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Knowledge of the relation that exists between migration
and fertility is essential for understanding population dy-
namics and trends in the developing areas. In addition to pro-
viding an example of differential demographic behavior, the
association between migration and fertility is crucial in assess-
ing properly the effect of rapid urbanization on fertility.

During recent decades, the less-developed countries have
undergone rapid urbanization, to the extent that Arriaga can
state: “The degree of urbanization reached by countries such
as Argentina, Brazil, . . . and Venezuela is comparable to that
of countries of the western European type.”* Almost all devel-
oping nations have seen a large influx of the rural population
into the major metropolitan areas. As a result of a number of
factors, urban fertility generally is lower than rural fertility.
It has been suggested, therefore, that urbanization is a strong
force leading to lower fertility.? Because the major portion of
this urbanization in the developing nations is attributable to
massive rural-urban migration,® it is necessary to study the
fertility of migrants to the cities of these countries. The experi-
ence of these migrants will influence the future natural in-
crease of the large cities, which—as increased urbanization oc-
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curs—will play a much greater role in aetermining national
growth levels.*

Another key question, although not studied here, is whether
the urban social structure itself will experience change in the
face of a rapid influx of rural-urban migrants. Theoretical
grounds may be cited to support the view that the normative
system of any group is threatened by an excessively rapid in-
crease in new members.* The magnitude of rural-urban migra-
tion in developing nations is such that one may speculate
whether the migrants may change the cities rather than vice-
versa. At least, their presence may promote considerable nor-
mative disorganization, which itself may militate against con-
trolled fertility. Of relevance is Petersen’s contention that the
initial consequence of dissolution of traditional rural social
structures in early modern Europe was an increase in fertility.”
That situation may have its microdemographic parallel in the
questions at hand.

Althofgh it is generally the case that rural fertility is higher
than urban fertility, authorities do not agree on whether rural-
urban migrants have fertility different from that of urban
nonmigrants. Thus, previous research by Manske based on
Swiss data led to the conclusion that “in-migrants as a rule
have higher birth rates and marital fertility rates than the local
born.”® Winkler, Goldberg?® and Duncan' have also con-
cluded that urban in-migrants have higher fertility than do
their city-born counterparts. However, in an earlier study con-
ducted in the United States, Kiser concluded that the marital
fertility of native white urban in-migrants who migrated before
their marriage was not higher than that observed among city-
born individuals of comparable age and social status.'?

Although Germani reports that migrants have higher fer-
tility than nonmigrants and that length of the migrant’s resi-
dence in the city is associated negatively with family size®
Zarate concludes that fertility is not related clearly to duration
of residence in Monterrey, Mexico.!* Tabah and Samuel report
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no differential fertility among in-migrants and women born
in Santiago, Chile.’® Moreover, data gathered in Peru indicate
virtually no difference between the age-standardized fertility of
migrants to Lima and natives of Lima (3.45 and 3.30 children
ever born, respectively) .’* Hatt,»” Macisco®* and Myers and
Morris,*® using survey and census data collected in Puerto Rico,
report that migration is associated negatively with fertility.

One reason for the lack of agreement in the literature may
be related to differences in study design, the samples studied
and the influence of the key factors of migration and fertility.
In addition, the lack of controls for differing age structures,
age at marriage and variations in child spacing, as well as the
time of migration, are but a few of the formal factors that make
comparisons difficult. Selective migration may be operative.

The present report is an analysis of census data collected
in San Juan, Puerto Rico. Since 1940, Puerto Rico has been
characterized by rapid economic growth, extensive urbaniza-
tion and a rather large-scale migration from nonmetropolitan
to metropolitan areas. Thus, recent census data indicate that
over two-thirds of all ever-married women living in the San
Juan Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area were born in
municipios outside that area. Migration has played an impor-
tant role in the expansion of the urban population, particu-
larly for San Juan, by compensating for the extensive out-
migration to the United States.?°

Despite the unanimity of empirical results in Puerto Rico,
the task remains of specifying the chain of relations that pro-
duces the negative association between migration and fertility.
The effect of education on the migration-fertility relation is
one link in this chain and has been examined in a recent re-
port, which shows that when differences in education are con-
trolled migrants still have lower fertility than nonmigrants
among women in the reproductive period. However, among
older women, the wives of migrants have higher fertility and
the assumption is made that much of this differential is the
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result of spending most of the reproductive years in nonmetro-
politan surroundings.?

Another possible link, which is examined in the present re-
port, is the role of labor force participation as an intervening
variable. Traditionally it has been assumed that, because peo-
ple move for economic reasons, migrants should be more likely
than nonmigrants to be in the labor force. Basing her conclu-
sions on an analysis of the 1960 census data for the United
States, Miller rejects this postulate for whites, but accepts it for
nonwhites.?? Data from Santiago, Chile?* and Bombay, India*
also indicate higher rates of labor force participation for in-
migrants than for the metropolitan natives. Thus, the relation
between migration and labor force status has not been estab-
lished clearly, either cross-culturally or for various subgroups
of a given population.

The relation between female labor force participation and
fertility is fairly well established in Puerto Rico. Census data
for areag® and individuals,* together with survey data* indi-
cate a negative association. Weller, reporting survey data col-
lected in San Juan, finds an inverse relation between female
employment and fertility among women with more than six
years of schooling and attributes this to more frequent and
efficient use of contraceptive techniques.?® Macisco, using areal
data for municipios, finds an inverse relation between four in-
dicators of labor force activity (combining both sexes) and
fertility.?® Thus, sufficient evidence is available to suggest that
the following propositions should be examined:

Persons who migrate are more likely than nonmigrants to
be in the labor force; labor force participation, especially by
females, leads to lower fertility. Accordingly, if one controls
the differentials in labor force participation, the relation be-
tween migration and fertility should be diminished.

SOURCE OF DATA

This study is based on special tabulations derived from the
1960 Census of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Through
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the cooperation of both the United States Census Bureau and
the Puerto Rico Planning Board it has been possible to gen-
erate cross-tabulations that allow analyses of migrants and non-
migrants with reference to their fertility behavior. These tabu-
lations include data on labor force that could serve as an
intervening variable in determining the relation between mi-
gration and fertility. Two groups have been considered in this
study. These are the nonmigrants, who resided in the San Juan
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area in both 1955 and 1960,
and the migrants to San Juan who indicated a nonmetropoli-
tan place of residence in 1955. This excludes migrants to San
Juan from the two remaining SMSA’s of Ponce and Mayaguez.
Within the limitations of the data, this study compares non-
metropolitan migrants to the San Juan SMSA with their non-
migrant counterparts at place of destination. The migration
status is that of the husband rather than the wife; the age-
specific fertility rates are those of the female. The fertility mea-
sure utilized is total number of children ever born to females
in five age groups (cumulative fertility rates). The females
are those legally married with spouse present at the time of the
1960 Census.2°

The various measures employed have limitations. The five-
year migration measure does not deal adequately with return
or repeated moves, nor does it give any information on length
of residence. The migration status is that of the husband and,
therefore, is only an approximate indicator of the migration
status of the wife.

The fertility measure gives no information on the spacing
of births, nor can it be related to the time of the move. There-
fore, it is not possible to speak of births occurring before or
after the migration, although one can make some inferences
regarding this point. It is not possible to speak of marriage
duration, which would seem to be a very important factor.
Because no direct data are available on duration of marriage,
one cannot tell whether migrants have been married for shorter
periods of time. Therefore the possibility exists that any ob-
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served differential in cumulative fertility may be a function of
shorter exposure to the risk of childbearing. In addition, not
having direct data on age at first marriage may also mask some
of the differentials in fertility.3!

The tabulations also include labor force status and occupa-
tion of wife at the time of the census. Again, these are some-
what inadequate in that they do not contain measures of past
labor force experience. It is not possible to relate timing of
births with entrance into or exit from the labor force.

Methodologically, these data are not identical with the theo-
retical typologies being employed by the authors. In addition
to not including all possible moves within the 1955-1960 in-
terval, these data do not permit analysis by length of residence,
and do not contain measures of the wife’s rural-urban back-
ground.?? In addition, nonmetropolitan is not necessarily syn-
onymous with rural, as Puerto Rico has numerous small cities
and villages under 50,000 population. Nevertheless, these two
categories are approximations of the ideal measurement; i.e,
rural-urban migrants and urban nonmigrants.

RESULTS

Migration and Fertility

Wives of migrants into the San Juan SMSA had an average
of 2.7 children as compared with 3.1 for the wives of nonmi-
grants. This finding is consistent with the previous work of
Myers and Morris based on the 1960 Puerto Rican census,
although somewhat different definitions for migration have
been used.®* As migration to the city tends to be selective of
the young, one should not compare the fertility rates of rural-
urban migrants and nonmigrant city dwellers without taking
age composition into account. Thus, in Table 1 it can be seen
that, although approximately one-half of the wives aged 15-44
of migrants are under 30 years of age, only 39 per cent of the
wives of San Juan nonmigrants fall into this age group. How-
ever, even when age composition is standardized, the wives
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of migrants still exhibit cumulative fertility rates lower than
those of nonmigrants—2,890 and 3,014 per 1000, respectively.

Although such standardized rates are important, the age-
specific rates, which are presented in Table 2, are more in-
structive. Migrants have lower fertility in all age groups except
the oldest, where their fertility is virtually identical to that of
nonmigrants. This lends support to the notion that fertility
is indeed affected by migration. The migration status is that of
the husband, but it seems reasonable to assume that, especially
for those women over age 35, the wife also was a migrant into
San Juan after 1955. If this is the situation, and the fact is also
considered that these women married men who were, on the
average, 3.5 years older, one can then speculate that most of
their reproductive experience took place in a nonmetropolitan
environment. This would partially explain the crossover phe-
nomenon that has been noted elsewhere.3

TABLE I. DISTRIBUTION OF WOMEN BY AGE, AND MIGRATION STATUS
OF HUSBAND, SAN JUAN SMSA, 1960

Age Nonmigrants Migrants Total
14-19 548 (4.3) 61 (6.2) 609
2024 1,755 (13.9) 218 (22.2) 1,973
25-29 2,617 (20.7) 209 (21.3) 2,826
30-34 2,792 (22.2) 217 (22.1) 3,009
3544 4,911 (38.9) 276 (28.2) 5,187
Total 12,623 (100.0) 981 (100.0) 13,604

Source: Unpublished special tabulations prepared for this project by the United States Bureau of
the Census from data made available by the Puerto Rico Planning Board.

TABLE 2. TOTAL CHILDREN EVER BORN PER I,000 LEGALLY MARRIED
WOMEN, SPOUSE PRESENT, BY AGE OF WIFE

Age of Wife Total

Migration Status 14-19 20-24 25-29 80-34 3b—44 14~44
Migrants 1,213 1,491 2,368 3,078 3,996 2,717
Nonmigrants 1,361 1,948 2,798 3,214 3,793 3,096

Ratio of migrants:nonmigrants .89 .77 .85 .96  1.05 .88

Source: Same as Table 1.
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Migration and Labor Force

Table 3 indicates, by sex and migration status, the propor-
tion of each age group in the labor force in 1960. Although
no apparent relation exists between migration and labor force
participation by the husband, a very definite relation is found
between migration and the wife’s labor force participation. In
all age groups except the youngest, the wives of migrants are
more likely to be in the labor force than are the wives of non-
migrants, and the largest differences occur in the age categories
most important for fertility purposes—20-29 years. Thus, the
proposition that migrants are more likely than nonmigrants
to participate in the labor force receives empirical support
among the females, but not among the males.

When occupational status of husband is examined, both mi-
grants and nonmigrants are equally likely to be employed in
white-collar occupations (Table 4). This still is true after
wife’s labor force status is controlled, although a definite rela-
tion is seen between husband’s white-collar employment and
the progability of the wife’s being in the labor force. However,
when wife’s occupation is considered, approximately 38 per
cent of the employed wives of migrant husbands were in pro-
fessional and managerial occupations, compared with 24 per
cent of the employed wives of San Juan natives. Thus, the often
expressed view of the rural-urban migrant as relatively unedu-
cated and unadapted to the white-collar skills required in the
urban economy is not supported by these results.

In brief, labor force status and occupation vary insignifi-
cantly among males in relation to migration experience. On
the other hand, wives of migrants are more likely than the
wives of nonmigrants to be economically active, especially in
the period during which childbearing is most intense—age 20-
29. Furthermore, the wife of a migrant to San Juan is more
likely to be employed in a white-collar occupation than is the
wife of a nonmigrant.

As husband’s labor force and occupational status apparently
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TABLE 3. LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION OF HUSBAND AND WIFE BY

Age

Nonmigrants in
San Juan SMSA

14-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
3544

Total

Migrants from
nonmetropolitan
areas to San
Juan SMSA

14-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
3544

Total

AGE OF WIFE AND MIGRATION STATUS OF HUSBAND

Husband in Per Cent in Wife in  Per Cent in
Total Labor Force Labor Force Labor Force Labor Force

548 516
1,755 1,647
2,617 2,510
2,792 2,675
4,911 4,597

12,623 11,945

61 57
218 206
209 194
217 195
276 254
981 906

Source: Same as Table 1.

TABLE 4. OCCUPATION AND MIGRATION STATUS

Occupation

Professional and
managerial
Clerical and sales
Manual
Agricultural

Total

Wife’s occupation

Professional and

managerial
Clerical and sales
Manual

Total

1 Excludes 44 men whose

Husband’s occupation

Migrants

No. %
229 24 .4
185 19.7
494 52.7

29 3.1
937t 100.0
117 38.4

88 28.9

99 32.5
304* 100.0

occupation was not reported.
1+ Excludes 333 men whose occupation was not reported.

93.3
94.5
92.8
89.9
92.0

92.4

* Excludes four women whose occupation was not reported.

Source: Same as Table 1.

*k Excludes 57 women whose occupation was not reported.

69 12.6

420 23.9

772 29.5

844 30.2

1,396 28.4

3,501 27.7

7 11.5

67 30.7

80 38.3

73 33.6

81 29.3

308 31.4

Nonmigrants
No. %

2,956 24.1
2,504 20.4
6,644 54.1
186 1.5
12,2901 100.0
831 24.1
1,223 35.5
1,390 40.4
3,444** 100.0
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bear little relation to migration status, these factors have not
been treated in the remaining portions of this study.

Wife’s Labor Force Participation and Fertility

The strong inverse relation between fertility and female
labor force participation, which has been well documented in
previous studies, is also present in the San Juan SMSA data
(Table 5) . In all age groups except the youngest, workers have
fertility much lower than that of nonworkers. A negative rela-
tion exists between wife’s occupation and fertility, with wives
employed in “professional and managerial” and “clerical and
sales” occupations having much lower fertility (1,929 and
1,654 children ever born per 1,000, respectively) than wives
employed in “manual” occupations (3,023). The fertility of
the latter is almost as high as that of women not in the labor
force. It is not known to what extent these differences are af-
fected by age composition, but other studies conducted in San
Juan and Lima, Peru, also have indicated that female white-
collar workers tend to have fertility markedly lower than that
of manual workers, who tend to have fertility similar to that
of women not in the labor force.®

Migration, Labor Force Activity and Fertility

It has been observed that the fertility of the wives of mi-
grants is lower than that of nonmigrants’ wives in all age groups
except the oldest. However, the wives of migrants are more

TABLE §. CHILDREN EVER BORN BY WIFE’S LABOR FORCE STATUS
AND AGE

Ratio of

Age Labor Force Nonlabor Force LF:NLF
14-19 1,411 1,325 1.06
20-24 1,075 2,167 .50
25-29 1,915 3,132 .61
30-34 2,386 3,563 .67
35-44 2,881 4,170 .69
Total 2,287 3,370 .68

Source: Same as Table 1.
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TABLE 6. TOTAL CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 LEGALLY MARRIED
WOMEN BY AGE, LABOR FORCE STATUS OF WIFE AND MIGRATION STATUS
OF HUSBAND

Age of Wife Total
Labor Force Status 14~19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-44 14~44
Wife in labor force

Migrant 571 776 1,675 2,288 2,802 1,896

(m (67 (80) (73) (81  (308)

Nonmigrant 1,594 1,124 1,939 2,395 2,885 2,321

(69) (420) (772) (844) (1396) (3501)

Ratio of M:NM .35 .69 .86 .96 .97 .82
Wife not in labor force

Migrant 1,206 1,808 2,798 3,479 4,492 3,092

(54) (151) (129) (144) (195) (673)

Nonmigrant 1,328 2,207 3,157 3,569 4,153 3,394

(479) (1335) (1845) (1948) (3515) (9122)

Ratio of M:NM .98 .82 .89 .97 1.08 .91

Source: Same as Table 1. Number of cases in parentheses.

likely to be in the labor force and to be employed in a white-
collar occupation; a factor conducive to lower fertility.

This increased labor force activity on the part of females
may partially “explain away” the differential fertility by migra-
tion types. In other words, a comparison of the working wives
of migrants and nonmigrants may yield smaller differences
than those originally observed between migration and fertility,
whereas a comparison between wives not in the labor force
also may show reduced differential fertility between migrants
and nonmigrants.

Table 6 presents data on children ever born by migration
status, labor force status and age of wife. With one exception
the crude cumulative fertility rate is lower for migrants than
for nonmigrants. This, then, is not in agreement with the sug-
gested working hypothesis that if the differential labor force
activity of migrants and nonmigrants is eliminated the fertility
differences will tend to disappear. Migration still remains a
factor in explaining fertility differences. It can be seen that
when age-specific rates are examined, the differential fertility
between migrants and nonmigrants is greatest when the wife
is in the labor force and under 30 years of age. Inasmuch as
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TABLE 7. CHILDREN EVER BORN PER 1,000 LEGALLY MARRIED WOMEN
BY OCCUPATIONAL STATUS AND MIGRATION STATUS

Occupational Status Females
Professional and managerial
Migrants 1,935
(117)
Nonmigrants 1,928
(831)
Ratio of M:NM 1.00
Clerical and sales
Migrants 1,250
(88)
Nonmigrants 1,684
(1223)
Ratio of M:NM .74
Manual
Migrants 2,586
(99)
Nonmigrants 3,056
(1390)
Ratio of M:NM .84
Source: Same as Table 1. Number of cases in parentheses.

fertility is measured cumulatively, the foregoing suggests that
the wives of migrants may migrate to the city in search of em-
ployment and marry much later than the wives of nonmigrants.
However, the cumulative effect with respect to family size may
be negligible. It is also important to emphasize that the older
women probably lived significant portions of their lives in
rural sections and migrated to San Juan after their child-bear-
ing was practically completed. When occupation is considered,
the differentials are increased somewhat (Table 7).

CONCLUSIONS

This has been an examination of the interrelations between
rural-urban migration, labor force activity and fertility. Sev-
eral studies conducted in Puerto Rico have indicated that mi-
grants to the metropolitan areas have lower fertility than do
the urban natives. The basic hypotheses in this study have
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been that migrants are more likely than nonmigrants to be
participants in the urban labor force; that participation in the
labor force, especially by females, is associated with low fertil-
ity; and, therefore, that controlling for this differential rate
of labor force activity would reduce considerably the relation
observed in Puerto Rico between rural-urban migration and
lower fertility.

Using census data collected in the San Juan SMSA in 1960,
the authors note that migrants have lower fertility than non-
migrants among women less than 35 years of age, but not
among older women. As the latter undoubtedly spent the
major portion of their reproductive lives in the high fertility
rural sectors of Puerto Rico, this age-specific pattern is inter-
preted as supporting the relation between migration to the
urban milieu and lower fertility.

The hypothesis that migrants are more likely to be engaged
in labor force activity is not supported for males. However,
the wives of migrants are more likely than the wives of non-
migrants to be employed and are much more likely to occupy
white-collar positions. Among wives, both labor force and oc-
cupational status are strongly related to fertility.

Controlling for the differential rate of labor force activity
on the part of migrants does not substantially reduce the dif-
ferential fertility of urban natives and rural-urban migrants.
This is true even when occupation is considered. However, the
general pattern is that fertility is highest among urban non-
migrants, lower among migrants with wives not in the labor
force and lowest among migrants with wives in the labor force.
The authors conclude that both female labor force activity
and migration from rural areas to the San Juan SMSA are
associated with lower fertility. Controlling the effects of one
does not substantially reduce the effects of the other. In an
earlier paper it was noted that women married to migrants
tended to be better educated than their nonmigrant counter-
parts. Even controlling for this differential in educational at-
tainment did not substantially affect the relation between
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migration and fertility. Thus, it has been established that dif-
ferences in fertility between in-migrants and nonmigrants of
San Juan are not wholly attributable to differences in educa-
tional attainment or occupational characteristics. In the re-
mainder of this paper the authors would like to indulge in a
speculative exercise. Although no direct evidence is presented
in this paper to support the following opinions, the data are
not inconsistent with them and such an exercise may serve the
heuristic purpose of stimulating further research.

Specifically, in-migrants may be more innovative and more
achievement-oriented than are the urban natives in San Juan,
and differences in education and occupation are symptomatic
of this more basic differential.*®¢ Migration from rural areas to
cities may be an indicator of the readiness for change. Thus,
the very act of moving out of a rural social system demonstrates
a level of social mobility aspiration that is different from that
of comparable nonmovers.

To teg such a hypothesis, one would need to compare rural
stayers with rural out-migrants (before they migrate). Too
few studies have been conducted in the developing countries
that have made such comparisons with respect to any charac
teristics. One such study reports that migration into Taichung,
Taiwan, tends to be selective of men with higher education.
Also, over one-half of the in-migrants moved either to obtain
a better job or because no work was available at the place of
origin (28 per cent) .** This certainly is not inconsistent with
the notion that rural-urban migrants desire to succeed.

Thus, rural-urban migration may be selective of highly
aspiring persons. By contrast the urban natives should include
both aspirers and persons who are less achievement oriented.
The latter certainly would not tend to migrate to the rural
areas. With respect to Puerto Rico, it seems likely that the
highly achievement-oriented native of San Juan would migrate
to the United States. Therefore, comparisons of the type per-
formed in this study are in-migrant to metropolitan stayer.
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The in-migrant may be considerably more oriented toward
achievement and innovation than is the stayer.%®

It is pertinent to note that, in 1960, Puerto Ricans living
in the United States reported fewer children ever born than
did Puerto Ricans residing in the San Juan SMSA, in all quin-
quennial age groups between 15 and 49.*® Return migrants to
Puerto Rico also have lower fertility than do the urban non-
migrants.*°

If the migrant aspires to upward social mobility and per-
ceives children as an obstacle to this mobility, his behavior
should be such that he will postpone fertility until the pre-
requisites of mobility have been met. Two such prerequisites
are migration to the metropolitan area and consequent access
to the metropolitan labor market as well as obtaining steady
employment. Moreover, a small family certainly makes geo-
graphic mobility easier.

Therefore, it may be useful to consider a social mobility
model that relates the greater division of labor attendant upon
urbanization to greater rationality and consequent lower fer-
tility. This model sees early marriage, the arrival of children
and rural residence as obstacles to upward social mobility.
Within this context, migration to a metropolitan center,
greater education, later age at first marriage, use of family
planning within marriage, high rates of female labor force
participation and emphasis on the isolated nuclear family can
be viewed as responses to the desire for upward social mobility.
All of these tend to bear an inverse relation to fertility.

Although the recent experience of the United States may not
fit the model, it still may be relevant for countries in the
transitional stage of development, which are experiencing a
large influx of migrants from the rural areas. Physical mobility
over space may be a useful indicator of the desire for social
mobility, especially among the younger segments of the popu-
lation. These young migrants may be a strategic group to study
inasmuch as they were marginal to the rural, more traditional
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systems and may therefore become innovators in the urban
complex.

This view of certain migrants as innovators is not in agree-
ment with the often-stated description of them as persons who
are disorganized and suffering from cultural shock. In-migrants
have been thought to exhibit a high incidence of personal and
social pathology as a result of their entrance into a new social
system for which they are poorly equipped. Another view of
the migration process that has been emerging recently chal-
lenges the disorganization, cultural shock approach.#* This
view suggests that urbanization can in fact occur with minimal
personal and family disorganization and that many of the ob-
served indices reflect functional adjustments to the urban
milieu. The authors suggest that in Puerto Rico the rural-
urban migrant, because of his greater education and hypoth-
esized willingness to innovate, may be better adjusted to the
Western notion of a rational urban milieu than is the metro-
politan ngnmigrant. Thus, a social mobility model with pos-
sible consequences leading to low fertility may be highly ap-
propriate in countries in the transitional stage of their develop-
ment. Migration may play a much greater role in determining
urban fertility levels, depending on the magnitude of the mi-
gration stream as well as the level of fertility of the migrants
and their offspring, in addition to affecting the rate of social
change. Future research could more usefully explore the rural-
urban migrant as an innovative agent in the urban milieu.
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