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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to explain internal migration in Korea

in relation to city attractiveness--both objective and subjective--via

a behavioral geographical approach, specifically the place utility

approach initially developed by Julian Wolpert. The concept of place

utility, despite its potential usefulness in explaining migration

behavior, has not been extensively applied in migration research, using

appropriate data, because its transformation into specific terms has

been difficult.

Through a survey of the literature on the approach and the con

sideration of Korea-specific characteristics, the place utility of a

city, or the city attractiveness, in this study was broken down into

seven attriuutes: (1) income and wealth; (2) job opportunity; (3)

educational opportunity; (4) housing situation; (5) the quality of

urban facilities; (6) the presence of friends or relatives; and

(7) social mobility opportunity,

The subjective city attractiveness in terms of these attributes

as perceived by people was obtained through a questionnaire survey

conducted in Ch'ungbuk province between August 1, 1983 and August 31,

1983. Respondents were asked to rank-order the selected 36 cities on

each of the seven attributes, and also on the overall city attractive

ness considering all of these. By converting respondents' attractive

ness ranking matrices to score terms through a quantitative procedure

modified from Peter Gould's mental map technique, eight categories of

subjective city attractiveness measures for each city were computed.
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Objective city attractiveness measures for the place utility

attributes were represented by various socio-economic indicators

calculated from published data. In addition, this study introduced the

concept of "misperception of city attractiveness" to represent the

difference between subjective and objective city attractivenesses. This

was measured by the value of the difference in Z-scores between the

subjective attractiveness of a place attribute of a city versus the

corresponding objective attractiveness of the city.

The number of·out-migrants from Ch'ungbuk province to each city of

Korea was used as the dependent variable for various analyses. Major

items of analyses included (1) the relation between city-ward migration

flows and objective me~sures of city attractiveness; (2) subjective city

attractiveness scores and the migration flows; (3) a comparison of

these two interpretations; and (4) the relation between misperceptions

of city attractiveness and migration flows.

Objective city attractiveness measures explained 55.3 to 58.8

percent of the variation in city-ward migration from Ch'ungbuk province

to 36 selected cities. By contrast, regression models between subjective

attractiveness scores and migration flows to the same cities explained

93.9 to 95.5 percent of the migration va~iation. Perceived city

attractiveness attributes such as job opportunity, income opportunity,

educational opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, and the social

mobility opportunity were very highly correlated with city-ward migra

tion flows.

Judging from the large gap of R-square levels between the two

interpretations, it is apparent that city-ward migration is dependent on
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individuals' subjective evaluation of city attractiveness rather than

on objective attractiveness itself. This is also supported by the high

R-squares of the misperception models, ranging between 0.6011 and 0.7154,

which are even greater than those of objective city attractiveness

models in explaining the flow of city-ward migration.

Findings from the analysis of misperception imply that the presence

of misperceptions of city attractiveness in people1s minds is believed

to be the most important reason why the subjective measurements of city

attractiveness are so highly correlated with city-ward migration flows.

They also support the basic premise of cognitive behaviorism which

assumes that man reacts to his environment as he perceives and inter

prets it through previous experience and knowledge.

Therefore, policy efforts, through information programs, to close

the gap between actual (objective) city attractiveness and its subjective

perception may be a prerequisite for the better functioning of popula

tion redistribution programs. In this regard, efforts through the mass

media and school education to decrease the over-perception people have

of the attractions of the Capital Region and other large metropolises,

and also to infoNll people about the merits of life in small cities or

rural areas, are worth considering as long-term policy measures. Such

efforts may be less expensive and more rewarding than existing policy

measures intended to change population distribution.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem of Population Maldistribution

The problem of population maldistribution in Korea is of increasing

concern to the government of the country, as it is to many other

countries. For example, a United Nations survey (United Nations, Vol.

II, 1979) for 156 member nations regarding the population problem dis

closed that more than half of them perceived that the population

di stri bution situation was unacceptable and that radical i nterventi on

was desirable to bring about a substantial change in either the

configuration of population distribution or the volume and direction

of internal migration flows, or both.

When examining only the developing countries, governmental

percept ions were even more dramat ic: of the 114 deve1oping member

nations, 95, or 83 percent, revealed that their population distributions

were extremely or substantially unacceptable, and a large majority of

the governments of developing nations considered population distribution

problems their primary problem, even more important than fertility or

population growth problems. Therefore, although nations of both the

more developed and less deve10~ed regions share a dissatisfaction with

population distribution, this is obviously a matter of greater concern

to governments of less developed nations (Fuchs, 1984: 127).

There may exist many specific types of popul at ton distribution

problems, but, according to Day and Demko (1981: 19-24), they can be
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generalized into four types: (1) rural overpopulation, (2) rural under

population, (3) urban overpopulation, and (4) urban underpopulation

and the underdeveloped urban hierarchical system. In any of these types,

it is generally believed that problems may develop of spatial dispar

ities in labor availability and employment opportunities, with a relative

excess of labor available in oid settled agricultural regions as compared

to newer frontier regions, or in the primate metropolitan areas as

opposed to other urban centers (Fuchs, 1984: 129).

In many developing countries, the problem of population distribution

;s mainly due to excessive rural-urban migration, which leads to

population concentration in a limited number of urban centers. It is

true, of course, that some migrants contribute to the city's economic

well-being through high labor productivity, high incomes and savings,

generation of capital, diversification of industry and services, con

struction of housing, and increased demand for consumer goods. Migrants

may also stimulate change within origin rural areas by creating new

linkages between rural areas and the migration destinations (Findley,

1977: 40-49). However, in many cases, an excessive concentration of

migrants burdens a city's economy through incr~ased underemployment

and unemployment levels, greater demand for costly municipal facilities

and services, lower per capita tax revenue, and higher budget deficits.

Especially in developing countries, urbanization has proceeded at such

a rapid pace that most cities have been unable to meet the growing

demand for housing and urban services, which results in various urban

problems such as pollution, congestion, lack of adequate services,

exorbitant land costs, and urban sprawl. In the rural p1aces of origin,

not only do incomes and productivity fail to rise, but also rural
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development potential may be constrained by the loss of human capital

and leadership potential, which might be triggered by excessive out

migration of the most educated, productive and brightest youths.

Therefore, throughout the developing world, the spatial distribution

of population is increasingly viewed as a major developmental issue

and many countries are adopting population redistribution programs as

important urban policy measures.

The Case of the Republic of Korea: Research Questions

The problem of population ma1distribution in Korea is mainly due

to excessive concentration of population in Seoul, the capital city,

as well as in nearby satellite cities. The most recent data show that

23.42 percent of the total population of Korea is concentrated in Seoul,

whose land area comprises only 0.6 percent of the national total. 1

The situation becomes even more dramatic if one considers Greater Seoul"

which includes Seoul arid its nearby satellite cities2 that are within

45 kilometer distance from th2 center of Seoul and connected within

a 0.5-1.0 hour travel time by superb highways and the metropolitan

electric railway network. As Table 1 shows, about 30 percent of the

total population resides in Greater Seoul, and its 4-city primacy index

has increased continually except for a slight decrease between 1970

lAs of October 1, 1984, the population of Seoul is 9,501,413
persons, which means that about 1.15 million people have been added
in the four years since the census of 1980 (Dong-A Ilbo, December 12,
1984).

2These satellite cities include Inch'on, Puch'on, Uijongbu, Anyang,
Suwon, Songnam, Kwangmyong, and Tongduch'on.



Table 1

POPULATION CONCENTRATION, PRIMACY INDEX OF SEOUL AND GREATER SEOUL

1966 1970 1975 1980 1982

Pop. of Korea (A) 29,192,762 3·1 ,435,252 34,708,542 38,197,000 39,331,000
Pop. of Seoul (B) 3,803,360 !i,525,262 6,889,470 8,366,753 8,916,481
BIA x 100 (X) 13.03 17.58 19.85 22.30 22.67
4-city Primacy 1.36 1.53 1.51 1.39 1.39
Index of Seou1*

Pop. of Greater 4,780,539 6,784,721 8,538,421 10,898,213 11 ,784,884
Seoul (C)
CiA x 100 (X) 16.38 21.58 24.60 28.53 29.96
4-city Primacy
Index of Greater 1. 78 1.96 1.95 1.92 1.94
Seou1**
Note: Greater Seoul includes Seoul and the six satellite cities of Inch'on, Puch'on,

Uijongbu, Anyang, Suwon, and Songnam. But, two cities, KwangmYong and Tongduch'on,
were added in 1982 because they were dasignated as cities on July 1, 1981.

* 4-city Primacy Index of SeolJ1 is calculated by dividing the population of Seoul by the
total population of the next three largest cities: Pusan, Taegu, and Inch'on.

** 4-city Primacy Index of Greater Seoul is calculated by dividing the population of Greater
Seoul by the total population of the next three largest cities: Pusan, Taegu, and Kwangju.

Source: Han'guk tosi yonkam (Municipal Yearbook of Korea). Seoul: Ministry of Home Affairs,
1967, 1971, 1976/77, 1981, 1983; Han'guk t'ongkye yonkam (Korea Statistical Yearbook).
Seoul: Economic Planning Board, 1983.

~
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and 1975. The continued concentration of population in Greater Seoul

is also supported by a research result that shows the population center

of Korea has been moving northwards (or toward Seoul) at a rate of 1

kilometer per year (Joong-Ang Ilbo, April 13, 1982).

On the other hand, as Table 2 shows, four provinces out of nine,

that is, Kangwon, Ch'ungbuk, Chonbuk, and Chonnam, lost population during

the period 1966-1980; three provinces, Ch'ungnam, Kyongbuk, and Kyongnam

recorded slight population increases of 1.75 percent, 10.85 percent,

and 4.6 percent, respectively, during the same period, all far below

the national level of natural increase (28.28 percent); and that only

two provinces, Kyongki which contains the various satellite cities of

Seoul, and the remote island province of Cheju, gained population above

the natural increase level by recording increases of 49.29 percent and

37.18 percent, respectively. When we consider only the rural popula

tion, population decrease is even more dramatic: seven provinces out

of nine lost population at rates ranging between 13.28 percent (Ch'ungnam

province) and 27.73 percent (Ch'ungbuk province); only two provinces,

Kyongki and Cheju, gained rural population, by 7.47 percent and 18.18

percent, respectively. Both of these, however~ are far below the

natural increase level. The finding from these two tables together

indicates that the concentration of population in four special cities

has enormously increased; on the other hand, the rest of the southern

part of the Korean peninsula has dramatically lost population.

According to a recent study estimating population mobility potential

by using a Markov chain model (Lee, 1983: 11-29), the population of

Seoul is predicted to balance at around 10,500,000·to 11,000,000 and



Table 2

POPULATION CHANGE BY PROVINCE BETWEEN 1966 AND 1980

Provinces or %Change Between
Special Cities 1966 1970 1975 1980 1966 and 1980

Whole Country 29,192,762 31,435,252 34,706,620 37,448,836 28.28

Seoul City 3,803,360 5,525,262 6,889,502 8,366,756 119.98
Pusan City 1,430,011 1,876,391 2,453,173 3,160,276 121.00
Taegu City* 847~494 1,082,750 1,311,078 1,777,987 109.79
Inch'on City* 528,579 646,013 799,982 1,084,730 105.22

Kyongki:
Total 3,107,807 3,353,272 4,039,132 4,935,200 58.80
Urban(shi) 730,458 907,560 1,649,017 2,380,213 225.85
Rural l1{iin) 2,377,349 2,445,69:~ 2,389,826 2,554,987 7.47

Kangwon:
Total 1,832,519 1,865,426 1,861,560 1,791,687 -2.23
Urban(Shi) 332,772 381,612 417,174 579,279 74.08
Rural (Kiin) 1,499,747 1,483,800 1,444,308 1,212,408 -19.16

Ch'ungbuk:
Total 1,550,009 1,480,338 1,522,203 1,424,243 -8.11
Urban(Shi) 204,211 231,142 297,981 451,680 121.18
Rural (Kun) 1,345,798 1,249,189 1,224,027 972,563 -27.73

0'\



Table 2 (continued) Population Change by Province Between 1966 and 1980

Provinces or % Change Between
Special Cities 1966 1970 1975 1980 1966 and 1980
-

Ch'ungnam:
Total 2.905.275 2.858.202 2.948.553 2.955.999 1. 75
Urban(Shi) 387 11003 491.957 603.474 772.260 99.55
Rural TKUn) 2.518.272 2.366.240 2,344,840 2,183.739 -13.28

Chonbuk:
Total 2.522 11964 2.431.892 2,456,403 2,287,512 -9.33
Urban(Shi) 401 9969 460,799 583,328 677,673 68.59
Rural (Kun) 2.120.995 1.971.082 1,872.952 1.609.839 -24.10

Chpnnam:
Total 4.050.461 4.004.832 3.984.123 3.779.475 -6.69
Urban(Shi) 747,873 884.036 1.038,655 1.224.715 63.76
Rural (Kim) 3,302,588 3.120.772 2.945.187 2.554.760 -22.64

Kyongbuk:
Total 4.476.625 4.555.866 4.858.551 4.962,375 10.85
Urban(Shi) 1,120.118 1,390,401 1,716,059 2,288,443 104.30
Rura1(Kiiii) 3,356,507 3,165,392 3,142,067 2,673$932 -20.34

Kyongnam:
Total 3.176,401 3,118.634 3,280.052 3,322,558 4.60
Urban(Shi) 559,495 673,396 1,009,327 1.371,984 145.22
Rura1(Kiiii) 2,616,906 2,445.216 2,270,534 1,950,574 -25.46

"'-J



Tablp. 2 (continued) Population Change by Province Between 1966 and 1980

Provinces or
Special Cities 1966 1970 1975
-

Cheju:
Total 337,330 365,137 411 .732
Urban(Shi) 87,542 106,266 135,081
Rura1(KiTfi) 249,788 258,867 276,630

1980

462,755
167,546
295,209

% Change Between
1966 and 1980

37.18
91.39
18.18

* Taegu and Inch'on were raised to the status of Special City and separated from Kyongbuk
and Kyongki Province, respectively, as of July 1, 1981.

Source: Han'guk t'ongkye yonkam (Korea Statistical Yearbook). Seoul: Economic Planning
Board, 1982; Han'guk tosi yonkam (Municipal Yearbook of Korea). Seoul: Ministry
of Home Affairs, 1967, 1971, 1976/77, 1981.

co
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that of the Seoul Metropolitan Region, which includes Seoul and

surrounding Kyongki province, will level off at around 17,500,000 if

current trends continue, which indicates that roughly four million more

persons are expected to concentrate in Seoul and in surrounding Kyongki

province.

The seriousness of Korea's population distribution problem lies

in the fact that concentration has occurred despite the government's

strenuous efforts since the mid-1960s through various policy measures

aiming to control the growth of the capital, to reduce the imbalance

in the urban hierarchy, and to slow rural depopulation. This raises

a question about the relevance and effectiveness of current policy

measures that have mainly concentrated on relieving the congestion of

Seoul through programs promoting the dispersion of people as well as

facilities to surrounding Kyongki province, and constraining the in

migration to the capital city without careful consideration of migration

behavior. For instance, the development of new towns within commuting

distance of Seoul attempting to disperse people from the mother city

might have encouraged the in-migration of rural residents toward the

capital region. (This will be discussed in mo~e detail in Chapter VII.)

The recently released special survey report3 on the employment

structure of Korea well supports such a problem. Some of the findings

3Che i1ch'a koyong kujo t'ukb~ol chosa kyolgwa pogo (The First
Special Survey Report on the Employment Structure of Korea), Seoul:
Bureau of Statistics, Economic Planning Board, 1984, is based on a
questionnaire survey conducted between November 20-29, 1983, of the
entire economically active population, 14 years old or over, as sampled
from 150,000 households across the country.
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of the special survey, which are listed here, help clarify the research

problems of this study:

1) The four special cities of Korea, which absorb the major share

of population in-migration in Korea, show much higher unemployment rates

than those of the rest of Korea. Seoul's unemployment rate is 6.4

percent, 1.6 times higher than the national average of 3.9 percent,

and somewhat higher than those of the other three special cities.

Inch'on, Taegu, and Pusan have unemployment rates of 6.3 percent, 6.1

percent, and 5.8 percent respectively.

2) The number of unemployed in these four special cities constitute

59.2 percent of the national total of 558,000 unemployed, of which

Seoul per se has 198,000 unemployed, or 35.4 percent of the national

total.

3) Unemployment rates for "1 oca1 provinces" are relatively low,

ranging from 1.5 percent (Ch'ungbuk province) to 2.9 percent (Kangwon

province), except for Kyongki province's 4.0 percent. Kyongki surrounds

the two special cities, Seoul and Inch'on, and contains their urban

satellites.

4) Nevertheless, the major share of the ~nterna1 labor migration

stream is directed toward the Capital Region which includes Seoul,

Inch'on, and Kyongki province. Out of a total of 209,000 labor migrants

of 1983, 112,000 migrants, or 53.1 percent, moved to the Capital Region.

5) As far as labor migration is concerned, out-migration outstrips

in-migration in all regions except for the two special cities, Seoul

and Inch'on, and one province, Kyongki, which together constitutes the

Capital Region.
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In sum, the findings both from Tables 1 and 2, and from the special

survey report tell us at least two important points in relation to

migration phen0menon in Korea: one is that the spatial polarization

of migration streams in certain popular regions (including four Special

Cities and Seoul's neighboring satellites) is apparent; another is that

migration decisions seem to be in a sense irrational, judging from the

findings of the special survey that some regions are popular for labor

migrants even though their unemployment rates are the highest.

In this regard, several basic research questions with respect to

cityward migration are raised: (1) why are certain cities so popular

for migrants, whereas other cities are not?; (2) why do migrants con

tinue to concentrate in certain cities despite their higher unemployment

rates; (3) then, by what criteria do potential migrants choose their

destinations?; (4) do the people's perceptions or images of the

attractiveness of potential destinations influence their migration

behavior, as the paradigm of behavioral geography generally assumes?;

and (5) if these images do influence behavior, what kinds of images

are influential for migration decision behavior?

The answers to these questions will be us~ful not only to under

stand the mechanism of destination selection in the migration decision

context, but also to formulate more realistic population redistribution

policy measures in Korea and perhaps in other developing countries.

Fuchs (1982: 37) argues that there may be a considerable scope for

improvement in the effectiveness of policy measures, were these selected

to match more closely the determinants of migration behavior.
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Purposes of the Study

Since the mid-1960s, the Korean government has adopted various

policy measures mainly to relieve excessive population concentration

in the Capital Region. These population redistribution policies have

emphasized, using Fuchs' classification (1984: 132-135), 'urban con

straint' as well as 'accommodationist' type of programs aiming mainly

to deconcentrate the growth of Seoul. However, as Green (1977: 314)

points out in her research on migrant adjustment in Seoul, as long as

Seoul continues to provide the most opportunities for all Koreans, there

is little indication that migration to the capital city will decline

unless policies are directed toward increasing the levels of opportunity

elsewhere and raising levels of perception of other opportunities.

For such policy directions to be successfully transformed into urban,

regional, or national development plans, a comprehensive diagnosis of

people's attitudes and perception of city attractiveness, and also of

migration decision behavior, is needed.

In this regard, this research aims at explaining internal migra

tion in Korea in relation to city attractiveness, both objective and

subjective, via a behavioral geographical approach, to be more specific,

via the place utility approach, initially developed by Wolpert (1965)

and further refined by many behavioral geographers.

The concept of place utility is a useful way to summarize the

attractiveness of a place to individuals. Place utility can be measured

objectively, using summary measures describing various attributes of

a place, or subjectively by asking individuals how they perceive that

place. But, in spite of its potential usefulness in explaining
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migration behavior, the place utility concept has not been extensively

applied in migration research, particularly using app~cp~iate data,

because its transformation into specific terms has been difficult

(Gustavus and Brown, 1977; Sell and De Jong, 1978).

In view of the need for greater understanding of migration behavior

from aspects of place utility in a rapidly urbanizing society, this

study has the following objectives:

1) To develop a m~thod that specifies the attributes of place

utility and measures the subjective place utility of a potential

destination as perceived by people of a certain origin region.

2) To test whether aspects of place utility are useful in

predicting the volume of migration from an origin region to

various destinations, and to compare whether objective or

subjective place utilities are more powerful in prediction.

3) To describe how place utility, together with other factors

such as distance and urban contacts, influences migration

decision-making.

4) To discern popular misperceptions people have on city

attractiveness that are influential in migration variations

among the cities of Korea.

5) To suggest some policy implications for the formulation of

policies dealing with migration problems or population

redistribution strategies.
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An Overview of the Study

The bulk of the information in this study is from field work con-

ducted in Seoul and in Ch'ungbuk province between January, 1983, and

May, 1984. As is usual in most field studies, data availability

restricts the scope of this study. As an important constituent of this

research, I initially intended to include an examination of migration

streams to all cities of Korea from each province by a time series

analysis to ascertain all possible structural changes over time. But

the data on in-migration to each city from each province, which are

crucial for this purpose, were available for only two years, 1982 and

1983, at least until the end of my field work in Korea. 4

Accordingly, the scope of this study had to be limited mainly to

cross-sectional analyses that compare the interpretation of migration

flow to each city from a given origin region, Ch'ungbuk province, between

the objective point of view using published and unpublished data, and

the subjective or behavioral point of view using survey data.

The following gives an overview of the research concerns by

chapter.

Chapter II presents a literature survey focusing on the theoretical

evolution of the behavioral approach in migration research. The paradigm

of the approach, its merits and shortcomings, the evolution of

4As far as in-migration data to each city are concerned, that
stored in the main computer of the Bureau of Statistics, Economic
Planning Board of Korea are available only since 1982. Of course, the
Bureau has published annual migration statistics reports since the mid
1960s, based on resident registration, but the report deals only with
inter-provincial migration flow, which is not useful for this research.
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methodology, and a critical review of past empirical research will be

included. The literature review is especially important for this

research because the research design and methodology were based on the

findings and implications of that review.

Chapter III describes the research design and methodolcgy. The

specification of city attractiveness, the methods of quantifying

attractiveness, the formulation of research models, the establishment

of hypotheses, and various analytical techniques used, are all described.

Chapter IV deals with more detailed specifications of variables

and data collection. Methods of indexing various socia-economic

indicators to elaborate attributes of city attractiveness classified

in Chapter III will be described in detail. The questionnaire survey

design and strategies that were employed during the field survey,

including the selection of the survey area, the contents of the question

naire, the sampling design, and a summary survey report will also be

described.

In Chapter V, the out-migration to all Korean cities from Ch'ungbuk

province is analyzed over the time period, 1980 to 1983. Of course,

the time span seems to be too short to witness'a structural change.

Nevertheless, attempts will be made to find any possible changes over

the period. Multiple regression will be employed as a main analytic

tool to find the relations between the migration flows to each city

and the macro-level, objective city-attractiveness indicators.

In Chapter VI, city-ward migration streams and behavior will be

interpreted via a subjective place utility perspective. The calculation

of subjective city attractiveness scores as perceived by respondents
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is very important, because they are fundamental for the various analyses

in this chapter. On the basis of the research models formulated in

Chapter III, city-ward migration phenomena from the survey province

will be analyzed in detail through behavioral geographical models.

In due course of variou~ analyses, the hypotheses postulated in Chapter

III will be tested.

Chapter VII will review the migration as well as population re

distribution policy measures so far adopted in Korea since the mid

1960s. Based on the findings of this research, some policy implications

will be suggested for the formulation of more realistic population re

distribution policies.

Finally, Chapter VIII gives a summary of the findings of the study

and draws from them implications for further research and public policy

concerning human migration in Korea.



CHAPTER II

THE BEHAVIORAL APPROACH IN MIGRATION RESEARCH:

LITERATURE SURVEY

Background: The Paradigm of Behavioral Geography

The development of the "behavioral approach" was partly in response

to an explosion of cross-disciplinary research that had its roots in

the late 1950s and extended into geography with some considerable force

in the 1960s. This cross-disciplinary research grew out of the natural

curiosity of academics. In many disciplines there was a common feeling

that the level of explanation and the level of understanding being

achieved were unsati sfactory. Thus researchers in many di sci p1i nes

searched in adjacent areas for relevant philosophy, theories, models,

and explanatory variables. Many of the additional variables came from

the field of psychology and included such cognitive processes as per

ception, learning, and attitude formation (Gol1edge, 1980: 14-15).

This is why the area most commonly termed 'behavioral geography,l has

variously been referred to as 'cognitive behaviorism' (Murton, 1972),

'environmental perception' (Saarinen, 1969), 'psychogeography' (Kates,

1970), 'ethnogeographyI (Kni ght, 1971), 'i mage geography' (Watson, 1975),

and 'perception geography' (Gottman, 1977). Whichever term is used,

lGo11edge (1981: 1326-1327) has a different 0plnlon on the termin
ology. He argues that because the behavioral approach developed out
of a concern to increase the explanatory power of geography, not to
produce a new separate subfield of geography, it is not proper to call
the approach 'behavioral geography'. Instead, he suggests to call it
the "behavioral approach to geography."
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where an explanation of spatial patterns of behavior is sought primarily

in cognitive processes that underpinned that behavior, the behavioralist

approach to man-environment relationships is adopted.

Behavioral or perception studies in geography and in related dis

ciplines dealing with man-environment relationships find a common

theoretical framework in what has been termed cognitive behaviorism.

The theoretical premise of cognitive or environmental behaviorism is

based on the assumption that man reacts to his environment as he per

ceives and interprets it through previous experience and knowledge.

The essence of this approach is a subjective 0~ ego-centered interpre

tation of the environment.

The basic paradigm of man-environment relations is shown in

Figure 2, which clarifies the elements that are present and their
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Figure 2. A FRAMEWORK OF INDIVIDUAL SPATIAL COGNITION AND
BEHAVIOR (Gold, 1980: 42)
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interrelationships. Man is considered a thinking individual whose

transactions with the environment are mediated by mental processes and

cognitive representations of the external environment. Various con

cepts have been used as a surrogate for these 'cognitive representa

tions', but those most often employed are the 'image' and 'spatial

schemata', which are closely related but slightly different in meaning.

The image is defined as the mental picture that may be called to mind,

and furthermore it could also mean a people's schematic and indirect

knowledge of a place, as in the expression "the European's image of

the New World." 'Spatial schemata', on the other hand, are viewed as

frameworks or coding systems within which people organize their knowledge

of the spatial environment, containing the residue of past experience

and accommodating current sensory information (Tuan, 1975: 205-206;

Gold, 1980: 41). In other words, 'image' is a particularly useful

expression by which to describe concepts of places that have been seldom

or never visited or areas that are too large to conceive of in anything

other than broad outline. 'Schemata', by contrast, are more readily

associated with the everyday environment; with the accumulation and

organization of spatial knowledge upon which behavior in that environ

ment is based.

The image or the spatial schemata is shaped through cognitive

processes such as sensation, perception and learning. But the cognitive

processes themselves are influenced by personality variables and socio

cultural factors. Collectively these three categories--personality

variables, socio-cultural factors, and cognitive processes--represent

filters which affect the flow of information at two key stages. First,
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they affect the way that information is extracted from the environment.

At anyone time, the individual can absorb only a small fraction of

the potential information in his environment and, of what is absorbed,

most is of a routine nature which simply reinforces schemata or

clarifies areas of uncertainty, and produces little need for response.

But where the information has a more radical impact, decisions may be

necessary, and at this stage there is a second filtering of information.

This can produce anyone of four alternative decisions: (1) the

individual may give up without reaching a decision; (2) he may decide

that he lacks sufficient information and will go back and search for

more; (3) he may decide to take no action; or (4) he may reach a

decision and undertake a course of action (Gold, 1980: 42-43). Of

course, this is not the end of the process: man-environment relation

ships are continuous and dynamic and the final state of one sequence

is frequently the starting-point for another through a feedback process.

Why a Behavioral Approach?

Along with consumer behavior, the mobility and migration area has

been a major focus of process-oriented work, which has incorporated

behavioral variables in its search for an understanding of human spatial

behavior. The use of the behavioral approach in mobility and migration

research has reflected an on~going concern with the scale at which

migration and mobility studies should be undertaken. Large-scale or

macro studies dominated the literature for some time and produced a

range of successful models, from variations of the social grav'ity model,

to models using stochastic processes to interpret movement patterns.
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Such traditional explanations of migration based on macro-level data

and theories and models can describe and predict broad streams of move

ment fairly well, but, because they left out of consideration the IIblack

box ll of individual-level thoughts, preferences, attitudes, beliefs,

abilities, and mental processes, they have no way of explaining why

two individuals with apparently the same characteristics will behave

differently: OI,e moving, the other staying (Gardner et al., 1981: 3).

Since the 1960s, an increasingly large group of researchers has

become interested in an individual approach concerning micro-level

factors in migration decisions. This approach developed in response

to criticisms of in~dequate levels of understanding in the macro models

and was a reaction to charges that ecological fallacies occurred when

inferences about individual and small group behaviors were made from

large-scale studies (Golledge, 1980: 17). Interindividual variations

in migration behavior are seen as important and are not explainable

by aggregate statistics, even when these statistics do explain group

migration rates fairly well. Sell and De Jong (1978: 315-316) note

that "the use of aggregate data confounds important aspects of migration

decision making, such as the impact of wife's ~mployment, the role of

unemployment and job dissatisfaction. 1I

But, many researchers whose primary focus is the micro-level

advocate an integration and comPromise between these two extremes.

Anderson (1971: 365) notes that "micro-level activity studies ..•

run the risk of losing sight of the social contexts within which the

observed people are behavi ng. II Burch (1978: 1) says that IIi ndividual

decisions always occur in the context of large systems, and thus must

ultimately be explained or interpreted in the light of these systems. 1I
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And Gardner (1981: 87-88), in his comprehensive review article on the

migration decision-making process and the ways in which macro-level

factors affect it, concludes that lithe study of the migration decision,

while necessarily proceeding on the micro level, must nevertheless take

into account at all steps the influence of macro factors, the social

and institutional, the economic and the geographic context within which

the individual exists," and that "macro-level studies of migration that

do not include a consideration of the decision-making process may very

easily miss some important factors and aspects of migration."

In this regard, it seems that the so-called place utility approach

which originates in the behavioral approach can be a good compromise.

At the macro-level, the approach considers a broad set of variables

to represent the composite of utilities of a place in the migration

decision context. It also seeks individual patterns of migration

behavior that can be aggregated, and considers the factors that influence

the decision-making process of migration at the micro-level.

In addition to the arguments about the level of migration research,

the weak point of most traditional migration and mobility models is

that they are forced to rely on simple rational-man assumptions. For

example, the labor-force adjustment model, an aggregate and macro model,

which was initially developed by Lowry (1966) argues that migration

is a response to wage rate or employment opportunity differentials

between places. The human capital model, which conceptualizes migration

in terms of individual behavior, also assumes that individuals respond

to wage rate or employment opportunity differentials (Todaro, 1969). Of

course, such a simplification might be necessary in developing conceptual
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models, but the dialectical relation between ma~ and ·environment is

too important and too complex to be oversimplified by removing all the

variability from human choice and decision-making activities. Schwind's

(1971) description of the difficulty of human migration study is apt

in this sense:

Part of the difficulty in assessing the causes and
effects of population migration is that not all migrants
are members of the labour forces, nor are all migrants
responding to strictly economic 'signals' such as wage
rates or per capita income differences, assuming these
regional differences are even known to the majority of
mi grants. (p, 381)

The behavioral approach, on the other hand, eagerly embraced con

cepts which showed that people, although not necessarily economically

or spatially rational, nevertheless could be assumed to exhibit

regularity in their actions.

Two Seminal Studies of the Behavioral Approach

Wolpert and the Place Utility Concept

Julian Wolpert is the geographer most instrumental in developing

the foundation for a new conceptual framework for the behavioral

analysis of migration and mobility. In his 1965 article, "Behavioral

Aspects of the Decision to Migrate," he states:

Migration is viewed as a form of individual or group
adaptation to perceived changes in environment, a
recognition of marginality with respect to a
stationary position, and a flow reflecting an
appraisal by a potential migrant of his present
site as opposed to a number of other potential
sites •••• Migration is not, therefore, merely
a direct response or reaction to the objective
economic circumstances. (p. 161)



25

He introduces a theoretical model in which three general concepts of

behavior are combined: (1) the concept of place utility; (2) the field

theory approach to search behavior; and (3) the life-cycle approach

to threshold information.

He defines place utility as lithe net composite of utilities which

are derived from the individual's integration at some position in spacell

(p. 162). Essentially, persons are continually comparing--even if sub

consciously--the utility of their present residence with all other

places of which they are aware. Based on the place utility concept,

he argues that lithe individual will tend to locate himself at a place

whose characteristics possess or promise a relatively higher level of

utility than in other places which are conspicuous to him,1I and thus,

lithe flow of population reflects subjective place utility evaluations

by indtvtdual s" (p, 162).

For Wolpert, the field that is used by the individual as a basis

of comparison with his own residence is his action space or immediate

subjective environment which is defined as lithe set of place utilities

which the individual perceives and to which he respondsll (p. 163).

Although we might expect the individual to locate himself at the place

of higher utility, it is suggested that whether in fact the individual

does so will be a function of two factors: (1) the individual's ability

to adjust the utility profile offered at his place of residence; and

(2) the information available on the utilities to be had elsewhere.

In this connection, Wolpert (1965: 163-164) postulates that the

individual's subjective action space is perceived by the individual

through "a sampling process whose parameters are determined by the
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individual's needs, drives, and abilities," and that the action space

itself may vary in terms of number and intensity of contacts which may

be gained through mass media, travel, and communication with friends

and relatives.

Another determinant of the nature and extent of the individual's

action space, according to Wolpert (1965: 164-165), consists of a set

of factors which may be grouped under the heading of "the life cycle."

All persons are said to pass through a 'l)fe cycle', which changes

according to functional alterations in an individual's life. Dif

ferences in sex, race, formal education, family income, and status are

likely to find their expression early in shaping the area of movement

and choice. He further argues that although the action space is

unique for each individual, still there is likely to be a good deal

of convergence into a limited number of classes and accordingly, the

congruity and interdependence of the effects of sex, race, family income,

education, and occupation are likely to result in subgroups of

individuals with rather homogeneous action spaces (p. 165).

Wolpert (1966) extended his ideas on the behavioral aspects of

mobility in another article, "Migration as an Adjustment to Environmental

Stress" in which he specifies that stress conditions, "noxious or

potentially noxious environmental forces," upset the balance between

the individual and his residential environment, leading to an attempt

to bring into balance that relationship which he denotes as strain.

Depending upon the degree and types of stress, a person might be able

to make certain alterations in his or her current habitat so that

harmony is restored. In case this is not possible, migration may be

the only solution for the adjustment to stress. The threshold of stress
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necessary to result in migration will vary with individual's aspiration,

life-cycle stage, and abilities, and thus with his or her perception

of the situation.

Through elaborating and modifying Wolpert's concepts of stress,

place utility, and action space, Brown and Moore (1970) developed an

intra-urban migration decision framework as shown in Figure 3. They

suggest that a change in the relationship between the needs of a house

hold and its environment can produce stress and perhaps migration.

The sequence of decisions involved in this process is divided into two

phases. In phase I, decision is made to seek a new residence either

because the current residence fails to meet the needs and expectations

of the household, or because there have been changes in the resident's

satisfaction with his or her neighborhood, or both. Phase II indicates

the stages by which the final decision is reached. Because many people

will have little or no knowledge of certain parts of their home city,

their search will be centered on those that they knew and deem to be

suitable.

Throughout the whole decision process, subjective place utility

plays an important role and enters the migration decision in at least

two ways: first, it is a factor in the household's decision to seek

a new dwelling (phase I); second, it is also a factor in the household's

decision of where'to search for a new residence and, ultimately, where

to locate (phase II).

Although Wolpert does not provide empirical support for his

hypotheses, his papers heralded--certainly in timing and to some extent

in influence too--the development of the behavioral approach in migra

tion and mobility research.
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Gould and the Mental Map Technique

Wolpert's seminal contribution to the development of the behavioral

approach in migration and mobility research is unquestionably apparent; .

however, it was Gould (1966) who initially suggested the method of

measuring the collective or group cognitive images of places. Gould's

concept of mental maps is defined as lithe spatial images that are in

the minds of men" and his gUiding belief is described as follows:

If we grant that spatial behavior is our concern,
then the mental images that men hold of the space
around them may provide a key to some of the struc
tures, patterns and processes of Man's work on the
face of the earth. (p. 182--reference to 1973
reprint2)

With this in mind, Gould (1973: 183-186) postulates two basic

assumptions:

Firstly, many of the decisions that men make seem to be related,

at least in part, to the way in which they perceive the space around

them and to the differential evaluations they place upon various portions

of it (p. 183). For examp1e,3 men decide to migrate, not on a regular

surface of equal opportunity or desirability, but in a world often

perceived in an extreme, differential manner. 'Men decide to grow crops

and raise animals for their sustenance, not in an arbitrary way, but

in part according to their particular views of the space around them.

2p• R. Gould, liOn Mental Maps," in R. M. Downs and David Stea
(eds.), Image and Environment (Chicago: A1dine Publishing Company,
1973), pp. 182-220.

3These examples are exactly what Gould had borrowed from Wolpert
(1965). Judging from this, Gould's idea of mental map seems to be, at
least in part, influenced by Wolpert's proposition on migrant behavior.
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Secondly, a portion of our viewpoint is quite particular to our

selves, while another part is shared, or held in common, with many of

our fellows (p. 186). For example, we may disagree with some about

the desirability or undesirability, the beauty or ugliness, of a

particular place, but we can usually find others whose views closely

parallel our own.

The essence of Gould's idea of constructing mental maps is to

partition the total variation in space preference for a given sample

of people into those portions that indicate general or common viewpoints,

and those that represent unique portions that may be assigned to

individuals. Through mathematical operationalization, the general or

common viewpoints are transformed into a single, overall mental map.

It is for this reason that the problem has been approached through

principal components analysis.

The steps for the construction of the mental maps that Gould

devised can be summarized as follows: 4

1) People are asked to provide rank order listings of their

preferences for various areas to form a rank order matrix for m (areas)

x n (respondents).

2) The rank order matrix is summarized by a matrix of rank

correlations (n x n correlation matrix).

3) Principal components analyses are performed upon the rank cor

relation matrix to break out the underlying structures of space

preferences in terms of a smaller number of dimensions or components.

4For further details refer to P. Gould (1967), "On the Geographic
Interpretation of Eigenvalues," Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers, Vol. 42, pp. 53-86 and P. Gould and R. Whlte (1974), Mental
Maps (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books,1974), pp. 51-68.
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41. Preference scores are calculated by the following formula;

n
PS. = E Ri / LiJ i =1

where

Preference score of a region j,

The rank order of a region j perceived by a respondent
i in terms of residential preference,

The best vector loading or the coefficient of the first
principal component of a respondent i.

5) Transformation of the preference scores to a 100 point scale

so that the best liked region has a score of 100, while the most dis

1i ked is O.

6) The maps are constructed from the transformed preference scores

in the form of contour lines.

Such mental maps, it was argued, are useful not only for the

analysis of spatial behavior, but also for the broad area of planning.

Especially, in the area of migration, Gould (1973: 217) argues, mental

maps may shed some light on the gross and long-term movements of people.

Similar studies have been made by many researchers, mostly in the

late 1960s and early 1970s. Some have replicated the original study

at roughly the same, national scale in the United States (Aangeenburg,

1968; Goodey, 1968; Fuller and Chapman,5 1974), the United Kingdom

(White, 1967) and Nigeria (Ola, 1968), while others have concentrated

SFu11er and Chapman's study is unique from others in the sense
that theirs is the measurement of residential desirability of the United
States perceived by East-West Center grantees from 18 countries
studying at the University of Hawaii.
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upon the perception of gross urban areas in the United States (Doherty,

1968) and New Zealand (Johnston, 1970). Studies also have been made

at the intra-urban level, investigating the residential desirability

of various parts of a city (Eyles, 1968; Johnston, 1968; Peterson,

1967).

Gould's initial work, and that which it stimulated, however, has

been criticized by some researchers as the study of space preference

only. Bunting and Guelke (1979), for example, criticized geographers

who "became taken up with the measurement of images rather than their

implications ll (p. 452). But, this is a fundamental misunderstanding

of the nature of work in the behavioral geography as Golledge (1981)

counter-criticizes:

Focusing on 'image' is part of the process of explain
ing spatial behavior; but if one cannot define and
measure or represent an image one cannot include it
as a variable in any explanatory schemas! Before
one can accept the premise that 'image' is a relevant
variable, one has to have confidence in the attempts
to measure and/or represent it. (p. 1338)

In this respect, Gould's idea appears to have played a modest

catalytic role in the analysis and the measurement of cognitive images

that people have in mind in terms of geographic perception and residen

tial desirability. To put it another way, his technique of measuring

group mental maps is believed to be an innovative suggestion to measure

the general or commonly perceived utility for a given sample of people.

Empirical Studies of the Place Utility Approach

Intra-Urban Mobility Study

Earlie\' attempts to apply the place utility approach to empirical

migration research were initiated in intra-urban mobility studies.
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1970; Brown and Longbrake, 1970; Brown, Horton, and Wittick, 1970; Brown,

Odland, and Golledge, 1970), attempts have been made to develop Wolpert's

concept of place utility as a predictor variable and to bring it into

empirical and operational use. Although the general concern in these

studies is with place utility considerations in intra-urban mobility,

Brown and Longbrake's (1970) study provides a good discussion of

problems in conceptualizing and evaluating place utility functions based

upon both characteristics of the migrants and their places of residence

in the city.

Brown and Longbrake (1970: 372) argue that since the flow of popu

lation reflects subjective place utility considerations by households,

social scientists studying intra-urban migration behavior may employ

variables which characterize areas of destination and origin to con-

struct a surrogate place utility function. One such function might

be built upon the observation that people occupying 'X' types of neigh-

borhood tend to move to lye types of neighborhood, where 'X' and 'Y'

represent sets of variables characterizing neighborhoods. A second

such function might be built upon the observation that people occupying

'X' types of neighborhood have a greater tendency to move than those

occupying 'Y' types of neighborhood. A third such function might be

built upon the observation that 'X' types of neighborhood have a greater

tendency to receive migrant households than do 'V' types of neighbor

hood. Employing such sJrrogate utility functions, subjective place

utilities of households are inferred on the bases of various ecological

type data describing socio-economic characteristics, with 48 variables
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for 64 origin-destination zones of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, and residential

movement within the city over the 1966-1967 period. A principal com

ponents analysis with varimax rotation was used to group the 48 socio

economic variables according to similarities in their variance structure

over the 64 zones because the 48 variables are neither statistically

independent of one another nor do they comprise a data set of easily

manageable proportions. As a result, five significant components

including family status, housing quality, income differentials or

economic status, residential density, and selective stability were

identified which together accounted for 65 percent of the total variance

among the 48 variables. Brown and Longbrake implicitly regarded these

statistically inferred components as subjective place utility attributes

perceived by households considering intra-urban migration. But there

is neither evidence nor rationale to believe so. Admitting such a short

coming, they suggest construction of place utility functions on the

basis of data collected by the survey method (p. 384).

Many attempts have been made to specify residential attributes

that underlie people's impressions of their residential environment

within neighborhoods or cities through questio~naire surveys (Menchik,

1972; Clark and Cadwai1ader, 1973; Onibokun, 1973; Speare, Goldstein,

and Frey, 1976; Banerjee and Baer, 1984). Table 3 summarizes the

findings of these attempts.

As the table shows, the main items contained in each research are

slightly different. However, attributes which might comprise an

individual's place utility function include two main categories: (1)

neighborhood factors such as accessibility to work, to schools, and

to significant community facilities, quality of natural/non-natural



Researcher

~1enchi k (1972)

Clark and
Cadwallader
(1973)

Table 3

ITEMS OF RESIDENTIAL ATTRIBUTES PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESIDENTS

Residential Attributes

1) Natural Environmental Beauty: area's prettiness, beauty of surroundings,
climate, weather, and topography.

2) Man-made or Non-natural Environment: population density, characteristics
of people nearby, presence of traffic and non-residential land uses like
stores, factories and so on.

3) Accessibility: to work, to schools, to churches, to transportation
facilities, to shopping, and to other specified activity or convenience.

4) Characteristics of House and Lot: size of house and lot, price of house
and land, house design characteristics, and other natural and non-natural
environment lot characteristics.

1) The Size and Facilities of the Dwelling Unit.
2) The Kind of People Living in the Neighborhood.
3) The Proximity of the Household Location for Interaction with

Friends and Relatives.
4) Proximity to Work Place.
5) The Amount of Air Pollution in the Neighborhood.

w
U1



Table 3 (continued) ITEMS OF RESIDENTIAL ATTRIBUTES PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESIDENTS

Researcher

Onibokun (1973)

Speare, Goldstein,
and Frey (1976:
207-231, Chapter 8)

Banerjee and
Baer (1984: 35-83,
Chapter 3)

Residential Attributes

1) Physical Congestion and External Overcrowding.
2) Recreation and Open Space.
3) Public Opinion about the House
4) Essential Public Services
5) Schools
6) Public Transportation

1) Size of House
2) Yard
3) Age of House
4) Immediate Neighborhood
5) Community (Section of Town)
6) Distance from Work
7) Distance from Schools
8) Distance from Shopping

1) The Accessibility of Significant Places: work, schools, friends and
relatives, cultural and recreational facilities, shopping.

2) Aspects of the Overall Residential Ambience: air quality, dwelling
space, density, personal and property safety, the type of people who
lived in the area.

w
m
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environment, quality of schools and public facilities, the kinds of

people in the neighborhood, friends and relatives, and safety/security;

and (2) housing factors such as the size of house and lot, the price

of house and land, and house design characteristics. Of course, these

studies have provided some insights to specify the place attributes

of the residential area as perceived by city residents in the context

of intra-urban migration. However, no effort was made to analyze

systematically the role of these attributes in explaining migration

behavior.

The study by Bible and Brown (1981) develops a methodology for

the analysis of intra-urban migration with emphasis on housing and

neighborhood attributes and preferences. The authors selected 17 key

attributes as important dwelling unit and neighborhood characteristics,

which include: (l) neighborhood factors: public school system,

neighborhood shopping area, parks and open spaces, backgrounds and

interests of neighbors, property values and neighborhood status, bus

service, safety and security from crime, property tax rate compared

to other areas, level of traffic noise, nearness to work, nearness to

good shopping areas, and nearness to friends; ~nd (2) housing factors:

amount of living space, quality and durability of construction, spacious

ness of the lot or yard, age of the house or apartment, and amount of

storage and working space.

The importance of each attribute was measured on a six-point Likert

scale by asking households in the Columbus, Ohio SMSA, to rate how

satisfied they were with 17 selected attributes for their home and

neighborhood prior to moving and for the housing units they considered
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during their search, including the home actually purchased. All

attributes except bus service were considered at least slightly

important, and quality and durability of construction, the amount of

living space, and safety and security from crime were considered more

important by the respondent subgroups than were other attributes.

In addition, a Thurstone paired-comparison technique was used to

provide insight into the role of neighborhood and dwelling unit

attributes in the home purchase decision-making process. Overall, the

results are similar to the Likert scaling results: safety and security

from crime, quality and durability of construction, schools and amount

of living space emerged as the most important attributes; whereas,

property tax rates and nearness to work were much less important. They

also found that each respondent subgroup anticipated increases in

satisfaction for more attributes in their new home than their second

choice home, suggesting that a rational housing decision was made (Bible

and Brown, 1981: 40-42).

Based on a consideration of the importance and satisfaction

findings, Bible and Brown (1981) conclude that a two-phase process in

the context of intra-urban migration may be op~rating: (1) the first

phase consists of comparing the former residence with a set of alter

native residences on the basis of a select group of important neighbor

hood and dwelling unit attributes; (2) the second phase involves·

choosing among those alternative residences previously identified

(po 42).

The main research emphasis of the place utility approach in intra

urban mobility studies to date has been related to specifying place
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attributes and analyzing the role of the attributes in the migration

decision process. On the other hand, research dealing with the measure

ment of perceived place utility and migration volume prediction seldom

has been reported.

Internal Migration Study

The applicability of the place utility concept to internal

migration phenomena at the regional or national levels began to be

discussed in the early 1970s. Schwind (1971: 379-393), for example,

used the term Iregional attractiveness I and defined lattractive region'

as "the regions experiencing positive net in-migration, with which the

following broad characteristics are associated: relative concentrations

of opportunities for occupational, financial, educational, and social

mobility; relative concentrations of desirable environmental amenities"

(p. 381).

Early research efforts were largely concerned with relations

between perceived residential preferences and internal migration flow,

obviously being influenced and encouraged by Gould1s (1966) mental map

technique and his argument that preferential perception can be of value

in und~i5tanding migration patterns. Most studies examining the

relationship between preferences and migration have used students as

a sampling base. As Goodey (1971) points out, this is unfortunate

because students are different from potential migrants involved in

decentralization or new community acceptance. In addition, students

have been asked to make preference evaluations at the national level.

Such scales, especially in the case of large countries like the United
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States, have forced the students to rely heavily on communicated per-

ception while de-emphasizing "menta1 image" expression based on visual

or other sensual stimuli obtained in what Brown and Moore (1970) call

"awareness space."

Whiteis (1974) study focused on urban in-migration and preference

evaluations of the resident population in the state of Kentucky. His

main hypothesis was that the in-migration attraction of an urban area

is strongly related to an aggregate residential preference value

attributed to the city by potential migrants. Through a questionnaire

survey, respondents were asked to indicate whether they thought each

city was very undesirable (zero score), undesirable (25 score), fair

(50 score), desirable (75 score), and very desirable (100 score).

Residential preference values were computed as an average of all the

values granted a city by all respondents, and urban in-migration attrac

tion values for each city were defined as the number of in-migrants

divided by the 1970 population. A comparison of the urban in-migration
~

pattern with the residential preference surface reveals some striking

similarities, namely, the Pearson correlation coefficient between two

sets of values was 0.67. Again, a stepwise multiple regression analysis

of in-migration attraction with seven independent variables such as

residential preference, knowledge, visitation, median family income,

personal income, industrial employment, and city size indicates that

residential preference is the best variable for predicting urban in

migration attraction. Through asking Kentucky respondents to rank, in

order of importance, the factors they considered as the most prominent

~ttractors of in-migration, White could confirm that the significant
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place utility evaluation factors include climate, nearness to relatives,

higher pay, scenery, shopping facilities, recreational facilities, and

low pollution levels.

Demko's (1974) study also identifies the cognition of a set of

cities held by individuals faced with a potential migration decision.

In the research, two main hypotheses were formulated:

1) Two cognitive structures, economic factors and non-economic

factors, will be required to describe aggregated mental images for a

group of cities within the context of a potential migration decision

(Hl ); and

2) Individuals can be grouped according to common viewpoints con

cerning their images of the group of cities (H2).

To test the hypotheses, he carried out a questionnaire survey in

southern Ontario, Canada. Two kinds of major questions asked each

respondent include: (1) to rank the 28 paired combinations of cities

out of eight cities in terms of the degree of similarity; and (2) to

rank each of eight cities with respect to individual cognitions of

income potential, cost of living, familiarity, preference, quality of

life, and population of the cities. Through an R-mode principal axis

factor analysis, the author was able to confirm six groups of individuals

having similar viewpoints regarding their similarity ranks of the pairs

. of cities (H2). Again the Hl was supported by the use of a principal

components analysis, which resulted in a two dimensional solution, with

the familiarity, income, cost of living, and size variables loading

on component I and the preference, and quality of life (social-environ

mental variables) loading on component II (Demko, 1974: 24-33). Demko's
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study, 'however, did not relate the cognition structures to' actual

migration.

Researches by Jones and Zannaras (1976), and Jones (1978, 1980)

analyzed the influence of misperception (over- or under-perception)

of urban benefits on the variations of city-ward migration in Venezuela.

They measured the objective opportunities of 30 cities in Venezuela

using two sets of factors: (1) economic opportunity: unemployment

rate, mean family income and its standard deviation, and population

size of each urban place; (2) quality of life factor: average annual

temperatures, educational level of a city, the crime rate, and the

tourist attractiveness of a city defined as the number of tourist hotel

and motel rooms per 1,000 resident population. Perceived measures,

on the other hand, were obtained by asking high school senior students

to rank the cities on the basis of their perceptions of the economic

opportunity and the quality of life, which were converted to attractive

ness scores through the method suggested by Peter Gould, as mentioned

in the previous section. In both studies, in-migration rates to 30

cities in 1971 (the dependent variable) were regressed on objective

measures of economic opportunity and quality o~ life (independent

variables), which was able to explain 65 percent of the variation in

young adult in-migration rates. But, when measures of perceived

attractiveness of the cities were adde~, the variance explained rose

remarkably to 83 percent, an increase of 18 percent.

The remarkable increase in variance explained is a good evidence

to support the importance of perceptual factors in explaining migration

phenomena, which, however, does not necessarily imply that ~he perceptual

model explains better than the objective one. Besides, the
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dichotomization of place attributes of a city into economic factors

and non-economic or quality of life factors seems to be too simple to

properly specify the attributes of places in a migration decision con

text.

As Gustavus and Brown (1977: 529) point out, although many

researchers agree that the place utility concept is useful in migration

studies, it has not been extensively applied to actual migration

research mainly because the transformation of place utility into

specific terms has been difficult. In the migration literature, some

researchers (for example, Gustavus and Brown, 1977; Lieber, 1978; and

De Jong and Fawcett, 1981) have attempted to specify place utility

attributes of destination cities in the migration decision context.

In the research by Gustavus and Brown (1977), thirteen place

characters were employed to represent major dimensions of urban areas

in a migration context: housing, jobs, schools, entertainment,

recreation, friendliness of the community, cost of living, police and

fire protection, welfare, nearness to home, kinds of people, shopping,

and health care. The authors used several survey methods to elucidate

the importance of these place attributes in th~ decision to migrate

to Columbus, Ohio.

Through employing a six point Likert scaling from "very important ll

to livery unimportant," Gustavus and Brown found that all items received

rankings higher than the scale midpoint, indicating that respondents

considered all of these attributes at least slightly important. A good

job, a nice house, and a good school system emerged as the most important

attributes of a place where one might live; whereas, nearness to home

and high welfare payments were consistently rated as least important.
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Little variation in this pattern was found by socio-economic status

or by race.

In an actual migration situation, however, a choice among at least

some of these might be necessary. Further, it is likely that the

migrant would only gather information relative to those felt to be most

crucial. Knowledge of the various trade-offs in place attributes that

migrants might consider is therefore important. To measure this,

respondents were asked which attribute in all possible pairs of

attributes would be more important if they were choosing a new town

(a paired-comparison technique). The findings of the paired comparison

and Likert type analyses are similar. Most important by a wide margin

are housing, jobs, and schools, with jobs dominating these three

attributes. For the total sample and most subgroups, nearness to home,

good shopping, and high welfare payments are the least essential of

the attributes. Further, the ability of the paired comparison data

to provide distances between attribute rankings as well as the ranking

themselves provide two interesting insights. First, the attributes

of health care, jobs, schools, and housing are in general preferred

to the others by a wide margin. Second, the city lights type of urban

amenities, such as entertainment, recreation, and shopping are ones

that, more often than not, would be given up to obtain alternative

attributes.

The most common procedure followed by most scholars in identifying

the relevant place attributes has been to name decision-making variables

based on ad hoc hypotheses concerning the factors that influence the

migrants' 10cationa1 choices and is tantamount to presuming that the
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researchers are better informed about individuals and individual

decision-making processes than are the individuals themselves. In this

regard, some researchers have introduced the concept of a personal

construct theory, as originally developed by Kelly (1965), a

psychologist. This is an idea by which the respondent, and not the

investigator, has directly named the relevant attributes of stimuli

which are being compared. Although his Grid-Sorting Technique was

developed with respect to problems in clinical psychology and patient

treatment, it has been adapted to geographic research by Harrison and

Sarre (1971, 1975), who initially applied the ide~ to measure the

general image of urban environment held by a group of female city

residents and to measure shopkeepers' images of their business environ-

mente

It was Lieber (1974, 1978), however, who initially applied the

Personal Construct Theory to internal migration research. In order

to elicit place attributes based on an individual's choice in a migration

decision context, he conducted a questionnaire survey for the 964

terminal degree candidates (undergraduate, M.A., M.D., Ph.D., and D.D.S.

degree candidates) of the graduating class of the University of Iowa. 6

The first part of the questionnaire focused on the Grid-Sorting

Technique (GST) of the personal construct theory and its adaptation

to a migration context while the second part utilized the Semantic

Differential Technique (SOT) in more structured response situations

involving three types of job constraints: (1) a situation of three

6The degree candidate students were selected for the survey because
they were a good sailip1e of those who were about to move after graduation.
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job-offers; (2) only one job-offer; and (3) no job-offers. The findings

from the GST show that recreational opportunities (both types and access

to them), an urbanity-cultural opportunities factor, distance to close

relatives, and population characteristics of potential destination area,

were the most frequently mentioned.

The results of the alla1ysis using the SOT shows that, in spite

of the various job-constraint situations, place utility components

such as urban-cultural opportunities, State economic conditions,

distance to close relatives, and recreational environmental features

were congruently most frequently referred to. Three of the categories

which were elicited from the GST appeared to be similar in character

to three of the four congruent factors which appeared in all the

semantic differential analyses: the urban-cultural opportunities, the

recreational opportunities component, and the distance to close

relatives component.

Based on the results of the analyses, Lieber (1978) concludes that

"it is abundantly clear that individuals utilized variables describing

place utility components which in no direct way corresponded with vari

ables utilized in aggregate migration research" (p. 26).

A broader and more comprehensive set of place attributes are

suggested by De Jong and Fawcett (1981). Their "Value-Expectancy Model"

is a kind of cognitive model and is essentially cast in a cost-benefit

framework. Migration is viewed as an instrumental behavior, and

decision making is based on a II cogni t i ve ca1cu1us ll that involves a sub

jective, anticipatory weighing of the factors involved in achieving
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certain goals. The basic components of this model are thus goals

(values, objectives) and expectancies (subjective probabilities), which

can be represented algebraically as follows:

MI = I: V.* E.. , ,,
In this formulation, for a given place, Vi is the value of the outcome

i and Ei is the expectancy that migration will lead to the desired

outcome for value i at the given place. The strength of the intentions

for migration, MI, is a function of the sum of the value-expectancy

products (pp. 47-48). Through synthesizing much empirical and

theoretical literature on migration motives and determinants, the

authors suggest seven categories of values and goals related to migra

tion: wealth, status, comfort, stimulation, autonomy, affiliation,

and morality, whose detailed indicators are shown in Table 4.

Another branch of place utility oriented migration research concern

is to verify the relationships among awareness space, action space,

spatial preferences, and behavior in space in a migration decision

context. Studies by Lloyd (1976), White (1977), Brown, Malecki, and

Philliber (1977), and Brown, Philliber, Maleck~, and Walby (1981) are

good examples. Fundamentally, all researchers hold the cornmon view

that migration is considered as the process of adjustment whereby one

place of residence is substituted for another in order better to satisfy

the needs and desires of each migrant, or in Wolpert's (1965) terms,

in order to increase experienced place utility. To measure place

utility, attention must be given to the subjective evaluation of place

attributes by the migrant, not the researcher's "objective evaluation."
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Table 4

VALUES AND GOALS RELATED TO MIGRATION

General values/goals Indicators of values/goals

- having a high income; stable income
- having economic security in old age

WEALTH - being able to afford basic needs, some luxuries
- having access to welfare payments and other

economic benefits

- having a prestigious job
- being looked up to in the community

STATUS - obtaining a good education
- having power and influence

- having an "easy" job
- living in a pleasant community

COMFORT - having ample leisure time
- having comfortable housing

- having fun and excitement
- doing new things

STIMULATION - being able to meet a variety of people
- keeping active and busy

- being economically independent
- being free to say and do whGt you want

AUTONOMY - having privacy
- being on your own

- living near family, friends
- being part of a group/community

AFFILIATION - having a lot of friends
- being with spouse/prospective spouse

- leading a virtuous life
- being able to practice religion

MORALITY - exposing children to good influences
- living in a community with a favorable moral

. cl imate

Source: G. De Jong and J. T. Fawcett, "Motivations for Migration: An
Assessment and a Value-Expectancy Model," in G. De Jong and
R. Gardner (eds.), Migration Decision Making (New York:
Pergamon Press, 1981), p. 50.
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In this regard, concepts such as action space, awareness space, and

information sources are important in migration decisions.

The study by Lloyd (1976) confirms that strong structural

similarities exist in the cognitive information concerning the states

of the United States, preferences for these states, and the actual

migration flows among the states through survey data gathered from

student samples at the Pennsylvania State University and the University

of South Carolina.

White's study (1977) is an attempt to probe the degree to which

we can understand migration between cities in an action space / human

needs context. Action space is simply defined as "those places for

which respondents had enough knowledge to make a residential preference

evaluation" (p. 40). Measure of a city's collective action space is

defined as lithe percentage of respondents in city X who have knowledge

of cities A, B, C, ••• " (p. 47). The results of the study indicate

that such a very general definition of action space (knowledge) in

Kentucky is more closely associated with actual migration patterns than

with (objective) economic factors or distance.

The study by Brown et al. (1977) focuses on the characteristics

of awareness space which "comprises all urban places about which the

migrant has knowledge" (p. 336) in an inter urban migration context.

Analysis of the awareness spaces of a sample of migrants to Columbus,

Ohio, indicates that the likelihood of a town being included in an

individual's awareness space is directly related to the population and

inversely related to the distance from the individual's place of

residence. Yet, in analyzing the attractiveness of places included
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in awareness spaces, the respondent's familiarity with a town was more

important than either its population or distance characteristics.

Personal, rather than impersonal, contact also contributed to a town's

attractiveness as a potential migration destination.

Afurther examination of the kinds of information sources employed

by migrants and the ways in which these sources are used in the migration

decision is discussed in other research by Brown and his associates

(1981). The survey data on patterns of information sources among a

sample of migrants to Columbus demonstrated the importance of personal

contact sources, particularly friends and relatives at the destination

site, for information relevant to the migration decision. Newspapers,

television, radio, and employment agencies are also important sources.

With regard to the temporal pattern of usage, migrants reported using

more sources as they approached their final migration decision. When

using information sources, migrants most often gathered data relative

to jobs, housing, schools, and entertainment, but jobs received more

attention early in the information gathering process whereas later,

housing received more attention.

In recent years, in major geographical jo~rnals articles on migra

tion research in a place utility framework are less common. Two recent

articles by Desbarats (1983) and McHugh (1984a) and commentary on the

former by McHugh (1984b) and the comment in reply by Desbarats (1984)

indicate that traditional place utility approaches are in a stage of

reshuffling.
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Through critical scrutiny of a representative group of behavioral

studies of movement,7 Desbarats (1983) examined the reasons for the

limited success of empirical studies of movement behavior in documenting

a consistent relationship between spatial behavior and its psychological

antecedents. A critical issue raised by Desbarats is that explanatory

frameworks in behavioral geography have advanced rather loosely con

ceptualized subjective determinants of behavior. She argues that

acceptance of the implicit assumptions of utility maximization and

volitional control has encouraged an undue emphasis on the attitudinal

determinants of behavior to the detriment of its nonattitudina1 com-

ponents (p. 340).

To rectify such a deficiency, Desbarats incorporates Fishbein and

Ajzen's theory of reasoned action into her framework of constrained

movement behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980).

According to this, constraints stemming from the socio-physical environ

ment and mediated by the decision maker's personal characteristics limit

free choice in at least four different ways: (1) they constrict the

opportunity set; (2) they mold the formation of attitudes and prefer

ences; (3) they induce the expression of choices that do not conform

to preferences; and finally (4) they prevent choice actualization

(Desbarats, 1983: 350). According to her conclusion, models should

be formulated within conceptual frameworks able to incorporate into

existing psychological theories of behavior an operational formulation

7The studies examined in Desbarats' paper deal mostly with intra
urban travels to shops, hospitals, and recreation spots, and internal
migration behavior.
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of the structural, social, and institutional constraints that account

for the missing links between spatial behavior and its psychological

antecedents.

The importance of constraints in the context of migration decision

was also discussed by Gardner (1981). According to him, the reasons

why people do not behave as they desire and intend may be summed up

in the concept of constraints, which has the following characteristics

(pp. 80-83). First, constraints to a move can either be person-specific

(micro-level constraints) or operate for a large number of individuals,

as for all those living in a certain area (macro-level constraints).

Second, even as there are positive constraints to movement, there

are also "negative constraints," or facilitators, which intervene

between desires and behavior.

Third, information would be a key factor for individuals to per

ceive constraints accurately.

Typical examples of macro-level constraints to migration include:

(1) physical constraints (distance, travel time, moving costs, and the

presence of physical barriers); (2) normative constraints (community

mobility norms); and (3) political and legal barriers (the policies

and programs of the government).

A recent study by McHugh (1984: 315-325) has not only contributed

to the diversification of explanatory variables in the migration decision

model, but has also supported the importance of constraint variables.

In a questionnaire survey of a sample of 167 individuals randomly

selected from two metropolitan counties in Pennsylvania, four intention

types are isolated: short-term intended migrants, likely future

migrants, possible future migrants, and entrenched stayers. McHugh's
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study demonstrates also the usefulness of viewing migration from the

perspective of life history. Place ties developed over the life-span

are proved to be instrumental in determining potential migration

destination.

Identifying particular social psychological aspects of the migra

tion decision process is another contribution of McHugh's research.

Community satisfaction, the main focus of previous research, is only

one of several perceptual factors related to the formulation of

migration intentions. The three major social psychological determinants

based upon the theory of reasoned action--attitude toward moving, sub

jective norm with respect to moving, and anticipated constraints to

moving--are the most powerful discriminators of migration intention

types, which also supports Desbarats's suggested framework, mentioned

above.

Conclusion: Findings and Implications for This Study

Since the seminal work suggested by J. Wolpert (1965), the place

utility framework, which is a behavioral model in nature, has played

a significant role in evolving a better explanation for migration

behavior in geographic space. As aforementioned, focusing on 'image'

is part of the process of explaining spatial behavior, and the

identification of image is a necessary condition for behavioral research,

because if one cannot define and measure or represent an image, one

cannot include it as a variable in any explanatory schema. In a sense,

it is no exaggeration to say that most of the empirical research using

a place utility approach has endeavored to specify or operationa1ize the

perceived place utility, or the image, in the context of migration.
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The findings and implications from the empirical studies reviewed

in the previous section are summarized as follows:

Firstly, measurements of residential preference or regional and

urban residential attractiveness, initiated by Gould (1966) and his

followers, were the earliest efforts to operationalize place utility.

White's (1974) study confirms that the correlation between the resi

dential preference surface and in-migration pattern is highly signifi

cant. However, the simple calculation of regional residential

preference tells us nothing about migration determinants, nor about

place attributes, because the respondent is free to consider and weigh

whatever variables were considered relevant to the basic residential

preference questions.

Secondly, many researchers have attempted to specify the place

utility of a potential destination in terms of various place utility

attributes (Demko, 1974; Jones and Zannaras, 1976; Jones, 1978 and 1980;

Gustavus and Brown, 1977), or in terms of migration values and goals

(De Jong and Fawcett, 1981). However, the contents of place utility

attributes are quite different from one researcher to another. Besides,

no studies, except those of Jones and Zannaras· (1976) and Jones (1978,

1980), have related cognitive place utility structures to actual

migration models.

Thirdly, some researchers (Lieber, 1974, 1978; Preston and Taylor,

1981) applied Personal Construct Theory to migration research in order

to elicit subjective place utility attributes based on an individual's

choice, not on a priori hypotheses given by researchers. The attributes

found through the theory are, however, too specific to be generalized.
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Fou~thly, recent research efforts emphasize the importance of

information sources and various constraints in migration decision con-

text.

Fina~ly, several techniques of quantifying perceived or subjective

place utility have been suggested in the literature. Gould (1966)

suggests a technique of converting the attractiveness rank order matrix

(number of areas X number of respondents), which is obtained by asking

people to rank places in order of attractiveness, to attractiveness

scores by multiplying this by vector loadings that are computed from

Spearman's rank order correlation matrix via the principal components

analysis technique.

Another quantifying technique is to apply Likert type scaling,

instead of ranking, to each of the selected place attributes. For

example, Gustavus and Brown (1977) employed a six-point scale from livery

satisfied" to livery unsatisfied" for each of 13 place utility attributes.

The authors did not explicitly disclose what would be the overall

attractiveness score of a place, but they seem to have implied that

the mean values of the thirteen attributes were tantamount to this.

De Jong and Fawcett's (1981) value-expectancy model can be also

interpreted as a way of quantifying perceived place utility. In the

model, they implicitly consider the sum of each value-expectancy

product8 as the overall attractiveness of a place as perceived by an

individual.

8For example, if we employ a three-point scale for the importance
of a particular value, and again the same scale for the expectancy level
achieving that value in a particular place, the highest score for a
particular value is 9; the lowest possible score is 1.
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The weak point, in my opinion, common to both the value-expectancy

product method and the mean value concept of Brown and Gustavus is that

they overlook the measurement of overall attractiveness of a place by

neglecting to weight values for the respective attribute scores.

Gustavus and Brown (1977: 547) also point out that an additive or mul

tiplicative formulation would not be appropriate and noted that a scheme

for differentially weighing the contribution of each attribute to (over

all) place utility would be required. By contrast, although Gould's

idea of measuring residential preference is a sophisticated technique

of measuring overall perceived utilities of places, it does not at all

specify the perceived attractiveness of each place attribute. Therefore,

it is necessary to devise another method which can_compromise the two

contrastive approaches not only to measure both the overall as well as

each attribute-related attractiveness of a place, but also to find the

relation between overall place utility and its attributes.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Specifications of City Attractiveness

Selection of Place Attributes

Although many behavioral researchers agree that the place utility

approach is useful in explaining migration behavior, it has not been

extensively applied to actual migration studies mainly because the

transformation of place utility into specific terms has been difficult.

Therefore, the specification of city attractiveness, or place utility

of a city, is m~st important i~ this research.

When summarizing all the place-related attributes in migration

studies of the behavioral approach reviewed in the previous chapter,

it is possible to resolve them into nine composite or synthetic factors,

as shown in Table 5. The place attribute set in the table is collected,

in a sense, on the "least common multiple" principle from various

research findings reflecting the experiences of other countries; there

fore, it is anticipated that some of them might be irrelevant in the

Korean situation.

First of all, the land area of South Korea l is not large enough

to present clear variations in terms of climatic distribution, and,

as far as city location is concerned, natural environmental factors

lThe land area of South Korea is 98,923 km2, or roughiy six times
larger than that of the State of Hawaii.
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Table 5

PLACE UTILITY OF A CITY (SYNTHESIS)

Detailed Place Attributes, Migration
Values, or Motives

High and Stable Income, Economic Security,
Welfare and Economic Benefits,
Being Able to Afford Basic Needs,
Low Cost of Living
Job Opportunity, Having an IIEasy Job ll

,

Income Producing Opportunity

Good School,
Obtaining a Good Education

Nice and Comfortable Housing
Entertainment and Recreation,
Urbanity-Cultural Opportunity,
Living in Pleasant Community,
Good Police/Fire Protection,
Good Shopping Facilities,
Good Health Care Facilities,
A Healthful Environment

Climate, Scenery, Topography,
Natural Vegetation

Living Near Family, Friends or Relatives,
Having Many Friends,
Being with Spouse/Prospective Spouse,
Friendly Community

Being Looked Up to in the Community,
Having Power and Influence, Doing

New Things,
Being Economically Independent,
Keeping Active and Busy

Distance from Home, Travel Time,
Moving Cost,

Physical Barrier, Community
Mobility Norms,

Policies and Programs of the
Government

Composite Place Utility
Factors

INCOME AND WEALTH

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

HOUSING SITUATION

QUALITY OF URBAN FACILITIES

QUALITY OF THE
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

PRESENCE OF FRIENDS
OR RELATIVES

SOCIAL MOBILITY
OPPORTUNITY

CONSTRAINTS
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such as topography and vegetation are relatively similar from one city

to another.

A second consideration is the separation of the housing factor

from the quality of urban facilities factor. In Korea, the housing

stock rate to total households is very low in urban areas2 and a modern

rental housing system has not yet properly developed. Accordingly,

room renting is the most typical means for urban households that cannot

afford to own housing. Therefore, finding adequate housing is as

difficult for urban in-migrants as is the task of finding jobs. 3

Considering these Korea-specific characteristics, it is possible

to decompose the overall attractiveness or place utility of a city into

eight categories: (1) Income and Wealth; (2) Employment or Job Oppor

tunity; (3) Educational Opportunity; (4) Housing Situation; (5) Quality

of Urban Facilities; (6) Presence of Friends or Relatives; (7) Social

Mobility Opportunity; and (8) Constraints to Migration.

Measurement of Subjective City Attractiveness

As Go11edge (1981: 1338) points out, if one cannot define and

measure or represent an image, one cannot include it as a variable in

any explanatory schemas. Therefore, measurement of subjective city

2As of 1980, the housing stock rate of Korea is 70.1 percent in
the whole country, 55.5 percent in urban areas, and 90.9 percent in
rural areas. Chutaek haendpuk (Housing Statistics Handbook), Seoul:
Korea Housing Corporat1on, 1983, 18-19.

3According to a questionnaire survey by Yoon (1975), the most
difficult problem faced by Seoul-bound migrants of rural origin
immediately after their move is finding a job, followed by difficulties
with housing.
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attractiveness as perceived by people is essential for an explanation

of migration phenomena in behavioral aspects.

In this research, we need to measure both the overall city

attractiveness and its attributes as perceived by people in the con

text of migration considerations. Since the number of observed cities

in this research is 36, Gould's type of attractiveness ranking method

is believed to be able to better describe differences in attractiveness

among the cities than is the Likert scaling technique which usually

has five to six point scales from top (e.g., "very important") to bottom

(e.g., "very unimportant").

Therefore, this study will follow Gould's idea in calculating both

the overall attractiveness score of a city as perceived by people and

its attractiveness scores for the seven4 attributes~ To derive a com-

plete set of attractiveness scores of 36 cities as potential destina

tions of migration as perceived by respondents in Ch'ungbuk province

(the origin region), it is necessary to ask sampled respondents to rank

order the 36 cities on each of seven place utility attributes, and also

on the overall attractiveness considering all other possible factors,

in addition to the seven attributes.

Based on the ranking of 36 cities for each attribute by each

respondent, an attractiveness ranking matrix (36 cities x n respondents)

will be composed, which will then be converted to attractiveness scores

4The "constraint" attribute was excluded from the questionnaire.
It was found during the pilot survey stage that, because of the vague
and complex meaning of the attribute, respondents felt it difficult
to rank 36 cities.
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through the following procedure that is slightly modified from the

original method suggested by Gould and White (1974):

STEP 1: Building a data matrix with 36 city rows and n respondents.

n Respondents

Rl l R12 R13 •••••••••••••••••••••••Rl n

R21 R22 R23 R2n

mCities R31 R32 R33 ••••..•••••••••••••••••R3n(36 cities in
this research)

. .
Rm1 Rm2 Rm3 •••••••••••••••••••••••Rmn

note: R•. denotes the attractiveness rank of a city i by a person j.
lJ

STEP 2: Calculation of the rank correlation coefficients between all
possible pairs of people (n x n Correlation Matrix).

STEP 3: Calculation of the best weights by applying a Principal
Components Analysis to the n x n correlation matrix of STEP 2.
The best loading value, or first component score, represents
his or her correlation with the most general, shared view
point.

STEP 4: Calculation of attractiveness scores of a city i.

n * LAS. = z R.. j
1 j =1 lJ

where,

AS i Attractiveness score of a city i,

Ri j The rank-order of a city i ranked by a person j,

Lj The best weight of a person j.

At this stage, the best-liked city has the smallest score;
whereas, the least-liked city does have the largest score.
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STEP 5: Transformation of the attractiveness score so that the best
liked is accorded the largest number. 5

=

where,

TSi Transformed attractiveness score of a city i,

ASi Original attractiveness core of a city i,

K Scalar.

By repeating this procedure, eight kinds of perceived attractiveness

scores for each city, including seven attribute scores and one overall

score, will be derived.

Research Models

The Relationships Among Attractiveness Scores

Previous research on place utility has not clarified the relation

ship between overall utility and its attributes: some researchers

implicitly or explicitly have considered either the mean value of the

whole attribute score (for example, Gustavus and Brown, 1977) or the

addition of each attribute score (De Jong and Fawcett, 1981) as the

overall place utility score. On the other hand, others (Gould's type

of residential preference studies, for example) have not specified the

5Gould and White (1974) tran$formed the raw scores to a lOa-point
scale so that the best-liked region had a score of 100, while the most
disliked was zero. In this study, however, we propose to calculate the
reciprocals of the raw scores and mt~tiply K (a scalar) so that even
the least-liked city may have a score other than zero.
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attribute scores at all. In this research, however, we propose the

following research model assuming that there is a functional relation

ship between the overall city attractiveness score and its attribute

attractiveness scores.

where,

(1)

OA.
1

IN.
1

E.
1

ED.
1

Hi

UQ.
1

FR.
1

Perceived 'Overall Attractiveness' score for a city i,

Perceived 'Income' attractiveness score for a city i,

Perceived 'Employment' attractiveness score for a city i,

Perceived 'Education' attractiveness score for a city i,

Perceived 'Housing' attractiveness score for a city i,

Perceived 'Quality of Urban Facilities' attractiveness score
for a city i, -

Perceived 'Presence of Friends or Relatives' attractiveness
score for a city i,

Perceived 'Social Mobility Opportunity' attractiveness score
for a city i,

Shortest road distance from the survey area to a city i,
a surrogate for the constraints to migration,

Residual term.

Migration Prediction Model

To find the relationship between migration volume toward a city

from an ori gin regi on and the ci ty attracti veness attri butes of that

city, both the objective measures and the corresponding subjective ones,

the following models are proposed:

Mi = f IN~, E~ ' ED~ ' H~ ' UQ~ ' FR~ ,Di + R2

( 3)
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The superscript o's in equation (2) denote objective attributes which

are defined as follows:

The number of migrants toward a city i from Ch'ungbuk province
in 1983,

D.
1

The average per capita income of a city i in 1983,

Number of employees or workers per 10,000 citizens of a
city i in 1983,

Number of students per 10,000 citizens of a city i in 1983,

"Housing diffusion ratio" of a city i in 1983,

Index of Quality of Urban facilities of a city 1 ln 1983,
which is developed from various indicators such as piped water
diffusion ratio, number of telephones, area of urban pUblic
parks, floor area of shopping facilities, number of medical
personnel, numier of policemen and firemen, and number of welfare
institutions of the city.

Shortest road distance.from the geographic center of Ch'ungbuk
province to a city i,

A surrogate measurement for 'presence of friends or relatives'
which, we suggest, is defined as the number of in-migrants
during the previous four years from Ch'ungbuk province, divided
by 10,000 citizens, for each destination city.

Residual terms.

Definitions of the independent variables of equation (3) are the same

as in equation (1).

The Influence of Misperception on Migration Variation

Subjective city attractiveness as perceived by people does not

always conform to the actual, or objective, city attractiveness. For

a given city, one may have an inflated perception (or over-perception)

of its attractiveness, whereas another may have a deflated perception

(or under-perception). In this study, such a wrong perception is

defined as the "misperception" of city attractiveness. By definition,
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the misperception for a city can also contain both overall misperception

and the seven misperception attributes, each of which corresponds to

the corresponding category of city attractiveness as classified in

the previous section.

Subjective city attractiveness scores can also be utilized for

an analysis of the influence of misperception of a city's attractiveness

on migration variations among cities. Jones (1978), employing the myth

map concept which, according to Gould (1969: 18-42), refers to the

spatial distribution of regional residential preferences that does

not conform to the actual benefits of these regions, found that over

perception of benefits in large cities and the under-perception of those

in rural areas were statistically very significant in explaining why

large cities continued to dominate the urbanization process in

Venezuela.

In Jones's study, misperception was operationally defined as the

residual terms (Ej and OJ) from perceived versus objective economic

as well as quality of life opportunity functions, expressed in the

following equations:

E. = f
J

where Ej and Qj were perceived measures of 'Economic' and IQua1ity of

Life' opportunity, respectively; the variables Usj' Yj, and Ij were

indices for objective economic measurements in terms of unemployment,

income, and the standard deviation of income; and variables Tj, Sj'

OJ' and Cj in the second equation were objective 'quality of life'

indices that measured, respectively, the mean annual temperature,
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education level of a city, aggregate distance for all potential out

migrants to a city, and the crime rate in a city.

The attributes of misperception in this research, however, can

be represented by the value of difference between the perceived

attractiveness of a place attribute of a city versus the corresponding

objective attractiveness attribute of the city. But, the overall city

attractiveness misperception is represented by the residual term (ai)
of the following equation exactly as was derived by Jones.

( 0 0 0 0 0 0 )OAi = f INi ' Ei ' EDi ' Hi ' UQi ' FRi ,ai '

where OAi is the perceived overall attractiveness score of a city i,

and the independent variables are objective city attractiveness

attributes as defined in equa~ion (2).

(4)

r r r r rIf we symbolize the misperceptions as ai' INi, Ei, EDi, Hi' UQi'

and FR~, which respectively denote' the misperception in terms of overall

attractiveness, income level, employment opportunity, educational oppor

tunity, housing situation, quality of urban facilities, and presence

of friends and relatives of a city, the following two relationships

can be formulated:

= f IN: r r r r FR: + R4a. , Ei ' EDi ' Hi ' UQi '1 1 1

M. = f r E~ r r r FR: + Rs,. INi ' 1 ' EDi ' Hi ' UQi ' 1

Here, Mi is again the number of migrants toward a city i from

Ch'ungbuk province and R4 and RS are the residual terms.

(S)

( 6)
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Hypotheses

To crystallize the research focus, the following five research

hypotheses are derived on the basis of the research purposes and research

models reviewed in previous sections.

1) The measures of subjective city attractiveness are related

significantly to the migration flow from an origin region (Hl).

2) The out-migration volume toward a city from a certain origin

region is more related to the level of the subjective than to the

objective place utilities (H2).

As aforementioned, the paradigm of cognitive behaviorism is based

upon the assumption that man tends to react to his perceived environ

ment rather than to the actual~ or objective, environment. Findings

by Brown and Longbrake (1970), Gustavus and Brown (1977), Jones (1978,

1980), Jones and Zannaras (1976), Gardner et ale (1981) are examples

which support, directly or indirectly, the claim that migration can

fairly well be predicted via perceived place utility, but few if any

studies have compared the subjective place utility attributes with

objective measures using the same factors in explaining migration

phenomena. The "most approximate" attempt for the comparison was that

by Jones (1978). In his study, in-migration rates to 30 cities in

Venezuela were regressed on objective measures of economic opportunity

and quality of life. These explained a good part of the variation in

migration, but when measures of perceived attractiveness of the cities

were added, the percentage of variance explained rose remarkably. His

research, however, did not directly compare the explicabilities of the

two types of place utility measurement, subjective and objective, in
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predicting the migration volumes to the destinations. If the premise

of cognitive behaviorism holds also in human migration behavior, actual

out-migration volumes toward destinations from an origin region should

more closely correlate with levels of subjective place utilities than

with objective place utility measures for the corresponding destina

tions.

3) There exists spatial bias with regard to the geographic

distribution of perceived city attractiveness (H3).

The interest in spatial bias aspects of the migration process

was initially pursued by Wolpert (1965) with an emphasis upon direc

tional bias. According to Wolpert, a spatial bias is induced by man's

greater degree of expected contact and interaction in his more immediate

environment, as well as sampling errors introduced because of man's

finite ability to perceive and his limited exposure and observation

(1965: 163).

In intra-urban migration, the concern has since broadened to

include consideration of both directional and sectoral bias in both

the search and the actual migration processes (see, for example, Adams,

1969; Brown and Moore, 1970; Moore, 1970; Brown and Holmes, 1971a and

1971b; Johnston, 1971; and Donaldson, 1973).

The presence of spatial bias on the regional or national scale

was initially investigated by Gould (1966). By employing his so-called

mental map technique to measure the subjective residential attractiveness

of the states of the United States as perceived by college students

at four state universities, he presented four different residential

preference maps, showing that three northern and western viewpoints
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(California, Minnesota and Pennsylvania) were similar, but that the

view of the southern college students (Alabama) was quite different.

Mental map studies by Gould and 01a (1970), Fuller and Chapman (1974),

White (1974), Johnson and Brunn (1980), and Walmsley (1982) also support

the claim that the shape of cognitive representations of residential

preferences changes according to characteristics of the respondents

such as age, place of residence, ethnicity, level of awareness, or even

personality. All these findings are considered to indirectly support

the proposition that the distribution of perceived place utility is

spatially biased from that of objective place utility.

4) The place utility of cities that are popular among migrants

are perceived as higher than they actually are; whereas, those that

are unpopular are perceived as lower than their actual levels (H4).

According to Jones' (1978) study, there is some clear evidence

that the benefits in urban core regions along the central Andean

Cordillera and at Maracaibo are over-perceived by potential migrants

and those for cities in the southeast are under-perceived. In Korea,

some studies on city-ward migration (Lee, 1973; Kim, 1981; and Lee,

1983) show that the migration stream has been continuously centered

on major large cities, especially Seoul and Pusan and their satellite

cities. Such a tendency may support the possibility that the Venezuelan

type of misperception also exists in Korea as is assumed by the

hypothesis given above.

5) Misperceptions (over- or under-perception) of city attractive

ness perceived in a region of origin are significantly related to the

cityward migration from the origin (H5).
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In a sense, this hypothesis is another way to express the previous

one (H4). Jones' study (1978) again supports the hypothesis that

residuals from perceived versus objective opportunity explain a sub

stantial portion of the spatial variation in urban in-migration rates

in Venezuela. As is mentioned in the previous section, Jones operation-

ali zed misperceptions in the form of residuals from perceived versus

objective opportunity; however, in this study, misperception perceived

by residents of the region of origin is defined as the difference

(negative or positive values) between the standardized perceived city

attractiveness score and the corresponding standardized objective score

for each place attribute of the city.6

Analytical Methods

Measurement of subjective city attractiveness scores is fundamental

for further analyses in this research. To transform the ranked raw

data on city attractiveness by respondents into scores, Spearman's rank

correlation method and Principal Components Analysis are two essential

techniques: the former calculates the matrix of correlation coefficients

between all possible pairs of respondents and the latter is performed

upon the correlation matrix to break out the shared or common portion

from diverse viewpoints of city attractiveness among respondents. For

this purpose, the first principal component scores are used as the best

loading to derive shared subjective attractiveness scores, as Gould

6The standardized score is useful when we wish to compare the two
sets of measures of different units because both measures can be trans
formed to have the same mean value (0) and standard deviation (1).
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(1966) has suggested. By repeating the same procedure, which is

described in detail in the earlier section of this chapter, we can

derive from the respondents' ranked raw data set both the overall sub

jective city attractiveness score and the seven attributes for each

city.

Th~ relationships among these eight categories of subjective

attractiveness scores are analyzed through a simple correlation tech-

nique, and the relation between the overall score and its seven

attributes by employing multiple regression technqiue, where we consider

the former as the dependent variable and the latter as independent

variables.

The first hypothesis (Hl) is examined by both a simple correlation

technique and multiple regression designating the migration flow from

the region of origin as the dependent variable and the attractiveness

scores as independent variables.

The main concern of the second hypothesis (H2) is to compare the

subjective city attractiveness attributes with their objective counter

parts in explaining out-migration volumes to each of 36 cities from

Ch'ungbuk province. If we wish to compare different objects correctly,

the most fundamental point is to offer equal conditions for all of these.

Because the unit of measurement as well as the range of objective

attractiveness scores differ widely from one attribute to another, all

the attractiveness scores (both subjective and objective) were trans

formed into standard scores known as Z-Scores,i which are linear

7The standard score (Zi) is given by: Zi = ( Xi - X) / S, where
Xi is the original value for observation i, Xis the mean for the
variable, and S is the standard deviation.
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transformations of the original data such that the mean becomes zero

and the standard ,deviation becomes unity. Transforming the values of

a distribution into Z-scores does not change the shape of the original

distribution; it simply changes the original units to standard deviation

units (Wright, 1979: 73). Through this procedure, very dissimilar

variables can be converted to a common basis of measurement (Norcliffe,

1977: 61-62). On the basis of these standardized scores, multiple

regression technique is applied both to the subjective measurements

and to their objective counterparts considering the standardized migra

tion volume as their common dependent variable.

The test of hypotheses from the third (H3) through the fifth (H5)

requires the measurement of misperceptions of bot~ overall city attrac

tiveness and its attributes. As is discussed in the Research Models

section of this chapter, overall misperception is represented by the

residual term from the perceived overall attractiveness versus objective

city attractiveness attribues expressed in equation (4); and the mis

perception in terms of each attribute is defined as thQ difference

between the standardized subjective attractiveness score of a place

attribute and the corresponding objective score (that is, subjective

score minus objective score). Accordingly, a positive sign of a mis

perception score means over-perception, while, a negative sign means

under-perception.

Based on misperception scores, both the correlation technique

and multiple regression technique will be applied to analyze not only

the relation between overall city attractiveness misperception and its



attributes, but also the relation between migration and misperception

scores, which is essential to test the hypotheses, including H3, H4,

and H5.

In addition to techniques of statistical analyses, computer

cartography will be applied to visualize the spatial distribution of.

subjective city attractiveness surfaces as perceived by people in

Ch 'unqbuk provfnce, when they consider migration.
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CHAPTER IV

VARIABLE SPECIFICATIONS AND DATA COLLECTION

Migration Data: The Dependent Variable

It is of critical importance for this research to obtain data on

the actual number of out-migrants from Ch'ungch'ongpuk-to (or Ch1ungbuk

province in short), the survey region, to each of the cities of Korea.

Korea is one of the few countries in the free world which has a resident

registration system. Under the provision of Article XIV and XVII of

the Resident Registration Act, a Korean citizen is obliged to report

to both former and new village offices before and ~fter a change of

residence. Major items of the report include names of the family members

who are moving, former and new addresses, and the reason for moving.

Once the report is filed in the village office of the former residence,

in about two weeks this office deliver~ the family's resident registra

tion card to the destination village office. When this card has arrived

and the new in-migrant's report is filed, the new village office

calculates monthly total in-migrants to the village and reports each

month to its superior office, that is, to the city (Shi) or county (Kun)

office. These offices again add up all the monthly reports from each

village office under their jurisdictional control, and report each month

to the provincial administration office to which these belong, and

finally to the National Bureau of Statistics, Economic Planning Board

of Korea.
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The Bureau publishes annually the Inku itong t'ongkye yonpo (Year

book of Migration Statistics) which is based on these monthly reports

for the entire country, but pertaining here only to inter-provincial

migration f10w. 1 Therefore, the annual number of city-ward migrants

from Ch'ungbuk province to each city was calculated by adding up the

monthly numbers of in-migrants to a city between January and December

whose former place of residence were Ch'ungbuk, based on the original

monthly reports from 50 cities. As the report form attached ~n the

Appendix shows, the region of origin is classified into two categories,

rural (Kunbu) and urban (Shibu).2

Out-migration data available until the end of the field survey

covered only four years between 1980 and 1983 because the original

documents before 1980 had been discarded. Accordingly, the kinds of

available data include (1) total number of out-migrants, (2) male

migrants, and (3) female migrants from both rural and urban portions

of Ch'ungbuk province to each of the 50 cities of Korea within four

years, between 1980 and 1983 (see Appendix for the actual numbers of

out-migrants). Other information, such as age composition, income

level, or educational level on the out-migrant? was not available in

the report format, nor in other sources.

1Thi s is one reason why most migration research for Korea has
dealt with inter-provincial migration.

2'Rura1' includes ten rural counties (Kun) such as Ch'ongwon,
Po'un, Okch'on, Yongtong, Chinch'on, Koesan, Umsong, Chungwon, Chewon,
and Tanyang; and 'Urban' means three cities (Shi), Ch'ongju, Ch'ungju,
and Chech'on.
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Objective Data on City Attractiveness

As mentioned earlier, the attributes of objective city attractive

ness are classified into seven categories: (l) income and wealth; (2)

employment or job opportunity; (3) educational opportunity; (4) housing

situation; (5) quality of urban facilities; (6) presence of friends

or relatives; and (7) distance.

The measurement of objective place utility attributes for each

city requires a broad set of social, economic, and environmental indica-

tors that are developed by employing the primary data from various

volumes of individual city and government statistical yearbooks and

publications.

First of all, tax data are substituted for the income and wealth

attribute because income data on the basis of city units are not avail

able. Two kinds of tax data are considered for this purpose: local

and the income portion of the inhabitant tax. Local tax is composed

of the following taxes: the inhabitant tax, property tax, automobile

tax, farmland tax, taxes for husbandry, horse-races, city planning,

fire-fighting, and business (Song, 1980: 40-41). The income portion

of the inhabitant tax is one component of the Inhabitant Tax3 and is

levied additionally on income tax, corporate body tax, or farmland tax

~Inhabitant Tax was originally introduced in 1973 as one of the
tax measures to control population concentration in urban areas. This
tax is composed of two components: "poll Tax Portton" and "Income
Portion." The former is imposed on every citizen and corporate body
at a fixed amount basis depending on the population size of a city.
The latter is additionally levied on income tax, corporate body tax,
and farmland tax at a taxation rate of 7.5 percent. Source: 'Chibang
Sepob' (Local Tax law), Article 176.
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at a tax rate of 7.5 percent. Therefore, the income portion of the

inhabitant tax is considered to better represent income and wealth than

is the local tax.

The only source of employment data by city unit is the establish

ment census conducted by the Economic Planning Board of Korea in 1981,

which covers the number of workers and the floor space of establishments

by a sub-group classification for all industries. 4 Of course, it would

be ideal to develop a job opportunity index based on the economically

active age group (14 years old and over), however, because the age

structure of each city was unavailable, the index was developed by

simply calculating the number of workers per 10,000 citizens.

To elaborate on the educational opportunity of a city, three kinds

of data are considered: (1) the number of enrolled students in high

school or above, (2) the number of enrolled students in junior college

or above, and (3) the weighted number of enrolled students in junior

college or above.

In the first category, the number of enrolled students per 10,000

residents for each city does not show drastic variations among cities

and, furthermore, contrary to general expectations, the smaller cities

generally have a much larger number of students per 10,000 residents

than do the larger cities. This must be due to the tendency for a larger

portion of students from rural hinterlands to attend high schools

located within the jurisdiction of a nearby city and for this to be

stronger in small cities.

4Ch'ong sa'opch'e t'ongkye chosa pogoso (Report on Establishment
Census), Seoul: Econo~ic Planning Board, Republic of Korea, ~98l.
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The second alternative is to calculate the number of college

students per 10,000 citizens without differentiating between junior

college, college and university, or graduate school. On the other hand,

the third alternative aims to bring in the quality of these higher

educational institutions by applying differing weights. Since there

is neither a sound theoretical principle, nor previous empirical evidence

to use as a guide, weighting in this study is calculated on the basis

of the years of post-secondary schooling: namely, two academic years

for junior college, four years for college or university, and at least

two additional years for graduate school (master's program) after

graduating from college or university. Accordingly, the weighting values

turn out to be 1 for junior college students, 2 for college or univer

sity students, and 3 for graduate students. The objective educational

opportunity of a city is measured in the weighted number of students

of junior college or above per 10,000 citizens of a city.

The housing situation of a city is represented by the housing stock

rate, which is defined as the percent of owner-occupied dwelling units

in a city. Alternative measures such as price of house per unit floor

area or the amount of house rent might have been better, but such data

for each city were not obtainable.

The quality of urban facilities is a composite concept, which is

composed of various individual urban quality indicators. In the process

of constructing such an index, equal weighting is given to each

indicator, since there is neither a sound theoretical principle nor

evidence to do otherwise. Based on the literature review summarized

in Table 5 of Chapter III, I used eight k~nds of individual indicators:
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the diffusion ratio of piped water service, number of telephone sub

scriptions per 100 persons, and various indexes per 10,000 persons

such as number of theater seats, acreage of urban parks, floor area

of markets and other shopping facilities, number of registered medical

personnel, policemen and fire-fighters, and welfare institutions. How

ever, because the units for these indicators differ, the composite index

on quality of urban facilities is constructed by adding the eight Z

scores, transformed from the original indicators.

The presence of friends or relatives, or the affinity variable,

is defined in Renaud's study (1977: 314) on inter-provincial migration

in Korea as lithe number of persons who were born in the province of

out-migration now living in the province of destination." Because such

data for each city were unobtainable, a proxy for the affinity variable

is defined in this study as "number of in-migrants per 10,000 residents

of a city who moved to the city from Ch'ungbuk province in the four

years between 1980 and 1983."

Finally, the distance between region of origin and destination

is defined as the shortest road distance in kilometers from the

geographic center of Ch'ungbuk province to that of each city of

destination.

Table 6 shows the summarized description of the variable specifica

tion, indexir.g procedure, and the data sources so far mentioned.

Questionnaire Survey

The measurement of subjective city attractiveness in this research

is based upon people's perceived rank-ordering responses for 36 selected



Table 6

ELABORATION OF THE OBJECTIVE ATTRACTIVENESS OF A CITY

Available Indicators
or Substitutes

INCOME AND WEALTH:
Income Portion of Inhabitant Tax**

Local Tax*
JOB OPPORTUNITY:

Number of Workers***
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY:

Number of Students*

HOUSING SITUATION:
Housing Stock Rate*

Method of Elaboration
(alternatives)

Per capita income portion of the inhabitant tax
of a city i.
Per capita local tax.

Number of all workers per 10.000 residents

Number of students. high school or above. per
10.000 residents.
Number of college students. junior college or above,
per 10.000 residents.
Weighted number of college students per 10.000
residents = (junior college students x 1) +
(college or university students x 2) +
(graduate students x 3).

Housing stock rate.

ex>
o



Table 6 (continued) ELABORATION OF THE OBJECTIVE ATTRACTIVENESS OF A CITY

Available Indicators
or Substitutes

QUALITY OF URBAN FACILITIES:

Diffusion Ratio of Piped
I~ater Service*

Number of Telephone Subscriptions
per 100 Residents*
Number of Theater S,eats per
Residents*
Acreage (m2) of Urban Parks
per 100 Residents*
Floor Area (m2) of Markets and Shopping
Stores per 10,000 Residents*
Number of Registered Medical Personnel
per 10,000 Residents*
Number of Policemen and Fire Fighters
per 10,000 Residents*
Number of Welfare Institutions
per 10,000 Residents*

Method of Elaboration
(alternatives)

UQ = Z + Zt + Zth + Z + Z + Z d + Z f + Z 1c w up s m p we

where,
UQc: Composite index of quality of urban facilities
Zw: Z-score for piped w~ter service diffusion ratio,

Zt: Z-Score for telephone sUbscriptions,

Zth: Z-Score for the numher of theater seats,

Zup: Z-Score for the acre~ge of urban parks,

Zs: Z-Score for the floor area of markets and
shopping stores,

Zmd: Z-$core for the number of registered medical
personnel,

Zpf: Z-Score for the number of policemen and fire
fighters,

Zwel: Z-Score for the number of welfare institutions.

ex>-..



Table 6 (continued) ELABORATION OF THE OBJECTIVE ATTRACTIVENESS OF A CITY

Available Indicators
or Substitutes

PRESENCE OF FRIENDS. OR RELATIVES:
Number of Accumulated In-Migrants from
Ch'ungbuk Province for the Past Four
Years@

DISTANCE:
Distance from Origin to Destination@@

Data Sources:

Method of Elaboration
(alternatives)

Number of total in-migrants from Ch'ungbuk province
for the past four years (1980-1983) per 10,000
residents

The shortest road distance (km) from the geographic
center of Ch'ungbuk province to that of a city i.

*Han'guk tosi yonkam (Municipal Yearbook of Korea). Seoul: Ministry of Home Affairs,
1980, 1981, 1982, 1983.

**Chibang Sechong yonkam (Yearbook of Local Tax Administ.ration). Seoul: Ministry of Home Affairs,
1980, 1981, 1982. 1983.

***Ch'ong sa'opch'e t'ongkye chosa pogoso (Report on Est~lblishment Census). Seoul: Economic
Planning Board, Repub11c of Korea, T981.

@Unpublished data from the Bureau of Statistics. EcononIic Planning Board. Republic of Korea.
@@Measured on the Map of Road Network in Korea (Chuyo toromangdo).

00
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cities in terms of seven place utility attributes as well as overall

attractiveness. For this purpose, a questionnaire survey was conducted

in Ch'ungbuk province.

The selection of the province as the survey region was for three

reasons. One is because the province is located at the geographical

center of the southern part of the Korean peninsula and borders five

of a total of nine provinces, which would minimize any possible biases

caused by the distance factor. Another is because the province has

shown the highest out-migration rate in Korea,S from which we expect

that the residents would be concerned about the attractiveness of other

places as possible destination alternatives. The final reason is

because there is no apparent provincial factionalism between the people

from the province and those from other regions. Accordingly, consider

ations of social distance, which exist between the Cholla and adjoining

Kyongsang regions, are not required for this research.

To get diversified information, two kinds of observational units

were adopted: (1) heads of households, and (2) high school senior

students. In Korea, children usually live with their parents until

they are married. Most household decisions are'made by the household

head, who is, in most cases, father or husband. Of course, there are

a few cases where an unmarried child becomes a household ·head. For

SThe percent change in the total pn?ulation of Ch1ungbuk province
between 1966 and 1980 was -8.1%, the second lowest next to Chonbuk
(-9.3%); but, as far as the rural population is concerned, the loss
of population of the province has recorded the highest rate (-27.7%)
followed by Chonbuk (-24.1%). For further information, see Table 2
of Chapter I.
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example, when the parents have died or when he or she has migrated to

another place to set up a one-person household. But such cases are

not common in Korea. Therefore, high school senior students were

selected as another sort of observational unit for information on

unmarried people. In addition, according to Jones (1978: 76-77), senior

high school students are good as observation units in a migration study

because (1) they are all on the brink of leaving school for jobs or

further schooling; (2) this subgroup is internally homogeneous relative

to age and education; and (3) because interviewing in a school is most

effective.

Questionnaire Survey for Household Heads

Survey Area and Sampling Procedure

Out-migration data from Ch'ungbuk province to cities reflect two

kinds of origin. That is, urban and rural portions of Ch'ungbuk. To

increase the representativeness of the sample and for more diversified

information, survey area included both urban and rural Ch'ungbuk. For

the urban part, three cities of the province, Ch'ongju, Ch'ungju, and

Chech'on were selected as survey areas. Two r~ral counties, Ch'ongwon

and Koesan were also selected. The former represents the county that

surrounds Ch'ongju city, the provincial capital, and the latter was

selected because it is not only located in the geographic center of

the province, but also borders none of the three cities (Figure 4).

Three stages of procedure were applied to select proper sampling

units in each of five selected survey areas. The first was to select

a certain number of representative Dong (urban villages) from each urban
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Figure 4. LOCATION OF SURVEY AREAS IN CH'UNGBUK PROVINCE
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survey area, or, in the case of the rural survey area, representative

Eup (towns) or Myon (townships) from selected rural counties: 6 to

increase the geographic or locational representativeness within a survey

area, three types of sub-areas (Dong, Eup or Myon) which represent,

respectively, the central zone, middle zone, and outlying zone of each

survey area were randomly selected.

The second stage was to select the proper neighborhoods out of

the selected sub-survey areas chosen at the first stage. The basic

goal was to select diverse neighborhoods in terms of overall economic

status representing upper, middle, and lower classes within each selected

area. For this purpose, between August 1, 1983 and August 15, 1983,

the researcher visited the whole selected Dong, Eup, or MYon offices

and interviewed the head of each for information on the classification

and distribution of neighborhoods in terms of economic status. On the

basis of such information, three neighborhoods representing the different

economic statuses were selected for each of the whole selected survey

area.

The third stage was to select the final sampling unit, or household,

from the selected stratified neighborhoods in terms of economic status

6According to the administrative districting system in Korea, the
hierarchy of sub-units of medium- to small-sized cities, whose popul~

tions range between 50,000 to roughly 300,000, is composed of three
classiTications, that is, Dong (urban villages), T'tng, and Pan in
descending order; in the case of a large city or me ropolis,-roDwever,
another unit called Ku (district) intervenes between city (Shi) and
Dong. But, in rural-areas, a county (Kun) has two hierarchlcal sub
unlts; Eup (towns) or MYon (townships):-and also Ri (rural villages).
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chosen at the second stage. Resident registration cards7 which are

available at each local office (Dong, Eup or MYon) were used as the

sampling frame. On the basis of a systematic sampling principle,8 ten

households were selected from each of three economically different

neighborhoods; therefore, a sample of 30 households was chosen from

each Dong, Eup or Myon. Table 7 is the summary of survey area and

sample size.

Contents of the Questionnaire

The ultimate purpose of the questionnaire survey in this research

is to measure the collective or common subjective city attractiveness

score set for each of 36 selected cities9 as potential destinations

in the context of migration consideration perceived by household heads

or those who can represent the opinions of their households in Ch'ungbuk

province, the origin region. Therefore, the rank-orderings of 36

cities in terms of the seven place utility attributes and overall

attractiveness are the most important concern of the survey.

7Each registration card by household contains such items as the
name of household head; address; former place of residence; names, ID
numbers, birth dates, and sex of all household members.

8In systematic sampling, every kth element in the total list of
a sampling frame is chosen systematically for inclusion in the sample.
E. R. Babbie, The Practice of Social Research (Belmont: Wadsworth
Publishing ce.; 1979), p, 178.

9Cities whose population size was 100,000 or over as of 1982 were
selected. But there are two exceptions: Chech'on city (88,771 persons)
was selected because it is located in Ch'ungbuk provonce; on the other
hand, Cheju city (174,895 persons) was excluded because it is located
in the remote island province of Cheju-do.



Table 7

SURVEY AREA, SAMPLE SIZE, AND RESPONSE RATE

Survey Area Name of Dong, Sample Number of Response
(population) Eup or Mion Size Responses Rate (%)

Ch'ongju City Tap-dong 30 19 63.3
(275,944) Munhwa-dong 30 20 66.7

Sach'ang-dong 30 20 66.7
Bongmyong-dong 30 21 70.0
Naetok-dong 30 22 73.3
Yong'un-dong 30 18 60.0
Yongjong-dong 30 20 66.6
Sub-Total 210 140 66.7

Ch'ungju City Yokchon-dong 30 19 63.3
(115,381) Ch 'ungyo1-dong 30 20 66.7

Anrim-dong 30 22 73.3
Mokhaeng-dong 30 21 70.0
Sub-Total 120 82 68.3

Chech'on City Uirim-dong 30 20 66.7
(88,771) Kyo-dong 30 22 73.3

Tuhak-dong 30 21 70.0
Sub-Total 90 63 70.0

Ch'ongwon-Kun Puki1-myon 30 24 80.0
(175,968) Oksan-myon 30 23 76.7

Kang'oe-myon 30 25 83.3
Munui-myon 30 22 73.3
Miwon-myon 30 23 76.7
Sub-Total 150 117 78.0

Koesan-Kun Koesan-eup 30 25 83.3
(119,429) Kammu1-myon 30 24 80.0

Pulchong-myon 30 24 80.0
Chungpyong-eup 30 23 76.7
Ch'ongchon-myon 30 24 80.0
Sub-Total 150 120 80.0

Total 24 areas 720 522 72.5

88
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In order to get more diversified combinations of city attractive

ness score sets, it is essential to get additional supporting information

on respondents through the survey. In this regard, the questionnaire

is designed to cover six categories of items including (1) information

on household members, (2) former migration experience of the respondent,

(3) future migration intention, (4) degree of familiarity with the

potential destinations, (5) rank-ordering of 36 cities, (6) checking

questions on the relations~i~ between the destination in mind and the

most attractive city. Based on these six main categories, detailed

items are specified as follows (also see the text of questionnaire

attached in Appendix):

1) Information on Household Members: relation to household head,

age, sex, marital status, level of education, occupation, and income.

2) Experience of Former Migration of the Respondent: number of

experiences, duration of residence at each place, occupation at the

place, reason for moving to next place.

3) Future Migration Intention of the Respondent: reason for

migration intention, destination in mind, the reason this place is

designated, job preparedness, housing preparedn~ss, whether or not

family members will join respondent in case of migration.

4) Degree of Familiarity with the 36 Cities: familiarity with

the ~ames of cities, numbers of visits, duration of stay, presence of

friends or relatives.

5) Ranking of the 36 Cities in Order of Attractiveness: in terms

of job opportunity, income level, educational opportunity, housing

situation, quality of urban facilities, presence of friends or relatives,

social mobility opportunity, and overall attractiveness.
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6) Checking questions as to whether the destination in mind coin

cides with the first ranked city in terms of overall attractiveness

to the intended mover, and if not, why? Checking as to whether the

current place is the most attractive to the intended stayer, and if

not, why?

Survey Method

Two pilot surveys were run before the execution of actual survey.

The first one was performed with 12 Ch'ongju University students, who

were recruited as field workers for the survey, not only to discern

problems or defects in the questionnaire, but also to make them fully

comprehend the contents as well as methods of the questionnaire survey

as field surveyers. Two important lessons were learned in the first

pilot survey. One was that the rank-ordering of the 36 cities in terms

of the "migration constraint attribute" was difficult because of its

vagueness and complexity. Another was that not only to reduce the

interview time, but also to minimize the risk of interference among

attributes in the rank-ordering process, each attribute turned out to

require a new map showing the locations of the 36 cities. Accordingly,

the constraint attribute was excluded from the ~nitial draft of the

questionnaire and eight copies of the same city location map, instead

of only one as initially planned, were prepared for each respondent.

A second pilot survey was taken for 24 households randomly

selected in Ch'ongju city so that the field workers could learn and

experience the skills needed to conduct a questionnaire survey in the

field.
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About one week before the actual survey, I mailed personal letters

to each of the sampled household heads, asking for their cooperation

in the survey. The actual survey was taken between August 1, 1983,

and August 31,1983 by trained college students using the home-visit

interview method with printed questionnaires and maps showing the

location of the 36 cities. Out of a total of 720 sampled households,

522 responses, or 72.5 percent, were satisfactorily completed.

Questionnaire Survey for Senior High School Students

To get the information on the subjective city attractiveness as

perceived by senior high school students, on July 13 and 14, 1983, a

group interview in the classroom was performed by myself in two high

schools in Ch'ongju city. Ch'ongju High School and Ch'ongju Technical

High School.

Ch'ongju High School was selected as being representative of the

opinions of senior high school students attending general high schools

whose main concern is to continue further study at college after gradua

tion. For contrast, Ch'ongju Technical High School was selected as

representative of the opinion of students attending vocational high

schools whose main concern is to enter the job market after graduation.

One class among the senior grade classes of each school was randomly

selected and a group interview was performed in the classroom after

school hours. Because of this time-constraint, the contents of the

questionnaire were limited to rank-ordering items only. Table 8

summarizes the sampling scheme and response rate of the survey for senior

high school students.



Table 8

SAMPLING SCHEME AND RESPONSE RATE
(SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS)

Sampled Number of
Survey High Senior Sample Response
Area School Classes Size Rate (%)

Ch'ongju Ch'ongju 12 1 class 100
City High School (60 students)

Ch'ongju 13 1 class 100
Technical (60 students)
High School

Total 25 2 classes
(120 students) 100%
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CHAPTER V

AN OBJECTIVE INTERPRETATION OF

CITY-WARD MIGRATION FROM CH'UNGBUK PROVINCE

The Volume and Direction of City-Ward Migration from Ch'ungbuk

Between 1980 and 1983, a total of 501,574 persons migrated to 50

cities from Ch'ungbuk province (Table 9). In 1980, the number of out

migrants was 131,770, the highest level during the period, but, in 1981

out-migrants decreased to 116,513; thereafter, out-migration gradually

increased, nearly reaching the level of 1980 in 1983.

An interesting trend during the 1980-1983 period is that not only

the actual number, but also the portion of out-migrants (both male and

female) from urban areas of Ch'ungbuk province continuously increased

despite fluctuation in the total number of out-migrants. The proportion

of out-migrants of urban origin in the province was 25.1 percent in

1980, but four years later, this increased to 32.0 percent. On the

other hand, the proportion of out-migrants of rural origin was 74.9

percent in 1980, but this decreased to 68.0 percent in 1983. In both

regions of origin, the portion of male migrants was slightly higher

than that of female migrants, 0.4-1.0 percent in urban regions, and

0.5-2.8 percent in rural regions, respectively.

With the exception of 1980, the population-migrants ratio, which

is defined in this study as the ratio between the number of out-migrants

and the population of region of origin (out-migrants/population), has

increased gradually in both urban and rural regions. This implies that



Table 9

CITY-WARD MIGRATION FROM CH'UNGBUK AND POPULATION/MIGRANTS RATIO BY YEAR

Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk

Year Total Total Male Female Total Male Female

MIGRANTS: (A)

1980* 131,770 33,081 16,964 16,117 98,689 49,735 48,954
(100%) (25.1) (12.9) (12.2) (74.9) (37.7) (37.2)

1981 116,513 33,898 17,503 16,395 82,615 42,147 40,468
(100S) (29.1) (15.0) (14. n (70.9) (36.2) (34.7)

1982 121,932 39,041 20,111 18,930 82,891 43,201 39,690
(100S) (32.0 ) (16.5) (15.5) (68.0) (35.4) (32.6)

1983 131,359 42,039 21,281 20.,:-758 89,320 45,012 44,308
(lOOS) (32.0) (16.2) (15.8) (68.0) (34.3) (33.7)

Total 501,574 148,059 75,859 72,200 353,515 180,095 173,420
(lOOS) (29.5) (15.1) (14.4) (70.5) (35.9) (34.6)

POPULATION: (B)

1980 1,447,868 432,550 216,039 216,511 1,015,318 515,665 499,653

1981 1,424,243 451,680 226,393 225,287 972,563 498,699 473,864

1982 1,441,704 471,380 235,125 236,255 970,324 495,034 475,290

1983 1,442,016 486,027 242,536 243,491 955,989 487,707 468,282

POPULATION/MIGRANTS RATIO: (A)/(B)

1980 0.091 0.076 0.079 0.074 0.097 0.096 0.098

1981 0.082 0.075 0.077 0.073 0.085 0.085 0.085

1982 0.085 0.083 0.086 0.080 0.085 0.087 0.084

1983 0.091 0.086 0.088 0.085 0.093 0.092 0.095

*The number of cities in 1980 was 40, but it became 50 since 1981.

Source of population data: Ch'ungch'ong-pukto t'ongkye yonpo (Statistical Yearbook
of Ch'ungbuk Province). Ch'ongju: Ch'ungbuk Provincial Government,

1980, 1981, 1982, 1983.
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city-ward mobility has increased gradually in both regions. The ratio

of urban region of origin was D.Di5 in 1981, but increased to 0.086

in 1983, an increase of 14.7 percent. The ratio of rural region was

0.085 in 1981, which in 1983 again increased to 0.093, a 9.4 percent

increase.

It is risky to draw conclusions from such a short-term as well

as a simple comparison; however, both trends altogether appear to indi

cate some of the characteristics of the third phase (late transitional

society) of Zelinsky's (1971: 219-249) hypothesis of the mobility

transition. 1

Table 10 shows the four year total volumes of out-migration from

both urban and rural regions of origin within Ch'ungbuk province to

each of 50 cities in Korea between 1980 and 1983. Out of a total of

503,698 city-ward migrants from Ch'ungbuk province, 245,910 persons,

or 48.8 percent, migrated to the four metropolitan Special Cities--Seoul,

Pusan, Taegu, and Inch'on; 27.4 percent (137,771 persons) migrated to

three home cities of Ch'ungbuk province, while 8.1 percent (40,671

persons) and 7.4 percent (37,183 persons) migrated to cities of adjacent

Ch'ungnam and Kyongki province respectively. The remainder, 8.4 percent

1Ze1insky (1971) categorizes societies into five phases on the
basis of mobility characteristics: pre-modern traditional society
(phase I), early transitional society (phase II), late transitional
society (phase III), advanced society (phase IV), and a further super
advanced society (phase V). Characteristics of the third phase are:
(1) slackening, but still major, movement from countryside to city;
(2) increasing city to city movp.ment; (3) lessening flow of migrants
to colonization frontiers; (4) emigration on the decline or may have
ceased altogether; and (5) further increases in circulation, with growth
in structural complexity.
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Table 10

4 YEAR TOTAL OUTMIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN KOREA (1980-1983)

unit: Persons (~)

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants Total Hale Femnle Total Male female

Seoul 192.469 70.052 36.049 34.003 122.417 63.184 59,233
(38.21) (47.03) (47.21) (46.84) (34.51) (34.95) (34.05)

Pusan 22,148 6,155 3.242 2.913 15,993 8,432 7,561
(4.40) .(4. 13) (4.25) (4.01) (4.51) (4.66) (4.35)

Taegu 11.469 3.667 1.797 1,870 7,802 3.897 3,905
(2.28) (2.46) (2.35) (2.56) (2.20) (2.16) (2.24)

Inch'on 19.824 4.704 2.450 2.254 15.120 7,677 7,443
(3.94) (3.16) (3.21) (3.11) (4.26) (4.25) (4.28)

Spech1 245.910 84.578 43.538 41.040 161,332 83.190 78,142
Cities Total (48.82) (56.78) (57.02) (56.54) (45.48) (46.02) (44.92)

Suwon 7.194 2,207 1,143 1.064 4,987 2,510 2,477
(1.43) 0.48) (1.50) (1.47) (1.41) (1.39) (1. 42)

Songnam 9.939 2.375 1,233 1.142 7,564 3.857 3,707
(1.97 ) (1.59) (1.61) (1.57) (2.13) (2.13) (2.13)

Uijongbu 1.537 454 238 216 1,083 548 535
(0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31)

Anyang 6.718 1,690 876 814 5,028 2,541 2,487
(1.33) 0.13) (1.15) (1.12) (1. 42) (1.41) (1. 43)

Puch'on 6.511 1,703 911 792 4,808 2,634 2,174
0.29) 0.14) (1.19) (1.09) (1.36) (1.46) (1.25)

Kwangmyong* 4,044 1.422 786 636 . 2,622 1,426 1,196
(0.80) (0.95) (1.03) (0.88) (0.74) (0.79) (0.69)

Songt'an 754 301 123 178 453 213 240
(0.15) (0.20) (0.16) (0.25) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14)

Tongduch'on* 486 190 79 111 296 143 153
(0.10) (0.13) (0.10) (0.15) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09)

Kyongki 37,183 10.342 5.389 4,953 26,841 13,872 12,969
Province (7.38) (6.94) (7.06) (6.82) (7.57) (7.67) (7.45)
Total



97

Table 10 (continued) 4 YEAR TOTAL OUTMIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN KOREA

unit: Persons (S)

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants Total Male Female Total Male FemaJe

Ch'unch'on 1,347 569 3J5 254 778 392 386
(0.27) (0.38) (0.41) (0.35) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)

Wonju 4,587 2,244 1,107 J,137 2,343 1,166 J, J77
(0.91) (1.51) (1.45) (1.57) (0.66) (0.64) (0.68)

Kangnung 1,085 519 277 242 566 290 276
(0.22) (0.35) (0.36) (0.33) (0. J6) (0.16) (0.16)

Tonghae 1,316 566 300 266 750 402 348
(0.26) (0.38) (0.39) (0.37) (0.21) (IL 22) (0.20)

T'aebaek* 2,400 900 515 385 1,500 847 653
(0.48) (0.60) (0.67) (0.53) (0.42) (0.47) (0.38)

Sokch'o 569 249 137 112 320 J70 150
(0.11) (0.J7) (0.18) (0.15) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Kangwon 11,304 5,047 2,651 2,396 6,257 3,267 2,990
Province (2.24) (3.:)9) (3.47) (3.30) (1.76 ) (1.81 ) (1. 72)
Total

Ch'ongju 82,967 14,187 6,876 7,311 68,780 33,697 35,083
(16.47) (9.52) (9.00) (JO.07) (19.39) (18.64) (20.17)

Ch'ungju 29,50J 7,700 3,729 3,971 21,80J JO,842 10,959
(5.86 (5.17) (4.88) (5.47) (6.J5) (6.00) (6.30)

Chech'on 25,303 6,90J 3,418 3,483 18,402 9,308 9,094
(5.02) (4.63) (4.48) (4.80) (5.19) (5.J5) (5.23)

Ch'ungbuk 137,771 28,788 J4,023 J4,765 J08,983 53,847 55,136
Province (27.35) (19.33) (18.36) (20.34) <.30. 7Z) (29.79) (31.69)
Total

Taejon 37,705 7,930 4,118 3,812 29,775 15,lH J4,631
(7.49) (5.32) (5.39) (5.25) (8.39) (8.38) (8.41)

Ch'onan 2,966 1,107 543 564 J,859 924 935
(0.59) (0.74) (0.71) (0.78) (0.52) (0.51) (0.54)

Ch'ungnam
40,671 9,037 4,661 4,376 31,634 16,068 15,566

Province
Tota 1

(8.07) (6.07) (6.10) (6.03) (8.92 ) (8.89) (8.95)

Chonju J, JO 1 494 256 238 607 303 304
(0.22 ) (0.33) (0.34) (0.33) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

Kunsan 483 248 111 137 235 108 127
(0. JO) (0.17) (0.15) (0.J9) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07)
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Table 10 (continued) 4 YEAR TOTAL OUTMIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN KOREA

unit: Persons (l)

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cfties) Mfgrants Total Male Female Total Male Female

Irf 713 271 162 109 442 226 216
(0.14) (0.18) (0.21) (0.15) (0.12) (0.13) (0.12)

ChongJu* 180 101 50 51 79 36 43
(0.04) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Namwon* 208 143 91 52 65 28 37
(0.04) (0.10) (0.12) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Chonbuk
Province 2,685 1,257 670 587 1,428 701 727
Total (0.53) (0.84) (0.88) (0.81) (0.40) (0.39) (0.42)

Kwangju 3,015 1,566 80S 761 1,449 755 694
(0.60) (1.05) O. OS) 0.05 ) (0.41) (0.42) (0.40)

Mokp'o 517 222 111 111 295 144 151
(0.10) (0.16) (0.15) (0.15) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09)

Yosu 510 269 157 112 241 117 124
(0.10) (0.18) (0.21) (0.15) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07)

Sunch'on 245 123 72 51 122 58 64
(0.05) (0.08) (0.09) (0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)

Kumsong* 151 68 35 33 83 42 41
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Chonnam
Province 4,438 2,248 1,180 1,068 2,190 1,116 1,074
Total (0.88) (1.51 ) 0.55 ) 0.47) (0.62) (0.62) (0.62)

P'ohang 2.24Z 700 394 306 1,542 860 682
(0.45) (0.47) (0.52) (0.42) (0.43) (0.48) (0.39)

Kyongju 484 147 82 65 337 182 155
(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09)

Kimch'on 1,577 258 145 113 1,319 681 638
(0.31) (0.17) (0.19) (0.16 ) (0.37) (0.38) (0.37)

Andong 745 340 187 153 405 206 199
(0.15) (0.23) (Q.2~) (0.21) (0.11) In 111 (0.11)• _ ••• I

Kumf 2,650 470 274 196 2,180 1,103 1,077
(0.53) (0.32) (0.36) (0.27) (0.61) (0.61) (0.62)

Yongju 1,258 477 234 243 781 384 397
(0.25) (0.32) (0.31) (0.33) (0.22) (0.21) (0.23)

Yongch'on* 113 59 34 25 54 35 19
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
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Table 10 (continued) 4 YEAR TOTAL OUTMIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN KOREA

unit: Persons (%)

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants Tota1 Male Female Total Male Female

Kyongbuk
9.069 2.451 1.350 1,101 6.618 3.451 3.167Province

(t .80) (t .65) (t.77) (t .52) (1.87) 0.91) (1.82)
Total

Masan 2.139 739 357 382 1,400 699 701
(0.42) (0.50) (0.47) (0.53) (0.39) (0.39) (0.40)

Ulsan 8.560 3,090 1.757 1,333 5.470 3.108 2,362
(t. 70) (2.07) (2.30) (t .84) (t.54) (t.72) (1.36)

Chinju 598 230 120 HO 368 182 186
(0.12) (0. IS) (0.16) (0.15) (0.10) (0.10) tc.u )

Ch'angwon 1.421 422 257 165 999 598 401
(0.28) (0.28) (0.34) (0.23) (0.28) (0.33) (0.23)

Chinhae 718 244 134 HO 474 238 236
(0.14) (0.16) (0.18) (0.15) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)

Ch'ungmu 170 62 41 21 108 61 47
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Samch'onp'o 103 48 25 23 55 28 27
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Kimbae* 225 76 40 36 149 89 60
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03)

Kyongnam
Province 13.934 4.9lt 2.731 2.180 9,023 5,003 4.020
Total (2.77) (3.30) (3.58) (3.00) (2.54) (2.77) (2.31)

Cheju 502 206 120 86 296 183 H3
(0.10) (0.14) (0.16) (0.12) . (0.08) (0.10) (0.06)

Soguip'o* 231 81 46 35 150 83 67
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)

Cheju
Province 733 287 166 121 446 266 180
Total (0.15) (0.19) (0.22) (0.17) (0.13) (0.15) (0.10)

National 503.698 148.946 76.359 72.587 354.752 180.781 173.971
Total (100S) (tOOS) (tOOS) (100S) (tOOS) (100S) (tOOS)

*These cities were designated as cities from former town (Eup) status as of
July 1. 1981. Therefore. the number of out-migrants of 1980 is considered to
be the same as that of 1981 for the purpose of calculating four-year total out-
migrants from Ch'ungbuk province to these cities.
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(42,163 persons) migrated to 33 cities located in the other six

provinces.

The Capital City, Seoul, per se absorbed more than one third of

the total out-migrants from Ch'ungbuk province, a total of 192,469

persons, or 38.2 percent. Counting the number of Ch'ungbuk out-migrants

to the Capital Region as a whole, which covers the Capital City itself,

the Special City of Inch'on, and Kyongki Province, the number rises

to 249,476 persons, or half (49.5 percent) of the total out-migrants

from Ch'ungbuk province during the period.

The directions of city-ward migration flows from the province show

apparent differences between urban regions of origin and rural counter

parts. In the case of urban regions of origin, 56.8 percent of the

total migrated to four special cities, of which, Seoul alone attracted

47.0 percent, 19.3 percent migrated to the three cities within Ch'ungbuk,

6.9 and 6.1 percent toward the adjoining provinces of Kyongki and

Ch'ungnam respectively. The remaining 10.9 percent went to 33 cities

in the six other provinces. The Capital Region accounted for 57.1 per

cent of the total urban-origin out-migrants from Ch'ungbuk province.

In the case of rural counterparts, four sp~cial cities absorbed

45.5 percent, three cities of the province of origin acquired 30.7 per

cent~ two cities of Ch'ungnam province gained 8.9 percent, 7.6 percent

went to the eight cities located in Kyongki province, and only 7.3

percent were absorbed by the remaining 33 cities. The share of the

Capital Region accounted for 46.3 percent, which is approximately 11

percent less than the corresponding share in the case of urban originated

city-ward migrants from the same province.
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The difference between male versus female migrants in terms of

the direction of city-ward movement was inconsiderable in both regions

of origin. In most cities of destination, the number of male migrants

was slightly larger than female migrants, which is quite natural because

males migrated more than females in toto from Ch'ungbuk during the period

1980 to 1983. Females migrated more than males to the cities within

the home province of Ch'ungbuk.

Possible changes for the four year lapse of time in terms of the

direction of city-ward migration flows from Ch'ungbuk province are

indicated in a comparison between 1980 and 1983, as shown in Table 11.

Forty cities out of fity were compared because the other ten 2 were not

designated as cities until July 1,1981. Instead of comparing the actual

numbers of out-migrants, the percentile terms of out-migration to each

city of the 40 city total out-migrants from Ch'ungbuk were used to

detect the changes in relative importance of a city as the destination

of migration from the province between the two years of comparison.

In 1983, sixteen cities lost, while twenty-four cities gained in

importance as the destinations of migration from Ch'ungbuk province.

Based on the total change in province or politically equivalent special

city unit, the three following types of patterns are discernible: (1)

the three special cities (Seoul, Tageu, and Inch'on) and all cities

in Kyongki and Cheju provinces gained in importance in.1983; (2) the

cities in Chonbuk and Kyongnam provinces in general gained slightly,

although a few lost in importance; and (3) the special city of Pusan

2These cities are Kwangmyong, Songt1an, Tongduch'on, T'aebaek,
Chongju, Namwon, Kumsong, Yongch'on, Kimhae, and Soguip'o.



Table 11

COMPARISON OF MIGRATION FLOWS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 40* CITIES BETWEEN 1980 AND 1983
(IN PERCENTILE TERMS)

unit: %

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change

Seoul 35.20 39.55 4.35 44.64 47.25 2.62 32.04 35.93 3.89
Pusan 5.05 3.84 -1.21 5.16 3.64 -1.52 5.01 3.93 -1.08
Taegu 2.09 2.35 0.26 2.14 2.52 0.38 2.07 2.27 0.20
Inch'on 3.77 4.44 0.67 2.75 3.53 0.78 4.11 4.87 0.76

Special Cities 46.10 50.18 4.08 54.69 56.94 2.25 43.23 47.00 2:.77
Suwon 1.42 1.74 0.32 1.26 1.92 0.66 1.47 1.66 0.19
Songnam 1.88 2.33 0.45 1.18 2.25 1.07 2.11 2.37 01.26
Uijongbu 0.29 0.31 0.02 0.24 0.31 0.07 0.31 0.31 0.00
Anyang 1.28 1.55 0.27 0.93 1.40 0.47 1.40 1.62 0.22
Puch'on 0.99 1.91 0.92 0.72 1. 71 0.99 1.08 2.00 0.92

Kyongki Province 5.87 7.84 1.97 4.34 7.59 3.25 6.38 7.96 1.58
Ch'unch'on 0.27 0.23 -0.04 0.35 0.31 "0.05 0.24 0.19 -0.05
Wonju 0.86 0.96 0.10 1.36 1.51 0.15 0.69 0.71 0.02
Kangnung 0.20 0.22 0.02 0.29 0.31 0.02 0.17 0.18 0.01
Tonghae 0.31 0.23 -0.08 0.55 0.28 -0.27 0.23 0.21 -0.02
Sokch'o 0.14 0.09 -0.05 0.25 0.14 "0.11 0.11 0.07 -0.04

Kangwon Province 1. 78 1. 74 -0.04 2.81 2.54 -0.27 1.44 1.36 -0.08

o
N



Table 11 (continued) COMPARISON OF MIGRATION FLOWS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 40* CITIES BETWEEN 1980
AND 1983

unit : %

Destinations- Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change

Ch'ongju 17.80 16.11 -1.69 11.44 9.10 -2.34 19.94 19.41 -0.53
Ch'ungju 6.04 6.07 0.03 5.77 5.28 -0.49 6.12 6.45 0.33
Chech'on 7.21 3.98 -3.23 7.36 3.65 -3.71 7.17 4.14 -3.0::i
Ch'ungbuk
Province 31.05 26.17 -4.88 24.57 18.02 -6.55 33.23 30.00 -3.23
Taejon 8.68 7.48 -1.20 5.31 6.43 1.12 9.82 7.97 -1.85
Ch'onan 0.60 0.63 0.03 0.63 0.80 0.17 0.59 0.55 -0.04
Ch'ungnam
Province 9.29 8.10 -1.19 5.94 7.22 1.28 10.41 8.52 -1.89
Chonju 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.32 0.35 0.03 0.19 Q.16 -0.03
Kunsan 0.09 0.08 -0.01 0.18 0.11 -0.07 0.06 0.07 0.01
Iri 0.14 0.17 0.03 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.12 0.17 0.05
Chonbuk Province 0.45 0.48 0.03 0.69 0.65 -0.04 0.37 0.39 0.02
Kwangju 0.91 OA6 -0.45 2.16 0.75 -1.41 0.49 0.33 -0.16
Mokp'o 0.09 0.14 0.05 0.11 0.24 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.00
Yosu 0.12 0.11 -0.01 0.19 0.24 0.05 0.09 0.05 -0.04
Such'on 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.14 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.01
Chonnam Province 1.16 0.78 -0.38 2.53 1.38 -1.15 0.70 0.51 -0.19
P'ohang 0.50 0.41 -0.09 0.45 0.54 0.09 0.52 0.35 -0.17
Kyongju 0.09 0.08 -0.01 0.07 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.08 -0.01
Kinch'on 0.36 0.26 -0.10 0.22 0.14 -0.08 0.41 0.31 -0.10
Andong 0.12 0.18 0.06 0.21 0.32 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.04
Kumi 0.59 0.50 -0.09 0.34 0.33 -0.01 0.67 0.57 -0.10
Yongju 0.22 0.26 0.04 0.35 0.29 -0.06 0.18 0.25 0.07

0
w
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Table 11 (continued) COMPARISON OF MIGRATION FLOWS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 40* CITIES BETWEEN
1980 AND 1983

unit: %

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change 1980 1983 change

Kyongbuk Province 1.88 1.69 -0.19 1.63 1. 71 0.08 1.96 1.69 -0.27

Masan 0.48 0.37 -0.11 0.63 0.46 -0.17 0.44 0.33 -0.11
U1san 1.33 1.96 0.63 1.55 2.64 1.09 1.26 1.64 0.38
Chinju 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.05 -0.03
Ch'angwon 0.25 0.29 0.04 0.26 0.32 0.06 0.25 0.28 0.03
Chinhae 0.14 0.13 -0.01 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.13 -0.01
Ch'ungmu 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01
Samch'onp'o 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.00
Kyongnam Province 2.33 2.90 0.57 2.69 3.79 1.10 2.20 2.48 0.28
Cheju 0.09 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.15 0.04 0.08 0.09 0.01

.Cheju Province 0.09 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.15 0.04 0.08 0.09 0.01

Total 40* Cities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*The other ten cities are excluded from the comparison because they were not designated as
cities until July 1, 1981.

o
~
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and the cities of Kangwon, Ch'ungbuk, Ch'ungnam, Chonnam, and Kyongbuk

provinces lost in importance as destinations in 1983.

The cities which gained in importance as the main receptors of

migrants from Ch'ungbuk include the two special cities of Seoul and

Inch'on, and their satellite cities located in Kyongki province, as

well as U1san, an industrial city in Kyongnam province. By contrast,

major cities that lost in importance in 1983 include: the Special City

of Pusan, the second largest city in Korea, provincial capital cities

such as Ch'unch'on (Kangwon), Ch'ongju (Ch'ungbuk), Taejon (Ch'ungnam),

and Kwangju (Chonnam), and the major industrial cities of P'ohang

(Kyongbuk), Kumi (Kyongbuk), and Masan (Kyongnam).

Altogether, these patterns of migration imply that over time the

out-migration flow from Ch'ungbuk has become more concentrated toward

the Capital Region. A tendency such as this is common to both migra

tion streams from the urban region and the rural portions of Ch'ungbuk.

However, the degree of concentration toward the Capital Region is even

greater in the case of the former than the latter. In the year of 1980,

59.0 percent of all migrants of urban origin moved to the Capital Region,

which increased to 64.5 percent in 1983. In t~e case of migration of

rural origin, the corresponding ratio was 49.6 percent in 1980, which,

four years later, increased to 55.0 percent.

Objective City Attractiveness and Migration Flow

To analyze the relationship between migration flows to each city

from Ch'ungbuk province and the macro level, objective city attractive

ness indicators, as defined in Chapter IV, a simple correlation

technique and stepwise multiple regression analyses were used. To
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ensure equality in comparing 1980 and 1983, urban areas not designated

as cities until July 1, 1981 were excluded from the analysis. In

addition, Cheju city was excluded because it is located in the remote

island province of Cheju. Thus, 39 cities were analyzed for both years.

Simple Correlation Analysis

Table 13 shows correlations between city-ward migration from

Ch'ungbuk province (the dependent variable) and various indicators of

objective city attractiveness in 1980 and 1983.

Except for female migration from rural Ch'ungbuk (RURALFO), and

thus overall rural out-migration (RURALO) in the year 1980, the income

factor (RTAXO or RTAX3) had the highest correlation with all categories

of city-ward migration from Ch'ungbuk. For all migration categories,

correlation between the income factor and the number of city-ward

migrants was higher in 1983 than in 1980. Migrants of urban origin

(URBAN, URBANM, or URBANF) showed higher correlations with the income

variable than their rural counterparts (RURAL, RURALM, or RURALF).

In both years, correlations on the part of male migrants were slightly

higher than those of female migrants.

The variable with the next highest correlation with migration

differs depending on the region of origin. In the case of rural

migrants, the affinity variable (INMIGR) was the second highest, except

for female migrants in 1980. But, the quality of urban facilities (uQa

or UQ3) ranked in second position in both years for migrants of urban

origin--neverthe1ess, the correlation coefficient was not significant.

The road distance between the city of destination and origin

(RDIST) ranked third in both years for migration from rural Ch'ungbuk



Table 12

DEFINITIONS, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS (S.D.) OF THE VARIABLES

1980 1983
Variables Definitions Means S.D. Means S.D.
TMIG3, TMIGO Migrants to a city from the whole Ch1ungbuk 3,350.59 8,282.21 3,333.41 8,734.28
URBAN3, URBANO Migrants to a city from urban Ch1ungbuk 822.21 2,399.45 1,086.69 3,144.41
URBANM3, URBAM~O Male migrants to a city from urban Ch1ungbuk 425.59 1,236.23 551.82 1,609.91
URBANF3, URBANFO Female migrants to a city from urban Ch1ungbuk 396.62 1,163.39 534.87 1,534.78
RURAL3, RURALO .Migrants to a city from rural Ch1ungbuk 2,52U.38 6,018.86 2,246.72 5,687.47
RURALM3, RURALMO Male migrants to a city from rural Ch1ungbuk 1,273.95 3,049.63 1,131.77 2,869.72
RURALF3, RURALFO Female migrants to a city from rural 1,254.44 2,971.68 1,114.95 2,819.38

Ch1ungbuk
RTAX3, RTAXO Per capita income portion of resident tax 1,700.97 1,321.25 2,603.59 1,536.74

(won)
EMPLOY Number of all workers per 10,000 residents 1,864.44 626.47 1,864.44 626.47
STUD3, STUDO Number of (weighted) college students per 435.48 480.70 747.63 732.91

10~000 residents of a city
HOUSE3, HOUSED Housing stock rate of a city (X) 67.18 8.16 64.08 7.31
UQ3*, UQO* Quality of urban facilities of a city 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
TIMIG Number of accumulated migrants to a city from 345.03 757.92 345.03 757.92

the whole Ch1ungbuk per 10,000 residents
INMIGU Number of accumulated migrants to a city from 90.21 175.10 90.21 175.10

urban Ch'ungbuk per 10,000 residents

--'
0
-.....J



Table 12 (continued) DEFINITIONS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS (S.D.) OF THE VARIABLES

1980 1983
Variables Definitions Means S.D. Means S.D.

INMIGR Number of accumulated migrants to a city from 254.82 589.41 254.82 589.41
rural Ch'ungbuk per 10,000 residents

RDIST Road dist~nce to a city from the geographic 206.92 85.61 206.92 85.61
center of Ch'ungbuk (km).

* Composite index in the form of Z-score
The numerals, 0 or 3, in variable names signify the years, 1980 and 1983, respectively.

o
OJ



Table 13

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CITY-WARD MIGRATION FROM CH'UNGBUK
AND OBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS INDICATORS (N=39)

Independent Dependent Vari ab1es.
Variables TMIG URBAN URBANM URBANF RURAL RURALM RURALF

1980--
RTAXO .4997 .5534 .5574 .5491 .4670 .4722 .4561
EMPLOY .1878 .1950 .1972 .1926 .1807 .1849 .1762
STUDO .2633 .2077 .2064 .2089 I .2795 .2752 .2837
HOUSEO -.1504 - .1455 -.1474 - .1435 - .1490 -. 1518 -.1460
UQO .2795 .2796 .2765 .2828 .2731 .2726 .2734
TIMIG .4070 .2208 .2124 .2297 .4721 .4536 .4906
INMIGU .3627 .2217 .2144 .2293 .4107 .3961 .4253
INMIGR .4157 .2181 .2094 .2273 .4850 .4656 .5045
RDIST ~.2925 - .1825 -.1783 -.1869 -.3297 -.3197 -.3398

1983--
RTAX3 .6145 .6420 .6444 .6393 .5888 .5973 .5798
EMPLOY .2090 .2068 .2085 .2049 .2067 .2109 .2023
STUD3 .2353 .1589 .1544 .1636 .2734 .2642 .2826
HOUSE3 -.1386 -.1255 -.1253 -.1257 -.1435 -.1442 - .1427
UQ3 .2355 .2557 .2548 .2566 .2203 .2197 .2208
TIMIG .3318 .2090 .2006 .2177 .3940 .3815 .4064
INMIGU .2922 .2068 .1995 .2145 .3343 .3257 .3429
INMIGR .3398 .2073 .1987 .2163 .4073 .3938 .4207
RDIST -.2595 - .1894 - .1838 -.1953 -.2938 -.2851 -.3025

Note: Numeral symbols, 0 or 3, are omitted from the names of
dependent variables.
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with negative correlation coefficients ranging between -.2851 (RURALM3)

and -.3398 (RURALFO). Two kinds of interesting tendencies are found

with regard to the correlation of ROIST among migrants of rural origin.

One is that the correlation decreased notably in both gender categories

of migrants in 1983. Another is that female migrants had higher corre

lations with distance compared to males in both years. The former

implies that a larger proportion of migrants moved longer distances

to cities from rural Ch'ungbuk in 1983 than in 1980. The latter implies

that females migrated shorter distances than male migrants in both years.

In the case of migrants of urban origin in Ch'ungbuk, the correlation

with the distance variable was not only insignificant, but also much

weaker than for migrants of rural origin in both years. Correlations

of the other variables with all categories of migration from Ch'ungbuk

were too weak to be significant.

Correlation does not directly establish a causal relationship,

but merely provides an empirical measure of the linear association

between the dependent and independent variables, yet it provides clues

to causal relationships (Gillard, 1977: 44). ~n this regard, the cor

relation coefficients of the job opportunity variable (EMPLOY) and the

housing situation variable (HOUSE) raise the following questions:

First, literature on internal migration in developing countries3

reveals that employment and income factors are the two most important

3Two most comprehensive review works on internal migration in
developing countries are: YORC (1977), Social Change and Internal
Migration: A Review of Research Findings from Afrlca, ASla and Latin
Amerlca {Ottawa: Internatlonal Development Research Center}; and Sally
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determinants of migration. This is supported by a recently pUblished

national migration survey report of Korea (National Bureau of Statistics

and Korean Institute for Population and Health, 1985: 73-87). This

indicates that, in the case of male city-ward migrants, the most

frequently given "main reason for migration" was job-related factors

(41.4%), followed by family-related factors (marriage, change of marital

status, to accompany or join the family members: 33.2%), the educational

factor (22.4%), the environmental factor (0.5%), and other reasons

(2.5%).4 Contrary to general expectation, the EMPLOY variable showed

very weak correlations (ranging between .1762 and .2109) with all

categories of migration in both years, ranking in fifth or sixth place
/

out of seven variables.

Second, the sign of the correlation coefficient of the HOUSE

variable (defined as the housing stock rate of a city) was, also con

trary to expectation, negative in all categories of migration.

In relation to the low correlation of the EMPLOY variable, one

possible explanation is the limitation of data itself. Because newly

migrated people from rural areas are mostly unskilled, their job oppor

tunities are generally limited to the informal ,sector. According to

Findley, Planning for Internal Migration: AReview of Issues and
Policies 1n DeveJOp1ng Countr1es (wash1ngton, D.C.: Bureau of the
Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1977).

4In the case of female city-ward migrants, family-related factors
(70.1%) were the most frequently given, followed by the educational
factor (14.2%), the job-related factor (13.9%), the environmental factor
(0.3%), and the other factors (1.5%).
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Yoon's study (197S)t rural out-migrants of farming origin t immediately

after their move to Seoul ~ find easy employment in lowe~ level jobs

such as sales (41.8%)t and in production and related work (37.4%).

This type of employment is mostly in the individual- or family

enterprise sector which includes handicraft workers t street vendors t

casual construction workers t service establishments t and workers in

manufacturing workshops. Most of this informal sector employment was

not counted in the establishment census report of 1981 which was used

as the basis for measuring the EMPLOY variable in this study.S

Another possible explanation is the "chicken or egg debate" type

of causality problem in migration phenomena. In regional economics

the relationship between migration and changes in employment or employ

ment growth is of fundamental interest. This relationship is

essentially a question of causality as to whether "people follow jobs"

or "jobs fo11 ow peop1e" (Stei nnes t 1978: 218). The most common mani

festation of "people follow jobs" causality is the traditional export

base theory of regional growth which assumes that employment growth

(at least in the manufacturing or base sector) is exogenously determined

and consequently determines or induces migrati~n. Steinnes (1978)t

however, counter-argued this traditional assumption. He used time

series data on manufacturing employment and net migration rates for

fifteen SMSAs in the United States t then statistically proved that

SAccording to an estimate by the City Government of Seoul t there
are roughly 50 tOOO to 60 tOOO street vendors in Seoul t as r'eported in
the Chosun Daily News t December llt 1982. However t the data for the
entire lnformal sector work force in each city were not obtainable.
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causation is unidirectional from migration to employment: in other

words, "jobs follow people. II

These two interpretations, the data limitation and the causality

problem, explain why the job opportunity variable (EMPLOY) has weak

correlations with all the categories of migration in both years. The

same logic can be applied to the negative correlation between the housing

situation variable (HOUSEO or HOUSE3) and migration. Migrants usually

cannot afford to own a residence during the early years after their

migration to a city. This is supported by Yoon's survey study on in

migrants to Seoul (Yoon, 1975: 139). This study showed the following

housing categories: (1) 30.2 percent of the in-migrants investigated

owned houses; (2) 52.4 percent rented one or two rooms, or the whole

housing unit either by Chonse (total deposit paid in advance), or by

Sagulse (monthly deductions of the rent paid in advance); (3) 16 percent

were boarding; and (4) the other 0.14 percent were residing in company

employee housing or other types of facilities. Therefore, it is likely

that the more in-migrants a city receives, the housing stock rate of

the city will become less, which results in negative coefficients of

correlation between the rate and migration, as indicated in Table 13.

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis

The general linear (first-order) multiple regression model is

Y =a + blXl + b2X2 + •••••••• + bkXk + e, .

where Y is the dependent variable, the XiS are the explanatory

independent variables, a is the intercept or constant, the bls are

regression coefficients and e is the residual or error term.
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In this study, the city-ward migration flow from Ch'ungbuk (the

dependent variable) is assumed to have a linear relationship with various

objective city attractiveness measures of destinations (independent

variables). Backward (elimination) regression procedures are used to

find the best regression, which involves the re-examination at every

stage of the regression of the independent variables that are incor

porated into the model in previous stages. The backward elimination

technique begins by calculating statistics for a model that includes

all of the independent variables (Step 0). Then the variables are

deleted from that model one by one until all the variables remaining

in the model produce F statistics significant at a certain pre-assigned

level (final step). At each step, the variable showing the smallest

contribution to the model is deleted (SAS Institute, 1982: 102).

For both the data of 1980 and 1983 used in this study, the

correlation coefficients of all combinations of pairs of independent

variables are not high enough to raise the multicollinearity prob1em. 6

In the 1980 data, the highest correlation is found between the road

distant (RDIST) and the affinity variable showing such coefficients

as -0.5833 (with TIMIG), -0.5854 (with INMIGU)~ and -0.5762 (with

6When two or more explanatory variables are correlated with each
other, the data are said to exhibit 'multicollinearity', which can cause
some practical problems. In particular, tha standard errors of regres
sion coefficients may be large and so the precision of estimates of
model coefficients low. That is, the confidence interval range is
relatively large. As a result, it may be difficult to disentangle the
marginal effects of individual explanatory variables upon the dependent
variable (Cooper and Weekes, 1983: 194). There is no clear standard
to detect multicollinearity, but, generally, a correlation of 0.8 or
over is considered a dangerous sign in the social sciences.
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INMIGR). In the 1983 data, the coefficient between the income variable

(RTAX3) and job opportunity (EMPLOY) is the highest (0.6613). Therefore,

all six independent variables (RTAX, EMPLOY, STUD, HOUSE, the affinity

variable (TIMIG, INMIGU, or INMIGR), and RDIST) enter the initial stage

regression (Step 0) in all models for both years.

Tables 14 and 15 show regression coefficients and the squared

coefficients of multiple correlation (R2) in both the initial (Step

0) and the final step for each migration category in 1980 and 1983:

respectively. In the case of overall out-migration (TMIGO) and the

out-migration from rural Ch'ungbuk (RURAlO, RURALMO, and RURAlFO) in

1980, three independent variables such as income (RTAXO), quality of

urban facilities (UQO) and the affinity factor (TIMIG, INMIGR) were

all significant at 5 percent level or less. 7 The two former variables

(RTAXO, and UQO) were also significant at the 5 percent level or less

for out-migration from places of urban origins in Ch'ungbuk (URBANO,

URBANMO, and URBANFO), but the confidence level of the affinity variable

(INMIGU) was 10 percent. This means that the affinity variable was

very significant for migration from places of rural origins in Ch'ungbuk

(0.1 percent level), but less significant in t~e case of migration from

places of urban origins in the province.

In 1980, the multiple correlation coefficients (R2) of these three

factors in the final step models explained from 97.4 to 99.1 percent

of the R-squares of the initial step models. This implies that the

7Thi s implies the probability that the regression coefficients
of these variables will be zero (or that the null hypothesis, Ho: 6=0)
is less than 5 percent. For example, the significance level of RTAXO,
0.1 percent (or 0.001), means that the variable influences the out
migration flow from Ch'ungbuk at a confidence probability of 99.9 per
cent.



Table 14

ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF OBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL BY MIGRATION CATEGORY IN 1980 (N=39)
(t-VALUES IN PARENTHESES)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Independent TMIGO URBANO URBANMO URBANFO
Variables Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step

Intercept -2618.056 -4378.248 -1159.905 -1381.629 -587.811 -710.442 -572.094 -671.187
RTAXO 3.453*** 3.598*** 1.103*** 1.116*** 0.572*** 0.578*** 0.531*** 0.538***

(3.91) (4.96) (4.02) (5.01) (4.04) (5.03) (4.00) (4.98)

EMPLOY 0.091 -0.008 -0.006 -0.002
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDO 1.709 0.291 0.147 0.144
(0.74) (0.40) (0.40) (0.41)

HOUSEO -26.107 -1.700 -0.883 -0.817
(0.17) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

UQO 2545.482 2397.400* 712.279* 765.255* 364.758* 391.865* 347.521* 373.391*
(1. 95) (2.50) (2.09) (2.60) (2.07) (2.58) (2.10) (2.61)

TIMIG. or INMIGU 4.453* 4.664*** 3.179 3.390 1.586 1.699 1.593 1. 691*
(2.71) (3.69) (1.41) (2.01) 0.36 ) (1.96 ) ( 1. 46) (2.07)

RDIST -2.904 -0.859 -0.457 -0.402
(0.20) (0.17) (0.20) (0.17)

R
2

0.5536 0.5414 0.4866 0.4840 0.4879 0.4834 0.4893 0.4847

F-Value 5.49 13.77 4.23 10.94 4.22 10.92 4.24 10.97

.......

.......
en



Table 14 (continued) ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF OBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL
BY MIGRATION CATEGORY IN 1980 (N=39)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)

Independent
Variables

RURALO
Step 0 Final Step

RURALMO
Step 0 Final Step

RUr.ALFO
Step 0 Final Step

Intercept

RTAXO

E~PLOY

STUDO

HOUSEO

UQO

INMIGR

RDIST

R
2

F-Value

-1389.037

2.358***
(3.82)

0.067
(0.00)

1.373
(0.85)

-25.844
(0.26)

1433.072
(1.86)

4.952**
(3.39)

-1.650
(0.17)

0.5868
6.29

-3004.922

2.484***
(4.88)

1623.291*
(2.411

5.135***
(4.50)

0.5722
15.60

-689.567

1.218***
(3.85)

0.027
(0.00)

0.662
(0.81)

-12.873
(0.24)

738.333
(1.87)

2.403**
(3.21)

-0.948
(0.17)

0.5777
6.06

-1539.117

1.279***
(4.92)

831.324*
(2.411

2.504***
(4·.29)

0.5640
15.09

-699.470
1.140***

(3.78)

0.039
(0.00)

0.711
(0.91)

-12.971
(0.26)

694.740
(l.85)

2.549**
(3.57)

-0.702
(0.14)

0.5962
6.54

-1465.806

1.205***
(4.85)

791. 967*
(2.40)

2.631***
(4.71)

0.5805
16.14

* Significant at .05 level. ** Significant at .01 level. *** Significant at .001 level.

Note: Coefficients are calculated by backward stepwise regression method.
All independent variables in the final step model are significant at the. 1000 level or less. -'

-'
.......



Table 15

ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF OBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL BY MIGRATION CATEGORY IN 1983 (N=39)
(t-VALUES IN PARENTHESES)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)

Independent THIG3 URBAN3 URBANH3 URBANF3
Variab les Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step

Intercept -3484.411 -3190.149 -811.209 -1121.671 -418.821 -574.696 -392.388 -546.975

RTAX3 5.020*** 4.947*** 1.909*** 1.868*** 0.980*** 0.959*** 0.929*** 0.910***
(6.17) (6.55) (6.36) (6.73) (6.36) (6.74) (6.35) (6.73)

EMPLOY -4.327* 4.223* -1.726* -1.656* -0.886* -0.850* -0.810* -0.806*
(2.24) (2.27) (2.40) (2.42) (2.41) (2.42) (2.40) (2.41)

STUiD3 0.550 -0.034 -0.u26 -0.007
(0.39) (0.00) (0.10) (0.00)

HOU$E3 35.578 11.233 5.864 5.369
(0.24) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20)

UQ3 2106.550* 2392.605** 863.230* 925.164** 442.133* 472.376** 421.098* 452.788*
(2.04) (2.74)" (2.28) (2.88) (2.28) (2.87) (2.28) (2.89)

T1HIG 3.624* 4.395*** 3.527 4.749* 1.743 2.365* 1.784 2.384*
or INHIGU (2.44) (3.81) (1. 46) (2.57) (1.41) (2.50) 11.52 ) (2.65)

ROIST -10.270 -4.198 -2.146 -2.052
(0.75) 10.82) (0.81) (0.82)

R2 0.6718 0.6626 0.6559 0.6482 0.6547 0.6471 0.6571 0.6493
F-Value 9.07 16.69 8.44 15.66 8.40 15.59 8.49 15.73

..........
co



Table 15 (continued) ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF OBJECTIVE REGR£SSION MODEL BY MIGRATION CATEGORY
IN 1983 (N=39)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)

Independent RURAL3 RURALM3 RURALF3
Variables Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step

Intercept -2717.279 -2117.190 -1352.653 -1073.612 -1364.627 -1043.578

RTAX3 3.109*** 3.079*** 1.588*** 1.57i*** 1.520*** 1.50(1***
(5.98) (6.36) (6.04) (6.42) (5.91) (6.28)

EMPLOY -2.596* -2.556* -1.325* -1.304* -1.271* -1.252*
(2.10) (2.15) (2.12) (2.17) (2.08) (2.121

STUD3 0.574 0.257 0.317
(0.64) (0.57) (0.71)

HOUSE3 23.413 11.886 11. 527
(0.24) (0.24) (0.24)

UQl 1251.469 1468.190* 636.514 740.299* 614.956 727.891*
(1. 90) (2.62) (1.91) (2.62) (1.89) (2.62)

INMIGR 3.754** 4.370*** 1.836** 2.142*** 1.918** 2.228***
(3.10) (4.60) (2.99) (4.46) 13.20) (4.73)

RDIST -5.681 -2.908 -2.772
(0.66) (0.67) (0.66)

R
2

0.6834 1).6729 0.6819 0.6724 0.6848 0.6nl
F-Value 9.56 17.49 9.49 17.44 9.62 17.51

* Significant at .05 level. ** Significant at .01 level. *** Significant at .001 level.

Note: Coefficients are calculated by backward stepwise regression method.
All independent variables in the final step model are significant at the .1000 level or less.

..........
co
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influences of the other four variables (EMPLOY, STUDO, HOUSEO, AND RDIST)

were negligible in explaining all categories of migration from Ch'ungbuk.

However, in 1980, the R2 between those three significant independent

variables and the dependent variable was not high in all categories

of migration. In the case of migrants of urban origin (URBANO), the

R2 was 0.4840, but that of migrants from rural areas (RURALO) was 0.5722.

In both areas, female migrants showed slightly higher R2 values.

In the 1983 data, the job opportunity factor (EMPLOY) was another

significant independent variable in addition to the three variables,

income (RTAX3), affinity (TIMIG, INMIGU, or INMIGR), and quality of

urban facilities (UQ3), all of which were significant in 1980. In 1983

these four variables were all significant at a 5 percent level or less

for all categories of migration, and explained from 98.3 to 98.8 percent

of the R-squares of the initial step models in 1983. However, contrary

to expectation, regression coefficient of the EMPLOY variable was nega

tive. As aforementioned, this might be due to the limitations of the

data and the causality problem between migration and job opportunity.

In 1983, compared to 1980, the multiple correlation coefficient

(R2) increased remarkably for all categories of migration. The R2

for migrants of urban origin in Ch'ungbuk increased from 0.4840 in 1980

to 0.6482 in 1982. For migrants of rural origin, R2 also increased

from 0.5722 to 0.6729. In both regions of origin, the R2 for female

migrants was slightly higher than that for male migrants.

As defined in Table 12, the units of measurement of variables are

extremely diverse. Accordingly, the estimates of the regression

coefficients are difficult to compare with each other. In this regard,

regression coefficients with standardized variables, which are usually
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called "bet a coefftctents ," are calculated as shown in Table 16. Their

advantage is that they are not affected by changes in a possibly

arbitrary scale of measurement (Cooper and Weekes, 1983: 187). ~he

larger the beta coefficient of an independent variable, the greater

the influence of the variable on migration will be. As expected, the

variables selected in the final step of backward stepwise regression

show larger beta coefficients than those which were deleted.

In oder to estimate the contribution of each independEnt variable

selected by the final step regression (in terms of the ability to reduce

the residual of a model because of the variable), the proportion of

the Type II sum of squares8 of each variable out of total Type II sums

of squares is calculated (Table 17). Both Table 16 and Table 17 tell

what kinds of objective city attractiveness factors influenced various

categorie~ of city-ward migration from Ch1ungbuk province.

In 1980, out-migrants of urban origin from the province (URBANO,

URBANMO, and URBANFO) were mainly explained by the income factor (RTAXO),

followed by the quality of urban facilities (UQO), and lastly by the

affinity factor (INMIGU). In contrast, migrants from rural region

(RURALO, RURALMO, and RURALFO) in the same year were explained by two

major variables, RTAXO and INMIGR. The influence of RTAXO was a little

higher than that of INMIGR, but the difference was not great. The role

of quality of urban facilities (UQO) in explaining movements from rural

places was less influential than was the role of UQO in explaining

8The Type II sum of squares is the reduction in error sum of
squares due to adding a variable after all other variables have been
added to the model (SAS Institute, 1982: 164).



Table 16

BETA COEFFICIENTS OF OBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL BY MIGRATIO~ CATEGORY (N=39)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Independent TMIG URBAN URBANH URBANF RURAL RURALM RURALF
Variab les Step 0 Fina 1 Step 0 Final Step 0 Final Step 0 Final Step 0 Fina 1 Step 0 Final Step 0 Final

1980

RTAXO 0.551 0.574 0.607 0.614 0.611 0.617 0.603 0.611 0.518 0.545 0.528 0.554 0.507 0.536
EHPLOY 0.007 -0.002 -0.003 -0.001 0.007 0.006 0.008
STUDO 0.099 0.058 0.057 0.060 0.110 0.104 0.115
HOUSEO -0.026 -0.006 -0.006 -0.006 -0.035 -0.034 -0.036
UQO 0.259 0.289 0.297 0.319 0.295 0.317 0.299 0.321 0.238 0.270 0.242 0.273 0.234 0.267
affinity· 0.408 0.427 0.232 0.247 0.225 0.241 0.240 0.254 0.485 0.503 0.464 0.484 0.505 0.522
RDIST -0.030 -0.031 -0.032 -0.030 -0.023 -0.027 -0.020

1983

RTAX3 0.863 0.870 0.933 0.914 0.936 0.916 0.930 0.911 0.840 0.832 0.851 0.641 0.629 0.822
EMPLOY -0.310 -0.303 -0.344 -0.330 -0.345 -(1,.331 -0.343 -0.329 -0.286 -0.282 -0.289 -0.285 -0.282 -0.276
STUD3 0.046 -0.008 -0.012 -0.004 0.074 0.066 0.063
HOUSE3 0.030 0.026 0.027 0.026 0.030 0.030 0.030
UQ3 0.241 0.274 0.275 0.294 0.275 0.293 0.274 0.295 0.220 0.258 0.222 0.256 0.218 0.258
affinity· 0.314 0.381 0.196 0.264 0.190 0.257 0.204 0.272 0.389 0.453 0.377 0.440 0.401 0.466
RDIST -0.101 -0.114 -0.114 -0.114 -0.086 -0.087 -0.064

Note: Numberal symbols. 0 or 3. are omitted from the names of dependent variables.

• 'affinity' means TIHIG. INMIGU. or INHIGR.

--'
N
N



Table 17

TYPE II SUMS OF SQUARES (5.5.) OF VARIABLES IN FINAL STEP REGRESSION MODEL BY MIGRATION CATEGORY
(PERCENTAGE IN PARENTHESES)

-
Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)

Independent
Variables TMIGO(3) URBANO (3) URBANMO(3) URBANFO(3) RURALO(3) RURALMO(3) RURALFO(3)
1980:
RTAXO 12.271 14.051 14.190 13.899 11.080 11.439 10.699

(55.4) (69.9) 00.7) (69.1) (47.8) (50.0) (45.7)
UQO 3.102 3.773 3.727 3.821 2.692 2.750 2.628

(14.0) (18.8) (18.6) (19.0) (11.6) (12.0) 01.2)
TIMIG. INMIGU. 6.763 2.274 2.153 2.406 9.387 8.694 10.111
or INMIGR (30.6) (11.3) (10.7) (11.9) (40.6) (38.0) (43.1)
Tota1 Type I I 22.136 20.098 20.070 20.126 23.159 22.883 23.438
Sum of Squares (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

1983:
RTAX3 16.177 17.830 17.908 17.742 14.773 15.110 14.417

(61 .2) (68.6) (69.1 ) (68.1) (55.3) (56.7) (53.9)
EMPLOY 1.949 2.297 2.308 2.285 1.686 1.723 1.647

0.4) (8.8) (8.9) (8.8) (6.3) (6.5) (6.2)
UQ3 2.823 3.257 3.239 3.275 2.507 z. 504 2.508

(10.7) (12.5) (12.5) (12.6) (9.4) (9.4) (9.4)
TIMIG. INMIGU. 5.468 2.598 2'.458 2.748 7.729 7.294 8.176
or INMIGR (20.7) (10.0) (9.5) (10.5) (29.0) (27.4) (30.6)
Total Type II 26.417 25.982 25.913 26.050 26.695 26.631 26.748
Sum of Squares (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) ....

N
W
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migration from urban places. In both regions of origin, male migrants

showed slightly higher regression coefficients on the income variable

than did females. But, in the case of the affinity variable, females

showed higher regression coefficients than males.

In 1983, the role of the income factor (RTAX3) became even more

pronounced in all categories of migration than was the case four years

previously. In terms of the size of regression coefficient, the job

opportunity factor (EMPLOY) ranked in second position, and had negative

signs for out-migrants from urban origins (URBAN3, URBANM3, and URBANF3).

However, in terms of its contribution in reducing the error term of

the model, EMPLOY ranked last among the four significant independent

variables selected in the final step regression model (Table 17). For

both sexes of urban origin, quality of urban facilities (UQ3) and the

affinity factor (INMIGU) ranked third and fourth, respectively.

As for migrants of rural origin in Ch'ungbuk province in 1983,

the affinity factor (INMIGR) ranked in second position, with a regres

sion coefficient much smaller than that of the income factor (RTAX3)

for both sexes. In terms of the size of the regression coefficient,

EMPLOY and UQ3 ranked third and fourth respectively, for migrants from

rural places in the same year. However, their rankings are reversed

in terms of their contributions in reducing the residual, or error term

of the regression model.

In 1983, for both regions of origin, male"migrants showed higher

regression coefficients than females in the case of the variables, RTAX3,

EMPLOY, and UQ3. On the other hand, the coefficients for the affinity

variables (INMIGU, INMIGR) of female migrants were higher than those

of male migrants in both regions of origin.
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Judging from the comparison of the two years, a general tendency,

which applies to all categories of city-ward migration from Ch'ungbuk

province, is that the role of the income factor has shown a remarkable

increase; whereas, the explanatory value of the other two variables,

quality of urban facilities and the affinity factor, have both decreased

slightly. This tendency, together with the addition of the job oppor

tunity variable in 1983, explains why the squared multiple correlation

coefficient, R2, increased conspicuously in 1983 in comparison with

1980. Another interpretation of such a change is that people tend to

be economically more rational over time in terms of deciding where to

move.



CHAPTER VI

A SUBJECTIVE INTERPRETATION OF CITY-WARD MIGRATION

FROM CH'UNGBUK PROVINCE

Calculation of Subjective Attractiveness Scores

The subjective attractiveness scores of 36 selected cities as

perceived by respondents sampled in Ch'ungbuk province were calculated

according to the procedure suggested in Chapter III. As the procedure

(Step 4 on page 61) indicates, the magnitude of a city-attractiveness

score varies depending on the number of respondents. In order to ensure

equality in comparing the differences between urban respondents and

their rural counterparts, it was necessary to take equal numbers of

respondents from both sides.

As Table 7 (Survey Area, Sample Size, and Response Rate) indicates,

the sample size of the basic unit (Dong, Eup or Myon) of each survey

area was 30 persons. However, the number of responses that were com-

p1eted from each unit range between 18 to 25 persons. In order to main

tain the equality of each basic unit during the process of calculating

the city attractiveness score, 10 respondents from each unit of the

urban survey area, and 14 persons in rural (Kun) survey areas, were

uniformly se1ected. 1 Thus, a total of 140 persons was selected for

each survey area. The 140 respondents from each survey include 105

1To avoid a biased sampling, respondents were systematically
selected: every other respondent from the data set of urban areas,
and every two respondents out of three in rural areas.
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males and 35 females in urban survey areas. In the rural area, the

composition is 132 males and 8 females.

In order to get more diversified score set combinations, subjective

city attractiveness scores were calculated on the bases of various

respondent characteristics. Table 18 summarizes the socio-economic

and demographic characteristics of the respondents. To compare the

contrast of subjective city attractiveness scores by each characteristics

category, the scores were calculated for only two extreme cases in each

category.

In terms of age distribution, respondents of age 25 or less and

those between age 46 and 55 were compared because the former category

represents unmarried or newly married groups; while the latter represents

groups of people who are parents of grown-up children and are socio

economically stabilized. Respondents of age 56 or over were excluded

from this category because in Korea, the elderly tend to be economically

dependent on their children.

People with lower levels of education (middle school or lower)

were compared with college graduates. In terms of household income,

the group with a monthly income of less than 300,000 Won were compared

with groups with incomes of 700,000 Won or over. 2 In addition, intended

migrants within two years were compared with intended stayers.

Ideally, it is best to compare the same number of respondents from

both sample sets, but it was difficult to take representative samples

20ne United States dollar is equivalent to about 900 Won.
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Table 18

SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

(Percent in Parentheses)

No. of Respondents
Classification Total Urban Rural

Total Respondents 522 285 237
(100 ) (100) (100)

Sex:-
Male 441 219 222

(84.5) (76.8) (93.7)
Female 81 66 15

(15.5) (23.2) (6.3)
Age Distribution:

25 or less 103 65 38
(19.7) (22.8) (16.0)

26-35 142 80 62
(27.2) (28.1) (26.2)

36-45 122 63 59
(23.4) (22.1 ) (24.9)

46-55 113 60 53
(21 .7) (21. 0) (22.4)

56 or over 42 17 25
(8.0) (6.0) (10.5)

Marital Status:
Married 373 192 181

(71. 5) (67.4) (76.4)
Unmarried 136 85 51

(26.1) (29.8) (21. 5)
Divorced, Separated 3 2 1

(0.6) (0.7) (0.4)
Bereaved 10 6 4

(1. 9) (2. 1) (1. 7)
Educational Background:

No Schooling 11 5 6
(2.1 ) (1.8) (2.5)

Elementary School 85 39 46
(16.3) (13.7) (19.4)

Middle School 101 40 61
(19.4) (14.0) (25.7)

High School 202 109 93
(38.7) (38.3) (39.3)

College or Over 123 92 31
(23.6) (32.3) (13.1)
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Table 18 (continued) SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF

SURVEY RESPONDENTS

No. of Respondents
Classification Total Urban Rural

Monthly Household Income:
less than 300,000 Won 93 44 49

(17.8) (15.5) (20.7)
300,000 - 699,999 337 191 146

(64.6) (67.0) (61 .6)
700,000 Won or over 92 50 42

(17.6) (17.5) (17.7)
Migration Intention:

Intended Mover within 54 39 15
2 Years (10.3) (13.7) (6.3)

Intended Mover in Future 84 49 35
(after 2 years) (16.1) (17.2) (14.8)

Uncertain 196 99 97
(37.6) (34.7) (40.9)

Intended Stayer 188 98 90
(36.0) (34.4) (38.0)
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of equal size from both sides. Instead, I multiplied different scalars

(see Step 5 on page 62 in Chapter III) in order to get a proxy for

equality in the scale of scores under comparison.

On the basis of the number of respondents representing each cate

gory of characteristics, eight kinds of city attractiveness 3 ranking

matrices with 36 city rows and ni (number of respondents included)

columns by each category were developed (Step 1). Then, Spearman's

rank-order correlation technique was performed on each ranking matrix

to obtain an ni x ni correlation matrix (Step 2). The next procedure

was the application of the Principal Component Analysis technique in

order to calculate the best weights or loading values (Step 3).

As suggested by Gould (1967), the coefficients of the first

principal component (PC1), or the eigenvectors of pel, were used as

the best loading scores. Mathematically, the principal component is

a linear combination of the original variables. There are as many

principal components as there are variables in the data matrix to be

analyzed, among which the first component accounts for the highest pro

portion of the total variance (Cooper and Weekes, 1983: 266-267).

Mathematics provide a measure of the relative effectiveness of each

component, the Eigenvalue of the square matrix. The total sum of eigen

values of all components equals the number of rows (or columns) in the

matrix. In this analysis, it is the same as the number of respondents.

3AS discussed in Chapter III, these include: (1) income and wealth;
(2) job opportunity; (3) educational opportunity; (4) housing situation;
(5) quality of urban facilities; (6) presence of friends or relatives;
(7) social mobility opportunity; and (8) overall attractiveness.
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The proportion of the eigenvalue of each component of the total

sum of eigenvalues implies the proportion of total variance explained

by the component. In this study, the proportion of the eigenvalue of

the first principal component means the proportion of total variance

explained by the most general, shared viewpoint on city attractiveness

among the respondents of a certain category.

Table 19 shows the proportions of eigenvalues of the first principal

components for 22 categories of respondents. City attractiveness

factors such as educational opportunity, quality of urban facilities

(Q.U.F.), income, and social mobility opportunity show higher scores

than the other factors. This means that people have more shared

viewpoints on those four categories of city attractiveness factors than

on the other factors: presence of friends or relatives (P.F.R.), job

opportunity, housing situation, and overall attractiveness. The average

proportion scores of eigenvalues of educational opportunity (0.603l),

and quality of urban facilities (0.5979) are very high, but those of

job opportunity and housing situation are low.

In terms of the variation of the proportion of eigenvalues,

interesting trends are found in differing categories of respondents

such as:

1) Urban respondents tend to have more shared-viewpoints in city

attractiveness than do their rural counterparts.

2) Younger generations have more shared viewpoints than older

generations in both regions.

3) In both urban and rural regions, highly educated respondents

have more shared city attractiveness perception than do persons of lower

education.



Table 19

PROPORTION OF PC1 EIGENVALUE OUT OF TOTAL SUM OF PRINCIPAL COMPONENT EIGENVALUES

Categories of City Attractiveness Attributes
Respondents JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F.R. SOC .t-1OBIL. OVERALL

URBAN AREA:
Total Respondents 0.4777 0.5832 0.6119 0.4214 0.5880 0.5094 0.5119 0.5126
Male Respondents 0.4831 0.5892 0.6000 0.4204 0.5786 0.5032 0.5021 0.5132
Female Respondents 0.4746 0.5737 0.6617 0.4392 0.6303 0.5584 0.5526 0.5196
Age 25 or Less 0.5238 0.6004 0.6528 0.4408 0.6090 0.4952 0.5238 0.5373
Age 46-55 0.4670 0.5775 0.6247 0.3647 0.6515 0.4695 0.5465 0.4556
Low Education 0.4336 0.5072 0.5746 0.3249 0.5926 0.4525 0.5077 0.4206
High Education 0.4970 0.5692 0.6310 0.4045 0.6142 0.4992 0.5347 0.4831
Low Income 0.4430 0.5163 0.5685 0.3916 0.5894 0.4696 0.5118 0.4334
High Income 0.5083 0.5764 0.6506 0.4194 0.6220 0.5067 0.5335 0.4994
Intended Movers 0.4680 0.4893 0.6206 0.3380 0.6165 0.4958 0.5297 0.3994
Intended Stayers 0.4709 0.5706 0.6282 0.3621 0.6210 0.5234 0.5383 0.4980

RURAL AREA:
Total Respondents 0.4523 0.5198 0.5780 0.4432 0.5843 0.4876 0.5034 0.4833
Age 25 or less 0.4436 0.5736 0.5870 0.4549 0.6019 0.4956 0.5156 0.5146
Age 46-55 0.4507 0.4593 0.5503 0.3831 0.5495 0.4784 0.4505 0.4606
Low Education 0.4667 0.5081 0.5612 0.4429 0.5808 0.4851 0.5106 0.4694
High Education 0.4990 0.5378 0.5920 0.4351 0.5864 0.4942 0.4990 0.5366
Low Income 0.4211 0.4969 0.5024 0.3914 0.5566 0.4578 0.4665 0.4494
High Income 0.5072 0.5217 0.6296 0.4635 0.5805 0.5254 0.5268 0.4943
Intended Movers 0.5304 0.6360 0.6453 0.5222 0.5968 0.5608 0.5636 0.5425
Intended Stayers 0.4620 0.4756 0.5924 0.4640 0.6071 0.4873 0.5137 0.4905

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:
Ch'ongju High School 0.5095 0.5554 0.6299 0.4368 0.5978 0.5477 0.5286 0.6058
Ch10ngju Technical School 0.5614 0.5951 0.5277 0.3900 0.5925 0.4912 0.5482 0.5924

......
w
N
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4) Higher income groups share more common viewpoints than lower

income groups.

5) In terms of migration intention, intended movers within two

years have higher shared views than intended stayers in the rural

region. However, in the urban region, the situation is reversed.

6) For most categories of city attractiveness, high school senior

students have more shared viewpoints than the household-head respondents,

which may stem from the student group's being more homogeneous than

the latter group in all aspects.

The perceived city attractiveness scores for 36 cities in terms

of a certain city attractiveness attribute was calculated by multiplying

the original rank order matrix (36 city rows and n respondent columns)

of Step 1 with the eigenvector matrix (n x 1) of the first principal

components (pel) of the corresponding city attractiveness attribute

as foll ows:

Rank Order Matrix

Rll R12 •••.••••••••R1n
R21 R22 •••.••••••••R2n

x

Eigenvector
of pel

=

Attractiveness
Vector

R36•1 .•.••••...• .R36n

En

The elements of the final vector matrix ($1' 52' ••.•• 536) show the

attractiveness score of each city in terms of a city attractiveness
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attribute. By repeating the same procedure, eight categories of per

ceived city attractiveness score sets were calculated.

But, because the most attractive city was ranked as 1, and the

least attractive city as 36 in the data matrix, the score of the most

attractive city showed the smallest number. For example, in the case

of urban respondents (140 persons), the most attractive city in terms

of job opportunity was Seoul, with 148.48 points. On the other hand,

the most unattractive city, Tonghae, had 2,895.77 points. To transform

the scale of attractiveness scores so that the best-liked has the largest

number, each reciprocal of the attractiveness scores was multiplied

by an arbitrary number (scalar), 100,000 in this particular case. As

a result, the attractiveness scores of Seoul and Tonghae city became

673.5 and 34.5, respectively.

As shown in Table 20, the number of respondents in each category

differs. To provide each category with different respondent sizes with

an equal score scale, the reciprocals of the original attractiveness

scores of Step 4 were multiplied by different scalars, proportional

to the number of respondents.

Tables 21 and 22 show the transformed subjective attractiveness

scores of 36 cities in terms of the seven attributes of city attractive

ness and overall attractiveness as perceived by urban respondents and

rural respondents, respectively (Subjective scores for the other 20

categories are attached in the Appendix.) Based on these subjective

scores, four kinds of mental maps of overall city attractiveness were

drawn by using the SPLOT computer cartographic program, as shown in

Figures 5 through 8.
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Table 20

SCALARS MULTIPLIED FOR THE CALCULATION OF CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES

Number of
Categories of Respondents Respondents Scalars

URBAN AREA:
Total Respondents 140 100,000.00
Male Respondents 105 75,000.00
Female Respondents 35 25,000.00
Age 25 or less 65 46,428.57
Age 46-55 60 42,857.14
Low Education 84 60,000.00
High Education 92 65,714.29
Low Income 44 31,428.57
High Income 50 35,714.29
Intended Movers 39 27,857.14
Intended Stayers 98 70,000.00

RURAL AREA:
Total Respondents 140 100,000.00
Age 25 or less 38 27,142.86
Age 46-55 53 37,857.14
Low Education 113 80,714.29
High Education 31 22,142.86
Low Income 49 35,000.00
High Income 42 30,000.00
Intended Movers 15 10,714.29
Intended Stayers 90 64,285.71

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:
Ch'ongju High School 60 42,857.14
Ch'ongju Technical High School 60 42,857.14
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Table 21

SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
City JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F P.F.R S.M. OVERALL

Seoul 673.5 716.4 440.3 34.6 622.2 226.2 663.8 333.2
Pusan 158.5 198.0 151.2 38.6 207.1 46.4 203.7 167.9
Taegu 143.0 150.1 135.2 40.9 168.6 47.4 148.7 134.1
Inch'on 133.4 150.3 124.8 37.7 146.7 72.5 164.2 138.6

Suwon 88.3 93.5 101.7 52.2 100.0 59.2 99.2 114.9
Songnam 70.0 63.4 68.0 53.6 63.1 44.2 71.7 68.8
Uijongbu 52.5 49.5 54.7 48.9 51.9 37.8 55.7 56.1
Anyang 71.8 58.6 67.0 53.7 61.7 46.4 67.0 71.5
Puch'on 71.8 61.8 66.2 52.0 60.5 41.7 72.0 68.9
Kwangmyong 51.6 48.4 56.8 50.0 51 .1 ' 38.6 59.8 58.3

Ch'unch'on 58.3 54.9 69.7 66.1 70.9 41.0 64.5 75.9
Wonju 43.0 36.0 42.3 90.3 40.4 38.7 44.5 45.7
Kangnung 45.1 36.0 37.4 81.5 38.7 31.0 39.5 46.7
Tonghae 34.5 29.0 28.8 71.2 30.0 28.5 34.0 32.6
T'aebaek 36.0 30.4 29.0 67.6 30.0 29.1 33.9 32.4
Ch'ongju 176.1 111.2 297.9 494.6 138.7 629.5 156.2 289.1
Ch'ungju 56.0 43.4 57.1 266.2 44.8 172.7 53.0 59.1
Chech'on 44.9 34.8 38.0 234.8 34.6 109.7 41.1 42.3
Taejon 162.7 137.4 199.9 123.3 166.8 191.2 165.2 214.4
Ch'onan 46.6 35.5 45.6 173.6 38.7 93.9 44.9 45.8
Chonju 68.2 63.1 79.8 60.1 78.7 33.9 73.3 69.5
Kunsan 43.4 40.0 36.1 60.6 37.5 31.0 40.3 39.1
Iri 42.3 36.7 35.8 64.7 37.1 29.8 39.9 38.3
Kwangju 75.8 84.8 90.1 47.4 105.6 35.2 97.4 75.3
Mokp'o 43.6 38.4 36.5 54.6 39.1 . 30.0 42.9 40.9
Yosu 37.5 34.8 33.7 51.8 34.3 28.9 37.4 36.8
Sunch'on 38.6 34.4 34.4 54.8 34.3 29.0 38.1 37.6
P'ohang 73.4 71.8 40.0 56.4 43.4 33.9 53.2 52.6
Kyongju 47.3 43.8 41.2 60.2 49.1 30.2 44.8 46.2
Andong 42.3 35.5 40.1 113.5 36.8 39.1 44.2' 41.9
Kumi 63.1 57.3 43.1 70.0 45.1 34.2 51.1 50.0
Masan 51.7 50.6 39.4 53.2 43.2 30.5 44.2 50.0
Ulsan 70.2 71.1 38.6 55.6 43.8 33.7 54.6 52.3
Chi nju 42.9 40.8 38.0 55.4 39.9 30.2 43.5 47.7
Ch'angwon 61.7 64.3 41.3 53.1 52.4 31.8 57.1 54.6
Chinhae 38.8 36.3 32.9 50.7 ~'.8 ?O /I 39.5 41.0""".". ~.
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Table 22

SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
City JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F P.F.R S.M. OVERALL

Seoul 513.1 470.5 439.9 32.6 544.8 245.7 509.9 300.3
Pusan 161 .7 230.2 150.5 35.4 214.8 57.7 186.0 141.5
Taegu 141 .0 157.3 146.1 39.2 163.6 58.9 155.3 136.5
Inch'on 143.1 166.5 127.2 37.0 163.6 81.3 155.4 137.9
Suwon 102.6 90.2 102.3 52.5 86.6 53.8 95.4 101.2
Songnam 66.8 57.6 64.9 48.3 58.7 40.3 60.8 64.3
Uijongbu 67.5 49.7 56.8 53.3 54.3 39.2 60.2 59.9
Anyang 67.5 58.7 59.0 49.2 59.7 41.5 58.7 63.3
Puch'on 70.8 57.8 60.4 48.8 59.5 39.1 59.6 64.4
Kwangmyong 57.8 51.2 55.6 48.3 54.3 32.5 53.6 56.2
Ch'unch'on 63.6 60.9 63.0 63.2 73.7 38.2 68.3 61. 7
Wonju 54.0 40.2 48.1 90.5 40.9 37.3 45.6 49.5
Kangnung 46.0 38.9 41.7 85.0 38.9 31.9 42.0 44.6
Tonghae 34.7 30.7 29.1 91.0 29.1 30.1 32.6 32.1
T'aebaek 34.9 32.1 29.4 89.0 29.2 29.9 32.3 32.0
Ch'ongju 252.5 120.8 299.6 300.9 146.4 411.7 205.2 308.3
Ch'ungju 69.1 49.3 64.8 265..4 49.7 154.4 62.9 69.7
Chech'on 54.9 37.9 44.2 216.0 36.7 96.5 44.6 49.8
Taejon 174.6 150.9 195.5 109.2 163.4 154.3 163.3 207.5
Ch'onan 53.8 38.0 49.5 175.2 44.0 72.7 47.0 51.2
Chonju 64.7 67.5 79.1 52.1 82.5 37.9 73.3 72.5
Kunsan 45.8 44.2 38.0 57.6 37.0 30.9 43.8 42.3
Iri 45.2 41.0 38.8 59.2 36.6 30.1 39.8 41.1
Kwangju 78.8 101 .3 85.5 46.9 104.6. 41.0 89.1 80.7
Mokp'o 44.6 44.4 36.1 60.2 38.6 33.0 43.9 45.1
Yosu 39.8 40.7 33.7 54.9 33.9 29.6 38.6 40.1
Sunch'on 40.4 39.8 34.8 59.2 35.5 29.5 38.1 38.6
P'ohang 62.2 70.5 40.8 57.1 47.0 31.8 52.6 50.8
Kyongju 47.9 43.3 41.5 56.3 47.2 30.5 42.5 47.3
Andong 49.5 39.3 44.4 116.5 38.4 39.1· 44.7 44.9
Kumi 59.9 61 .1 . 41.6 61.0 43.0 31.7 52.3 49.2
Masan 48.4 58.3 40.4 51.1 40.1 30.3 43.5 47.8
U1san 58.3 68.7 41.8 52.3 43.3 33.6 58.1 55.5
Chinju 46.1 50.8 41.8 56.2 40.5 30.3 44.4 45.7
Ch'angwon 59.9 75.3 41.8 53.0 58.4 34.3 62.5 55.8
Chinhae 42.4 42.5 34.8 51.4 38.0 30.2 39.5 41.1
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Relationships Between Overall City Attractivenesss

and Its Attributes

During the questionnaire survey, respondents were asked to rank

36 cities, attribute by attribute, in the context of migration consider

ation. Then they were asked to rank the cities in terms of all seven

attributes. Therefore, the relation between the overall city attractive

ness score and the attribute scores was expected to provide some

information about why people migrate.

Correlation matrices among the subjective city attractiveness

scores for 22 respondent categories revealed the five attributes includ

ing job opportunity, income opportunity, educational opportunity,

quality of urban facilities, and social mobility opportunity are very

highly inter-correlated. Accordingly, a serious multicollinearity

problem exists in the subjective city attractiveness data. As a result,

it is difficult to analyze the relationship between overall city

attractiveness and its attributes through a multiple regression type

of analysis. Instead, in order to analyze the relationship, simple

correlations were compared.

Table 23 shows the coefficients of correlation of the seven

attribute scores with corresponding overall city attractiveness scores

for 22 different categories of respondents. In addition, the table

shows the ranking of these coefficients in size order •. All city

attractiveness attributes, except for the housing situation attribute,

are highly correlated with overall city attractiveness for most cate

gories of respondents. On the basis of the rankings of the correlation

coefficients, the following patterns are found:
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1) Rural respondents show more similar ranking patterns from one

group to another than do urban respondents.

2) Educational opportunity ranked in first place for most cate

gories of respondents.

3) The housing factor ranked in last place for all categories,

without exception.

4) In terms of average ranking, social mobility, the presence

of friends or relatives, and income ranked in third, fourth, and sixth

positions, respectively, for both urban and rural regions.

5) But, perceptions of job opportunity and quality of urban

facilities are contrastive between urban respondents and their rural

counterparts. For urban respondents, urban quality ranked second and

job opportunity in fifth position. In the case of rural respondents,

however, the order was reversed.

6) The two high schools compared are different in character, but

perceptions by students on city attractiveness are similar, and tend

to agree with those of urban respondents.

Subjective City Attractiveness and Migration Flow

In order to analyze the relationship between city-ward migration

flows from Ch'ungbuk province and the subjective city attractiveness

scores, a simple correlation technique as well as multiple regression

analyses were employed. Hence, the subjective city attractiveness score

sets calculated from four respondent categories including urban total,

urban male, urban female, and rural total were utilized because these

corresponded to the classes of city-ward migration.
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Simple Correlation Analysis

Table 24 shows correlations between each category of city-ward

migration and the perceived scores of seven city attractiveness

attributes for the corresponding respondent category. City attractive

ness attributes such as job opportunity, income opportunity, educational

opportunity, quality of urban facilities, and social mobility were

highly correlated with all categories of city-ward migration flow~.

In terms of the size of correlation coefficient, however, these five

attributes show little variation between two regions of migration

origin. Educational opportunity correlated more highly with migrants

of rural origin than with those of urban origin. On the other hand,

in the cases of income opportunity and quality of urban facilities,

migrants from urban origin have larger correlation coefficients than

do their rural counterparts. The correlation coefficients of both the

job opportunity and social mobility attributes are almost the same for

both regions of origin.

The housing situation attribute has very low correlations with

all categories of migration from Ch'ungbuk province. But, in the case

of "the presence of friends or relatives," an apparent contrast exists

between urban and rural regions of origin. The attribute has a fairly

low correlation with migrants from urban origin, showing correlation

coefficients ranging between 0.4237 and 0.5797. However, its corre

lations with migrants of rural origin is very high, ranging between

0.8121 and 0.8373.



Table 24

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CITY-WARD MIGRATION FROM CH'UNGBUK
AND SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS ATTRIBUTES (N=36)

(RANKS IN PARENTHESES)

Attractiveness
Attributes
Job Opportunity

(JOB)
Income Opportunity

(INCOME)
Educational Opportunity

(EDUCATION)
Housing Situation

(HOUSING)
Quality of Urban
Facilities (Q.U.F.)
Presence of Friends
or Relatives (P.F.R.)
Socia1 Mobil ity
Opportunity (Soc.Mobil.)
Overall Attractiveness

(OVERALL)

URBAN3
.9690
(1)

.9522
(2)

.8636
(5 )

. ~ 164
(7)

.9321
( 4)

.4620
(6)

.9493
(3)

.7695

URBANM3
.9696
(1)

.9558
(2)

.8545
(5)

.1124
(7)

.9281
( 4)

.4237
(6)

.9454
(3)

.7669

Categories of Migration
URBANF3 RURAL3 RURALM3

.9653 .9591 .9605
(1) (1) (l)

.9405 .8439 .8505
(4) (5) (5)

.8754 .9432 .9405
(5) (2) (2)

.1086 .2593 .2443
(7) (7) (7)

.9430 .8812 .8869
(3) (4) (4)

.5797 .8249 .8121
(6) (6) (6)

.9559 .9275 .9308
(2) (3) (3)

.7560 .8763 .8691

RURALF3
.9570
(1)

.8367
(6)

.9453
(2)

.2743
(7)

.8748
(4)

.8373
(5)

.9237
(3)

.8831

~
O'l
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The rank-ordering of the correlation coefficients by each migration

category makes the relationship between city-ward migration flows and

the subjective city attractiveness more identifiable (Table 24).

Both total as well as male migrants from urban origin (URBAN3,

URBANM3) have the highest correlations with the job opportunity

attribute. In descending order follow income opportunity, social

mobility opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, educational

opportunity, the presence of friends or relatives, and the housing

situation. Female migrants from urban origin (URBANF3), however, have

a different order from male migrants for three attributes ranked between

the second and the fourth: job opportunity, social mobility opportunity,

quality of urban facilities, income opportunity, educational oppo~t~nity,

the presence of friends or relatives, and housing situation.

The corresponding order for both total and male migrants from rural

origin (RURAl3, RURALM3) are: job opportunity, educational opportunity,

social mobility opportunity, quality of urban facilities, income oppor

tunity, the presence of friends or relatives, and the housing situation.

Female migrants from rural origin (RURALF3) rank similarly with male

migrants; the only difference is that the orders of the fifth and the

sixth attributes are reversed.

The rankings of the correlation coefficients of the city attractive

ness attributes with migration flows are quite different from their

rankings with overall city attractiveness scores as shown in Table 23

of the previous section. Because most respondents are household heads,

the rankings of the latter relationship are believed to reflect values

of migration for their children or family members rather than personal
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reasons for migration. In this regard, the rankings in terms of the

correlations between subjective city attractiveness scores and actual

migration flows seem to be a better indicator of migration motives than

the latter type of rankings.

Migration researchers usually have acquired information on

migration motives either through direct migration attitude surveys for

potential migrants at origin regions, or through retrospective

migration-motive surveys for people who had already migrated. However,

such direct methods do not always provide accurate information either

because potential migrants are not always willing to reveal their ideas,

fears, or weak points to outsiders, or because people who have already

migrated often rationalize the reasons for their decisions to migrate

(Gustavus and Brown, 1977: 545; Bunting and Gue1ke, 1979: 455).

In this study, however, respondents were not directly asked about

their attitudes on motives of migration, but were aksed to rank the

cities in terms of seven city attractiveness attributes in the context

of migration consideration. Therefore, the rankings of the attributes

in terms of their correlations with actual number of migrants can be

a good alternative to reduce such a bias in finding migration motives.

Multiple Regression Analyses

To analyze how the city attractiveness attributes altogether

explain the city-ward migration flows from Ch1ungbuk province, a back

ward stepwise multiple regression technique was employed. As the corre

lation matrices of Tables 25 and 26 show, the city attractiveness

attributes of job opportunity, income opportunity, educational



Table 25

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS ATTRIBUTES
PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (N;36)

URBAN3 JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F .R. SOC .t~OBIL. RDIST

URBAN3 1.000

JOB 0.9690 1.0000

INCOME 0.9522 0.9917 1.0000

EDUCATION 0.8636 0.9174 0.8751 1.0000

HOUSING 0.1164 0.0170 -0.0857 0.2878 1.0000

Q.U.F. 0.9321 0.9869 0.9901 0.9157 -0.0415 1.0000

P.F.R. 0.4620 0.4333 0.3295 0.6994 0.8554 0.3818 1.0000

SOC.MOBIL. 0.9493 0.9936 . 0.9940 0.9165 -0.0212 0.9972 0.4001 1.0000

RDIST -0.1873 -0.1042 -0.0271 -0.2619 -0.6345 -0.0690 -0.5167 -0.0811 1.0000

~
~



Table 26

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS ATTRIBUTES
PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (N=36)

RURAL3 JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F.R. SOC .MOBIL. RDIST

RURAL3 1.0000

JOB 0.9591 1.0000

INCOME 0.8439 0.9465 1.0000

EDUCATION 0.9432 0.9817 0.8974 1.0000

HOUSING 0.2593 0.0682 -0.1573 0.1604 1.0000

Q.U.F. 0.8812 0.9674 0.9910 0.9255 -0.1075 1.0000

P.F.R. 0.8249 0.7356 0.5205 0.8143 0.6546 0.5665 1.0000

SOC .MOBIL. 0.9275 0.9922 0.9766 0.9647 -0.0097 0.9900 0.6667 1.0000

RDIST -0.2988 -0.1994 -0.0005 -0.2709 -0.6755 -0.0728 -0.5099 -0.1354 1.0000

U"1
o
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opportunity, the quality of urban facilities (Q.U.F.)t and the social

mobility opportunity (Soc t Mobil.) are highly inter-correlated. In

addition, the housing situation (HOUSING), and the presence of friends

or relatives (P.F.R.) are highly correlated, especially for urban

respondents' perception of city attractiveness.

Therefore, the subjective city attractiveness score data are

expected to exhibit serious multicollinearity problems. Technically,

three kinds of possibilities are suggested if a significant degree of

multicollinearity has been identified (Cooper and Weekes, 1983: 196

197). One possibility is to seek more data, but this would be useless

if the additional data merely repeated the inter-correlation pattern

of the original data. A second possibility is to drop from the

regression analysis variables which are a source of multicollinearity.

A third possibility is to produce one or more derived aggregative

variables based upon the given explanatory variables.

In this study, the second alternative was taken not only because

it was impossible to seek additional data, but also because newly derived

aggregative variables would be less meaningful for migration motives

or determinants than the original attractiveness attributes. As a

result, out of seven city attractiveness attributes, only two variables,

job opportunity and the presence of friends or relatives (P.F.R.), were

. input to the regression models. The distance variable (ROIST) was also

added as a proxy for the attribute of constraints on migration.

Table 27 shows regression coefficients and the squared coefficients

of multiple correlation (R2) of both initial (Step 0) and final step

models for each migration category. For all categories of migration t



Table 27

ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF SUBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL
BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

(t-va1ues in Parentheses)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Independent URBAN3 URBAN~13 URBANF3
Variables Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step

Intercept -578.398 -569.944 -264.936 -298.778 -410.259 -322.043
JOB 28.968*** 28.988*** 14.806*** 14.735*** 14.388*** 14.671***

(436.97) (563.03) (464.74) (570.79) (311.61) (488.24)
P.F.R. 0.051 -0.200 0.610

(0.001 ) (0.06) (0.37)
RDIST -3.464 -3.496* -1.847 -1.719* -1.326 -1.675

(3.21 ) (4.66) (3.57) (4.34) (1.67) (3.93)

R2 0.9466 0.9466 0.9473 0.9471 0.9398 0.9391
F-Value 189.00 292.36 191.55 295.68 166.41 254.25

11l
N



Table 27 (continued) ESTIMATES OF THE COEFFICIENTS OF SUBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODEL
BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Independent RURAL3 RURALM3 RURALF3
Variables Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step Step 0 Final Step

Intercept -2954.541 -3270.835 -1470.232 -1644.777 -1484.309 -1626.059

JOB 52.573*** 52.070*** 27.352*** 27.074*** 25.221*** 24.996***
(163.99) (181.55) (161.23) (178.18) (166.48) (184.64)

P.F.R. 19.257** 20.463*** 8.469** 9.135*** 10.788*** 11.329***
(12.61) (20.86) (8.86) (15.09) (17.46) (28.21)

RDIST -1.401 -0.773 -0.628
(0.17) (0.18) (0.15)

R2 0.9511 0.9508 0.9471 0.9468 0.9549 0.9547

F-Val ue 207.42 319.12 190.98 293.65 225.76 347.56

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level

*** Significant at .001 level

Note: Coefficients are calculated by backward stepwise regression method.
Definitions of variables are the same as Table 24.

~

U1
W
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the R-squares are very high, ranging between 0.9391 (URBANF3) and 0.9547

(RURALF3). This implies that about 94 percent of the total variance

of all categories of city-ward migration flows from Ch'ungbuk is

explained by subjective city attractiveness models. This result

strongly supports the first hypothesis (Hl) derived in Chapter III

(page 67).

For all categories of migration, the job opportunity attribute

is highly significant in explaining migration flows. However, the

other two attributes have different levels of significance depending

on the category of migration. The presence of friends or relatives

is not significant for migrants of urban origin, however, it is highly

significant for both male and female migrants from the rural regions

of Ch'ungbuk province. By contrast, the road distance from origin to

destination (RDIST) is significant at the 5 percent level for migrants

of urban origin in the province, but it is not significant for migrants

of rural origin.

A Comparison of Two Interpretations:

The Objective vs. The Subjective

The relationship between objective city attractiveness indicators

and city-ward migration flows was analyzed in Chapter V. The number

of cities observed in that analysis was 39. But, in order to ensure

equality in comparison of the objective interpretation with the

subjective one, the cities observed should be the same for both inter

pretations. In this regard, another objective interpretation of
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city-ward migration was made with 36 cities4 whose population size was

100,000 or over.

Due to the difference of cities observed between the two objective

interpretations, three kinds of changes were noticed (compare Table

15 with Table 28). First of all, R-squares of regression models were

decreased for all categories of migration in the latter case. Secondly,

in the former objective analysis, the quality of urban facilities was

somehow significant in the final step regression model for all cate

gories of migration. In the latter analysis, the factor became

insignificant. Thirdly, the distance between origin and destination

was not significant for all categories of migration in the former

analysis, but it became significant at the 5 percent level for migrants

of urban origin in the latter analysis.

Table 28 compares the beta coefficients and R-squares of the final

step regression model between objective and subjective interpretations

for all categories of out-migration from Ch'ungbuk province to the 36

selected cities.

Both interpretations show similar pattern in terms of independent

variables selected in the final step regression model for all categories

of migration. Except for the job opportunity attribute, the sign as

well as the significant levels of beta coefficients are nicely coincident

with each other for all migration categories. However, the most

dramatic difference between two interpretations lies in the level of

4Fi ve cities, Sokch'o, Kimch'on, Yongju, Ch'ungmu, and Samch'onp'o,
were excluded, whereas two cities, Kwangmyong and T'aebaek were added.



Table 28

COMPARISON OF BETA COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE REGRESSION MODELS
BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

(t-values in Parentheses)

Categories of MIgration (Dependent Variable)

Independent URBAN3 URBANM3 URBANF3
Variables Object Subject. Object. Subject. Object. Subject.

Job Opportunity -0.3625* 0.9599*** -0.3609* 0.9611*** -0.3641* 0.9556***
(5.71 ) (563.03) (5.66) (570.79) Hi.77) (488.24)

Income Opportunity 0.8970*** 0.8980*** 0.8958***
(34.45) (34.51) (34.36)

Road Distance -0.2882* -0.0873* -0.2826* -0.0839* -0.2941* -0.0858
(5.84) (4.66) (5.61 ) (4.34) (6.08) (3.93)

R2 0.5534 0.9466 0.5532 0.9471 0.5535 0.9391

F-Value 13.22 292.36 13.21 295.68 13.22 254.25

U1
0\



Table 28 (continued) COMPARISON OF BETA COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE
REGRESSION MODELS BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Independent RURAL3 RURALM3 RURALF3
Variables Object. Subject. Object. Subject. Object. Subject

Job Opportunity -0.2679 0.7677*** -0.2704 0.7911*** -0.2651 0.7433***
(3.37) (181.55) (3.42) (178.18) (3.30) (184.64)

Income Opportunity 0.7899*** 0.7986*** 0.7807***
(29.30) (29.87) (28.69)

Friends/Relatives 0.4520*** 0.2602*** 0.4389*** 0.2302*** 0.4650*** 0.2906***
(15.60) (20.86) (14.68) (15.09) (16.55) (28.21 )

R2 0.5870 0.9508 0.5859 0.9468 0.5880 0.9547

F-Value 15.16 319.12 15.09 293.65 15.22 347.56

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level

*** Significant at .001 level

Note: All the coefficients in this table are final step results af backward stepwise regression.

tn
""-J
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R-squares. Subjective city attractiveness attributes explain about

94 percent of total variance of migration flows. By contrast, the

objective attributes can explain less than 60 percent. Even considering

the data limitation on the objective job opportunity factor, as discussed

in the previous chapter, the gap in R2 level between two interpretations

is apparent, which strongly supports the second hypothesis (H2) of this

research.

Judging from such a large gap of R2 level between the subjective

vs. the objective interpretation of migration flow, there seems to exist

an apparent spatial bias with the geographic distribution of perceived

city attractiveness as the third hypothesis (H3) postulates.

To confirm this, two types of rankings for each city, one based

on objective city attractiveness score set, and another based on sub-

jective score set, were compared. If a city is ranked higher by the

subjective scores than by the objective scores, the city is considered

to be over-perceived; whereas, if ranked lower, it is considered as

under-perceived.

Tables 29 and 30 compare the subjective rankings for 36 cities

as perceived by urban and rural respondents, respectively, with

corresponding objective city attractiveness rankings for the same cities.

For all city attractiveness attributes except for the housing situation,

all special cities and most cities in Kyongki province are over-perceived

by respondents. In the case of the housing situation, these cities

are mostly under-perceived. Most cities in the home province,

Ch'ungbuk, and adjoining Ch'ungnam province are over-perceived for all

categories of attributes. By contrast, with the exception of a few



Table 29

OBJECTIVE VS. SUBJECTIVE RANKING OF 36 CITIES IN TERMS OF CITY ATTRACTIVENESS
BY URBAN RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F .R.

City O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R.
Seoul 3 1* 1 1 9 1* 23.5 36 1 1 7 2*
Pusan 10 4* 9 2* 18 4* 33 34 19 2* 27.5 10
Taegu 15 5* 12 4* 11 5* 32 33 20 3* 25 9*
Inch'on 8 6* 6 3* 13 6* 18 35 29 5* 18 7*
Suwon 12 7* 8 7* 7 7 22 26 35 8* 12 8*
Songnam 19.5 13* 23 12* 27 11* 35 23* 33 11 * 14 12*
Uijongbu 21 19* 27 19* 28 16* 28 31 26 15* 21 18*
Anyang 4 10 4 15 23 12* 7 22 30 12* 13 11*
Puch'on 6 11 11 14 22 13* 31 27* 28 13* 10 13
Kwangmyong 36 21* 36 20* 34 15* 17 30 36 16* 8.5 17
Ch'unch'on 27 17* 20 17* 3 10 8 12 5 10 19 14*
~~onju 30 28* 24 28.5 15 19 5 7 4 23 4 16
Kangnung 31 24* 32. 28.5* 10 28 10 8* 3 26.5 16 25
Tonghae 29 36 34 36 36 36 2 9 17 35 15 36
T'aebaek 9 35 35 35 35 35 1 11 34 36 8.5 33
Ch'ongju 14 2* 13 6* 1 2 19 1* 12 6* 3 1*
Ch'ungju 28 18* 31 22* 20 14* 6 2* 11 19 2 4
Chech'on 35 25* 33 32* 33 27* 12 3* 23 32 1 5
Taejon 18 3* 17 5* 8 3* 30 5* 18 4* 5 3*
Ch'onan 16 23 21 30 17 17 25 4* 27 26.5* 6 6

U1
1.0



Tahle 29 (continued) OBJECTIVE VS. SUBJECTIVE RANKING OF 36 CITIES IN TERMS OF CITY ATTRACTIVENESS
BY URBAN RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F.R.

City O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.IL SJL O.R. S.R.

Chonju 23 14* 19 13* 5 9 26 16* 10 9k 32 22
Kunsan . 19.5 27 18 24 16 30 23.5 14* 21 28 31 26*
Iri 13 30 22 26 2 31 20 13* 14 29 29 31
Kwangju 26 8* 16 8* 6 8 29 32 6 7 25 19*
Mokp'o 22 26 26 25* 21 29 15 21 9 25 36 30*
Yosu 25 34 25 33 31 33 11 28 22 33 30 35
Sunch'on 34 33 28 34 26 32 3 20 7 34 34.5 34*
P'ohang 5 9 5 9 29 23* 27 17* 25 21* 21 21
Kyongju 24 22* 30 21* 30 21* 14 15 8 17 33 28.5
Andong 32 31* 29 31 14 22 21 6* 15 30 23 15*
Kumi 1 15 3 16 25 18* 16 10* 2 18 17 20
Masan 11 20 7 18 12 24 34 24* 13 22 27.5 27*
U1san 7 12 2 10 24 25 36 18* 32 20* 11 23
Chinju 17 29 14 23 4 26 13 19 16 24 34.5 28.5*
Ch1angwon 2 16 15 11* 19 20 9 25 31 14* 21 24
Chinhae 33 32* 10 27 32 34 4 29 24 31 25 32

---
* Signifies over-perceived rank.
O.R. and S.R. mean objective ranking. subjective ranking respectively.

m
o



Table 30

OBJECTIVE VS. SUBJECTIVE RANKING OF 36 CITIES IN TERMS OF CITY ATTRACTIVENESS
BY RURAL RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F.R.

City O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R.
Seoul 3 1* 1 1 9 1* 23.5 36 1 1 13 2*
Pusan 10 4* 9 2* 18 4* 33 35 19 2* 21 9*
Taegu 15 6* 12 4* 11 5* 32 33 20 4* 24 8*
Inch'on 8 5* 6 3* 13 6* 18 34 29 3* 14 6*
Suwon 12 7* 8 8 7 7 22 23 35 8* 11 10*
Songnam 19.5 13* 23 18* 27 10* 35 30* 33 13* 6.5 13
Uijongbu 21 11* 27 21* 28 15* 28 21* 26 15* 17 14*
Anyang 4 12 4 15 23 14* 7 28 30 11* 6.5 11
Puch'on 6 9 11 17 22 13* 31 29* 28 12* 5 16
Kwangmyong 36 20* 36 19* 34 16* 17 31 36 16* 9 23
Ch'unch'on 27 15* 20 14* 3 12 8 11 5 10 22 17*
Wonju 30 22* 24 29 15 18 5 8 4 23 10 19
Kangnung 31 28* 32 32 10 24 10 10 3 26 23 24
Tonghae 29 36 34 36 34 36 2 7 17 36 20 33
T'aebaek 9 35 35 35 34 35 1 9 34 35 16 34
Ch'ongju 14 2* 13 6* 1 2 19 1* 12 6* 1 1
Ch'ungju 28 10* 31 22* 20 11* 6 2* 11 17 3 3
Chech'on 35 21* 33 34 34 20* 12 3* 23 31 2 5
Taejon 18 3* 17 5* 8 3* 30 6* 18 5* 4 4
Ch'onan 16 23 21 33 17 17 25 4* 27 20 12 7*

0'1.....



Table 30 (continued) OBJECTIVE VS. SUBJECTIVE RANKING OF 36 CITIES IN TERMS OF CITY ATTRACTIVENESS
BY RURAL RESPONDENTS

Categories of City Attractiveness
JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOURSING Q.U.F. P.F.R.

City O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R. O.R. S.R.

Chonju 23 14* 19 12* 5 9 26 25* 10 9* 32 18*
Kunsan 19.5 29 18 24 16 30 23.5 16* 21 30 34 27*
Iri 13 30 22 27 2 29 20 15* 14 32 28 32
Kwangju 26 8* 16 7* 6 8 29 32 6 7 30 12*
Mokp'o 22 31 26 23* 21 31 15 13* 9 27 35 22*
Yosu 25 34 25 28 31 34 11 20 22 34 33 35
Sunch'on 34 33* 28 30 26 32 3 14 7 33 36 36
P'ohang 5 16 5 10 29 27* 27 17* 25 19* 19 25
Kyongju 24 26 30 25* 30 26* 14 18 8 18 29 28*
Andong 32 24* 29 31 14 19 21 5* 15 28 26 15*
Kumi 1 18 3 13 25 25 16 12* 2 22 8 26
Masan 11 25 7 16 12 28 34 27* 13 25 27 29
U1san 7 19 2 11 24 22* 36 24* 32 21* 15 21
Chinju 17 27 14 20 4 23 13 19 16 24 31 30*
Ch'angwon 2 17 15 9* 19 21 9 22 31 14* 18 20
Chinhae 33 32* 10 26 34 33* 4 26 24 19* 25 31

*Signifies over-perceived rank.
O.R. and S.R. mean objective ranking, subjective ranking respectively.

en
N
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cities for the attributes of housing situation and the presence of

friends or relatives, most cities located in other provinces are under

perceived for all categories of city attractiveness attributes.

Such a spatial bias in terms of the perception of city attractive

ness is similarly found for all categories of respondents including

senior high school students. In other words, as potential destinations

of migration, residents of Ch'ungbuk province have inflated expectations

for all special cities, and those cities located in the Capital Region,

their home province, and neighboring Ch'ungnam province; whereas, they

have deflated expectations for the remaining cities.

An interesting point is that the geographical distribution of those

over-perceived cities is almost coincident with main directions of city

ward migration flows as discussed in Chapter V. This implies the place

utilities of cities that are popular for migrants are perceived higher

than they actually are; whereas, those that are unpopular are perceived

at lower than their actual levels. The fourth hypothesis (H4) is

accepted.

Misperception of City Attractiveness and Migration

As defined in Chapter III, the attributes of misperception can

be represented by the value of difference between the perceived

attractiveness of a place attribute of a city versus the corresponding

objective attractiveness attribute of the city. Perceived attractive

ness scores calculated in this chapter have the same unit of measurement

for all categories of attributes. However, objective city attractive

ness measurements have diverse units of measurement. Therefore, the
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misperception in terms of a place attribute of a city was calculated

by subtracting the Z-score of the city's objective attractiveness

measurement for the attribute from the standardized subjective city

attractiveness score (Z-score) for the corresponding attribute. On

the other hand, overall misperception of a city was measured by the

residual term of the regression model, the dependent variable of which

was the overall subjective city attractiveness score and the independent

variables of which were six objective city attractiveness measurements,

as shown at equation (4) in Chapter III.

The Relationship between Overall Misperception and Its Attributes

Table 31 indicates simple correlation coefficients between overall

misperception of city attractiveness and each misperception attribute

for 22 categories of respondents.

For most categories of respondents, misperceptions in terms of

income opportunity, educational opportunity, and the presence of friends

or relatives' are quite highly correlated with overall misperception.

Two misperception attributes, job opportunity and the quality of urban

facilities, are fairly correlated with overall. misperception. The

misperception in terms of housing situation, however, has very weak

correlations with the overall misperception for all categories of

respondents.

In order to clarify the relationship between overall misperception

and its attributes, the rank-orderings of correlation coefficients by

each respondent category were compared (Table 31).

In the case of household head respondents in the urban areas, the

misperception of income opportunity has the highest correlation with



Table 31

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN OVERALL MISPERCEPTION AND ITS ATTRIBUTES BY RESPONDENT CATEGORY (N=36)

Categories of Attributes of Misperception
Respondents JOB INCOME EDUCATION HOUSING Q.U.F. P.F.R.
URBAN AREA:

Total Respondents .4372 (5) .6409 (1) .6104 (2) .1523 (6) .4757 (4) .5285 (3)
Male Respondents .4375 (5) .6433 (l) .6142 (2) .1486 (6) .4800 (4) .5039 (3)
Female Respondents .4192 (5) .6054 (l) .5957 (2) .1683 (6) .4359 (4) .5941 (3)
Age 25 or Less .4459 (5) .6866 (l) .6018 (2) .1632 (6) .5039 (4) .5353 (3)
Age 46-55 .4407 (5) .6996 (l) .5640 (2) -.1328 (6) .4809 (4) .5468 (3)
Low Education .4033 (5) .6793 (l) .5221 (3) -.0193 (6) .4169 (4) .6036 (2)
High Education .4153 (5) .6357 (l) .5851 (3) .1076 (6) .4820 (4) .5884 (2)
Low Income .4223 (5) .6688 (1) .5904 (2) .0069 (6) .4529 (4) .5582 (3)
High Income .3951 (5) .5897 (2) .5025 (3) .2117 (6) .4271 (4) .6066 (1)
Intended Movers .4535 (5) .7204 (1) .6116 (3) .0658 (6) .4550 (4) .6206 (2)
Intended Stayers .4178 (5) .5942 (l) .5417 (3) .0271 (6) .4438 (4) .5567 (2)

RURAL AREA:
Total Respondents .4810 (5) .7118 (1) .5702 (3) -.0188 (6) .4898 (4) .6235 (2)
Age 25 or Less .5203 (4) .7264 (1) .5944 (3) .0629 (6) .4777 (5) .6395 (2)
Age 46-55 .4453 (5) .6944 (1) .5486 (3) -.0603 (6) .4708 (4) .5927 (2)
LO\'l Education .4613 (5) .7084 (1) .5510 (3) -.0696 (6) .5062 (4) .6191 (2)
High Education .5170 (4) .7313 (1) .5917 (2) .0626 (6) .5078 (5) .5884 (3)
Low Income .4941 (5) .6739 (1) .5844 (3) -.1577 (6) .5155 (4) .6480 (2)
High Income .4128 (5) .6114 (1) .5290 (3) .0741 (6) .4498 (4) .5864 (2)
Intended Movers .4995 (4) .6811 (l) .5220 (3) -.0730 (6) .4572 (5) .6153 (2)
Intended Stayers .4421 (5) .6277 (1) .4823 (3) -.0097 (6) .4545 (4) .5670 (2)

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:
Ch10ngju High School .4963 (4) .7736 n i . 5600 (2) -.0901 (6) .5459 (3) .4492 (5)
Ch10ngju Technical High School .4276 (5) .6704 (l) .5841 (2) -.0719 (6) .5415 (3) .4716 (5)

0'1
U1
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overall misperception for all categories of respondents excepting one,

the urban high income group. Two misperception attributes, educational

opportunity and the presence of friends or relatives, are ranked in

second or third position depending on the category of respondents.

The former attribute, however, is ranked more frequently the second

than the latt.er attribute. The quality of urban facilities, job

opportunity, and the housing situation are ranked, respectively, in

fourth, fifth, and sixth position for all categories of urban

respondents.

In the rural areas the misperception of income opportunity again

has the highest correlation with overall misperception for all

respondent categories. Misperceptions of "the presence of friends or

relatives," and the educational opportunity are respectively ranked

in second and third position for all rural respondent categories

excepting one, the highly educated group. The misperception of the

quality of urban facilities competes with that of job opportunity for

the next rank, but the former attribute is more frequently ranked the

fourth position than the latter attribute. The misperception of housing

situation has the lowest .~~k for all categories of respondents.

The rankings of correlatiorr ~oeff~cients for senior high school

students' misperception show a little ~ifferent pattern from those of

household heads. Mtsperception attributes such as income opportunity,

educational opportunity, and the quality of urban facilities are ranked

first, second, and third respectively for both schools. For the

students of Ch'ongju High School, job opportunity and the presence of

friends or relatives are ranked fourth and fifth respectively. However,
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the order is reversed in the case of Ch'ongju Technical High School

students. The misperception of housing situation has the lowest rank

for both schools as for household head respondents.

In order to analyze how much these misperception attributes

altogether explain the overall misperception of city attractiveness,

a multiple regression technique was employed. Table 32 shows the result

of final step backward stepwise regression for eight categories of

respondents. All categories show high squared multiple correlation

coefficients (R2) ranging between 0.6603 and 0.9080.

Urban respondents show a little higher R2 than do their rural

counterparts. For both urban and rural respondents, four misperception

attributes such as job opportunity, income opportunity, educational

opportunity, and the presence of friends or relatives are all signifi

cant at the 0.01 level or less in explaining their overall misperception

of city attractiveness.

In the case of urban respondents intending to move within two

years, the misperception of the housing situation is added as another

significant variable. However, for both intended movers and stayers

in the rural areas, only three misperception attributes--income oppor

tunity, educational opportunity, and the presence of friends or

relatives--are significant in explaining overall misperception.

Senior high school students in the general high school (Ch'ongju

High School) and the technical high school show a different pattern

of misperception. In the case of Ch'ongju High School students, three

misperception attributes, income opportunity, educational opportunity,

and the presence of friends or relatives are significant. For



Table 32

BETA COEFFICIENTS AND R-SQUARES OF REGRESSION MODELS BETWEEN OVERALL MISPERCEPTION

AND ITS ATTRIBUTES BY RESPONDENT CATEGORY (NQ36)

(t-values in Parentheses)

Overall M1spercept1on by Respondent Category (Dependent Variable)
M1spercept1on

Urban Rural Intended Movers Intended Stayers High School Students
Attributes

Respondents Respondents URBAN RURAL URBAN RURAL C.H. C.T.H.

Job Opportunity -0.2812** -0.2459** -0.3472*** -0.2716* -0.3202***
(12.28) (9.28) (26.64) (5.53) (20.71)

Income 0.9421*** 0.9131*** 1.0128*** 0.7251*** 0.8566*** 0.6196*** 1.1172*** 0.9148***
Opportunity (61.59) (60.86) (109.46) (24.65) (25.03) (22.73) (125.59) (54.42)

Educational 0.4361*** 0.3225*** 0.3741*** 0.1915* 0.3487*** 0.2208" 0.2031** 0.3450***
Opportunity (46.62) (22.26) (42.42) (4.57) (15.54) (5.42) (10.11) (17.99)

Housing Situation 0.0785
(2.96)

Qual1ty of 0.2175**
Urban Fac111t1es (13.10)

Presence of 0.4978*** 0.6230*** 0.4521*** 0.4845** 0.5486*** 0.5278** 0.3727*** 0.3261***
Friends! (51.36) (33.56) (48.75) (14.43) (24.03) (12.33) (24.36) (13.17)
Relatives

R
2 0.8667 0.8516 0.9080 0.7069 0.7336 0.6603 0.9023 0.7839

F-Value 50.39 44.48 59.20 25.72 21.34 20.74 55.42 38.69

*S1gn1f1cant at .05 level. **S1gn1f1cant at .01 level. ***S1gn1f1cant at .001 level.

Note: All the coefficients in this table are final step results of backward stepwise regression. -0'1
cc
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technical high school students, all attributes excepting housing

situation are significant in explaining overall misperception.

For all categories of respondents, the role of income opportunity

misperception is the most influential in explaining overall mispercep

tion, followed by the presence of friends or relatives, educational

opportunity, and job opportunity. Misperceptions of housing situation

and the quality of urban facilites are insignificant for most respondent

categories.

Judging from both the simple correlation analysis and the multiple

regression, four kinds of misperception attributes such as income

opportunity, the presence of friends or relatives, educational oppor

tunity, and job opportunity are believed to have had significant

influence on the formation of people's overall misperception of city

attractiveness.

The Relationship between Migration Flow

and Misperception Attributes

Table 33 shows the simple correlation coefficients between mis

perception attributes and each category of city-ward migration flow

from Ch'ungbuk province. Misperception attributes such as job oppor

tunity, educational opportunity, and the quality of urban facilities

are quite highly correlated with all categories of migration. The mis

perception of income opportunity is fairly correlated with migrants

of urban origin, which, however, is weakly correlated with migrants

of rural region. By contrast, the presence of friends or relatives

is highly correlated with only migrants from rural origin. The



Table 33

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CITY-WARD MIGRATION FROM CH'UNGBUK
AND MISPERCEPTION ATTRIBUTES (N=36)

Misconception Categories of Migration
Attributes URBAN3 URBANM3 URBANF3 RURAL3 RURAL~13 RURALF3

Job Opportunity 0.6476 0.6455 0.6478 0.6319 0.6295 0.6339
(1) (2) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Income 0.4174 0.4186 0.4052 0.3404 0.3381 0.3426
Opportunity (4) (4) (4) (5) (5) (5)

Educati ona1 0.6470 0.6459 0.6461 0.6153 0.6215 0.6087
Opportunity (2) (1) (2) (2) (2) (2)

Housing 0.1594 0.1560 0.1548 0.2937 0.2823 0.3051
Situation (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)

Quality of 0.5357 0.5303 0.5510 0.5122 0.5174 0.5065
Urban Facilities (3) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4)
Presence of 0.2882 0.2537 0.4032 0.5923 0.5936 0.5907
Friends/Relatives (5) (5 ) (5) (3) (3) (3)
Overall 0.4357 0.4342 0.4286 0.4838 0.4838 0.4926

......
a
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misperception of housing situation has very weak correlations with all

categories of migration flows.

In order to analyze how much these misperception attributes

altogether explain city-ward migration flows from Ch'ungbuk province,

a backward stepwise multiple regression analysis was employed. As

Table 34 shows, all categories of migration show high R-squares

ranging between 0.6011 (URBANM3) and 0.7154 (RURALF3), which strongly

supports the fifth hypothesis (H5).

Two kinds of interesting patterns were found with regard to the

variation in R-squares. One is that migrants of rural origin have

higher R-squares than those of urban origin. Another is, in both

regions of origin, female migrants show somewhat higher R-squares than

do male migrants. The patterns such as these can be explained by the

differences in the amount of information people have concerning city

attractiveness: the contrasts are between urban and rural regions,

and also between males and females.

Generally speaking, there are more diverse and better information

channels in urban areas than in rural areas; and females are less

exposed to information sources than males because they are usually

taking care of household affairs rather than actively participating

in social activities. Therefore, it seems natural that urban residents

can accumulate more diverse as well as more nearly correct information

on city attractiveness than can rural residents. By the same token,

males can acquire better information than females.

As the independent variables selected in the final step regression

models indicate, the kinds of misperception attrlbutes that are



Table 34

BETA COEFFICIENTS AND R2 OF THE REGRESSION MODEL BETWEEN MIGRATION
AND MISPERCEPTION ATTRIBUTES BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

(t-values in Parentheses)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Attributes of URBAN3 URBANM3 URBANF3Misperception Step 0 Final Step 0 Final Step 0 Final

Job Opportunity 0.3743* 0.3855*** 0.3751* 0.3825*** 0.3672* 0.3588***
(7.14) (15.68) (6.97) (15.21) 0.41) 04.54)

Income Opportunity -0.0415 -0.0412 -0.0464
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)

Educational 0.3707** 0.4195*** 0.3719** 0.4200*** 0.3612** 0.3946***
Opportunity (7.87) (15.62) 0.66) (15.25 ) (8.21 ) (15.49)
Housing Situation 0.0453 0.0401 0.0519

(0.28) (0.21 ) (0.39)
Quality of Urban 0.0674 0.0690 0.0652
Facilities (0.30) (0.31 ) (0.29)
Presence of 0.1253 0.1083 0.1811 O. ;~1 07
Friends/Relatives (1.03) (0.76) (2.23) (:J.50)

R2 0.6367 0.6059 0.6271 0.6011 0.6613 0.6514
F-Value 8.47 25.37 8.13 24.86 9.44 19.. 93

......
N



Table 34 (continued) BETA COEFFICIENTS AND R2 OF THE REGRESSION MODEL BETWEEN MIGRATION AND
MISPERCEPTION ATTRIBUTES BY MIGRATION CATEGORY (N=36)

Categories of Migration (Dependent Variable)
Attributes of RURAL3 RURALM3 RURALF3
Misperception Step 0 Final Step 0 Final Step 0 Final

Job Opportunity 0.2893* 0.2364* 0.2889* 0.2347* 0.2895* 0.2380*
(5.88) (6.77) (5.84) (6.63) (5.91 ) (6.88)

Income Opportunity -0.1183 -0.1219 -0.1145
(0.50) (0.53) (0.47)

Educational 0.3394** 0.3370** 0.3436** 0.3439** 0.3348** 0.3298**
Opportunity (8.85) (12.63) (9.04) (13.08) (8.64) (12.41 )
Housing Situation 0.1976* 0.2027* 0.1882* 0.1939* 0.2072* 0.2116*

(5.84) (6.64) (5.27) (6.05) (6.43) (7.26)
Quality of Urban -0.0047 0.0001 -0.0095
Facilities (0.00) (0.00) (0.01 )
Presence of 0.5186** 0.5219** 0.5144** 0.5198** 0.5226** 0.5238**
Friends/Relatives (10.27) (1]. 79) (10.06 ) (11 .63) (10.46 ) (11. 92)

R2 0.7193 0.7144 0.7181 0.7129 0.7201 0.7154
F-Value 12.38 19.39 12.31 19.25 12.43 19.49

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level

*** Significant at .001 level

......
w
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influential for the city-ward migration flows are also different between

urban and rural regions of origin.

Migrants from urban regions are mainly influenced by two misper

ception attributes, educational opportunity and job opportunity, of

which the former is slightly more significant than the latter for both

male and female migrants. In addition to these two attributes, the

misperception of the presence of friends or relatives is also signifi

cant at the 0.1 level for female migrants from urban origin.

In the case of city-ward migrants from the rural region of

Ch'ungbuk province, four misperception attributes--job opportunity,

educational opportunity, housing situation, and the presence of friends

or relatives--are all significant at the 0.05 level or less. In terms

of the magnitude of beta coefficients, the misperception of "the

presence of friends or relatives" is the most influential, which is

followed by educational opportunity, job opportunity, and the housing

situation for both males and females.

Judging from both simple correlation analysis and multiple regres

sion results, the presence of misperception in people's minds is

believed to be the most important reason why the subjective measurements

of city attractiveness are so highly correlated with city-ward migration

flows. This is supported by the fact that the R-square of misperception

measurements per se is even greater than that of objective city

attractiveness scores in explaining the flow of city-ward migrants from

Ch'ungbuk province for all categories of migration analyzed in this

study (compare Table 28 with Table 34).



This finding also supports the basic premise of cognitive

behaviorism, which hypothesizes that man reacts to his environment as

he perceives and interprets it through previous experience and

knowledge.

175



CHAPTER VII

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION POLICY IN KOREA

Why Is a Distribution Policy Needed?

Although nations of both the more developed and less developed

regions share a dissatisfaction with population distribution, this is

obviously a matter of greater concern to governments of less developed

nations (Fuchs, 1984: 127). In many developing nations, for example,

the rates of rural-urban migration are considered excessive in that

they may be leading to population concentration in a limited number

of urban centers which cannot adequately provide urban jobs and

services. In the process, rural areas may lose the most educated youth

who might otherwise have been the most productive and innovative of

the rural labor force.

In an effort to change the geographic maldistribution of popula

tion between urban and rural regions, or between the primate metro

politan areas and other urban centers, many developing countries have

adopted population distribution policies in recent years. Why are these

policy issues important over a wide range of countries? One reason,

according to Richardson (1983: 1-2), is that, especially in heavily

urban primate developing countries, the spatial distribution of popula

tion and economic activity has generated conditions that conflict with

important societal goals such as interpersonal and interregional equity,

national security, political stability and integration, improvement

in quality of life, optimal resource exploitation and, perhaps, long

run economic efficiency. Moreover, in many cases, the overall
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development strategy, as reflected in macro and sectoral policies, has

strong implicit spatial impacts that have, more often than not, rein

forced an "unfavorable" population distribution. The only ways to

correct for this are to modify the overall development strategy or to

implement offsetting explicit population distribution policies.

There is a widely held, though not fully substantiated, hypothesis

that time will remedy maldistributions of national population as market

forces eventually lead to a reversal in the forces of spatial concen

tration and result in a secular process of spatial dispersion. The

concept of "polarization reversal," which was coined by Richardson

(1980: 67-85), is defined as the turning point when spatial polarization

trends in the national economy give way to a process of spatial disper

sion out of the core region into other regions of the system. The

polarization reversal hypothesis, however, does not imply that popula

tion distribution policies are unnecessary, but rather that the timing

of intervention may be critical to their success (Richardson, 1983:

1-2). Furthermore, although it has been argued that there is a

relationship between population reversal and the bell-shaped curve of

regional inequality (Alonso, 1980: 5-16), population distribution

policies may be a useful approach to improving equity long before an

autonomous population reversal process begins to show itself.

Government policies that affect population distribution include

explicit and implicit policies. Explicit policies are those that have

as an express purpose the redistribution of population; implicit

policies are those macro- and sectoral policies designed with a non

spatial purpose that nevertheless have strong spatial impacts. Explicit



policies include both programs with a primary goal of affecting popula

tion distribution and development programs which include this as at

least a secondary goal. These explicit redistribution programs may

be categorized as follows (Fuchs, 1984: 132-135):

1) Urban constraint measures, which include so-called 'closed

city' programs that attempt to stop or slow down in-migration to the

metropolis, and 'rustification' programs designed to resettle urban

residents in rural areas.

2) Urban accommodationist programs designed to accommodate metro

po1itangrowthby improving urban habitats through the slum and squatter

settlement improvement, and dormitory and satellite city programs.

3) Programs to promote growth in intermediate sized cities and

regional centers which aim to channel migration to, and stimulate

retention of population in, intermediate sized cities as alternatives

to the metropolis. Such programs usually in101ve growth center and

related regional planning measures.

4) Rural development programs which are directed at retention

of rural population through rural development and the growth of rural

service centers.

A Review of Past Population Redistribution Policy Measures

Since the 1960s, the spatial distribution of population in Korea

has been drastically transformed. Rapid industrialization accompanied

an enormous increase in both volume and rate of population movement

into urban areas. As a result, in 1960, the urbanization level was
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28.0 percent, which increased to 61.3 percent as of 1982.1 As Table

35 shows, much of the growth of urban population has concentrated into

the two largest metropolises, Seoul and Pusan, whose population in 1982

together constitute 31.2 percent of Korea's total population, and 50.8

percent of the entire urban population of 50 cities. Under the first

ten year national physical development plan (1972-1981), the target

populations of Seoul and Pusan in the final year, 1981, were 6.3 million

and 2.5 million, respectively (Ministry of Construction, 1982: 8-9).

The reality, however, far exceeded the planned population in recording

8.7 million for Seoul and 3.25 million fer Pusan in the same year.

Such a rapid and bipolar development of the urban system is partly a

result of the government's development strategy, which stressed

economies of scale and agglomeration economics (Cho, Kim, and Lee, 1985:

3-4).

Rapid urbanization and its concentration in a fe~~arge metro

politan centers have been important policy issues in Korea. The recent

second comprehensive national physical development plan (Ministry of

Construction, 1982: 8-9) has described the problems associated with

the exceedingly rapid growth of metropolitan centers--housing and land

shortages, congestion, environmental pollution, and the strain on public

services. To make matters worse, due to limited financial investment

resources, living and environmental facilities have been placed in a

1Urbanization rates are calculated on the basis of urban population
residing in cities (Shi) only, but if the population residing in towns
(Eup) is also countea;-the rates are 37.0 percent in 1960, and 73.1
percent in 1982.



Table 35

POPULATION SHARES OF 4 METROPOLISES, URBANIZATION RATES,
AND THE PRIMACY INDEX OF SEOUL (1960-1982)

(percent in parentheses)

1960 1966 1970 :975 1980 1982

Seoul 2,445,402 3,803,260 5,525,262 6,889,502 8,366,756 8,916,481
(34.9) (38.8) (42.7) (41.0) (39.0) (36.9)

Pusan 1,163,671 1,430,011 1,876,391 2,453,173 3,160,276 3,343,783
(16.6) (14.6) (14.5) (14.6) (14.7) (13.9)

Taegu 676,692 847,555 1,080,819 1,310,768 1,607,458 1,904,319
(9.7) (8.6) (8.4) (7.8) (7.5) (7.9)

Inch'on 401 ,473 527,284 643,384 800,007 1,084,730 1,179,558
(5.7) (5.4) (5.0) (4.8) (s.n (4.9)

Other Cities 2,309,508 3,196,602 3,802,966 5, 3:i9,321 7,221,605 8,7&2,543
(33.0) (32.6) (29.4) (31.8) (33.7) (36.4)

Total Urban 6,996,746 9,804,812 12,928,822 16,792,771 21,440,&25 24,126,684
Population (l00.0) (l00.0) (100.0) (100.0 ) (l00.0) (100.0)

-
Urbanization
rate (X) 28.0 33.7 41.1 4B.4 57.3 61.3

Four-city
primacy index 1.09 1.36 1.53 1.51 1.43 1.39
of Seoul

Source: Han'guk tosi yonkam (Municipal Yearbook of Korea). Seoul: Ministry of Home
Affalrs, 1967, 1971, 1976/77, 1981, 1983; Han'guk t'ongkye yonkam (Korea
Statistical Yearbook). Seoul: Economic Plannlng Board, 1983.

co
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lower priority and, thus did not reach a level consistent with the

improved personal income of urban residents.

The over-concentration of population in Seoul especially has been

considered a very serious problem becauase of the city's proximity to

the Demilitarized Zone dividing North and South Korea. Therefore, since

the mid-1960s, various policy measures have been taken by the Korean

government to disperse Seoul's population and curb further increases

(Kim and Donaldson, 1979; Hwang, 1982). Nevertheless, the city has

continued to grow at a rate higher than expected.

Table 36 summarizes the explicit population redistribution policy

measures that have been adopted by the government for the past two

decades. In order to show what type of policy measures have been

emphasized, the programs are categorized following Fuchs' classification

as described above. In terms of the diversity and frequency of policy

measures adopted, 'urban constraint' as well as 'accommodationist' type

of programs have prevailed over both 'promotion of growth in regional

centers' and 'rural development' programs. This implies that the

government's policy emphasis has been largely placed upon slowing down

the concentration of people into Seoul on the one hand, and promoting

the dispersion of people and industrial facilities from the congested

capital city to nearby Kyongki province on the other hand. By contrast,

policy efforts to channel Seoul-bound migration flows to, and stimulate

the retention of population in, local cities or rural areas have been

weakly treated.

In addition to these explicit population distribution policies,

some implicit policies are believed to have influenced the population
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Table 36

MAJOR POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION PROGRAMS OF KOREA SINCE 1964

Type of Program

URBAN CONSTRAINT

Contents of Redistribution Programs

* Cabinet decisions to control extraordinary
growth of large cities (1964)
- relocation of secondary government agencies

to local areas.
- restriction of new industrial development

in large cities.
* Gradual relocation of state-run firms and

other public agencies from Seoul (1970) 1972)
* Imposition of differential education fees

according to city size (1970)
* Restricting student transfers into Seoul

from other areas except for family move
ment (1970)

* Designation of a 'Green Belt' surrounding
Seoul (1972)

* Land use control in Seoul (1972)
- reduction in the planned area for

residential and semi-industrial uses.
- removal of illegal or squatter settlements.

* introduction of tax measures to control
population concentration to large cities
(1973)
- introduction of the inhabitant tax.
- differential tax imposition upon new

factory construction in large cities.
* Introduction of regional quota allotment

for college applicants and faculty exchange
program between Seoul and other regions
(1973)

* Restricting establishment and expansion of
college departments in Seoul (1973)

* Restricting establishment of middle and high
schools in Seoul (1974)
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Table 36 (continued) MAJOR POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION PROGRAMS OF

KOREA SINCE 1964

Type of Program

URBAN CONSTRAINT
(continued)

ACCOMMODATIONIST
PROGRAMS

PROMOTION OF GROWTH IN
INTERMEDIATE SIZED
LOCAL CITIES AND
REGIONAL CENTERS

Contents of Redistribution Programs

* Introduction of industrial development
certificates within the Capital Region (1977)

* Encouraging family-unit moves in case of
regional transfer of civil servants from
Seoul (1977)

* Construction of a satellite city, Songnam,
as a policy of squatter relocation from
Seoul (1972)

* Amendment of the Construction Law implementing
urban renewal programs (1972)

* Implementation of population redistribution
plan for the Capital Region (1977)

* Enactment of a law for industrial redistribu
tion within the Capital Region (1977)
- introduction of three classes of industrial

zones within the Capital Region: (1) the
relocation encouraging zone; (2) the
location restriction zone; (3) the location
inducing zone.

* Establishment of operating funds for the
industrial facility relocation and urban
renewal in the Capital Region (1977)

* The construction of the new industrial town
of Panwol to relocate industrial facilities
from Seoul (1977)

* The construction of .a government administra
tion town, Kwach'on, in the suburbs of Seoul
to accommodate government offices and the
families of officials (1980)

* Encouragement of educational and cultural
facilities in local areas (1964) .

* Enactment of the Local Industrial Development
Law (1967)
- designation of local industrial parks.
- three year tax exemption for corporate

income for industrial firms moving to the
parks.
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Table 36 (continued) MAJOR POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION PROGRAMS OF
KOREA SINCE 1964

Type of Program

PROMOTION OF GROWTH IN
INTERMEDIATE SIZED
LOCAL CITIES AND
REGIONAL CENTERS
(continued)

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Contents of Redistribution Programs

* Exemption of property acquisition taxes for
industrial firms locating in local industrial
parks (1973)

* Amendment of Tax Exemption and Reduction
Regulation Law to strengthen tax benefits
for local industrial firms (1976)

* Enactment of the Special Law for New Capital
City Construction (1977)

* Saemau1 Undong (New Village Movement) to
lmprove the rural living environment and
increase rural income since 1~70

Note: Programs are reclassified from the original lists by Hwang
Myong-Chan (1982: 22-23) and Kim Son-Ung and P. J. Donaldson
(1979: 661-673).
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distribution of Korea. The agricultural price policy is a good example.

A study by Rehnberg (1977: 509-518) supports the importance of such

an implicit policy on population distribution. In Korea, with the

initiation of the First Five Year Plan in 1962, industrialization has

been emphasized for national economic development. In the process,

farm households declined from a position of relative income superiority

in 1963 to one of decided income inferiority in 1969. Following 1969,

farm income in relation to nonfarm income recovered somewhat partly

due to the government's agricultural price policy. According to

Rehnberg's analysis, during the brief time period in which agricultural

prices and incomes were low, rural people responded by migrating to

the cities in search of employment. An improvement in agricultural

prices and incomes which made it possible to survive in rural areas

resulted in a reduction in the rate of out-migration.

Because no systematic study has been undertaken to evaluate

rigorously the various impacts of the government's explicit population

redistribution policy, one cannot draw definitive conclusions regarding

how effective the policy measures were in controlling Seoul's growth.

However, as a recent qualitative evaluation of the population redis

tribution programs reveals (Cho J Kim, and Lee, 1985), the policy

measures seem to have contributed only to a limited extent to the dis

persal of the population away from the capital. Some researchers (Mera,

1978; Hwang, 1982; and Kim, 1983) point out that-the population growth

rate of Seoul passed its peak in the 1966-70 period and has slowed down

since then. Seoul's share of Korea's urban population has also declined

from its peak, 42.7 percent in 1970 to 37.0 percent in 1980. The
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primacy index measured in terms of the ratio of Seoul's population to

the next three largest cities has dropped to 1.39 in 1982 from its peak

of 1.53 in 1970 (Table 35).

However, these indicators are not sufficient to convince us that

the government's population redistribution policy has successfully

deterred the concentration of population to Seoul (see also Table 1

of Chapter I):

First, Seoul's share of the total national population has never

decreased at all. The share was 13.0 percent in 1966, which, however,

has continuously increased to 22.7 percent in 1982.

Second, while the average annual population gain in Seoul

dramatically decreased to 272,842 persons during the 1970-1975 period

from 430,475 persons of the 1966-1970 period, it again increased to

295,456 persons during the 1975-1980 period.

Third, if we consider Greater Seoul as a whole, which includes

Seoul and its nearby six satellite cities that are connected within

a commuting distance of 45 kilometers (28 miles) from the center of

Seoul, the concentration of population has intensified even more. The

average annual gain in the population of Greater Seoul during the 1970

1975 period was 350,740 persons, which increased to 471,958 persons

during the 1975-1980 period. As a result, Greater Seoul's share of

the national population has increased faster than that of Seoul alone.

The share in 1970 was 21.6 percent, which increased to 28.5 percent

in 1980, and to 30.0 percent in 1982.

To put it another way, the population redistribution policy

measures that were adopted by the Korean government may have served
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to decelerate population concentration in Seoul, but have also acceler

ated population increases in its satellite cities. Accordingly, the

spatial polarization of population in the Capital Region has intensified

more than ever, despite the government1s strenuous efforts to relieve

it over the past 20 years.

Suggestions for the Population Redistribution Policy in Korea

In view of the findings of this study, it is possible to speculate

that the continued concentration of people in the Capital Region is,

to some extent, due to the imperfections of the population redistribu

tion programs themselves; they do not reflect the characteristics of

people's city-ward migration behavior. At least, two kinds of major

drawbacks are apparent with regard to past population redistribution

measures.

First, the development of satellite cities within a commuting

distance of Seoul seems to have encouraged migration toward the Capital

Region from the rest of the country. Since 1972, the Korean government

has constructed four new satellite cities or towns--Songnam, Kwangmyong,

Panwol, and Kwach'on--around Seoul in order to 'promote the relocation

of people and industrial plants from the capital city. Existing cities

of Kyongki Province have also benefitted from many developmental incen

tives, through various accomodationist programs as shown in Table 36.

In addition, the functional integration between Seoul and its satellite

cities has been increased even more by the construction of the Seoul

metropolitan electric railway network in 1974. These situations taken

together are believed to have positively influenced or accelerated

population concentration in the Capital Region.
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Table 11 in Chapter V supports such a belief. In 1980, 44.8 per

cent of total city-ward migration from Ch'ungbuk province headed for

the cities in the Capital Region (Seoul, Inch'on, and Kyongki Province).

This increased to 51.8 percent in 1983. Because people have very

inflated city-attractiveness perceptions regarding Seoul and its

satellite cities, as was confirmed in the previous chapter, the current

pattern of population concentration in the Capital Region will not be

easily changed in the near future. Therefore, policy efforts to close

the gap between the actual (objective) city attractiveness and the

inflated attractiveness perceptions for the region may be a prerequisite

for the better functioning of population redistribution programs.

Second, past population redistribution programs to promote the

growth of regional centers and intermediate sized cities have been

incomplete. Most programs that belong to this category have been

limited to tax incentive measures mainly to induce the relocation of

industrial establishments from Seoul to local industrial parks. How

ever, as was reaffirmed in this study, human migration is a complex

function of many factors including job opportunity, income opportunity,

educational opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, the housing

situation, the presence of friends or relatives, and social mobility.

Therefore, in order to successfully channel migration flows to a

regional center or an intermediate sized city as an alternative to the

Capital Region, policy measures should be comprehensive to meet the

basic objectives of human migration.

On the basis of the critical review of policy measures so far

adopted by the government, the following several policy guidelines are

suggested for improving population redistribution in Korea:
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1) In order to relieve the increasing spatial polarization of

population toward the Capital Region, policy emphasis needs to be placed

on the promotion of regional centers and intermediate sized cities to

channel migration flows within the region and to stimulate retention

of population in local cities. In this regard, the integrated regional

settlement area development scheme of the Second Comprehensive National

Physical Development Plan of Korea (Ministry of Construction, 1982:

18-25) seems to be very appropriate for the population redistribution

strategy of the country. According to the plan, the development of

three key cities--Taegu, Taejon, and Kwangju--will be fostereo through

accommodating part of the central management function of the capital

city of Seoul, and increasing employment opportunities. In addition,

17 major local cities, including provincial capital cities, will be

developed to undertake roles as growth and service centers for their

respective hinterlands.

2) Policy priority should also be given to integrated rural

development so as to promote the retention of rural people in their

home areas. Since 1970, the Korean government has intensively promoted

the Saemaul Undong (New Village Movement), which is an integrated com

munity development movement for rural areas. The improvement of living

environments, changes in traditional attitudes and values, and the

increase of income are three major components of the development

programs. Although it is difficult to evaluate the overall impact of

the movement on population distribution, many researchers believe with

some evidence that it has had quite favorable effects on the retention

of rural population (Hwang, 1982: 32-36). Therefore, it would seem
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desirable to continue the promotion of Saemau1 Undong for·the improve

ment of population distribution in Korea.

3) To improve the effectiveness of policy measures, it is

necessary to develop more comprehensive population redistribution

programs so as to match more closely the determinants of human migration

behavior. Factors such as job opportunity, income opportunity, educa

tional opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, and the social

mobility opportunity are especially important determinants of city-ward

migration in Korea.

4) As is confirmed in this study, human migration is a delicate

function of subjective evaluations of city attractiveness, which are

influenced by misperceptions people have in mind, rather than of objec

tive evaluations. Plans that are simply designed to reverse the

objective characteristics of urban places cannot guarantee the wished

for changes in migration flows. Therefore, a direct attack on misper

ceptions to change popular attitudes toward the Capital Region and large

metropolises could also be another good policy alternative. In this

regard, the transfer of many of Seoul's functions to regional centers

and the greater realization of local autonomy would be helpful in

increasing the level of city attractiveness of both regional centers

and local cities. In addition, efforts to close the gap between

objective city attractiveness and its subjective perception through

information programs are also believed to be a useful population

distribution policy alternative.

There is strong evidence that information programs have a great

influence on changing the pattern of human migration. In a recent field
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experiment study in Thailand (Lightfoot, Hu11, and Fuller, 1983: 277

287), the researchers compared two observation groups of rural people,

one with a deliberate introduction of information about jobs in local

and regional towns through an information program for a certain period

of time, and another without such information. They found that the

program had the effect of encouraging higher rates of movement to north

eastern towns of Thailand among the people of the informed group.

Based on these findings, the researchers conclude that the propagation

of information (about jobs) is a necessary component of any general

decentralization strategy.

JUdging from this, we believe that the misperception of city

attractiveness can also be changed through information programs. In

this regard, efforts through the mass media and school education to

decrease the over-perception people have of the attractions of the

Capital Region and other large metropolises, and also to inform people

about the merits of life in small cities or rural areas, are worth

considering as long-t0rm policy measures. Such efforts may be less

expensive and more rewarding than existing policy measures intended

to change population distribution.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Problem

The unbalanced rapid urban growth of the developing world and the

consequences thereof in spatial distribution of population suggested

this research on the relationship between the city-ward migration and

the attractiveness of cities in Korea. Since the 1960s, the urbaniza

tion of Korea has been progressing at a rapid pace. The urbanization

level in 1960 was 28.0 percent, which increased to 61.3 percent as of

1982. One of the most serious consequences of such rapid urbanization

is the increasing spatial polarization of population in a few metro

politan centers.

The over-concentration of population in Seoul, and recently in

its satellite cities too, has been a serious problem especially because

of the city's proximity to the Demilitarized Zone dividing North and

South Korea. The seriousness of Korea's population distribution problem

l'ies in the fact that such a result has occurred in spite of the govern

ment's strenuous efforts to disperse Seoul's population and curb further

increases since the mid-1960s.

This raises a question about the relevance and effectiveness of

the population redistribution policy measures so far adopted in Korea.

However, we cannot evaluate the policy measures properly, nor suggest

better alternatives, until we are fully aware of the determinants as

well as the mechanism of human migration behavior. In this regard,
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this study has aimed at explaining the city-ward migration in Korea

in relation to city attractiveness, both objective and subjective, via

a behavioral geographical approach.

Theoretical Background

Behavioral or perception studies in geography and in related

disciplines dealing with man-environment relationships find a common

theoretical framework in what has been termed cognitive behaviorism.

The theoretical premise of cognitive or environmental behaviorism is

based on the assumption that man reacts to his environment as he per

ceives and interprets it through previous experience and knowledge.

The application of the behavioral approach to migration research

was initiated by Julian Wolpert (1965). His theoretical model is based

on the concept of place utility which is defined as "the net composite

of utilities which are derived from the individual's integration at

some position in space." He argues that the individual will tend to

locate himself at a place whose characteristics possess or promise a

relatively higher level of utility than in other places which are con

spicuous to him, and thus, the flow of population reflects subjective

place utility evaluations by individuals. Although he did not provide

empirical support for his hypotheses, his work heralded the development

of the behavioral approach in migration and mobility research.

In spite of its potential usefulness in explaining migration

behavior, the place utility concept has not been extensively applied

in migration research, using. appropriate data, because its transforma

tion into specific terms has been difficult. Through a literature
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survey, two kinds of shortcomings were found in regard to past empirical

research dealing with internal migration via place utility approach.

Most researchers (for example, Demko, 1974; Gustavus and Brown,

1977; Lieber, 1974 and 1978) concentrated their research efforts on

specifying the attributes of place utility through questionnaire surveys

for actual or potential migrants. However, the contents of place

utility attributes are quite different from one researcher to another.

Besides, their studies have not related cognitive place utility

structures to actual migration models.

By contrast, some researchers (for example, Gould and White, 1974;

White, 1974) measured the aggregate residential preference, or regional

residential attractiveness, through quantifying respondents' attractive

ness rankings or sca1ings. They also confirmed that the correlation

between the residential preference surface and in-migration pattern

was highly significant. But, the simple calculation of regional

residential preference tells us nothing about migrant determinants,

nor about place utility attributes, because the respondent is free to

consider and weigh whatever variables were considered relevant to the

basic residential preference questions.

The studies by Jones and Zannaras (1976), and Jones (1978 and 1980)

are exceptional in the sense that they united these two contrastive

research orientations. They measured the perceived city attractiveness

of 30 cities in Venezuela in terms of two place attributes, economic

opportunity and quality of life, by converting respondents' attractive

ness rankings following the computation procedure suggested by Peter

Gould (1966). In their studies, in-migration rates to those 30 cities
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in 1971 were regressed on objective measures of economic opportunity

and the quality of life, which was able to explain 65 percent of the

variation in young adult in-migration rates. When measures of perceived

attractiveness of the cities were added, the variance explained rose

remarkably to 83 percent. Their studies, however, are not satisfactory

in three aspects as follows:

First, the remarkable increase of R-square is a good evidence to

support the importance of perceptual factors in explaining migration

phenomena. But, this does not necessarily imply that the perceived

city attractiveness measures explain better the migration flow than

the objective measures of city attractiveness.

Second, the dichotomization of place utility attributes of a city

into economic opportunity and the quality of life seems to be too simple

to properly specify the attributes of places in a migration decision

context.

Finally, they used senior high school students as a sampling base,

but, as Goodey (1971) points out, students do not necessarily represent

the opinion of potential migrants in general.

Research Design

In order to improve the shortcomings of past researches on a place

utility approach, I suggested in this study a research design as follows:

1) Seven categories of place utility attributes, or city attrac

tiveness, were selected through a broad literature survey on migration

determinants and the consideration of Korea-specific characteristics.

They include income and wealth, job opportunity, educational opportunity,
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housing situation, the quality of urban facilities, the presence of

friends or relatives, and social mobility opportunity.

2) To get information on subjective city attractiveness, a

questionnaire survey was conducted in Ch'ungbuk province, which is

located at the geographical center of South Korea; 720 household heads

were sampled from both urban and rural regions of the province. In

addition, 120 senior students of two high schools, Ch'ongju High School

and Ch'ongju Technical High School, were sampled. Respondents were

asked to rank-order 36 cities on each of seven attributes, and also

on the overall city attractiveness considering all other possible

factors in addition to the seven attributes.

3) Subjective city attractiveness measures in terms of those eight

categories were computed by converting attractiveness ranking matrices

to score terms through a quantitative procedure slightly modified from

Gould's (1966) original proposal.

4) Objective city attractiveness measures were represented by

various socio-economic indicators calculated from published data for

six place utility attributes out of the seven categories. The social

mobility opportunity was excluded because its measurement was so

difficult.

5) The misperception of city attractiveness was represented by

the value of the difference in Z-scores·between the perceived attrac

tiveness of a place attribute of a city versus the corresponding

objective attractiveness attribute of the city. On the other hand,

the overall misperception of city attractiveness was represented by

the residual term of the regression model whose dependent variable was
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overall subjective city attractiveness score and whose independent

variables were six objective attractiveness measures.

6) The number of out-migrants from Ch'ungbuk province to each

of 50 cities in 1980 and 1983 was used as the dependent variable for

various analyses in this research. The data included male as well as

female migrants from both urban and rural regions of the province.

7) Major items of analyses in this research included: (i) the

relationship between city-ward migration flows and objective measures

of city attractiveness; (ii) subjective city attractiveness scores and

city-ward migration flows; (iii) a comparison of these two interpreta

tions, the objective versus the subjective; and (iv) the relationship

between misperceptions of city attractiveness and migration flows.

The Findings

The relationship between city-ward migration flows and objective

city attractiveness indicators was analyzed by a stepwise multiple

regression technique. To ensure the equality in comparison of two years,

1980 and 1983, cities not designated until 1981 were excluded. Thus,

39 cities out of 50 were selected for the analysis.

For both years, three attractiveness attributes out of six--income

opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, and the presence of

friends or re1atives--are significant in explaining city-ward migration

flows from both urban and rural regions of Ch'ungbuk province. Contrary

to expectation, the job opportunity attribute was not significant in

1980, which, however, became significant with a negative regression

coefficient in 1983. Two kinds of explanations are possible with regard

to the negative sign of the job opportunity attribute. One possibility
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is the limitations of the job opportunity data itself. Because newly

migrated people from rural areas are mostly unskilled, their job oppor

tunities are generally limited to the informal sector. But, most of

the informal sector jobs were not counted in the Establishment Census

Report of 1981, which was used as the basis for measuring the objective

job opportunity attribute in this study.

Another possible explanation is the so-called "chicken or egg

debate" type of causality problem between migration and job opportunity.

The traditional export-base theory of regional growth supported the

"people follow jobs" causality. Steinnes (1978), however, counter

argued this traditional assumption, and statistically proved that the

causation is unidirectiona11y running from migration to employment,

in other words, "jobs follow people." A recently released special

survey report (Economic Planning Board, 1984) on the employment struc

ture of Korea is also in support of the "jobs follow people" causation.

According to the report, the four special cities and Kyongki province,

which altogether absorbed 58.0 percent of total city-ward migrants from

Ch'ungbuk province in 1983, have much higher unemployment rates than

the rest of Korea.

In 1980, the R-squares of regression models between those three

significant objective city attractiveness attributes and various

categories of migration flows, including male and female migrants from

both urban and rural origins, ranged between 0.4834 (males of urban

origin) and 0.5805 (females of rural origin). The R-squares in 1983

increased conspicuously, ranging between 0.6471 (males of urban origin)

and 0.6732 (females of rural origin).
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Judging from the comparison of the two years, a general tendency,

which applies to all categories of city-ward migration from Ch1ungbuk

province, is that the role of income factor has shown a remarkable

increase; whereas, that of the other two variables, quality of urban

facilities and the presence of friends or relatives, decreased slightly.

This tendency, together with the addition of job opportunity variable

in 1983, explains why the R-squares increased conspicuously for that

ycui. Another interpretation of such a change is that people tend to

be economically more rational over time in terms of deciding where to

move.

To compare with the subjective attractiveness model, another

regression analysis was made between objective attractiveness measures

and city-ward migration flows to 36 cities whose population size was

100,000 or over as of 1983. The regression result is a little different

from the former one in the same year. Three attractiveness attributes,

job opportunity, income opportunity, and road distance from origin to

destination, were significant in explaining city-ward migration flows

from urban origins. In the case of migrants from rural regions, job

opportunity, income opportunity, and the presence of friends or rela

tives were significant attributes. In both cases, the job opportunity

attribute again had negative regression coefficients. The R-squres

ranged between 0.5532 (males of urban origin) and 0.5880 (female

migrants of rural origin).

By contrast, regression models between subjective city attractive

ness scores and migration flows to the same 36 cities from Ch'ungbuk

province had very high R-squares ranging between 0.9391 (female migrants

of urban origin) and 0.9547 (female migrants of rural origin).
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Perceived city attractiveness attributes, such as job opportunity,

income opportunity, educational opportunity, the quality of urban

facilities, and social mobility opportunity, are very highly correlated

with city-ward migration flows from both urban and rural regions of

origin. The presence of friends or relatives is highly correlated with

migrants of rural origin, but its correlation with migrants of urban

origin is not so strong. The perception of the housing situation has

weak correlations with migrants from both regions of origin.

JUdging from the large gap of R-square levels between the subjec

tive versus the objective interpretations of migration flow, it is

apparent that the city-ward migration is dependent on individuals'

subjective evaluation of city attractiveness rather than on the objec

tive attractiveness of cities. This also implies that there exists

an apparent spatial bias, or misperception, with the geographic

distribution of perceived city attractiveness in migration decision

context.

The influence of people's misperception of city attractiveness

on migration flow was analyzed by regressing the number of out-migrants

from Ch1ungbuk in 1983 with measures of misperception attributes.

Migrants from urban regions of origin are mainly influenced by two

misperception attributes, educational opportunity and job opportunity,

of which the former is slightly more significant than the latter for

both male and female migrants. In addition to these two attributes,

misperception of the presence of friends or relatives is also signifi

cant for female migrants from urban region. In the case of rural

regions of origin, four misperception attributes--the presence of
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friends or relatives, educational opportunity, job opportunity, and

the housing situation--are all significant, in descending order, in

explaining city-ward migration flows from the province.

For all categories of migration flow, misperception attributes

show high R-squares ranging between 0.6011 (male migrants of urban

origin) and 0.7154 (female migrants of rural origin), which are even

greater than those of objective city attractiveness attributes in

explaining the flow of city-ward migration.

Two kinds of interesting patterns are found with regard to the

variation of R-squares of misperception models. One is that migrants

of rural origin have higher R-squares than those of urban origin.

Another is, in both regions of origin, female migrants show a little

higher R-square than male migrants.

Generally speaking, urban areas have more diverse and better

information channels than rural areas, and females are less exposed

to information sources than males because females have less chances

of social activities than males. Therefore, it is natural that migrants

of rural origin are more influenced by misperception attributes than

those of urban origin. By the same token, female migrants are more

influenced by the misperception of city attractiveness than male

migrants for both regions of origin.

Findings from the analysis of misperception imply that the

presence of misperceptions in people's minds is believed to be the most

import«nt reason why the subjective measurements of city attractiveness

are so highly correlated with city-ward migration flows. They also

support the basic premise of cognitive behaviorism which assumes that
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man reacts to his environment as he perceives and interprets it through

previous experience and knowledge.

Policy Implications

Since the mid-1960s, various population redistribution policy

measures have been adopted by the Korean government, mainly to relieve

the excessive population concentration in Seoul. To achieve this goal,

the policy priority has been given to both 'urban constraint' type of

programs aiming at stopping or slowing down in-migration, and 'accom

modationist programs' aiming at promoting the relocation of people and

industrial facilities from Seoul to surrounding Kyongki province.

Despite the government's strenuous efforts, the population con

centration in Seoul has not been relieved at all. To make matters

worse, the recent trend of rapid population increase in Seou1's

satellite cities has become another problem. Accordingly, the recent

policy concern to control population concentration has been expanded

to the Capital Region as a whole.

In view of the findings from this study, the continued concentra

tion of people toward Capital Region is, to some extent, due to the

imperfection of past population redistribution programs themselves which

have not taken into full consideration the characteristics of city-ward

migration behavior. For example, the development of satellite cities

within commuting distance of Seoul seems to have encouraged migration

toward the Capital Region from the rest of the country. In 1980, 44.8

percent of total city-ward migration from Ch'ungbuk province headed

for cities in the Capital Region, and increased to 51.8 percent in 1983.
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On the basis of the findings of this study, several policy guide

lines are suggested for improving population redistribution in Korea.

1) Policy emphasis needs to be placed on increasing the attrac

tiveness of regional centers to counter-balance the current monopoliza

tion of city attractiveness in the Capital Region.

2) Policy priority should also be given to more integrated rural

development so as to promote the retention of rural population in their

home area.

3) To improve the effectiveness of policy measures, it is

necessary to develop more comprehensive population redistribution

programs to match more closely the determinants of human migration

behavior. Factors such as job opportunity, income opportunity, educa

tional opportunity, the quality of urban facilities, and the social

mobility opportunity are especially important determinants of city-ward

migration in Korea.

4) As is confirmed in this study, city-ward migration is mainly

dependent on subjective evaluations of city attractiveness which are

influenced by the misperceptions people have in mind. Therefore, a

direct attack on misperceptions to change popular attitudes toward the

Capital Region and large metropolises can also be another good policy

alternative. In this regard, the reduction in many of Seoul's functions

as the national capital city and the realization of local autonomy will

be very helpful to relieve population concentration toward the Capital

Region. In addition, the effort to change the over-perception people

have toward Seoul and other large metropolises through mass media and

school education is also worth considering as a long-term policy

measure.
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As Green (1977: 314) also points out, as long as Seoul continues

to provide the most opportunities for all Koreans~ there is little

indication that migration to the Capital Region will decline unless

policies are directed toward increasing the levels of opportunity else

where and raising levels of perception of other places.

The survey area of this study was limited to Ch'ungbuk province.

But, in order to get a broader spectrum of information on people's per

ception of city attractiveness in migration decision context, further

studies for other provinces are strongly recommended. In addition,

it would be desirable to conduct such a study periodically, say at five

year intervals, to analyze the change of people's perception over time

because it can suggest very useful information for the formulation of

better population redistribution strategies.



APPENDIX A

CITY ATTRACTIVENESS AND MIGRATION: QUESTIONNAIRE

(English Translation)

Survey Area: [][][]

Ch1ungbuk Province City Dong

___________County Eup/Myon Ri

Household Number: [][][]

Name of Interviewer:----------
INTERVIEW RECORD

Date IIt' I I Tlme Result of Interviewn erVlew /Month /Day IYear IFrom I To I
I I-I I '-I, I I I I I
I I-I I I-I

2 I I I I I I

3 I
4 I I I , I

I '-I I-I
I , I I I
I I------I I------I

Date completed

Date edited

Date approved-----------
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I. Information on Household Members

1. I would like to ask you some questions about the people who usually
live in this household. Can you tell me who lives in this household?
(Make circle around the respondent's line number.)

Ileve1 of
Education Occupa

tion

line IRe1ationship I /Monthly
Num- Ito Household I I IMarita1 I Income
~1_He_a_d I~I~IStatus I(~)
01 I I I I I

I I' I I
02 I I I I I

I I I I I
03 I I' I ,

04 I I I I I-, ,--,--,--- ,---
OS , I I I I
--I ,--,--,--- , ,---
06 I 'I I I I--I '--I--I--~-I --I---~---,---
07 , I I I I I I-, ,--,--, '---I 1---
08 I I I I I I I
--I ,--,--" I ,---
09 I I I I I I ,
--I 1--'--' I I ,---
10 I 'I I , I I
--I '-1--' I , ,---
11 I I I Ii' I
--I ,-,--, I I ,---
_12_' 1__'_1 I I 1 _

II. Former Migration Experience of the Respondent

2. How long have you lived in this city/town (Eup)/township (Myon)?
( ) a. Years () b. All of 1ife (GO TO Q. 4)

3. Where did your parents reside when you were born?
( ) a. Present city/town/township
( ) b. Other city/town/township (SPECIFY)

Province City/County Town/Township----
( ) c. Other country (SPECIFY)-----
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4. Since 1970 have you ever lived outside this city/town/township for
at least a month?

( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No (GO TO Q. 5)

4.1 Please tell me about places you have lived in since 1970.
Let1s start with the last place you lived in before moving
to this city/town/township.

Duration of Residence IPlaces Lived in since 1970 'What was
I Iyour main

From , To Province'City or IEup or lactivity
(Year/Mo.) I(Year/Mo.) I IMyon Ithere?

I I ,_-_-__,
----I ---,---, ,----

I I I I

IWhy did
Iyou move
laway from
that pl ace?

I I I
____1 - I , _

I I I____I I , _
I I I____I '1 _
I I I____I I , _
I 'I____I I , _
, 'I____I I , _

III. Migration Intention

5. Do you intend to move away from this city/town/township within the
next two years?

( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No (GO TO Q. 12) () c. Depends/Uncertain
(GO TO Q.12)

6. What is the main reason you are considering moving?

7. Where do you expect to move to?
( ) a. Province City/County Eup or Myon---- -----
( ) b. Don't know (GO TO Q.l0)
( ) c. Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) ---------
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(Place ment10ned 1n Q. 7)
8. Have you made arrangements for a job in ~~~~~~~~ ~?

( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No (GO TO Q. 9)

8.1 What type of job is this? ----------
8.2 How did you find this job?----------

9. Have you made arrangements for a place to stay there?
( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No

10. Is anyone intending to move with you?
( ) a. Yes () b. No (GO TO Q. 11) ( ) c. Don't know

(GO TO Q. 11)

10.1 Who are these? (CHECK RESPONSES)
( ) a. Spouse () b. Child(ren)
( ) c. Other relatives (SPECIFY) ----------

11. Do you expect anyone to join you later?
( ) a. Yes () b. No (GO TO Q. 19) () c. Don't know

(GO TO Q. 19)

11.1 Who are these? (CHECK RESPONSES AND GO TO Q. 19)

( ) a. Spouse () b. Child(ren)
( ) c. Other relatives (SPECIFY) ----------

ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WITH NO INTENTION OR UNCERTAIN TO MOVE WITHIN
THE NEXT TWO YEARS.

12. Do you intend to move away from this city/town/township anytime
in the future?
(a) a. Yes () b. No (GO TO Q. 15) () c. Depends/Uncertain

(GO TO Q. 15)

13. What is the main reason you are considering moving?

14. Where do you expect to move to?
( ) a. Province City/County Eup or Myon--- ---
( ) b. Don't know
( ) c. Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) --------------
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ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WITH NO INTENTION TO MOVE ANYTIME IN THE FUTURE.

15. Do you intend then, to stay the rest of your life in this city/
town/township?
( ) a. Yes (GO TO 16) ( ) b. No ) c. Uncertain

15.1 Please explain:

(GO TO Q. 19)

16. Although you intend to stay here, is there anything that might make
you want to leave this city/town/township?
( ) a• Yes (GO TO Q. 17) () b. No (GO TO Q. 18)

17. What are the most important things that might make you want to
leave this city/town/township?

18. What are the most important things that might make you want to
stay in this city/town/township?

ASK OF ALL RESPONDENTS.

19. Do you want your child(ren) or younger sibling(s) to move away
from this city/town/township?

( ) a. Yes (GO TO Q.20) (b) b. No

~
. ( ) c. Uncertain

+

20. What is the main reason?

15.1 Please explain:

(GO TO Q. 22)
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21. Where do you want them to move to?

( ) a. Province City/County Eup or Myon__
( ) b. Don't know
( ) c. Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)

IV. Familiarity with the Potential Destinations

22. Among the following 36 cities, check the cities (i) whose names you
never heard of, and (ii) which you have visited.

Cities Cities Cities Cities
Never That Have Never That Have
Heard of Visited Heard of Visited

Seoul ( ) ( ) Taejon ( ) ( )

Uijongbu ( ) ( ) Ch'ongju ( ) ( )

Inch'on ( ) ( ) Ch'ungju ( ) ( )

Puch'on ( ) ( ) Chech'on ( ) ( )

Kwangmyong ( ) ( ) Ch'unch1on ( ) ( )

Anyang ( ) ( ) Wonju ( ) ( )

Songnam ( ) ( ) Kangnung ( ) ( )

Suwon ( ) ( ) Tonghae ( ) ( )

Ch'onan ( ) ( ) T1aebaek ( ) ( )

Andong ( ) ( ) Masan ( ) ( )

Kumi ( ) ( ) Chinju ( ) ( )

Taegu ( ) ( ) Yosu ( ) ( )

P'ohang ( ) ( ) Sunch'on ( ) ( )

Kyongju ( ) ( ) Mokp'o ( ) ( )

Ulsan ( ) ( ) Kwangju ( ) ( )

Pusan ( ) ( ) Chonju ( ) ( )

Ch'angwon ( ) ( ) Iri ( ) ( )

Chinhae ( ) ( ) Kunsan ( ) ( )

ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE DESTINATIONS IN MIND MENTIONED
in Q.7, Q.14 OR Q.2l.

Now I would like to ask some questions about the intended destinations
you mentioned in Block III.
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23. Have you been there?

( ) a. Yes (GO TO Q. 24) ( ) b. No (GO TO Q. 26)

24. How many times have you been there?

25. How long did you stay there altogether?

times.

months.

26. Do you have relatives and/or close friends living there?
( ) a. Yes (GO TO Q. 27) ( ) b. No (GO TO Q. 28)

27. Have any of these relatives and/or close friends told you or
written to you about life there?
( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No

28. Have you heard about that place from other persons in this city/
town/township who once lived there?
( ) a. Yes ( ) b. No

V. Rank-ordering of 36 Cities

ASK OF ALL RESPONDENTS.

I would like to ask you about the attractiveness rankings of the 36
cities whose locations are shown on the prepared map. Please rank the
cities on each given map in order of attractiveness considering them as
your potential destinations of migration in the future. (GIVE A NEW MAP
TO THE RESPONDENT FOR EACH CITY ATTRACTIVENESS ATTRIBUTE.)

29. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
"income level" (Rl ) ,

30. Please rank the 36 r.ities in order of attractiveness in terms of
"job opportunity" (R2).

31. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
"educati onal opportunity II (R3).

32. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
"housf nq situation" (R4).

33. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
lithe quality of urban facilities" (R5).

34. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
lithe presence of friends or relatives" who can give you job
information or help you to settle down there (R6).



PLEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING 36 CITIES IN ORDER OF
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35. Please rank the 36 cities in order of attractiveness in terms of
"social mobility opportunity" (R7).

36. Please rank the 36 cities in order of overall attractiveness
considering all factors mentioned above (R8).

VI. Other Questions

ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WHO MENTIONED OF DESTINATIONS IN MIND IN Q.7
OR Q.14, BUT WHOSE FIRST RANKED CITIES IN Q.36 DO NOT COINCIDE WITH
THEIR MENTIONED DESTINATIONS.

37. Please tell me why your first ranked city in terms of overall city
attractiveness does not coincide with your destination in mind.

ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WHO SAID THEY HAD NO INTENTION TO MOVE IN Q.12,
BUT WHOSE FIRST RANKED CITIES IN Q.36 DO NOT COINCIDE WITH THEIR PRESENT
LIVING PLACES.

38. Please tell me why your first ranked city in terms of overall
city attractiveness does not coincide with your present living
place.

Thank you for your kind cooperation.



(Fom 12)

To: _

Province. or
Speci11 City

APPENDIX B

MIGRATION REPORT FO~~

Mfmt10n Report Form

Velr: Honth: _

City, County, Eup. ~on.
or District or Dong

Code Pllce of FOnDer Nuamer of In-Mfgrants Main RelSon for In-H1grltion by Household
NlIIIIber Resid1ncl Total Male Fl!IIIIle Total Job FIJII11y Educe- Change of Other

ReISOns tion 1ille111ng ReISOns

011101 Seoul
022101 Pusan .-
192201 Taegu
032301 Inch'on
043102 ~ongki Urban
053103 Rurll
063202 Kangwon Urbln
073203 Rural
083302 Ch'ungbuk. Urban
093303 Rural
103401 Ch'ungna Tlejon
113402 Urbln
123403 Rural
133501 Chonbuk Chonju
143502 Urban
153503 Rural
163601 ChonllaJll Kwlngju
173602 Urban
183603 Rural
203702 ~ongbuk Urban
213703 Rurll
223801 ~ongn.. MaSin
233802 Urban .
243803 Rural
253902 Cheju Urbln
263903 Rural
274004 Foreign Country
284105 Others

Urban Total
Rural Totll
Fo... ign Country
plus Others
Totll In-Migrants
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THE NUMBER OF OUT-MIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 40 CITIES IN 1980

unit: persons

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants total male female total male female

Seoul 46,387 14,767 7,635 7,142 31,620 16,276 15,344
Pusan 6,650 1,706 890 816 4,944 2,535 2,409
Taegu 2,750 709 368 341 2,041 1,004 1,037
Inch'on 4,965 909 472 437 4,056 2,009 2,047
Suwon 1,872 417 223 194 1,455 679 776
Songnam 2,476 392 213 179 2,084 1,023 1,061
Uijongbu 388 81 41 40 307 154 153
Anyang 1,684 306 165 141 1,378 675 703
Puch'on 1,309 239 139 100 1,070 562 508
Ch'unch'on 355 117 59 58 238 120 118
Wonju 1,135 451 244 20i 684 356 328
Kangnung 261 97 52 45 164 87 77
Tonghae 407 181 102 79 226 120 106
Sokch'o 191 83 52 31 108 57 51
Ch'ongju 23,458 3,784 1,820 1,964 19,674 9,541 10,133
Ch'ungju 7,954 1,910 921 989 6,044 2,978 3,066
Chech'on 9,507 2,434 1,186 1,248 7,073 3,511 3,562
Taejon 11 ,442 1,755 919 836 9,687 4,964 4,723
Ch'onan 794 209 113 96 585 293 292
Chonju 295 105 55 50 190 96 94
Kunsan 118 61 27 34 57 26 31
Iri 184 62 45 17 122 54 68
Kwangju 1,195 716 374 342 479 253 226
Mokp'o 124 35 18 17 89 34 55
Yosu 156 63 39 24 93 44 49
Sunch'on 55 24 12 12 31 15 16
P'ohang 665 148 94 54 517 318 199
Kyongju 115 23 13 10 92 52 40
Kimch'on 476 72 43 29 404 208 196
Andong 152 69 36 33 83 37 46
Kumi 772 112 59 53 660 330 330
Yongju 291 115 52 63 176 93 83
Masan 637 207 97 110 430 201 229
U1san 1,754 512 288 224 1,242 697 545
Chinju 109 26 12 14 83 42 41
Ch'angwon 334 86 49 37 248 152 96
Chinhae -182 46 23 23 136 67 69
Ch'ungmu 33 11 6 5 22 15 7
Samch'onp'o 18 3 1 2 15 6 9
Cheju 120 38 18 20 82 51 31

Total 131 ,770 33,081 16,964 16,117 98,689 49,735 48,954
Source: Unpublished data from the Bureau of Statistics, Economic

Planning Board, Republic of Korea.
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THE NUMBER OF OUT-MIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN 1983

unit: persons

Destinations Total Urban Ch1ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants total male female total male female

Seoul 50,953 19,440 9,968 9,472 31,513 16,079 15,434
Pusan 4,948 1,497 765 732 3,451 1,782 1,669
Taegu 3,022 1,035 475 560 1,987 945 1,042
Inch'on 5,724 1,451 729 722 4,273 2,224 2,049
Suwon 2,247 789 398 391 1,458 745 713
Songnam 3,007 926 475 451 ... n01 1,045 1,036C.,VUI

Uijongbu 400 128 74 54 272 136 136
Anyang 1,993 576 297 279 1,417 706 711
Puch'on 2,459 703 360 343 1,756 955 801
Kwangmyong 1,300 378 174 204 922 463 459
Songt1an 253 102 47 55 151 65 86
Tongduch'on 120 57 22 35 63 30 33
Ch'unch'on 294 126 61 65 168 84 84
Wonju 1,240 620 289 331 620 301 319
Kangnung 287 127 63 64 160 78 82
Tonghae 302 115 58 57 187 101 86
T'aebaek 535 222 125 97 313 173 140
Sokch'o 120 58 34 24 62 33 29
Ch'ongju 20,762 3,742 1,796 1,946 17,020 8,256 8,764
Ch'ungju 7,826 2,170 1,041 1,129 5,656 2,795 2,861
Chech10n 5,133 1,501 759 742 3,632 1,880 1,752
Taejon 9,633 2,644 1,382 1,262 6,989 3,431 3,558
Ch'onan 808 328 157 171 480 231 249
Chonju 281 143 70 73 138 71 67
Kunsan 106 47 19 28 59 28 31
Iri 225 79 41 38 146 76 70
Chongju 39 21 9 12 18 8 10
Namwon 43 27 8 19 16 7 9
Kwangju 596 310 146 164 286 141 145
Mokp'o 180 98 44 54 82 39 43
Yosu 141 100 56 44 41 22 19
Sunch'on 94 59 39 20 35 16 19
Kumsong 43 32 17 15 11 6 5
P'ohang 526 223 118 105 303 170 133
Kyongju 109 36 16 20 73 44 29
Kimch'on 332 59 37 22 273 132 141
Andong 237 131 64 67 106 53 53
Kumi 639 137 69 68 502 263 239
Yongju 340 118 57 61 222 103 119
Yongdi'on 42 15 9 6 27 17 10
Masan 474 188 93 95 286 137 149
Ulsan 2,520 1,086 586 500 1,434 783 651
Chinju 98 52 27 25 46 19 27
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THE NUMBER OF OUT-MIGRANTS FROM CH'UNGBUK TO 50 CITIES IN 1983
(continued)

unit: persons

Destinations Total Urban Ch'ungbuk Rural Ch'ungbuk
(Cities) Migrants total male female total male female

Ch'angwon 379 130 77 53 249 147 102
Chinhae 172 59 33 26 113 64 49
Ch'ungmu 55 25 19 6 30 16 14
Samch'onp'o 34 18 10 8 16 8 8
Kimhae 84 29 14 15 55 30 25
Cheju 146 63 42 21 83 52 31
Soguip'o 58 19 12 7 39 22 17

Total 131,359 42,039 21,281 20,758 89,320 45,012 44,308

Source: Unpublished data from the Bureau of Statistics,
Economic Planning Board, Republic of Korea.



APPENDIX D

SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES

SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY THE WHOLE URBAN RESPONDENTS

GSS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 SEOUL 613.51 116.36 440.26 311.55 622.16 226.23 663.82 333.152 U(JONGnU 52.49 119.52 511.12 4Q.93 51.81 31.82 55.69 56~lif3 INCHON 133.31 150.30 124.18 11.12 146..12 12.52 164.15 130.62II PUCUOH l'.lf! 61.81 66.21 52.04 60.'16 41.6tl 11.91 68.945 !fill "GIIHG 51.59 48.31 56.83 41).91 51.08 38.62 59.lIO 5E.316 A1fUIIG 11.80 58.61 67.011 5:1.65 61.70 116.&11 b7.04 71.547 SO!l~NAIt 69.97 63.36 68.05 53.55 63.05 44.21 71.75 60.168 SUIIOH 88.28 93.46 101.73 52.2'1 100.01 59.51 99.18 114.909 CHUHCUOtl 58.25 54.81 69.68 66.06 70.90 40.97 64.50 15.8810 IIONJU "2.95 36.00 42.21 90.32 40. ]6 38.66 411.51 4~.6611 KANGHUHG 45.13 36.00 ]7.39 81.46 38.67 31.02 39.49 46.6512 TONGillE 34.53 26.96 28.78 11.22 30.03 28.51 34.04 32.&51] TA~BAEK 35.97 30.36 28.96 61.fi2 2').97 29.07 33.86 32.4414 COOHAN 46.58 35.55 45.64 113.61 38.61 93.9.1 44.85 /15.1615 TlEJON 162.66 lH.U 199.90 123.33 166.94 191.19 165.22 21/1.4316 CHOIGJO 116.11 111.2'1 291.86 494.56 138.72 62CJ.52 156.20 289.1411 CHONGJU 55.91 /13.42 57.07 266.11 44.83 112.13 52.91 59.1118 CRECHON 44.90 34.18 H.99 234.16 34.51 109.71 41.1}6 112.2819 lllDONG 42.29 35.54 40.08 11l.49 36.85 39.09 44.19 =11.8820 KUIU 63.11 51.34 43.11 69.95 "5.°9 311.15 51.06 49.9521 TAEGU '''2.91 150.05 135.19 40.68 169.61 41.39 148.13 13/1.0522 PORlNli 73.39 71.79 ]9.96 56.43 41.41 13.91 51.16 52.6123 KIONGJO 41.29 U.19 '11.20 60.19 119.06 30.211 44.18 46.1824 OLSlN 70.19 71.11 38.51 55.58 lU.90 33.69 54.61 52.2525 POSAN 158.48 193.00 151.23 l8.59 201.1" 46.43 203.12 167.9126 CHlliGIiON 61.66 64.33 41.30 53.13 52. /I I 31.76 51.09 5/1.6027 cnlNHAE 38.78 3b.30 32.90 50.72 35.82 29.42 39.119 40.9928 USlN 51.68 50.61 39.36 53.24 43.18 30.55 44.24 50.0029 CHIIIJU 42.89 40.16 .38.04 55.43 39.94 30.2 rt 43.48 41.6830 1050 37.50 34.71 33.67 51.16 34.28 28.94 37.37 36.1931 SUNCRON 38.58 34.39 14.42 54.15 34.26 28.91 38.06 31.5632 ftOKPO 43.60 18.31 36.55 511.55 39.11 30.02 112.90 40.fl933 KIIIlNGJII 15.82 AII.80 90.12 ill.40 105.59 35.20 91.40 15.])111 CHONJO 60.22 61.08 79.03 60.09 7B.65 33.A'J 13.32 6".119J5 {HI 112.35 36.&6 35.02 611.67 H.11 29.15 39.93 JR.).,!]6 KUNSAH 43.110 /f0.04 ]6.12 £'0.5') 31.119 31.00 /f0.31 39.15



SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN MALE RESPONDENTS

ODS CITY JOB ItICOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 SKOOI 679.18 727.89 429.111 35.17 588.81, 209.35 653.21 331.712 UIJOYGBU 52.87 50.49 54.56 49.73 51.69 31 .19 511.03 56./UI3 INCIIOH 1J2.11B 149.98 127.45 37.97 1118.18 74.93 172.65 1116.214 PUCHell 68.92 60.15 67.00 52.00 6:!.51 ]9.36 11&.57 10.495 KIlAHGIING 53.22 IlB.16 51.62 50.79 511.13 36.64 59.113 59.356 ANY IlfG 11.76 51.94 66.28 51.21 6 ".16 U.7J 67.31 72.811 SONGllA1i 13.011 6].82 61.95 54.34 65.31 41.!)" 111.21 70.94/I SOVON 85.29 91.12 98.1J 51.14 911.81 55.63 91.01 110.099 CHrJllCHOH 55.36 52.24 71.23 66.85 69.69 40.58 65.83 71.0b10 UONJO 42.167 35.19 42.01 90.55 39.93 31.01 411.36 46.7911 KANGNON/j 1111.10 35.36 31..52 811.24 18~61 31.26 110.1" 47.01112 tON GRlE 34.68 20.19 29.21 13.22 30.23 28.10 111.118 32.6813 TlEBABK 35.81 30.06 29.17 68.53 29.9.1 29.112 ]11.33 32.6114 CHOllAN IIS.94 35.25 115.115 180.14 39.15 101.16 1I1l.19 115.2915 TlE,JON 158.16 1Jl.l11 2011.84 121.68 161.311 192.31 151.86 216.31116 CHOltGJO 116.68 112.86 292.51 .')35.02 140.79 0118.311 151.59 211.5411 CllUlIGJU 55.08 Q].60 59.01 219.01 114.16 169.49 53.911 62.2018 CUECIIOH 114.83 )11.08 31.23 245.26 34.22 108.42 41.911 42.1519 UDCRG 112.10 31&.92 39.56 H5.68 36.18 110.56 !l5.51J 112.2220 ItOft! 63.09 58.611 112.13 69.29 11II.52 31&.11 51.68 50.2921 TlHGO 141.84 '''5.10 1110.10 q2.~6 165.10 50.U 153.30 141.1522 POnlNG 10.84 69.81 110.39 58.1:8 42.86 ]3.58 51.38 52.4223 KYONGJU 46.50 42.93 41.37 59.l5 48.03 lO.85 45.20 47.49211 Ui.S lIf 10.21 71.46 39.q6 55.02 115.65 ]11.11 511.20 52.5525 PUSlII 161.69 1911.12 1115.16 39.19 202.19 51.88 206.11 111.2626 CUII/GIIOI 62.51 611.91l 41.18 53.47 52.08 32.62 55.16 52.1821 CHUalE 38.66 .16.29 33.22 49.38 ]6.1,11 . 29.11 110.96 40.3629 USllN 50.81 50.78 110.80 52.09 411.19 31.34 115.111 49.8129 CIIIIIJO 111.111 39.92 38.511 54,41 110.90 30.94 44.111 lIe.oo30 10SO 31.00 JII.18 35.20 53.33 35.211 29.2'1 31.14 31.0231 SUNCHON 31.63 3/l.18 35.88 511.49 34.81 29.11 38.78 ]1.4112 ItOKPO 42.93 37.91 31.93 511.111 40.15 30.60 44.29 1I1.!:3)J Kill ,.GJU 16.32 tH.55 90.09 48.112 105.61 31.30 100.68 14.1034 CHONJU 68.74 6".38 86.19 60.08 76.93 35.40 '75.58 10.:;935 IHI 41.61 ]6.94 31.00 63.7] 38.24 30.211 110.90 la.lf.36 UNSAN 4].28 110.51 ]7~2 .. 60.25 38.21 31. 72 41.12 31J.99

N....
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCE!VED BY URBAN FEMALE RESPONDENTS
OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll

1 SEOOL M6.20 618.85 463.85 32.23 739.19 281.62 696.13 332.1122 UIJCNGDO 50.18 46.45 54.29 45.411 52.22 38.35 60.1l7 54.26) INCHON 132.96 150.18 115.57 36.24 140.63 62.11 141.43 117.954 PUCHOH 81.07 64.52 62.74 51.1'1 54.60 "'.'6 611.&1 63.495 KVA WGIING /16.61 48.60 53.71 46.59 43.49 44.00 60.26 5/1.516 AHYING 10.93 60.16 68.22 61.15 62.90 sa, 76 65.34 66.597 SONGNA" 60.11 61.63 61.16 50.011 56.15 54.15 611.58 61.168 SOliON 97.21 98.30 112.79 52.96 102.45 10.02 104.21 nO.029 CBDIICHOM 67.84 611.31 611.71 63.04 73.35 40.64 59.99 11.5510 VONJO 41.85 38.45 42.41 97.28 4 1. 41 42.41 4q.41 44.1611 UHGNOHG 45.64 37.78 36.56 12.38 38.11 29.31 31.24 45.1912 TOHGDAE 33.60 29.29 27.22 64.38 29.09 21.18 32./15 32.1913 'UEOnK 35.14 31.08 21.98 63.25 29.19 21.16 32.19 31.61111 CHOHAN 47.91 36.18 45.46 152.16 35.35 76.02 44.50 46.8515 T1EJOB 115.04 136.09 183.75 109.'17 18 1.61 186.11 189.27 206.1416 CHOYGJO 171.98 105.85 311.57 395. ]5 130.93 553.86 149.82 321.3617 CIIUHGJO 57.99 112.66 51.50 222.72 115.60 174. ]5 49.83 50.8318 CHECHOH 44.35 36.85 39.85 199.65 35.18 106.22 38.24 4C.IIS19 AMDOHG 40.70 31.33 41.28 104.36 36.51 3Q.14 40.24 40.5020 KUIII 62.62 5].41 4].88 70.30 46.23 33.11 48.90 48.4321 TAEGO 144.46 163.08 119.97 36.72 176.49 39.46 115.68 114.9322 POHANG 81.38 78.11 J8.37 50.n 44.40 33.81 58.69 52.6023 KtOMGJU 49.38 . 46.'1" 40.16 61.95 51.53 21.68 43.20 42.2624 ULsn 69.00 69.52 .15.16 56.71 38.58 31.90 55.31 51.0925 POSAN 147.35 209.71 169.31 36.19 217.71 35.18 194.67 151.1026 CHAHGiOR 58.04 62.08 39.4] 51.15 52.86 28.79 60.58 60.3421 CHINH1E 38.53 36.10 31.61 54.01 ]3.61 21.73 ]5.32 42.7628 nASlN 5].51 49.67 35.25 56.06 38.60 27.73 41.32 50.1129 CHIHJO 48.43 43.26 ]6.15 57.32 31.03 27.65 41.15 46.4430 rose 38.51 34.52 29.44 46.65 31.31 21.1d 35.92 35.7831 SOMCHOH 41.27 ]/1.18 30.29 54.60 ]2.40 21.71 35.75 31.1132 1I0KPC 45.30 39.50 32.62 54.06 35.83 27.65 30.92 36.743J ICWANGJO 7J.37 8'l.39 08.90 113.87 101.58 29.12 811.17 76.7134 CHONJO 66.01 59.09 64.45 58.76 93.07 29.39 66.64 6~.9735 IRT 44.04 J5.5Q 32.28 fi6.55 B.71 21.62 36.91 37.71.36 KIIHSAN 43.07 38.36 ]2.71 60.26 34.91 28.21 36.29 39.33
N
N
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (AGE 25 OR tESS)

OB~ CITY JOB INCOME EO HOUSE Q.U.F. P"F.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 SEOUL 696.047 72].294 451.769 33.061 538.41111 266. {) 76 764.866 396.951:2 UUOHGOU 49.449 118.130 55.917 50.6 eN 5:J.718 3'>.017 511.110 51.410] INCnON 1]5.265 152.924 125.4]9 36.81.2 1]8.957 6 s, 587 165.341 138.8334 POCHOII 63.J38 59.151 68.629 51.685 58.9U U.632 72.384 61.51t5 !{VAHG~NG 48.Jlll 46.403 57.596 49.201 41.652 39.601 57.691 54.1 JJ6 lUANG 61.846 51.776 67.720 5i1.703 61.175 45.268 65.)81 62. OS~7 SOllCiHll!'! 63.221 62.876 69.562 5".189 61.430 46. ij51 66.758 62.1121:R SUIION 95.4]5 90.1011 102.863 53.280 101.3116 56.401 102.980 110.0419 CHIJHCHON 51."" 51.912 61.826 62.651 72.183 42.093 61.]45 73. 86~10 WONJU 39.7114 37.636 40.847 92.876 40•.188 31."27 45.434 41.24211 KAHGNUyr; 4l.627 35.368 36.196 12.988 37.855 32.104 38.660 411. 12(;12 TONGHIR ]2.2"8 28.130 21.513 66.5~2 29. J 17 28.788 34.068 31. 77~13 rUOAEK 34.538 29.763 21.99] 62.159 29.104 29.413 311.647 31.72Cj14 CHONAN 4l.874 35.117 43.644 200.B60 36.984 tiq.328 45.751 41.26115 TAEJOH 160.816 139.199 116.320 129.119 175.210 18~. 728 159.231 199.85116 CHONG.YO 162.166 115.553 286.393 526.370 138.9·'9 586.149 153.963 297.1 lil11 CHUNGJO 52.806 113.915 52.113 221.183 IB.153 159.975 49.627 52.06313 CRECHON 41.820 311.883 36.865 233.006 )/1.572 95.901 ]9.933 39.611C:19 ANDORG 38.162 34.992 38.257 110.2111 31.490 39.351 113.158 39.2 ES20 KOftI 59.013 58.416 41.B41 63.454 41.1160 35.610 50.919 52.8e~21 TAEGD 130.862 154.560 140.653 36.606 119.345 48.178 162.607 150.93E22 POHANG 14.013 72.786 38.022 52.984 111.246 35.611 52.877 52.79023 KIOKGJD 46.099 44.191 39.500 56..128 50.083 30.822 45.298 46.42924 OLSAN 78. 031 68.502 36.950 49.860 111.1145 37.066 56.Il79 53.41S25 PUSAN 151.155 203.004 15/1.937 37.35/1 211.796 49.416 2]6.IU5 173.39t26 CIIAHGWON ' 61.903 60 ..112 41.086 47.1116 53.891 32.715 58 ..213 58.9C:227 CHINHAE 35.892 35.261 ]0.958 116.1911 33.695 30.1107 38.100 39.99428 USlN 49.315 119.204 38.363 50.51l 110.666 30.791 43.1190 51.49029 CIIIYJU 40.209 39.418 36.262 52.022 31J.802 30.9'J2 41.809 49.0eE30 YOSD 35.619 33.149 31.809 52.691 33.384 29.2511 37.911 36 ... 6331 Sl.NCIION 35.125 34.560 32.617 56.982 32.031 29.058 38.6111 37. 15832 ItOKPO 39. l60 36.366 311.158 55.993 J6.094 30.280 42.162 38.60;l.l KIIANGJO 79.440 89.66B 92 • .2Sii 43.193 105.295 35.679 105.1186 aJ.154)4 CIION.l" 66.984 65.9114 78.488 59.516 80.471 lJ.12!1 16.760 74.67E]5 IRY 40.294 36.211 33. B06 <.2.456 36.646 29.518 39.162 37.9H36 IUJN3AN 40.770 36.021 JJ.516 62.10a 16.402 ]0.315 313.690 )U.27C

N
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (AGE 46-55)
08S CITY JOII INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll

1 SEOOL 191.613 769.39J 539.832 41.605 713.659 2JG. -ILl 924.711 398.2532 OIJONGBO 49.557 41.599 49.634 71.l79 4l. 5 70 36.686 45.399 53.3923 IRCHOR 159.086 158.41)6 123.352 46.091 182.063 62.599 176.892 128.1S~4 l»OCHON 64.081 53.104 60.025 59.096 4!J.687 14.!Jl0 51.161 63.63e5 KIIU(,;I'IItG q9.613 116.5I1q 51.345 60.977 43.129 32. d75 46.105 53. as ~6 AYYANe; 61.683 54.402 60.193 511.756 56.010 40.0S3 55.199 ss. 9:2 31 SONGHA' 66.261 59.506 63.141 56.353 5').986 3a.012 64.550 67.40e8 SOWON 78.114 18.635 99.423 56.521 89.515 52.la9 61.100 101.81S9 CRONCHON 61.598 59.252 75.468 07.686 69.119 44.901 66.211 8~.bJ910 UONJO 113.154 36.089 47.736 142.030 40.996 46.990 43.053 51.42(11 KlNGMOIlt; 46.081 38.779 39.801 121.909 39.1113 33.553 111.165 51.5'H12 TONGUAE 35.224 29.9]1 27.501 124.096 2"1.868 30.119 31.104 311.9Sf1] 'l'AEBAEK 35.589 30.811 1 27.190 126.057 26.311 31.890 30.258 JJ. 13Ci4 CHOHAN 42. S96 34.9]9 45.162 160.ln5 33.916 50.286 36.958 118.58;15 TAEJOY 131.1182 111.ll7 168.1130 83.547 161.272 122.400 145.0011 173.993-16 CHOHGJU 101.1129 88.687 200.123 189.812 102.710 358.916 116.621 282. b5517 CHOHGJU 52.591 111.740 62.2117 623.985 111.199 343.065 118.067 88.03918 CnECBOti 47.712 34.285 34.126 326.671 lI.lll 980409 31.1169 43.74119 ANDONG 43.208 311.451 "0.602 117.068 33.000 'U.515 110.050 ql.8E~20 KIJ!"I 65.578 70.03!! 18.314 9q.627 39.462 36.482 56.123 119.8H21 TARGO 170.272 156.811l 152.731 50.150 213.480 58.161 169.463 1119.49322 POHlHG 86.445 83.116 36.994 81.872 44.330 39.203 55.121 55. 5~E23 KlONGJU 42.231 36.961 38.352 90.IIJQ 44.840 32.568 38.503 52.29024 ULSlN 86.688 82.813 ]9.3111 12.1164 111.583 II 1. 283 61.291 51.45825 PUSAN 250.616 268.8U 1119.750 4q.778 255.2119 6Q.804 276.686 171.15126 CHARGVOM 61.986 76.2111 39.3q4 72.202 52.325 JJ.119 62.220 53.23f27 CRURA! 115.221 4 O. 408 33.786 92.339 3i4.052 .10.062 110.798 112.80328 PUSAN 53.687 51.736 39.5CJO aO.122 41.086 32.!&66 50.142 119.8~129 CRINJO 41.08l Ja.4CJ9 31.856 118.1112 36.] 60 30.Q84 110.688 40. s e 130 IOSO 42.625 /J0.394 }].A9,. 85.333 34.709 31.021 19.7ql q!».oss11 SONCHON 40.028 lb. ]'14 34.320 ~8.656 31.766 30.322 31.8112 114.631:12 "OKPO 51.203 41.0~5 17.568 100.561 ]7.867 ll.085 111.201 49. DO!!]3 KUANGJO 90.1192 85.. ]91 05.631 t4.795 121~469 39.512 10001115 77.91534 CIION.JU 69.069 70.108 86.126 15.728 91.397 39.410 a'.57S 7J.6~O]5 IRI 43.875 ]6.063 ]6.918 115.176 ]5.~41 31.172 ]8.841 113. llll,.]6 KUNSAN H. ,.6a /11.715 36.705 11 ].619 34.002 .32.14B 41.597 !46. 1~ f.
N
N
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (lOW EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND)
OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.H. OVERALL

1 "EDUL 682.172 581.194 519.373 42.374 618.]45 242.1146 796.421 31l.7t92 lJIJOHGBU 5:1.095 48.514 45.947 65.il95 45.866 38.811 49.392 53.5tc3 INCHON 159.291 156.191 111f.429 118.360 110.79] 10.219 165.8CJ6 124.5604 PIICHON 69.371 5·1.196 61.511 63.139 54.458 41.554 55.U5 72.9125 KIIUGIWG 54.563 51.852 52.547 61.649 46.132 31.353 50.106 63. 12 ~6 UYUli 65.1'" 55.955 61.425 61.01'1 58.483 43.9'15 51.110 16. ,,,~1 SONGUAn 68.513 1l2.028 63.062 60.131 60.283 47.086 61.738 11.3911R SUIION 18.881 911 • .160 106.010 61.91' 92.433 54.801 86.748 10B.06C9 CHUHCROH 61.621 !;·5.912 111.626 61.146 7Q.903 117.673 64.221 83. 8~ 110 UOHJU 1&1.318 40.056 51.052 106.301 42.850 115.]33 115.250 51.11411 ItANGHUNG 46.585 39.092 44.018 110.539 H.767 33.965 111.5914 57. 1 ~ 112 TONGUAE 37.531 32.196 29.059 112.621 29.1131 30.125 31.437 37.321113 'l'UBAEK 38.808 32.915 28.810 95.9111 B.551 32.056 31.245 35.651114 CHOIIAH 41.052 41.041 49.892 121.0SQ 38.133 57.093 .q].297 56.66515 TAEJOH 1311.0811 132.719 200.637 100.920 141.649 126.061 159.58c) 2011.76016 CHOHGJU 106.601 104.111 302.1145 296.818 103.223 303.285 106.356 4111. 10f11 CHUHGJU 53.277 III 2. 862 61.981 1110.179 39.063 264.821 118.996 78.43618 CRECDON 4].940 39.156 36.992 J05.0.10 ]1.9110 126.629 37.103 59.14t19 AYDOt'G 44.348 38.522 41.2113 128.682 31~1I62 42.5l19 112.158 51. 2 ~120 KUItI 18.982 72.398 41.214 78.366 40.884 36.399 54.1188 52.06621 TAEGU 157.B51 152.160 136.119 53.1119 1911.970 49.100 171.687 129.05S22 POlliNG 91.459 80.1]6 41.013 70.865 45.956 31.658 51.691 55.53023 KYOHGJU 115.0211 .42.507 40.8112 19.052 4).069 32.666 1l2.076 53.2e324 ULSAN 75.615 311.132 43.933 69.769 '''5.981 37.100 57.600 51. 1 C125 PUSAN 1911.992 192.296 140.1111 115.111 211.&84 511.090 235.431 125.1~~26 CIIANGVON 11.625 1'4.029 43.391 62.6'" 61.973 311.3:J6 63.68c) S3.81121 CHINnAE 42.678 II1. 2:11 35.08J LII.610 35. asl 30.173 41.259 U.14"213 "IASAN 52.346 58.170 41.31;3 70.Q64 411.1111 33.178 .51.102 119.2"C29 CHINJU 411.316 411.255 110.363 11.11111 42.281 31.504 "4.430 45. lei30 YOSU 1I1i.458 42.193 36.614 10.]30 31.544 J 1. '169 40.855 45.11f]1 !lUNCIION 42.495 110.460 ]7.159 80.049 37.072 31.111] 42.260 liS. 38~32 ftOKPO 4B.l09 II 5.131 ]8.859 75.161 4 O. 191 3].162 44.324 116.5~~Jl iU'UG.1lJ lJ2.910 89.265 39.189 61.811 122.169 31. HI 104.81] 11.6e::]II CIIOtlJU 16.198 66.1611 81.016 72.(1'18 85.514 31.903 75.6116 73.679]5 IRT 118.1112 40.32 3 38.510 93.820 37.224 Jl.f>20 !a0.826 41.041136 i(lJNSU 46.811 113.951 38.664 09.319 3'3.215 H.169 44.359 4d. z s 1
l~

N
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SUBJECTIVE CITV ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BV URBAN RESPONDENTS (HIGH EDUCATIONAL BACkGROUND)
OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAlL

1 SlonL 765.713 100.551 1113.362 35.559 592.210 251.11111 623.300 323.01E2 DIJONGBO 1111.128 46.949 46.023 53.160 116. q 12 35. (Hl 41.133 50. 9J 13 IHCnOH 131.029 139.971 115.515 39.515 11&1.012 13.082 154.818 129.05914 pueuolt 66.369 61.9l12 62.142 52.395 53.831 39.226 10.644 61.1!t45 K!lUGItHG 49.183 48.809 53.116 50.111 46.318 37.11112 50.910 59. ge~6 InANG 66.225 59.190 61.136 52.864 58.1103 4l.952 63.524 69.5001 SONGNAlt 65.939 61.581 63.9211 511.519 59.1150 41.726 68.011 ?O.O~E8 SUUOR 85.418 81.103 106.121 56.641 95.861 55.506 95.546 1111.0319 CUONCHON 58.110 55.5011 80.621 11.189 111.919 44.101 69.185 dO. lie!:10 1l0HJU 42.00a 36.366 /11.113 101.150 39.463 39.6lS 112.150 46.HC11 ItANGHONG 43.198 31.509 38.650 04.231 39.510 32.9011 36.928 50.9 es12 TONGBIE JII.562 30.066 28.181 19.036 28.691 29. J25 32.410 33.91013 'lARBIEI{ 35.188 30.960 27.811 75.690 28.141 29.1116 32.931 33.4lt14 CHOIIAN 42.656 36.266 116.601 168.1b7 39.1411 70.1145 42.514 50.14815 'n~JOIi 163.623 143.939 193.838 121.404 172.719 191.781 152.597 192.75016 CIIOIIGJO 1115.490 1011..606 277.531 356.952 121.156 425.766 141.728 291.9E417 CHUHGJU 52.930 114.105 51.465 2111.082 44.898 182.694 51.286 60.2 eel18 CHzcnON 44.151 34.613 37.028 234.622 33.857 101).539 39.720 42.9SS19 ANDONG 40.550 36.143 39.425 105.214 36.813 3d.'n3 42.221 44.52420 KUftI 61.153 59.2]9 40.911 10.233 43.099 33.960 50.0.11 51.431121 'I'Al':GD 158.321 160.323 1'11.0111 41.866 20~.504 51.618 lb2.6E4 151. 7::~22 POlIlHG 13.312 76.103 38.8511 S8.~85 41.0211 ]].900 51.520 54. 11623 KlOHGJD 45.313 43.354 l8.784 63.394 115.214 30.'lJ1 111.966 49.81112/1 nLSlN 69.308 71.023 110.018 56.306 115.081 J).812 54.812 52.5 Ell25 PUSlB 199.317 212.250 161.026 39.885 244.920 55.455 2/15.63/f 169.721126 CHANGUOR 6/1.1427 63.966 112.)01 51.58] 52.066 32.135 57.828 53.23421 CUINIIl! ]6.988 37.739 32.009 53.219 33.839 29.7'" 38.549 4J. 5!:!28 usn 51.552 52. '157 31.996 54.534 "'.312 31.656 43.lilO 52. 54~29 CHINJU II 1.258 42.l15 36.121 58.942 31.921 3n, II 19 42.518 51•.25930 IOSU ae, "'2 36.1"0 33.353 53.907 H.617 29.2311 31.718 3U. 6 Ell31 SUNCHOK 31.495 ]5.158 33.854 56.056 34.286 28.810 36.495 38. e 3S32 !tOKiO 44.711 38.295 35.395 55.968 39.201 30.156 110.725 4J.21::l]] KUIlNGJIJ 84.129 89.581 93.611 46.151 118.303 38.453 98.813 11.11134 CHONJO 66.601 62.932 19.108 59.489 84.155 36.190 79.716 71.818]5 IR! 41. "08 36.196 35.1110 66.986 35.372 29.082 40.565 1I0.6;J]6 ItUNSI" 43.611 40."87 35.178 62.008 36.605 29.q]1I 111.364 41. s sc
N
N
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S~BJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (LOW INCOME CLASS)

OBS CITY JOB iNCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 SEOUL 604.227 518.976 465.040 36.470 691.1121 321.783 778.976 342.9((:2 UIJONGBO 54.356 45.006 51.546 56.112 45.780 35.927 52.855 50.0953 rHCHON 151.692 147.526 128.299 39.1) 17 146.435 65.696 170.322 127.51/j4 POCHON 68.940 53.719 62.180 5J.977 53.828 31.519 61.728 69. 1 So5 KWUlGIU'G 53.069 52.604 55.411 53.] )0 46.183 35.022 62.238 ~1.4596 I\NUlfG 83.668 57.8911 5~.871 53.]03 50.994 11;&.797 69.188 72.11 U1 SOOGNA~ 73.707 67.'l04 68.891] SIl.?68 59.520 41.lS2 74.802 75.25':8 SUIIO!f 86.652 92.161 104.052 50.1)76 89.685 58.873 81.832 'H. 26~9 CnUNCHOll. 59.042 59.652 75.!l49 70.625 16.566 40.997 69.516 l?1.2J:i10 1I0llJII 48.107 37.621 q9.709 111.854 46.431 44.131 45.271 61.24:l11 UHGHUNIJ 48.656 40.679 43.!&51 104.980 42.012 34.338 42.916 Sl.Je212 -rOHGnllE 38.685 32.678 30.119 109.n3 29.020 29.790 33.560 38.5CS13 TAEBAEK 40.780 32.127 29.869 95.841 28.739 31.290 34.094 36.7oe14 CHONAN 46.209 38.508 48.767 130.706 36.034 55.051 41.562 51. SU:15 Tl!JON 136.258 135.186 177.664 C)3.301 170.661 106.290 159.638 215.7 e s16 CHOHGJU 124.561 104.522 279.920 215.593 116.710 313.151 127.798 300.98117 CHUNGJU 50.676 41.6J11 52.000 227.441 42.960 169.116 4&.050 77. Hi18 CHRCIION 43.589 36.101 35.766 249.) 10 33.163 134. !l94 38.133 57.blll19 AHOONG 44.189 H.19S 113.116 109.289 39.199 41.588 41.922 47.1 q 120 KU!H 11.084 64.54:' 39.864 61.212 41.142 ll.llb 48.3011 50. Ot 121 TAEGU 153.893 155.6111 159.180 43.810 225.318 57.048 188.798 140.35:t22 POHANG 107.006 80.768 41.461 56.lI80 q9.814 33.859 54.7411 5q. 6 CE2J KYOHGJU ·45.696 41.407 111.729 58.297 45.492 30.323 39.911 48.4 eli24 ULSAlf 88.808 ·91.8a2 41.254 54.952 46.366 33.624 56.5q5 51. 6~~25 PUSAN 155.283 224.572 1ij~. 719 38. /116 269.161 53.936 222.580 129.0 n26 CHAHGIIOH 85.941 611.50/1 42.559 52.553 60.072 35.503 56.981 5q.22227 CHItHUE 43.404 39.850 .15.187 5/1.751 17.608 30.236 39.765 42." 8428 '151N 56.258 56.108 lIO.63l 55.331 1U.178 33.916 49.880 47.JE129 CHtHJU 4/1.958 411.8B2 112.657 63.346 40.964 ]1.836 44.101 47.98E30 YOSU 41.883 42.729 35.9114 62.60" 37.741 29.880 39.569 43.771l31 SUHCIION II1.530 39.579 36.995 10.210 ]5.810 30.ns 110.696 i&3. 6 ill32 '10KPO 4l1.994 43.3111 40.192 65.590 4\).610 32.002 41.833 48.037J1 KVANGJU 80.322 86.970 91).612 35.565 120.689 41.11]5 87.752 76.585]4 CIIOOJU 66.603 63.595 61\.699 6.2.734 1!I.063 31.006 68.251 se, 43135 I!tI 47.9116 41. n8 31.300 1].552 37.035 29.A38 30.560 41. 2:l136 KUN!iAN 113.30c) 42.4911 )').212 (d.799 37.227 31.7'.JS ]9.915 42. 1 s j
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (HIGH INCOME CLASS)
ous CITY JUB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll

1 S"EOOL 670.681 70 !'I" 182 581.968 35.106 6611.763 338. !I13 567.1183 332. Sf 12 UIJOt'GBO 49.723 "'i.on 1 116.510 48.991 117.4116 112.011 50.253 511.2093 IICHOY 145.188 1611.168 115.184 37.684 173.032 12.929 163.218 11!1. 5 eeII PDCtlON 67.392 60.458 611.328 51.199 51.029 45.510 61.083 71.3345 Klnlf3nHG 118.851 !IS. 219 56.662 50.1120 114.612 38.1101 52.099 64. 2~:i6 ANYANG 55.168 52.410 58.990 55.102 52.203 42.158 51.893 69.33S7 SONGHA'S 64.022 57.116 68.980 55.109 54.01) 47.705 62.073 72.6138 SOllON 96.4711 90.119 111.788 53.156 87.773 58.958 91.235 111.1259 CHURCttON 64.215 58.086 71.139 61.485 73. l711 42.501 65.330 80.5CC10 '''O!IJO 43.187 36.214 44.755 90.046 41. gell 31.823 40.149 46.0" 1... IKA IIGIfOHG qll.1911 37.386 35.613 H.lRO 37.569 33.119 39.380 49.39312 'rONGIIAE 3].371 29.1121 21.419 8].290 28.2OS 29.156 32.108 J3.30::13 T1EBAEK 35.1195 30.1&82 26.952 11.360 28.811 29.215 31.100 32. 4 ~ 1111 CHOHAN 4ll.364 39.537 118.080 152.118 39.003 68.1111 41.120 50. 0 ~~15 UEJOB 118.784 159.520 190.291 130.4113 169.841 18J.333 151.203 215.SES16 CBONGJU 126.825 107.756 251.502 485.015 143.571 1141.267 145.171 3411. II 5:i11 CIlUNGJU 55.1112 44.1116 51.028 268.119 42.966 204.096 48.217 63.51116 CHECHON 116.346 36.977 38.612 235.5211 3l.173 105.218 38.687 "6.42119 ANDONG 40.080 36.085 38.155 86.525 39.900 38.l69 114.392 411.40320 Il:Oft I 48. "611 57.808 110.122 61.901 111.496 32.615 55. l12 SO.6iE21 TAEGU 16".510 172.000 139.125 38.512 21f).801 118.563 1511.596 139.57922 POHANG 68.282 6).954 38.510 56.858 39.131 32.519 511.039 53.9192l KYONGJO 45..668 ~l.99l 38.826 &1.1104 113.5114 29.771 46. l26 45.6511211 DLSlIf 64 .. 240 70.l71 40.220 58.104 43.135 35.088 58.635 50.25025 PUSAN 199.563 214.632 152.513 ]1.1122 286.234 119.562 198.592 163. 81~26 CttlHGWON 60.1118 63.328 42.685 57.623 52.1120 30.388 59.503 50.89;27 CHIHHAE 36.61&1 35.950 31.615 58.589 H.7l] ]0.530 41.084 112.73;28 IUSlN 53.191 60.l18 31.055 511.810 42.276 30.251 46.228 46.901H CHlt:JO 41.4611 40.97" 38.. 585 60.611 3CJ.031 30.565 1111.919 45.815]0 tosu 35.809 3l.829 ]1 ..751 53.5110 35.328 29.535 35.8QQ 31.9 E6]1 SUHC!IOH ]6.832 JII.215 31 ..984 56.8111 ]4.012 26.161 35.920 31.31512 ftOl(PO 110.551 39.1111 32 ..861 52.CJ15 31.710 30.0ll 19.5l0 41.72E33 KIIUGJO 911.5811 96.d93 99 ..603 115.; 02 128.6111 Jl.094 99.236 19.022]4 CHON.IO 6Q.UOIl 73.411 1 72.632 52.S00 05.612 H.820 11.481 72.62£]5 TilT H. 5 J2 H.517 31.902 66.063 34.146 lO.681 38.428 39.84t]6 Kilt/SAN 4].l54 'D.404 32.959 64.020 31. "181 3~.253 39.961 110. dOli
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (INTENDED MOVERS)

CBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 Sf-oUL 151.98'1 518.701 417.959 40.900 803.930 333.364 724.963 ~50. 1 H2 UIJONGBO 50.127 '1'1.349 40.589 68.337 42.121 33.015 45.881 44.4 se3 INCHON 135.266 138.013 111.378 4'}.326 165.332 7'1.7ti9 152.138 128.3334 POCHOH 60. ]25 ')].605 52.143 67.421 53.221 36.533 48.752 63. 29~5 KUlNGISHG 47.250 lI7.9CJ7 50.288 65.109 4/1.322 35.239 47.796 59. 35~6 ANfANG 62.529 56.695 59.067 66.602 5~. 'H 1 31.01'1 59.680 60.7C57 SONGHA" 57.820 61.620 63.4'16 b9.120 56.383 44.819 57.125 69.4138 SOVoy 71.041 84.101 110.557 6'3.573 97.051 55.545 100.569 1111.1e99 CnONCHoS 59.971 57.311 78.008 78.234 80.523 '12.725 67.293 93. a(;410 VoNJU 47.400 41.889 411. 'lao 105.521 4].84] ]CJ.107 '10.868 58.14911 KlNGHUNG 51.211 Q4.590 1U.298 106.'I81l 41.036 34.713 38. CJ83 b7.82C12 TONGUE ]1).133 33.076 2a.838 107.410 30.252 29./127 32.4211 38.85t:13 1'A EBAEK 38.201 35.540 28.266 95.305 29.702 30.051 32.179 ]9.37C14 CHoNAN 49.339 112.591 49.043 12Q.859 313.645 58.871 IU.729 51. 5~C15 TA!JoN laO.233 177.457 188.831 94.890 159.617 161.197 129.]61 181.29116 cnOUGJO 106.662 110.155 3]9.399 285.958 113.036 ]17.766 1211.566 351.98j11 CIIOHGJO 51.242 45.056 55.997 291.893 31.3116 161.960 45.353 ss, II] 118 CHECIION 411.259 41.709 37.688 2]11.919 32.331 112.688 39.1114 119.20819 AHDOHG "0.769 39.937 40.511 96.218 36.1101 39. ]62 11].966 52.97e20 lCUPlt 70.399 70.718 38.223 62.681 II 1. 160 33.939 51 0121 59.09S21 TAEGU 187.857 161.927 138. ]11 49.159 222.425 62.3113 196.760 1116.113422 PoIIlHG 84.205 77.353 ]8.23] 56.861 39.122 lS.277 56.576 62.110123 KYONGJO 119.238 ·44.1J9 38.362 b6.S01 1l2.701 31.691 44.050 60.64C24 ULSA)I 80.628 811.310 43.368 52.306 q5.792 32.933 59.940 61.57::25 PUS All 221.232 221.317 151.1160 43.125 311.173 bl .. 2'11 270.050 140. 4~::26 CHARGIION 74.841 68.639 41.804 52.890 57.654 330880 61.204 54.SSC;21 CHINIIAE 43.284 40.376 32.931 59.522 35.140 30 ..430 41.396 55.09128 'IASAN 118.110 55.181 37.224 57.050 39.584 32.291 44.148 59.52S29 C"~HJO 40.266 41.832 36. ]33 b5.712 37.198 30.243 41.713 55.011]0 YOSU 4~.998 42.107 H.779 60.262 38.458 21"278 39.716 49.65231 SUNCHOlf 39.908 39.672 34.209 &1.'106 36.378 HolDS 19.984 41.1 EC32 ItoKPO 44.398 44.529 35.293 59.915 JQ.70J 30.04b 111.451 49. {,;oS]] KWAl;GJO 110 .. 41/1 9].857 103.992 50.'HIO 137.811 34.)46 103.023 71.9!;Cj)11 CIIONJU AO.132 66.297 92.436 b7.839 88./169 ):Jo~90 96.941 92. H~)5 181 42.959 45.370 ]5.986 16.0611 3'\.594 29 ..007 31.613 Q1.q~E]6 KUNSAN 116.61& 116.630 ]5.:>56 70.128 35.809 30 .. ]52 IIO.SCil 46.01C
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY URBAN RESPONDENTS (INTENDED STAYERS)
OBS CITY JOB I:ICOME ED HOUSE Q.U.f. P.f.R. S.M. OVERAlL

1 :n:OtlL 6]1.316 100.669 H3.J28 39.522 58').108 267.960 765.775 309.51E2 UtJOHGOn 51.782 116.4 IU 55.9J9 60.208 51.246 36.226 50.397 51•• 7 s 1] INCHON 143.951 160.682 129.458 4l.873 159.123 71.754 177.378 128.9 ell" PJJCHOIi 6].220 56.1190 63.318 60.238 52.684 37.251 60.983 sa, 1 4C5 KIIAHG!lHIi 47.547 1i1.8]2 55.5211 56.319 115.736 ]4.909 50.955 54.36f6 \NYAlfG 65.109 511.960 63.nS 6].990 51.091 47.2]9 60.038 67. 31~1 SONG!1A1! 69.604 61.3/J7 66.]47 ~9.146 62.236 4l.11l8 71,.. 845 70.1218 5111WN 'l0.068 9].906 106.226 62.516 101.146 ~9.0Ill 88.]99 119.12E9 CflUUCHON 61J.761 60.015 73.830 15.11S 111.292 41.053 61l.526 80.21310 1l0NJU 1l].42() 36.352 "5.257 106.9 n 39.660 110.050 1J2.655 1l9.01lf11 KANGNDIIG 47.022 37.108 38.1130 88.429 38.880 29.002 1l0.275 In.lH12 TONGIIIIE 35.631 JO.6119 28.625 lJ5.181 28.176 28. 1123 32.091 33. JS e13 TAEBAEK 36.120 30.635 29.111 78.954 27.341 29.828 ]1.1135 32.81514 CRONAN 42.188 34.919 44.635 170.595 35.6 Jl 68.102 39.5"9 49.21815 TAEJON 151.579 129.323 166.680 100.2IJl 165.99/J 130.536 157.059 Hl.ll~l16 CROHGJU 152.333 110.129 250.131 331.597 118.2tU 481.196 "'4.045 323.15817 CHDHGJU 56.933 42.564 56.997 431.819 4].059 256.0'13 52.015 81.73918 CHECHOlf 41.7011 35.882 37.918 260.]10 3].241 103.095 38.191 116.4H1lJ AHDONG 39.801 ]6.5]4 ]9.326 130.]83 35.868 38.. 11)1 42.413 44. 1J 120 KUItI 62. IJ60 59.782 41.232 81.1178 40."411 ]1.964 57 .~65 48.56721 UEGO 160.509 171.1153 11111.963 45.621 199.416 51.475 159.673 1411. ze ~22 POII1NG 76.0116 76.792 38.]29 62.575 46.769 J3.lJ5 55.'119 53.6C"'23 KYOHGJO 44.993 "IU.2111 ]8.811 68.]04 45.971 29.315 40.898 45.2St211 ULSAH 75.608 79. III 9 38.824 64.518 43.811 31.903 55.161 49.91325 PUSAN 212.965 211.5112 15].759 41.527 221.5611 48.122 220.019 178.73E26 CUANGWON 63.l10 61.452 41.809 60.946 54.150 30.195 56.635 S4. If 421 CHIHifAB 41.970 37.1911 32.572 60.101 35.298 26.1J66 39.1110 40.85326 I'IIISAN 56.965 53.681 ]8.439 60.978 .. ].699 29.325 44."51 -n.O/ll29 CHIHJ'J 411.089 39.6]5 36.236 bA.032 38./J00 29.015 42.915 47. 9~C]0 roso 39.956 38.711 ]1.540 60.1121 ]3.571 28.98/J 36.519 39.58231 ~U"CIIO~ 39.995 ]5.558 3lJ.16J 61.A63 ]J.588 lA.l..!!J 36.286 39. iJ7112 ItOKPO 1J5.141 110.613 35.Hl 62.1155 4fl.164 29.031 1l1.208 43. 1 CeJ3 KWUGJU 76.115 84.615 !J0.817 54.]]7 106.16'i 36.661 9].159 76. ge134 CIfONJII 61l.510 66.411 16.]87 6!1.527 B.054 1 r, 622 69.0117 6'1.38!;35 rrr 41.2]8 31.581 ]4.104 76.262 Jo.0]5 213. 'I]] ]8.999 39.6!1 ~H KU"'SIIN IJ2.H23 39.5JO 36.221 70.191 ]6.85'3 29.5/10 ]9.57q /J0.825 N
N
co



SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY THE WHOLE RURAL RESPONDENTS

08S CITY JOB I NCOI£ ED . HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F:R. s.n, OVERALL
1 SP.OOL 513.12 470.49 439.93 32.65 5'14. B1 245.74 509.87 300.292 UIJCHG8U 67.50 49.71 56.80 53.35 54. J 'I 39.22 60.23 59.B83 J:NCHOH 143.11 166. Q7 127.17 36.98 163.61 81.32 155.38 131.90,. i>UCHOH 10.79 57.82 60.38 48.19 59.53 39.10 59.57 64.375 KIlA HGf!NG 57.81 51.19 55.65 1&8.32 54.32 32.49 53.59 56.166 ANYAHG 61.49 58.7] 59.02 49.23 59.67 41.46 58. Ii 6 63~2a1 SONGNA" 66.83 57.62 611.911 48.35 58.68 40.21 60.77 6".338 SUlleN 102.55 90.18 102.31 52.51 86.61 53.81 95.112 101.199 CUOMCUOH 63.55 60.92 62.91 63.211 13.69 ]8.16 68.32 61.6610 IfONJO 5].97 4C.1S 118.13 90.116 1l0.92 37.26 45.56 49.4111 KANGHONG 45.91 38.85 111.72 011.95 38.911 ]1.911 42.02 44.6112 TO!fGHIE JII.68 30.74 29.15 90.:J5 29.01 JO.07 32.61 32.1113 TABUAB/( JII.87 32.13 29.112 88.97 29.15 29.0!J ]2.35 32.0514 COOIIU 53.81 38.03 49.53 115.20 ,.lI.03 12.13 41.04 51.1815 TAEJOH 1711.611 150.88 195.55 109.22 16].114 154.33 16J.29 201.5316 CHOHGJo 252.4', 120.85 299.611 JOO.92 1116.36 1111.72 205.22 308.2817 CfloNGJU 69.10 49.27 611.76 265.42 49.75 154.112 62.94 69.6818 CUECUOH 511.81 37.911 1111.17 216.02 36.69 96.50 411.58 119.8)19 aNDOllG 49.50 39.32 1111.40 116.55 38.113 39.14 411.66 4'1.8820 Iton 59.85 61.12 111.60 60.97 112.97 31.611 52.33 49.1921 'l'AEGU 1111.04 157.34 146.12 39.23 163.58 58.91 155.29 136.5422 POHANG 62.24 10.141 "D.78 57.06 46.96 31.17 52.51 50.7823 KYOHGJU 47.90 113.27 41.50 56.28 "7.21 .10• .,5 42.51 41.3024 OLSAN 58.29 68 ..70 111.83 52.30 4J.12 33.60 58.111 55.552S PUSAN 161.69 230.23 150.50 35.110 214.79 57.73 186.05 141.4826 eHA NGVOR 59.93 15.27 41.84 52.97 58. III 34.3" 62.53 55.8527 CHIHHAF. 42.38 42.41 34.71 51.36 38.00 30.211 39.55 41.1228 HASAN 48.39 58.26 40.35 51.12 lIO. 13 .10.]/1 43.119 41.1729 CHIIUD 46.09 SD.81 41.19 56.17 41). It 9 30.33 44.39 45.73]0 rosu 39.79 110.75 33.70 511.88 33.86 29.61 38.65 40.01131 SUHCHOH 110.42 39.75 34.80 S9.2~ 35.45 29.117 38.12 3e.6112 flO It PO 44.60 qll.35 36.09 60.23 38.58 32.96 4].911 II 5.11:,] KIIANGJO 18.84 101.29 85.53 116.93 104.51 111.02 89.11 80.71.111 CHONJO 64.65 61.117 19.15 ')2.01 R2.48 )1.90 13.30 72.5035 1111 45.25 40.91 38.85 59.22 3b.62 30. II} 39.05 41.0716 KUNSAN 45.85 q~.15 38.01& 57.58 36.98 30.90 43.80 1f~.26

N
N
~



SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (AGE 25 OR LESS)

OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED ItOUSE Q.U.F. P:F.R. S.M. OVERALL
1 SEOOL 386.549 601.985 35].6117 31.1111 579.773 245.574 436.166 1103.3242 UIJOHGBO 60.121 116.891 52.6111 411.252 50.151 31.183 55.089 56.4 e 13 tHCIIO" 132.854 187.6511 135.1166 31.359 180.]82 17.685 187.934 149.3114 PUCHO" 71.842 61.184 66.121 48.623 59.121 38.. 005 61.728 68.20£5 KUlIlGftllG 52.2811 "8.8116 59.961 46.607 51.439 3].275 511.589 55.11;6 lnUii 68.881 62.858 66.142 119.806 65.890 43.238 63.042 76.1417 SONG!fAft 83.909 66.0111 68.635 116.909 70.. 4311 41.423 611.502 13. 5~ ~8 SUVOH 1011.737 92.1]11 98.991 118.835 93.. 120 63.892 97,,768 103. 3C 1') CIIUtfCRON 111.949 58.902 62.727 58.403 75 ..083 36.000 72.S34 63.30t:10 WO~JO 48.691 38.396 39.081 81.756 37.811 36.451 43.046 116. 4 ze11 RANGRUNG 116.086 31.835 110.960 18.1)42 39.:&64 31.938 46.148 43. 9 s 112 TOlfGHAB ]1.716 29.502 30.019 77.382 28.481 29.854 31.450 32.5901] TAEBAEK 38.415 31.031 2~t.598 76.8311 29.240 29.740 32.805 31.41114 CHOHlH 53.666 36.0H 1111.668 1811.11&5 40.. 421 62.883 '13.132 il1.0E~15 UEJON 212.035 159.117 21<).126 1311.598 16].574 178.031 1.111.604 185.58916 CHONGJIJ 229.800 116.455 25:l.1011 1114.299 115.012 41'1.7110 183.693 ::56.3;317 CHOtfGJU 51.911 119. 1'11 5il.979 262.]]9 50.106 135.310 51.1 ]5 69.63118 CUECHON 52.402 35.556 311.094 116.116 34.185 89.5911 112.138 45.0"919 ANDONG 48.400 35.753 4!i.004 105.133 311.119 31.1106 115.421 42.0.,S20 If uar 58.50& 62.318 4].606 54.616 43.389 3 .....33 56.563 117.98 ::21 TAEGU 162.100 16008911 14"1.966 JQ.l21 167.1114 19.245 154.806 120.22922 POlIlNG 611.316 611.995 39.541 52.918 44.861 31.506 54.211 53.01le21 KYOHr.JO 50.328 .411.653 41>.666 511.6111 52.611 31.356 42.161 45.06924 IJLSAH 60.043 68.556 115.1175 119.Q11 111.911 33.352 66.195 59. 0 1~25 PUSAN 169.664 226.552 134.076 35.311& 250.533 51.266 170.41&5 162.0 1s26 CH1NGIIO !I 66.919 79.503 44.082 51.331 58.016 30.161 64.012 52.61221 C)HHHAE 41.167 40.698 .111.499 55.108 38.811 29.669 38.016 /41.1l4E2A ~'••;AN 52.613 59.. 200 42.1172 511.JII6 411.191 31.925 116.919 52. 72~29 CIU1iJU 45.880 116.116 II1.112 61.536 38.1111 29.115 IIl.183 qll.71530 YOSU 39.915 34.9l5 33.192 59.2911 33.1136 29.001 J7.425 31.113~31 SO~{CHON 39.305 36.599 35.38B 61.4011 ]11.751 29.4111 35.962 36.10532 :'!",KPO 411.610 39.969 33.841 63.62q 31.092 32.116 1I0.93q 110. 2 II~]] KPo ANfi.l1J 79.11110 9/1.958 89.150 113.893 10 O. ~82 38.903 81.618 69. b ~ Ii]11 CIIIlN.111 M.l03 58.129 12.941 119.457 70.513 ]9.139 62.9911 66.1(;235 IRr ')0. 263 37.1159 35.390 61.533 35.818 29.'1'lJ 38.180 31.941]6 KIIN~A;: 111.3111 40.061 31.606 51.111'1 34.5811 30.91)11 39.909 ]'J. ~2S
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SUbJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES M> PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (AGE 46-55)

OBS CITY JOB INCOI£ ED HOUSE Q.U.f. P.f.R. S.M. OVERAll
1 SROnt. 513.404 462.611 449.196 31.192 583.313 303.126 511.407 281.6H2 UIJOflGDU 61.104 55.058 56.442 62.955 60.021 38.192 10.767 70. b 103 II/CIION 131.574 146.1100 1111.822 41.825 144.528 11.943 169.615 128.6084 PIICHOR 66.490 56.480 58.080 511.953 51.846 41.012 66.9/16 13.711e5 KHIlNG"HG 51.044 52.854 54.519 50.730 49.506 32.875 55.1QJ 62.17C6 ANtANG 58.b15 51.422 55.178 52./1111 52.382 31.219 63.1 '17 05.0 :J71 30HGNA" 59.669 56.521 60.957 53.699 51.716 39. 110 64.910 70.HE8 SOWON 99.189 81.1UQ 107.747 61.5]6 89.793 50.969 95.125 95.02119 CHUNCRD!I 61.390 55.850 66.110 75.131 611.601 39.352 75.963 54.39£10 UONJU 66.480 41.315 60.554 97.044 47.641 /12.511 55.313 53.511 111 KAHGHUHG 46.1)97 43.444 110.908 17.794 38.471 31.935 41.5Q6 42.1 f212 TONGUAB 33.381 32.529 29.261 88. '121 29.700 30.813 34.493 Jl.6C21.1 THDAEK 33.388 32.985 29.832 83.322 29.61J 30.662 34.695 32.11131'4 CDOHAN 54.360 U.3'35 SR.l33 203.443 42.311 69.258 55 .. 101 55. ge415 TIBJOH 161.918 156.064 191.306 107.588 151.319 158.118 111.6111 191.01jQ16 CHONGJn 314.159 lH.265 412.561 304.314 115.281 412.084 209.313 340.69111 C'HU!lGJU B4.152 55.190 82.3111 286.310 511.286 171.589 66.807 84.532111 CHECHON fi4. 152 42.175 60.291 259.1116 111.396 93.464 53.500 58.32E19 UDONG 52.l12 113.992 44.861 121.01t8 39.25" 4~i. 1123 49.127 44. SSE20 KD!II 60.077 61.328 4].194 65.025 119.011 311.080 55.217 48.2141121 TAEGU 127.440 165.178 117.956 44.301 160.161 Sfl.1I43 141.383 13).0~122 POHANG 60.914 72.092 45.515 61.210 46.931 H.268 5).955 53.49123 KYOffGJU 116.990 '48.014 Ill. 531 60.566 48.028 29.970 111.541 116.7Si24 ULS1H 55.6112 E19.188 45.096 58.967 42.478 31.4115 511.968 511.85125 PUSAN 130. U96 2111.358 129.549 39.192 182.963 51.169 1611.2111 163.31026 CHUGHON 59. b40 j r l . 91l 7 45.933 60.569 64.5411 34.951 62.586 ~7. 4SC27 CHIHlflE 40. ~125 Q5.230 36.983 53.317 40.250 30.513 112.811 114.251128 "IlSAH 45. CI74 59.31&2 39.513 54.605 42.817 31.045 49.1211 52.4Ci429 CHINJO 46.915 ss, 66 5 '12. II 82 61.440 H.086 30.6'15 50.3111 50.6 Sf10 YDSU 41. (1711 /jI9.4011 35.277 60.518 35.093 29.240 41.511 411.51/131 SUI/CRON 111.1'17 411.26/1 ]6.8119 66.559 ]6.1139 29.164 42.571 41.147l2 ftOItPO /17.560 48. J!)2 38./106 64.004 39.861 35.979 41.326 48. H 13.1 KVAtIGJU 81.987 102.660 16.025 53.697 104.152 41.818 88.381 80.123311 CHONJU 69.419 10.901 12.622 61./105 83.394 39.222 7/1.011 n.SH35 JRl 115.808 51.9211 40.710 63.606 41.469 30.066 45.658 /lti.3JIl]6 KONSA!! 41.938 53.20J H.145 !l6.H7 39.6 J6 31.221 lui .J03 45. ~IjJ
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SUBJECTIVE CITV ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BV RURAL RESPONDENTS (lOW EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND)
08S CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERAll

1 SEOllL 570.698 468.961 454.005 3l.625 49l1.271 239.194 543.152 276.0JE2 UI.lONGDIJ 68.496 119.580 60.]91 56.811 53.721 38.042 62.719 65.1903 INCROH 1115.070 155.771 129.,;42 36.650 150.115 85.480 161.197 136.393II PUCHotl· 69.395 52.164 60.460 ..8.830 59.114 31.236 57.61'9 62. Ole5 KUAHGKHIl 55.443 50.~19 57.328 47.657 56.443 32.391 51.350 54.91lt6 A1fUNG 62.486 57.155 60.069 47.7110 61.067 4 O. 945 56.066 59.5977 SONGHA:' 61.11 10 54.858 62.762 10.640 5'3.493 41.715 59.231& E4. 3 ~(8 SUVON 101>.316 88.920 104.700 52.~68 87.263 49.022 91.317 98.7SC9 CHUHCHON ~8. 530 63.639 62.411 63.730 71.292 36.870 65.558 54.95C10 WONJU 5).542 39.023 53.1104 8'3.721 45.973 ]7.701 117.823 51.0f:!11 UHGHONG 41&.601 38.222 42.863 76.176 38.674 33.930 41.239 43.014012 TO!lGOU: 33.225 30.859 29.151 87.653 28.769 30.959 32.238 32.09113 T1P.BAEK 31.221 31.006 29.861 80.589 28.606 30.339 31.735 32. J3~111 CRONAN 51.012 40.121 47.906 183.635 42.595 72.997 111.812 51.10915 UEJOH 178.711& 150.159 185.3011 109.A02 161.889 156.998 166.872 199.71E16 CHOllGJU 254.082 112.201 289.070 211.309 165.164 383.796 198.118 216. J ae11 CIIDHGJU 68.725 51.026 10.222 289.596 51.010 160.01&0 65.069 67.10218 CHECUON 53.153 38.581 46.510 256.088 36.691& 10J.691 41&.51&3 55.11119 "MDOMG 49.456 38.6/10 45.823 114.10) 10.153 39.351 45.985 44.64120 KOru 58.1&96 51.5]1& U.818 67.136 1&11.631 31.689 50.690 50.79021 TAEGO 124.535 156.353 147.011 38.966 161.017 53.005 156.859 140. 9 I! II22 POHANG 58.109 66.614 44.061 59.991 116.421 31.4112 51.512 51. lIIe23 KYONGJU 45.1169 .45.392 40.949 57.883 41.331 29.345 39.775 111.41;24 UtslN 58.586 65.146 42.542 55.381 110.913 32.948 55.560 50.31142'i PUSAN 159.70a 217.619 149.91111 35.522 215.097 59.001 196.455 141.96826 CIIUGWOM 59.514 15.534 41.589 51.609 5=1.858 36.339 58.205 56. 53~27 CHINIJAE 112.013 IIl.0113 35.141 51.089 36.619 30.562 39.938 42.614 J28 "AS AN 46.1191 57.368 110.463 49.322 39.136 30.4113 42.782 48.691129 CHIMJU 1&1.365 52.1186 42.841 56.166 110. 111 5 30.796 41&.555 45.82~]0 YOSU 39.669 113.068 34.812 52.661 34.503 29 •.111& 38.781 42.51C31 SIINCHON 39.738 110.621 35.914 55.200 36.498 H.610 38.991 39.9 C632 "Oil: PO 41.580 115.986 39.0113 59.212 31.995 33.011 45.867 46.81l::33 KWAHGJIJ 8l1.41&6 102.6]2 0C).901 50.115 96.501 39.648 95.877 82. 'lI,e]q CI!ONJU 63.941 68.965 17.521 51.132 11.630 36.392 14.349 14.63135 IPI 113.527 ltl.15J 39.206 56.780 36.992 30.'165 38.863 1&2. !lei35 rUM SAN 47.115 117.1!)1 37.912 51.134 H.066 )0.278 41&.201 42.62 J
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (HIGH EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND)

OBS CITY JOB INeOttE ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERALL
1 Sf,OUL 411.360 768.637 1118.927 311.051 104.914 131.864 552.865 365.8542 UIJO!fGBO 62.280 ~3.049 52.754 53.872 57.540 IU.666 65.342 61.1113 INCHON 140.249 220.993 134.130 38.201 201.993 91.297 1511.1123 137.0514 ?/ICUON 67.497 611.970 58.034 "9.185 55.668 39.981 63. II69 70.21E5 KIlI\NG!tNG 55.715 51.198 53.810 51.636 48.222 31.991 60.968 53.7St6 ANYANG 62.920 61.665 53.258 !J2.0811 53.188 ]9.715 64.566 66.2·11 17 ~ONGNA" 68.822 61.38] 61.270 50.281 56.9811 40.a7B 66.972 63.71&38 SIHION 112.509 96.2i1l 102.971 55.196 85.055 61.327 96.661 111.015q CHtlNCIION 8].198 65.218 63.721 67.648 91.401 42.307 73.131 1 t, 90B10 1l0llJO 51.325 42.910 112.031 91.0U3 H.761 110.016 41.881 115.93911 KANGNUNG 42.266 38.393 37.994 80.194 39.279 31.651 40.426 113.711112 TOHGnAE 32.908 30.152 28.777 93.487 30.054 30.941 32.109 30.6SE13 T I El!A RK 33.806 32.279 28.554 0:'.794 30.511 31.300 32.312 30.85914 CROHAN 47.163 39.524 48.461 187.621 112.226 02.200 44.951 119.41::15 TAEJOti 1811.967 133.259 192.054 136.219 163.203 195.722 152.136 175.01:l16 CnOHGJU 201.485 123.600 288.850 440.252 133.594 401.314 158.079 302.53211 CHUHGJU 61.200 50.099 57.221 267.807 46.894 114.219 51.190 11.8Q'j19 CHEcnOM 53.031 37.48/1 45.112 118.670 36.800 99.728 45.208 116.27~19 UDONG 44.96] 38.813 42.555 110.025 35.832 In.826 43.112 42.9H20 KU!lI 56. 101 19.821 411.015 63.412 42.1511 31.2117 55.5611 116.3 SE21 TAEGU 162.540 206.005 148.212 41.086 181.580 69.910 157.095 139.86922 POHANG 57.908 66.108 37.783 53.1119 41.1198 30.533 52.356 4b. BEl13 KYONGJO 48.318 .U.'146 41.395 58.034 II8.297 31.841 46.169 43.14124 ULSAH 55.178 70.257 38.324 '15.505 It 5. 236 ]4.272 60.152 50.69225 PUSAN 162.234 2]8.606 143.351 36.698 239.428 .54.981 141.244 176. 6~126 CHANGVON 60.842 7ft.439 47.408 52.902 6l.069 30.575 51.819 54.78227 CIfIIIIIAE 40.519 45.313 JIf.669 53.0112 39.349 30. J06 l8.808 39.87 ::28 "ISAN 42.662 69.13 3 43.349 50.586 4iJ.1I52 H.898 1111.557 111.75329 CHIHJO 42.8511 41.842 40.556 52.506 42.101 30.107 42.9911 43.95030 YOSU 36.590 38.900 lJ.Olll 60.001 35.923 30.!U 1 31.879 35.711631 SOMCIIOH 36.641 38.350 34.601 60.711 36.120 30.441 3fl.655 35.40112 ",OKPO 40.030 43.515 35.117 58.341 41.667 32.194 112.111 40. 81~Jl KWANGJO 66.739 100.118 93.111 44.554 127.130 40.456 60. II57 ss. 9 EF.34 CIION.1U 63.1108 61.1S6 94.869 56.115 106.239 39.215 11.722 71.0:!t35 Iftl 41.540 41.823 "0.535 1:3.889 3 'J. 536 30.040 42.119 30.368J5 KUN5~:1 4 r, 596 4].242 33.8811 ~9.b51 31.621 30.026 1f1f.7111 31.1U
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (LO~' INCOME CLASS)
oas CITY JOB INCOI£ ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.M. OVERALL

1 SEOUL 421.011 552.610 310.1114 35.871 1122.1194 199.639 ]66.375 460.8f42 UIJOYGOfl 62.355 50.910 60.097 55.100 52.888 35.805 65.649 63.8511] INCIIOR 111 1.900 152.212 135.821 40.942 152.931 61.6b6 152.441 143.611 14 PUCHON 12.101 55.262 55.1191 51.051 51.6111 38.819 58.196 69.02115 KIUHGftNG 54.32/f 48.543 55.258 118.1911 51.811 36.2711 53.2118 60.5906 ANYA!fG 65.161 56.6'51 51.118 50.239 54.991 "6.131 58.151 sa.ace1 SONG"!1t 65.232 54.199 62.013 49.150 53.1115 45.316 66.988 13.1738 ~OIlOM 90.771 81.06a 100.054 52.333 88.058 4d.175 98.320 88.11119 ClIlJHCnON 65.397 63.132 65.003 65.915 13.612 39.333 10.0118 64.8 e 110 VONJU 61.115 42.002 51.1113 9:i.511 39.840 111.111 41.461 50.11'111 KANGHONG 41.958 41.204 44.570 05.898 38.754 32.913 114.716 4b. 67112 TONGlllE 36.748 32.138 31.591 102.201 29.650 32.108 33.658 33. 6~11] TAEBAEK 37.221 33.112 JO.971 102.31<} 29.601 31.931 33.851 33.71 II111 CHONIN 55.288 40.621 50.906 166.591 42.813 17.513 51.1175 6U.02415 TAEJON 192.664 151.55/1 199.580 66.825 163.391 184.561 171.053 214.81116 CROHGJO 275.816 131.757 l08.l]3 169.644 182.564 411.949 215.031 491.30117 CIIONGJD 61.423 52.806 68.354 320.4]1 5]." 82 169.ll3 6q.621& 10.5"5111 CHECHON 55.883 39.532 52.12~ l31.768 41.038 112.515 IIg.171 56. DEe19 ANDOKG 56.654 40.125 118.018 lQO.0,.9 41.966 45.983 49.231 118.Ole20 KU'fI 68.666 65.192 114.396 711.390 4l.918 H.315 58.221& 51.511121 TAEGU 143.671 144.922 141.906 43.5117 15'6.9118 ~6.210 nO.8]8 136. see22 POHANG 71.708 76.621& 47.224 69.680 49.1126 33.814 55.1l80 52.5112J KYONGJU 49.953 .115.293 45.341& 70.821 4,}.113 31.19ft '13.940 48. IIsc24 lJLSiN 13.086 63.890 50.456 59.300 44.1116 35.140 62.482 56.113"25 PU~AH 162.144 238.0ll lb4.510 39.898 170.437 57.890 159.691 1111.7 a26 CHARGIIOH 12. 171 82.7911 118.512 65.2011 5q.891 l5.015 58.825 58.931121 CHIHHAE !l1l.838 43.7'14 41.585 64.696 111.754 32.760 111.563 47.16021J K1SAN 5].985 57.980 116.2311 61.294 41.664 32.822 51.67" 50.6'"29 CHIH.lO 118. ]33 50.101 43.828 f.5.512 42.108 31.443 45.953 51.8UJ() YOSU 1l].699 42.091 ]6.832 66.568 34.285 31.2l3 42.556 42.47831 suscaos 43.074 39.52" 39.1111 68.1113 35. a44 30. liS:.! 40.685 40. II C132 rtoKPO 45.310 411.558 IU.735 11).121J 37.356 33.321 114.853 1I11.31C3J iUIANGJU 91.783 9].5011 81.234 55.l85 95.328 38.144 89.424 85. t, ~ 1]IJ CIIONJU 14.062 65.471 75.641 b 1. 136 91.901 36.364 78.6 J3 7!",.S1"J35 In£ '15.358 41.011 "'.49j (,3.014 38.169 31.1134 40.549 U. f, 3!1{) KUNSAN 50.687 43.146 42.115 b 1.740 110.326 32.110 45.461 q3. e rs
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (HIGH INCOME CLASS)

OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.". OVERALL
1 SF:OUL 462.146 394.758 414.325 32.687 495.685 2911.117 423.586 ~58. 8512 t1IJOHGnU 71.811 50.712 64. nl 63.984 45.904 112.950 71.653 53. /I 1E3 INcnON 1118.302 210.315 121.335 35.826 1116.823 911.278 157.655 115.3E24 PUCHOH 67.923 60.360 61.530 51.001 51.270 34.939 61.7111 6]. b9C5 IOIlNG!!NG 56.202 48.11]3 54.316 55.802 48.915 31.1}42 59.081 511.69~6 AIlYlNG 66.3]8 55.100 57.818 56.326 51. JIll :'0.913 57.US SS.44::7 50NGU!t 10. ]53 55.1)58 57.022 51.069 51.162 44.542 63.426 62.1229 SUWON q9.552 85.9011 113. 46~ !i8.1.l1 911.676 5:'.786 103.802 91.4369 CIIUNCUON 63.651 51.1911 58.00B 11.959 83~397 39.159 66.3eo 62.12:t10 WOHJO 56. U55 110.284 47.137 93.110 42.087 39.098 50.166 SO. 9 4~11 KUlGRUNG II1.315 31.980 38.121 70.1111 36.206 30.256 37.298 42.811e12 TONGHlE 31.301 30.1101 26.530 81.153 20.102 28.318 30.710 31.4Cl13 TlEOAEK 31.1]3 31.509 27.041 77.na 2>1.2110 27.9611 30.1161 31.191111 CHOHAN 51.051 36.9]3 117.711 175.133 lIa.160 73.129 116.230 52. sae15 TA!JO;' 1115.318 '''7.985 178.380 129.200 166.352 155.255 186.559 429.01516 CIIONGJU 220.701 106.656 329.585 11116.1191 179.218 386.920 2112.6110 314. 3:t~17 CIIUNGJn 9".529 53.290 78.779 3311.251 56.1189 157.851 61.583 88.8lE18 CHECIWN 62.783 36.882 48.6"0 192.]87 39.557 99.690 51.2118 ~9. 8C319 AflDONG 45.323 35.191 112.054 90.373 38.853 33.3"7 42.4113 114.36520 KOItI 52.468 50.IIU 37.635 59.160 41.001 29.531 50.916 116.1 !ill21 TARGO 125.789 183.201 123.095 39.3911 n5.179 116.935 124.835 U1.lIt422 POUANG 49.930 51.569 38.056 52.754 119.327 29.615 119.010 48.20323 ItlOHGJU 40.956 43.261 36.293 50.18!1 119.603 28.935 111.532 11).10::24 OLS1N III}. 838 61.951 40.971 49.523 45.724 29.500 111.1181) 50.53325 PUSIN 1112. tl5'! 241.1170 127.300 311.493 209.023 119.:&14 125.126 iss, 8~i26 CHlN'lIiON 53.3811 61.604 39.883 46.924 59.946 31.668 59.756 511.711 127 CIlIIIIIA P. 38.758 112.666 32.803 112. ]]0 37.b10 H.531 31.653 .. 1.33128 lASAIl II 1.878 ~7.150 36.350 "'.54] 31. or )8 2«). SilO 111.266 116. at!:29 CHItfJU 111.901} 52.0l0 ]9.205 "5.027 1I0.'}70 28.926 113.895 411.5213() YGSU l6.688 :a".112 32.099 115.50B H.7111 27.710 36.748 3B.59"11 5UIfCU,ON 31.133 113.702 32.271 ~1.655 36.406 2A.~'J2 36.966 31.811~32 'tOIfPO 110. J211 117.397 .13.631 511.0112 41.203 J3.1111 40.365 112. gil!:II KilAIfG.1U 61.119 101...73 69.232 46.162 96.056 43.9411 77.258 711.183]11 CHOU.IU 51.309 68.181 10.119 56.053 78.368 37.5]11 69.920 re. 7 3~35 UI II 3. 220 113.A8tJ 38.144 51).209 31.6811 28.133 40.262 115.sa36 I(U!ISkN !I1.051 49.t81 35.0211 58.371 3q.~OIl 29.750 411.0211 113.311
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (INTENDED MOVERS)

OBS CITY JOB JNCOHE ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.H. OVERAlL
1 :i£OUL 215.525 .H8.51)8 4t16.552 20.201 655.340 301.226 661.537 ':63.3 :n2 IJIJONG8U 45.262 37.15] 45.738 46.015 4].738 29.81R 41.337 55. II123 INCnOI 139.981 166.916 1311.669 34.481 160.743 85.30l 14].610 135.6JE4 PUCHON 82.665 48.137 53.268 49.886 511.505 ]2.480 60.592 75.0635 KlllUlGftaG 56.962 112.968 49.193 48.7111 54.122 29.211 50.0&9 60.]eE6 A'fYlHG 65.374 511.616 57.267 55.714 52.451 J9.J44 54.911a 14.lE~7 SOUGHA" 71.245 51.572 53.1190 51.11:0 49.&96 42.552 56.820 70. HS!j SUIION all. "06 80.230 98. III6 48.142 86.033 51.839 86.250 115.3549 CIIDHCHOIf 51.1191 511.698 64.917 50.290 81.1159 29.b2b 6').928 59.41510 1I0NJO 11".984 36.]53 35.158 11.5911 ]9.337 32.1135 41.918 4q. 7 55. 11 KAHGNO!f1; 35.7811 35.1183 111.910 8l.6~5 4/1.921 27.133 42.0S8 45.11112 TONGHAE 35.962 27.306 28.312 87.150 ]0.691 27.862 32.636 31. lE913 'l'l Eel EK 3;!. 936 27.778 28.452 69.9)q 29.~61 29.052 31.281 H.6f:014 ClIONAH J~'. 785 30.021 38.1129 201.972 41.673 61.47a 43.063 112.6qJ15 n~.lOIll 15d.37d 125.558 1011.213 90.69'1 185.076 164.386 11111.552 135.501116 CHONGJO 196.319 9].682 211.817 lOll. 1617 1511.510 IU 8. 00 1 212.119 J89.41117 CIIUIIIGJU 41.120 31.1155 51.311 1I02.~66 47. q·2J 156.1111 54&841 58. 1~110 CIIBCHO!f 41.013 30.932 40.900 197.141 3q.~03 70.933 38.221 110.II7~19 IlNDONG 1111.150 33.259 48.999 109.117 liS. ~83 38.500 50.1115 41.02720 ItU!'!! 50.214 84.849 35.559 116.301 115. f.IS2 29.11q6 511.889 44.411521 TAEGU 123.366 122. q611 180.538 33.510 2U.758 63.0115 159.161 1118.601422 POIIANG 65.637 64.178 37.968 49.587 49.2:11 26.H6 112.511 114.81'523 KIONG.JO lA.293 3].611 38.639 "".922 49.087 26.92& 38.361 110.516211 OLSAN . 64.472 119.252 IU.756 42.277 II7.140 31.191 58.797 52.13f25 PUSAN 178.538 183.802 28'l.SS] ]0.20R 281.1107 81.510 256.531 1~6.6"f26 CHAlfGIION 66.909 99.002 .ltl.310 45.628 51•.198 30.]]1 511.258 50.12921 COINnA! ]5.621 1111.459 32.801 49.151 43. q 811 28.032 36.] 26 41.61528 USAN 59.63J 16.921 41.934 51.812 119.500 32.228 44.301 57.IHJ29 CIiINJU .18. 111 49.652 41.4011 48.271 45.065 28.291 44.013 57.914]() YOSO 34.6111 .17.199 29.18J 41.654 33.5115 l6.]07 ]5.639 31.901131 SOiiCHO!f ]5.508 35.409 .1 1. 1& 97 45.518 30.877 28.365 34.464 1I0.6ej32 :10KPO 4,!.671 35.271 ]0.651 52.081 37.995 28.411 34.836 31. 62~3l KVANGJIJ 65.725 15.265 95.261 ]6.!i65 142.948 44.112 95.238 1'.398]11 cnoe.m 10.112 45.910 tlO.OA!l 54.9n 92.989 ]11.261 69.967 S8.n315 lSI 4],.021 32.914 J7.843 55.1]6 31.862 26.285 14.766 J).644116 KU~!HlI 110.194 ]9.575 40.192 51.596 34.18] 21l.241 36.166 37.01:1;
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY RURAL RESPONDENTS (INTENDED STAYERS)

OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE Q.U.F. P.F.R. S.H. OVERAll
1 SEOUL 41l.559 470.299 518.776 l2.507 558.108 242.522 499.335 ~64. 1112 UIJOHGBO 71.270 52.976 63.111 59.893 51.092 44.211 69.889 61.063J INCROH 139. ]75 182.292 122.060 36.680 1112.3811 93.~J10 1114.150 128.831II PUCUON 10.085 52.936 6].045 48.175 55.618 36.154 5PI.666 55.31C5 KWANGnHG 56.627 51.938 53.3113 IIb.801 51.203 31.212 5'1.628 111. ~426 AHtlNG b5.182 55.989 59.429 111.432 59.222 39.549 55.637 52.05~7 SONGHA! 61).820 56.108 63.062 46.9311 54.110 31.594 60.480 55.1fl8 SUVON 100.992 84.608 99.064 50.988 95.016 48.153 95.631 90. oa~l) CIIOIICUON 611.550 65.224 58.4n 51.426 10.627 37.092 611.238 ~6. 19710 IlO!fJU 59.922 42.315' 52.qOl 80.557 4l. 7 13 38.828 4~). JS9 4B.4es11 KANGHONG 41l.759 41.015 42.694 14.101 31.510 33.261 42.385 42.5fill12 TONGUAY. 34.814 32.201 28.919 Bd.215 28.1100 29.619 31.691 30. U9611 TAEBAEK 34.270 32.920 28.709 66.437 211.038 29.956 31.122 30.611f111 CHOHAN 61.160 42.484 48.813 116.500 1111.1103 61.118 49.,070 41.5CjE15 TAEJOH 156.130 125.251 165.117 125.532 150.313 125.138 115.5011 236.52416 CHOHGJlJ 2lJ6.643 110.836 262.693 316.617 149.03/l 1105.921 218.,3111 269.4Jf11 CHUNGJO 85.653 52.148 14.583 319.916 51.566 141.520 66 .. 830 68.18418 CUECRON 12.331 42.008 45.518 304.537 31.6911 91.0ao 119ft 191 52.9SCle} AHDOHG IIC).200 '".060 43.285 102.403 38.801 39.H6 42.,1J9 4:'.211120 Ktl'nI 55.420 65.l01 31).531 63.912 111.372 31.J1I6 53.IIOS 52. 2 3~21 TAEGU 131.100 151.134 162.288 37.999 113.9112 56.753 135.,963 1110.4E322 POHlH'.O 58.310 72.115 40.1113 57.930 44.213 31.552 51 ..016 50.16221 KYOYGJU 49.234 .46.838 40.191 58.153 46.439 29.595 40.,819 116.4EE211 ULSlH 54.634 76.155 110.388 54.1)51 39.199 33.1152 55.,6116 59. 5~32'i PUSAN 151.7113 311.600 156.368 )).113 214.152 66.207 180.,511 141.9E42fi CHANGIfON 56.622 91.460 112.909 56.492 bO.266 ]4.138 58,,159 57.21621 CUIHHA! 39.927 117.216 311.246 47.9111 36.317 29.148 38.,463 39. S53213 usn 411.403 58.2311 37.893 48.180 36.914 29.921 112,,015 48.1a29 CHlJIJU 45.062 !i8.'i56 40.015 53.181 37.960 31.293 420316 47.31S30 YOSO 39.191 41.155 33.639 50.158 32.616 2q.133 31 ..811 40. 5~ E31 SURCIION 39.502 41.955 15.992 5l.979 311.093 29.603 31.866 39. SEeJ2 ~OKPO 141.029 48.394 36.:135 54.669 35.910 37.882 1111.406 119.21153J !(1I~Nr.JU 11.891 98 • .1"7 65.930 "9.685 93.126 41.685 A5.3111 1J9.9 32]4 CIIONJII 61).958 til}.1l411 !J'i.5b5 :il.6111 l/i.l51 37.39~ 12.580 tll.SS::15 IJlI :n.l00 41.152 .11.'319 51.153 35.164 29.5)7 1I1.8q2 43. 2 ~ ~16 !(n!fSA" 115.788 119.758 16.090 119.1159 3!).4B5 29.274 41 011112 !ll. II,!:q
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SUBJECTIVE CITY ATTRACTIVENESS SCORES AS PERCEIVED BY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS (CH'ONGJU HIGH SCHOOL)

OBS CITY JOB INCOME ED HOUSE O.U.F. P.F.R. S.H. OVERAll
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