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Contributions of Rural Migrants to the
Urban Occupational Structure!

By Anne 8. Lee and Gladys K. Bowles

Rurel-urban migranis in the United States do not appear to contribute unduly to the lower status ur-
ban occupations. Nationally, their shares in 1967 were about cqual to their share of urban population
in the professional and managerial occupations, higher among craftsmen and operatives, and lower for
clerical and sales people, They were represented proportionally in the service and nonfarm labor cate-
gories, and excessively among private household workers. Some differences in occupations of rural-
urban migrants were noted for race-sex groups and for the South compared with the non-South,
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Oue of the major forces in American urbay srowth
has Leen migration from rural areas. So greal has this
inflax been that in 1967, lor example, at least one out
of every five urban residents 17 years old and over was
of rural origin. For most of these rural mitgrants, the
moves Lo urban aress had been from areas with declining
tconomic  opportunilies  and  limjted occupationul
choices, Once in an urban arca, however, many of the
migrants were forced Lo commpele lor jobs with urban
natives who were better educated and who had bedtrr
knowledge of and vasier entree into the urban occupa-
tional structure simply by virtue of having been there
longer, Given these circumstances, ane might hypoth-
esize that ruralurban migrants would be at a disad-
vantage n seeking employment and would be dispro-
portionately coneentruted in lower status occupations.
This paper explores that proposition, using duta for
1967 and 1940, by examining  whether  rural-urhan
migrants lield shares in nine broad otcupational groups
proportionute to their share in the total urban employed
population.

One of the largest hodies of data for examining
raral-urhan migrants is the 1967 Survey of Economic

"The research on whick this article is based was begun undcr
Memorandum of Agreement No. 12-17-04-6.174 between the
Office of Economic Opportunity and the U. S, Department of
Agriculitre and Memorandum of Agreement No, 12.17.09-2.472
between the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the University
of Georgia. These Agreements provided for a study of the
“Poverty Dimensions of Rural-to-Urban Migration,” based on
the 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity. The research is
being continued as a part of the project, “Population Redistribu-
ton: A Challenge for Policy and Planning,” underway at the
University of Geormia. The latier project i3 funded by the
National Science Foundation, Rescarch Applied to National
Needs, and is supported, in part, by the Economic Rescarch
Sewvice. The article was originally presented at the annual
mecting of the Rural Sociological Socicty, August 1973,
University of Maryland, Coilege Park, Md.

Opportunity (SE0).? This was the second of two special
surveys conducted by the Bureau of the Census for the
Office of Economic Opportunity to obtain detailed
information about poverty at the national and regonal
ievels. The SEQ contains the most recent data available.
Migrants were defined in the SEO s persons who had
ever lived 50 miles or more from their 1967 residences,
and information was olttained about the last residence at
least 50 miles away and the residence at age 16. Rural-
urbar designations for 1967 were the sume as lor the
1960 Census of Population. Earlier residences described
as in a town or village, in the open country but not on a
farm, or on a farm were clussified as rural, Occupalional
categorics were the same as those used in the 1960
Census but referred to the longest occupation held
during 1966 rather than during the week preceding the
survey.

Rural-Urban Migrants in the Urban Occupational
Structure

Just as rural-urban migran s comprised a lifth of all -
urhair residents in the country as a whole in 1967 (table
1), g0 too diil they constitute a fifth of all urban persons
17 yeam old and over who reported  having  been
employed at some Lime during 1966. But if their share
o€ alt urban employed persons was the same as for the
lota! urban population, their shares of the nine oceu jra-
tonal proups being examined here were nof. Signili-
cantly larger proportions of rural-urban migranls were
found in three categories—craftsmen, operatives, and

*For a full discussion of the 1967 Survey of Ecoromic
Opportunity, see Gladys K. Bowles, A. Ltoyd Bacon, and P. Neal
Ritckey, Poverty Dimensions of Rural-to-Urben Migration: A
Statisticel Report, Population-Migration Reports, Rural-Urban
Migrants, Vol. 1, Part 1 (Washington, D.C.: U.5. Government
Printing Office, 1973),
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Table 1. Urban population by origi:, 1967 cach race and sex group. Since the accupational classifi-

cations of whites and Negroes and of males and fomaies
differ considerally, the proportion of rural-urban
migratits in cach occupational group could be affected
by the relative suceess of each race-sex group in attaining
employment in a given occupation. Table 3 shows the
proportions for each race and sex group calculated
scparafely. Ruraburban  migrants  comprised varying
shares of the occupationat classes among race-sex groups;
in few oecupations were their shares significantly differ-
ent, in lerms of the SEO sample size, from the share
they comprised of urban employed people. The only
clearcut cvidence of excessive shares in Jower status
oeeuputions was found ameng female private household
workers, both white und Negro.

In comparison with afl urban employed persons,
rural-urban migrants were somewhat more likely hoth to
five i the South and to be of Southern origin ag well.
Whereas 40 percent of the employed rural-urban mi-
grants had initial residences in the South, the figure for
all urban employed persons was about 28 percent.
About & third of the Seuthern rural-erigin migrants were
in te non-South in 1967, and they were almost as likely
to he Negroes as whites. The contributions of rural-
urban migrants to the urban occupational strueture for
whites and Negroes in the South wnd nonSouth are
show it tables 4 and 5,

Employed
Population persGhs
Num- Per- Num- Per-
ber centage ber centage
Thous. Feu. Thous. Per,

Drigin

Totai urban 88,510  100.0 59346 1000

Rural-urban

migrants 18,417 208 11,787 19.9

Urban population
of urban erigin

70,093 79.2 47559 80.1

private household workers—while the proportions en-
gaged in clerical and sales activities were significantly
lower than their proportion of all cmployed persons
(table 2).° In two of the four white-collar oceiupilions,
the share of rural-urban migrants was no dilferent from
their share of the total group. This was true of two lower
stulus occupations as well—service workers and nonfarm
laborers. It appears then that rural-urban trigrants as a
group were proportionately represented in hisher status
oceupations and were not contriluting excessively to the
lowest groups, with the exception of private household
workers,

Underlying this oceapationad strueture of the total
urban population was the distribution by ceenpation of
The South

3T!1roughout this article, statistical significance was tested by
the application of standard errors developed by the Offire of
Economic Opportunily for the 1967 Survey of Economic

Rurid-urban migrants were relatively more important
Opportunity. See Bowles et al., op. ¢it., chapter 20.

in the urban ocenpational strueture of the South than of

Table 2. Urban population 17 years old and over by accupation in 1966, and percerndage of rural-urban migrants, by race and sex,
United States, 1967

Rural-urban migrants

Maj upational i Total? - _
ajor aceupational group ot White males | White Temales | Negro maies Negro fenales

| Totald

P YR Ve g NN

Thousands Percont Fercent Percent Percent Percent

Professionat, technical, and kindred workers 8,141 19.4 11.7 0.9 0.2 4
Managers, officials, and proprictors 5897 18.6 15.1 . 0.4 &1
Clerical and kindred workers li,658 158 2 1, 0.4 0.5
Sales workers 427 10.5 ., . 0.1 0.4
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 7,056 5.1 ] . 1.3 0.1

Operatives 10,767 223 ! . 2,5 1]
Privaie houschold warkers 1,487 29.9 , x 0.1 14.7
Service, except privale houschald 6,491 21.0 . | 21 2.5
Laborers, except farm and mine IR22 19.2 . . 6.6 0.1

Total reporting cmployment? 39,346 9.9 : . 1.3 1.1

Uncludes whites, Negroes, and other races,
Inciudes persons with furm oceu patians and persons not reporting occupation,

Sourre: 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity,
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"Table 3. Urban population 17 years old and over by oceupation in 1966, and number and percentage of rural-urban migrants, by race
and sex, United States, 1967

Females

Race and Males

major occupational

Ryral-urban migrants

Rural-usban migrants

Tutal Number

group

Percentage

Percentugs

Total Number I

Thousands Thousands

While:

Professional, {eelinical,
and kindred workers

Managers, officials, and
proprictors

Clerical and kindred
warkers 2,643

Sales workers 2184

Craltsmen, Toremen, and
kindred workers 6,275

O peratives 0,001

Private hiousehold workers 17

Serviee, cxcept private
household

Laborers, excep farm and
mine 1,971

4,797

4,712

2,i72

Percent Thousands Thousands Percent

Total reporting

employment? 31,182

Nepgro:
Prolessional, techaical,
and kindred workers 141
Managers, officials, and
propriciors 107
Clerieal and kindred
workers 277
Sales workers 47
Craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred workers 458 95
Operatives 970 270
Private household workers 4 1
Service, excepl privale
houschold 550 135
Laborers, excepl fann and
mine 608 187

13.5
23.4

15.3

20.7
27.8

212

26.8

Total reporting
employment®

3,359 799

24,8

Tneludes persons with farm occupations and persons nol reporting oceupation.

Source: 1967 Survey of Economic Gpporbanity.

the pon-South; close 1o a quarter of alli employed
workers in the urlun South had originated in rural areas,
By and large, tiese migrants were white and had come
from the South itself; most of them reported no
sesidenee i any other region. Their proportion in any
given ocenpational group was about what one would
expret from their proportion among total employed
workers. The proportion for private honschold workers

was higher than average but this dilfercnee was not
statistically simificanl.

The relutive shures of cach oceupational group for
cach race-sex gronp tended to be proportionate as well.
This was true for white males and for white females in
every occupation. Two-fifths of all white private house-
hold workers were of rural origin, bul this wus not a
major occupation for while females. Among Negrocs,
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Table 4. White urban populatien 17 vears sld and over by cecupaiion in 1966, and percentage of rural-urbun migrants, by selected characteristics, Sowth and non-South, 1967

Urban Southi Urban non-Southd

Sex and major furab rrbar migrants Rural-urban migrants
occupational group Within Heturn Within Return To
Total Sornth South Total | nonSouth | non-South | nenSouth

Males: Thous. Pre Pet, Thons, 2 Pei. Pee. Pet.
Professional, technieal,
and kindred workers 1,043 X . 1.4 R 3,002 . 156 4.9 L5
Managers, officials, and
proprivlors 1,276 23, . 1.6 . 3,259 : 139 0.8
Clerical and kindrad
warkers .0 . 20 . 1,881 1.1
Sales workers 1% o 2.4 K 1,613 K 0.2
Craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred workcers . . 2, 4,385 3. 1.2
{peratives 25 . . . 4,187 . 06
Private household workers - 13 — -
Servive, exeepl privale
houschold 3. . . . 1,593 . A 0.4
Luborers, cxeepl farm and
mine : 1. ¥ : . 1.47% . X 0.5

Total reporting
employmenlh X R X 22,182 . . 04

Females:

Professional, technical,
and kindred workers . X . 4. 2114
Managers, aificials, and
propriclers . . 3. . 708
Clericul and kindred
wrkers 23, . 5,882
Sales workers 259 N . 1,400
Craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred workers L7&

O peralives . . 2,065
Private household workers . . 443
Service, except private
houschoid . . 2, 3. 2,075
Labarers, except Farm and
mine o 8 +9
Total reporting
employment 4,580

3Persons with initial residence outside the United States omitted,
Includes persons with farm occupations and persons not reporting oecupation,

Source: 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity.
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Table 5, Negro urban population 17 years old and over by oecupation in 1966, and percentage of rural-urban migrants, by sclected
charzeferistics, South and non-South, 19567

Urban South? Urban non-South®

Sex and major Rural-urban migrants Rural-urban migrants
occupational group Within To
Total Total South Total Total non-South

Thousands Percent Percent Thousands Percent Porcent

Males:

Professional, technical,
and kindred workers

Managers, officials, and
proprictors

Clerical and kindred
workers

Sales workers

Total white-collar

Craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred werkers

Operatives

Private househoid workers

Service, except private
household

Laboters, except farm and
mine

Totd reporting
employment

Females:

Professional, technieal,
and kindred workers

Managers, officials, and
proprietors

Clericsl and kindred
workers

Sales workers

%
{
)

Total white-collar

Craftsmen, foremen, and
kindred workers

Operatives

Private household workers

Service, except private
househoid

Laborers, except farm and
mine

Total reporting
employmcntb 1,331

3Persons with initial residence outside the United States omitted.
bincludes persons with farm occupations and persons not reporting occupation,

Source: 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity,
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too, for those occupations where the base was large
enough for comparisons to ke made, most occupational
groups did net vary significantly from the total share.
For Negro males, the combination of white-collar
occupations did have a lower share of rural-urban
migrants. Among Negro females the variant groups were
operatives, with a delicit, and privale houschold
workers, with a surplus. Thus, in comparison with other
urtban persons of the same race, rural-urban migrants
tended very much to contribute what might be termed a
fair share to the Southern urban occupational structure.

Virtually all the Negro ruraburban migrants in the
South in 1967 had originaled in that region. For whites,
three types of ruralurhan migrants were distinguish-
able—those whose moves took pluce within the South,
those returning to the South after an intermediate
residence in the non-South, and those who hed an initial
residence in the non-South. By far the most important
group were migrants from within the South itself,
comprising as they did three-fourths of the total.
Intraregional white males had shaves of every occupa-
Honal group which were gencrally proportionate te their
shares of all employed white males. The same was true
for white intravegional migrant females, bul this class of
migrant comprised a third of all white female private
houschold workers. Return migrants and in-migrants
were less important numerically and they also tended to
be found in proportionate numbers in each occupational
group. An cxception was professional workers, who
comprised a third of the white male in-migrants. These
migranis contributed 8 percent of all white male
professionals in the urban South in 1967,

The Non-South

The position ef rural-urban migrants in the non-South
was different in several ways. For one thing, they
comprised a smaller proportion of al urban employed
persons than in the South. This tended to be truc of
cach occupational group as well. This occurred because
rural-urban migrants from the non-South were propor-
tionately less than intraregional migrants were within the
South. A large share of this difference reflected the fact
that the non-South bad few rural Negroes from which to
attract urban migrants, but therc were proportionately
fewer whites as well. The differences between the South
and the non-Scuth would also have been greater if the
South had not exported more migrants Lhan it received.
Even though they enteréd a much larger region, in-
migrants from the South comprised almost a quarter of
all rural-urban migrants in the non-South and their share
among all employed workers was larger than that held
by non-Scutherners in the Scuth. Like the South,

30

however, rural-urban migrants as a group tonded to hold
proportionate shares of most occupational classes.
Exceptions were clerical and sales workers, for which
there were deficits.

White rural-urban migrants outside the South,
whether male or female and no matier what their
regional hisiory, were found in proportions which were
usually not significantly more nor less than their
respective share of all employed persens of the same race
and scx. White operatives of Southern origin were an
exception. They totaled over 400,000 and avcounted for
about onc in 20 of the non-Southern urban operatives,

To be a Negro rural-urban migrant meant to be from
the South. Very nearly a fourth of the Negro males and
a fifth of the Negro females in the non-South who
reported  cmployment  were  ruralurban  migrants.
Furthermore, these proportions for the non-South were
little different from the proportions within the South
itscl. Nor was there any occupational group of Negro
mules, except white-collar workers, whose share differed
from its share of the total cmployed group, and shares
were: Hittle differcat from the same occupational group in
the South. In other words, rural-urban migrant Negro
males, whether they stayed in the South or left,
provided proportional shares in all except white coltar
oecupations when compared with all Negro males in the
same ares. Negro females were less fortunate. In the
urban non-South, they comprised a smailer than propor-
tionate share of white collar workers and a larger thun
proportionate share of both operatives and private
household workers. In comparison with their Southern
counterparts, they were at less of a disadvantage. Except
among operatives, where the comparison favored the
non-South, their share of cach occupational grouping
was about the sume in the South as in the non-Scuth.

Comparisons with Other Data

Since these data reflect lifetime migration histories, it
can be argned that the rural-urban migrants had had time
to adjust ta life in urban places and hence their tendency
for equal shares in each occupation. Two-thirds of those
aged 30-49 had been residents of urban arcas before
1960.* Questioned at some time closer to their leaving
the rural sector, migrunts might well have been more
disadvantaged in their occupations. To examine this,
comparable data were assembled insofar as possible for
1935-40, the only census for which data on rural-urban
migration are available. These figures are shown in table
6, for total males and fomales. No racial data were

*Ibid., table 28.

e ot i s s s o i = e e b, S L s L




published. Migration here is measured in lerms of
residenee in another country 5 years before the census,
and occupation was that in the week preceding the
CEHSUS.

These data, taken decades ago and using a different
definition ol migrution, yencrally substantiate the 1967
findings. Given the shorter period for migrating, rural-
urban migrants were less important in the total structure
in 1940. Sill, the evidence is that they were more
important in the South than in the non-South, and that
no oceupation with the possible exception of domestic
service in (he non-South was disproportionately com-
posed of rurab-urban migrants. This sume pattern held
when males were compared with males and females with
females in each region. For females, however, there

appeared to be an excess of rural-urban migrant profes-
sional workers in both the South and the non-South, as
well as the excess of domestic service workers in the
non-South. Also, in this carlier period Southern-origin
migrants comprised a less important part of the rural-
urban migrants in the non-South. In all, 12 percent of
the non-South’s migrants had come from the South, a
proportion thal was little higher than that for non-
Sputheeners in the Scuth. Two factors are probably at
work here—the heavy ocut-migration from the North
Central States during the 1930°s and the diminished role
of Negro migration before World War 1L

One problem, of course, is that both the SEO data
and the 1940 data lack any information ubout occupa-
tion either before or at the time of migration. National

:t
5
3
3
i
3

Table 6. Urban population 14 years old and over by major occupation group, and percentage of rural-urban migrants, by selected
characteristics, South und non-South, 1940

: E
:
X Urban South Urban non-South i
! Sex and major Rural-urban migranis Rurab-urban migrants ;
H occupitional group Within To . Within To ¥
i Total Total South South Total Total |Non-South|Non-South s
B i
% Thousands Pereent  Percent  Percent Thousands Pereent Percent  Percent %
E Males: |
¢ I'rofessionat and semiprofessional . i
workers 278 7.9 6.1 1.0 1,148 3.7 34 0.3 i
: : I'roprictors, managers, and officials, i
2 except farm 517 4.3 3.7 0.6 1,899 21 1.9 0.2 3
y Clerica), sales, and kindred workers 717 6.0 52 0.8 2095 2.5 23 0.2 4
Craltsmen, Toremen, and kindred i
warkers 647 6.5 5.8 0.7 2,946 2.6 2.3 0.3 E
' Operatives and kindred workers 78 8.1 7.3 0.6 3,483 .0 2.6 0.4 H
Domestic service workers 48 3.0 4.8 0.2 47 4,7 3.1 1.6 E
Service workers, excepl domestic 380 7.1 6.3 13 1,553 3.0 2.8 0.8 i
Laborers, excepl farm, and !
ocinpation not reported 480 7.2 9.9 0.3 1460 3.4 28 0.6 i
Total employed workers 3,52 6.7 6.0 0.7 15,360 2.9 2.5 0.4
) Females:
Profcssional and semiprofessional
workers 222 10.1 %1 1.0 829 5.7 5.4 0.3
Propriclors, managers, and ofTicials,
except farm av 3.7 3.2 0.5 237 23 21 0.2
Clerical, sales, and kindred workers | 504 3.6 4,9 0.7 2,193 2.3 2.2 0.1
Crafismen, foremen, and kindred
workers 14 4.0 3.6 0.4 77 1.6 1.4 0.2
Operatives and kindred workers 305 6.0 38 0.2 1,328 1.7 1.5 0.2
Domestic service workers 555 0.2 5.9 0.3 808 8.6 7.2 1.4
Service workers, except domestic 240 8.4 78 0.G 707 5.5 49 0.6
Laborers, cxccpt farm, and
cceupation nol reported M 6.0 5.6 0.4 123 3.0 2.7 0.3
Total employed workers 1,949 0.7 0.2 0.5 6,365 38 3.4 0.4

Source: U.S. Burean of the Census, Sixieenth Census of the United States: 1940, Population. Internal Migration, 1935 to 1940,
Feonomic Characteristics of Migrants (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1946), tables 5, 9, and 10.
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“ata on occupational and geogruphic mobility from the
1970 Census® indicate that persons living in different
States in 1965 and 1970 were more likely to report a
different occupation than those living in the same State.
The range among ovcupitions, however, was wide and
the proportion reporting the same occupation at the
later date tended to increase as occupational status
increased. The extent, then, to which rurad-urban migra-
lion was a concomitant of oceupational mobility cannol
be determined with data currently availuble in national
surveys or censuses, but might be a fruitful avenue lor
research in the luture,

Summary and Conclusions

These findings, then, tend to refute the idea that
rurat-urban migrants contribute unduly io the lowest
status octupations. The only evidence to support the
idea was the excessive contribution of female rural-arban
migrants, white and Negro alike, to private houschold or
domestic service. Indeed, rural places had supplied close
to a third of ihe urban private houscheld workers in
1967 and this group wus evenly divided between the lwo
racial groups. At the upper end of the oceupational
scale, there was litUe to indicate that rurak-urban
migrants were underrepresented and there was some
evidence that professional workers in particular might
include a slight excess of rural-urban migrants.

This attainmenil of proportionate shares of most
urban occupations can be regarded to some extent as a
measure of assimilation for rural-urban migrants. In the
case of Southern-erigin migrants lo the ron-South, this
level of assimilation was truly remarkable in light of the

*U.8. Burcau of the Census, Census of Population: 970,
Detailed Characteristics, Final Report PC{(1}D 1, United States
Summary (Washington, D.C.: .S, Govemment Printing Office,
1973), table 230.

large proportions whose educations ended in clementary
school. In 1967, not quite two-fifths of the white and
bhalf the Negro migrants from the rural South to urban
non-South had completed 8 years of school or Jess,
proportions which were well above those of the urban
populations they joincd. Despite this, less than 19
percent of the whites and 42 percent of the Negroes held
jobs which were classed as service or laborer. Moreover,
their relutive success occupationally helps aceount for
the fact that rural-urban migrants were about as likely to
be in poverty as the urban popilation of urban origin.

Note, however, that only broad ocenpational classes
were compared. We do sniot kuow the exient to which
rurab-urban migrants were concentrated in specific occu-
putions within those categories in which incomes are
higher or lower than the average.

While this paper has focused on the urban occupa-
tional structure, there are implications for rural areas as
well. Even though rural-urban migrants may have had
some handicaps in comparison with the urban popula-
tion, they compared faverably with persons who never
left rural arcas. Their relative occapational suceess in
urban arcas indicates that, as a group, these migrants had
considerable capability. Whether or not they attained
their occupational skills in rural arcas before leaving or
in urbun arcas after migration conld not be ascertained.
Some of these demonstrated skills, however, can be
regarded as movable assets which tould be transferred
back to developing rural arcas, given the proper incen-
tives. There has been a demonstrated potential for rural
return migration, Data from the Survey of Economic
Opportunity indicate that as many as one out of cvery
five persons who had migrated to urban areas was back
in & rural arca in 1967. Rural development programs
then might well consider rural-urban migrants 2 Lrained
manpower pool which could be 1apped to provide
leadership with both urban experience and an under-
standing of rural probiems.
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