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I. Introduction

1. Problem Setting

1) Urbanization in Korea

Korea has experienced high rates of economic growth in the decade of the 1960 5 1ts
gross national product has increased at an average of about 10 percent per year. This
rapid growth of the Korean economy, which is marked by industrialization, has generated
a progressive concentration of economic activities in several large cities. Furthermore,
this concentration of rapid economic development only in the modern dynamic industrial

sector has stimulated a great number of rural people to flock to these large cities and has

* This research has been carried out partly in collaboration with the Korean Agricultural Sector Study
Team which is a joint project between the Agricultural Economics Research Institute(Korea) and
Michigan State University (United States) under contract to the United States Agency for International
Development. .
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accelerated the rapid urbanization process.

The second half of the 1960’s has seen an especially accelerated pace of urban popu-
lation increase. Table 1 shows the increasing trend of the urban population in the past.
The urban population included only 4.4 percent of the total population in 1925, 11.6
percent in 1944, 17.2 percent in 1949 (excluding North Korea), 24.5 percent in 1955, and
28 percent in 1960. In 1966, the urban population jumped to 33.6 percent with 9,800,000

Table 1. Growth of Urban Population

Total Population (A) Urban Population (B) B/A x 100
Year (in 1,000) (in 1,000) (percent)
19492 20,189 3,474 17.2
19552 21,526 5,281 24.5
1960 24,989 6,996 28.0
1961 24,926 7,107 28.5
1962 26,278 7,926 30.2
1963 27,490 8,733 31.8
1964 28,181 9,037 32.2
1965 28,647 9,267 32.3
1966 29,208 9,810 33.6
1967 29,417 10,158 34.5
1968 29,954 ' 10,853 36.2
1970 31,469 13,609 41.1

Sources: 2Economic Planning Board, Korea Statistical Yearbook, 1963 and 1972. Economic Plan-
ning Board, Population and Housing Census Report 1970.

people. Again, it increased to 41.1 percent with 13,000,000 people in 1970. A striking
aspect of Korea’s urban growth is that the larger cities tend to grow more rapidly. Norton
noted that of six cities with populations greater than 300,000 in 1966, five had grown at
an annual rate of 4.7 percent or more between 1960 and 1966. In contrast, of the 16 cities
with populations of 100,000 or less, only three grew at an annual rate of more than 3.3
percent®. This trend is especially true for the capital city, Seoul. As shown in Table 2, the
population of Seoul was 6.1 percent of the national total in 1955, 9.8 percent in 1960, 12
percent in 1964, 17.5 percent in 1970 and 19.8 in 1975. This is an explosive urban
situation. “Overurbanization’ and growth of the primary cities are crucial issues in
Korea. A larger proportion of the population lives in urban places than is justified
by their degree of economic development. In this process of rapid urbanization, the

growth of one or a few gigantic cities exceeds the growth of other cities and this is one
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Table 2. Comparison of Population Growth of Secul and All of South Korea

Year 1955 1960 1964 1970 1975
Total 21,526,374 24,789,241 28,181,096 31,460,994 34,688,000
Seoul 1,574,868 2,445,402 3,424,384 5,509,993 6,884,000
Seoul as Percentage of
Total Population 6.1% 9.8% 129, 17.5% 19.8%

Source:' Economic Planning Board, Population and Housing Census Reports

of the most serious problems Korea is facing.

2) Migration as the Major Cause of Urbanization

Part of this rapid growth of urban population might be due to (1) the rather high rate
of overall population increase, which have averaged 2.75 percent per annum (see Table 3)
(2) the expansion of city boundaries,® and (3) the promotion of “rank” of small towns(up)
to cities(shi). However, the most important contributing factor of this overurbanization
and excessive growth of primary cities has been the massive influx of rural migrants
from depressed rural areas.

We can see some evidence of this phenomenon in Table 5. During the inter-census
period 1966 « 1970, there has been a decrease in the absolute size of the population of
some rural provinces which are regarded as :etgriculatural regions in Korea, despite the

fact that rural fertility has exceeded urban fertility (see Table 4). A similar phenomenon

Table 5. National Popluation Growth Rates

Year Annual Growth Rates (percent)
1962 2.85
1963 2.84
1964 2.84
1965 2.70
1966 2.50
1967 2.40
1968 2.30
1969 2.20
1970 1.92

Source: Population Census Reports

@ As people have poured into urban centers and the central zones have grown more congested, the city
administration has incorporated surrounding rural areas and has dispersed the population.
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Table 4. Estimated Fertility Ratios (1935-1967)a

Year Nation Urban Rural
1935 726 592 735
1955 718 652 742
1960 851 750 912
1962 764 687 851
1963 734 601 823
1964 703 587 800
1965 658 538 758
1966 742 547 867
1967 587 476 694

a. Number of children under the age of five per female between the age of 15 and 44.
Source: Economic Planning Board, Korea Statistical Yearbook, 1968.

can be found between urban places and rural areas within one province like North Cholla
(see Table 5).

3) Results of Urbanization

The heavy concentration of economic growth in several large cities along with the
rapid urbanization in the existing urban centers have caused many undesirable socio-
economic phenomena in both rural areas and urban centers. For example, the widening
socio-economic disparities between rural and urban areas, the problem of chronic and
rising urban unemployment and underemployment, and the shortage of an active rural
labor force particularly during the agricultural peak-season have been creating a serious
situation which is of widespread and growing concern throughout the country.

Most economic development theories based on the experience of already industrialized
countries conclude that the gradual absorption of so-called “redundant” or “‘surplus’
rural labor forces into the growing industrial sectors is possible without reducing agri-
cultural output and causing urban unemployment problems.®) Indeed, under ideal
circumstances the growth of the industrial sector could provide a sufficient number of
newly created industrial employment opportunities and bring about a more productive
and efficient factor resource allocation in the economy as a whole. However, a common
phenomenon experienced by the majority of contemporary developing countries in the
process of rapid industrialization and urbanization is problem of chronic and rising
urban unemployment and underemployment, that is, the existence of a considerable lag
between industrial growth and employment generation in the urban industrial sector.

The scenario of economic development for advanced economies does not explain or
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Table 5. Population Growth by Province (1966 ~ 1970)

Province ) 19662 1970» Increase Percentage
Nation 29,159,640 31,469,132 2,309,492 7.9
Seoul 3,793,280 5,536,377 1,743,097 45.9
Pusan 1,426,019 1,880,710 454,691 31.8
Kyongki 3,102,325 3,358,105 255,780 8.2
Kangwon 1,831,185 1,866,928 35,743 1.9
North Chungchong 1,548,821 1,481,566 -67,255 -4.3
South Chungchong 2,902,941 2,860,690 -42,251 -1.4
North Cholla 2,521,207 2,434,522 -86,689 -3.4
South Cholla 4,048,769 4,005,735 —43,034 -1.0
North Kyongsang 4,472,895 4,559,584 86,689 1.9
South Kyongsang 3,175,146 3,119,393 -55,753 -1.7
Cheju 337,052 365,522 28,470 8.4

Sources: ¥ Economic Planning Board, 1966 Population Census Report of Korea.
» Economic Planning Board, 1970 Population Census Report of Korea

provide a solution to the problem peculiar to the social and economic framework of devel-
oping countries. In developing countries, the capacity of the modern industrial sector as
the generator of new jobs is limited. The employment creation in the urban industrial
sector has been too small to absorb the mass migration from the rural sector (where there
has been an excess supply of labor) to the cities. Therefore, there is a risk that rural
migrants lacking occupational skills and education will not be able to find employment in
a growing modern industrial sector and will fill the private service sector with low pro-
ductivity jobs and hidden unemployment. In fact, it is quite likely that upon entering
the urban labor market these rural migrants, will become totally unemployed.

4) Urban Traditional Sector in Korea

The phenomenon of chronic and rising urban unemployment combined with the heavy
inflow of migrants from depressed rural regions seeking jobs in the urban industrial sector,
has led to the formation and expansion of another traditional sector in the modern cities
where the majority of dwellers are earners of very low incomes or are underemployed or
totally unemployed.

5) Shortage of Labor in the Rural Sector

In contrast to the rapid growth in urban population, the increased outmovement of

labor from the farm sector to the nonfarm sector has caused a scarcity of labor in the
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farm sector, which in turn may create a need for labor-saving and capital-intensive farm
technology.

J. H. Park found that the outflow of even a small number of active workers creates a
serious labor shortage in the peak seasons because of the critical role of this active labor
force in paddy farming. He also pointed out that the capital intensification to remedy
the labor shortage in the peak season on a one hectare farm is an expensive solution.
Hence, in the process of industrialization of Korea, the labor shortage problem in the rural

sector will continue until capital becomes much cheaper.(9

2. Objectives of this Study

This study secks to investigate some of the questions such as: Who are the urban
migrants? Is the typical migrant rational? Why do people leave their homes? Do migrants
respond to economic incentives, or are they mainly activated by non-economic social and
institutional factors? How do migrants adjust to urban life and environment? More
precisely, the principal objectives of the study are as follows:

1) To examine the demographic, social and economic characteristics of the rural/
urban migrants who have already moved from rural areas to urban centers in
North Cholla province, Korea.

2) To identify the underlying economic and social forces which influence the rural/

urban migratory behavior.

3. Methodology and Data Used

For the purpose of acquiring data necessary for this study and collecting detailed pri-
mary information about urban migrants, two separate methods were employed. The two
methods were (1) administration of a field interview survey, (2) collection of published
statistics and documents. The information gathering was carried out in Korea over a
three month period between October and December 1972.

1) The Interview Survey

North Cholla province was selected as the survey area based on the criteria that (1)
during the 1966-1970 intercensus years this province showed the highest annual rates of
population movement and the highest rates of out-migration of rural populatfon, and (2)
this province was a depressed agricultural region. There are three adjacent urban centers
(shi), Chonju, Kunsan and Iri in this province. The rural areas in this province include
13 counties (kun), Wanju, Chinan, Muju, Changsu, Imsil, Namwon, Sunchang, Chongup,
Kochang, Puan, Kimje, Okku and Iksan.

Rural areas are defined in terms of “kun’’ because this is the geographical and admini-
geograp
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strative unit for which various necessary rural statistics are available for this study. Urban
centers are defined in terms of ““shi’’ because they are the administrative units for which
the necessary statistics are available.

For sampling, the relevant population included all household heads who had migrated
from the rural “kuns” to one of the three urban centers in North Cholla province since
1961 and who were still residing in these urban centers at the time of the survey. The
sample was limited to the age range of 15 to 54. The upper age limit of 54 was chosen
because it was assumed that people older than 54 in Korean rural areas are not usually
mobile. The lower age limit of 15 was selected because it was also assumed that there
was no household head under the age of 15.

The actual sampling unit in the survey was the migrant household head who had moved
into one of three urban centers during 1961-1970. The final sample was obtained in the
following fashion: “dongs”® were selected in a purposive way based on the information
given by city officials who were quite familiar with the urban centers involved. The
“dongs” with the highest concentration of urban migrants were selected. Secondly,
“pans”® were chosen at random from the “dongs” selected.

Once “pans” had been selected randomly the final sample was picked at random from
the “Resident Lists.”” A random sample of 340 migrant households were obtained from
three urban centers, 220 sample migrants houscholds in Chonju, 60 in Kunsan and
another 60 in Iri.

The proportion of completed questionnaires to selected total sample members was higher
than 95 percent. The total number of migrant households personally interviewed was 325,
and the total number of completely usable questionnaires was 303; 22 finished question-
naries had to be rejected since the information provided was incomplete and/or falsified.

Prior to the main survey, twelve randomly selected sample migrants in Chonju were
interviewed as pilot cases for pretesting. The questionnaire finally used was corrected and
adapted in the light of findings discovered through the pilot survey. Six well-trained
senior students of Chonbuk National University were employed for the survey and trained
by the author. The author acted as supervisor and also directly participated in the survey.

The main survey was carried out during the three months of October through Decem-
ber 1972. All the questionnaires completed by the six enumerators were checked each

day immediately after the enumerators returned from the field, in order to eliminate any

@ ““dong’ is the smallest administrative district in a “‘shi.”” Each “dong’” has its own “Residents List” which
contains much useful information about residents such as family status, past addresses and present address
of the residents.

@ “pan’ is a sub-division of “dong.”
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possible falsification or mistake as soon as possible. Whenever any mistakes or errors were
found, the responsible enumerators were asked to recheck immediately the next day.

The main topics covered in the questionnaire were: migrant’s profile, migration
history, migrant’s job and income history, reasons for leaving the rural home and selecting
a particular urban center, migrant’s expectation, migrant’s future plan and unemployed
migrants.

2) Collection of Published Data

Various statistics, records and publications which were relevant to this study were
collected from many official and private sources. Chief sources were local and national

overnment offices, research institutes, and universities. In carrying out this study, the

(4]

statistical yearbooks of province(do), city (shi) and county (kun) governments were the
major sources of published data.

The empipical analysis was based primarily on the survey responses of 303 sample mi-
grants. The nature of the questionnaire used in the survey made possible two complement-
ary analytical approaches to the subject. One approach was in the form of a multiple re-
gression analysis based on the migration data and the migrant’s income history as provided
in the questionnaire and on the statistics for population, rmigration, distance between origin
and destination, and amenities and educational facilities provided in the published data.
Another approach was a descriptive analysis of the responses given by the sample mi-
grants interviewed in the field survey.

These two approaches did not provide exactly the same results in all cases, but in
most instances there was consistency between them. Some major findings which emerged

from this study are briefly summarized below.

1. Demographic and Socio-economic Characteristics of Migrants

1. Age

About 68 percent of the sample migrant household heads were between the age of thirty
and fourty-four at the time of survey, but at the time of their arrival in the cities their age
level would have been lower. The average age level of the sample migrants was forty at
the time of survey, while it was thirty-five at the time of migration. The average age levels
of the sample migrants was a little high because they were mostly head-of-households who
had their own families. Since there was neither a survey of nonmigrant household heads
nor information available from secondary sources, no comparison between the average age

of the migrant household heads and the average age of nonmigrant household heads could
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be made. However, many studies have reached the conclusion that younger people tend to

migrate more than older people.(®

2. Education

There was evidence of a direct relationship between the migrant’s education and his
propensity to migrate to an urban center. F orty-seven percent of the sample migrants had
completed more than middle school and an additional 38 percent had elementary school
education. Only 15 percent had no formal education at all. A comparison could have
been made, between educational levels of migrants and non-migrants, if a survey of
nonmigrant household heads had been carried out or secondary sources of information

were available.

3. Family Size

There is a shaky indication of a relationship between the size of a migrant’s family and
the propensity to migrate to an urban center. The camparison between the mean values of
the family size of the sample migrant houscholds and all households in the province has
shown that the mean value of the former was smaller(five) than that of the latter (six).
This may indicate a tendency for the samiler households to migrate more readily than

larger ones.

4. Land Ownership

Forty percent of the sample migrants did not have their own farm land and another 40
percent had less than 1.0 chongbo (2.47 acres) before migration. It is most likely that the
majority of these migrants were either poor marginal farmers or hired farm laborers and
that either the lack of or shortage of farm land per household may have been a strong
force tending to push them out of rural arcas.

Some migrants (27.4 percent) retained their farm land in rural areas even after mig-
ration. These migrants may be considered as absentee farmers, some of whom could not

make a living from urban employment after migration.

5. Housing Condition

It is interesting to compare the migrant’s housing conditions before migration with
those after migration. Prior to migration, most of the sample migrants (68.3 percent) had
their own houses even though they were poorly built in many instances. After migration,
however, about the same percentage (62 percent) resided in rented houses. These migrants

to urban complexes seem to form the group living in poor urban squatter or rented houses
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and these contribute to the serious problem of urban housing shortage.

6. Migration Origins

The major portion of the sample migrants came from the rural “kuns’ surrounding
three urban centers. These rural “‘kuns’ are Wanju, Okku, Iksan and Imsil. Chonju drew
most of its in-migrants from Wanju-kun and Imsil-kun whereas Kunsan absorbed most of
its in-migrants from Okku-kun and Iri pulled its in-migrants mostly from Iksan-kun. There
is an indication of a positive relationship between size of the urban center and the dis-
tance covered in a rural-urban migration. The larger the size of the urban center the great-
er was the distance covered in the migration flow. This may be because the larger urban

center might look much better and more attractive to potential migrants in remote areas.

7. Job Training

The majority of the sample migrants had no special job training prior to or even after
migration. Only 18 percent of them had special job training in progress or completed. The
most common kinds of training consisted of relatively easy techniques to learn such as
those of a driver, carpenter, craftsman, barber or laundryman. However, compulsory
military service for young adults provided a mechanism for introducing them not only to
urban life but also to special technical training which was often of direct help in finding
an urban job or at least an indirect motivation to out-migrate from their unattractive

rural homes.

8. Jobs

After migration, the job distribution of the migrants changed significantly. The number
of farmers decreased tremendously and in contrast, the number of nonfarm day-laborers
greatly increased. After arrival in the urban center, those who were farmers or farm-
laborers prior to migration poured into the urban day-laborer group or took up small
sales activities which the rural migrants lacking education and skills could easily do.
The percentage of totally unemployed people decreased by 34 percent after migration.

There was some indication of a “two stage phenomenon” in the changing job distri-
bution pattern of the rural-urban migrants. That is, migrants first moved from rural
traditional sector jobs (farmer or farm laborer) into urban traditional sector jobs (day-
laborer, small retailer or peddler) and then finally into the modern sector jobs (a per-
manent type of employment after a period of living experience in urban areas). Thus
upon entering the urban labor market, rural migrants tended either to become totally

unemployed or seek temporary and casual type of employment in the urban traditional
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sector until they settled down to what they hoped would be permanent jobs.(©

9. In(;ome

A striking fact found with reference to the question of the migrant’s income at the
time of inverview was that more than two-thirds of the sample migrants were earning a
monthly income of less than the national average for all workers in 1972.( There is an
indication that the income levels of the migrants were lower than for urban people because
of the migrants were less educated and less skilled compared to urban people and were

mostly engaged in low-paying jobs.

10. Mobility

Findings concerning the migrant’s willingness for permanent residency in the urban
destinations show evidence that the vast majority of the migrants were neither temporary
migrants nor dominated by mobile people who frequently circulated between rural and
urban areas. The majority of the sample migrants did not have any experience of moving
before their last migration since the Military Revolution of 1961. Almost 73 percent of the
migrants interviewed had moved into the city during the last five years of the 1960’s.

There was no important reverse flow of migration from urban to rural areas. Once the
migrants had settled down in a certain place they did not move as long as they could main-
tain a minimum standard of living in the new location. They realized that moving is costly,
not only economically but also psychologically. Sometimes it is a matter of saving face;
even a person who has not succeeded in an urban destination is unlikely to go back to his

home village again.(®

. Formulation of a Theoretical Framework for Rural-Urban
Migratory Behavior

A theoretical framework for rural-urban migration will be built especially by utilizing
the expected income concept developed by Todaro,® as an important economic factor
influencing migration, together with some non-economic factors.

In constructing a theoretical framework for rural-urban migration, the primary empha-
sis will be placed on those explanatory variables which are logically expected to have a
significant influence upon the rate of migration and which are distinctly economic in
character; secondarily, the model will be expanded by including some non-economic
variables.

To identify the economic determinants of migratory behavior, it is hypothesized that:
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Miy(t) = f[Vi(1), Vi(t), Du(t)] (2.1)
where “M;;”’ is a measure of the number of people who move from a rural region, ‘7’
to an urban center “;”’ during the “¢” time period;
“J; is the present value at time “‘#”” of an urban expected real income stream over
some relevant time horizon;
“V;> is the present value at time “#” of a rural expected real income stream over
the relevant time horizon; and

[P 1P

“D;”* is the cost of moving from “7” to ‘%”’, which includes foregone income and
the living cost as well as the actual cash outlay for moving.

It is necessary to examine carefully the manner in which the expected income streams
are defined. As mentioned above, Todaro defined the migrant’s expected income from
employment in the urban center >’ as a function of both the prevailing income in that

“urban center and the probability of being employed there. Similarly, the migrant’s

expected income in a specific rural area “”’ can be expressed in terms of the average
income in the rural area “’> and the probability of realizing this income.

A potential individual migrant would compare his expected income from employment
in the urban center *J”* with his expected income in the rural area “,” where “2” is the
rural area in which he lives. He would then compare his urban-rural expected income

[I22E)
2

differential (V; — V;) with the moving costs from the point of origin to the point of

[{F¢3]

destination ‘.

€¢I €C20

The potential migrant will move from “”’ to ‘5 if V; — Vi > Dyj, assuming that in-
come maximization is the only criterion for the decision to move. The difference between
two expected income variables (V; — ¥;) should be larger than the cost of moving (Dy)
to constitute a “pull”” force inducing the rural migrants to move from 4>’ to the urban

[{Fe2]

center j7’. If there are more than one alternative urban center, the urban center which
has been the most powerful “pull” force will be selected by the migrants as their de-
stination.

Now, suppose that there is more than one urban migration destination and more than
one rural origin.® We should introduce an additional economic variable to make possible
an explanation of variations in the migration flows among the many rural-urban com-
binations.

The expected income in a rural area can be added as an additional distinct explanatory

® This study includes 13 rural origins of migration (‘kun”) and three urban destinations of migration
(““shi””) within the province of North Cholla.
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variable which is a measure of the respective “push” forces from each rural area.

As a result of these separate specifications of the “push” and “pull” forces in migratory

behavior, the equation (3.1) can be rewritten as follows:

My(t) = f[Vi(t) — Vi(t), Vi(t), Dy(t)] (3.2)

"This general form of the model of strict expected income maximization explains only
the economic aspect of migratory behavior, but it does not explain the possible role of non-
economic forces which could be important determinants of migration.

Discriminatory hiring practices may result from the heterogeneous quality of labor in
any given stock of unemployed in the urban center due, for example, to the different
level of educational attainment, personal experience, individual skills and even job
training the migrant might have had. In other words, at least some preferential treatment
will be given to the migrants who have better education and suitable experience for a
given available job.

This kind of discriminatory treatment may result in variations in the expected income
streams in urban center ‘47, (7;). In turn the variations in “Vy? will cause variations in
“Vj— Vi, the pull forces. Accordingly, variations in migration flows between many
rural-urban combinations would occur due to this discriminatory treatment.

The decision of potential migrants of whether or not to move from his rural home
will be influenced by the discriminatory treatment; the migrants with better (worse)
educational background may be more (less) likely to move because of their perceived ex-
pected income in the urban center ‘5, “¥;” will be much higher (lower) due to the higher
(lower) probability of being employed.

The quantity and accuracy of information available in each rural area on income,
job opportunities, and cost of living in each of the urban centers may also influence
migrating behavior. The variations in perception of expected income due to the different
quantity and quality of information available in each rural area may influence the
migrant’s decision on whether or not to move and his selection of a particular urban
center, as well. Therefore, with regard to the information variable in our general model
of rural-urban migration, we may postulate that the quantity and quality of information
which the potential migrants have in each rural area will be determined by the number
and destination of previcus migrants from each rural area.

Given economic incentives for migration, various amenities available in rural and
urban areas, such as the different standards of educational, health and sanitary facilities,

ublic utilities (piped water, electricity, gas, sewage), housin hysical environment and
P et 5%/ >
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general living conditions, may also be important non-economic explanatory factors
inducing potential migrants to move and determinants of the particular migration de-
stination selected.

Thus, in our general framework we may hypothesize that the difference or ratio
between amenities available in urban center “5’ and in rural area “’’ can be seen as either
a “pull” of urban amenities or a “push” of rural amenities depending on the relative
magnitudes of these two forces. As in the case of the expected income variable, a potential

[IP¢H]

migrant would compare the amenity available in 7" to the amenity available in

for
the purpose of his decision to move or not to move and in selection of possible destination
of migration.

Population density in both rural origin and urban destination may affect migration,
too. Density in migration origin may serve as a “push’ factor due to the pressure of
population. On the other hand, density in the migration destination, which might be
partly a result of earlier migration, may contribute as a “pull” factor, since previous
migrants may attract new migrants by giving more information and even assurance of
help. This might cause a snowball effect in migration.

There are some other variables which may be conceptually relevant as an explanation
of migratory behavior such as concentration of government development programs in an
urban center, low agricultural price policy, development of communication and trans-
portation, natural catastrophe, etc. »

These variables are not included in this general framework of rural-urban migratory
behavior simply because of the practical problem of empirical measurement.

The unique aspect of this model is the consideration of the probability of securing an
urban job in the specification of the expected income variables.

The costs of migration are largely non-economic and difficult to measure. In this
framework, the distance involved is hypothesized to account for costs of migration based
on the reasoning that distance is a variable that may represent more than mere economic
costs and thus measures more than the economic costs of migration.

Incorporating some of these additional hypotheses concerning non-economic variables

into our general model of migration, the following final relationship is constructed :

M(t) = fIVi(t) — Vi(t), Vi(t), Di(1), E(t), Cy(t), 43(t) — Ai(t), 4i(t)]  (3.3)

where “E” is a measure of the quality of labor available for employment;

ITSEN

“Ay” is a measure of amenity availability in urban center 7

53

“4;”’ is a measure of amenity availability in rural area “”’; and
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€ [{F¢ 5]

“C” is a measure of information contact from ‘4” available in i

V. Major Forces Causing Rural-Urban Migration

The empirical results of the regression analysis based on the migration model will be
presented and the survey responses on the motivations for leaving the rural home and

selecting a specific urban center will be described.

1. Regression Model of Migration

In order to quantitatively analyze and explain the hypothesized functional relationship
between the variables involved in the theoretical migration model in a comprehensive
manner and to test their reliability, we need to clearly specify the underlying variables to
be included or excluded and the functional relationships between them in such a way as
to make the model operational. The model must be not only logically sound but also
computationally feasible for empirical measurement. The inclusion of the relevant vari-
ables should be based on the data available. For example, the magnitude of migration
can be related to a number of economic variables as well as many non-economic variables.
However, it is very difficult to estimate the funtctioal relationships among all possible
variables due to the limitation of empirical measurement and data available. Thus, in
most cases only a limited number of variables can be included and partial relationships
can be estimated based on the data available and under the basic assumptions of the model.

A theoretical model of rural-urban migration identifies the various relevant factors
affecting an individual’s decision to either migrate to an urban center or to remain in a
rural area.

In order to specify the precise functional interaction between the relevant factors in
the model, it was postulated that the residents of a given educational level in rural area
“0’®, with a given rural expected income and rural amenities, collect certain information
from various urban centers with regard to the income in each of these possible urban
destinations. Based on the information they have collected, as modified by other economic
and social considerations, a certain percentage of the residents of a given educational level
in a rural area “2”” may decide to move to an urban center <56,

If we assume the functional relationship between these variables to be linear given a
level of educatonal attainment of the potential migrants at time “t’ the hypothesized

relationships may be expressed as:

® ‘4" denotes one of the 13 rural counties in North Cholla Province.
® <> denotes one of the 3 cities in North Cholla Province.
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A.
A/[ij(t) = by + bl[Vj(t)—- Vi(t)] + szi(t) 4+ b3D1'j + 174—7 + 55./\9' + u
A;

where: M;; denotes the percentage of the residents in the rural area “¢”’ who migrated to
urban center 4>
V; represents the urban expected income of the potential migrants;
V; represents the rural expected income of the potential migrants;
Dy; denotes the cost of moving expressed by the distance between rural area ¢
and urban center ‘>’
A; is the measure of amenity availability in rural area “”’;
Aj is the measure of amenity availability in urban center “’;
Nj is the size of the population in the urban center ‘4>’; and
u is the random disturbance term.

A limitation faced in the regression analysis was that the number of observations avail-
able was not adequate to enable the use of either time-series or cross-section approach
alone in the analysis. Instead, a combination of both time-series and cross-sectional data
was used in order to increase the number of observations for time-series data and the four
regions of cross-sectional data. '

Estimated regression equations of different functional forms demonstrating the regres-
sion coefficients, student-values (in the parenthese underneath the respective regression
coeflicients), the coefficients of determinant R2, F-statistics and degrees of freedom are
presented in the following. In the first set of four regression equations, the average incomes
were discounted by the quarterly rate of interest which is approximately 4 percent per
quarter, and the “Ny”’ variable was entered as a population density in ‘”’. In the second
set of four regression equations, the average incomes were discounted also by the quarterly
rate of interest but the “N;’ variable was expressed as the total number in the population
15-54 years of age in 5. In the third set of regression equations, the average income were
discounted by the yearly rate of interest which is approximately 15 percent per annum,
and the “/N >’ variable was entered as the total number in the population 15-54 years of
age in 9.

In the migration model it was hypothesized that the flow of rural-urban migration is
positively related with the expected urban income alone or the difference between expected
urban income and expected rural income, the ratio of an urban amenity index to a rural
amenity index, and the urban population density. On the other hand, an inverse relationship
was haypothesized between migration flows and the expected rural income, and the dista-

nce between origin region and urban destination which represents the cost of migration.
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In summary, the regression results show that the data available do not provide consi-
stent evidence of the importance of rural-urban expected income differentials. However,
the data provided a basis for concluding that the distance involed in a move represents a
distinct direct deterrent to rural-urban migration, and furthermore, that the difference
in amenity avilability between rural areas and urban centers, as well as the urban popula-

tion density, appear to be major determinants of rural-urban migration.

Regression Equations I.

1) M;; = — 100. 37749 4+ 0. 00008V; —"0. 00009V ; — 0.15416D;; + 0.476N; + 82. 79196

A4j
Ay
t: (0.21797) (—0.20599) (—0.34197) (1.13222) (0.77148)
R? = 0.2600, F = 1.5463, d.f = 22
%
Vi
t: (0.43492) (— 0.38153) (1.17342)  (0.84771)
R2 =0.2639, F =2.0617, d.f. =23
3) My = — 93.98288 + 6.48161 In % — 0.15610Dy; + 0.04520M; + 85.895843—:
t: (0.56290)° (— 0.36192)  (1.63449)  (0.86985)

R?2 = 0.2680, F =2.1047, d.f =23

2) My = — 103.45270 4 4.68150 -7 — 0.16724.Dy; + 0.04700N; + 84.76578 ‘%
2

4) M;; = — 94.37198 + 6. 52887InA; — 6. 44565/nA; — 0.15580D;; — 0. 04503N; + 85. 96890 j%i
£

t: (0.43746) =(—0.50502) (—0.53097) (1. 08906) (0. 84268)
R?=02679, F=16104 df =22

Regression Equation 11

4
Ay
¢: (0.37408)  (—0.14816) (—0.36270) (1.04814) (0, 86842)

R?2 =02542, F =15463, d. f =22

1) M;; = — 82.27054 4 0. 00014V; — 0. 00006V; — 0.16394D;; -+ 0. 00029N; + 91. 70209

9) My = — 96.88077 + 4.86359 gi — 0.17609D;, + 0.00032V; + 90.06882 %
A )
t: (0.44797) (— 0.39974)  (1.62968)  (0.89985)
R? = 02559, F=19774, d.f =23
3) Mj = —87.10231 + 6.71880In % — 0.16439Dy; + 0.00031; + 91.17221 fl—f
) %

t: (0.92270) (— 0.37935)  (1.5263)  (0.92270)
R2 =0.2602, F=20220, d.f. =23

4) M;; = — 99.67500 + 8.27328/nV; — 5.79007[nV; — 0.15410D,; —0. 00027N;; -+ 92. 86447 %
4

t: (0.57184)  (—0.45142)  (—0.34544)  (0.98939)  (0.91622)
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R2 =0.2163, F = 1.5567, d.f. =22
Regression Equation I11

1) M;; = — 99.28615 + 0. 00016V; — 0. 00022V ; — 0. 17052D;; + 0. 00034 N; + 86. 96552 T

t: (0.33849) (0.43441) (—0.38122) (1.15320) (0. 82669)
R® = 0.2655, F = 15902, d.f =22

A;

92) My = — 102.72934 + 6.50035 % — 0.18994Dy; + 88.12627%_’ + 0.00033;
t: (0.80295) (— 0.43926)  (0.90585)  (1.77600)
R2 = 02779, F=22133, d.f =23
3) My = — 91.02110 + 8.47117171% — 0.17829D;; + 89.36858% + 0.00032.V;
t: (0.80321) (— 0.41448)  (0.91575)  (1.65752)

R2 =0.2780, F =12.2134, d.f =23
4) M;; = — 88.12749 + 7. 95868/nV; — 8. 66016/nV; — 0. 18002D;; +88. 59036 % ~+ 0. 0033N;

t: (0.54112) (—0.75760) (—0°40799) (0.87797) (1.12254)
R2=10.2780, F =1.6945  d.f. =22

2. Determinants of Migratory Behavior

1) The measurement of “pull force” in the form of urban expected income (V) alone,
or the difference between urban expected income (V;) and rural expected income (V;) in
the regression analysis did not provide conclusive evidence of these economic variables
pulling rural people into the urban center. The survey responses to the question of why the
migrants had selected a particular urban center as their migration destination showed
a consistent implication of this result, since only a small portion of the sample migrants
indicated the distinct importance of a “better job opportunity’ in the urban center as the
major reason. On the other hand, the vast majority of the sample migrants indicated that
they were very confident that they would secure an urban job of some sort which they
belived would be better than their rural job if they moved to the urban center.

2) The measurement of “push force” in the form of rural expected income (V;) also
did not provide firm evidence for concluding that the migrants were pushed out by the
economic force from their rural areas. Nevertheless, the survey responses to the question
as to why the migrants had left their rural homes indicated that a majority had left for
economic reason such as lack of job opportunity, unsatisfactory earnings or shortage of
farm land in the rural area. However, the signs of the regression coeflicients for the expected
income variables may imply that the higher the urban expected income the more people

will be pulled to the urban center (positive sign of “V;”), and the lower the rural expected
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income the greater will be the number of people pushed out from rural areas (negative
sign of “V3”") and vice versa.

3) The remaining economic variable was the cost of moving. It was measured by the
distance between the point of migration origin and the point of migration destination.
The regression result obtained did not indicate that distance (Dy;) was significant as an
explanatory variable. However, closer distaﬁce from rural home to the urban center was
quoted most frequently by the respondents as the leading reason for selecting the specific
urban center (33.3 percent). The survey results appear to be consistent with the negative
sign of the regression coefficient of the distance variable which implies that distance is
inversely related to the migration flow. In other words, distance is an important deterrent
to migration.

4) The amenity variable appeared to have the most bearing on migration decisions.
In this regression model the amenity variable was defined as the capacity per class-room of
middle and high school level available in rural areas and urban centers. The regression
result confirmed the anticipated relationship between migration flow and the amenity
variable that amenity availability is an important determinant of flow of migration. The
survey response to the related question also indicated the importance of this variable. Quite
a number of sample migrants indicated that they migrated because of poor schools for
their children in the rural area (or better schocls in the urban center).

5) Along with the evidence that amenities determined migration flow, there was strong
evidence that the urban population density (V) attracted rural people. The regression
estimates showed that population density in urban centers was positively related to the
flow of rural-urban migration. In other words, the larger the population an urban center
has the more people will be pulled to this urban center. Clearly it is host of other factors
which tends to accompany population density which provides the real pulling attraction.
More rapid growth of the larger city (Chonju) as opposed to the smaller cities in North
Cholla province, and furthermore, the explosive growth of the Seoul population are clear
indications of this relationship between migration flow and urban population density.

6) Finally, the survey results provided an indication that the accuracy and quantity of
information about employment, income and living conditions in urban centers collected
by a potential migrant from different sources helped to determine the migrant’s decision-
making for moving as well as for selecting a particular urban center. The most important
sources of information were relatives living in the destination city and the migrants’ own

frequent trips to the city.
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V. Policy Implications

"The findings in this study imply that rural-urban migration will tend to increase unless
explicit policies to discourage the flow of rural-urban migration are taken. For example,
cone of the most important determinants of migration is the rapidly growing urban po-
‘pulation due to migration which, in turn, will further induce additional migration. Parents’
igreat concern about future advanced education of their childern along with the concentra-
tion of better higher educational institutions in the urban centers will accelerate the rural-
wrban migration. Parents’ strong intention to provide their children better education
‘will lead them to send their children to urban schools to secure a better future job for their
«children in cities. Once rural children are well-educated and settled down with a per-
manent job in an urban area, they will induce not only their parents but also their brothers
and sisters to migrate to the urban centers, thus further increasing rural-urban migration.

A recently improved transportation system including the development of highways and
improvments of local roads and bus-lines will stimulate rural people to make more frequent
{rips to the city and then finally to migrate into the city. Relative to this it may be recalled
that the closer distance from rural home to urban center was the dominant reason for
selecting a particular urban center (33.3 percent), and that frequent trips to the city was
the important information sourse for the migrants (32.2 percent).

Lack of job opportunity and seasonal unemployment in rural areas will continually
push rural people from rural to urban areas.

As pointed out previously, rapid rural-urban migration is considered to be undesirable.
"Therefore, how can rural-urban migration be discouraged? The problem has short, inter-
mediate and long run dimensions and there is a wide range of possible policies. It is, how-
ever, beyond the scope of this study to examine all of them. But some of the relevant
remedial approaches which might be adopted to relieve the problems will be briefly indic-
ated.

The first approach would be to reduce the rural-urban income differential. One way to
increase rural real income would be the creation of new jobs or an increase in the number
of job opportunities in rural areas. To generate new employment or to increase the number
of job opportunities in the rural areas implies some form of agricultural and rural develop-
ment programs such as various cooperative schemes, labor-intensive small scale industries,
training schemes and off-season rural public work as well as the location of business activities
and agrindus activities in rural areas so as to spread non-agricultural employment op-

portunities.
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Among these suggestions, the off-season labor intensive public work program would
very likely reduce rural urban income disparities in direct ways:

a) individuals could be employed on such projects during non-peak periods in agri-
«culture. They would thus sacrifice less agricultural income in accepting employment of
this sort rather than migrating to urban areas;

b) the effect of the roads, irrigation schemes, dams, etc., built through such programs
would be to raise agricultural productivity, thus further reducing the real income differ-
ential. Seasonal unemployment or underemployment is high in rural areas because of the
seasonal nature of agricultural operations in Korea. For example, the agricultural labor
demand during the off-season in Korea in recent years amounted to some 40 percent of
the peak demand(measured in terms of hours of work).(19 Thus, the policies of seasonal
utilization of the idle labor force would be relevant, in particular, to the rural areas
where chronic labor shortage problems in peak-seasons exist.

A second alternative would be to provide needed amenities such as improvment of
existing school quality and higher educational institutions in rural communities to induce
rural children and parents not to migrate to cities but to stay in a rural area. Electricity,
pipewater, clinics, and various recreation centers such as swimming pool and playground
in rural areas would reduce the relative attraction of urban centers. Perhaps the most
significant policy implications emerging from this study is the great difficulty of substantial-
ly reducing the size of rural-urban migration without a concentrated effort at making
rural life more attractive. For exmple, instead of allocating scarce capital funds to urban
low cost housing projects which would induce further migration, the Korean government
might do better if it devoted these funds to the improvement of rural amenities. The net
benefit of devoting these funds to the improvment of rural communities might greatly
exceed whatever net benefit might be derived from luring more rural people to the city
by increasing the attractiveness of urban living conditions.

A third alternative would be some form of “regulatory policy’ such as subsidies or
tax concessions not only to industry but also to individual persons in rural areas. On the
other hand, there would be an increase of tax rates, or imposition of new tax to those in
urban centers, For instance, a disproportionately high tax on urban wages could serve
as a disincentive to further rural-urban migiation in the same way as an actual reduction
in money wages. Moreover, if the revenue generated from such taxes were to be redirected
toward the rural sector in the form of rural development projects, then it could be a power-
ful mechanism for removing some of the distortions between urban and rural economic
opportunities.

Finally, the requirement that most government expenditures and administrative deci-
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sions be centrally approved, usually at the central or provincial office level, may tend to
continue the present centralization in government policy making. A conscious decentrali-
zation of the government adminstrative power would emphasize local and rural control
of spending where knowledge of local and rural conditions is likely to be better than the
knowledge at the central or provincial offices.

These policy recommendations are intended to reduce the current level of rapid rural-
urban migration rather than to completely eliminate or reverse the process. Despite these
remedial policies to discourage the rural-urban migration, there will be substantial num-
bers of rural people who will migrate no matter what the government does in rural areas
and will contribute to various problems in the subsistence sector within the urban society.
What, then, can be done for these urban migrants? Some possible overall measures to
assist these rural-urban migrants might include the following:

1) training or retraining program for rural migrants as skilled industrial workers;

2) public vocational training courses specificaily designed for the unemployed and
underemployed following entry into the urban center;

3) establishment of a “labor exchange pool” to facilitate a better adjustment of the
migrants after migration; '

4) a program to improve assimilation in the receiving communities through the use of
guidance councils, reception centers and training schools to reduce feelings of inse-
curity, dissatisfaction and discrimination;

5) establishment of a specialized institution responsible for implementing the above
measures. )

Clearly, what is needed, if any real impact is to be made on the problem of heavy rural-
urban migration, is not a single policy but a “package” of policies including those which
have more immediate effects as well as those which will be felt in the longer run. Without
such a package of policies, the problem of a rapidly growing urban population in Korea
promises to become economically more severe and socially more burdensome in coming

years.
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