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1) Ira S.Lowry, Migration and Metropolitan Growth: Two Analytical Models, 1966.

2 ) Andrei Rogers, Matrix Analysis of Interregional Population Growth and Distribution,
1968.
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Fepwl 2ebql jo] % Mol @l 2], (Everett Lee) 7} 196640l BE)FE# (Theory of Migra-
tion)ofl 4 A 0 BERIF BEIEEMH Lela B & Frikedl 33t wiEmel L @Amyel
el TE.& BREAZ v el

wheb A Afgel A= AD BBl 23 8RR SR Fo| shial Mebe-el RIS
FEste] elnb@ol #Hsked 2 teh.

ADEE) S5HS B#he] & (migration stream) 3} ZEF|FHE) (migration different-
ial) o2 KFIE + ded #iEe BEE BEEA SO HEEH e}
BEHMM o] BEMEES £8A 2125 5 560 stedl w&iA RE= B
EE S Frtkol] THS Wi owl Fipol BEE wol sl=rh? ofd Fif§fEe]
BlEME o] 2712 5 BiEH S P (selectivity of migrants) ol kg BF7E o]},
Aol A= BB 553 BE R A3 Pl EEE Tt AFHA An B
ol gk FFFEE H-F-Eol At - BATH FBEhol A HukR BEhdl A3 HR= A
RAch= "ol A Hamiyel & Bzl olel A ofeo 2= iR E) 2} o2 el 2£5 B
Fhol = w2 R WirEsIch

e Sk dAdA AnBHH-S BB AfE 1A4S ¥ B, %
¥R T KREW #Eel HAMBS 223 A8 Hslizl7] HAEel, 5 A0
Mol A8, KREERSO #EMd = A2 o3-S viie HERREM Al U7
o ol JETE BRISAY (non-recursive model) §1 Bz /7 FE 7p#re] o whah = sf=]ak v if
MFH o= TEBREA (recrusive model) Ql [a15F 75 #7-2 = )3l

o
o

0. SRS /T

At A BABE) ] o3 ERyQl AR mE 2z AnBBr  flmd 4
B o] HES oy 1960F o]l F Fel = BEHQL AEAN A HAS F7] 4]

wee BHOHR Aol AnEye HAIMS FEASZ $l8) BAEEI e, olF M
TRAI]] K#Eel] = FEct2 | (Todaro) o HEM S & 4 i ERAY K#Eol| A= Low-
ry Model, Greenwood Model, BACHUE Model, FAO Model, TEMPO Model, Purdue

3 ) Rogers, Andrei, op. cit. 1968.
4 ) Bilsborrow : Population & Development Modelling, U.N. 1979.
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5) Horlacher, Population and Development Modelling, U. N. 1979.
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19704 iHbiRe] MMAD#

Wi, Wj i, jiuske] 19704 Frffk#ec e “mREIC| mb&4EEE ol ket = "Mk
Bl BKE"S Zlxz2ts 2 FAINN s 1972855 21827t 7hsshe] 1972 §-H
19811 == & kx| 3|74 35ted HEESH (extrapolated value) & {#A sl (HE
EHBAL Y=Y.erolct Y [ tFEE] BB K%E, Y, HEFE PBKE, !
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R ez EAEE BAgiel Ald A7 T 7Rl Al (km) ofleb 3

Toll HEvhig EEEFTEM 712 o] 2t AEAE o3 e EA

) DLkl o] MBES #EdlH vl Mij, Ui Uj, Ei, Ej, Li, Li+ £% 5
22| 7= TR A 10° 2 F3l Frh. oA ol HFE S QRIS IME W 1
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6) HEFRME, AR, dobk, METLEEERERS S 2HlS flsked, 1981
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oo

Fo ulRErkel By ML BRI

2 Tebfe| RS Relsta mEFoHrstd 2ol Ko dr AE 4
T T Ae7tE shotsly] $lal wsEsl el Al 1975 9] KD it &R
FetES RASES Al ARRE 19751 o] 4] 19804 7+2] BBYR=L 19804 4l A £2B 1A of o}
< #iE5 BRI HEIc)

SRR & BEE] HBAGRE = ot o} 2l
Table 1. Correlation Coefficient of the Variables of Inter- Provincial Migration:

1970 ~1975
1970 FFOIlAM 1975 F st A OB ENS! &St R

LNMij LNUi LNUj LNWi LNWj LNEj LNEj LNLi LNLj
LNUi  -.06984
LNUj -.5746  -.10000
LNWi 02602 -.19803 .01980
LNWj 47879 02013 -.19%1  -.09815
LNEi  .06826 -.97161 .09716 .38066 —.03814
LNEi  .62419 09716 -.97161  —-03807  .38226 ~-.10000 ~-.03807
LNLi  .03169 -.92515 .09251 .35%8 -.03624 .9%6126 —.00613
LNLj  .70167 09251 -.®515  -.03596  .36089 -.09613 .9%126 —.10000
LNDij -.459 -.0331 (4759 -.11029 -.02735  .02040 -.04882 -.02179 -.10605

LN : Natural Logarithm

Mij : Migration Rate of Each Province

Ui Uj : Unemployment Rate of Each Province
Wi Wi . Wage Level of Origin and Destination

Ei Ej :Level of Education at Origin and Destination
Li Lj : Participation Rate of Non-Agricultural Sectors
Dij . Distance Between Origin and Destination

7] A Ei (Level of Education at Origin) ¢} Li (Participation Rate of Non-
Agricultural Sector) ¢| HBREREZF 0.96126, Ej(Level of Education at Destination)
¢} Lj (Participation Rate of Non-Agricultural Sectors) 2] AtalA| =7} 0.96126 02
EA JebT 2 9o 0.8¢] dE AL et

[B15F455 #roll = Stepwise Regression 3+ Hierarchical Regression®| F71x]7} gl

d] Stepwise Regression 2] 79 ADOBEd AEI G332 vz B o2 4
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prol ==l ¥ AnBBERH ik ApAZ & #E EFR 57 @Rl
Hmo2 F93 #Eot ste 2= Z-97F 2l 7] =&l Hierarchical Regression 2]
SHTRE = ekelch. Musie] EHER RES JebE Uil WiWiE ZE|x
LiLj € 2 o}&el EiEj »txI=t22 Dij& ¥l F#rsiaict.

1 #Re bk 2l

Table 2 . Regression Statistics of |Inter- Provincial Migration: 1970 —1975
1970 Z£0I| M 1975 R5 ik AOB®HS ERSF R

Variable B F Significance
LNWi —.90828 .76208 .385
LNWj 6 .58823** 41.32883 .000
LNUi . 75830 . 44394 .507
LNUj —4.29540** 14.38817 .000
LNLj 3 .52658** 43.67244 .000
LNLi —1.73006** 10.73833 .001
LNEi 6 .86644* 4.80626 .031
LNEj —14.12400** 20.52836 .000
LNDij — 81741 58.19954 .000
(Constant) 48.74647 .97947 .325
*  :Significant at 0.05 Confidence Level

** : Significant at 0.01 Confidence Level
B : Regression Coefficient of Variable

LN . Natural Logarithm

Mij . Migration Rate of Each Province

Ui Uj . Unemployment Rate of Each Province

WiWj . Wage Level of Origin and Destination

EiEj : Level of Education at Origin and Destination

Li Lj : Participation Rate of Non- Agricultural Sectors
Dij . Distance Between Origin and Destination

TR 3T A A HBENE JeEb = R* = 0.788622 4 =A| velytch 2
2|31 0.05 2] ol A Wi (HEEHeo] HeKk#e), Ui (B K¥EX) & FEK
A A vebsta Zel A5 RS Jebsicl

HE (significance) o] loj A HAH ZFEH (destination factor)o] HEEHER »
ot o A Jebsb sl o]l A BEhdl 2l A HAZER(pull factor)e] Wt ZERA (push
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factor) Bt v ZA| fFASIL AFS 2o T+ Aolvh EFEHBR REi= HE
i ZEH (origin factor) & whol A ( —) o]az  HAYHE ZE[H (destination factor) & =
Bl (+) alell (LR B o2 =l EESEE RECL slold 2o} R}, )
HBEBE L BB ERo| = £(6.8664) 7 Wskw HAME FHo| vlojux
(—14.12400) = ke,

Table 3 oll.= R2&}F 2| i slol] #ESo] vzl 4 o] Vet et

od7] 45 j factor (HAYHL BA) 71 i factor (HiMh EH) Rl R?#H 3l A4 o g

12 glgol ekt ek, Tn Ujsk 7b 2 9akg wlAlw a1

rlo
2
ol
ol
o
5
N

et&ell Wj, Lj, Ej, Djel=t

Table 3. Summary Table of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

F5ley 3E @RS BHE Dependant Variable ; LNMij
Variable  Signifi- Mul - Over - Signifi-
Step Entered cance tiple R R Square Change all F cance
1 LNWi .388 .02602 .00068 .00068 16.39970 .000
LNWj 0 .48437 .23462 .23394
2 LNUi .101 .48890 .23903 .00441 24.79961 .000
LNUj 0 .69699 .48579 . 24677
3 LNL;j .000 .76367 .58319 .09740 24.57087 .000
LNLi .243 .76727 .58870 .00551
4 LNEi =557 .76971 .59246 .00376 25.12965 .000
LNE;j .000 . 81585 .66560 .07315
5 LND:ij .000 . 88805 . 78862 . 12302 41.45451 0
LN : Natural Logarithm
Mij : Migration Rate of Each Province

Ui Uj :Unemployment Rate of Each Province
Wi Wj : Wage Level of Origin and Destination

Ei Ej :Level of Education of Origin and Destination
Li Lj : Participation Rate of Non- Agricultural Sectors
Dij : Distance Between Origin and Destination

1970480l 4] 19754 BE)-S MR REEFCEN Hrtbel 2R 711t Tebg2l,
BiRl o 24 [EEFSATeEA L e TebElmElo = 1975wl A 197040 BE)S
BHsheul o] BmEH RS A&she A M@ sk ks mEs A
OBES 727 553 BEHES 23 7] did B-HEXS RASE i
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WEZF VT =27) dFol}.

2 A ARGl A HER Mij— h;[U”WLLUEi

Uj Wi Dij Ej
B AR BES BEISIG e F Mij o] 19706l A 1975\ AR BEIERS At

HBel 1970 FHUKS] Ui, Uj, -+, Dije RANA ks 5 RENA BES &

SHE RS HERSE Ttk (FlE T kv 1 (AF)dA 2(F4) 229

BEIGREE 7telzich. ) olFA a4 Tl ki, oF 19753 &S] UL, Uj--, Dij

T ohAl $19] HER RASHH 19759l A 1980 f1e] BBIEK MijE Al Ageh

o] BAIMESL 1980 A A Lol A= EAMES HEs) Rokel. 2 R+ M (appe-
ndix) ol o} le},

] e et

N. % H #&

&

w7z ADBBS] SHEE Tl A el il HE#HE F7FH A 1970
ol A4 19754/ L2l 19754 A 19804FM MBS Mtk A BEsl & =
ket

¥t A3k R 0.788622 Al vhelutch. R’ st 7hA 2 43-E 7= B
#= Uj(Unemployment Rate at Destination) 2 0.24677%7FA|Z 312 = t}go] Wj
(Wage Level at Destination) & 0. 23394% 7} 4] Z c}.

Ze]ar 7L ovpgo] Dijolil LiEj+A= velykeb. o] HER &L#FMe  HEHREO
BEjdl 1 2 93-S AT 2SS AvEbe Relxz, Tehtel RS @EEE
4% AL ebdshgicta 2t

A0 BB MR fREcl ek dbE o2 A BEHe 17t 53 WEM BRIE Abel
o] BAGRE HEATIH = B Ho2 & F vl wHels Tebeel RS FIAE AnE
By #Eatc R e E RV BEyS A7) A & RS wtE KR
HetES Heatel A A RS A 85hw ik A nBES BAY T UAs Aotk

o

6) 714 Ei Ej¢] $x]7} ulxl 72> Regression &8 Eio| Al$7 *+2 Ejo| Al47t &5
2 uUgkr] afFolch.
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Appendix: Comparison Between Estimated and Actual Migration Rate: 1975~80
1975 01| 1980 RS #HEt BEFRI FEBEHIEDLC| H#E

Migration Stream Estimated Actual Difference
from to Rate Rate (Number)
— Seoul Busan 0.00906 0.00822 5787
— Gyeonggi 0.07559 0.06327 84878
— Gangwon 0.00559 0.00465 6476
— Chungbuk 0.00274 0.00274 0
— Chungnam 0.00581 0.00732 — 10403
— Jeonbuk 0.00366 0.00291 5167
— Jeonnam 0.00583 0.00479 7165
— Gyeongbuk 0.01477 0.00836 44161
— Gyeongnam 0.00851 0.00624 15639
—Jeju 0.00113 0.00072 2824
Busan — Seoul 0.02602 0.02343 6353
— Gyeonggi 0.00830 000829 24
— Gangwon 0.00175 0.00195 —490
— Chungbuk 0.00096 0.00096 0
— Chungnam 0.00150 0.00231 —1987
— Jeonbuk 0.00073 0.00102 -711
— Jeonnam 0.00296 0.00299 —13
— Gyeongbuk 0.02459 0.01441 24973
— Gyeongnam 0.04451 003377 26347
—Jeju 0.00160 0.00089 1741
Gyeonggi — Seoul 0.05339 0.07692 —95040
— Busan 0.00274 0.00427 -6179
—Gangwon 0.00370 0.00423 —2140
— Chungbuk 0.00205 0.00251 —1858
— Chungnam 0.00365 0.00602 —9572
— Jeonbuk 0.00125 0.00159 -1373
— Jeonnam 0.00225 0.00196 1171
— Gyeongbuk 0.00664 0.00586 3150
— Gyeongnam 0.00388 0.00451 —2544
— Jeju 0.00045 0.00027 727
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Appendix, Continued

Migration Steam Estimated Actual Difference

from to Rate Rate (Number)
Gangwon — Seoul 0.03448 0.05398 —36300
— Busan 0.00843 0.01208 —6794

— Gyeonggi 0.02602 0.03934 —=24795

— Chungbuk 0.00638 0.00658 —372

— Chungnam 0.00258 0.00456 —3685

— Jeonbuk 0.00100 0.00126 —484

— Jeonnam 0.00172 0.00214 —781

— Gyeongbuk 0.02097 0.01666 8023

— Gyeongnam 0.00637 0.01078 —8209

—Jeju 0.00048 0.00034 260

Chungbuk  — Seoul 0.04106 0.04899 -12071
— Busan 0.00571 0.00772 —3059

— Gyeonggi 0.02432 0.03069 —9696

— Gangwon 0.00843 0.00710 2024

— Chungnam 0.01243 0.02023 —11873

— Jeonbuk 0.00083 0.00103 —304

— Jeonnam 0.00122 0.00149 —410

— Gyeongbuk 0.01640 0.01190 6849

— Gyeongnam 0.00416 0.00728 —4444

— Jeju 0.00028 0.00016 182

Chungnam - Seoul 0.05986 0.05295 20374
— Busan 0.00193 0.00465 —8020

— Gyeonggi 0.03938 0.03470 13799

—Gangwon 0.00245 0.00210 1031

— Chunghpuk 0.00522 0.00441 2188

— Jeonbuk 0.00443 0.00345 2889

— Jeonnam 0.00146 0.00129 501

— Gyeongbuk 0.00811 0.00505 9022

— Gyeongnam 0.00449 0.00360 2624

—Jeju 0.00038 0.00029 265

Jeonbuk — Seoul 0.04310 0.05483 —28813
— Busan 0.00492 0.00911 ~10292




Appendix, Continued

Migration Stream Estimated Actual Difference
from to Rate Rate (Number)
Jeonbuk  — Gyeonggi 0.01749 0.02305 —13657
— Gangwon 0.00122 0.00132 -245
— Chungbuk 0.00068 0.00079 -270
— Chungnam 0.00532 0.00681 —3660
— Jeonnam 0.00818 0.00621 4839
— Gyeongbuk 0.00519 0.00447 1768
— Gyeongnam 0.00347 0.00479 —3242
—Jeju 0.00055 0.00030 614
Jeonnam — Seoul 0.02944 0.05101 —85937
— Busan 0.00805 0.01636 —33108
— Gyeonggi 0.01162 0.02114 -3792
— Gangwon 0.00081 0.00141 —2390
— Chungbuk 0.00049 0.00067 -717
— Chungnam 0.00122 0.00242 —4780
— Jeonbuk 0.00395 0.00411 -637
— Gyeongbuk 0.00325 0.00321 159
— Gyeongnam 0.00371 0.00580 —-8326
—Jeju 0.000206 0.00153 2111
Gyeongbuk — Seoul 0.01338 0.02639 —63209
— Busan 0.01083 0.02098 —49314
— Gyeonggi 0.00532 0.01070 —26139
— Gangwon 0.00262 0.00404 —6899
— Chungbuk 0.00121 0.00180 —2866
— Chungnam 0.00101 0.00257 —-7579
— Jeonbuk 0.00034 0.00957 =1117
— Jeonnam 0.00049 0.00078 —1408
— Gyeongnam 0.00678 0.01425 —16293
—Jeju 0.00016 0.00028 —-583
Gyeongnam — Seoul 0.00912 0.01789 —28766
— Busan 0.03347 0.06751 -111718
— Gyeonggi 0.00382 0.00781 —13087
— Gangwon 0.00050 0.00126 —2492
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Appendix, Continued

Migration Stream Estimated Actual Difference
from to Rate Rate (Number)

Gyeongnam — Chungbuk 0.00033 0.00074 1344

—Chungnam 0.00058 0.00152 —3083

— Jeonbuk 0.00044 0.00074 —984

—Jeonnam 0.00126 0.00231 —3444

—Gyeongbuk 0.01328 0.01723 —12956

— Jeju 0.00025 0.00040 492

Jeju ~ Seoul 0.02841 0.01934 3734

— Busan 0.00811 0.01205 —1622

— Gyeonggi 0.01167 0.00822 1420

— Gangwon 0.00157 0.00111 189

— Chungbuk 0.00092 0.00040 214

— Chungnam 0.00191 0.00161 123

— Jeonbuk 0.00068 0.00090 =90

— Jeonnam 0.00553 0.00626 —-300

— Gyeongbuk 0.01054 0.00361 2853

— Gyeongnam 0.00734 0.00636 403

2 £ X M

Bisborrow, Population and Developing Modeling, United Naitions, 1979,

Duncan, Otis D., Introduction to Stuctural Equation Models, 1975.

Greenwood, M. J., “The Regression Analysis of Migration to Urban Areas of a Less-
Developed Country: The Case of India” Journal of Regional Science, Vol. 11,
No. 2., 1977.

Horlacher, Population and Development Modeling, United Nations, 1979.

Lowry, Ira S., Migration and Metropolitan Growth Two Analytical Models, 1966.

Rogers Andrei, Matrix Analysis of Interregional Population Growth and Distibution,
1968.

Sloboda, J. E., The Structure of Metropolitan-Centered Migration in Korea : 1960 —

1975, KDI, 1981.
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Abstract

Socio-economic Differentials of Each Province and
Inter-Provincial Migration in Korea
1970-75 and 1975-80

Young Woo Lee*:-Ehn Hyun Choe**-Yun Kim* **

This paper attempts to develop a model which explains the trends of inter-provincial
migration and predicts its volume in Korea. To be more specific, this paper analyses the
relationship between socio-economic characteristics of each province (e.g. wage level, un-
employment rate, educational level, etc.) and the volume of inter-provincial migration and
thereby develops a socio-demographic model which well predicts the future trends of in-
terprovincial migration.

To this end, we first regress the migration data between the period of 1970-1975. A
modified Lowry Model is utilized to find the best fitting equation. Then we identify a series
of equations of migration in the period of 1975-1980 according to migration streams Identi-
fying the coefficients of equations, the projected migration rates are compared with migra-
tion pattern from “1980 Population and Housing Census Reports”.

As a result of regression analysis, overall R square is 0.78862. As economic opportunity
is most important factor than any other factors effecting migration, the hierarchical regres-
sion analysis is adopted. The analysis reveals that unemployment rate at destination is
most significantly effective to R square change and the wage level at destination is the next
and the distance is the third and the participation rate of non-agricultural sector is the
fourth and the educational level at destination is the last. This results proved that the
Lowry Model testing economic opportunity hypothesis is appropriate in the case of Korea.

And statistically significant at 1 percent level are wage level at destination, unemploy-

ment rate at destination, participation rate of non-agricultural sectors at both origin and

* Researcher, Korea Institute for Population and Health.
**  Senior Fellow, Korea Institute for Population and Heaith.
***  Professor, Department of Sociology Utah State University.
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destination, educational level at destination and the distance. This findings suggest that
“pull” factors of destination is more effective than “push” factors of origin in the case of
Korea.

This paper, however, has at least two limitations; it does not deal with the migration dif-
ferentials representing the characteristics of migrants and it presents a regression model
without taking simultaneous equations model into consideration.

Furthermore, reappraisal of this analytical approach into forthcoming KNMS data will

probably give us more reliable comparative results.
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