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Table 3

1 2
Variable Males Females Females
AGE 0.000 -0,008 -0.008
(0.003) (1.299) (1.343)
EDUC 0.031 0.037 0.037
(3.943) %% (4.624)%* (4.626) **
0CC65 0.017 -0.000
(1.975)* (0,007) .
HHSIZE -0.033 -0.025 -0,025
(3.032) %% (2.490)*=% (2,490) %%
EXINC 0.074 0.012 0,012
(2.684) %% (0.296) (0.304)
KINS 0,796 1.186 1,186
(8.814) %% (18,954) %% (18.954) **
RES65 0.067 ~-0.020 -0,020
(0.975) (0, 315) (0,316)
MUNI73 0.011 0.073 0,073
3 (0.521) (3.418) %% (3.420) %%
Constant -1.066 -1.254 =1.254
(5.531) (6.556) (6.664)
f #
-2 log A 162.644# 4820324} 482,324
Observations 1739 1902 1902

Note: Figures in parentheses are asymptotic t=ratios.,

*% Significant at 1 percent level,

* Significant at 5 percent level.

it

Significant at 0.1 percent or better (8 and 7) degrees of freedom

for regressions 1 and 2, respectively).,

|
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slight tendency out of agriculture, and those who choose
to leave are cleardy drawn to the cities,.. .Finally, dis-
carding: 0CC65; which, is completely. ipsignificant for females

has no, practical consequence. opn the.stability of the other

variables, (regression 2. din Table 3).,

B.. Some Effects of Migration.

[Thfé s;ctiéﬁ‘gttempté b5 sevesh thi jbint‘(dr
séqﬁegzial) éffé;ﬁs §f migration with (o} 6h)‘ih§6me‘aﬁd
occupatibn (emﬁloyﬁénngét'déstinati&n. Although inéome
and occupatipn are correlated, both are included in the
analysis on .the hypothesis that the reciprocal effect of
each with migration as well as .the effects of the exogenpus
variables on, each may he different. . It may be .argued, for
example, that potential, migrants are likely to be more
sensitive to upward: occupational mobility .than to income
mobility.) Furthermore, the "jgb vacancies thesis" contends
that .a high income is meaningless to a .worker if .there is

no suitable .job opening (Parnes, 1954).12 iR

A practical reason may be added in that the 1973 NDS
income information .is felt to be .not very good, although
the way it is broadly coded as a dichotomous variable
for our purpose should minimize ;its deficiencies.
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The analysis is based on a joint probability médel
as specified by simultancous e€quations (2) and (3) above,
whi'ch assumes the following: ° (a) all interaction ‘effects
of order higher than two vanish; '(b)" the second-order
interaction effects are constant, independent o6f the values
of any of the exogenous variables; and (¢) the main effects
are linear functions of the 2xogénous explanatory” variables
used ip the Preceding section (see Neervg and Press, 1973:
71-31). The results are displayed as bivariate interaction

in addition to exogenous effects, in Tables 4 to 6,

iy Table 4 presents the Parameter estimates' for all
pefsons, separately for males énd’femalés. The bivariate
interactions of migration (MIG) with income (INC72) and
occupation (OCC73) at‘deSEination for both tWales’ and
females appear negligible.,  The coefficients fo¥ the males
imply that migration' has at best a slight positive’ effect
‘on income and occupation ‘and, at" the Same time, is mildly
influentced by the prospect of high income’ and occupation;
for the females the interactions are likewiseg low 'but ‘in
the opposite direction. A comparison of the effects of
the exogenous variablcs in Table 4 with tho;e ianable.lﬂ
reveals that they are hardly al;eredvafter gaid‘endogenous

interactions are isolated, exCcept that for' female '0CC65



2% v -

e It = Yt . i PRI

which becomes significant.’’ £ 5eems that the drawing

’:”’*”’ﬁdwers of'TWC7Z‘and’ﬁCCT3 on HIG of both males éh?tft;élés‘

“Tﬁ;are u1cked up by WUﬂI/3 whlch is gengrally oﬁppoqed t° be_‘;f

~a ptoxy for size of the labor market reflecting better
L0 e (8VL,.9) g
occupatlons and 1ncomes.“

(VS€.8) . s .
. Expectedly,. the bivariate 1nteract10n of income

. ()B4 /
and occupatlon is appreciahble for both male and female Woow:

regressions. Table_ 4 fupther demonstrates @he impacts of
3l «8) #(QEC .5

exogenous var1ab1es on 1nc6he iy, occupatlon. The impacts
3 f } f . g."'_-. o .
. of AGE, EDUC, and OCCSS Wee positively s1gn1f1cant for

r‘r\

_male; and femalp.IVCQZ ansbh: 0CC73..«RES65 has an important

-posiciﬁé«influgﬁce“bnly;th@ale INC72 and 0CC73, 11AR65
exerts-a_negatiye.effecqloq~0CC73,,p§pecially for female ™Y’
. \ < { *) {2 {;' ) -0\ % A ‘_,.('. ‘_-l"'v
migrants.

AR O .

£ f: -

A noteworthy finding is that.kinship hardly
. ﬂ‘ 5 ; ;
affects the mlgrant s income and occupatlon at destlnatlon.m"

“'ll‘\\,
~1‘«‘-'.“ A At U
:-‘althougﬁ it §e@ms extremely influent1al in ‘the pr1or deci-

‘l—){n\.

i -

81on to‘§qme. }g ‘seems lo Lcal that,. ordlnarllyﬁ kins do

~not have- 1nf1uen¢e in the sphere of jeob placement. Further,

cEOnL sra i rioadl
____the low positive. ‘coefficient. of KINS an INCI2 and-low nega-
iy sufi3naysg oI REIURT =
tive on 0CC73 may mean that f1nanc1al a351stance from rela-
95T 3 i R o B i

tives depresses to some extent_ihe:gquqxlve to;lopk £for a

suxtable JOb ‘and '111<:c>1w't><2.-"""r RES AR L

108 o S "“‘ § S04 J IQeiBR-

RIS




Relationships between Migration, Income,

=T

Table 4

Endogenous Variables, and the Exogenous
All Persons——Philippines,.1965—1923f ka

Occupation as
Variables:

T

Bivariate MALES NE EMALES
Inte;ggtiqns, MIG INC72 0CC73 MIG. :  INC72 0ocC
MIG 0.016 0.009 =-0,075" 7" Eg,0:
(0.321) (0.178) t (0.952) (0.8
INC72 0.016 0.280 -0.075 0.7
(0.321) (5.781)%* (0.952) (9.9;
0CC73 '0,009:7 - 5xe0pgorIsiys | <0053 0.707
_ _(0.178) (5,7813ff (0.864) (9.927) %%
AGE o 1 £0,006 0,038 10,014 -0.010 - 0.043 ' 70,02
(0.823) (6.085)%* (2,030)%  (2.105)%  (4.653)%* (3,26
EDUC 0.042 0,071  0.133 0.022  0.141 0.10¢
(3.899) %% (6.669)**% (11,104) %% ;(2,742)%* (8,007)k* (8. 81:
0rC65 0.056 0.073  0.092 0.022 0.040 0.13:
L (4.156)%*  (5,593)%* T (8,290)%* (1,790)*  (2.415)%* (8. 76!
MAR6S ...,  =0.030 =0.904 ; =0.098 =0.954. =0.056 : =0.24f
(0.521) (0.070) (1.706)%  (1.545) (0.822) (4,38
HHSIZE = formo: 700,048 1w 200,012 =0.N12° 70 L9089 79,001 0,002
(3.474) %% (0.941) (0.904) (2.832)%* (0.073)  (0.10¢
KINS 0.839 0.078 -0,053 1.952 0.116 -0.05¢
(9.614)**  (0.571) (0.383)  (16.455) (0.755) (0,466
RES65 vibardy8ite 740,228 0.217 0,184 70,077 0. 08¢
; (2.612)%%  (2.666)%* (2.443)%% (2,787)%* (0.586) . (0.81¢
MuNe 73T 2 %005 T o0a n.008 0.786  =0.017 0.029
e o (2.224) %%, (0.134) (0.252) .. (3.835)%*% (0,348) (0.812
Constant -1.306 0.038 0.133 ~1.254 N.043 . 0.106
F (4.502) (6.085) ' (11.104) T (5.847) - (4.653) (8. 812
=2 log A 7L LA T 540 .773% - -
TR Y A ; b
Observations 2085 ~ - 2291 . . o- -
Note:

Figures in parentheses are asymptotic t-ratios FEaQ
%  Significant at 1 percent level, '
N2 Nt 25925

*
ft

Sighificant at 5 percent leével, !727%9

Like F-test for OLS, -2 log likelihood ratie -tests.theonull hypothesis
that all multiplicative exogenous coefficients vanish simultaneously;
the value is asymptotically distributed as X with 27 degrees of freedo
and is significant at 9.1 percent or better.



Agaln, the llLellhood ratlo test shows that the
combination of explanatory varlables is significant at

the 0.1 percent level or better for all regressions.

;ijﬂ‘;“g;T"IablchTshowsﬂthatmfefime&e3breadwinners (houSefe”

"hbld”heédéT“51655Athé“ﬁﬁtuef—effectfbf'ﬁiétetienﬂena occu-
yatipﬂ is appreciable; for theirifemale counterparts, it
is 1n51gn1f1cant and negatlve. The exogenous.coefficients
are only sllghtly reduced from thelr levels 1n Table 2.

It appears that ‘while for male heads a spec1f1c occupation
at destination is more important than the size of the
destinatieh (MUNi?é) itself; for the-women;the-reverse is
true;“that is,»landing a suitable'bbcupation ig relatively
dlffleult for women, and.-this is why. they are. attracted

to laroe c1t1es with a varlety of 00551b1e occupatlons,

probebly in the service sector.

.As in Table 4, theabivariete interaction between
0CcC73and INC72 is 'significant, and INC72 is positively
;affected_by AGE, EDUC, and 0CC65 for both male and female
~:heads.' Uqlike'in-Thble 4, OCC73,of’males and ‘females is
‘not a fenetion of:AGF but ﬁainly a function.tof EDUC and
- 0CC65. Again, the KINS factor barely affeeté the INC72

4and OCC75 of the men and the 0CC73 of the women, Female
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Table 5

Relationships between Migration, Income, Occupation as
Endogenous Variables, and ‘the Exogenous Variabless
Household Heads-—Philippines, 1965-1973

Bivariate . . MALES s FEMALES _
Interactions MIG INC72 0CC73 MIG INC72 oC
MIG o i 0,953 06137 :riviginqeror 0;083 -0,
' (0.617) (1.556) % (0.878) (0..
INC72 fe0 0,053 o H : 0,767 0.083 i 0.
(0.617) il (2.138)% (0.878) | (5.
gec73 " 0,137 0.167 -0.035 0.470
(1.556) % (2,138)* (0.420) (5.684) %% .
Exogenous ' i
AGE -0,031 0.017 -0.000  -0,018 . 0.023 -0.(
TR (20731) %% 0 (1,940)% (0.042) " (2.415)#% ~(2,131)* (0.C
EDUG , . 0,048 0.094 0.162 0.039 - 0.132 0.0
‘ (2.292)%%  (5.509)%% (7,479)%% ( 2,477)%% (6.593)%% (5,6
0CC65 .- . 0.022 "~ 0,053 0.065 20,025 " 0.006 0.0
(0.905) (2.692)** (3,084)%% (1.281)  (0.280) (4.2
HHSIZE -0.037 0.012 0.042 -0.021 -0.034 ~0.0
(1.155) (0.572) . (1.518) (1.091) (1.325) €1.0
KINS 0.797 0.123 0.001 0.905 -0.464 =0, 0¢
(3.931) #% 0.470)  (0.004) (6.923)%x  (1,856)% (0, 3¢
RES65 -0,141 0.230 0.374 -0.175 0.242 -0, 04
. (0.615) (1.419) (1.763)*  (1.416) (1.403) (0. 31
MUNI73 -0.001 0,010 -0.095 0,131 , -0.067 0.06
(0.030) "' (0.239) (1.748) (2.484) %% (1,048) (1.07
Constant -0.014. . ..0.017 0.162 =1.156 ;. 0,023 0.09
(0.027) (1.940) (7.479) (2.572) (2.131) (5.61
g . = o I y -
=2 log X " -3553354#:i 0] = 322,102" - -
Observations ; ., .. 383 i1 ym - 560 . i o= -

Note: See note to Table 4, Degrees of freedom for both male and female regr
sions are 24,



INC72 is apparently depressed by XINS, maybe because kin-

J

ship aid is somehow a substitute for the female heads' own

income.

>“;inéiiy;w£ablerﬁ dgmonsﬁpétesﬂthatnfor single
persons MIG and 0CE73 are more c¢learly mutually dependent,’
falthough the dependenge stnegativé for females. The coef-
ficients of MUNI73 il;ustrate again how theisize of desti; 
nation is critical to feméle migrants but net to the males
who are more concerned with specific employménf (occ73).
Tablg 6 again il;ustrates'the lack of interdependence :
between' migration and income, léhAing supporf to the "job
vacaﬁéiés-thesis“ cited a$obe, and:suggesting that potential

migrants tend to be mo:e'fesponsivé to occupational than to

income mobility..

The same ‘exogenous variables are significant for

single migrants as- in Table 3. And, as in Tables 4 and 5,

AGE, EDﬁC, and,OéC65 are important determinants of INC72,
0CC73 is positively determined by AGE for single women but

only miidly for men. REDUC. is extremely important for the

0CC73"of both, as' expected. Finally, kinship has at most a

}

moderate negative effect on the single person's income -and

occupation, implying some substitution effect.

t
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Table 6

Relationships between Migration,
Endogenous Variables, and the E

Single Persons--Philippines, 1965-1973

Income, Occupation as
Xogenous Variables:

Bivariate MALES FEMALES iy
Interactions MIG INC72 0CC73 MIG INC72 0C(
MI¢ 0.029 0.118 -0.033 -0.(
4 (0.707 (2.667)*%* (0.544) (1.6
INC72 ~ 0.029 0.289 - -
(0.707) (6.643) %%
0CC73 0,118 0.289 -0,084 -
(2.667) %% (6.,643)%* (1.603)*
Exogen0us v '
AGE 0,001 0.036 0.005 -0.006 0.068 0.0
(0.079) (5.142)** (0.631) (1.064) (6.115)** (7.0
EDUC 0.024 0.083 0.174 0.043 0.269 0.1
(2.355) *=* (7.997)** (14,132)%*% (5.384)%* (12,205)** (15,1
0CC65 0.016 0.041 0.048
: (1.590)* (42327) %% “(4,472) %%
HHSIZE -0.034 -0.005 0.017 -0.025 -0 .004 0.0
(2.279)** (0.384%) (1.278) (2,766)** (0.241) (0.7
KINS 0.808 -0.007 -0.199 1.182 -0.133 -0,.1
1 (8,803)%%~  (0,055) (1.356) (19.386)** (1.028) (1e2
RES65 0,068 0,094 0.234 -0,021. 0.019 -0, 0
(0.830) (1.191) (2.673)** (0,348) (0.187) (0.0
MUNI73 0.015: “0.044 0.034 0,073 -0,026 ° 0.0f
(0.515) (1.614)* (1.135) (3.422) (0.791) (0.0:
Constant -0,806 0.036 0.174 -1.402 0.068 0.0:!
(2.878) (5.142) (14.132) . (7.004) (6.115) (7.0
-2 log A 954.590# - - 934.598# 928.18&# 934, 5¢
Observations 1739 - - 1902 - -
Note: Dash (=) for female bivariate interactions indicates nonconvergence, S

also note to Table 4.

Degrees of freedom for male re
for femeales d.f. are 14 for MIG and 0CC73 regression

INC72 regression (with the other

gressions are 24;
S, and also 14 for
MIG regression not shown).
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

,

This paper has attempted to learn about migration
behaviqr by applying the 1ogit.modely;o individual and
househgldidata_fromrthe‘Philigpipe ﬂa;ional Déwographic
Survey of 1973, ?henapproach is deemed approﬁ%iate for
the type of question investigated which considers migra-
tion decisioh as a quaiitative choice,) Thé present
analysis may, therefore, be regarded as an improvement
over the usual approach that uses aggfegaté population
and areal data to deal with a behavidral aspect of the
individual_and household. We have examined migration
choice at three 1evels, viz . the individual, the household
head, and the single individual, separately for maies and
females. Ve argue that the findings of the study provide
a more direct and firmer quantitative basis.for some con-
clusions about migration behavior that have been appre=
ciated from a theoretical standpoip; and from previous
empirical investigations, as well as fqr others that have
been less obvious. Having in mind the limitations of the

data, the major findings may be recapitulated as follows:

1. Age has a retardative effect on moving, more '

on the female individual than the male, and

on both male and female household heads, but

virtually no effect on single persons.




Level of education has a strong influence

on migration decision regardless of whether
o? not one is a household head, but slightly
morevfor malés; to the extent ghat the educa-
tion gffect includés an inférmation effect,

it mitigates the distance effect.

Previous occupation appears to be significant
only for males in ‘general and for :single
males; along with ‘education it may ibe seen

as a key preparation for the competitivé

male labo¥ market.

On tﬁe whole, exéected income does ﬁot seeﬁ
to be an impdrtant‘consideration for the
choice to migrate; for male migration, pgé-
spective emplofment or oécupational mobility
gt destinatiqn.appears to pe the more serious
consideration——iendigg sémé support to the
"job vacancies thesis:"ﬂ ‘
Kinghip ties at destination seem to be the
degisive factor in the chqice to migrate

(especially for women), implying that kins

furnish potential migrants with needed
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information and:travel assistance, and are
sources of psychic bernefits ‘and financial

help for the migrants: at-destination.

Houéehold sizé éppears to exert a restrictive
effect on household migration; individual
migrants seeﬁ to be averse to dﬁelling in
large :househaolds with nmon-immediate ‘relatives

although they ‘may:rely on these relatives for

outside help.

Individuals exhibit a clear propensity of

moving out of agricultural surroundings, less
v .

50 for household heads ﬁarticularly male
heads; the destinatiéns are iikely to be
large urban centers, especially for female
migrants who are nof so much copcerned with
a specific‘income or.occupation as with the
variefy of occupations (probébly séfvice

sector) that are available in cities.

The male migrant appears to fare well in
terms of occupational status at destination

but not the;female migrant.
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9. Finally, income ‘after migration is a positive
function of age, education, and prior occupa-
‘tion ;for both ‘men rand women; ‘cccupational
mobility also depends on education and pre-

vious occupatlon, but age may be a disadvantage

for,oousehold heads.

. In general,- personal attributes ‘are more signi-
ficant in the decision to.migrate than':external factors
which have been stressed by previous studies. What are
the implications for pollcy7 Flrst mlgratlon pollcy
should takevlntolaccount not only sex; age, and marital

status but also whether people move as single individuals

or as households. uecond to the extent that education

v
T %

(at least up to the secondary level) is a government-
sponsored eommodlty it can be made a key policy instrument,
‘1th0ut reduc1ng its quantlty, the type of education can
be modified in a slmllar way that.lt 1s‘be1ng revised to
stem the 1ntetoat10na1 skill eyodUS"for’example, the
dominant " urban olasl 1o.education.content may be reduced,
Third, it is apparent that (potential migrants are more
likely to -heed information from kins than government pro-
paganda; in this sense, government resettlement programs

in past, for instance, have failed (Simkins and Wernstedt,
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1971)% ' This supgests that govérnment information on” re-
settlement schemes may better be coursed through kins than
commjnic;ted dire;tly to potential migrants. Fourth, since
males are not pe;essa;ily prone to.mqve out of agricultgral
areas‘ingq_lérge.urban centers, they,may.bebdrawn to a}ter-
”nagiye destinations provided that suitable employments
(nq;pnqussarily iq;pmes) are available. }Fif;b, urban
;engwal‘ﬁrograms (e.g., squatter relocations)»havgvlaFgely
faile&(begausg ;hey'hayg disrupted phe‘vital_kinship
Amat;ix, -iast¥¥,ﬁ§be_occupational bigs aga;gs; female'

migrants in cities deserves critical review, .

The above impliCatidﬁé”are broad and probably
tentative. They may be considefed as hypotheses that
-deserve more in-dépth investigatibﬁ. The kinship role,
‘for example, should 'be further analyzed. How specifically
does it effect subsequent migration? What is timing of
such chain migration? How can kinship ties be made a
vehicle for public policy? The education effect is
another worthy subject., What is the extent of the migra-
tion bias or urban bias in educational content? On the
issue of female occupational bias, one may ask: why are
female migrants less fortunate than their male counter-

parts despite the similarity in educational level; to
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what extent is the bias due to the migrant status vis-a-

vis sex?.:

Aparf froﬁ these specific queétions, the approach
in this study may be used.to examine parficuiér streams,
€.8., rural-to-rural, rural-to-urban, rural-to-metro,
urBan-to-rural; etc& VIt méy also Sé Qorthwhile to tr& it
on'£hé qﬁéstion:' what ére fhe determinants of the prob-

.ability that é migrant will réﬁaiﬁvaf desciﬁation (stable
migrant), movewsomewhere éise (cﬁronic migrant), or
return to place of‘origin.(feturn migrant)? Addiﬁionally,
marriagg, feftiiity,‘and educafion at destinationfﬁé§ be
included as endogenous variables, ;Finally, more may be
learned about:migration behavior if the approach is
applied to similar survey data. from other countries, e.g.

Southeast Asian countries, to:study comparative individual

and household migration.




APPENDIX

OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES AND CODES

Code Used Dascriptiqn‘
0 Not applicable (incl@d%s‘unemployed)
1 Farm laborers, miners, quarrymen
- Farm owners, managers, mines foreman
3 Fishermen, loggers
4 Unskilled (non-farm): packers, laborer NEC's

(not elsewhere classified)

5 Service: janitors, barbers, housekeepers,
launderers, market vendors, service station
attendants, waiters, service NEC's

6 Skilled (lower): furnacemen, carpenters,
millers, bakers, craftsman, spinners, foot-
wear makers, potters, chemical workers,
tobacco preparers, lifting equipment operators,
firemen, ship crews

7 Transportation and communications: drivers,
conductors
8 Skilled (upper): tailors, precision instru-

ment operators, machinists, electricians,
compositors, painters, bricklayers

9 Sales workers: ©proprietors, commercial
travelers, salesmen

10 ig Clerical and related:. bookkeepers, steno=-
office machine and telecom operators, clerical
NEC's, mail carriers, policemen, inspectors

11 Administrative: government officials,
directors, armed forces
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Code Used Description
12 Lower professiomnal: ' teachers, nurses,

technicians, artists

13 Upper profeéssional:. . chemists, professors.:.
5 ] ’
physicians, lawyers, clergymen, social
scientists, engineers, pilots

Dichotomoug *

0 .4, Blue=collar: codes 0,1,2,,,.,8

1 White=-collar: codes B30 0s o513

1 #d & V)

Note: See Bacol (1971:194-196) for a discussion of this
occunational classification scheme.
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