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¥ho pre the Peow in Puarto Rico? 41)

Barzy Bo Levine aad Colia ¥. de Cantzdno
Univexsidad ds Puexto Rico, Rio Piedvas,

Poverty 1s coimonly concelved in three diffevent munnezrs, each of
which has a distlnet pexspective. The different conceptiony, hovevas,
sharo In common & class ¢onnotation. Weher (19681302 026<32) defings
£3ags o= one’s access Uo the market, one's life chances. A person’s
class situation s defined as his probability o dominate the maykaiy
nore probably than some, less probably than otlers, equaily paobably as
thoge in the same class itwation as Dlmself, Weber notes that: V'Peopewiy’
and fack off propegiy’® are...the baslc categories of all clags situvativis *
(19681927), He adds, losever, thaih "¢lass situations arve Ffurther
differentiated: on the one hund, according to the kind of property vhau
1s usable for Petuwnss and, on the oLher hand, according to the kind of
servicos that can be offered In the market, ...{many) distinctions
difforentiate the class situations of the propeitieda..o Those who
have no properly butl who offey saervices ave differentiated just as
wuch according to thely kinds oF sevvlces asg according to the way in
nhich they make use off these services, in a continuous or discontinuous
veYation to a recipienm: " (19683927-8» Thus, Weber concludes that
"elass situat.ion iseeoultimately market situation, oo..the factor that

craates ‘class” is unawbiguously economic interest, and indead, only

those interests involved in the existence of the market " (1968:828)




Waber gues on o soy, hoviever, that common cless situation dves not
necwdsarily, ner even genezally, generate similax xeactions smong the

maseboys of & ¢lass thersby leading to comuon soeiz i aetion.

it is Webar’s comcaption wf class us a vanking of pusple in
eoonsuic tarme, xather than his discussion of the problens of class
action, that is of spoeific Interest to uve in this paper, Behind his

gonsspiion of ¢lasa is something similar Co whai: is veferfad te in ovezyday

Loeguage as paying oh pzehaging powei, or what ecmwricts Taler Lo &s :
sbLuntive danend: st slaply fhe assvogd degive U onsums LUT Lhe poagtical f
ubilicy to acquire ox the use of itemm of consumption. Adam Smith's
(1937156) use of the concapt in he following example nicely illustrates
1hs neonbigg: A Vvery pooi man may be said in someo sense To have a

demond for a ¢each and nixy he ralght fike to have i3 but his demend

is ol an wifectuel demund, 25 he commppdity can never be bZought

to magket im ogdst to asivefy 1€, Pointedly, 1t wofers not to one’g

giyle ol Iife buk Co Vhe power, should one want tw, %o lead thu kind

of 1ife sz one might wish, The gsucial variable 1s Cho gapaelty of

sapgbizity Lo cenzuwogs the pruetical ability to acquire ox the use of |

ivems of consumption,

Genexally speaking, there arxe two types of indices foy this

econonic capability to consume~coono is what economists xefer to as o

"f1ov"' varjable, the other 13 what thay refer to as a “'stock" wariable,
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each has speciflc advantages and disadvantages when used as an indice




of “'buying power.” The £low variable, income, vefers te both

gonataxy and nonemonetary income as sell as to “recelved incoma™

gainad by virtue of the possession of wealth (e.g., "the rental value

of owmer«occupied homsec"_"xolkop 1962312), It is what Kolko refers to in

general terms as “'real incomo" (1962:80, 77, 102, etc.), Wealth, tha
stock variable, refexs to one’s possessions and assets less one’s debts,
4 corrected more acourate wversion of wealth as a copparative indice
wouid have o add to a person’s possessions his unused credit potential,
(It 1o not “legal wrealth” plus unused credit potential since that would
deduct "present debts" twice from the totalewwonce from possessions

and once from fzom eredit patential,) It has never been made elear
which of the two variables, income or waalth; 1s the better indice.
However, for practical zeasons (i.e., the availability of the data)
Income=mceand even just monetayy incomoce=is most frequently used to

rapresent and diffexentiate the sconomic capacities of different

parsons, The glass sgructure then refers to an ordering of these pessvis.

in functlon of theix varying capabilities, however lndlcat:as and, the
diifeyant concaptions of poverty are derived by comparing the class
stiructure of a specific society to a model ¢ an ideal soclety, One or

the othexr type of poverty exists to the extent that there is a deviation

fuom the 1deal nwodel .used,

A) Absolute povert; means insufficient effective demand to keep

the person alive, It is a measurement of effective demand with a

it T e et o
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critieal level assignedewsone gets “xioher" as an incZease in one’s

affective demand moves one furthex from statvation. A socliely where
thereo is absolute poveriy deviates from s model soclety where ideally
nobody starves, Absolute poverty is absolyta in the sense that tha l

vhreshokd 45 defined at the starvetion level, It is the limiting 4
vase of what we below refex to as “dichotomous powvexty.” There 31s a |
contimmum of possible societies that cun emezge where X% of the populatlion

are “poog* and 100-X% are “zrich" (X going from 0 to 100),

B) Diehotomous poverty is éeﬂined by taking an axbitraxy
standatd of consumption capabliity as a daviding line between rich
and poor: those that cannot consupme on the leval chosen are ciassified
as poot., Dichotomuus poverty is concelved as a deviatlon from an f
ideal society in which everyone has at least an id ally respsstable §
ninioun fonsumpt ion capability. It is dichutomous in the gsenve That a
threshold iz assignsd o divide the scelety into two: into "rieh" and
“poor . While the threshold eun be raised or lowered, essontially
two kinds of moclety are possible: one in vhich everyono has a
rvespectable level of cconomie xesources over agalinat one in saich
some have achieved this level whiie othars have not. As mentioned !
above, the limiting threstwld s that of absolute poverty. There 1s ‘l
an inherent inwnsru'lt§' in this definition: as soon as everyone reaches
a esrtain level the level 18 "up“eedweris soon as things get better

the thrashold is changed and things look worseweothey look worse




because they got beter! This is the kind of poveziy that one xefors

o whon one notes vthat histotlcal conditions change what one considers

to b@ poverty.

C) Congimuous povertv classifies as poor those whw £all in a
spacified hotiom pexcantage of the population in terms of capability
to consumd, Thisz Type of poverty Ils manifest vhan thoere is a deviation
fron a medel of 1deal equallty, The poverty lavel xefera o the lower
ordors of & rank oxdey and exists untll equality ls achieved, Thus,
even if the specifie affewtive demand of the ‘poor’ s improwed this
type of povexty is aggravated as the lower pexcentage groups reeeive
proportionally less of the total socletal consumption ability. It is
continuous in the sense that is refers to the hottom levels of a yank
ordor, While one ecan always change the percentage group that ons is
talking about thexe is no threshold per se that divides the rich from
the poor. Agaln, there ave essentially btut two types of goclety that
can result: those having equality of consumption capability over againat
those in which inequality prevails. The extreme example of this type
of povexty occurs in socloties wheve a few famillas control nsarxly all
of the economie¢ pie while the great: masses of the population shaxe
among themselves but the uneaten xrumbs, Many countries in Latin Amerxica,

@80, eXhibit such extreme incquality: e.g., in Colombla the wealthiest

10% zsceives 43X of the nutional income, or in Brazil 79% of the population

£ai's bolow gthe national average income (Goodman and Davias1972),
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Definitions A and B have in comuwn the establishment of critical
levels as thresholds {eit%er the absolute level of staxrvatlon ox the
defined level of vespectability). Deofinition B and € share the faet
that “hey axe both measures of relative effuctive demand, An nrease
in a sccletly’s effective demand does not necassavily ellminace absolute
poverty since 4drastic inequality may exist in the richest of soeleties.
M Inciease in equality, however, does work to eliminace dichotomous and
continuous povexty. (In the case of dichotomous powrty, holding the
population esnstant; if there i3 a xedistribution of wealth from the
top o tha bottom then mofe poaeple would be pushed ghowe the level and
less people would fall below it. Ox, alternatively, if the wealth at
the top is eliminated then the leval would have to be lowered,) Equality
in a wich soclety wuld theoretically eliminate all thxee types of

POVEELY.

The Tolation between poverty and sconomic growth is not at all clear,
Contrary to the hopes of modexn day governental idealists (Fomento,
@:80) p econvmic modernization doss mot automatically eiiminate poverty.

in Puarto Rico ~ — —
Appazently, aeconomic developmnen avan apectacular gowth zate
of 10% per year (Puexto Rico: Plamming Board 19663 ) cewe R
has mn}t&% subgtitutiion of one aysten of inequality for another,
albeit at a highe? lovel of economie capacity. But as we will see poverty

has not disappeaxred. Morasovexr, the negative projection of the 1dealiats

doos not seem te hold elthar, In spite of such a projeetion, great
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nurbers of pedple suifexing absoliute povesty (as in India whexe fihe land
cannot support the populatiion) is pot a necessary condifion of the

gbsence of economic davelopmet,

Bafoge Puerto Rico’s agricultuie was rationalized Lor axpozt

production, befoxre her population cut~distanced the land, befove hey

labor io¥¢e was domesticasted; the lsland’s population consisted laxgely

of subsistonee faymuts wihw Chough they had no great viches had no .
trouble taking from the land what was needed to avold starvation,
Indoed, one could avgue that as economic development progressed with |
the intraoduction of commarcial capitalist agriculture, and as the work
force graw and vas driven from their mountain plots onto haciendas,
{originally through such "laborerepressive’ means as the 1837 laws

agalinst: vagrancy, the 1849 Lay ¢

A = e e el dn e o m o

ate.p, and then;, onee the "labor-market” was welghted against the

individual wozker bacause of population increases, by sueh exploitive

@conomic controls as hacienda stores and credit, worker dependence un

labor suppliers, and so on) tha situation of these former land-"owning”

Jeznalexes; thus converted inte dispossed axrimaos, actually grew worse !

Jis-a-yig the avoldance of stavvation, There is a period in the growth

bt et - A

RPREEs

of the money economy when the land no longer supplies avallable food
and governmsntal mechanisms (such as welfare and food aasistance programs,

etc.) have not: yet baon adopted, A% this point the only way to awvoid

stagvation after all personal attempts fail iz via communal hospitality,




Should the neighbors also be tro hard pressed than abselute poverly

abounds,

In geneval, as a soclety changes fEom a nonN-money agrazian
econsmy to 2 momey aconemy-ecand in the speeific case of Puerto Rigo,
ag the marginal aveas of subsistence agriculiure ave prograssively
absozbed by tha monay eecnomy-e-ceitain chinges come about:
1 « Czops becoms eonceptualized in function of thely ability to yield
inecome Tathex than for theix immediate value as feod, In Puerto Rice
this process bggnn befove the wurn of the century with the zationalization
of the “after-dimmer" exops (coffee, sugar, and tobacen~e-such crops are
for wellefad forsizners mot undet«fed Pueorto Ricans) and continues today
with the fcod creps (plantainz, bananas, ofanges, and even gandules) ,
Lund was taken away fxom food production and in the cases where food
orops remaln they aze foi the magket and nok LoF the hungry neighbor,
A type of Vebexian ogtyle class conflict (19681928-32) exists in Puerto
Rieo’s rural axoas where land ownexs try to prevent workexs from taking
ceztain fruit and vagetables fox food thus diminishing what the cwner
eun 3oll in the matket, In turn this e¢reates resentment of the owmei
by the worker, producing such comments as ‘‘no wonder hc%‘{eh, the
atingy glutton.,” It is not entirely clear why even poor tural people
have taken this new ¢onceptualigation of agriculture for the magket so

serinusly that today even ¥hon they.could use their land to produce extra

!_
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food for themselves they choose to leave their land uncultivated, It
may have something to do with the genoral dowmgrading oi agriculture as
a way of lifa, as well as with the sheer physicul difficulty of none
mechanized gampesing agriculture itself, One of the mawbexs of the
sampie in ou¥ study, from a coffes growing region, illustyrates thig
downgzading in tﬁg following gquotation: “In the countzy you don’t do
anything but stagnatte; It opprevses the people. Those who stay don’t
praeties, That’s why dhe young »sopla leaveeesthe work out here is
dirty and doesn’t pay anything, No mattex how mch you wash youeself
thay always know that you work in agriculture;, that you’re fronm the
country. Even bettor, all you have to do 18 take a couple of steps and
they can tell vhere you're from, The hest thing to do is to go to the

city where you can get ahead.“

2 » A change oceurs in the personal conception of what the basic problem
of poverty 1s all about, Prxeviously, the problem was thought of ass
"How do I eat?” Prasently, the problem has becomei: ‘''Where do I gat
noaey?” Many respondents in oux study often deseribad the situation

of thelr parents In these terms: ' "Wa wexran’t really that poor, after
all we always had enough to ead."” On the other hand an occasiomal greply

today goes to the offect that “well, I’m OK; I don’t owe anybody much

money,*




3 « Thewe is a change in the means of fighting absolute povexty,
Formarly the land itself served as last resort, Today with the
ratiomnalization of agriculture the city-based government is expocted

via weifare programs to ém:w this function,

4 «~ Insofar as there aré psople who have experienced the availability
of food off the land and vho now find themselves in an uxban situation
theroe is probably a greater fear of starwvation than before they had
becoms urbanized. Should a former peasant; present slum-dweller; not
do wall in the job market and not be adle to adequately deal with t_he
buresucracy this feaxr is zeal and justified. Strikingly, however, such
a Fear has also been expressed to us by people living in Puarto Rico’s
eountryside It would be vozth investigating to what extent this feax
aetuullj motivated middle-class Puexto Rieans to achieve (similay in a
sensa to the Depressiconegencrated feaws ;'of mny urban Amerieans and

Furopeans) o

S © Absolute poveity is m longer a sufficient nfficial definition to
deal with the preblems of poverty, In an economy that is not tully a
ronaey economy it i3 impossible to quantify income and wealth since most
of it has not bean pricsd on & market but has been reccived in kind,

It is only with Tthe rationalization of the economy that one can staxt

to talk about comparative consumption capacity, about velative effective

demand, Thus, the modezn concetn is with the establishing of gespectabdle

4
A
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levels of consumption capability and with concern for the equitable

disteibution of the society’s economic resources,

Though difficult to evaluate {t is probable that Puerto Rico
neva? had gweat absolute poverty with people dying In the streets,
(It is wozeh remembering that mutritional isbalance in one’s diet is
met equivalent to insufficient food,) As an agrarian soclety the
land yielded food, as ar urban soclety food assistance and other
welfare progzams work to minimizs stazxvation. To a certain extent,
during the transition between the two economies, nmigration back and
forth bSstween the gampo and the city probably mitigated some of the
stxains produced by the transition, More important; howevsz, espscially
in the case of Puerto Rican culture, is the role of the neighbor, By
all standaxds, the poorest membaer of outr sample 18 a 50 year old man
who lives in a scutheastern sugar-producing area, He owns nothing
axcept for a five foot by three foot shack, some ©ld clothes, and some
mtal plates, Mersover, he has never owned anythingewenever lived in a
house with water or electricity; never owned any electric appliances ot
any furniture, never had more than the fow rags he has for clothing.
He has no regular work and is allowed only occasionally to help the
local fishermen nend thelr netsceein fact he has net had any regulax
work for the past twenty years, FHow does he manage to survive at all?
A sotrt of commnal norm exists in Puerto Rico that we can call a

fraternity of the poor. Observation in this community shows that when

11
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spmeone 1s without food they go to a neighbor, ammounce the fact, or
let: the neighboz intuit it, and the neighbor will 'cffec him a plate of
food, The saying "today for you, tomorrow for me™ illustrates the
selidarity at this lavel, This man vho dvns almost nothing, hag never

owned very much, has almost no monetaxy income, has not worked fox

twenty Years, has managed to got by on the charity of his nalghictscee

neighbors @i axe not much better off than he is.

In fact, this fratornity of the poor pfesupposss that those that
do the helping be not very well-off themselves, As one moves up and
is nazing it, £illed with mtivation and dzive, this type of human
golidarity becomes less evident. A commercial fisherman from one of
the areas we studled ofton complained that he wouldn’t *put down his
/)’Lfi; in this area because the pesple here are hoggish.
and they think you’re fishing for them.” While it would be incogrect to
overestinatc the communal! fealings of the pooz in Puerto Rico (e.g.p
neighborhood addicts occasionaily steal from other neighdors in the
urben slum that we studied), the role o ghbtor should not be under-
estimated especially when it comes to the sharing of basic necessities
such . s foodo

It is haxd to bs satisfled with mevely minimizing absolute

poverty: having the eapacity to avoid staxvation is faz from having

the economie capaecity to lead a Tespectable life, Thus; the concern with




dicoTomous poverty involves the search for a minimum anmual family

incomre beneath which a femily 1s considered poor, The decision to use

armuail income rather than accumlataed wealth as ¢he indicator of effective

denand is dictated by the availability of the data, Difficulties oxist,
hewover, including the fact that noneuonstagry income is hard to take
into account and often as oot is rot so accounted for, It iz even mmore
difflcult to take into consideration income derived not from wealth but
hy yizxtue of its possessjon: for example, the "recelved incoms™ derived
by the ownex of a house by virtue of the fact that he has no rental
outgoo. Anmual monetary incomes only somevhat approaches our defimition
of eZfective demund: the practical ability te acquire or the use of
items of consumption, Unfortumately, it is Che moat commn Indicater
avallable for general statistics, In Puerto Rico the principal source
of this type of information is the comparative study undertaken by the
island®s Department of Labor in 1953 and 1963, pudlished as "incou

and Zxpenditures of the Families: Puerto Rico, 1963" (1967),

The difficulty of establishing vhere the level of respectabdility
should de placed can be seen in the argument of Luis Nieves Falcdns
"If we use The criteria established by the Department of Labor of the U.S,,
vhezedy an urban fapily with four mambers requires a minimm of $4,800 a

year, the vast majority of Puerto Rico’s families would be considered

pooz, It appears more reasonable to assume...that an income of $1,300
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per yeaft wouid define a poor famlly in Puexto Rice “(1970:13) , What he
mzans by the phrase: “it sppea¥s pwze easonadle..o.* 1s that the lsval
has to be drawm in function of the internally defined standards of the

sosioly in question,

Ovar ghe yeavrs different attempts have bean made in Puerto Rico
to astabiish thxesholds that divide decent frorx nonedecent standards
of living {Puerto Rico: Planning Board, 1971b:5-63 Marin, 1957), In 1933
a doctor astablished $380 as thae basic budget of a family with a balanced
die%; in 1942, the Department of Public Welfare declarvred $1,310 to be
the ninimrm areual sum necessary for a family of 33 in 1950, U.P.R.°3
Home Eeonomics Depasitmant declared that approximately $3,900 was nzeded
for a family of 6 for food; clothing, personal care, housing, healith,
oducation, xecreation, transportation, and “donations; in 1963 the
Depactment of Labor defined $4,056 as the anmal minimum to meet
*indispensable dasic needs”; and in 1970, the Depaxtment of Health
clalmed that in oxder to iive “bagicapente hien" $5,702 was needed
anmml'ly for a family of 5 The folliowing chatt shows the values of
these estimates in terms of constant dollars, 1958 as the base.»

(Puerto Ricos Plaming Board 1971bi17) o

14
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1933 $ 3580/5

1942 1310/5 64 $2047/5

1930 3893/6 76 3866/6
3222/3

1953 91

1998 100

1963 &056/5 112 3621/35

1970 3702/5 138 4038/5

Thus it is obvious that the rise in the ninimum standazd is not completely
due to the rise in prices. Rather it has to do with a change in vhat is
considered minimally vespectable,; The original standards were concorned
with a level just abowve starvetion: that of good nutrition. At a certain
point m&ltion is not enough Iut clothing and personal care become
necessities, Subsequently, n dogfec of hard goods=eshousing and househeld
jitemsee=become neeessary for a respectable life. These changes in
minimum standards follow tlie changes in the pattezns of consumption of
the country in genexal, in 1947 66X of all personsl consumption went

for "soft” goods, 7% for "hard” goods, and 27% for services, In 1970,
S0Z went for soft goods, 17% for haxd goods, and 34X for services.
(Puerto Ricos Planning Board 1971b:42) . Once typieal Puerto Ricans

cooked over fonones vith wood as fuel, then over kerosene stoves, and
today over a gas or elactric range, At one point a plancha de garbin
was used gather than the steam or electric iron of today, mamufactured
furniture zather an homsmade benches are now typical even in remote

rural areas,
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None of these standazds are easy to accept as useful per s, IXL
fog example sre acsept the last figure off $5072/5 then 70% of Puerts
Rico’s familics would he ¢lassified as dichotomous poor. Thete Ixe
sevaral reasons to xeject such a figure, It negates the mee'.s.sity to
define the standazd in torme of noxrms inteznal to the society., In
part, this is due to the inability of Incore figures to take into
account the “receivedeincome wrent-value” that some agkegados, arzabelaxos,
and relatives may take advantage of by viztue of rentefree housing, But
it also reflects in part the Amexizanization of standards due to the
massive penetxation of Ameriean adwvertising and commexece in Puerto Riye
One could argue that since Puerto Rico is exposed to the massive Amexiean
penctzation, that American styles are beconing the soclal noxrm if not
the statiatieal one;, and that therefore people “feel" depriwved in
relation to the Amexican norms. Without underestimating the effectivenass
of Che advartising this howsver, appears to us to be an exaggeration of
that effect. Moreover, it presents one from studying the island’s
socioecoromies in historical perspective«sssince it would be the
arrival of the advezrivising that swuld be the creator of the additional}

poverty?d

If wve bracket for a moment the unresolved debate as to which

standard 1s most applicadle, an investigation into dichotomous povaxty

L e Sa——— . =
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below the $2,000 level will be worthvhileee<if for no other xresasen than
it 1s the most frequently used lewvel in official geports. (Puertc Ricos
Divizlon of Public Welfare, 196%3 Puerto Rice: Plamning Boazd, 1954,
1963, 1967, 1971a, 1971b, 1S971c)o In 19533 the Plaming Boazd armcunced
as a goal the attempt to 11£t all families above this margin, In 1963
the party then in power in E] Propesite de Puerto Rico (1968:84s5)
arnounced $2,300 to b@ the minima) threshold (in 1953 dollars this weuld
coms to $1,929), Thus, a $2,000 dichotomous poverty threshold has bdecome
sorething of an official one zlthough it has nevezr deen properly

Justifled and has been applled using different years as the price base,

Plamning Board data (1971a:22) reveal the following:

1953 1963 1969
Threshold
Annual Income $2,000 (53) $2,000 (53) $2,000 (53)
2,465 (63) 2,665 (63)
2,937 (69)
% Below 78% 46% 9%
# Pamilies 328,000 212,000 229,000
Poor 420,000 461,000 586,000
Total

In 1953 78% of the families had an Income balow the $2,000 dichotomous

poverty threshold, Keeping the threshold constant (in texrms of 1933
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dollazs) , 46%4 of the famllies did not veach this level of zespectadility
In 1963, and 39% did not reaech 1t in 1969 (using projected f£igures),
Importunt fox the woology of the island is the faect that the reduciien

in the peresntage of dichotomous posr £rom 1963 to 1969 was mok

stEic!&mt to kecp up with the populationt in 1953, 328,000 families

were dichotomsus pcow, In 1963, 222,000 and in %969, 229,000 (17,000

moze than in 1963), Tius there axe mxre dichotomous pooz families

(1953 « $2,000) today than in 1963 even Thuugh they comprise a smalies
pexcentage of the total population. (in 1969 dollars this level is $2,937

amually o about $8 dally for a Family of 5),

In oxder for both the perxecantage and the absolute numbez of

fanilies in dichotomous poveriy to decrease, any increase in population
has to be absozbed above the dichotomous poverty line. In other weds,
o prevent an increase in the ranks of the dichotomous poor *'the
countiy’s cconomic pfogress has to stay at a pay with the increase in
population, Whethar o not = pazticulax mdel of economic devolopment can in
Zact achieve this goal is indeed one important factor in our judging
the effectiveness of that model, Aceording to the government's om f£iguxes
this was the case in Puerto Rico between 3933 and 1963, hut not the case
betwsen 1963 and 1969, vhen population graw faster than ccononic progress.

In pazt this is due €e the slowdown of emigration of peor pacple cut of

the island, In ths 10 yeaws hetween 193301962 the average rate of
excdus was 30,916 paople/yeaxr; while in the six years betwean 1963-1968,

the average zate of axodus slowed down to 15,288 ¢migrants/years. (Senicx

and Watkins, 19661703),
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Hognandos Alvares (39681%74<387) has descuibed Chiz proceas’h-b/“

W uProm 1940 to 1960, the emigration pzactically matehed

the potontial inerease in the {slands population by way of fextility,
This gespite aided in bringing unemploymerdz within ¢he zeach of contzol
amd coinoided with a cagtain degree of isprovement in socizl conditionsooceo”
Herndndsz-Alvazes Zeeis chat apparanily emigraticn 16 some sor¢ of holp
%o Puerso Rico’s sconomic developmsnt, For us, hovevez, emigration
zepresents a distoxting factox Co any attaempt: to understand such
devalopisont, especially in function of the pzuebdlem of dichotcomous povartyo.
It makes it difficult to see how many psopls actusily cr‘?aaod the
rhceshold eut of dighotomous poverty over agninst those who simply
crossed the frontier out cf Puerto Rico imte the UsS., m iongex to he
eounted in the Puezto Rican anmual family incomm: figures, Those
countries that leok ©o Puerto Rico as an ideal model of econonic
developmant should zealize that such a model implies massive and poiaful

emigretion as an integral Sector:

In tezms of the distribution of income the greater the inequality
the greaier the amount of comtinuous povezty (regazdless of any incgeass
in soclecal offective demand). In 1953 the Iowest 20X of the population
had 5% of the total income, while in 1963 it had only &%, In 1933 the
upper 20% haé 50,9%, while in 1963, it had 51.5% (1971a:13) , Thus,

even Chough the poor may have intreased theis effactive domand they lost




ground in xelative Zerms: whiic the poor earnsd more the rest of the
gocioty esfned even mors tham propertionally more., The folloving
chart demonstratas the increases botwsen 1953 and 1963 for different

occupational categories (Puerto Rico: Plamning Board 1971a:1S):

Ageicuitural workers £2
Professionals 57
Axcisans, foremen, etc. 74
Noneagriculturel workers 82
Skillod workaers 106

Agzicultuzal workers, slum dwollexs, femiliss with unemployed or
subemployad heads (Puerto Ricc: Planning Board 1971a315e19), wecipients
of weifsre (Puerto Rico: Plemning Board 1971c:22) » ave the grovps whc
have progressed at eho lowest rates«-»the lovest groups have progressed
at the siowest z'ato! 'This enalysis leads to a serious question, Do
the data sugzeat something siniiar to what Michael Harxington describes
for tha U.Soowetha formation of e povercy cless of leftoovers whe "scw

the rest of society move ahead"? (1962117),

1) Paper read at The 66th anmual meeting of the Americen Soclologicel
Assoclation, August 30, 1971, Denver, Colerado. This peper 1s prepared
in conjunciion with “The Burden of Poverty in Puerte Rico”Research
Project that the authors coedirect in the Soclal Science Resesrch Canter
of the University of Puerto Ricc, Rio Piedras. It appears midvay
between the termination of data collecting and the comsencement ef

deta analysis. The suthors vish to thank Dr. Norman Matlin of the
Instituto Psicologico de Puerto Rico for his technical assistance,
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