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AHETEACT

Most studies on internal migration and Fertality conclude that
migration leads to lower fertility. This phencmenon is often
explained in the comtext of the social mobility and assimilation
models. But there are other studies that veport conflicting

resuits. This note proposes an alternative model that may reconcile
the conflicts. A "migration cycle” model posits a non-linear
migration-fertility relationship whereby fertility falls op account
of economic and psychic hardships caused by displacement following
migration, and then rises during the period of adjustment as child-
bearing becomes easier. It may only be in the long vum, with furthep
improvements in income and education and fuller assimilation into
the new environment, when a sustained Fertility decline can be
expected. The model is borme out by Philippine data from the 1973
HDS. It would seem then that, after z temporarily alleviating the
fertility prcblem, migration tends to aggravate it. What this implies
for policy is to quicken the merdicd of adjustment for migrants so
that sustained fertility decline can occur sooner than &hﬂwise.

The implication for research iz to test the model with lomgitudinal

data and with datz on other countries as well.
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Introduction

Most of the studies ¢n internal mipration and fertility
conclude that migration leads to lower Fertility, They
show that urban in-migrants have lower Fertility rates in
comparison not only with rural stavers but also with native
urbanitez (e.g., Macisco, Bouvier and Weller 1970: Hendershot
1871 and 1576; Goldstein 1973-: Ro 1976). Apparently, these
findings have formed the basis for the belief that rural-
to-urban migraticon is a good thing insofar as the naticnal

goal of fertility reduction it concerned,.

The relationship between migration and fertility has
been explained by sociologists in the context of the

. e =2 . x
social mebility theory or the assimilation model.

#pzsociate Professer of Economics., University of the
Philippines. I acknowledge the programeing assistance provided
by Te Lizondra, research assistance by Minerva Generalac,
and typing by fAna R. Aureo

lThEB& are also referred to as the selection or
adaptation model, respectively, To my knowledge, there
iz yet no ecomomic analysis of the relationship between
migration and fertility, except Encarnacidn's (1977) review
of the subject (pp. 333-335),



Very briefly, the sccial mobility model posits that the
process of rural-to-urban migration iz selsctive of those
persons im rural zreas who have the aspiration and motivation
for npward mobility: such aspiration is often coupled with
the preparation and ability to bear the sconomic and

pEychic costs invoelved in migration, as well as cope with

the demands of urban 1ife. The assimilation model, on the
other hand, assumez that urban in-migrants of averapge
socioeconomic background gradually adapt to city life by
acguiring uarban characteristiecs, including the propensity

for low fertility.

Theze two models notwithstanding, there are studies
that have come up with conflicting results. Some studies
on U.5. data show that urban in-migrants have higher
fertility than do native urhanites (Goldbers 1959, Duncan
1965, Macizco 196BJ. Others raveal that there i= mo
gignificant difference in fertility rates among migrants
and urban natives, as, for instance, Iin Chile {Tabah and
Samuel 1952}? and in Peru (Alers and Appeibaum 1968);
or that the fertility of migrants is higher than that of

natives as.in Brazil (Iutaka, Bork and Varnes o B B

EBy contrast, a later study by Elizara (1966) shows
that migrant women have lower fertility than do natives
at practically all apes.



Zarate and Zarate {(1375) auggest that these inconsistencies
may be explained by: (a) the differences in research desipns
and procedures, (bk} the non-use of historical or compara-
tive contexts, and (e} the lack of a systematic frame-

work eor organizing scheme:

The purpose of this note is to propose an alternative
model of migration and fertility that may help disentangle
the conflicting results of earlier studies. The next
section presents such a model. Subsequently, the model
iz tested against Philippine data from the 1372 Wational
Demographic Survey. The concluding section draws a couple

of implicerions for policy and research.

fn Alterpative Model

We consider a “"migration cycle" which may be defined
a5 extending from the time before migraticn up to the time
when the migrant family is already fully adjusted to the
place of destination. Prior to mipration the fertility
rate is relatively high (although penerally lower than
the rural averapge) and this would still he reflected on
arrival at destination. After arrival the migrant family
{especially the wife) experiences dislecatiocn and difficulties,

both economic and psychic, which tend to hamper childbearing.



Later on after it starts te adjust to the new environment,

childbearing becomes easier and the fertility rate poes

up.

This model implies that the relationship between
fertility and migration status (or exposure to destination)
is not linear but rvather U-shaped, contrary to that denoted by
the social-wmobility {or zelectien) and assimilation (or
adaptation) models. Figure A depicts the migratisn-
fertility reilaticnship of this alternative model and

compares it with the sociological models.

In some =zense, the lopic of this model derives from
the threshold model of fertility and income (education)
developed by Encarmacidn (1973}, In that model, fertility
rises with better health and nutrition (improved Ffecundity)
occasioned by increasing income {or conversely dreps with
lower income) up te a certain threshold; thereafter, it

starts to fall due, inter alia, to the riszing cpportunity

CoSts ofF children.

In the present model, which may be called the
"migration cycle" model, Ffertility declines as a result of
the economic and psychic hardships causzed by displacement,

as dencted by zegment AR of Figure A-1, This may be a short-
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*This may be specified as whan exposure if mipration is rural-to-urban,
or simply exposure to the new environment of destination.

®*A150 referred to as assimilation and secial mobility models, respectively.
The curve of the selection model iz drawn Flatter on the assumption
that fertility is already low before mipration.



TUn phencmencn lasting from tweo to Five TeAYrs, Saction
BC illustrates the period of adjustment (maedium tern)

to the new environment when childbearing starts to become
easier, resulting in risins fertility. It is very
roasibkla thet, in the ITong ren, with further increases

in ipcome and education and fuller assimilation to the
urban eulture fertility diminishes, following the usual
frgument, as indicated by the downward-sloping broken

Tine CD.

It would seem then that socioclogical models of
migration and Fertility, such as the adaptation and
selection models {Figuvre A-2 and -3}, capture only a
segment of the migration c¥ycle, namely, the short-run
effect AR or the long-run effect OO (Figure A=1), They
do not reflect the medium-run effect BC. {Other studies
that report higher Tertility rates for migrants than non-
Bigrants, 25 mentioned above, may well be referring to

thisz medium-run effeot .

31t is interesting that Goldstein (1973) finds the
fertility of lifetime migrants as not very different from
that of non-migrants in destination, but that of five-year
migrants te be considerably lower. The former would seem to
correzpond to point C  and the latter +o point B of
Figure A-1.



Empirical Test

The model can be tezted against FPhilippine data from
the 1973 Mational Demopraphic Survey [HRS}.@ This data
set offers us a unique opportunity for such a test because
it includes information on place of residence at three
Peints in time in addition to place of birth. This comes

close to our definitien of "migration cycle. "™

The relevant sample for the present study consists
of single family nuclear-type households, with wife married
once, and giving the needed information. These number R

in all. We also test the ‘model for vrural/urban origin

dnd destination using smaller sub-samples .

The regression equation is specified as

CEB. = £ AN, Hﬂﬂk, EDn, b S i H!Gm}
whara:

CEB = number of children borm alive:

AM = age of wife at marrviage:

I : z 5

The 1973 NWDS haz been used in a numher of economio-
demographic studies. For a description of the survey, see,
BBy FRTODia (LSTEY.



AGE, = 1 if wife is in age group k, 0O . otherwise,
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age Ig 25=29 years
7 if ape iz 30-34 vears
8 if age is 35-39 years

9 if age is 40-4% years:

ED“ = 1 if wife has education level n, O otherwige,
. = 0 if neo schooling

1 if 1-4% years schooling
2 1f 5=7 years achooling
2 if 1-3 years high school
4 if high school graduate
3 if 1-3 years gollege
6 if college graduate;

¥N = manm (0, ¥ = -F 5}

Y = maE (8, X =283

J"S.'EG“:I = 1 if family is migrant type m,

g otherwise,

m = 0 if nmon-migrant
L if birth-1965 migrant
2 1Ff 19651970 migrant

3 1f-1970-1973 migrant:



The regression results are presented in Table 1.
The control wariables fare at marriage, age; educaticn
and femily ipncome) turn ocvut more or less as expected.
At the game time, the migration wvariable=z bear out our
hypothesis of a U-shaped migration-fertility relationship
in 211 cases, except in the rural-rural case. In this
latter case the relationship Iis monotonically upward
sloping, which iz actually 1ol SUrprising. For rural-to-
rural migration would hardly iavolve an adjustment problem

= 2 3 . 4 - 5
apd the migrant - Tamily may immediately improve. its lot.

Conclusion

The implication of the model is rather intriguing
because it challenges the common view that mipgration
invariably leads to lower fertility. It seems that this
supposed demographiec benefit from migration i= more
apparent than real. If cne views migration in a broader
context (as a "migration cycle”), one Ffinds that its
relationghip with fertility iz not as straightforward

az often =zhown by previous studies. These studie=z usually

EEQWE support for this conjecture is lent by Dey's
{1975) study of Javanese migrants to Lampung (as cited
in Encarnacifn (1977)).
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parentheses under regression coefficients.
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considered only one migratiom interwval, thus focusing

on only one segment of the migration cyvcle.

IT would seem that, after offering a temporary relief
of the Ffartility problem, migration tends to aggravate
the probliem, Although this may not be considered a
sufficient argument agzinst migration, what this implies
for policy is to hasten the period of adjustment (or
shorten the medium term} for migrants =o that sustained
fertility decline can occcur soconer than otherwise. This
iz no controversial prescription since government-sponsorad
soclal serwvices (e.g., education, health and family
planning services)} should be provided the poor, which

include most migrants.

Finally, an chvious implication for further research
is teo test the model with longitudinal dataﬁ so that
it can become more predictive. Likewize, testing the
model against data on other countries should strengthen

or weaken our confidence with the moadel.

F
“In this case the fertility variable will not be
defined a=z CER but fertility rate per a given time periocd.
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