.4219 0.2345 0.4238 d".2451 0.4303 0.2526 0.4346
Goods Servicas 0.0903 0.2866 0.0977 0.2969 0.1060 0.3080 * V.1194 .0.3244 0.1050 0.3066
Social Services 0.1390 0.3460 0.167% 0.3734 0.1643 0.3707 0.1977 0.3984 0.1631 0.3696
Personal Services 0.0521 0.2223 0.0584 0.2345 0.0508 _  0.2196 0.0528 0.2229 0.0684 0.2524
~ Changed Industry 0.2423 0.4285 0.2456 0.4305 0.5026 0.5002 0.4270 0.4948 0.5099 "0.5000
Employed . ‘
Private Sector , 0.7618 0.4260 0.7493 0.4335 0.8350 .. 0.371A 0.8180 0.385) 0.8160 * 0.3875 ,
Public Sector 0.1 0.3401 0.1454 0.3625 0.1008 0.3012 0.1330 0.3396 £1,0.1234 0.3289
Weeks Worked 48.5354 7.8251 48.3051 8.2789 47,2700 . 9.9061 47.8400 8.8475 86,5193 10.8953
Bours Worked §0.70664 13.9946 %0.6351 14,6908 40,1662 - 15.8646 %0.4530 15.9035 38.7968 16.43%7
Reglon of Birth oo - - ‘ . : y ’
Proportion Bast 0.3909 0.4880 0.2638 0.4407 0.2457 ' 0.4307 0.2880 0.4491 0.3154 0.4648
Proportion North 0.3075 0.4615 0.3548 0.4785 0.3189 08662 0.3623 0.4808 0.3773 0.MB48
Proportion West 0.0953 0.293 0.0796 0.2707 0.0948 0.293 0.0755 0.2643 0.0724 0.2592
Total Gbservations 24,827 8,200 1,339 1,175 3,218 .
- ! . \ :
2 t N D 5

N
Source:

1970 1 percent PUS file for county groups.

s-The means emd atandard deviations reported for these groups were derived from ¢ 25 percent randos sample of ell such persons
in the total PQS.

x




obtained 1in.’ the case of percejtage - change in occupatibnal status (as™¥

1 . N .
\ . S 19 ,
‘ . " ‘. * ’ - *

' ) . r :
\ o T |
\oamigrants and lifetime migrants are more experienced than the - other

three categories of -migrants, as indicated by the- amount of work
/
experience and weeks worked. This is somewhat to be expected, given that
J
in ividuals in the former categories are older. .

A I

-
“

The mean. differences in educat_ional attainment and occupational .

statug in 1965 between migrants and nonmigéeaig‘as reported in fable 4

" .

cledrly indicate that migrants are more favorably endowed with attributes

that, promote occupational mobility. Hence, the next lo'g'ical question is:

Are- pigrants more likely to be occupationally mobile once selectivity and
i

other‘ t‘actors have been taken into account? The answer to this question/

ts provided in Table 5, where both gross and net means are presented for

\occup‘tional mobility, percentage change-in occupational status, upward

mobillty, and 1970 occupational status by race and migration status. The

net me¢ans.are derived from regression results (see Table A-1) in which the
. A s s

. ‘ :
influInce of socioeconomic attainment and ljbgp’ force experiences have

!
ontrolled.

" N . ’ r
3 ' f
lumns (1) "and (2) of Table 5 contai%‘ gEross' and net proportions

been

‘indic ting }he probability of occupatiqnal mobility (either up or down)

betwe n 1965 and 1970 Mobility is defined in terms of whether an

» o

indi dual moved from one of fifteen major nonfarm occupational groupiqgs
- '’
to ther (see Table 1 for description). A comparison of columns (1) and

(2) indicates that most of the differences in occqpatiohal mobility

observed in Table 3 can be attributed to the favorable background of
A . . v
recent migraq{s, ~ Note, howeyer, that 1ifetime migrants_and nonmigrants
. 27 . L]

’

are still less likely to be occupationally mobilé. Similir results aﬁ K

" as

measured by the Duncan Soci{o-Economic Index), as indicated 4n columns (3),

. . » =
- N

N : . [N




_,and (4). Recent migrant's are only slightly more likely. to exper"ience

~

greater occupational mobility than 1ifetime and nqnmigrants‘. .Contrary to .

~

expectatione; new migmntis.received greater ga}ns in oecupaﬁional status
4 than repeat'and return migrants. New migrémts' are younger-, many probably

Just beginning their occupational -careers. ’l'he Jobs held by these

- .
individu{\ in 1965 were probably temporary, reflecting a period of

’ .

A experimentation afd training. . .

- - Another' way to approach this issue is to ascertain whether' migratiorr
-~

A is select‘ive with respect to the dir-ection of occupational moBility. Does

migration promote only occupational success? Or is it the case' that

-

migrants are as/Alkely to be downwardly as u\bwqrdly mobile? The results

freported in Table 5 provi:de conflicting answers to the,question. Colunhs

" - . - —

(5) and (6) give gross and net estimates respectiyely of the probability
.of being upwardly mobile (versus being_ downwardly mobile). Repeat, new,
and lifetime m¥grants among blacks, and new migrants among whites, are

. éligh'tzly,mre: likeély to be upwardly than downwardly mobile, controlling
. _§or° socioeconomic background_and' labor force attributes. I cap offer md
1- - v . €

~ ‘reasonable explanation f‘or' this race dif‘f‘erence, but apparently most black

' : migrants are mo kely bo be motivatea"” by occupational gains than

4 &

whites.- In contrast tb-other types of mnmigrants, r‘ef,um, migrants ar_'e'

- slightly less 1likely to be upwardgly mobile, which may perhaps indicate*

either thét some of these individuals a willing to accept lower status

jobs in or‘dex‘ to * take advantage of Some oth;r opportunitie's, or they
codntered adjustment pr'oble at destin tion.
’I‘he f‘avorable gains experienced y @en; migr‘ants “with r‘espect to
LI

.mobility 'did not result in their' hbaving significantly higher' occupational

. . st.atus in 1970 than lifetime and nonmigrants. This is- indica?d by. the

.
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It .
small degree of variation exhjbited between the net mean 1970 occupational

status levels reported in column _(8). These results rmply that there is

little dlfference in the structure of occupational attalnment for mlgrants

and nonmigrants, except that the former are selected on certain attributes «

B3

that promote higher occupational attainment.

-
between migrants and nonmigrants; One issue that is rarely raised, but
which deserves some attention, is whether the underlying motivation for
migration is associated wlth a des1re to maxlmize the returns received. for
educational atta1nment with respect to qccupational status Ifr mlgrants
on the average are more achlevement-orlented than nonmigrants, one would

- v

expect them to ge very_sens tive to geographic variations in opportunities

fof occupational advancement. In addition, among migrants, one would
expect differences reflecting knowiedge of opportunities and experience.

Table -6 reports expected occupational status returg: toj educational
” ' ) . r
attainpent by race, migration status, 2#nd leved of education. These

values(:ere generated by weigntfngitne/pegression coefficiéikﬂ’ for each

raceai'ecific subgroup , by the overall means for each racial group. (The
“ = . g . i
unstandardized regression coefficients associated with these .values are

“
L]

reported »in Table A-2.) Thie standardizatipn procedure eliminates the

0

"influence of differences in level of »-#ducational attainment among the

tion status categories. Essentially - these values can be used to

pS , ,
address the fJ!Iowing questipn: Do individuals in different migration

status subgroups receive different returns to educational attainment '
- ’

according to'their,1970 occupational status and changes in occupational.

+ .
tatus® -
s . : »

In the case of whites, one can note very substantial diff%rences

A

;The results reported in*Table g foc® on the overall d;fference%

o8
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;Table 5. Gross and Net Méans of Varjous Aspegts ofVOeoupational Mobility
by Race and Migration Status .
Migration Probability of % Change in ' ,- Probability 1§7O - "/
Status Occupational Occupatlonal of Upward Occupational
Mobility Status, Mobility Status(SEI)
1965-70(SEI) - -
Gross  Net Gross Net Gross Net - Gross Net
(n (2) (3) (&) ~(5) (6) (7 (8)
L 8 . ‘:L_‘,
Blacks .
Recent Migrants ' .
Repeat 524 375 35.95 26.18 .563 .h2u 35.47 29.25
New .587 . .356 h2.98 29.95 .555 575 29.54  27.96
Return 5T4 .350 37.78 23.64 469 511 29.62 26.40
Lifetime . .
Migrants . .288‘ #313 19.50; 21.96 .5U5 .588 27.00 27.28
~Nonmigrants 291 s, 30U 22.07 21.10 .563 537 26.79 26.82
Whites )
Recent Migrants . ) S~
Repeat AN .327 21.51' 22.32  .597 574 56.81__45.77
New .501 .349 34,98 26.90 651 614 49,55 ke 24
Return 483 .339 25.75 20.15 572 567 50.47  u4.70
Lifetime . Y. ’

Migrants 288 .302 16 .69 19.53 ..425% .582 47.61 U5 .06
Nonmigrants 299% -292  19.60 ° 18.9% 625 576 U3.70  u4.96
Source: Table A-1. ¢
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Table 6. Expected Returns to Educat?pnal K;tainment by Race, Migratiow Status, and Level of Education

/ /
\ % Change in Occupaticmal Status (SEI) 1970 Occupational Status (SEI)
" Migration . Graded . College - ) Total ‘ Graded College Total
Status Schooling - ‘ - Schooling ’
by Race - . g D
. . ] . of
) ) . . )
Whites R 4
- . , e %
Recent Migrants , 2 . o
Repeat 95.119 7.552" © o 102.671 ) 22.186 2.115 24.301
New 86.668 . 12.689 99.357 18,432 - 3.201 21.633
Return 129.648 13.603 " 143,251 - 26.604 3.132 29.736
Lifetime L
Migrants 34.812 . 7.085 - 41.897 8.489 1.812 10.301"
Nonmigrants 48.106 9.820 57.926 10.337 » " 2.113 12.450
Blacks .
Recent Migrants T o
. Repeat -61.650 3.Q55 , -58.595 . -7.295 .822 -6.473
New ‘ 21.994 . 9.477 31.471 ’ 3.039. 2.232 5.271
_.Return . = .25.811 1.290 -24.521 -1.636 1.745 0.109
4Lifetime ‘ _ ‘ '
Migrants . 15,422 4.037 20.459 2.810 0.882_ 3.698
Nonmigrants 6.7.70 4,903 11.673 1.827 0.983 2.81
- SN 7

: g 7 - . .
- o .

a-These values were obtained by weighting unstandardized regression coefficients (see Table A-2) for each

4

rage-mfgration status subgroupkyy the race-specific means for the educational attainment variables.
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Q', between the - migration status Subgroups in ‘returns to educational
attainment. As e‘pectedy returns to educational attainment with respect

to occupational ‘status for recent migrants are almost twice as large as

those received-by lifgtime migrants and nonmigrants., Qne can also note

that return migran;s Wreceiveq the greatest returng, a finding which is

contrary to expectdtions. Thus, while the overall ‘impact of migration on

»

occupational statué tends to:. be slightly ° in favor of repeit and new

migrants, returm migrants appear mich more sensitive to exp return -

. from educational attaibment. In the case of blacks, only new migrants
- v - * .

received greater,returns for edugational attainment than lifetime migrants
i

and nonmigrants. In fact, .the expected values for gpaded Schooling for

v

) -
repeat and return migrants clearly indicate a substantial loss in
occupational standings,+ which implies that, among blacks, the underlying ~

motivation for migration reflects consiSprations otHer than maximizing
. ..

. -
returns to gducation.

, . \
& - .
Migration, Occupational Attainment, and Earnings

Signif}cant‘ipcrea;e in the earnings of iﬁdivrduals who ./migrate 1s
often used as an indicéior o{ the roldEplayeq by migration in facilitating
socioceconomic attainmént. ° Several studiés of males have noted that
migrants ‘have higher ‘e;rnings at destination than origin (Lansing and
Mueller, 1967; Kiker and Tr;ynham, 1977), indicating that migration is an®
important thicle. through “which individuals ipprove théir economie
Etandings. A neglecfed aspect of. the relationship beEueen migration and
changes in earnings 1is the }mpéct of migratioﬁ on occupati&nal mgbillty>/
Some individuals are able to inerease their earnings through increases in

. /
occupational status, while others do so by capitalizing on opportunities




v

'
which permit .the realization of greater returns to human

attributes.
» ‘\ 4
The 1970 PJS file does not permit construction of comparisons, of
N .
economit standings among individuals at two points in time. To determine
]

" whether there are posit ive—iffeome returns to migrétion I must rely upon

v
post hec comparisons between migrants and. nonmlgrants to judge whether
- - {

migration beﬁefited ,inleidU3181rin other words, whether earnings of

migrants are greater thqn if they had not migrated. An important

-

component of this approach 1is whether'migrants receive greater returns €or
. ¢
occupational attainment and changes in occupational attainment than

.

nonmigrants at orlg%?.

. Tagle~7 réports gross and net'eErnings (for full and parttime wor;)
'by race amd migration status. Net earn}ngs are derived from a regression
godel in which the influence of other factor™ has been taken into account
(sge Table A-B.Y\oAs ‘tne would expedtl.the annual earnings of migrahts
overall are slightly higher than those of nonmigrants for 'both racial
groups. In regard to particular categories of migrants, howeVer, the
earnings of return migrants among blacks, and new and return migrants
;;ong whites, are approximately the same as those of nonmigrahté, whilé
reééht and lifetime migrants ha;e higﬁzr’annual earnings. ‘The hlgher than
average earnlngs of lifetime migrants were an unexpected ﬂ;nding, but can

be explained partly by results reported by 1Pgan and Pazul (1981), * These

authors point out that southern-born blacks living outside the South place

.o

L

i

b

.

gréater emphasis on securing higher-paying jobs than nonmigrants, whereas

nonmigrants .tend to be attracted to dccupations with high prestige (but
- 2 L4

per%aps low pay), in which it ig possible to exercise greater initiativé

and control in performing tasks. In addition, the higher earnings

4 ‘.
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Table 7.' Gross and Net Estimates of 1969 Earnings by Race and Migration Status’ N N
+— — — Mg
* ) ' . A\ IS B : 'T ) ‘ .
Migration Status Blacks - Whiteg ,
. ‘ Gross e Net_ - Gross Net v
Recent Migrants , ) J .
New \ $5,510 | $6,269 $9,669 /7 $10,273
Repeat - ) ~$,295 " 6,770 12,294 11,098
Return ,398 5,627 10,264 v 1%198
Lifetime Migrants 6,:71&1 6,791 11,310 10,760
< Nonmfgrants 5,845 . . 5,765 - + 10,059 10,2b4
"Source: Table A-3. = {
. a-Includes only persons with positive earnings.( ’ ‘&
\ \‘ '
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attainment of lifetime migranié éoulé be due in part to the fact that
their éreater knowle@ge of opportunities within 1local labor markets,f
— resulting from greater 1§Qgth of residehce as éompareé to other qigra )
places them in a more advantageous position with respect'to identifying
the better-paying jobs:

As indicated earlier, one of the suspected ﬁotivations undérlying -
ﬁigration is an éttempt to maximize earnings.returns to.occupational
ait:t:ainment:«i I have shown that recent migranté received substantially
greater océupatiénél status returns to educational attainment, Below; I
seek to dgterdlne whether the same holds for earnings returns to
occuﬂational status. .Table 8 présents expécted earnings réturns to

R occupatlﬁnal atta'inmelfc by race and migration status. (The unstandardized
r;gression aocefficients assogiated with these values are reported in Table
e T A-4,)
T The expected values reported in Table 8 makg leargjﬁat black recent.
’ migrants. do not recei@e greater eaqnings returns to occupational status
., ’ 'than lifetime migrants or nonmigrahts. In .fact, for recent"bléck
migrants, ahn&%& earnings ‘appear not to be résponsive to occupational
§£and1ng§, as indicated’by the fact that the regre;s;on coefficients for
thé latter are not statistically significant'isee‘Table A-4)., When thg-
) K ex;ected earnings;returns for 1965 occupational stétus and changes in
occupational status are combined, lifetime migrants received the largest
earﬂlngs returns to occupational status, follo;;d by nonmigrants. 1In thg
3
. case of whites, the results are quite differeét. The expected earningsrbf
migrants are higher ove}all than that of nonmigrants. In  addition, ohe

. - . : )
can note that the expected earnings of returh and 1lifetime migrants are
e

about the same, but significantly higber than those of new and repeat




’

Table 8. Expected Earnings Returns to Occupational Status by Race and Migration Status

)I/ .
y . 4 . K Coe ‘ N
Migration Status \ Blacks , Whites
‘ 1965 \ % Charige in 1965 ‘%’ Change in
Occupational Occupational Ocecupational Occupational
Status .Status Status Status
Recent Migrints ’ ’ ’ .
New $577 - 2.42 $2,280 . 54,68
Repeat J 483 -24.81 2,781 47.41 .
Return ugg  _. 37.22 2,944 94 i
Lifetime Migrants “1,069 38.54 - ' 2,950 6U.3H |
Nonmigrants 874 U6 .68 ‘\/_, 2,275 T 52,63
Sourge: Table A-4.
1 4 . .
. » Yy -
5]
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P migrqg;s. Previous kno

rewarding-Eobs in a local lAbor ma}ket may be the principal factdr which

) enables lifetime/"and return migrants to obtain greater returns -
' v

P

occupatioggl standing. It can bk hypothesized that greater knowledge of ,
local labor markets, permitting identification of the most economically

rewarding jobs, would give return and lifetime ~ﬁigrants advantages over

- d "

new and ;epeat migrants, because of brevious residence (return migrants)

or length of current residence (1lifetime migrants).
LY A P
1 : - PR /

REGIONAL DIFFMRENTIALS A :

In the previous seetion, the focus was on comparing migrants with

nonmigrants who were born in the same regiorm, in an attempt to determine

whetherlthe former benefited from leaving their place of birth. In tHis

o section, the focus shifts to an analysis of the role played by region of
' 8

origin and -‘destination 1in ;influencing socigeconomric attainment. The
geographic reference for measuring migration is a South/non-Sou&h
dlchotomy.2 South/non-Soutp differences in iqdustrfalization and
urbanization have been identified as poésib&q sources of di;ferencés in
the socioecnnomic attainmént of their respective populations (see Hogan
and Featherman, 1977; Featherman and Hauser, 1978). Since World War II
the disp;ritieﬁ between these regions have naprowed siénif;cantly as a
result of migration interchanges. Below, ] séek to determine not?gnli -~
whether’ these broad regions' have benefite& differentially from the

¥ . '
migration interchange, but whether the migrants themselves were able to

.(\

‘ g ) . .
improve‘their-socioecopomic standing over what it would have been had they

’

remined in their original region. : r
L

During the sixties,, the South benefited greatly from the migration




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- 0
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interchange with the non-South, as individuals who relocateq had far

N

superior socioeconomic backgrounds to natives. This is clearly indicated

in Table 9 with respect to years of schooling completed anrd 1965

3

oécupational status. The ayerage educational and occupational attainment

of migrants. to the South were higher than native southerners, and higher

than“Chat of the nonreturn migrants who left the South. In the' case *f

the non-South, the reverse is generally true; that is, this region

. received soathern-bor@ migrants whose level of socioeconomic attainment

.

was lower than that of natives and that of the migrants who replaced them
F

in the South. Return migrants are the exception 'in both instances, as

their levels of socioceconomic attainment are in general superior to

.

nonmigrants at beth origin‘and destinagion. These return gigrants, gi@en

their superior backgrounds, do not appear to fit the characterization of

returning to their native region because they were unable to adjust

‘successfully in the region they left (see Lieberson, 1978). :

v ,
What about current occupational status and earnings? Do migrants

fare bhetter than nonmigrants at both origin and destination, once
socioeconomic background and selected labor force characteristics are

controlled? Table 10 presents net estimates of change in occupational

status and 1970 occupational status by race, migration status, and region

e . - ,
of destination. These estimates were derived from a model in whicly

relgvant socloeconomié and labor force characteristics were .controlled

(see Table A-%). Nonreturn black migrants to tﬁe’South did experience

[

greater change in occupational status than southern natives, as did those

who left.the South. Among whites, neither migrants }o nor those from the

L4 .
South experienced greater change in occupational “status. Recent black

migrants to the nom=South experienced' greater® change in occubational
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Table 9. Selected Characteristics of Migrants and Nonmigrants b
Migration Status, and Region of Destination

)

Race and Migration Status

Iy

Years of Schooling)

Completed

South

Non-South

M

1965 Occupational
_ Status (SEI)

South ,Non-South

' Blacks

- Recent Migrants
' New
Return
Lifetime Migrants
Nonmigrants

- wWhites

Recent Migrants
New
Return
Lifetime Migrants,
Nonmigrants *

12.26
10.67
11.33

9.77

13.20
12.23
13.30
11.70

10167‘

11.14
10.29
‘11.34

12.20
13.93
11.31
12.4

35.67
28.96
32.30
23.34

46.82-

41.85
52.45
42,38

-23.59

32.98
24:92

29.07

ha.u7
53.25
37.62
h2.72

-,
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Table 10. Net Estimates of Average Percentage Change in Occupational Stat s
and 1970 Occupational Status by Race, Migration Status, and
Region of Destination

3
—

Race and Migration Status Change in Occupational 1970 Occupational
N Status , Status (SEI)
South  Non-South South  Non-South
Blacks
Recent Migrants
New 78.60 28.82 30.58 27.15
Return . 17.07T  49.02 26.21  28.37
Lifetime Migrants . 2148 21,14 27.37  27.10
Nonmigrants 19.70 24.15 26.45  27.74
Whites
Recent Migrants
' New
Return
Lifetime Migrants
Nonmigrants

Source: Table A-5.
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status than non-South natives. In the case of whites in the non-South,

3 3

only return migrants to this region"experienced greater change in °
occupation, while nonreturn migrants from this region experienced greater -

. change than did the natives they left behind. . : v o _ -
/ Differences among migrants an between migrants and nonmigrants are ‘ ‘j”’“
6minor in the case of 1970 occupational status, with the exception of néw :

~ black migrants to.the South and return mIgrants to the non-South. The

. : N e .
lmportant thing to note here is that differences between migrants and

" nonmigrants with respect to change in occupational status did not result
<y
in a widening of the gap in 1970, occupationa) status between sese groups

of*individuals. In most cdses in‘ which migrants experiented greater

change in occupational status, it appears that the greater increase merely

4 1

]
. resulted in thejir obta%eing parity with the nonmigrants in both the-

ﬂt
s ¢

sending and receiving regions. . ’

Net estimates of earnings attainment of .migrants and nonmigrants. by
race and .region of destination are bresented in Table 11. Ebe earnings.of

nonreturn migrants who reside in “the South and those of migrants who left .-

the .South between 1965 and @970 are higher 'than” those of native

southerneérs. In the non-South, the earn{ngs of nonmovers are, h#-most‘
k4 “~

cases, similar to those of both in- and outmigrants. ' An obvidus factor to

be considered in comparing the relative standing of migrants in the South
.77 ) s, -
versus the non-South is the fact that the socioeoonomic attainment level ’

»

of the population;and'the wage structure in the‘non-South, are generally

-y
1

—

higher. ' These differences may have implieations for career mobility, as i .

remaining ®learly has a depressing effect on wages. Another possxbxlity
. Y L]
is that the more ambitious of the southern natives leave because of a
. ~—
perception that the opportunities for advancement are greater elsewhere.

- \ ' . —
o . - v -

.
.
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Net Estimates of 1969 Earmwings Aby Race,
.* ‘Migration Status, arfd Regioq of Desfination .-

e 4

—

Race and Migration Status - .

-

’

Earnings-ig 1969

‘ S ’ - South & Non-Soutlr
BlacKs .

Recent Migrants ' ‘. v -
New $7,338 $6,128
Return Ts51f 6. 8%k

. Lifetime .Migrants 6,083 " 6,673

Nonmigrants 5,438 . 6,582

&Whites Dol

Recen® Migrants \ . T -
New - 10,441 ) 10,549 .
Return — 9,550 #i: 11,062

*  Lifetime Migrants 10,738 ] 10,623
Nonmigrants , 9,659 . * 10,500
\ . . P - > '-
_ Source: TabIy A-5.,- - . 7
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® On the “.other hand, migrants to the South may be more success}fﬂ? -
> economically because they may not be 1nh.1b1ted by the traditions that ' - -
vy ~ 2 Y -7 i
. + stifle initiative and‘ggnessiveness. A (‘
. . ! - . M . . v') . .
L . . - ’ Y ] +
. - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS [ ) . :
4 - < ﬁ

.+ The association between occupational mobility and migration is the

principal focus of this“paper. We have obsérved that recent migrants tend
. . to be more occupationally mobil‘e than nonmiérant ’and liFetime.iéra'nts,
"due principally to seldcivity factors. New migrants, rather tha.n r-eheat
and réturn mi'gr'ants, experienced the' greatest increase ‘ir; occhpa-tional
statu's, r'et‘lacting -dif‘t‘érencea in age and 1initial occﬁpatignal st:tus.

.

R Moreover, withip thé corrtext of changes in lxabor-‘f‘orce status. gegerally,

-

the associatioh between migration and shifts acrdss Occupational strata 1is b

.less strong than the association between migration’ and shlf‘ts inyolfring

the entrance and exit of individuals from, the labor' force. . . .
Mlgr'atlon is associatéd with both increases and' decreases in ‘

i
\ S

_occupational status, although for some- mlg"atlon types onl.'ends to

.predominate (see Table 5). New migrarits tend to be more upward'ly pmobile.

.- ‘:l"his 18 also true of r-epeat and lifetime mlgr'nnts among vjlacks. Return . —
” mlgr'ants are 'slightly less hkely to be upwardly mobile as compared to . )

nonmigr'ants and other types of migrants. *Alshough these'dif‘f‘er‘ences are

N
»

too minor to warrant an extended dlscue*m,, they do imply that some
«

migrants may h&ve returned to their placge of. orlgln because .of ,ad justment

. d1f‘f‘1cult1es. ) ) L

Th et galns in occupatlonal status experienced by ‘recent migrants
over E

1965-1970 period d}d not result in their having higher

. occupational status in 1970.° In fact, once the influence of favorable

b -t

\




T '\ background 1is taken into account, the occupational status of migrants is -
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Y . -
L 2 ~ -

not significantly gréater than nonmigrants. ' ?hese results imply that

v

. e

"there is little difference in the structure of occupational attainment for

migrants and nonmigrants. It can be concluded, based ‘on the results

[
LY - .
- " reported for occupational: status, that if differences in motivation for
j . -~ N~
achievement. and knowledge exist between migrants and‘ nonmigrants, these

. . . ¥ |
are captured by background facqyrs. . In addition, I suspect that

occupational mobility resulting from job trqnsfers to other 1locations 1is
also heavily influenced by socioéconomic background, as this type of move
. N E . “/

¢
is dominated.by highly educated managers, professionmals, !:5 nonretail
.

salesmen (gee Millér, 1977; Long and Hansen, 1979).

3. . B

Recent 'higrants, ~a; least among whites, appear- to benefit

- * ‘ .
substantially in regard to occupational statug returns to educational
attainment. The unit change .n 1270 occupational status and 1965-1970

changes 1in occupational status per unit change in educational attainment

.
-

\
most instances ‘twice as great for recent migrants as for 1lifetime

gran and* nonmigrants. Repeat and return migrants benefit the mogt

with‘;especi to returns to education, which is cénsistent with the notion
‘ . ., N v
that individuals do capitalize on the knowledge gained from previous

migration experiences. In the case of blacks, the ogposite is true; that
£ ol ]

is, the "least ‘xperienced migrants receive the greatest returns. Tire’
‘. g

structure of occupational aggsinment among blacks is becoming similar to

. [

that of whites, particularly in térms of their ability to conve™ their

educatapnal resources into,hig%er returns. Ths trend would be most

o evident Eubng young black recent ené?ants into the labor force. If this®

( observation is valid, then one would expect that new black migrants would

) "be in a better. position to benefiy from this tgehd than nonmigrants and

- . i

. I
-~

RIC, ™ g3

-

7

b
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other types of migrants. - ' -

general and greater returng to
7

resources are not the only benefits that can accrue to

Higher occupational attainment in
educational

migrants. Increased earning capgcity either direotly or through increased

occupational 'attaiament must also be considered an impdértant motivation

for migrating. " tThe results reported here are consistent with this

observation, ‘as ‘migrants in 3enera1 do have higher earnings than

nonmigrants .net of favorable

.

experience. On the other hand, 1t is clear that certain types of migrants

- ’,

benefit more tnan-others in e ard, notably repeat and lifetime
8

socioeco‘c background and labor -force

migrants. One possfble eé?iénatf%n for these differences COUId,RP that

Eifferent types of migrants seek to

attrlbutes tn

- e

earls stages of' their careers may ﬁ

maximize different socioeconomic

changing Hlocatlon. » New. mlgrants,’because they are in the

,.‘.

greater emphasis on occupational

attainment; 'uhile lifetime and repeat migrants may emphasize increased

earning capacity as the maﬁor »cojyideration in , migrating. These

differences, viewed ﬂrom ra

q,areer li’f"e-cyclewerspective, .are not

relgtively lower annual earnings of return

- 3

necessarily inqompatible2

.
-

Thé

on51stent w1th baVanzo 3

. P

these individuals tend to emphasize nonpecuniary over pecuniary benefits
- T
in migr’iing. . . c
e

socioeconomlc

migrants areA

(1976, p. 15) observation that

The mlgration f%terchanges betweeni regions
’
“ B,

comp031tion of the populations of - both the sending amd

L h .
do ,affect the

receiving regions. During the 19603 the socioeconomic attainment of the

South’s popula}ion increased as a result of the influx of migrants with

higher socioetonomic, statusi’than those who *left for the non-South.

'Moreover, regional differenqes in the soeioeconomic attainment of migrants
. e B

1 2

’ s A -

44
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13

versus nonmigrants do not favop the latter uniro}mly. For example, the

v

pccupational - status of migrarits was not signlficantly different at either

origin or destination from that of nonmigrants, when considering the ' fact
» .
. w?
that certg%n types of migrants experienced greater changes in their
¢ . [ 4 °

N , ]
occupational status between 1965 and 1970. In the case of earnings(

.

nonreturn migrants to the South garned more in 1969 than did southern

natives, but this is not true in the non-South. ™ It would be 6P~—interesu'

©

to know whether this contrast helq for all of the méjor census divisions

. * " ‘e v
that make’ up the non-South region. .- : ‘
4



J. Region is not identified in“the PUS file for county groups. Hence it

was necessary to,infer an. individual's region of residence or birth (based
L 4

o -
on the nine ma jor census regions) by first assigning !state and region of
residence or birth based on SMSA of resiﬁence. In the case of individuals
. ' [
/}iving in the fifteen SMSAs tmat cross state boundaries, another procedure

) = 1 .
was employed. If an individual lived in ar* SMSA that crossed regional -//////
bourdaries and in which it was not peossible to separate the SMSA into itss,

state components, a migrant was defined as a person whose state of birth

.

or 1965 region of residence, was defined.as different from that of the

state which contains the principal ceatral city of the SMSQ\9£ current

p——

residence. For example, individuals who lived in Kentucky in 1965 and

. ®
lived in the Ohio portion of the Cincinnati SMSA in 1970 are not

]

considered migrants, since that change is assumed to be a move within the

same labor market area. - .

4, v
~ ..
»

. . d»':;
2. Collapsing the nine ®a jor census regions down to two eliminates thg i

repeat migration category, 4% an individufl®must be-identified as living

in three different geographic.divisions at three points in time.
» ‘ ‘

S
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Table A-1." The Regreasion of Oczupational Status Attributes onto Selected Socioeconomic and. Labor Porc‘e Characterjistics, by Race /
. e .
v ¥hites Blacks ‘.,
? Broport ion $ Change in Proportion 1970 Proportion . § Change in Proportion 1970'
Occupatianally Occupational Upwardly Occup. Occupationally Occupational Opwvardly Occup.
Chafacteristics €* Mobile Status(SEI) ~ Mobile Status(SEI) Mobile Status Mobile Status(SEl)
/'f s / ' ) . . . ’
Mecent Migrahts )
L Mew /0561 7.9106 0377 1.2805 .0523 8.84210 .0386¢ 1.14480 )
Repeat . L0346 3.3367% .0018¢ .8184 L0713 5.1809%°4 .0871¢ . 3-2308
*  Return .0465 1.1609% -.0091¢ -.25250 -0N639 2.5365 -.0257¢ -.8188 b
Lifetime Migrants .0m0 .548%¢ -.0062¢ .0255¢ .0094¢ 85540 .0513 4618 /x"
1965 Occupational Status -.0016 . =1.7009 -.0125 .6836 -.0005 -1.7922 -.01484 .6727 ta
ionat Training -.0038¢ 3 8.4369 .0290 1.0387 .0310 5.2899 _ .0375 .9928 .
~—  Limited Disability .0188 1.0104¢ . -.0057¢ .3481 -.0002¢ ~1.64910 .0226¢ 1.006 48 .
Married -.0103 -2.3363 -.0238 .5502 .006 3% . -1.7483% - 0022¢ TR
Work Experience -.0081 - -.5307 .00 14 -.0588 _ -.0036 -.6032 .000§9 -.0894 _
- Graded Schooling .0056 4.2181 L0264 .9289 -.0015¢ 1.0822 001580 .2237 ‘
Years in College -.0017 7.7350 - .0503 1.7455. .0032¢ 10.1601 .0655 2.2070 -
~ .
Industry € )
Distributive Services ~.0229 3.06885 .0458 .3674 -.0007¢ - 5.5534 .0778 .7318 .
Goods” Services -.0062¢° 21.1622 .2289 4,7755 -.0203¢ 15.9121 .3229 8.2151 =
% Social Services -.0265 11.0913 L1487 2.1948 -.0853 19.9713 .2745 3.7235
Personal Services -.0350 -16.8682 0237 + - -3.5602 -.0635 “ -10.7788 - 161 s -1.,35%1 '
_ Changed Industry .5869 22.3865 -.1014 .8129 .6016 26.3859 -.1492 9122
- ~ ;
Employment Status ; . .
Private Sector -.0866 -5.2288 . ,0380 -.4615 -.0579 . =19.8253 -3 -3.0122 N
Public Sector -.0939 -6.2894 S -.1190 -1.0672 -.0576 -21.8335 -.2086 -3.3863
s Worked -.0007 2132 .002% .0832 -.00020 03678 .0006¢ .08 .
Bours Worked - .0005 .0800 < .0010 0131 -.0000 .0999 0015 20220
- 2 - . ~
Region of Birth - - . .
East -.0127 ~3.2806 .-0081¢ -.4397 -.1605¢ N, 4853 .0686 1.0957 ,
Forth -.0050% * w2.4080 -.00528 -.2071 0015 4.4967 .0808 1.2102
Vest L0093 .3698¢ L0046 -.5094 -. 11518 5.70700 <1140 1.5775 .
Il}tercer;t -.6u¢_ 30.5125 ,5119 -.3132 -.7008 64.5582 .8152 .2983 .
(corrected) ~ '\ L3247 L1703 12339 6931 -3954 .1295 2382 .6472 .
Total Observations . 138,M0 138,440 41,101 138,440 14,483 14,483 14,483 8,379

-

s

®Indicates that the regression coefficient is not tvicc the size of its standard error.

--‘nn mmber of lifcn- u‘nnt_a and nonmigrants w been inflated by a faotor of four to reflect their actual representation on the PUS ﬂh

a

) o
o . .411
c

P »

-

o~

.
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+ Table A-2. The Effect of Graded Schooling and Years in Collége on Percentage Change

- in Occupational Status and 1970 Occupational Status by Race .
‘e and Migration Status: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients?
Percentage Change in 1970 Occupational Status
Oceupational Status, 1965-70
".

Race and " Graded Years in . Graded Years in
Migration \ Schooling College Schooling College
Status N
Blacks i
e .=
Recent Migrants - . N

New . 2.209 21.297% 0.305 5.016%

Repeat. -6.191 - 6.865 ) - .733 1.848 B

Return ( L =2.592 2.898 . . -0.164 3.922¢%
Lifetime Migrants 1.649® 9.071%, 0.282% 1.996%
Nonmigrants . 0.680 11.019% 0.1848® 2.209%
Whites - b : RS
Recent Migranﬁs ' . .

New 7.8158% 10.663% 1.662% 2.68g9%

Repeat 8.571%° __ 6.3u7e 2.001 1,777
~ Return 11.691% 11,4318 2.399* 2.632¢ ,
Lifetime Migrants - 3,129 5.954 0.766% - 1.523% .
Nonmigrants 4,368 8.253" 0.932¢ 1.776%

-

#*Indicates that the regression coefficient is.twice the size of ite standard error.
. , ‘

a-Obtained from a regression equation which included.1965 occupatiom, industry,
change in industry, class of worker, whether married, vocational training |

and limited disability, work experience, weeks and hours worked, and region of birth.

- 51 :
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Table A-3. The Regression of 1969 Earnings onto Selectgd Socioéconomic a P
« and Labor Force Characteristicsa -

2 . 27 L4

Characteristics Blackg Whites

Recent Migrants ’
New . 503.47
Repeat . 1004.85
Return . -138.548
Lifetime Migrants . 1025.59
1965 Occupational Status 36.99
% Change in Occupational Status . 77 2.00
Vocational Training 219.22
Limited Disability ‘ -618.77
Married - =491.14
Work Experience - 31.39
Graded Schooling 128.44
4 Years in College 615.68
\ Industry
\ Distributive Services . -606.34
-Goods Services -627.61
\ Social Services -512.60
\{ Pergonal Services -1229.19
Changed Industry 541,77
."\ Employment Status
\ Private Sector . -1107.3H
Y Public Sector : - 941,20
Weeks Worked 29.66
Hours Worked . 110.31
Rekion of Birth ; ' '
East - . 866.72
North - 1022.5 .
West ”" : 447.85 581,

Intercépt . -2962.85 -5677.
(cornected) 401 *s

* AR é ' ' '

Total Observations + 14,083 136,978

\“ -5

#Indicates khat the regression coefficient is not twice the size of its
standard erryr. )

a-quividuals:yith no earnings in 1969 are omitted.

t e ‘ -
b-The number of«lifetime migrants and nonmigrants has been inflated by a factor

of four to refléct thelr actual representation in the PUS file. 4
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Table A-4. The Effect of 1965 Occupationél Status and Percentage Change in Occupational Status
* on 1969 Earnings: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 2

Migration Status . Blacks . Whites
.‘;65 % Change in " 1965 $ Change in °
“Occupational , Occupational Occupational Occupational
Status(SEI) Status(SEI) Status(SEI) « Status(SEI) °

» - v . '

.

" Recent Migrants ‘

New . 22.479% -0.114' 53.143 2.832

Repeat 18.818¢% -1.145¢ 64.802 2.445¢

Return 19.009* 1.717¢ ' 68.620 4.889 ,
Lifetime Migrants 41,660 1.778 68739 | 3.332r'
Nonmigrants 3054 2,153 53.007 2.725

*

*Indicates that the regression coefficient is not twice the size of its standard error.

a-Obtained from ® regression equation which included y s of schooling completed, industryt,, ‘
change in industry, class of worker, whether married, Treceived vocationdl training, limited"
disability, work experience, weeks and hours worked, and region of birth.




Table A-5.

.

/

Regression of .Percentage Change in Occupational Status, 1970 Occupational Status, and 1969 Earnings
onto Selected Socioeconomic and Labor Force Characteristics )
A\ N

N —
\ - —
4 . Blacks dhites
Characteristics . $ Change in 1970 1969 $ Change in 1970 = 1969 b
. \ Occupational Occupational Barnings Occupational Occupational Earnings
e S e , Status (SEI)  Status (SEI) Status (SEI) Status (SEI) -
Migration Status at Destination
Destinatidn I *
South . .
Recent Migrant - )
Now 583901 3 1900.013 - 1,104¢ Jdge 781.796
Return - 2.628° - .2 73.304¢ -12,746 -2.153 -108.894% |
Lifetime Migrant 1.788¢ .919¢ 645.587¢ - 2.659 - .30 1078.658
Non-3outh . *
Recent Migrant ‘ Y
Nev . 9.125% | .698¢ 698,825 - 6.103 - 1.h499 889.825.
Return ‘ 2§.3200 -+ 19170 ,1376.685 - .3800 - .usae 1403, 185
Lifetime Migrant B 1.536% .652 1235.309 - 7.797 - 1.312, 3.561
NonMigrant &.a46 1.292 SRR LTI T3] - 5.224 -. .839 8%0,880
1965 Occupational Status . - 1.793 .673 36.769 -.1.705 .683 58.086
$ Change in Occupstional Status - - 1.964 -- - 2.962
- (table continues)
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Tabla A-%qm“e}x;md)
“Jl/?l . N

-

. - . d o Blacks L Vhites
v - . ] -
Charadteristics $ Change in 1970 1969 N $ Change in 1970 1969
L R .Occupational ' Occupational  £arnings Occupational Occupational Earnings
Q - . Status (SEI) Status (SEI) ¥ Status (SEI)  Status (SEL)
Yocational Training - 5.238 - 992 215,098 0.517 1.046 Y p +57.526%
Limited Disability ) ~1.584¢ .018¢ -599¢182 1.036¢ 346 -1046.906
Mprried . . -1.67, .= 4u3 -500.125 -2.434 -.563 -971.877
‘Work Experience -6 ' -.092 31.107 -.539 - --059 87.470
aded Schooling . 1,079 217 122,53 %,227 .926 2T5e564
Years in Colilege . 10.137 2.223 634.650 7.814 1.754 .881,050
‘Indusfry , L Y . ) - .
Distributive Services 5.593 T L .150 -594.682 3.016 .340 -820.266
Goods Serbices 16.032 4.215 . /\ -628.649 21.022 4.787 130,142
ial Services - 20.001 3.752 ~ -479.66M 11,055 J2.190 - -691,569
Péraonal Services -10.766 -1.332 ~1211,470 -16,785 - -3.575, -1748.025
Changed Industry a ® 26.4819 - .962 a -525.501 22,718 .859 -1236.219
,Employment Status ) .. -
Private Sector ; . - 18827 £ -3.018 . -11y1.922 =5.015 - -7
Pubijic Sector’ R o -21.803 -3.405 ~ T -95%.340 ~6.338 _ -1.087
Weeks Worked .041e 0148 o 59,826 .206 - _+083
Bours Woried ' . .099 022 - 110.682 .075 012
ﬁu‘*q T e . , 64.241 8.326 ° . -3009.503 33.729 233
12 leorrecteq)’ g A3 -6 408 BRLAPIRC T
. . ‘ o »
Total msorvztnn‘- 14,483 14,483 14,083 4 138,4404 ., 138.440 136,978
- ‘ V4 . T~
A & {ndfcates that the ngre‘saion aocefTicient is not twice the aize of ita standard error. - . .
P

npresonutitﬂ in the POS file.
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A\
b-I\ndividuals with no~earnm¢s i !969 are omitted. -7

. .
8-The numbepof lifetims ugnnta and nonu;nnts hlve been u}rum by a factor of rour to reflect their lcuul




