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ABSTRACT

The study investigated the population migration nexus in three locations of varying population densities in south east Nigeria.  From the background of limitations of generalizations on migration coupled with the attendant demographic dynamics there is the need to periodically examine the population-migration links with a view to understanding how they relate to contemporary realities. Demographic data was obtained from 40 households from three communities of different population densities.  Data was subjected to econometric analysis.  Results show that in the medium population density community, age and occupation are significant determinants of migration. Being positive, the age variable tends to confirm the a priori expectation that migration is age-group selective.  In all the communities, with different population densities, the more females relative to males in a household, the less the rate of migration.  This tends to show that migration is gender-selective. Educational level in the three locations is inversely related to the rate of migration.  This finding is inconsistent with the popular conception that migrants consist of educated people.  The shifting sands of population migration nexus make periodic examination of relevant issues for contemporary policy direction imperative.  
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INTRODUCTION
Population refers to both all the people living in a specified location and the number of such inhabitants (www.answers/population, accessed 16th May 2007). It is not just numbers but more importantly all the people constituting specific race, class or group in a particular area.

Nigeria’s population has increased from 55,770,056 in 1963 to 88.99 million in 1991 (NPC 1991) and estimated to about 128 million (CIA 2005).  The estimated growth rate of Nigeria’s population is variously put at 2.3% (CIA, 2005) and 3.8% (ECA, 1990). Eastern Nigeria had population of about 25,625,036 as at 1991 and a land area of approximately 7,861,200 ha. This implies that the East represents 21.8% of Nigeria’s population but occupies 8.5% of the total land area.

Population density refers to the number of inhabitants in a specified jurisdiction in relation to the size of the location that they occupy (www.answers/population, accessed 16th May 2007).  The study of human population (demography), has three central foci namely the processes of fertility, mortality and migration.

Migration is the movement of people, (or animals) from one place to another.  From time immemorial, entire groups of people (and animals) have at particular times left their abodes and moved to new ones.  Migration is the relatively permanent movement of persons over significant distances (Peterson, 1972).  The United Nations defines removal for a year or more as “permanent” and thus as migration, while a stay for shorter period is classified as a visit.

Migration includes both emigration (the movement of people out of a location) and immigration (the movement of people into a locality).  International migration happens between two continents.  When people move within one country, from one region or state to another, it is called internal migration.

Four major patterns of migration have been identified.  They are rural to rural, rural to urban, urban to urban and urban to rural (Mabogunje, 1970; Sada, 1984).  These patterns of migration predominately feature over time and space. They are related to a country’s level of economic development. Throughout history, people have migrated for three main reasons (World Book Encyclopaedia, 1976).  Firstly, they have exhausted their natural resources. In the beginning, people had to migrate because of shortage of natural resources. The population grew so large that land could not produce enough food to support all. Secondly, they seek to upgrade or change some aspects of their way of life; thirdly, because of wars, conquests and invasions. Taken together, these three tangible reasons are called population pressure.

Population and migration nexus is of common concern for development economists.  Udo (1973) hypothesized that people generally move from densely populated areas to sparsely populated ones. Udo argued that pressure on available resources such as land, forest and water resources often proved to be decisive. The generalization is that migrants may move to urban centres, to places of intensive exploitation of forest resources for exploitation and to sparsely populated areas where cultivated land abound.

One of the basic assumptions of the foregoing generalization is that people will without limits be attracted to and be retained in agriculture to eke out a living.  However, there are no laws of migration in the sense of universal generalization (Herberele, 1955).  Unlike mortality and fertility, migration has no biological dimension. It cannot be analyzed independent of its cultural context. In view of the obvious limitations of generalizations on migration coupled with the inherent dynamics in the population and migration nexus the need arises to periodically analyze these issues with a view to understanding how they relate to contemporary realities. Empirical evidence remains largely scanty, isolated and devoid of in depth analysis of the socioeconomic factors that affect migration in the context of their sign and size in communities of varying population densities. The general objective of this study is to examine the determinants of migration in line with evidence from three communities of varying population densities in southeastern Nigeria. The specific objectives include describing the socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents in the study area, examining the determinants of migration in the study area, and making recommendations.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in three communities in the humid rainforest area of eastern Nigeria. These three communities are Owere-ebiri and Umuokile in Imo State, and Okwe in Abia State. These three communities were purposely selected because they are the same communities studied by Lagemann (1977) in collaboration with the international Institute of tropical Agriculture, Nigeria, in 1974, and are currently in focus in a larger study on the evolution of farming and livelihood systems. In selecting the three communities three decades ago, Lagemann (1977) defined them as high (Owere-ebiri), medium (Umuokile) and low (Okwe) population density areas respectively (Table 1).

Table 1: Population and Area of Selected Communities, 1971 and 1991

	Country
	Population (person) 1991 (a)
	Population Area (persons/km2) 1973 (b)

	Owere Ebiri (H)
	6,965
	1200

	Umuokile (M)
	1448
	500

	Okwe (L)
	520
	250


Sources: (a) 
National Population Commission (NPC) (1991). 

(b) Lagemann (1977).

Note
H
=
High Population Density


M
=
Medium Population Density


L
=
Low Population Density

Purposive sampling technique was used in selecting 40 respondents from each of the three communities. Total number of respondents used for the study was 120. After a reconnaissance survey, the respondents were selected based on those who have emigrants in their households. Primary data was obtained through questionnaire administered to the household heads.
Data analysis was achieved by using descriptive statistics and interpreting regression results. The model is specified thus.        
Y
=
(X1, X2, …. X6)

Where Y = rate of migration, X1 = household size X2 = age of household heads, 

X3 = gender of household head (male = 1, female = 0), X4 = educational level of household heads years; X5 income of household head, X6 = occupation of household head (farmer = 1, non-farmer = 0).
Rate of migration was computed by dividing the total number of emigrants per household by the household size. The pattern of migration under focus in this study is emigration from the rural area.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Socio-economic Characteristics of the Respondents
Majority of the households in all the three locations of different population densities had their highest household size ranging from 5-8 persons (Table 2). This is indicative of the population density in the study area as a whole. The table also shows that majority of the respondents are concentrated in the age bracket of 40 – 69 years. This range clearly contains the economically active people. All the communities taken together, 68% of the respondents represented males while 32% were females. This tends to show that there are more male-headed households in the study area. Only 9% of the respondents had no formal education. Majority of the respondents had annual incomes of between $1160 to $2350.  Majority of the respondents (84%) had farming as their primary occupation. This tends to show that farming is the predominant occupation in the study area.      
Table 2 Frequency distribution of respondents according to their socioeconomic characteristics
Household size 
Population Low
Density medium
High

1 – 4


9(22)


12(30)


11(28)

5 – 8


20(50)


21(53)


21(53)

>8


11(28)


7(18)


8(20)

Age of Household head

0 – 39


3(8)


4(10)


8(20)

40 – 49

8(20)


7(18)


15(37)

50 – 59

15(37)


14(35)


7(18)

60 – 69

12(30)


7(18)


7(18)

>69


2(5)


8(20)


3(7)

Sex

Male


29(73)


26(65)


27(67)

Female


11(27)


14(35)


13(33)

Educational level


None


3(7)


4(10)


4(10)

Primary

17(43)


10(25)


13(32.5)

Tertiary

13(33)


6(15)


13(32.5)

Income of Household heads ($)

<1160


5(12)


12(30)


8(20)

1160-2350

18(45)


18(45)


18(45)

>2350


17(43)


10(25)


14(35)

Occupation of Household heads

Farming 

28(70)


24(60)


21(52.5)

Non-farming

12(30)


16(40)


19(47.5)

Figures in parenthesis refer to percentages

Source: Field Survey, 2005

Household Members not Resident at Home

The majority of households (83%) in the different communities of varying population densities had between 1 and 4 members of their household residing outside the communities (Table 3). However in the high population density community of Owerriebiri more persons per household (exceeding 4 household members) tend to have emigrated, when compared to the medium and low densities communities. There in fact tends to be a general trend of more persons migrating from households as population density increases. This finding tends to be consistent with that of Udo (1973) who stated that people generally move from densely populated areas.

Table 3: Frequency distribution of respondents according to number of household members not resident within the community
Numbers of household member (range)

Population Densities







Low
       Medium    High

Total
1- 4





36(90)
       34(85)
29(72.5)
99(82.5)
>4





4(10)
       6(15)
11(27.5)
21(17.5)
Source: field survey 2005

Figures in parenthesis are percentages

Factors Affecting Rate of Migration

The study investigated the factors that affect the rate of out migration in the study area.

The regression model that measured the socioeconomic factors that affect the rate of migration is presented in table 4.

A look at the regression results shows that the model is good in terms of R2. At 5% level of significance, the F statistic shows that the computed values of F are all greater than the tabulated F (6, 33) value of 2.40.  In terms of individual variables for the low and high population densities, the rate of migration is less than zero when all independent variables are held constant.  This tends to indicate that independent of the socioeconomic variables, the number of migrants can outstrip that of residents in an average household. This is unlike in the medium population density location of Umuokile where the rate of migration is positive when the independent variables are held constant. This is a pointer to the shifting sands of population migration nexus.

While none of the variables is statistically significant in the low population density is nearly so at 5% level. The age variable tends to conform to the a priori expectation that migration is selective of particular age groups; migrants are mostly young and in productive age group. According to Newell (1987), there is always a peak among young adults. In all the three different population densities, sex as a variable has negative sign.  This shows the more the females relative to males in a household, the less the rate of migration. This tends to indicate that migration is sex selective. According to International Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences (1968), in long distance migration, males tend to outnumber females but in short distant, females tend to predominate. In this study however no distinction has been made between long and short distance migration.
Educational level in the three locations of varying population densities is inversely related to the rate of migration. This finding is not consistent with that of Araka (1990) who observed that migrants consist of young educated people. However, it has some policy implication to the extent that the higher the years of education (coupled with the provision of employment opportunities), the lower the rate of migration. Additionally, skills and entrepreneurial based education should be emphasized during years of higher education.
The income variable is inversely related to rate of migration in the medium and the high population densities but directly related to the rate of migration in the low population density area. The negative relationship can be explained by the fact that the locations are agrarian communities; as farm labour supply decreases through migration, farm output decreases and with it income. The dominant farming systems in then area are traditional rain-fed systems with minimal mechanization. Sustaining food production in such systems that are heavily labour dependent in an era of significant migration is a challenge to research and policy.
In the low and high population densities, non-farm occupation as a variable is inversely related to the rate of migration. For the medium population density area of Umuokile, the case is some what different. The occupation variable is statistically significant at 5% level implying that farming as an occupation is inversely related to the rate of migration. This tends to point to the fact that farming as an occupation is encumbered by population pressure. It can also imply that exceeding the carrying capacity of the land on account of population pressure also impacts on farm occupations. The relatively low R2 for the regression result in Owerriebiri tends to show that some other important variables have been omitted in the model.
Table 4: Regression results of factors affecting migration rate

Explanatory variables

 Population Densities/location/Regression coefficients





Low/Okwe
Medium/Umuokile
High/Owerriebiri

Intercept


-8.1888
18.3857

-20.2730

X1 Household size

2.6608

-0.6300

0.8931

X2 Age 


0.6394

1.2516*

1.3304

X3 Gender (1=male, 0
=
-3.2533
-15.6303

-9.7650

female)

X4 Years of education
-0.7987
-0.0319

-0.2484

X5 income


0.0001

-03332


0.0126

X6 Occupation (1 =

-0.0606
-22.0481*

-4.5872



farming = non-farming)
F



5.39

4.6


3.36

R2



0.50

0.46


0.38

CONCLUSION
The broad objective of the study was to examine the population and migration nexus with evidence from three communities of varying population densities in south east Nigeria. Forty respondents were selected from each of the locations of different population densities. Purposive sampling technique was used to identify households which have some of their members as emigrants. Primary data using the questionnaire was collected. Data was collected on the socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents. Data analysis was by descriptive statistics and regression analysis. The study found that in the three communities of different population densities, majority of the households had between five and eight members, and was concentrated within the 40-69 years age range. This range consists of economically active people. Also, about 50% of those not resident at home were accounted for by the high population density community. In terms of individual variables in the regression model, while none of them is statistically significant in the low population density Okwe area, age and occupation in the medium population density of Umuokile are statistically significant. Age has a positive relationship with the rate of migration. This tends to be in line with a priori expectation. Furthermore, in all three communities, the more the females in a household, the less the rate of migration. This tends to indicate that migration is sex selective. Educational level in the three communities was inversely related to the rate of migration.  This finding is not consistent with that of Araka (1990) who stated that migrants consist of young educated people, and tends to suggest that the economic pull factors of migration which are the main factors propelling migration in the area is not age group restricted. The occupation variable is statistically significant for the medium population density area of Umuokile and is inversely related to the migration rate. This tends to point to the fact that farming as an occupation is encumbered by population pressure, and the low returns to farm labour acts to encourage migration out of rural agrarian communities.
Rural-urban migration in south east Nigeria is catalyzed by socioeconomic factors.  Such factors as sex and occupation in the three different population densities all have direct relationship with the rate of migration.  However this is not the case with such factors as household size and income. This has led to some generalizations being reconstructed while others are shown to be consistent with dominant theories. In the three different population density areas, age had a positive relationship with the rate of migration. This variable was significant at 5% level in the Umuokile model, nearly so in the Owerriebiri model and not at all in the low density Okwe. The a priori expectation that migration is age selective is upheld. The finding that migrants consist of young educated people (Araka, 1990) is not consistent with that of the study that educational level of respondents in the three locations is inversely related to the rate of migration.  Population – migration nexus in general and in the three locations in particular is a complex one and has shifting frontiers. Relevant periodic studies should be carried out to give direction to policy.

Based on the findings, the following recommendations are made:

i. The need for qualitative functional education cannot be overemphasized.  Good education is expected to develop marketable and functional skills in the people and thus prepare them for the world of work. Related to this is the need to construct and equip educational institutions in the rural areas.  This can help in stemming the tide of rural out migration.

ii. Infrastructural facilities such as water and public power supply should be available, reliable and affordable to those in the rural areas who depend on them to eke out a living.

iii. Agricultural support services of the three tiers of government should be stepped up to enable all those who are engaged in agriculture to profit by it.

iv. Population migration studies should periodically be carried out to direct policy and up date relevant generalization.
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