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Se presentan dos teorias competitivas sobre la migracion interestatat
utilizando ¢l censo de 1980 de México. Una tesis comparativa cconém-
ica y un modelo de segmentacion econdmica fueron perfeccionados al
incorporar una perspectiva sistema-mundial.

Introduction

This paper examines two theories of interstate migration in Mex-
ico as explanations of interstate migration patterns: (1) a compara-
tive cconomic aopportunity thesis and (2) economic segmentation (or
dual cconomy) modcl. The economic opportunity thesis argues that
factors such as employment opportunities and salaries are major
considerations in any decision to move. Thus, internal migration is
held to be an important way by which workers respond to chang-
ing ecconomic opportunitics and thereby redirect the spatial alloca-
tion of labor toward 2 more optimal pattern (Sovani 1904; Lowry
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1966; Rogers 1968). The cconomic opportunity thesis, thus, as-
sumes that rural-urban migration is primarily caused by higher pay-
ing jobs in urban scctors and shifts the analytical scope onto pull
factors affecting rural exodus.

The economic segmentation thesis, on the other hand, contains
two components. First, micro-social factors (i.c., opportunities and
salaries) do not determine the pattern of internal migration but,
rather, a dual cconomy bascd on differential organizational develop-
ment is the major determinant of migration patterns, By creating
both labor market and cconomic opportunitics, lahorers are spatially
allocated to mcet the changing economic ()rganiz:i(ion:ll structure
(Baron and Biclby 1980).' Second, the modcl also points out the im-
portance of analyzing structural factors at both origin and destina-
tion of interstate migrants. While pull factors influence urban
migration, structural factors in sending states also may affect urban
exodus as well, i.c., organizational development, job availability,
and the distribution of occupational reward structures. In general,
the cconomic segmentation theory analyzes how the intrusion and
penetration of modern capitalist social relations into the country-
side triggers waves of rural migrants to recciving states in spite of
the fact that there are few opportunitics (such 4s jobs and housing)
(Danesh 1985). The theoretical tenets of the cconomic opportunity
and economic segmentation theses are explored more fully in the
next section.

Economic Opportunity Thesis

The cconomic opportunity thecory emphasizes the gap in wage
incentives between sending and recceiving regions and assumes an
unlimited supply of labor which is based on the existence of a per-
manent, large differential in favor of destination.? The existence of
an unlimited labor supply suggests that the initiation of migrant
flows depends almost exclusively on labor demand in receiving
states. Lowry's (1964) analysis of migration flows used a log-
transformed regression mode!l with the number of migrants from i

1. The economic segmentation model is primarily advanced to explain social
mobility and the stratification system from the perspective of organizational struc-
tures (Beck, et al., 1978; Kalleherg, etal,, 1980: Tolbert et al., 1980, Kallcberg 1981;
Zucker and Rosenstein, 1981; Hodson and Kaufman 1982; Tolbert 1982; Jacobs 1983).
For example, Jacobs (1983) incorporates the difll economy theory (core and periphery
sectors of different organizations) and dual lahor market theory (primary and secon-
dary labor markets) in order to explain mobility patterns in the United States,

2. Of scveral models suggested for the test of the cconomic opportunity
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to j as the dependent variable. As independent variables, Lowry used
airline distance from i to j, for both origin and destination, percen-
tage of population in the nonagricultural labor force, and manufac-
turing wage rate. Rogers (1968) modified the Lowry model by
altering the labor force, unemployment, and distance variables. The
results for migration flows between SMSAs in California showed that
migration is particularly related to a high wage ratio at destination
and a large civilian labor force at either origin or destination and
negatively related to high wages at origin and distance between i
and j.

These early studies paved the way for migration analyses of
many geographical units utilizing a variety of techniques. Out of a
large body of research, three studies on Mexico are relevant to the
present rescarch (Whetten and Burnight 1956; King 1978; Green-
wood, Ladman, and Siegel 1981) and one on Costa Rica (Brown and
Jones 1985).

Although they did not employ an economic opportunity thesis,
Whetten and Burnight (1956) set the groundwork for research on
interstate migration in Mexico by using 1940 and 1950 Mexican
Census data and analyzing nct lifetime migration flows between
Mexican states. They suggested that interstate migration in Mexico
between 1940 and 1950 was affected by the distribution of eco-
nomic opportunities. King (1978) found that the effect of distance
was dominant and negative. This distance ¢ffect is 2 well known one
in many studies, including all of the ones presently reviewed.?

hypothesis, the Lowry-Rogers model appears to be conceptually and methodologi-
cally most satisfactory. Their mathematical form can be shown in the following:

My = k| Ui WS LF . LE
w . WS . Dy
or in its generalized log-transformed form:

LnMy; = Bg + ByinU; + By In Uy + Byln WS, + Byln WS; + BglIn LF; +
BeInLF; + By InDy + €

where
Mij = number of migrants from i to
Ui Uy = civilian unemployment rate at i and j;
WS, WS; = labor force eligibles at i and j;
LF;. LF; = per capita wages and salaries at i and

Di; = shortest highway milcage between the major county seats at
i .
and j; and
€ij = error term,
3. The independent variables, at both origin and destination, were minimom
wage, average income. unemployment rate, population density, surface road and r:1i|r-_£r
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Greenwood, Ladman, and Siegel's (1981) study of lifetime inter-
state migration rates for Mexico in 1950, 1960, and 1970 defined for
origin state i and destination state j, as the ratio of persons born in
state i and enumerated in state j to the number of persons born in
state i and enumerated anywhere in Mexico . The negative effect of
distance was the most significant result for all three census years,
The second most significant effect, for all three years, was the posi-
tive onc of the size of population at destination, The results reflect
rural-urban migration patterns of the fortics through the sixties. A
positive significant effect not noted by King was onc of carnings at
destination. Another very significant effect was one from an analy-
sis of border states versus non-horder states as the destination, 1950
and 1960. The positive cffect of border destination was attributed
to the attractivencess of border states as a destination for staging tem-
porary or permancnt migration to the U.8

A study of Costa Rica by Brown and Jones (1985) modified
previous economic approaches by analyzing three different depen-
dent variables and spatially varying parameters,s The analysis re-
vealed that: (1) onurmigration had a positive relationship with

road track rate, urbanization rate, distance between state capitals, and migrant stock.
Migrant stock is defined as the number of people in the destination state who migrated
from the origin state prior to 1959.

Independent variables for state of origin were home ownership rate, age, liter-
acy, and Indian population rate. An independent variable for state of destination was
efidario rate (i.c., ratio of an cconomically active member of ¢jidario to total popu-
lation). Regressions were run for male, female, and combined samples. The results
for combined sexes must be discounted because of the extremely high correlation be-
tween closely related migrant stock and migration rate. For the combined sample of
males and females, the correlation of independent variables swas very high and dis-
torted the analysis. '

4. Independent variables, for both origin and destination, included monthly
carnings, unemploymetn rate, population, 2 dummy for presence of the Federal Dis-
trict, a dummy for presence of border state, as well as distance between capital cities
of origin and destination states,

5. The entire model is based on the cquation:

(1) migration rate = numbcer of persons migrating from origin to destination
canton in a time interval/population at origin.

(2) outmigration probability of outmigrating anyichere = 1 — (number of per-
sons remaining at origin/population at origin)

(3) relocation probability of migrating from origin (o destination canton, in
a time period, once the migration decision has been made = number of persons
migrating from origin to destination canton/number of persons migration from ori-
gin to all other cantons. L

The independent variables are distance between the population centroids of ori-
gin and destination cantons (DIST i), population of destination canton (POP j). average
monthly per capita wage for origin and destination (WAG i, WAG j), percent of

Fukurai, et al.: Interstate Migration 369

population pressure and a negative one with secondary/tertiary em-
ployment; (2) relocation had significant relationships with the fol-
lowing variables in order of importance: destination population (+),
distance (- ), wages ( +), secondary/tertiary employment (- ), and
population pressure (-), the latter three for destination, and (3)
migration rate measured as ratio of migrants from i to j to popula-
tion at i, demonstrated effects basically the same as for (1) and (2).

Past research, thus, suggests that interstate migration depends
substantially upon distance and is almost exclusively dependent on
labor demand in receiving areas. When such demand exists, migra-
tion takes place. Thus, the economic opportunity thesis deempha-
sizes push factors to focus on the pull cxerted by recciving
cconomies.

Economic Segmentation Thesis

There has been a paucity of research examining the relationship
betwecen organizational growth and interstate migration. Once of the
problems lies in the prevalent trend in which studies are limited to
the influence of economic infrastructures on migration rather than
systematically examining other pertinent factors. For example, in-
terregional migration in less developed countries may be considered
as a result of cconomic penetration through international economic
expansionism or imperialism (Chase-Dunn 1975; Rohinson 1976;
Stack 1978; Evans and Timberlake 1980). Changes in the economic
infrastructure of a'less developed nation (a peripheral country) are
closely tied to the level of the intensive int¢rnational investment by
“‘core’” nations. Differential regional development in a peripheral
nation affects the income structure. Interstate migration is then the
result of regional income inequality .6 ‘

The examination of intraregional migration p: atterns in dev (lop-
ing nations can be further refined by incorporating a world system
perspective which explains the unique characteristics of both dual

secondary and tertiary sector employment as a pereent of total unplm ment origin
and destination (PCUJOB i. PCUJOB §), population pressure for origin and destina-
tion, i.e., a type of dependency ratio equal to total population/person employed in
all sectors. b/ is a constant indicating the whole model as to be calibrated by b coceffi-
cients specific for X and Y geographic coordinates.

6. Tolbert (1982) contends that economic segmentation leads to the creation
of heterogencous labor markets which then affect how people move within the
stratification system. The present analysis utilizes a causal process in which indus-
trial and organizational sectors function as intermediate variables affecting labor mar-
kets and intersectorial mobility.
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economics and labor markets (Wallerstein 1979). According to the
world system perspective, the most salient characteristic of the rela-
tionship between international dependency and intranational eco-
nomic inequality in developing nations is an intensive penetration
of foreign capital and the growth of service sectors (Evans and Tim-
berlake 1980). Forcign capital generates a hias towards the use of
capital intensive techniques in industry and agriculture that restricts
the growth of industrial jobs, while at the same time pushing and
pulling dwellers to urban areas where opportunities for employment
arc concentrated in the rapidly expanding service/tertiary occupa-
tions. For cxnm{vlc, in Latin Amecrica as a whole, the urban popula-
tion rose from 29.5 percent in 1925 to 40.1 percent in 1969, while
the percentage of active population employced in manufacturing re-
mained practically stable from 13.7 percent in 1925 to 13.4 percent
in 1960 (Cardoso 1968).7

The growth of the service scctor then contributes to income in-
cquality primarily by reducing the bargaining power of unskilled and
semiskilicd workers, as well as by locking many persons into low-
paying service occupations.® For example, in Mexico by 1973 the
richest five percent of the population shared 29 percent of the na-
tional income, while the poorest 20 percent split a meager four per-
cent of the income. That same ycar, even though Mexico had a per
capita GNP of (U.S.) §774, a full 18 percent of the population still

7. This perspective assumes that since the world cconomy alfects the cconomic
infrastructure of a dependent nation, there exists an intertwined relationship between
the level of economic penctration by the developed nations and corresponding
changes in organizations. occupations, and income distribution in the third world.
Economic infrastructure changes in a dependent nation requires spatial redistribu-
tion of the population in order to meet the changing structure of both labor markets
and income distribution (Amin 1976; Wallerstein 1979: Evans and Timberlake 1980;
Dancsh 1985). Theoretically, both the dependency school of AL G. Frank and the
World System School of Wallerstain which eniphasize the process of transfer of sur-
plus value from non-capitalist scctors to capitalist sectors at the regional, national,
or international levels can be classified with few exceptions as push theory (Morse
1962; Griffin 1976; Lomnitz 1977, p. 41; Castells 1979, pp. 46-48).

8. Fiala (1983), however, offers a different explanation of the relationship be-
tween financial investment by core nations and income incquality in a peripheral na-
tion. Fiala contends that investment dependence leads to income incquality which
then affects the growth of service sectors. The service sector is not a mediating link
between investment dependence and incquality and has little impact on increasing
incquality and indicates that it may even reduce income inequality, Fiala, however,
points out three organizational factors which affcct income incquality: (1) widen-
ing productivity and income differentials between large-scale enterprises and small
seale firms (dual cconomic sectors), (2) development of an clite group of professionals
and technical workers in farge-scale enterprises, and (3) wide income differences
within modern enterpriscs. Thus, from Fiala's point of view. organizational differen-
tiation is the primary clement in explaining income incquality in a periphery nation.
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had annual income of less than 8§75 (Portes and Bach 1985).
However, regardless of the confinement of many migrants to petty
tertiary jobs and greater income inequality in urban areas, migrants
perceive an improvement in their overall well being in cities (Danesh
1985; Portes and Bach 1985). That is, the idea of migration (or ur-
ban pull) becomes a relativistic concept in relation to the general so-
cioeconomic conditions in the place of origin. The economic
segmentation theory, thus, specifically examines how the intrusion
and penetration of modern capitalist social relations into a country-
side may trigger waves of rural migtants to urban centers even
though there arc few opportunities (c.g., jobs and housing).

The economic segmentation theory rejects the general assump-
tion of an economic opportunity thesis that rural-urban migration
is caused primarily by higher paying jobs in the urban sectors or in
the destinations. It argues that the impact of differential income be-
tween rural and urban sectors on migration is minimal because
despite higher per capita income in the cities, rural migrants are
faced with a higher cost of production and reproduction. The sig-
nificantly higher cost of consumption in urban areas than in rural
areas is mainly caused by the demands of the urban economy (Portes
and Bach 1985). In rural areas where there is no spatial segretation
between the place of residence and place of work, there is no need
for public or private transportation. But in cities one has to add the
cost of transportation to the family budget. Furthermore, since the
money economy is more pervasive in cities than in the countryside,
cash payment becomes nécessary for the direct consumption of
agricultural products in urban regions.

As shown in Figure 1, the analysis of interstate migration from
an economic segmentation perspective suggests that financial depen-
dence affects the organizational responsc to capitalism, changes in
the structure of industry and agriculture, and leads to service sec-
tor growth particularly in urban regions. The growth of service sec-
tors then affect the structure of the occupational reward system and
creates interregional income inequality. The observed disorganiza-
tion and breakdown of agrarian society is primarily due to: (1) popu-
lation growth as a consequence of the recent rise in life expectancy,
(2) lack of accessibility to income-generating land and its distribu-
tion, and (3) the interplay between those two exponents (Castells
1979). Thus, the greater exchange between rural and urban regions
under the conditions of high population growth and unproductive
land tenure leads to a high rural exodus (Conncll et af. 1976;
Dancsh 1985). Also the greater differential productivity between
rural and urban areas leads to a greater level of migration from less
productive to more productive sectors and vice versa :



Figure 1 Diagram of Economic Segmentation Perspective
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A meaningful analysis of interstate migration, according to the
economic segmentation perspective, arises when both rural push
and urban pull have simultaneously been taken into consideration.
Since an economic opportunity thesis focuses primarily on urban
(or pull) economic factors affecting interstate migration, it is of
great importance that both organizational and labor market charac-
teristics in relation to socioeconomic conditions at both sending and
receiving states be examined.

Dual Labor Markets

The cconomic segmentation thesis is based on the concept of
dual labor markets. That is, the generation of an oligopolistic seg-
ment by which advanced economices control diffecent facets of
production and commercialization. This control is far morc exten-
sive than among earlier capitalist firms, i.e., the emergence of oli-
gopolies into primary and secondary cconomics. The primary sector
of the cconomy is formed by large monopolistic enterprises charac-
terized by burcaucratization of the production process and the cre-
ation of an internal market. Oligopolistic corporations are able to
create internal labor markets because of their larger size, higher
wages, greater fringe benefits, and more desirable working condi-
tions (Stolzenberg 1978; Baron and Bielby 1980; Smith 1983; Portes
and Bach 1985).

A secondary sector of the economy comprises smaller competi-
tive firms and resembiles structural conditions during the early phase
of industrial capitalism. Such firms operate in an environment of
considerable economic uncertainty (Baron and Biclby 1980). Enter-
prises in this economic sector do not have an internal labor market.
Wages are not only lower than in the primary sector, but interstate
migrants are considered as a preferred labor foree wsed against the
organizational cfforts of the domestic-minority work force to accept
present conditions and their efforts to improve them. The dual
economy analysis points out that migrants arc used to undercut
domestic workers who are themselves politicaliy weak, frequently
unorganized, and employed by the most backward corporations.
Oligopolistic labor in a primary sector, however, is invulnerable to
the competition of new migrant workers and may actually -profit
from their existence. Competitive labor, on the other hand, is pit-
ted against the new workers and is frequenty replaced By them
(Portes and Bach 1985). '

The development of a dual cconomy is closcly related to the
proliferation of service/tertiary occupations. These Jow level Mjobs™
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are most likely to be filled by interregional migrants because of com-
petitive characteristics of the secondary segment of the cconomy
and a fack of fabor skills by the migrants. Migrant labor has little col-
lective bargaining power and the availability of a potential fabor
replacement encourages exploitation of unskilled and cheap labor,
Meanwhile, the primary oligopolistic corporation further develops
the complex structure of internal labor markets in which migrant
Iabot is not crucial for operation. The growing polarization of a dual
cconomy intensifies differences between the primary and secondary
scgments of the cconomy and perpetuates income inequality be-
tween oligopolistic economic Ltbors and secondary migrant labors.
Once the dual economy is well established, income inequality then
prevails not only at the destination, but also at the origin of migrant
workers, especially in rural arcas. Unequal distribution of the mone-
tary reward structure then further promotes interstate migration,

For the ecconomic opportunity thesis, dual economic segmenta-
tion at destination is more important than that at origin for interstate
migrants. The proliferation of service/tertiary occupations in the
secondary cconomic sector hecomes salicnt at destination, while lit-
tle significance in labor market characteristics exists at origin. In-
come incquality is further perpetuated at destination because of (1)
expanding service/tertiary sectors, (2) lack of organizational unifi-
cation among interregional migrants in the sccondary economic sec-
tor, and (3) further exploitation of migrants due to their lack of
bargaining power and reduction of wages.

The economic segmentation theory, on the other hand, pro-
vides a different set of theorctical explanations. Economic sectors
pave the path by which migrant fabogs are spatially allocated accord-
ing to the changing organizational structure at destination. Once in-
terstate migration prevails, a growing polarization between the two
cconomic segments is obscrved; not only at receiving regions, but
also at the sending states. A similar trend is expected in labor mar-
ket segmentation at both sending and receiving regions. Once inter-
state migration has taken place, the gap between primary and
sccondary tabor markets widens at receiving areas in which the ter-
tiary sector is primarily unorganized and mainly consists of small
and petty commerce, hawkers, travelling salesmen, servants, un-
skilled and temporary labor—a disguised form of unemployment or
underemployment. With respect to the development of income in-
equality at the initial stage of interstate migration, little difference
exists between origin and destinatfon. In later stages of interstate
migration, income inequality at receiving states tends to develop
rapidly and later such processes permeate at sending states as well.
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The main thrust of the remainder of this paper-is twofold: (1),
to provide a causal model of interstate migration based on the €co-
nomic segmentation thesis in which pull and pushfnct()rs (origin
and dcestination) are theorcetically integrated and (2) to ¢xamine crit-
ically the cconomic segmentation thesis in explaining interstate
migration patterns in Mexico. The unit-of analysis in this paper is on.
interstate migration. There are 31 states and the Federal District in
Mexico. Other papers examine fnferregional migration (Fukurai et
al., 1987) and rural to urban migration ilsing municipio data (Butier
et al., 1987). The present methodology makes use of the full sam-
ple of 32 federal entitics and presents analyses of the special effects
of the Federal District and the State of Mexico on national migration
patterns. Such analysis would be better done with smaller samples
of Mexican regions and inclusion of variables on migration flows not
available in the 1980 Mexican Census.

Methods

Mexican census data for 1980 are utilized to examince the rela-
tionships among the development of economic segmentation, labor

~markets, and income inequality and how they affect interstate

migration. The 1979-1980 migration flows between 32 Mexican
states results in 992 observations.

Several studics have addressed the accuracy of the Mexican Cen-
suses of 1970 (Camposortega 1982) and of 1980 (Lopez 1982; Peach
1984). The 1970 and 1980 Mexican Censuses, like U.S. Censuses,
have some problems of undercount and age correction, but not to
an excessive degree. For example, the U.S. Census indicates an un-
dercount for the 1980 Mexican Census equal to 3.7 percent, which
is not unusual (Peach, 1984). Peach points out two other problems
in utilizing the 1980 Mexican Census. Onc is the 1980 Census
enumeration date of june 4. Since the 1970 date was January 28,
researchers should be cautious in using seasonal variables. Also, if
1970-80 differences are used for projection purposes, the 10 year
time period should be increased to 10.35 years, or an equivalent ad-
justment made. Another problem is the large proportion of ‘not
specified” responscs for certain variables, including income, em-
ployment characteristics, and education (c.g., 14.8 percent of
responses are not specified for educational level of population, four
vears and older). As a result, response categories must be carefully
accessed. However, our longitudinal analyses of a specific applica-
tion of Mexican Census data from 1900 to 1980 suggest that cither
the 1980 Census is fairly accurate or that the errors contained in the
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1980 Mexican Census were similar in nature to those contained in
the 1900-70 Censuses (see Butler et al. 1987).

While interstate migration can be invcstigntcd by utilizing either
recent migration data or lifctime migration data, this analysis focuses
on rccent migration patterns in Mexico. Emphasis on recent migra-
tion corresponds to the studies of Lowry (1964), Rogers (1968), King
(1978), and Brown and Jones (1985), but differs from the lifetime
migration emphasis of Whetten and Burnight (1956) and Green-
wood et al. (1981). A modcl incorporating recent migration is justi-
fied since it is intended as a study of Mexican migration around
1980, not as a longitudinal study requiring a more elaborate model.

In the present model recent migration is defined in terms of var-
ious characteristics that correspond to the economic segmentation
thesis. A latent structural equation (LISREL) methodology is selected
because it can account for some of the interrelated effects of in-
dependent variables on dependent variables (Joreskog and Sorbom
1985).% The present methodology differs from simple flow analysis
(Whetten and Burnight 1956); single step multiple regeession (Lowry
1964; Rogers 1968; King 1978; Greenwood ct al. 1981); or regres-
sion incorporating spatial parameters (Brown and Jones 1985), but
resembles path analysis (Evans and Timberlake 1980). The current
analysis is based on the latent structural equation modcl presented
in a schematic form in Figurce 2. By fitting this model to actual ob-
scrved data, the economic segmentation thesis can be examined.

Variables

The log of the number of migrants from a state i to a state j is
used as the dependent variable. The reason that the present analy-
sis does not convert the number of migrants into a ratio is that past
research paid little attention to the importance of origin versus des-
tination variables, The dependent ratio variable created by dividing
by the population of cither recciving or sending region distorts the
relative importance of variables of origin and destination because of
statistical dependence on the set of refated independent variables.

9. A latent structural equation modeling (LISREL) is a specialized implementa-
tion of the latent structural equation model which estimates unknown coefficients
in a set of linear structural equations. The variables in the set of equations are cither
observable, measurable variables, or unobscrved latent variables. In the present LISREL
model shown in Fig. 2, latent structural variables are shown in the center of the figure,
with Greek symbols, while observed variables are indicated on the outside with En-
glish symbols.

Figure 2 LISREL Model for Economic Segmentation Thesis
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For this reason, the dependent vitriable of our cconomic segmenta-
tion thesis takes after Roger's and Lowry's use of a satural-log de-
pendent variable.

In addition to migration, the modcel consists of the following
structural variables, cach at origin and destination: (1) organizational
structure represented by value of S AV.CL (corporations), (2) serv-
ice and support sectors of labor market, and (3) income inequality,
represented by the ratio of rich to poor. There are also two control
variables, adjacency and distance. Value of corporations (S.A.V.C.)
is defined as total value of corporations in a state in pesos divided
by the number of corporations in a state, It corresponds in the cco-
nomic segmentation thesis to the development ol organizational
structures in a state. This variable has not previousty been utilized
in studics of Mexican interstate migration. The mean value, standard
deviation, and descriptive statistics for the variables, are given in
Table 1.

The labor market variable is mcasured by the number of wor-
kers employed in service and support occupations divided by total
number of workers employed in a state. In thé Mexican Census,
service and support occupations arce defined to include the follow-
ing categories: office workers (oficinistas), retail salespersons
(vendedores dependientes), street salespersons (vendedores am-
bulantes), service employees (empleados en servicios), domestic
workers (trabajadores domésticos), transportation operators (oper-
adores de transportes), and sccurity workers (proteccion y vigilan-
cia). Theoretically this variable rcepresents the cextent of
service/support sectors. Although this measure has not been utilized
in prior Mexican interstate migration studics, a similar variable,
proportion of secondary and tertiary sector employment, was uti-
lized in Costa Rica (Brown and Jonces 1985). Further, refinement of
this variable possibly could separate those occupations with stead-
iness of employment, job security, and benefits from those not hav-
ing them.

Income inequality is measured as the ratio of rich to poor, de-
fined as the number of persons with monthly income equal to/or
greater than 12,110 pesos divided by number of persons with
“monthly salary less than 1,081 pesos. Average salary has been uti-
lized by several researchers (King 1978; Greenwood et al. 1981
Brown and Jones 1985).1°

ar

10. King (1978) incorporated minimum wage rates as proxies for ability to
finance migration at origin and for expected wage stream at destination, However,
it is less retevantin the preseot study sehich reguired avariable to represent income
incquality.
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics for Structural Veariables

Variables N Means STD

1979-80 Migration 992 074.17 2,410,779
Organizational Structure* 32 465.841.28 537.809.77
Labor Market** (percent) 32 25.60° 7.40
Income Inequality 32 0.94 . 1.02
Distance ' 992 1.01 - 0.64
Adjacency 992 1.13 0.33

* value in pesos per S.AV.CL (corporations)

service and support sectors.
*T 1000 KMs.

*

[

Distance and adjacency are included as control variables. Dis-
tance hetween origin and destination states is calculated by mea.
suring the distance between centroids of the two states. Atthough it
has been measured in slightly different wavys, this variable is known
to be a dominant or highly significant one in prior migration studics
in Mexico and elsewhere (Lowry 1964: Rogers 1968; King 1978;
Greenwood et al. 1981: Brown and Jones 1985). The adjacency in-
dex is a variable which has a value of one if sending and receiving
states are adjacent. i.c.. share a common border, and the value of
zero if two states do not share a common border, The adjacency in-
dex is included because it is hypothesized that in many instances in
Mexico there are sociocconomic or institutional reasons for state
boundaries to affect migration. This hypothesis is based on a vari-
ety of results in several studies. For instance, a study of migration
interchange between the Federal District and State of Mexico rev-
caled distinctive differences in migration patterns in the two states
due to adjacency (Van Arsdol et al. 1976). The adjacency index has
not been utilized in this way in prior Mcxican migration studics.

In-sum, the structural model for interstate migration from an
economic segmentation perspective is represented by the following
nine structural variables: (1) interstate migration, (2) organizational
structure at origin and destination (two variables), (3) serv-
ice/support sectors of labor market at origin and destination (two
variables), (4) income incquality at origin and destination (two vari-
ables), and (35) distance and adjacency as control variables (two
variables). g

We hypothesize that interstate migration will be the result of or-
ganizational differentiation at both destination and origin and will
show a positive relation with destination’s organizational growth
and a negative relation at the origin. That is, organizational growth
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in the destination pulls migrants while a lack of organizational
growth at the origin acts as push. Labor market characteristics at
both origin and destination are assumed to have a similar refation
to migration, since the proportion of service/support sectors will
have a positive relation with migration to the destination. Income
incquality at destination is assumed to have a positive relation with
interstate migration. For example, a large segment of service/tertiary
occupations and a large gap hetween poor and rich at destination are
hypothesized to increase the magnitude of interstate migration from
origin to destination. At the origin, however, more extensive serv-
ice occupations have a negative cffect on migration since increased
job opportunitics can act as an inhibitor of interstate migration. Dis-
tance among states is assumed to have a negative relationship with
interstate migration since it scrves as an ccological obstacle to migra-
tion. Adjacency of states is assumed to have a positive refation with
-migration. The structural model for the cconomic segmentation
thesis can alternatively be articulated in the following mathemati-
cal form for linear regression, or its generalized log-transformed
form." ) :

In the present analysis of Mexico in 1980, the linear regression
formulation is equivalent to the one-measurement representation of
a multifactorial LISREL design (Joreskog and Sorhom 1985; Fukurai,
Hanneman, and Butler 19806). Recalling that in lincar regression, the
least squares estimator of beta is B = (X/X)!' XY, we proceed to
derive the parameter cstimates for the cconomic segmentation
model.

Corrclation coefficients among nine log-transformed variables
are shown in Table 2.

There are several notable findings in the relationship among the
nine log-transformed variables. First, the magnitude of correlation
coefficients for the set of destination variables (i.e., organizational
structure, labor market, and income incquality at destination) are
greater than for the same sct at origin, suggesting that pull factors
of cconomic segmentation, lahor market, and income incquality are
more important than push factors. Sccond, the direct effect of dis-
tance is a major factor explaining interstatc migration. Thus, our
analysis supports previous research findings that distance among
states is a major predictor of interstate migration (r = -0.533).
Third, there is also a significant positive effect of adjacency, i.e.,

L
11. Weede (1980) points out the strong curvilinear relationship between eco-

nomic devclopment and incquality. Thus, the present analysis uatilizing log-
transformed variables is more suited to the examination of such relationships.
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Figure 3 Basic Structural Model for Economic Segmentation Thesis
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Table 2 Correlation Coefficients Among Nine Structural Variables*
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Correlation coefficients for raw values are shown above diagonal; correlation coefficients for tog-transformed values are shown below

diagonal.
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neighboring states are likely the destinations of interstate migrants.
This finding suggests migration patterns among adjacent statcs rather
than cross-regional migration. Not surprisingly, adjacency has a
strong inverse relationship with distance (r = - 0.570).

Figure 4 shows the economic segmentation model with path
cocfficients generated from latent structural estimation. As pointed
out carlier, these are identical to parameters estimated by a'gener-
alized least square approach.t?

The variables for hoth adjacency and distance are included as
control factors affecting interstate migration patterns.'* Several find-
ings from the causal model are noteworthy. First, the distance effect
is the major factor in explaining interstate migration. Our analysis
supports findings from other interstate migration studics that dis-
tance between states is a major factor explaining migration and is
negative in direction (King 1978: Greenwood ¢t al 1981 Brown and
Jones 1985).

Second, there is also a significant positive effect of adjacency,
i.c., ncighboring states are the most likely destination of interstate
migrants. This finding points to the presence of shorter-distance
migration flows between adjacent groups of states bevond simple
distance effects. ’

Third, organizational structure used as a proxy for intensive for-
eign capital investment or dependency has a significant positive ef-
fect upon the extent of service and support sectors. As other
research has indicated, an intertwined relationship is observed be-
tween the magnitude of foreign finance penetration and the de-

velopment of service occupations in the labor market (Evans and
Timberlake 1980). Fourth, the size of service/support sectors signifi-
cantly affects income inequality. This finding coincides with a
plethora of previgus research (for example, see Jakobson and:
Prakash 197 1; Barnet and Muller 1975 Peattic 1975 Timberlake
1979; Evans and Timberlake 1980; Danesh 1985). At the same time,
the organizational structure also has a significant cffect in creating
greater income incequality. For example, its direct effect on income
inequality is 0.209 and the indirect cffect is 0.2:i9, i.c., organiza-
tional effects on income inequality which are intermediated through

12. Figure 4 shows the model, including path coefficients for alowabie causal
pathsays among the fatent structural variables. These coefficients were generated by
the LISREL. utilizing maximum likelihood estimation.

13, Because of the generalized least square estimation, path coefficients among
a set of six variables (... cconomic segmentation, fabor market, and income incqual-
ity) remain the same for both destination and origin ol migrants For further refer-
ence, see Joreskog 1985, Fukurad et all 1986,

*



Figure 4 LISREL Model for Economic Segmentation Thesis
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labor markets. The indirect effect is computed by subtracting the
direct effect (0.209) from the correlation cocfficient (0.-458) between
organizational structure (EC) and income inequality (IE):

Fifth, the analysis shows that the level of income inequality in
both sending and receiving states significantly affects interstate
migration. Note that after controlling for organizational and labor
market characteristics of destination and origin states, the magnitude
of the effects of income incquality on interstate migration remains
almost identical for both destination and origin states (0.337 and
0.343 respectively), This finding has not been previously noted in
the Mexican migration literature. In contrast to King (1980), the in-
clusion of the minimum wage viclded insignificant results.

Table 3 shows the comparison of regression cocefficients be-
tween the 1979-1980 and 1975-1979 migration patterns, As
pointed out earlicr, for the present model, the generalized least
square estimations are cquivalent to the iterative maximum likeli-
hood estimations for LISREL. The relative importance of distance
and adjacency remains the same. At the same time, the effect of
labor market segmentation and growing income inequality at both
origin and destination also remains relatively stable over five years.
For both periods, more than fifty percent of the total variation of
interstate migration patterns are explained by structural variables in
the model. These findings suggest that economic segmentation vari-
ables are effective in accounting for the migration process irrespec-
tive of different time spans, and accentuate the significant
contribution of the model’s latent structural variables in explaining
interstate migration patterns.

Table 4 shows the chi-square goodness-of-fit test of alternative
economic segmentation models of interstate migration. Model (3) is
further elaborated in this paper for the examination of an economic
segmentation model.

The unconstrained model (1) shown in Figure 2 did not fit the
data well. That is to say, there was 2 greater discrepancy between
the observed covariance matrix and reproduced covariance matrix.
Model (2), however, showed greater improvement toward the
goodness-of-fit by allowing four exogenous latent variables (i.e., dis-
tance, adjacency, and organizational growth at both origin and des-
tination) to be correlated with each other. Since we are not
interested in the relationship among these four exogenous variables,
such constraints were performed strictly for the sake of fitting a
model to data. Model (3) has the constraint that the latent income
inequality variables are cqual. It explains 99.14 percent of total var-



Table 3 Regression Coefficients in 1979~80 and 1975~79 Migration in Mexico

Coefficients
Independent
Variables b beta T Value Statistics Summary
Migration 1979-1980*
ECi 0.035 0.019 0.730
ECj 0.005 0.003 0.105 n="992
LMi -0.199 -0.039 -1.150 r=0.709
LMj -0.621 -0.122 -3.594"" ?=0.502
IEi 0.593 0:348 9.796**
1Ej 0.60+ 0.354 9.971**
Dij —1.13+4 -0.499 -17.579"*
Adj 1.706 0.238 8.685"*
Migration 1975-1979
ECi 0.056 0.030 1.182
ECj -0.018 -0.010 -0.383 n=992
. LMi -0.330 - 0.004 - 1.907 r=0.709
LMj -0.518 -0.101 -2.996"" r*=0.502
[Ei 0.658 0.385 10.870""
1Ej 0.531 0.310 8.762**
Dij -1.132 -0.496 -17.530*"
Adj 1.756 0.244 8.936*"

*Stight differences between berta coefficients and LISREL estimated coefficients shown in Figure S are due to the
methodological differences of beta estimations, i.e., generalized least square estimations for the present table and iterative
maximum likelihood estimations for LISREL.

* “indicates that the variable is significant at the .05 level or better.

Table 4 Chi-Square Goodness of Fit Test Economic Segmentation Model of Interstate

Migration
Degree

Model of Freedom X? P Level RHO (%) Delta (%)
(1) Model in

Figure 2 21 81.94 0.000 95.92 97.47
(2) Model with CORRs

among Control VARs

and Economic -

Segmentation VARs 17 27.98 0.045 99.09 99.14
{(3) Model (P = Py.s) 18 28.00 0.062 99.22 99.14

(#) Null Model +3 3243 .43 0.000 — —
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iation of the chi-squarc valuc.'t This modecl also allows a test of the
impact of income incquality at both destination and origin on migra-
tion. The diffcrence between Models (2) and (3) indicates that mak-
ing the magnitude of pull and push income effects equal does not
change the overall fit of the modcl. i.c., 0.01 with one degree of
freedom. Thus, (1) organizational and labor market characteristics
arc prior factors equally affecting income inequality regardless of
sending or receiving states of interregional migrants and (2) macro-
social factors cancel our origin and destination differences in income
inequality. This finding further suggests that the critical ¢xamination
of ecconomic scgmentation and labor market characteristics is
equally important for both the sending and recciving states. Model
(3) is selected for use in this paper because of its good fit and fewer
constraints than Model (2).

The direct effects of income incquality on interstate migration
are almost equal (0.337 and 0.343 for origin and destination) in con-
trast to diffcrent spurious effects of income incquality on migration
(~0.180 and - 0.121 for origin and destination). The different mag-
nitude of negative spurious effects on migration has two types of im-
plications. One is that the inclusion of organizational structure and
labor market variables enhanced the effects of income inequality,
e.g., zero-order correlation coefficients for income incquality with
migration are 0.157 and .022 for origin and destination in contrast
to the direct effect of 0.34 when other variables are included. That
is, the inclusion of the two exogenous factors of organizations and
labor markets enhances the model’s ability to explain interstate
migration patterns substantially more than income incquality alone.
Another implication is that the cxtent of income incquality at ori-
gin influences migrants’ decision to migratc more strongly than that
of destination income incquality. That is, when cconomic segmen-
tation is included in the analysis, the structural condition in origin
(push factors) becomes relatively stronger than that of destination

14, Two indices, delta and rho, are calcutated in the following equations.

Chi-square (null) - Chi-square (modcel)

delta =
Chi-square (null)
Chi-square (null) Chi-square (maoclel)
df (null) © dr(mogel)
Rho =

Chi-square (null)
_— - 1.0
df (null)

For further reference, see Bentler and Bonett (1980).
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(pull factors) (i.e.. —0.180 of origin as compared to destination’s
- 0.121). This finding further points to the importance of exaniin-
ing structural factors at interstate migranlts’ mtqm rather than
only those at destination.

With respect to the effect of income inequality on interstate
migration, the econpomic opportunity thesis stresses the importance’
of an occupational reward system at destination by luring mtcrstate
migrants from origin states. However, when income inequality at
both destination and origin is controlled for by orginizational and
labor market characteristics, the effect of income structures in push-
ing migrant labor becomes as important as the effect of pullmg
migrants from the origin state.

Lastly. the direct cffect 0(0rg1nn7auon.ﬂ structure at both ori-
gin and destination has an insignificant effect upon migration after
controlling for other viriables (0.018 and 0.002 as opposcd to .002
and .063 for indirect effects through other variables). At the same
time, its effects are mediated through labor market characteristics
and the level of income inequality in both migrant’s ()rigit{ and
destination.

Residual Analysis

An economic segmentation model provides an empirical model
explaining interstate migration patterns in Mexico. However, several
shortcomings of the model need to be'examined. First, our unit of
analysis is at the state level, while migration can be captured at
either regional levels (e.g., north western and west central regions
in the Mexican World Fertility Survey of 1976-77), intraregional
levels (e.g., murnicipios of respective states), or at the rural to urban
levels. For example, Map 1 shows imigration ratios of six Mex-
ico/U.S. border states at the municipio level (total number of im-
migrants divided by the total population of recciving municipios).
The heterogeneous distribution of inmigration ratios clearly suggests
that migration patterns vary within states.

There were 2,331 municipios in Mexico in 1980. While the analy-
sis at the municipio level might be ideal, the large number of munici-
pios poses methodological problems for the analysis of migration
patterns at that level.

A second problem of our model is our assumption that organiza-
tional structure constitutes a proxy for the degree of foreign capi-
tal penetration. While past research and the present analysis
substantiate the intertwined relationship between organizational
growth and the proliferation of service/tertiary occupations which
is closely tied to the degree of foreign capital dependence. the in-
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clusion of such variables doces not necessarily capture the effect of
foreign capital penetration or degree of dependency.

One of the most cffective ways to examince possibl¢ effects of
other extraneous variables is to spatially display the residual of in-
terstate migrants by controlling for various structural variables in the
model, that is, unique migration patterns can be observed by ex-
amining the spatial distribution of unexplained residuals for migrants
in each state. The residual distribution of Map 2 suggests two key
findings. First, proximity to the U.S. border has no bearing on the
residual variance, or rather the economic scgmentation thesis tends
to slightly underestimate interstate migration patterns’ (except Baja
California Norte). While other research points to the importance of
adjacent effects of border states on migration patterns, our structural
variables explained away most of the variance. To be more specific,
the economic segmentation model explained most of the variation
of migrants to Coahuila (- 3.74 to 2.49) or overestimated for Nuevo
Leon (~ 19.70 to - 4.72), while the model slightly underestimated
migration to Sonora, Chihuahua, and Tamaulipas (2.63 to 7.47).

A second finding is the effect of possible foreign capital penetra-
tion upon certain states and the model’s underestimation of their in-
terstate migrants. For example, states adjacent to the Federal District
arc characterized by various foreign invested industrics, including
automobiles and other industrial products, many of which arc in-
fluenced by multinational corporations. The spatial examination of
residuals, thus, suggests separate influences of foreign capital depen-
dency on organizational and labor market growth in Mcxico. Fur-
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ther refinement of an economic segmentation model, therefore,
requires the inclusion of variables for foreign dependency in order
to allow an explanation of the more elaborate interstate migration
patterns in Mexico. _

Table 5 presents the model's residual values for interstate
migrants in the 32 states. Not only is there variation among states,
but also there are migration differentials within states. For example,
of six states with the largest positive residuals (i.e., the Federal Dis-
trict, Jalisco, Mexico, Michoacan, Oaxaca, and Veracruz), the eco-
nomic segmentation model underestimated the migrants from Baja
California Norte (2), Oaxaca (2), Sinaloa (1), and Mexico (1) and
overestimated interstate migrants from Queretaro (3), Aguascalientes
(2), and Morelos (1). Of five states with large negative residuals (i.e.,
Aguascalientes, Baja California Sur, Colima, Queretaro, and Tlax-
cala), the economic segmentation model underestimated the
migrants from Oaxaca (2), Federal District (1). Hidalgo (1), and
Mexico (1), and overestimated interstate migrants from Tlaxcala (2),
Baja California Sur (1), Jalisco (1), and Nayarit (1). The interstate var-
iation among and within states suggests that extrancous variables
other than dual sectors or labor market characteristics need to be in-
corporated in the modcl in order to present a more claborate expla-
nation of interstate migration in Mexico, such as, the intensity of
foreign capital investment and its effect upon migration patterns or
state-specific migration characteristics.
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able 5 Economic Segmentation Model: Residuals of hiterstate Migrants in Mexico,
1979-80

Yestinalion

fate Mean STD Minimium - Maxiniom
1. Aguascalientes - 1.05 1.058 - 3.28( ¥ 0.65(15)*
2. Baja California Norte 0.9 1.38 - 2.08( 3) 2.98(1-)
3. Baja California Sur -0.92 1.19 -3.21(29) 1.26(20)
4. Campeche -0.12 1.28 -2.90( 2) 2.45(30)
5. Coahuila 0.03 0.88 - 1.6i( D 1.33(2:)
6. Colima -0.98 116 ~2.68(14) 2.85(13)
7. Chiapas 0.08 0.93 - 1.606( 3) 1.96( N
8. Chihuahua 0.24 0.99 - 1.97(2%) 1.97(32)
9. Districto Federal 0.74 1.00 - 1.0i(17) 2.80(20)
0. Durango -0.15 0.89 -~ 2.31(18) 1.42( 2)
1. Guanajuiato 0.30 0.94 ~ 1.7722) 2.2:4( 2)
2. Guerrero 0.04 .76 - 1.78(22) 1.11(30)
3. Hidalgo -0.06 .85 - 2.15022) F16(21)
4. Jatisco 0.85 0.99 ~0.99( 1) 317( 2)
5. Mexico 0.92 1.03 - 1.31(22) - A2
6. Michoacan 0.69 0.90 - 1.13(22) 2.82( 2)
7. Morclos -0.62 (.89 - 2.4i(22) . 18(12)
8. Nayarit -0.46 1.28 - 3.38(29) 2.32( 2)
9. Nucvo Leon -0.26 0.97 - 2.05( 3) 1.50(32)
(). Oaxaca 0.67 1.03 ~ 13T 3.2:{(25)
L. Pucbla 0.65 0.74 -0.92(17) LRI 8)
2. Queretaro -0.92 0.77 - 2.30(29) .33 9)
3. Quintana Roo ~0.48 1.12 - 2320 1) 2.08(30)
i San Luis Potosi 0.14 0.87 - 1.74(22) 1.78(15)
5. Sinaloa 0.26 .00 - 1.31(22) 2.37(20)
6. Sonora .24 1.18 ~3.27(29) 2.24(1-)
7. Tabasco -0.62 1.11 —0.08 3) 1.0-{(30)
8. Tamaulipas 0.12 1.05 - 2.66(29) 1.87(30)
9. Tlaxcala ~ 1.1 0.89 - 3.26(18) 0.27(20)
0. Veracruz 0.93 0.79 ~.82(22) 2.42(15)
1. Yucatan ©0.30 1.12 —-1.80¢ 1) 2.34(30)
2. Zacatecas (.08 118 - 3.16(29) 1.97(19%)

*The number in parentheses refers to the origin state with extreme residod vatuces.
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Conclusions

The economic segmentation model was examined utilizing
generalized least square and maximum likelihood estimations. The
analysis suggests that the economic segmentation model for 1979~
80 Mexico interstate migration, which incorporates organizational
and labor market characteristics, is superior to one based on the eco-
nomic opportunity thesis. The cffect of economic segmentation and
dual labor markets has 2 significant impact upon the level of regional
income inequality which then affects the magnitude of interstate
migration. The dircct effects of income inequality upon interstate
migration, controlling for dual sectorial and Iabor market charac-
teristics, are about equal for origin and destination.

The examination of cffects of structural variables in the eco-
nomic segmentation model on interstate migration shows the impor-
tance of push factors (i.e., organizational and occupational
characteristics and an occupational reward system at origin). This
finding points to the future importance of analyzing the effect of in-
terstate inequality. its influcnce upon the Alow of interstate migra-
tion, and the degree to which foreign capital penctration affects the
infrastructure of destination and the effect on the infrastructure of
sending states (Connell et al. 1976). Furthermore, the residual anal-
ysis of the economic segmentation model identified six largest
residual states, which are characterized by heavy forcign capital in-
vestments, and suggested the possible independent processes be-
tween the degree of foreign capital dependence and dual economic
and labor market growth. '

The present study has proposed an cconomic segmentation
model on interstate migration by incorporating the world system
perspective, i.c., the change in infrastructural structures (i.c.. or-
ganizational, occupational, and income incqualityy in a less deve-
loped region and the relationship with world cconomy, ¢.g.. foreign
capital investment. A further examination of peripheral interstate
migration patterns is necessary in Mexico in order to assess the ex-
tent of the model's reliability in explaining the patterns of inter-
regional migration.

Bibliography

Barnet, Richard, and Ronald Muller.
1975 Global Reach: The Potwer of the Multinational Corporations. New
York: Simon and Schuster.
Baron J. N. and W. Bielby.
1980 “‘Bringing the firms back in: stratification, segmentation, and the
organization of work.” American Sociological Rerview
45:737-765.



394 Mexican Stadics/Estudios Mexiciunos

Bentler, P M. and Douglas G. Bonett.

1980 “'Significance tests and goodness of fitin the analysis of covariance

structure.” Psychological Bulletin 83:588-0600.
Bornschicr, V. and T. Ballmer-Cao.

1979 “Income incquality: A cross-national study of the relationships be-
tween multinational corporation penctration, dimensions of the
power structure and income distribution.” Amierican Sociological
Reuview 44: 487-506.

Brown, Lawrence A, and John Paul Jones (1

1985 “Spatial variation in migration processes and development: A Costa
Rican example of conventional modeiing augmented by the expan-
sion method."” Demography 22:327-352.

Butler, Edgar W., James B. Pick, Hiroshi Fukurai, and Suhas Pavgi.

1987 “'Migration to Baja California: 1900-1980."" Research Paper, Center
for Inter-American and Border Studies. El Paso: The University of
Texas at El Paso, No. 26, March.

Camposortega, Sergio.

1982 “'Evaluacion y correcion de la poblacion mexicana censada en
1970."" Revista de Istadistica y Geograffa. Yolumen 3, Namero
10. Mcxico, D.F.: Secretaria de Programacion y Presupuesto.

Cardoso, F. H. ‘

1968 “‘Industrialization, occupational structuce, and social stratification
in Latin America.” In Constructive Change in Latin America,
edited by Cole Blasier. Pennsylvania: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Chase-Dunn, Christopher. '

1975 **The elfects of international economic dependency on develop-

ment and inequality.” American Sociological Review 10:720-738.
Cumberland, Charles.

1968 Mexico: The Struggle for Maodernity. New York: Oxford University

Press.
Danesh, Abol Hassan.

1985 Rural-Urban Migration, Urbanization, and Squctter Settlenients
in the Developing Countries: A Case Study in Iran. Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of Califor-
nia, Riverside.

Evans, Peter and Michael Timberlike, )

1980 '‘Dependence, inequality, and the growth of the tertiary: A com-
parative analysis of less developed countries.” American Sociolog-
fcal Review 45: 531-552.

Fiala, Robert.

1983 “‘Inequality and the service sector in less developed countries: A
Reanalysis and Respecification.” dmrerican Sociological Review 48:
421-427. a

Fukurai, Hiroshi, Robert A, Hanneman, and Edgar W. Butler.

1986 “Temporal and areal stability of the Blau-Duncan attainment
model: goodaess-of-fit and stationarity assumptions in pancl and
comparative cross-sectional analysis.”” Paper presented at The
. - ot et b iaetiin Coantiandaae 10 10O8RA

Fukurai, et al.: Interstate Migration 395

Fukurai, Hiroshi. James B. Pick, Edgar W. Butler. and Glenda Tellis.
1986 ""An Examination of Regional Migration Patterns in Mexico: New
and Old Mexican Regions.'” Paper submitted for publication.
Greenwood. Michael J. Jerry R, Ladman, and Barry S. Sieget.
1981 “Long-term trends in migration behavior in a developing country:
the case of Mexico.” Demography 18:369-3288.
Griffin, Heith.
1976 Land Concentration and Rural Poverty. Cox and Wyman LTD.
Jakobson, Leo. and Ved Prakash.
1971 “Urbanization and urban development: proposals for an integrated
policy base.” In Urbanization and National Development, edited
by fakobson and Prakash. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Joreskog, Karl G.. and Dag Sorbom,

1985 LISREL VI: Analysis of Linear Structural Relationships by the
Method of Maxinium Likelibood. Chicago: National Educational
Resources.

Kalleberg, Arne, Michael Wallace, and Robert Althasser.

1981 “Economic segmentation, worker power, and income inequality. "

American Journal of Sociology 87: 651-681.
Kalleberg, Arne and L. Griffin.

1980 “Class, occupation, and inequality in job rewards.” American Jour-

nal of Sociology 85:731-768.
King, Jonathan. )

1978 *‘Interstate migration in Mexico." Economic Development and Cul-

tural Change 27: 83-101.
Lopez Chaves, Guadalupe.

1982 *‘Mctodologia para La Critica de la Infornraciéon del Censo de Pob-
lacion y Vivienda 1980-82." Revista de Estadfstica y Geograffa.
Volumen 3, Nimero 10. México, D.F.: Secretaria de Programacion
y Presupuesto. ‘

Lowry, Ira S.

1966 Migration and metropolitan growth: two anahtical models. San

Francisco: Chandler.
Peach, James T.

1984 Demographic and Economic Change in Mexico's Northern Fron-
tier: Evidence from the X Censo General de Poblacion y Vivienda.
Latin American Research Series No. 2. Las Cruces: New Mexico
State University.

Pecattie, Lisa Redfield.

1975 ' ‘'Tertiarization’ and urban poverty in Latin America.”’ In Latin
American Urban Research 6:109~23. edited by Wayne Cornelius
and Felicity Trueblood. '

Portes, Alejandro.

1979 “‘lllegal immigration and the international system: lessons from re-

cent legal immigrants from Mexico.”” Social Problems 26:425-38.
Portes, Alejandro and Robert L. Bach.

1985 Latin Journey: Cuban and Mexican Immigrants in the [/nited

States. University of California Press 16 00 ooy,



396 Mexican Studies/Estudios Mexicanos

Rogers, Andrei.

1968 Matrix analysis of interregional population growth and distribi-

tion. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Rubinson, Richard and Dan Quinlan.

1977 “Democracy and social inequality: A reanalysis.” American Socio-

logical Review 42: 611-623.
Smith, D. Randall.

1983 “"Mobility in professional occupational-internal labor market:
stratification, scgmentation, and vacancy chains.”” American Socio-
logical Review 48:283-305.

Stack, Steven.

1978 “Internal political organization and the world economy of income

incquality.” American Sociological Review 43: 271,
Stokes, Randall and Dand Jaffee.

1982 “‘Incquality and the service scctor in less developed countries.”

American Sociological Review 48:3: 421-427.
Tolbert, Charles. M 11, et al.

1980 “"The structure of economic segmentation: A dual economy ap-
proach.” American Journal of Sociology 85: 1095-1116.

Van Arsdol, Maurice, )., Nadia Youssy, Michel Antochiev, Dennis Berg, and
John Brennan, Jr.

1976 “*Migration and Population Redistribution in the State of Mexico,
Republic of Mexico." ICP Work Agreement Reports, Occasional
Monograph Series, N.5, V.1, Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Insti-
tution, 133-176.

Van Ginncken, Wouter.

1980 Socfo-economic Groups and Income Distribution fn Mexico. New

York: St. Martin's Press.
Wallerstein, Immanucl.

1979 “Class formation in the capitalist world economy."” Chapter 14 in
Wallerstein, The Capitalist World Economy. NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Weede. Erick.
1980 “"Beyond misspecification in sociological analyscs of incomc in-
equality.”” American Sociological Review 45: 497-501.
Whetten, Nathan L. and Robert G, Burnight.
1956 “lnternal migration in Mexico.” Rural Sociology 21:1i0-151.
Zucker, Lyne, G. and Carolyn Rosenstein. :

1981 ““Taxonomics of institutional structure: Dual economy reconsi-

dered.”” American Sociological Review 6:869-883.






