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THE DEMOGRAP IIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PRE-MARIEL
CUBANS LIVING IN THE UNITED STATES: 1950

Thomas D. Boswel}

and
Manuel Rivero

Guarione M. Diaz, Editor

INTRODUCTION

This paper describes and analyzes the demographic characteristics of the Pre-
Mariel Cuban-American population living in the United States as enumerated in
the 1980 U.S. Census of Population. The principal source of information for this
study has been the 1980 Public-Use Microdata Sample A computer tape for the
United States(l) These data were derived from a one-in-a-thousand sample of the
total U.S. population as determined on April 1, 1980. Because of this date,
information is not provided for the Mariel entrants. who began arriving from Cuba
on April 23, 1980. This paper supplements zn earlier one written for the siz:e of
Floridz's Pre-Mariel Cibans(2) This analysis of the United States Cubaa-
American population will be seéparated into two divisions. In the first, the United
States will be considered 2s a whole. This nation’s residents of Cuban descent
(803,226) will be compared to those of Mexican (8,740,439), Puerto Rican (2,0i3,945),
and "Other Spanish” origin (3,051,063), as well as to those of persons who are not of
Spanish descent.(3) These comparisons will provide an understanding of the
demographic context in which Cubans are living in the United States.

In the second division of this paper, the Pre-Mariel Cuban-American
population will be classified according to three areas of residence: (1) those living in
the state of Florida, (2) those residing in the combined areas of New Jersey and New

York, and (3) those living in the rest of the United States. Several studies using
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€1ther survey or census data {or periods prior to 1980 have noted sigmificant
diffe:ences between the Cuban-Americans living 1n the three arcas being usec in
this study.(+) According 1o the results of the 1980 U.S. Cernsus of Populaticr, 383
percent of all Cuban-Americans lived in Florida. making 1t the state with the
largest Cubzn-American population bv far. New Jersey and New York had tle
next-largest Cuban populations, with 10.1 anc 96 percent, respectivelv(3) Since the
majority of both New Jersev's and New York's Cuban populations live within the
metropolitan area of New York City, the two states’ Cuban descent residents are
combined under the assumption that they are similar in their demographic
characteristics.(6) Given the small sample proportion of one-in-a-thousand, the
sample sizes for New Jersey and New York would be 100 small to be statistically
significant if they were considered separately for some of the crosstabulations that
will be performed in this analysis.
COMPARISONS BETWEEN PRE-MARIEL CUBANS AND MEXICANS,
PUERTO RICANS, OTHER SPANISH. AND NON-HISPANICS
LIVINCG IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1980

Tris division of the paper will cemmpare the demographic characteristics of
the varjous components of the United States Hispanic population. The Hispanic
groups will aiso be contrasted 1o the non-Hispanic population living in the Urited
States. These comparisons will considar: (1) the numbers and geographic
concentrations of the four Hispanic population components, (2) their physiological
attributes, (3) mobility and citizenship characteristics, (4) language abilities, (35) labor
force characteristics, (6) income patterns, (7) social attributes, and (8) their relative
sociogconomic status (ranks). The 1980 Population Census indicated that 14.6 million
persons oi Spanish (Hispanic) origin were living in the United States. This number
equaled 6.4 percent of the country’s total population and represented its second-

largest minority behind blacks, who represented 11.8 percent. Only six countries
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have larger Hispanic populations than the United States. Furthermore. the
numerical and social imyortance of Hispanic-Americans will increase in the future.
Between 1970 and 1980 the number of persons of Spanish onigin 1n the United States
increased by sixty-one percent (Table 13. During this same period. the population of
the non-Spanish descent increased by about nine percent. Because the proportion of
U.S. blacks has remained relatively stable (between 9.7 and 119 percent) since 1890,
some researchers predict that within the peacseve..! decades Hispanics will
outnumber blacks(7) In fact, the Population Reference Bureau estimates that if
Latin American immigration to the U.S. were to continue a* its current rate,
Hispanics could number approximately 47 million and comprise 15 percent of the
nation’s total population by the year 2020, displacing blacks as the country's largest
minority.(8)

In order to cetermine the characteristics of the Hispanic population
components and those of the non-Hispanics, use has been made of the seventh
question asked on the 1980 Census of Population questionnaire. It inquired whether
or not individuals considered themselves to be of Spanish-Hispanic origin or
descent(9) On the basis of answers to this question all individuals were classified as
being in one of the following categories: (1) not of Spanish-Hispanic descent, (2)
Mexican, Mexican-Americar, or Chicano, (3) Puerto Rican, (4) Cuban, and (5) Other
Spanish—Hispanic.(lO) Thus, the individuals being questioned categorized themselves.
A person who considered himself-herself to be of Spanish descent may or may not
have been born in a fcreign country. For instance, the population of Cuban desceat
includes all ind:viduals who consider themselves to be of Cuban origin, whether or
not they were born in Cuba. Thus, persons born in Cuba plus all subsequent

generations of their American-born progeny are considered as being Cuban-

Americans, as Jong as they consider themselves as being such.(11)




Toeble 1

Spenysh Origan Populetion Living :1n the United States,
1970 and 1980

Category Number Percenteges

1870 13880 1870 1880

Totel Populetaion 203,211,526 226,545,805 100.0 100.0

] Spenash Oragan 9,072,602 14,608,673 4.5 6.4

7,132 95,5 83,6

0

Not of Spenish Origan 194,139, 324 212,98

Sperish Origan . 100.0 100.0
Mexicen Descent 4,522,435 8,740,&¢C¢ 50.0 S9.8
Puerto Ricen Descent 1,425,396 2,012,945 1S.8 1.8
Cuben Lescents 5S¢4, 600 &§03, 226 6.0 5.5
Cther Spenishes 2,56€,517:2 3,051,062 2E.T 20.9

*The fagure for Cubzns cdoes not incluce epproximetely 225,000 refucees
who errived shortly efter the 1280 Census enumeration.

**This cetecor
who come £r
predomainentl

Y includes the rest of the populetion cf Spenish descent,
om ell the other countries thet heve experienced a
Y Spenish coloniel her:xtege.

Source: U.S, Buresu of Census, 1960 Census cf Poouletion,
Spanish Oricin Dby tete: 1580," Supplenmentery Sepore, rC80-
s1-7 (Weshangton, D.C.: Bureeu cf Census, fugust 1982), p. 2.




—

Figure 1. Distribution of Spanisii-Origin Population
ﬁ in the United States, by Source of Origin: 1980

Other Spanish

20.9%

Puerto Rican

13.8%

Mexican-American

59.8%

Source: U.S. Burcau of Ccnsus, 19£1. "Persons of Spenisn Origin by State:
1980." Supplementary Report, PC8C-81i-7, p. 2.




Number and Place of Residence
Numbers of Each Hispanic Component. - The data in Table 1 and in Figure 1
clearly illustrate that Pre-Mariel Cubars represent the smaliest componert of the
four major classes of Hispanics living in the United States. Even when tne 125,000
Mariel refugees are added to the total number of Cubans listed in the 1950 Ceasus,
the picture is not appreciably altered. Still, there are almost ten times as many
Mexican-Americans and over twice as many Puerto Ricans living in the United
States. The figure representing the number of Other Spanish, however, is more
difficult to interpret because this category is actually a composite of several notable
Hispanic nationality groups living in this country. For instance, slightly over half
of the Hispanics living in the state of New Mexico and approximately 37 percent of
those living in Colorado classify themselves as being Other Spanish. Most of these
people trace their ancestry to the early Spanish exploration and settlement of the
upper Rio Grande Valley, the portion which runs through the center of New
Mexico anc south central Colorado. Because of the former histcrical ties that this
& had with Mexico, these people are often mistaxenly assumed t.> be Mexican-
Americans. When allowed to classify themselves, however, they prefer to be
referred to as being Hispanos.(12) In fact, an ezrlier study using 1970 Census figures
has determined that not only do these people consider themselves to be different,
but they also exhibit significantly different demographic characteristics when
compared to the other three classes of Hispanics(i3) Once the Hispanos have been
subtracted from the Other Spanish class, the remaining persons are still of diverse
nationality backgrounds. Most of those who are foreign-born have come from the
following countries: Colombia, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Nicaragua,
Ecuador, Peru, Venezuela, Argentina, Spain, and the Pailippices.(14) When the

z . . . . .
number of Cuban-Americans is compared to any of these single-nationality groups
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(as well as to the Hispanos) 1t 1s clear that in reality, the Cubans represent the third
most-numerous group of Hispanics living in this countrv(15)

State of Residence. — Today, every state in the United Siates has at least a few
residents who would fall into each of the four categories of Hispanics being used 1.
this analysis. On the other hand, it is also correct to state that the distributions of
each component is far from even. In fact, each exhibits a considerable degree of
geographical concentration in specific states. Furthermore, these locational
concentrations are significantly different for each of the four groups.

Mexican-Americans are concentrated in the southwestern United States
(Figure 2). In fact, 731 percent are found in the two states of California (41.6%) and
Texas (31.5%) alone. When Arizona, Colorado, and New Mexico are included, the
total for the Southwest rises to almost 83 percent. The only state outside of the
Southwest to contain more than two percent of the Mexican-American population

& Illinois, with 47 percent(16) The concentration of persons of Mexican descent in
the Southwest has jong been related to its juxtaposition to Mexico and to the types
of blue collar jobs available there, originally in agriculture, and later in the
manufacturing and construction industries(17)

The Puerto Ricans who live on the mainland of the United States are
concentrated in the > >rtheast (Figure 3). Almost half (49.0%) reside in the state of
New York, with most living withir the metropolitan area of New York City.
Another twenty-five percent live in the states of New Jersey (12.19), Pennsylvania
(4.6%), Connecticut (4.4%), and Massachusetts (3.8%). The only states outside of the
Northeast to contain more than two percent of the mainland Puerto Rican
population are Illinois (6.4%), Florida (4.7%), and California (4.6%).(18) The
concentration of persons of Puerto Rican descent in the Northeast is tied to the
types of jobs that used to be available in manufacturing, and in the restaurant and

hotel industries in this area. (19)
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Figure 2. Distiibution of Mexican-Americans Living in the U.S., 1980
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Sourcc: U,S.Burcau of Census, 1980 Census ol Population, "Persons of Spanish Origin by
State: 1980," Supplementary Report, PCBU-s1-7 (Washington, D.C.: Burcau of Ccnsus, August
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Figure 3.

Distribution of Puerto Ricans Living in the U.S., 1980

D 20to 6.4%
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Source: U.S. Bureaw of Census, 1980 Census of Population, "Persons of Spanish Origin by

State: 1980," Supplcementary Report, PC80-sl-7 (Washington,

1982), p. 13.

D.C.: Burcauv of Census, August
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As previously stated. 38.5 percent of the Pre-Mariel Cuban-Americans are
founc in the state of Florida (F:gure 4). A secondary concentration (19.7%) 1s
located in the adjacent states of New Jersey and New York. The only other states
with more thar two percent of the Cubans are California (7.6%¢) and Illinois (2.4%),
Florida dorminates primarily because of its nearness to and historical ties with Cubs.
New York, New Jersey. and Illinois are sccondary favored locations due to the
policies of the Cuban refugee rescttlcment program of the United States
government and the availability of jobs in these areas, as well as their histories as
serving as ports of entry for other immigrant minorities. California is another
preferred residence because of its climate, availability of jobs, and the presence of
other Spanish-speaking minorities, especially Mexican-Americans.(20)

The three million persons of Spanish descent who are in the Other Spanish
category are more dispersed in their distzibution throughout the United States.
This pattern reflects their composition of many different Hispanic nationalities.
Eight states each contcin more than 1o pereent of ihis papuiciion component
(Figure 5). In California, which has the Jargest number (22.7%), there ere sizable
communities of Saivadorans, Guateralans, and Nicaraguans. New York is second
(18.3%) and has attracted large numbers of Dominicans, Colombizns. and
Ecuadorans, The Other Spanish located in the states of Florida (7.05), New Jersey
(51%), and Illinois (2.6%) are mostly immigrants from Centrzl and South American
countries, while it is likely that the majority of the Other Hispanics living in New
Mexico (7.9%), Texas (6.4%), anc Colorado (4.25%) are Hispanos who preferred not to
identify themselves as Mexican Americans in the 1980 Census. (21)

Urban and Rural Residence. -- Datz derived dur ing the 1980 United S:ates

Population Census indicate that about 74 percent of all Americans lived in urban

ple) : . .
areas(22) There are, however. considerable differences among the various

1§
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Figure 4. Distribution of Pre-Mariel Cubans Living in the U.S., 1980
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Source: U.S. Burcau of Census, 1980 Census of Population, "persors of Spanish Origin by

State: 1980," Supplementary Report, PC80-sl-7 (Washington, D.C.: Burcau of Census, August
1982), p. 13.
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Figure 5.  Distribution of

Other Sparish Living in the U.S., 1980
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componernts of this population. For instance. approximately 73 percent of the non-
Hispanics lived in urban areas, while about 27 percent lived in rural areas (Table 2).
When the Hispanics are considered. each ¢f their four major components were
characterized by a higher percentage living in urban areas, when compared to the
non-Hispanics. For Mexicans, the figure is the lowest, at 88 percent. The highest
proportion (98 percent) living in urban areas is for the Cubans, with the Puerio
Ricans ciose behind at 97 percent. The Other Spanish are very similar to the the
Mexican-Americans, with 90 percent living in urban loctions. The somewhat lower
percentage of Mexicans and Other Spanish living in urban areas reflects their
greater tendency to be employed in agricultural pursuits in the Southwest and in
certain Middle Western states such as Michigan, Indiana, and Ohio, as well as in
Florida. Among the Other Spanish this is particularly true of their Hispano
component. Still, it should be noted that even among the Mexicans and Other
Spanish, by far their majorities live in cities.

Urbanized Area Residence. — The U.S. Cersus Bureeu defines an urban area as
a settlement with a nopulation of 2,500 or more residents. In adciticn, it has
developed the concept of an Urbanized Area for metropolitan areas wiih central
cities having populations in excess of 50,000 persons. The purpose of the Urbanized
Area concept is to provide information for large metropolitan arezs that have
expanded bevond the legal limits of t.eir central cities. The figures displayed in
Table 2 for Urbanized Areas clearly indicate that the vast majority of each of the
four Hispanic population components live not only in urban areas, but
overwhelmingly in Urbanized Areas (even more so than non-Hispanics). As a
result, it can be stated that not only are the Hispanic-Americans primarily an urban

population, but they are concentrated especially in large metropolitan areas.

Virtually ali the large cities of the Southwest have sizable Mexican-American




Table 2

Spenash Types by Urben anc Rurel Residence,
eand by FPercent of Urben Populetaon Laving an an
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Spenish Type

Fercent Living
an en Urben
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in & Rurel

Percent of

Urben

Populetion Lavang

ree Aree in &n Urpenizecd Aree

Non-Hxspenics 72.6 27.4 &z.9
Mexicens &£§7.6 12.4 &3.6
Puerto Ricane 57.0 3.0 ©7.2
Cubens c7.8 2.2 7.5
Cther Spean:sh egec.6 20.¢ $C.S
Souzrce: v.g. suresv cf Census, 1680 Cz2nesve of Peouvlezion, Un:ted
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communities, and the largest minority community 1n Albuquerque, New Mexico 18
made up largely of Hispanos. The Puerto Ricans are concentrated especially in the
metropolitan area that surrounds New York City and in adjacent large cities in
New Jersey, Connecticut, and Long Island. The Cubans are found primarily in the
metropolitan area of Miami, Florida and secondarily in the urban area of Union
City and West New York in New Jersey, as well as scattered throughout
neighborhoods in New York City.

When the United States Urbanized Area population as a whole is considered,
about 48 percent live in the central cities of these metropolitan areas, while
approximately 52 percent reside mainly in the suburbs or urban fringes(23) The
figures for non-Hispanics are very similar, with about 53 percent living outside the
central cities (Table 5). However, with the exception of the Cubans, the patterns
displayed for the Hispanics are reversed. Approximately 60 percent of the
metropolitan Mexican and Other Spanish populations reside in central cities. For
Puerto Ricans the comparable stazistic is 77 percent. Only Cubans, among the
Hispanics. have more than ha!f (39 percent) their metropolizan populaticn living
outside central cities. The higher percentages of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans living
in central cities is perhaps attributable to their lower income levels and higher
incidence of poverty. The greater suburban.ization of Cuban-Americans, conversely,
is most likely related to their greater upward economic mobility. On the other
hand, the reason that more than half the metropolitan Other Spanish are living in
central cities is not readily apparent. Perhaps this is due to the fact that the Other
Spanish are a very diverse composite of Hispanic nationalities.

Summary. = To sum up the relative position of Pre-Mariel Cuban-Americans,
when compared to the other Hispanic population co.mponents, the following

statements can be made. First, the Cubans are the third most numerous Hispanic
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Aress (Large C:taes) Who lLaved Ine:ae and Oute:ce of Centrol Citaes
by Spenasn Type

Spenash Type Lavang Insxde Livang Cuteade Totel
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of an Urben:zed Ares f =n Urbeanized Aree

Non-Hispanacs $€.9 53.1 100.0
Mexicans 1.1 38.9 100.0
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contingent living 1n the United States. if the Other Spanish are not considered
collectively because of their national diversity. Second. Cubans are the only
Hispanic compenent to be mainly concentrated in the state of Florida, especially in
the metropolitan area of Miami. The secondary concentration of Pre-Mariel
Cubans in the Union City-West New York area of New Jersey and adjacent parts of
New York City approximates the primary location of the United States mainland
Puerto Rican population. Third, the Cubans are highly urbanized with
approximately 98 percent of their population living in urban areas. This figure is
similar to that of the Puerto Ricans, but is considerably higher than for either the
Mexicans, Other Spanish, or non-Hispanics. Furthermore, almost all urban Cuban-
Americans (98 percent) live in large metropolitan areas. On the other hand, despite
the fact that most Cubans live in metropolitan areas, more than half reside outside
central cities and in the suburbs or urban fringes.

Physiological Characieristics

The physiological characteristics that will be discussed in this section are sex
structure, age composition, and racial constitut&én. Lach has played an importent
role in determining the basic demographic structure of the Cuban-American
population.

Sex Structure. -- The figures in Table 4 indicate that, like the non-Hispanic
population, the United States Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and Other Spanish are
characterized by a slight predominance of females. A higher proportion of females
is the norm for populations of most Western societies, owing to the greater
longevity of women. In addition to the tendency for females to live longer, the
migration policies of the Cuban government have tended to favor somewhat the

selection of females (prior to the Mariel exodus) for the migre:ion streams that

have been directed toward the United States. President Fidel Castro's reluctance to




Teble 4

Percenteges Mele end Femcle of the Spenash
Type Populstions

Spenish Type Mele Femele Totel
Non-Hispenics qe.3 S1.7 100.0
Mexicens 0.3 asg.7 100.0
Puerto Ricens 47.3 S2.7 100.0
Cubens ¢8.9 1.2 100.0
ther Spen-sh €38.8 50.2 18C.0
Source: U.S5. Buresu of the Census, Public-Use Semple A, One-In-A-

Thousand Semple for tne Un:ited States, 15&0.
Chi Scuere = 16,87 Alphe = .002

Contangency Coeff:caent = ,0Q08E%
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allow males of military age to leave during the peridd of the Freedom Flights
between 1965 and 1973, and the greater freedom for the elderly to cmigrate both
promoted a surplus of females.(24) It is likely that the arrival of the 125,000 Mariel
refugees in 1980, just after the 1980 Census was taken, has now altered the sex
composition of the Cuban-American population, since the majority of the refugees
have been reported to be males.(25) Although there are no official figures available
from the United States Census Bureau, it can be estimated that males currently
represent between 52 and 53 percent of the total current Cuban-American
population.(26) The figures in Table 4 indicate that the Mexican-Americans were
the oniy one of the four Hispanic components to be characterized by a surplus of
males in 1980. This unusual male predominance is related to a greater tendency for
Mexican males to be employed in agriculture, when compared to other Hispanics.
Another possible contributing factor could be the illegal character of much of thz
recent immigration from Mexico, since it is well-kncwn that most of the illegal
immigrants hav_e been males.

Age Composition. -- The age compositfén of the Urited St. tes Hispanic
population components can be seen in Table 5 and in Figure 6. Clearly, there are
considerable differences among these four populations. Cubans are characterized by
the oldest age structure, with a median age of almost 39 years, approximately eight
years older than the average for the non-Hispanic population living in the United
States. On the other hand, Mexicans and Puerto Ricans have very vouthful age
structures, with median ages of 21 and 22 years, respectively. The older average for
Cubans is related primarily to two factors: (1) their low fertility rates (more will be
said about fertility later in this report), and (2) the migratiou policies of the Cuban
government (mentioned previously) that favored the emigration of elderly

individuals(31) The younger average ages of the Mexic..n< 2ud Puerto Ricans, on
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Figure 6. Age-Sex Composition of the Four Hispanic Groups
1980
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the other hand, is primarily a result of their high fertility rates. The effects of
fertility differences among the Hispanic components are emphasized when it 15
noted that approximately 47 percent of the Mexicans and 43 percent of the Pucrio
Ricans cre under 20 vears ¢! age, while only 24 percent of the Cubans are this
vouthful.

Racial Constitution. -- The racial composition of the nen-Hispanic und
Hispanic population groups can be seen in Table 6. When the 1980 Census was
taken, many persons of Hispanic descent did not understand that race has a physical
connotauon in the United States, rather than referring to ethnicity.(28) This is
because in many parts of Latin America race has as much a cultural meaning as it
does a physiological connotation. For instance, if an Indian from a mountain
villagz in Guatemala moves to Guatemala City and dresses like a European and
learns to speak Spanish, he becomes known asa Ladino and is no Jonger
considered as being an Indian.(29) As aresult of this confusion. meany Hispanic-

Cr

-y

Americans wrote cn the Census quastionnai-2 (zather than Carkeningin & c.roic
one of the answers provided) that their race was "Spanish."(30) 1in additiorn. persorns
who were a mixture of black and white, or Indian and white, tended to indicate
that their race was also "Spanish” or "Other.” This was particularly true of Mexican-
Americans (many of whom are racially mestizos) and Puerto Ricans (because many
are mulattoes). As a result only about half of these two Hispanic components
declared themselves to be white, with between 40 and 30 percent claiming to be
either Spanish (write-in) or Other. On the other hand, like the non-Hispanic
popuiation, well over 80 percent of the Cubans 2nd over 60 percent of the Other
Spanish considered themselves to be white. It has already been noted in the

literature that the Pre-Mariel Cubans who came to the United Siates were

composed of a much smaller percentage of blacks than was the case with the
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Rece by Spenish Type
(Percenteges?

Spanash Type Rece

Non-Hispanics 85.0 12.4 2.4 .0 .2 i00.0
Mexicens 56.1 1.7 1.2 37.2 3.8 100.0
Puerto Racens 48.1 2.1 .3 2.2 7.3 100.0
Cubens 82.5 2.2 .0 12.8 2.5 100.0

Other Spenash 62.2 4.7 .. 5.9 2¢.: 3.1 100.0

Source: U.sS. Bureeau of Census, Public~Use Microcete 3emple &,
One~-In-A-Thousend Semple for the Un:ted States, 1980.

1 = White
2 = Black
3 = Asien
4 = Spenish Write-In
S = Qther

Chi Sqguere = 84¢45%.71 Alphe = .000

Contingency Coefficaient = ,521




population left behind 1n Cuba.(3]) There have been a variety of estimates
regarding the percentage of Mariel entrants who zre black. These have 1z nged
from 20 10 40 percent, with the correct figure probably being close to the lower end
of this range which is closer to the proportion that is black 1n Cuba.(32)
Nevertheless, even if the racial characteristics of the Mariel refugees are added to
those of the Pre-Mariel entrants. the Cuban-Americans still have by far the highest
percentage of their population being white when compared to the other three
Hispanic-American components.

Summary.-- The following statements can be made regarding the
physiological characteristics of the Pre-Mariel Cubans when they are compared to
the other Hispanic-American populations: (1) they are about average regarding their
sex composition, with an almost even split between males and females; (2) they have
by far the oldest age structure; and (3) they have a significantly larger proportion of
their population classified as being whize.

Spatial Mob:iiry and Citizershi p(33) o

Spatial Mobility. -- Geographers categorize individuals who change their
residence into two classes: (1) partial displacement movers anc (2) total
displacement migrants(34) The partial displacement movers usuzlly move only
short distances, so their'activity space (where they usually shop, work, and play) is
only partially altered. Usually, people who change residence within the same
county are considered to be partial displacement movers because although they
change neighborhoods and make new friencs, they generally reizin the same job
and are close enough to their former piace of residence to maintain ties with their

old neighborhood.

Conversely, individuais who change either their state or country of residence

normally move much greater Cistances and are classified as totai displacement




Sy ¥,
T

migrants. The greater distance is significant because it creates a frictional effect on
the potential for interaction that the migrant has with his prior place of residence.
As a result, activity space is almost completely altered (although some may return
occasionally to their former neighborhoods for infrequent visits). Total
displacement migrants must change jobs, develop a new network of friends, change
where their children go to school, and alter where they shop and the locations of
their recreational activities. In short, total displacement migrations normally
involve higher levels of adjustment than is the case with partial displacement
moves(35) Because of these fundamental distinctions, this migration dichotomy will
be used as a basis for comparing the spatial mobility patterns of the various
components of the Hispanic-American population.

The U.S. Census Bureau asked a question during the 1980 Census that
inquired where persons who were five years of age or older lived in 1975.(36) The
results of the answers are displaved for non-Hispanics and the four Hispanic
componen:s in Table 7. These figures show that all five of the populations were
residentially very mobile during this five-yea;'period. For each of the Hispanic
components more than 50 percent of the population changed residence. For the
non-Hispanics the figure was somewhat lower at approximately 46 percent. In each
of the five classes more than half of those who changed residences did so within the
same county, and thus would qualify as being partial displacement movers.

The Other Spanish were the most mobile, since only approximately 33
percent were living in the same house in 198G as in 1975. Of the 62 percent who
moved, 34 percent did so within the same county. The remaining 28 percent were
total displacement movers. About 9 percent stayed in the same state, while 8

percent crossed a state boundary when they moved. Eleven percent livecd outside

the United States in 1975,
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Cubans were the least residentiallv mobile of the four Hispanic-American
components. although they were slightly more motbile than the ncen-Hispanics.
Furthermore, approximately 33 percent of the Cubans (65 percent of all who
moved) were partial displacement movers, who were living in the same counties in
1975 and 1980. About seven percent were interstate movers, most of whom (about
five percent) lived in the northeastern states of New Jersey and New York in 1975.
The majority of the interstate moves were part of a return flow of Cuban-
Americans to the metropolitan area of Miami. By 1980, close to 40 percent of Dade
County’s Hispanic residents had lived at one time in another state. This return flow
of Cubans to South Florida has been well-documented in the literature.(37)
Approximately eight percent of the Cuban-Americans living in the United States in
1980 lived in a foreign country in 1975 (Table 7). However, this figure is not
representative of the real magnitude of the immigrant element in the Cuban-
American population. The reason is that the 1975 to 1980 interval (prior to the start
of the Mariel exodus in April 1980) was part of a longer period (1973 to 1980) when
the rate of emigration from Cuba hac declined precipitously, due to the Castro
government's migration policy that prevailed at that time.(38)

The figures in Table 8 provide a better picture of the immigrant component
of the United States population. In this table it can be seen that 78 percent of the
Pre-Mariel Cubans are immigrants. Approximately three quarters of these people
arrived during the 15-year period between 1939 and 1975. Prior t0 w.e exodus from
Mariel, Cuba between April and September 1980, there were two major waves that
characterized the flow from Cuba. These occarred between 1959 and 1962 and from
1965 10 1973.(39) In other words, the vast majority of the Cubans who now reside in

the United States are recent arrivals. As such, the second generation (the first to be

born in the United States) is still relatively small (about 22 percent). Of course, if




Teble 8

Yeers of Immigretion to the United Stet.s
by Spanish Type
(Percenteges)

Yeers of Immigretion Spenish Type
1 2 3 4 S

Before 1950 31.1 11.2 2.0 3.5 5.5
1250 to 1859 15.6 10.3 18.4¢ 11.3 7.0
1860 to 1964 7.7 8.5 12.2 26.8 10.8
1865 to 1969 ) 10.4 13.3 18.4 22.5 21.0
1870 to 1874 13.4 23.9 28.6 ie.7 26.7
1875 to 18&0 21.8 32.8 20.4 11.%Z 28.5
Totel 100.0 100.0 200.0 200.0 i00.0
Percent Immigrents 4.7  2¢.3 2.s 7&.1 3s.7
Sourcsz: U.5. Bureeu of Census, Publ:c-Use Nicrocate Semplie A,

Cne-In-4-Thousand Sempie for +he Unized Stetes, 1S80.
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the Mariel entrants were added to these figures the proportional representation of
the second generation would be even less. This 1s particularly relevant because it
emphasizes the fact that the characteristics of the Cuban-Americans described in
this paper are primarily those of the first generation of immigrants. It has been
usually the second and third generations who have shown the greatest degree of
upward socioeconomic mobility throughout most of the United States immigration
history. Therefore, the progress that Cubans have made is particularly
noteworthy.(40)

The only other component of the Hispanic-American population that is
characterized by more than 25 percent of its members being immigrants is the
Other Spanish (Table 8). About 40 percent of these persons are so classified. As
previously stated, the main countries of origin for these immigrants are Colombia,
the Dominican Republic, E]l Salvador, Nicaragua, Ecuador. Peru, Venezuela,
Argentina, Spain, and the Philippines. Over half (35 percent) arrived since 1970, so
their arrival has been even more recent, on the average, than that of the Cuban-
Americans. The very low percentage (2.5 percent) of immigrants among the Pueric
Ricans is afiected by the fact that almost all Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens, and
therefore, are not classified by the Census Bureau as being immigrants.

Citizenship. ~ The recency of their arrival has had an obvious effect on the
citizenship status of both the Cubans and Other Spanish. Once an immigrant

receives legal residency status, he is required to wait at least five vears before

achieving US. citizenship. Citizenship status is important because it affects the

political power of 2n ethnic group through the right to vote. In South Flerida it
has been found that, once Hispanics achieve U.S. citizenship, they tend to
participate in elections at a higher level than most other ethnic classes(41) The

figures in Table 9 indicate that 42 percent of the Cuban-Americans are not U.S,
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Citazenshap Sietus by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)

Spenish Type tetus

1 2 ] 4 Totel
Non-Eispenacs S<4.9 2.7 1.9 .S 100.0
Mexicans 74.9 6.4 17.9 .8 100.0
Puerto Raicans 96.8 1.8 .7 .7 100.0
Cubens 21.6 25.7 ¢2.4 . 3 100.0
Other Spenish 59.4 12,1 27.%6 .S 200.0
Source: U.S. Bureeu of Census, Fubhl:c-Use MYicrocdouta Samrple £,
CGne-In-A-Thousend Senglie “sr the Uh.1ed S-etes, 1320,
- = Born :n the Un:tec Stetes or Outly:ng Arecs
2 = Neturel:.zec Cit:zen
3 = Not e Citizen
¢ T Born Abroec of Americen Parents
Chi Sguere = 22965.0%5 Alpha = ,000
Lamca (Asymmetr:c) = ,01185 (with cri:zensh:p dependent)
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citizens, while 28 percent of the Other Spanish are similarly classified. If only the
foreign-born persons included in these two Hispanic components are considered, 54
percent of the Cuban immigrants are without U.S. citizenship status, while 70
percent of the Other Spanish are not citizens of this country. Thus, when all
Cuban-Americans are compared to all of the Other Spanish, the Cubans have the
lower percentage being U.S. citizens. On the other hand, when only the immigrants
are considered, the findings are reversed, with the Cubans having the higher
citizenship rates. These findings are reasonable when it is noted that: (1) a larger
share of the Other Spanish are second or subsequent generation residents of the
U.S, and (2) among immigrants the Other Spanish have a larger proportion being
very recent arrivals in the United States.

Summary. - The following conclusions can be reached regarding the spatial
rpobility and citizenship status of the Pre-Mariel Cubans, when compared to the
other three Hispanic components: (1) the Cubans were slightly less residentially
mobile than the others, but still over half changed homes between 1975 and 1980; (2)
a much larger percent.ge of Cubans are immigrants: and (3) the Cubans have the
largest proportion of their population being without United States citizenship.
Language Abilities

Social scientists have noted that, in the United States, one indicator of the
degree of acculturation of an ethnic group whose mother tongue is not English is
its ability to converse in the English language.(42) This ability for the non-Hispanic
and Hispanic components of the United States populaticn is exhibited in Table 10,
Clearly, Cubans have the greatest problem with English, since almost 40 percent do
not speak English well or do not spezak it at all. There are two factors that account
for this disadvantageous characteristic: (1) almost 80 percent of the Cubans are

immigranzs from a country whose native language is Spanish, and (2) almost all of

)
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Abil:ty to Speek English by Spenish Type
(Percenteoges)

Spenish Type Apility ro Speek Engl:ash

Very Not Not

Weld Well Well at Al1 Totel
Non~Hispenacs 62.2 24.95 11,0 2.3 100.0
Mex:i1cens 4,9 27.6 17.2 10.2 100.0
Puerto Ricens 7.2 30.3 15.6 6.9 100.0
Cukens 0.3 21.0 2.4 17.3 100.0

ther Spenish %7.4 26.3 17.9 8.4 100.0 .

Source: u.Ss. Bureau of Census, Public-Use MYicrocdete Sample A,
One-In-A-Thousend Sample for the Unitecd Stetes, 19860.
Ch: Sguere = 121E,.%£9 flpne = 000
Cortingency Coefi-c:ent = ,222
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these immigrants are recent arrivals in the United States. For instance, over 90
percent have arrived since 1939, and 26 percent have arrived since 1970. If the
Mariel entrants are added to the Pre-Mariel population, another 16 percent would
have arrived in 1980, thus further aggravating the language problem that Cuban-
Americans are experiencing.

One way of determining language preference is to inquire which language is
used in an individual's home. When the Census Bureau did this for the United
States 1n 1980, the results were those shown in Table 1L Again the Cubans exhibit
the lowest level of usage, with only seven percent claiming they use English in 5 :ir
homes. The Mexican-Americans and Other Spanish showed the highest levels of
English usage in the home (25 and 34 percent, respectively). A recent national study
of Hispanic-Americans, conducted by Miami-based Strategy Research Corporation,
determined that Cubans showed the greatest preference for speaking Spanish, when
compared to Mexicans and Puerto Ricans living in this country. The greater
preference for Spanish on the part of the Cubans was attributed primanly 10: (1)
their recency of immigration, (2) their older age structure (since most received all
their schooling in Cuba before arriving in the U.S), and (3) their concentration in
ethnic enclaves such as those in the metropolitarn areas of Miami and Union City-
West New York.(43)

Labor Force Characteristics

Two indicators of the labor force experiences of a population are its
participation rates and its occupational structure. These characteristics that will be
described in this section.

Partici sation Rates. = The figures shown in Tables 12 and 13 display the types
of labor force participation for males and females for each of the four Hispanic

populations, as well as for non-Hispanics. When males only are considered, the




Table 11

Lenguace Usuelly Spoken et Home by Persons 3 Yeers of
Age or Older by Spernaish Type
(Percenteges)

Spenash Type ’ Lenguegue Spoken &t Honme
Other

Englash then Englash Totel
Non-Hispanics 83.5 6.5 100.0
Mexicens 24¢.7 75.3 100.0
Puerto Racens 12.3 87.7 100.0
Cubens 7.2 S2.8 10C.0
QO+her Spenash 32.5 66.5 20C.0
Source: U.s. Bureeu of Census, Public-lUse Microcete Senpie A,
One-In-£-Thousenc Semple for the Un:iec S:etes, 158C.
Chi Squere = 64£Z2S.7: Alphe = ,00C
Lembde (Asymmetric) = ,301 (wi2th lencuege cepencent)
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Lebor Force Paerticipetion for Meles 16 Yeers of Age
or Older by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)

Spenash Type Type of Lebor Force Partacaipetaon
1 2 3 4 Totel

Non-Hispenacs 68.5 4,8 1.8 24.9 100.0
Mexicens 72.0 6.1 1.7 20.2 100.0
Puerto Riacens 57.9 6.4 3.9 22.2 100.0
Cubens 72.7 4.0 .3 22.0 100.0
Other Spenash 71.0 S.7 2.5 20.8 100.0
Source: U.S. Bureeu of Census, Publaic-Use Microdete Semple &,

One-in-A-thousand Semple for the United Stetes, 1980.

1 = Employecd 2n Civilien Lebor Force
2 = Unemployed

3 = Workaing :n Armed rorces

4 = Not an Lebor Force

Chi Squere = 90,12 £lphe = .000
Contingency Coefficient = ,033
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Teble 13

Lebor Force Partacipstion for Feralese 15 Yeers of Age
' or Older by Spenish Ty pe
(Percentages)

Spenish Type Type of Labor Force Perticipeation

b 2 3 4 Totel
Non-Kispenacs 46.6 2.2 .1 50.1 100.0
Mex:cens 42.3 4,9 .1 2.7 100.0
Puerto Racans 36.1 4,7 .0 S5%.2 3100.0
Cubens 7.1 4.4 .0 8.5 200.0
Other Spanish 47.:3 S.0 .4 €7.5 3100.0
Source: u.=s. Bureesu of Census, Public-Use F:icrocezas Serple A,
Cne-In-£-Thousend Semple for the Unitec Stetes, 158¢C.
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following generalizations can be made: (1) Cubans, Mexicans, and Other Spanish
have a higher proportion of their population employed in the civilian labor force,
with the Puerto Ricans ranking significantly below the others; (2) the
unemployment rates for Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, and Other Spanish are about one
percentage point above that of the non-Hispanics, while the Cubans have an
unemployment level that is about one percent below the non-Hispanic's rate; and (3)
almost one-third of the Puerto Rican males are not in the labor force, whereas the
proportions for non-Hispanics and the other three Hispanic components are
between one-fourth and one-fifth. Persons not in the labor force include those
individuals who are not actively looking for work, such as students, housewives,
disabled and institutionalized persons, and persons who have given up hope of
finding a job (so they are no longer seeking employment).

When only females are considered (Table 13), it is again clear that the Puerto
Ricans have the lowest labor force participation rates. One difference tetween
males and females, however, is that among femaies the Mexican-Americans join
Puerto Ricans with participation rates lower than those experienced by the noa-
Hispanics. Both Cubans and Other Spanish have female rates of participation in
the civilian labor force that are very slightly higher than those experienced by the
non-Hispanics. Both Cuban males and females have the highest civilian labor force
participation rates. The Cuban and Other Spanish women have the lowest
percentage of females not in the labor force. The higher working force
participation rates for Cubans is indicative of a high prevalence of two- income
families, where both husband and wife work. It is also a sign of high aspirations
and an attempt for many Cubans to regain the status and material well-being they
had in Cuba prior to the Castro revolution.(44)

Occupational Structure. ~ Table 14 shows the occupational characteristics of

. the five population components beirng investigated in this report. The following
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Teble 14

Occupetaionel Cherecteraistics ny Spenisn Type
(Percenteges)
Occupetaon Spenaish type
1 2 3 4 S
Executive, Administre- S.¢ 4.1 5.0 10.0 6.8
tive, end Menegeriel
Profess;oncl'Speciclt;es 11.¢ 4.7 6.4 9.6 8.3
Technicaens 2.9 1.4 1.5 2.6 2.8
Seles 10.¢ 7.2 6.6 8.6 8.5
Admanistretave Support 17.4 13.5 19.8 16.4 16.4
end Cleraxcal
Servaices 14.95 17.95 25.5 12.6 18.3
Ferming, Forestry end 2.2 8.6 1.6 .8 2.2
Fishing
Precision Frocducti:on, 12.0 i¢,0 10.8 1.8 10.8
Crefc, erd Repz.r .
Operestors, Tabracetors, 28.7 2¢.0 GO S z27.6 €.
encd Lebcrers
Totel 100.0 100.0 200.0 100.0 10C.O
Source: Uu.s. Bureau of Census, Public-Use M:crodete Semple A

Cne-In-A-Thousend Sendle for

= Non-Eispsenixcs
= Nex:.cens

= Puerto kixcans
= Cubens

= Other Spenish

b N
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Ch: Sguere = 1243.03
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statzments summarize the trends displaved by these data: (1) non-Hispanics have the
highest occupational rank when compared to each of the four Hispanic components;
(2) Cubans and Other Spanish are very similar in terms of their occupational
structures and rank above the Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, who in turn occupy the
bottom ranks; and (3) cnly a very small percentage of any of the five population
classes are employed in the extractive industries such as farming, forestry, or
fishing. This latter characteristic is a reflection of the fact (discussed previously)
that most Hispanics live in metropolitan areas in the United States. However, of
those Hispanics employed in agriculture, the overwhelming majority are Mexican-
Americans.

Lisandro Perez has noted that, when compared to other Hispanics, Cuban-
Americans are less likely to be employed in the public sector. On the other hand,
they are somewhat more likely to be self-employed. Within the industrial sector of
the economy, they are more likely to be emploved in the manufacturing of
nondurable goods, especially textiles.(45) For instance, the garment indusiry in
metropolitan Miami is dominated by Cuban-American entrepreneurs and Cuban
female laborers.

Summary. -- The employment situation of the Pre-Mariel Cubans can be
placed in perspective by noting the following: (1) Cubans have the highest labor
force participation rates when compared to both the Hispanic components and the
non-Hispanics; (2) Cubans occupy an intermedizte position when compared to the
total US. population in terms of their occupational structure, ranking above the
Mexicans and Puerto Ricans but below the non-Hispanics; and (3) although very
few Cubans are employed in the extractive industries, they are found in significant
numbers in all other occupational categories. This last point highlights the tact

thatitis a mistake to view the Cuban-Americans as golden exiles from Cuba’s

)
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former elite classes(46) In fact, less than 20 percent are employed 1n the executive,
administrative, managerial, and professionz! occupational classes.
Income Parterns

Income is one of the variables that is most frequently used by socic. scientists
as an indicator of economic status. In this section, income will be vicwed from two
perspectives: (1) individual income derived from wages and salaries, and (2) family
income levels relative to the poverty cutoff established by the U.S. Census Bureau
for 1980.

The income structures for individuals in each of the five population
components being studied are displaved in Table 15. None of the Hispanic
components have an income level as high as :liat of the non-Hispanic population.
Among the Hispanics, Cubans clearly have the highest annual incomes, with a

median level that is $575 above that of the Other Spanish, who are in second place

among the Hispanics. Mexicans have the lowest median incomes. ranking below

Puerto Ricans. The median for Mexicen-Americans it almost SL.200 iess than that of
the Pre-Mariel Cubans.

Family income levels relative to the poverty cutoff are displaved in Table 16
The poverty cutoffs vary accorcding to family size, number of chiidren, 2nd age of
the family householder or unrelated head.(47) The patterns shown in Table 16 are
very similar to those discussed for Table 15. The one difference is that Pue
Ricans have replaced the Mexicans with the lowest levels. Almost 37 perc
the Puerto Rican families have incomes below the poverty level, while for th
Mexican-Americans the comparable figure is 25 percent. Apparently, this reversal
of position is due to the fact that, while Puertc Ricans experience a higher
incidence of poverty when compared o the Mexicans, they also have a somewhat

larger percentage of their labor force earning middle-income salaries in the $10.000
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Teble 15

Wage or Selery Income for Persons 16 Years of Age or Olider
With en Income by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)

Income Class ' Spen:sh Type
. 1 2 3 4, S

Sl - s$2,999 25.2 28.2 26.1 21.3 26.6
54,000 - s$9,9998 26.8 37.0 37.2 36.7 Ra.,1
$10,000 - s19,999% 30.8 27.1 30.1 30.2 27.8
520,000 - $29,999 12.0 6.6 5.4 8.2 8.3
$30,000 - s¢9,9993 2.8 1.0 .8 2.2 2.4
£50,000 - s74¢,999 .7 .1 .2 1.0 .4
575,000 or more .S .0 .2 & .32
Totel 100.90 160.0 100.0 100.¢C 10C.0
Median Income 9,352 S7,525 s7,845 £8,652 sS8,117
Source: U.S5. Bureeu of Census, Public-Use Microdeta Sample &,

One-In-4-Thousend Semple for the Un:ted States, :S&0.

1 = Non-Hispenics

2 = Mexicans

3 = Puerto Racens

¢ = Cubene

S = Other Spen:sh

Cha Squere = ¢&7.85 Llphe = ,000

Ete = .052 (wixzh aincome cependent)
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Table 16

Poverty Status of Families by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)

Poverty Cless (Decamel

Spenish Type

of Poverty Level) 1 2 3 4 6
Below .75 7.7 16.6 28.4 11.6 11.8
.75 to .29 2.9 8.4 8.5 2.8 S.¢€
i.00 to 1.4€¢ S.0 15.95 13.6 12,2 22.8
1.50 to 1.¢S c.6 i4.1 iz.8 0.7 l2.8
2.00 or more €S.8 €5, 4 37.7 2.7 7.0
Tozel 100.0 100.0 i00.0  10C.,0  100.0
Mec:an Level 2.89% i.84¢ .48 Z.60 2.27
Source: Uu,S, Bureau of Census, Public-Use lMicrode:te Semple 4,
One-In-f£-Thousand Sample for the United Stetes, 1580.

Non-Eispen:cs
= Mexaicens
Puerto R:cens
= Cutens

= Other Spenish

b N -
"

(9]
r
'

Sguare = 2$75.6<4 ~Aliphe

= ,128 (with poverty level

in
ot
[0 ]

L7

= ,000
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10 520,000 range (Tabic 15). Among Hispanics, Cubzns again have proportionately
the fewest families below the poverty cutoff, with 14 percent. The Other Sp:.nish
are a close second at 17 percent. Still, both Cubans and the Other Spanish have a
higher incidence of families living in poverty than the non-Hispanic population.
Thus, both in terms of individual income and family income relative to the poverty
cutoff, Cubans are in the most favored position when compared to the other three
Hispanic components, but they are also not as well-off as the non-Hispanic
population.

Social Attribures

The social variables that have been selected for discussion in this paper are:
(1) highest school grade attended, (2) marizal status, and (3) fertility. Each is a key
indicator of the degree of social well-being within any population.

Education Levels. -- Table 17 displays the education levels of the five
population components being described. Only persons 25 years of #ge or older are
being considered. The advantages of restricting the analysis to people in this age
group are thar most of them have ccmpleted-their schooling, arnd many of them
have finished this schooling fairly recently. The figures in Table 17 suggest three
important points: (1) .he Mexicans and Puerto Ricans again are characterized by the
lowest levels (as they were when the labor force and income variables were
considered earlier in this paper), with inedian highest grade attendance rates below
that of the senior vear in high school; (2) the ncn-Hispanics are favored by having
the highest education levels, with 2 median of approximately one year of college;
and (3) the education levels of the Cubans and Other Spanish are only very slightly
lower than that experienced by the non-Hispanics. In fact, in terms of their
achieved levels of education, the Cubans and Other Spanish are very similar to each

other, and are more similar 1o the non-Hispanics than they are to the Mexicans and

Puerto Kicans.
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Table 17

Highest Grede Attenced by Persons 29 Yeers o Age or (lcer
by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)
Grede Cotegoraes Spenash Type
1 2 3 4 S
Kindergerten or None .7 6.8 2.6 2.1 1.8
Fairst-Third Gredes 1.2 8.5 7.7 2.3 3.9
Fourth-Seventh Gredes 6.0 21.7 17.5 17.3 12.7
Eiaghth Grede 7.8 7.0 8.9 11.3 7.5
Ninth-Eleventh Gredes 14,9 16.6 22.0 7.8 13.6
Twelfth Grede 34.8 21.6 23.4 27 .6 28.0
College: First-Thard 17.0 12.1 12.3 12.95 18.2
Years
Collece: Fourth Year s.1 2.7 2.4 8.5 5.8
Ccllece! Mcre <then .5 -~ 2.0 2.2 i0.6 7.8
Four Yezre
Totels 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Yedien Highest Grede 12.6 10.1 10.8 2.3 2.4
sttended

Zource: U.S. Bureeu of Census, Public-Use Nicrodete Semple 4,
One-In-A-Thousend Semple for zhe Un:ted Stetes, 1980,

Non-Eispen:ics
Yex:.cens
Puerto Ricens
Cubens

Other ESpen:sh

MA WN
n

0

o

b
.

i Sguere = 7526..8 Alphe = ,000
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A closer inspection of the fizures in Table 17 reveals two additional
interesting educational characteristics. First, when compared to non-Hispanics, the
Cubans have a much larger proportion of their population over 25 years of age that
received an eighth-grade education or less (33 percent vs. 16 percent). Second, the
percentage that attended some college was similar for Cubans and non-Hispanics
(316 percent vs. 34.7 percent). In fact, a slightly larger proportion of the Cubans
attended four or more vears of college. Perez suggests that Cubans tend to exhibit
a certa'n degree of polarization in their educational characteristics, with relatively
high proportions at both ends of the educational continuum. He explains this
pattern by stating:

On the one hand, the traditional socioeconomic selectivity of the

migrauon from socialist Cuba, combined with the high

proportion of young Cubans who have attended and are

attending universities 1n this country, has produced a fairly high

proportion of coilege graau=tes. On the other hend, a

population with a high proportion of elderly persons (especially

if they are migrants from a developing country) can be expected

to have many persons whe did ..ot attend school beyond the

elementary grades.(48)

Marital Status. -- A recent study has documented a rise in the instability of
marriages of Cubans living both in Cuba and the United States(49) This trend has
paralleled a similar rise in the divorce rate of the total United States population.
The increasing instability of Cuban marriages has been attributed primarily to a
transformation of the traditional Latin American family tkat prevailed in pre-
Castro Cuba. Today, in both Cuba and the United States, there is greater eqguality
among the sexes, as females have become more widely incorporated into the labor
forces of both countries and the tradition of the extended family has become less
prevalent.

If Cuban-American marriages have become less stable, it is relevart to ask

how their level of instability compares to that of the other Hispanic populations, as




weil as to that of the non-Hispanics. The figures in Table 18 provide answers to this
question. It should be cautioned, however, thut these figures refer to :he marital
status of peop'e that was current at the time they were enumerated in the 1989
Census. Thus, the real percentages of persons who have ever been divorced or
separated is certainly higher than the ficures in this table :ndicate because many
have remarried. Nevertheless, if the percentages divorced and separated are added
together, a weak index of marriage instability is produced. Thus. the non-Hispanics
have the lowest rate of 114 percent. The Other Spanish have the highest index of
153 percent; while the Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans are very similar to each
other within a range of 125 10 132 percant. The higher percentages of persons who
are widowed for the €ubans and non-Hispanics is primarily a reflection of their
considerably older age structures.

Fertility. - A demographic study of U.S. Hispanics. using 1970 census data,
determined that Cuban-Americans have zn extraordinarily low fertility rate when
compared to cther Hispanic populations. This was primarily atiributed to the:r

tively hioh

\'\)

<

older age siructure, high female labor force pariicipation rates, arn.d rel
leveis of educationa! attainment(30) Another siudy also noted a s:ignificant decline

Y

in fertilitv in Cuba. It was sue ggested that this was due to the modernization of the

=R

Cuban family and to disappointment with the perfcrmance of the Cuban
economy.(51)

lable 19 displays the fertility paiterns of the Hispanics and non-Hispanics
using the number of children ever born to women 23 vears of age or older as the

basic index. Women who are in this age class have largely completed tneir fertility

ﬂ

behavior. and most have done so recently. These figures mirror the resulis of the
two studies mentioned in the preceding paragraph. That is, Cubans have the lowest

fertility rate, falling below non- Hispaznics. Mexicans have the highest rate, followed

by the Puerio Ricans and O:her Spanish, respectively,
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Marital Stetus of Ever-Merried Persons 15 Years of Age
or Older by Spenish Type
(Percenteges)

Spenash Type Maeritel Stetusd
’ 1 2 3 4 Toteals

Non-Hispeanics 78.1 10.95 8.6 2.8 100.0
Mexicans 8i.4 6.1 8.4 €.1 100.0
Puerto Ricens 72.8 4.0 11.4 11.8 100.0
Cubens 77.6 S.3 e.2 4.9 100.0

Other Speonash 78.7 6.0 9.8 5.5 100.0

Source: Uu.sS. Bureeu of Census, Public~Use Microceta Semple 4,
One-In-A-Thousand Semple for the Unated Stetes, 258C.

= Now XYerriec, Not Sepercted

= Widoweu

Divorced

= Seperasted

DWW N
"

Chi Squere = <€29.3%3 Alphe = ,000

Contingency Coefficient = .057




Teble 19

Number of Children Ever-Born to Women 25 Years cf hAge
or Older by Spenish Tyre
(Percenteges

Number of Children Sperash Type

Ever Born 1 2 3 4 S
None 16.7 9.8 7.8 i7.6 1z.8
One 13.8S 7.9 9.6 22.9 1¢.9
Two 24,3 13.3 21.98 26.5 21.4
Three to Fave 36.8 1.3 2.1 30.2 25.5
Six or More 8.3 27.7 i8.5 2.8 21.0
Totel : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mecien Number of Children 2.8 <.4 2.8 2.¢ z.1

Zver Born

Scurce: U.S5. Bureecuv of Census, Public-lLae Microce-e Semgle A,
One-Irn-h-Thousend Semple Zcr the Unitec Stetes.

= Non=-H:spenacs
= Mex.cens
Puerto Ricans
= Cubenes

= Othexr Spen:sh

g an N
]

Chi Sqguere = 66¢.,47 Llphe = .000

zte = .082 (wath fertil:ity depencent)
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Summary. - The foilowing conclusions can be reached regarding the social
attribuies of the Pre-Mariel Cubans when compared to the other three Hispanic
population components: (1) Cubans have educaticnal achievement levels ihiat are
about equal to those of the Other Spanish and only slightly below those of non-
Hispanics, and they have considerably higher level. of attainment than the
Mexicans and Puerto Ricans; (2) Cubans are about average in terms of their
marriage stability patterns when compared to the other three Hispanic classes. but
they have a significantly higher percentage of widowed individuals due to their
older age structure; and (3) Cubans have significantly lower fertility rates than the
other Hispanic components. In fact, their fertility level is also slightly lower than
that of the non-Hispanics.

Socioeconomic Rank

An attempt has been made to estimate the socioeconomic ranks of the five
population components being studied in this report. Five variables that are thought
to be reasonable indicators of social and economic stztus have been selected (Table
20) A subjective ranking system has been developed to be usec for each veriabie.
The details of the methodology used in developing this system are explained in the
Appendix of this investigation. The lower the rank and the lower the
socioeconomic score, the higher the status.

The composite SES scores shown in Table 20 indicate that non-Hispanics
clearly have the highest rank in terms of their socioeconomic characteristics. Pre-
Mariei Cubans rank second, being only slightly ahead of the Other Spanisk.
Mexicans rank the lowest, while the Puerto Ricans are next to the lowest. In fact,
1n terms of their socioeconomic characteristics, Cubans are more similar to the non-
Hispanics than they are to either the Mexicans or Puerto Ricans. However, they

are mosi similar to the Other Spanish. An earlier study of all Hispanics living in
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ic Scores fcor Selected Verazbles
by Spenash Type

Spenash Type

3-Pornt Veraeble ScoresE Composaite

. i 2 3 4 S SES

Scores*
Non-Eispenics 3 2 3 2 3 2.6
Hex.cens i1 S 11 11 10 210.4
Puerto Ricens = 6 8 S 22 8.8
Cubens ! 11 4 ) S 5.8&
Other Spenish < 8 6 7 7 6.4
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the United States 1n 1970 determined a similar set of socioeconomic scores based
only on occupational characteristics, excep: that the ranks of the Cubans and Other
Spanish were reversed(52) The reversal of Cubans and Other Spanish, however,
was very slight, since the SES scores for these two Hispanic compoaents indicated
that they were very similar to each other (as has been found to be the case in this
report using 1930 data). In another study of Hispanics living in Florida, conducted
by the authors of this paper, it was found that Cubans were ranked lower than both
the Other Spanish and Puerto Ricans, though the Cubans still ranked ahead of
Mexicans(53) The lower relative status of the Cubans in Florida was attributed to
the assumption that those living in this state have lower socioeconomic status than
those living outside of it. We will test this notion in the next section of this paper.

A COMPARISON OF THREE PRE-MARIEL
CUBAN-AMERICAN POPULATIONS

Earlier in this report it was noted that, in 1980, just under 60 percent of all
Pre-Mariel Cubans lived in the state of Florida, and about 20 percent resided in the
combined area of New Jerseyv znd New York. Ip fact, this populatioz is even more
concentrated than the state figures alone indicate, since about 87 percent of
Florida’s Cuban-Americans live in Dade Couaty (Greater Miami), and close to 90
percent of New Jersey's and New York's Cubans live in the greater metropolitan
area of New York City and adjacent portions of New Jersey. The remaining 20
percent of the Cubans, who live in the other 47 states, can be regarded as being a
dispersed population. This distribution suggests several interesting questions. To
what degree are these three populations of Cuban-Americans differeat in terms of
their socioeconomic characteristics? Do the heavy concentrations in South Florida
and the metropolitan area of New York retard the development of the Cuban
populations who live there? Conversely, does the dispersed character of Cubans

who live outside the states of Floride, New Jersey, and New York promote their
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assimilatior, so that their socioeconomic characteristics reflect higher status? If the
answers 10 these questions are yes, then can it be zssumed that the Cubans who live
in New Jersey and New York occupy an intermediate level of status becauvse their
concentration is less than Florida and more than for the other states?

Social scientists have speculated that geographically concentrated se:ilements
of ethnic groups have a retarding effect on their rates of assimilation into
American society, a factor which in turn slows their rate of economic advancement.
For instance, a study of Cubans living in West New York suggested that their
concentration in that city may have slowed their rate of socioeconomic
assimilation.(34) Another study of Spanish-Americans, using 1970 census data, found
that Cubans living in Florida had the lowest socioeconomic status, when compared
to Cubans living elsewhere. It also determined that those Cubars living in the
combined siates of New Jersev and New York had intermediate status, while the

es living in the rest of the United Siates had the hi ignest rank.(35) The previously
mentioned stdy of Florida's Hispanic pcpulatien found that Cubens living in are
of concexntration in thet state had lower Jevels of ecOnOmIC status than those living
more dispersed throughout the state.(36)

In fact, it is difficult to determine the true calse and eifect relationship
between degree of concentration and Jevel of economic status. Are the areas of
concentrated settiement poorer because ethnic concentration has 2 dampening
effect on eccnomic assimilation, or simply because they attract poorer people to live
there? In other words, are the Cubans who live in cozcentrated setilements poorer
because they live there? Or do poorer Cubans choose to live in areas of

concentrated settlements because they feel that benefits can be cerived from the

both the economic and psychological sec rity provided by living among peopie with

o =

o
~
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whom they feel they have more in common? These are questions that cannot
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answered with the cata being usec 'n thisinvesugation. All that can pe
accomplisted here is to describe some of the differences that exist between the Pre-
Mariel Cubans living in <he three areas of Florida, New Jersey-New York, and the
rest of the United States. Our hyvpothesis is that the socioeconomic scores for those
living in the rest of the U.S. will be the highest, while the scores for the ones living
in Florida will be the lowest. The Cubans living in the combined arca of New
Jersey and New York should occupy an intermediate position betwecen those living
in the other two areas. The same ranking procedure and the five variables that
were used earlier in this report to determine the socioeconomic scores for the non-
Hispanics, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and Other Spanish will be used here.

Table 21 displays the differing abilities to speak English for the Cubans
living in each of the three areas being considered.(57) Clearly, Florida's Cubans
have the most difficulty with the English language, since 44 percent of these people
either cannot speak the language or speak it poorly. Thé Cubans living in the res:
of the United States have the fewest problems with English. with only
approximately 26 rercent claiming to speak it not well or not a2t all. The New
Jersey-New York Cubans have an intermediate rank, although they are somewhat
closer to those living in Florida, with 38 percent speaking English pooriv or not at
all.

In terms of achieved levels of education, there is virtually no distinction
between the Cubans living in Florida and those living in New Jersey-New York
(Table 22). Ia both cases, the median highest grade aitended is the senior vear of
2igh school. The Cubans living in the rest of the U.S. have an average education
level that is about one-half a grade higher than those living in the states of Florica.
New Jersey, and New York.

Table 25 shows the occupational structures of the Cubans in each of the three

£ . : C < . . s
areas or study. These figures agairn indicate that, in terms of occupational rank, the
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Table 21

Ability to Spesk English by Aree of
Resicence for Fre-Mariel Cubpens
(Percenteges)

Abilaty to Speek Fiorade New Jersey &nd Rest of the
Englash New York United Steates
Very VWell ’ 36.4 37.2 52.2

Well 19.3 24.4 21.8

Rot Well 22.4 25.6 15.2

Not At All 21.9 i2.8 10.7
Totel 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Uu.S. Bureeu cf Censﬁs, Public-Use Miucroaoete Semple A,

One-In-£-Thousenc Sample for the Un:ted Stezes.

Ch: Scuere = 2¢.4¢ £iphea-= ,001
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Highest Grede Attended by

22

Persons 25 Yeers of Acge

or Older by Ares of Residence f{or Pre-Merael Cuban-Americens
(Percentages)

Ability to Spesk Floraioe New Jersey anac Rest of the
Englash New York United Stetes
Kindergarten or None 2.5 .0 3.2
First-Thaird Gredes 3.1 1.6 .8
Fourth-Seventh Grades 21.1 15.2 S.8
Eighth Grede 10.4 14.4% 10.6
Ninth-Eleventh Grades 8.8 8.8 4.1
Twelfth Grede 25.2 1.2 30.1
College: Farst-Thard 12.3 1.2 i¢.95
Yeers
College: Fourth Yeer 8.2 . &.8 £.<
Collece: Mcre then 8.4 8.8 i7.¢
Four VYeers
Totel 200.0 100.0 100.90
Hecien Haighest Grede 12.2 12.3 i2.7
Asttendec
Source: U.S. Buresu of Census, Public-Use Ficrocete Semple A,

One-In-s£-Thousend Semple fcr the Una:ted Stetes.
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Ch: Sguere = 27.Z1 tiphe
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Teble 2

Occupetionel Cherscteristics by Aree of Resigence
for Pre-leriel Cuban-Americans

(Percerteges?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Occupataon Florade New Jersey sand Rest o2 the
New York United Stetes
Executive, Administre- 10.7 5.2 12.9
trataive, end Manegeraiel
Profession&sl Specieli:es S.5 6.9 12.:
Technicaens 3.2 zZ.6 1.5
Seles ix.1 6.0 6.1
Admin:strative Support 14.6 18.1 18.2
and Cleracel
Serv:ices 12.6 12.¢ iz.2
Ferm:.ng, Foresiry end .8 .0 1.9
Fisiing
Precision Frocduction, 0.7 2.2 13.6
Creft, end Repe:r
Operetors, Febraicetors, 26.8 36.2 22.0
enc Leborers
Total 200.0 100.0 100.0
Scurce: U.S. Bureeu of Census, Puzlic-Use licrodeze Semple £,
One-In-A-Thousend Sempie fcr the United Ste-es.
Ch: Sguere = 18,22 Llphe = .2%8
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ches: rating. However, therc s
reversal in the ranks of the Cubans hiving 1n Florida and New Jersey-New York,
with the former having a significantly higher percentage boing emploved ir. the
combined executive, adminisirative, managerial, and professional speciclty
occupations (20 percent versus 12 percent). The New Jersey-New Yerk Cubans have
over one-third of their labor force emploved in the operators, fabricators, and
laborers category. which is much higher than for either the Florida or Rest of U.S.
populations. Even though the latter are not prestigious jobs, they tend to be
unionized, so the wages are moderately high.

The income structures of the three Cuban populations can be seen in Tables
24 and 25. The New Jersey-New York Cubans have the highest median income
level, which is a reflection of the fact, mentioned above, that many of these people
are working in relatively high-wage union jobs in the blue collar industries.
Furthermore, average incomes of zall people (not just Cubans) are considerably
higher in the states of New York and New Jersey than in Florida. Cubans living in
the rest ¢ the United States have the next highest wager with the Fiorida Cubans
having the lowest wage levels. The figures for the percentages of families living
below the poverty level largely reflect the same irends shown by the figures for
wages and salaries. Again, the New Jersev-New York Cubans have the highest
percentage of their families living above the poverty level, with the Florida Cuban
families being characterized as having the largest percentage below the poverty
cutoff.

The socioeconomic scores for Pre-Mariel Cubans living in the three study
areas are displayed in Table 26, It is apparent that the Cubans living in the rest of
the United States have the highest status, while those living in Florida have the

iy

lowest status. New Jersey-New York Cubans are in between the Cubans living in
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Teonle 24

Wage or Selery Income for Persons 16 Yeares of Age or Olger
by &ree of Res:cence for Pre-Meriel Cuben-Americens
(Percenteges)

Income Cless Floraide New Jersey end Reat of the
New York United Stetes
s1 - s$3,9899 . 22,2 16,0 ”4.5
s4¢,000 - $9,99S 40.7 37.0 2S8.1
10,000 - 519,988 27.5 35.0 30.9
$20,000 - 29,999 7.2 10.0 8.2
30,000 - s4%8,9%9 1.9 2.0 2.7
s50,000 - $£74,99S .S .0 2.7
$75,000 or more .0 .0 .9
Torel 100,077 100.¢C 100.0
Yec:en Zngome s&,098 £9,S1¢ £9,258
Source: U.s. Bureeu of Census, Publac~-Use M:.crocezwe Semple 4,

Crne-In-t-Thousand Semple for the United Stetes,

Chi Sguere = 17,26 Alphe = .208




Teble 25

Poverty Stetus of Families by Ares of Residence for
Pre-Heriel Cuben-Americens
(Percenteges)

Poverty Cless (Decimel Florade New Jersey end Rest of the
of Poverty Level) New York United Stetes

Below .75 12.3 11,9 10.0
.75 to .SS 3.0 i.5 3.8
1.00 to 1.49 14,3 9.3 10.5
1.50 to 1.99 13.4 5.7 9.6
2.00 or more 57.0 71.6 66.1
Totel 100.0 100.0 100.0

Hedien Level 2.37 2.21 2.73

Source: U.S. 3Bureesu cf Census, Publ.c-Use Microcz:i= Sanmzle &,
One-In-£-Thousend Semple for the United Stetes.

Ch: Scuere = 18.91 Alphe = ,0.8
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Socioceconomic Scores for Selected Verienles by Area

of kesidence for Pre-Mariel Cuben-Americens

Aree c; hesigence 3-Po:nt Ver:eble ScoresE Composate
1 2 3 4 S SES
Scoress
Floraide 7 7 S 7 6 - 6.4
New Jersey and 6 6 8 3 3 5.2

New York

Kest of the United 3 3

N}
N
&
w
N

Source: U.S. Bureeu of Census, Public-Use M:crodats Semzlie 4,
One-In-4-Thousend Semplile for the Unitec Stetecs,

L4

= Mecdien

1 nichest Grece Attendecd

2 = Percent stkle o epeck Ingl.seh Very Wel! cor We::

3 = Percen< Impliloyec :n Zxecutave, ACministret:ve, Nensger.el,
enc Prcfess:cere_ Occupetions

¢ = Xec:ien Incdivicdve. -NTonme from Weces enc Szleries

S = kKed:en Fem:ly Inconme Reletive to the Poverty Cuzcss

*Compos:te S=
c:vided by S

S Scores = Sun o the

€See =:he tppencdiy for
celilculeatec,

En explenet:on of how <hese

Nete:

“he lower the S=Zs Score the h:igher =zhe s:eazus.
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the other two areas. Thus, the hypothesized relationship appears to be
corroborated: There is an inverse relationship between degree of ethnic
concentration and levels of economic development experienced by the Cuban-
American population.(38) Further evidence of this relationship 1s provided by
studies of other ethnic groups. For instance, it has been found that Puerto Ricans
living in New York City are characterized by lower socioeconomic status than those
living in the rest of the United States.(39) Another inte esting finding from Table
26 1s that the New Jersey-New York Cubans are more similar to the Cubans living
in Florida, than they are to those living in the rest of the United States. This makes
sense to us because both the Florida a .d New Jersey-New York Cuban populations
are spatially more concentrated than the rest, who tend to be much more dispersed
throughout the Anglo population.(60) A recent study of Cubans living in Miami
and Union City-West New York supports this conclusion because it found these two
populations of Cubans to be very similar in most respects(61)
CONCLUSIONS

This stucy has made significant findings at two leveis. One of these has beex
at the general level relating to all Hispanic-Americans. The other has been more
specific, and has dealt with increasing the knowledge of Cuban-Americans. At the
more general level it has been found that all Hispanics are rot alike. There are
some clear distinctions between the four Hispanic nationality components being
studied in this report in terms of their socioeconomic characteristics. It is clear that
these differences are also reflected in other significant distinctions. This point is
being made because the popular press and mass meaia often speak of all Hispanics
collectively.(62) The sterectyped image that has emerged in many persons’ minds is
one of brown-skinned people who are poor, speak English badly (if at all), and are

living off welfare payments in central cities of the southwesiern United States and
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1n New York City and Chicago. This study has shown that this view is certainly not

correct. Being Hispanic does not necessarily mean being poor or illiterate and

socio-economic need is not alike among Hispanics within a c11y or among different
Hispanic population groups. It is true that the Hispanic nationalities do have some
cultural traits in common, such as Cziholicism, speaking Spanish, and emphasizing
the family as a social unit. But they are not all poor, although the Mexican-
Americans and Puerto Ricans tend to be more so than the Cubans and Other
Spanish. Still, the latter two join Puerto Ricans and Mexicans in having lower
socio-economic rankings, as compared to non-Hispanic whites.

At the more specific level, it has been found that Pre-Mariel Cubans compare
very favorably, in terms of their socioeconomic characteristics, when contrasted to
those of the other three Hispanic-American populations. For instance, Cubans rank
higher than the other Hispanics in terms of their education levels, percentage
emplioyed in the professional and managerial occﬁpations, and average income.
Overall, they are mos: similar to the Other Spanish and least similar to the Fuerto
Ricans and Mexicans. In fact. cemographically, they are more simiiar tc non-
Hispenics than they are to Puerto Ricans and Mexican-Americans.

It has also been determined in this report that there are significant
differénce . within the Cuban-American population, due to an apparent relationship
between degree of concentration and socioeconomic development. Those living in
Florica tend to be the least favored in terms of their economic status, while the
ones residing in the rest of the United States enjoy the highest living standards.
The Cubans living iz New Jersev and New York are intermediate in terms of their
economic well-being.

Despite differences among the Pre-Marie] Cubans, there can be little doubt

that they have made remarkable progress in their adjustment tc life in the United
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Starss. By almost any measure 1t 1s clear that the Cubans are becoming rapidly
acculturated into American society, although they still are readily visible as a
separate ethnic minority. Residenticlly, they are becoming increasingly integrated
with the Anglo popuiations of the metropolitan areas in which they live. Their
occupationa: structure is becoming more similar to that of the Anglos with the
passage of time. The Cuban family, although still maintaining some aspects of the
traditional Latin family, is also converting to the American norm, as more wives
work, and both their sons and daughters exhibit an increasing tendency to marry
non-Cubans. More and more Cubans are learning to speak and write English and
an increasing proportion are becoming American citizens.(63)

Although there have been no comprehensive studies of the Mariel refugees, a
lot has been written about their presumed characteristics(64) Most of these studies
concur that the entrants from Mariel are more nearly representative of the
population left in Cuba, than has been the case with the immigrants from the islanc
who preceded them.(65) As a resuli, the Mariel Cubans are almos: certain tc be
characterized by lower levels of socioeconcmic status than the Pre-Mariel Cuban
population. On the other hand, it is also likely that most of the immigrants from
Mariel were not marginal to the Cuban society thev left bekind.(65) Once
comprehensive data for these people finally become available, it will be interesting

to see which of the Hispanic-American populations they come closest to

approximating.
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APPENDIX

Methodolog» Used in The Ranking System

A three-point ranking system has been developed. That is, therc is a three-
point spread within each rank class. For instance, the top rank class has scores
ranging from one to three, the second has scores ranging from four to six, and the
lowest class has scores ranging between thirteen and fifteen. A three-point system
such as this allows for a more detailed representation of a group’s standing relative
1o the others, just as pluses and minuses do for an academic grading system. For
instance, the non-Hispanics clearly have the greatest facility with speaking English,
su for this variable they received a score of two. On the other hand, when the
variable being considered is the percent employed in executive, administrative,
managerial, and professional occupations, the non-Hispanics are only slightly ahead
of Cubans (who rank second). As a result, the non-Hispauics have been assigned a
score of three, while the Cubans received a four. Sometimes it is necessary 1o
improvise with this svstem when three cr moze of the populaticn components are
very similar with respect to a given variable. This was the situation for the
education variable. Here the non-Hispanics, Other Spanish, and Cubans are very
similar in terms of their median highest grades. It was decided to assign a score of
three to the Non-Hispanics, but the Other Spanish and Cubans were given the same
score of four because they were viriually identical in their high educational
attainments. Since all three were so similar, only one poin: separated their scores.
The composite socioeconomic (SES) scores were calcul-ted by adding the five
variable scores for each population component and dividing by five, thus deriving
an average value for the variable scores. In interpreting these figures it should be

noted that there is an inverse relationship between the SES scores and SES status.
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hat s the lower the score, the higher the status. It 1s also relevant to note that
two indexes of income are being employed through use of the fourth and fifth
variables. Although each represents a different aspect of income. in el cct income
1s being given a double weight. The reason for this is that some measure of income
is the variable that has most often been used in determining levels of economic
well-being in other studies. Admittedly, chis is a subjectivce system of determining
the rankings of the five populations being studied in this report. One area of
subjectivity is in the selection of the five variables being used. Other researchers
might select other variabes. Also, the procedure used for determining a population
component’s rank for a given variable is subjective, since a decision must be reached
regarding which of three pessible numeric values within & given rank it will be
assigned. Nevertheless, we feel that this system is valid. In fact, if 2 single-point
ranking system (where the possible scores weould be 1,2, 3, 4, or 5 for 2 given
variable) is used instead, the comparative results of the composite scores are
virtually identical (non-Hispanics = 10, Mexicans = 4.6, Puerto Ricans = 38. Cubans
= 2.7, anc Other Spanish = 2.9). The advantage'of the three-pcin: svstem is thas it
allows some semblance of 2 weak interval scale, as opposed to the strictly ordinal
character of the one-point svstem. For insiance, we think that the greater disiance

between the composite scores for the non-Hispanics and Mexicans under the three-

point system is reflective of the true social distance between these two population

components.
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