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ABSTRACT

This research is a step toward understanding the nature of the relationship between

population movement and the level of modernization in Indonesia as that country

continues with its development program all across the provinces. From the Intercensal

Population Survey 1995, migration and seven modernization indicators of the 27

provinces were explored. The results of the findings indicated there was a correlation

between modernization and migration although the outcomes vary from one variable

to another. In combining those seven variables to one modernization variable, the

relationship was weak but positive. The study shows the uniqueness of Indonesian

migration because it is not simply voluntary but there is also government involvement

in the form of transmigration programs. Government transmigration programs affect

the relationship between migration and modernization.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

"In the village I was often hungry; here I can always fill my belly” (Papanek

1975: p.9), a remark by a cigarette butts collector in Jakarta explaining why migrating

to a city was a good thing for him to do. Pascal, on the other hand, says that “the sole

of man’s unhappiness is that he does not know how to stay quietly in his room” (Weeks

1989: p. 185). Both of these men expressed nothing different and they both believed

moving or getting out was the best thing to do in order to satisfy their needs or to get a

better life than they had before. As technology and economic progress continue, more

and more people are moving in and out around the globe. As we pay attention to our

surroundings, particularly our community or neighborhood, we will witness people

moving in and out of cities, states, and countries. This kind of behavior we observe

seems to be normal because these activities are a part of our lives that shows things are

changing. Not only is our weather changing but also the entire system of the world is

undergoing significant change.

Globalization and easy access to the transportation system due to modernization

makes it possible for people to move within a limited time from one destination to

another. As a result, the mobility of people is increasing and there are a variety of

reasons why people move. However, the economy is the most important factor
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influencing people to move or migrate. Many people move because economic

conditions at former locations are less advantageous than at their present one. People are

driven to move because of the need to find new jobs and better wages. They also move

because there are not enough jobs available in their hometown and surrounding area.

Intellectuals and those in academic community, especially students and professors,

usually have to move to seek an educational opportunities and a teaching positions.

Many migrate because of political turmoil in their home country and escape is

the only way to avoid genocide or political persecution. There are many countries

experiencing this situation and many citizens migrate to other countries to seek political

asylum. Today, the number of people who migrate for political asylum is large.

In Indonesia, migration has always been part of the country’s history. Since its

early history, people have moved from one island to another for many reasons. They

called their country ‘Negeri Maritime’ or ocean country because of a large ocean

territory and large islands that make Indonesia the largest archipelago in the world. With

the ‘perahu’ or boat as transportation, they moved back and forth for trade or to seek a

better life outside their island. Sometimes it is their way of life; they have to travel from

one island to another to survive.

Today, there is a continuing flow of migration from one island or province to

another island or province in order for the people to seek jobs and reunite families.

Getting an education or being married to someone from another island or province are

also major factor in migration. Government transmigration programs move people from

densely populated areas to less crowded areas as part of the population redistribution.
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As Indonesia continues its quest for modernization, migration is increasing. In this

study, the relationship between modernization and migration is going to be studied.



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
4

Indonesia, like any other country, evolves in the process of modernization

although its achievements lag behind many of the developed countries. Striving for such

accomplishments certainly is on the mind of government officials as well as the

Indonesian people. Since Indonesia is a vast country with a large population, having the

same level of modernization in all 27 provinces is not possible because of limited

government and individual resources. Consequently, modernization in some provinces

has resulted in population mobility. The main purpose of the study is to determine the

relationship between modernization and the rate of in- and out-migration in 27 provinces

in Indonesia for the year 1995.

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

Migration in Indonesia has received much attention since the era of Dutch

colonization. After Indonesia proclaimed its independence, the government launched the

First five-year development program (PELITA I). In this program redistribution of total

population from densely populated areas to less populated areas was a government

priority of with emphasis on increasing the standard of living as well as maximizing

manpower and natural resources. In recent years, people also migrated because of the

government transmigration program. As economic progress continues, the migration

stream continues. However, few studies have been conducted in terms of the relationship

between modernization and migration. This research is designed to discover any

correlation between these two phenomena.
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DEFINITION OF CONCEPTS

Migrant: A person who moves from one political area to another.

Transmigration: Indonesia’s famous resettlement program which moves people

from overcrowded areas to a less crowded area or from a

densely populated area to a less populated area.

Area of Origin: The area from which a migrant moves.

Area of Destination: The area to which a migrant moves.

In-Migration: A person who enters a migration defining area by crossing its

boundary from some point outside the area but within the same

country.

Out-Migration: A person who departs from a migration defining area by

crossing a boundary to a point outside the area but within the

same country.

Net-Migration: The balance between in-migration and out-migration.

Recent Migration: The most current migration data available or recorded.

Lifetime Migration: Migration that has occurred between an individual’s birth and the

time of the census survey. A lifetime migrant is one whose

current area of residence is different than his area of birth.

Migration Stream: A group of migrants having a common origin and destination in

a given migration period between two geographical areas.

Counterstream Migration: The opposite direction of the migration stream.
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STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES

Two central hypotheses of this study are:

1). In-migration is positively related to modernization meaning that in-migration

increases with modernization.

2). Out-migration is also positively related to modernization and increases

with modernization.
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Chapter II

MODERNIZA TION AND MIGRA TION

LITERATURE REVIEW

The concept of modernization was known a long time before the name itself

became popular in modem society. To many classical theorists, the idea of

modernization has been widely discussed although such words as modernization never

came into their discussions. Durkheim, for instance, used ‘mechanical solidarity and

organic solidarity’ to explain changes in the social organization and the need for division

of labor as society became more complex. The idea was also discussed by Tonnies in

explaining how society undergoes transition from ‘Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft’, while

Weber perceived modernization as a process change in value orientation from ‘traditional

rationality to practical rationality’. None of them used the word ‘modernization’ in then-

works but their concept was the same in explaining how society evolves from less

complexity to more complexity and they explained how to cope with such changes

(Fuse 1975).

Contemporary social scientists applied the concept of modernization in a variety

of subject areas. They linked modernization with one or two subject areas. Many studies

have been linked to modernization such as gender roles and female crime by 
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Hartnagel and Mizzanuddin (1986), social stress and emigration by Ujimoto (1975),

modernization with infant mortality by Roberts (1973) and modernization with

economic development by Roberts and McBee (1968). In the case of Rostow,

modernization was seen as associated with economic development and certainly this

modernization, as we know, it is one of the earliest theories of development. W. W.

Rostow’s theory of modernization was formulated after World War II and since then it

has become the most significant role in the theories of social change. In his 1960 book,

The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto, Rostow explained that all

societies will experience five stages of economic development. These five stages are: the

traditional society, the preconditions take-off, the take-off to sustained growth, the drive

to maturity and the age of mass consumption (Rostow 1960).

In the early stages, particularly during the traditional stage, the application of

technology is very limited. Many of the activities mainly center on the agricultural

sector from which large resources were derived. Input on technological know-how is

still very limited even though possibilities for expansion in agricultural sector is still

exist. As societies pass through the second, third, fourth and fifth stages, their use of

technology increases and they become more sophisticated. They conduct businesses and

other types of activities efficiently including the establishment of governments and other

organizations. All of these activities result in continued of the application of technology

which helps increase the standard of living of their society. Rostow also believed the

characteristics of the stages sometime overlap in some of the societies because the

preconditions of society differ from one another. He also recognized that development 
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would be uneven between one society and another. In spite of these differences, he

thought capitalist society is necessary for economic development and modernization

(Rostow 1960).

Rostow’s theory of economic development received an enormous amount of

attention both western and developing countries. Despite the simple and captivating

imagery and large appeal from many American policy elites, the model has been under

some criticism (Hulme & Turner 1990).

In the first criticism, Rostow’s model of economic development puts too much

emphasis on economic growth and too little on local social and cultural values.

Economic growth alone cannot be heavily emphasized as the cause of modernization

without taking into consideration other social and cultural aspects. In order to have

complete modernization, all aspects of development should be included. He also

suggested that third world values are an obstacle rather than an aid to progress. Western

values, he argued, facilitate progress in his model. He also pointed out that

modernization is a part of western philosophy and very often any society which

experiences or achieves modernization is called ‘Westernized’ or is referred to as

undergoing a process of ‘Westernization. ’ This is because such ideas originated in the

West. This is a ‘historical coincidence’ because modernization is a global process

without concern for race, creed and geography. Japan’s modernization did not come

from the West because Japan had no contact with the West. Japan’s modernization

comes from internal and domestic factors that are exclusively Japanese (Fuse 1975).

Despite these criticisms, Rostow’s five stages of economic development was one of the 
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popular modernization theories that many countries considered or adopted for designing

their policy to achieve economic goals and modernization.

Before further discussion of modernization in relation to migration, we should

deal with migration theory. One of the earliest and best known theories of migration is

Ravenstein’s. In 1885, Ravenstein presented his first paper at the Royal Statistical

Society based on the British census of 1881. In spite of many criticisms from his

colleagues, he continued to believe his theory was valid and proof would come soon.

In 1889, he supported his theory by presenting data from twenty countries. He wrote

two papers which he named “The Laws of Migration”. In these two papers, Ravenstein

outlined his summary of seven laws of migration.

In his first law, Ravenstein argued that people migrate because of political

oppression, heavy taxation and unattractive climate conditions. However, when he

compared the number of those moving due to economic and employment opportunities,

he found that more people migrate because of economic reasons. As one part of the

country or the world enjoys economic progress, there is continual population drifting

from countries with less economic growth to places of opportunity (Maamary 1976).

This is obvious when we observe the number of people who migrate from Mexico to the

United States. A large number of people from Mexico, both legal and illegal, try to

enter the United States on a regular basis.

Ravenstein also said migrants travel short distances. This he observed in

England during the stage of industrialization where a large rural population migrated to

the city where industries were located. In the early 1980s growing numbers of people 
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moved from nearby small cities to the central city. Ravenstein clarified this argument in

his second paper by saying that whenever there is a surplus of labor in one province and

a deficiency in another, there is a tendency for people from the surplus province to

migrate to the province with a labor deficiency (Maamary 1976).

Ravenstein also discussed the relationship between large industrial cities and long

distance migration. According to him, large industrial cities induce long distance

migration (Maamary 1976). Kleniewski (1997) discussed this scenario as applied to the

US in terms of the expansion of the railroad in the north and growing cities such as

Detroit. In 1918, a large population of blacks from the south moved to the north.

Today, this scenario is reversed due to the economic expansion in the south and many

people from the north are moving to the south for jobs.

Current and counter-current or stream and counter-stream migration is another

important aspect of the subject discussed in Ravenstein’s laws of migration. According

to the theory, for each current migration there will result a counter-current migration

(Maamary 1976). Patricia Gober (1993) in her study of '‘Americans on the Move”

studied current and counter-current migration in different regions as well as some cities

in the United States. Based upon her findings in terms of migration efficiency for

current and counter-current, she found that between California and Arizona both current

and counter-current migration efficiency are nearly equal. Within the United States a

large population from the northeast moved to the west as well as to the south.

Rural-urban migration differential was also part of Ravenstein’s central

arguments in his laws. According to this, city dwellers are less migrant than those in 
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rural areas (Maamary 1976). This could also be true for a town where economic growth

is higher, or at least stable, where not as many city dwellers are unemployed. If we take

an example such as the city of Huntington where the city lost many jobs, the situation is

the reverse. According to census tract analysis (Bartram et al. 1997) based upon the

1980 and 1990 census figures, the total city population of Huntington declined by 8,000

people from the previous ten years. What Ravenstein set forth in his theory along time

ago may be true as related to most cities but many cities will not experience it. Perhaps

England’s intervening variables differed significantly from those of Huntington. The

continuation of business closings and worker layoffs forces many Huntingtonians to

move out.

Another disturbing finding of Ravenstein’s study concerned gender migration.

He found more females migrate than males (Maamary 1976). This is suprising knowing

that since early history men have traveled more than women. In hunting and gathering

communities, men would travel long distances to hunt while women stayed behind with

the family. Even during the industrial revolution where men occupied many positions,

what Ravenstein found was surprising. It could have happened in England but some

studies have found that as far as the sexes are concerned, men migrate more than

women. According to a study done in Vietnam based on census 1984 to 1989, males

dominated females in the population movement (Dang et al. 1997). Perhaps today with

women seeking jobs, some findings show the women migration is increasing.

According to the International Labor Office, 1.5 million female workers from Asia are

employed outside their countries (Migration News 1996).
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Last in Ravenstein’s law of migration is the relationship between technology and

industrialization. Migration increases as technology change and industrialization occur

(Maamary 1976). This is true when we look at today’s world conditions, especially the

United States and other highly industrialized countries. A continuing stream of

migration from different parts of the world is becoming a problem. California is a good

example of how fast the migration population is growing. During the early 90’s so

many immigrants moved into California that causing the state government deny

educational and health benefits to illegal immigrants. In Germany a conflict is becoming

unavoidable between Germans and non-Germans immigrants. Public issues on migration

will continue to be serious problems for both sending and receiving countries; however,

the more serious problems are for those countries receiving immigrants.

Another important aspect of the theory of migration is the socioeconomic push-

pull hypothesis which is widely used by many researchers in analyzing and predicting

migration. Socioeconomic imbalances between two countries or regions encourage

migration. The pull factor is defined as people migrating because their destination is

pulling them to come in the hope of finding a better life and higher wages. Some

countries promote a pull factor because of their good policy of receiving immigrants.

Again, the United States and other developed countries are good examples of how a

country can pull people from third world countries because of economic advantages

(Maamary 1976).

The push factor, on the other hand, is the reverse situation in which people

migrate because of internal conditions in their country. Political instability, genocide or 
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natural disaster can cause the living conditions to be intolerable. Many of the people in

third world countries experience one or more of these situations and are forced to move

out of their country. One example of this push factor was the civil war in Cambodia

which forced many Cambodians to flee the country seeking political asylum in different

parts of the world.

Ravenstein, in his analysis of the 1881 census of England and Wales discovered

that the pull factors were more important than the push factors. People migrate, as he

said, not because of bad oppressive laws or heavy taxation but because of their desire to

better themselves in material respect. People in England, during the nineteenth century,

migrated due to their desire to get ahead rather than unpleasant conditions (Weeks 1989).

Jenkins’ study of push-pull factors on Mexican migration to the United States

reveals a different story. Examining labor migration and economic conditions in both

countries indicate push factor of Mexico accounting for far more migration than the pull

factors of economic opportunity in the United States. One explanation of migration of

Mexican people has to do with the government policies regarding agricultural

development. Privatization was encouraged rather than peasant agriculture reforms.

Because of this privatization, large numbers of farm workers became landless. Another

contributing factor was urbanization and population growth in Mexico leading to fewer

rural or urban economic opportunities (Jenkins 1977).

The Zipf hypothesis was introduced by George K. Zipf in 1947. Originally

drawn from Ravenstein this hypothesis was developed into a demographic law of spatial

interaction by Zipf. According to this hypothesis, migration relates to distance and 
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population size. There are three basic assumptions underlying this hypothesis.

(1).  The in-migration rate is inversely related to the distance from several other

points to a central point.

(2).  The out-migration rate is also inversely related to the distance between

several points from a central point and,

(3).  The amount of interchange between any two areas is directly proportional to

the product of the population of two areas and inversely proportional to the

distance between them (Maamary 1976).

In 1962, Hagerstrand found that nineteenth century migration involved on shorter

distance compared to the twentieth century (Willis 1974).

Economists, as Maamary (1976) pointed out, most often use this theory of labor

market because it is closely related neoclassical perspective. This theory assumes that

large movements of the labor force are determined by the availability of jobs. People

will be expected to move from an area of less job availability to one of more jobs. A

number of studies have been done on the labor market. Elkan based his study on labor

migration from Botswana, Lesotho, and Swaziland, also known as BLS. He found

South Africa benefited from these countries’ surplus labor force for gold mining and

agricultural work. Despite low wages paid in South Africa, the migrants still made

more money than they would have earned at home (Elkan 1980). This situation is

happening not only in South Africa but wherever job availability is greater.

Everett Lee formulated the multifactor theory as a result of the inadequacy of

Ravenstein’s Laws of Migration. Lee used different factors such as origin and 
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destination, intervening obstacles, and personal factors. From these three, he developed

his theory of migration on the subject area of: volume, stream and counterstream, and

characteristics of migrants (Maamary 1976).

On the subject of volume of migration, Lee discussed six topics: (1) territory,

(2) diversity of people, (3) intervening obstacles, (4) expansion and depression in the

economy, (5) state progress, and (6) measurements to prevent a large volume of

migration. With all of these conditions, the rate or volume of migration will vary

(Maamary 1976).

For the stream and counter-stream migration, Lee also looked at six

characteristics such as: (1) migration tends to be large within a well-defined stream; (2)

for every major migration stream there will be a counterstream; (3) the efficiency of

stream — which is the ratio between stream and counterstream — is high when major

factors of the migration stream are push factors at origin; (4) the low efficiency on both

stream and counterstream are attributed to the same condition at origin and destination;

(5) high efficiency of migration stream occurs when the intervening obstacles are great

and (6) in terms of economic conditions the efficiency migration varies. During

economic prosperity efficiency migration is high; efficiency is low during time of

economic depression (Maamary 1976).

In terms of the characteristics of migrants, Lee viewed migration as selective;

positively selective in response to pull factors and negative or low quality when the push

factor is at its origin. Lee believed that “the degree of positive selective increases with

the difficulty of the intervening obstacles” (Maamary 1976). Taking all migrants 
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together, “selection tends to be bimodal forming a U shaped curve along poor to

excellent continuum” (Maamary 1976) The heightened propensity to migrate is

important and the characteristics of migrants between population at origin and population

at destination tend to be intermediate (Maamary 1976).

In 1940 Samuel A. Stouffer introduced the theory of intervening opportunities of

migration. Stouffer combined Ravenstein’s law of migration with distance, Zipf

hypothesis and theory of competing migrants. According to this theory, the number of

people going a given distance is directly proportional to the percentage of increase in

opportunities at that distance (Maamary 1976).

The typological theory arose as a result of Petersen’s view of the inadequacy of

migration theories. He combines his refined push-pull factor theory with migrants’ level

of aspiration. Five broad classes of migrations in this typology are: primitive, forced,

impelled, free, and mass migration. Based on these classes one can categorize the type of

class involved in migration (Maamary 1976). This typology provides a simple and easy

understanding of both the migration process and the type of migration.

A final theory of migration is that introduced by Bogue. Based on the discussion

of stream migration, Bogue provides empirical research supporting the validity of his

twelve generalizations. The first three of Bogue’s generalizations are nothing more than a

restatement of Zipf s three main assumptions. The fourth generalization concerns the net

migration in relation to distance. Net migration rate of two areas changes proportionately

with the level of living and inversely with distance. If two areas are different

economically, the relationship between distance and the number of migrants may be 
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affected (Maamary 1976).

The number of people going a specific distance is directly proportionate to the

number of opportunities at that distance and inverse to the intervening opportunities.

Bogue also suggested the rate of migration between communities varies with the type of

community of origin, destination, direction, and age as well as the characteristics of the

migrant. A high rate of in-migration is accompanied by a high rate of out-migration

(Maamary 1976).

The last four of Bogue’s generalizations are concerned with the type of

community migration, direction, size and net effect. In the modem world, urban to

urban migration is considered the largest of any type of migration. Migration streams

are lower at high unemployment. Size, direction and the net effect of the migration

stream are sensitive to socioeconomic changes. The overall pattern of net migration for

several decades continues to remain constant (Maamary 1976).

In recent years, as Kubat and Nowotny (1981) point out, interest in migration is

growing because not only do the census agencies collect and study migration but some

private or special interest groups now collect and study it as well. Generating data on

migration is becoming very important in modem society; however, some of the data are

not easily accessible.

When we speak about migration and need to obtain information on the subject,

we refer to population and demography studies; our traditions dictate it. Because of this

perception, Mangalam and Schwarzweller (1968) proposed a new general theory in the

study of migration. They offer useful guidelines for research in many areas and 
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disciplines. Consequently, today there are many studies done on migration from

different areas, but particularly from a sociological perspective.

Inclusion of the sociological perspective meant a significant contribution to new

developments in the study of migration in the use of a diverse variables regarding the

study of migration selectivity. Instead of the traditional method, especially from a

demographic standpoint, relevant variables such as sex, age, distance, race, ethnic

origin, education, occupation, and income have come to be viewed as important. Recent

studies have added attitudes, aspirations, motivation, values and other socio-

psychological factors. Attempting to explain the dynamics of migrants and their

population linkage to resulting social change, complex interrelationships have been made

for both demographic and sociological variables (Mangalam & Schwarzweller 1968).

There is an emphasis in these new studies on current research in migration.

According to Mangalam and Schwarzweller (1968), Thomas and Znaniecki study of the

"Polish Peasant in Europe and America in 1927” was the best migration study from

sociological perspective. Another example of helpful research would be Eisenstadt’s

study of the absorption of Jewish immigrants into the state of Israel. He used “the

immigrant’s basic motivations and role expectation” (Mangalam & Schwarzweller 1968:

p.9) to study the migration process.

Bruce Koppel (1976) used Philippine data to study migration using the sociogenic

approach. In generating a sociogenic model, Koppel introduced two critical structural

dimensions of social collectivities such as differentiation and centrality. Differentiation

is defined as the capacity of a collectivity to process information while centrality refers to 
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the extent to which a collective identity is recognized. Two hypotheses are recognized:

(1). Population loss is positively related to low centrality and high

differentiation.

(2). Population gain is related to low differentiation and high centrality.

Data drawn from the Philippines were based on the interrelationship of technological

change in agriculture and institutional change in barrios (villages). Two models were

specified: Model I concentrates on whether this class affects population gain or loss,

and how solidarity plays an important part in intervening for 1970 differentiation and

centrality levels. Model II explored the operation of changing differentiation and

centrality rates and the presence in solidarity class in accounting for the likelihood of

presence in population change (Koppel 1976).

In Model I, population gain is associated with lower differentiation and a higher

centrality level in 1960, and population loss is associated with high differentiation and a

lower centrality level. Solidarity, on the other hand, is associated with lower

differentiation. In all three class-related studies centrality, solidarity and population gain

are associated positively whereas loss of population is associated negatively. In Model

n, solidarity is associated with population loss while non-solidarity is associated with

population gain (Koppel 1976).

In responding to the need for a general theory to study migration Mangalam &

Schwarzweller (1968) offer some theoretical guidelines for a sociological study of

migration. According to them, in developing a sociological framework should study

should study the reality of specifics, a reference for the study of society must be selected, 
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and theoretical treatment should be indicated. They also discuss some sociological

dimensions of migration. Many researchers identify migration as an individual event

although collectivity migration is not excluded and migration tends to be described as

physical movement from one location to another resulting in a more or less permanent

change of residence. But for Mangalam & Schwarzweller, these prevailing views are

sociologically inadequate. They defined migration as:

“...a relatively permanent moving away of collectivity

called migrants, from one geographical location to another,

preceded by decision-making on the part of the migrants on the

basis of a hierarchically ordered set of values or valued ends and

resulting in changes in the interactional system of the migrants”

(Mangalam & Schwarzweller 1968: p.8).

From this above migration definition, Mangalam and Schwarzweller show how

‘permanent moving away’ excludes the commuter, the salesman, and the tourist because

they are not permanent. Changing one’s geographical location temporarily is not

migration. Second, the phrase ‘a collectivity called migrants’ is fundamental to

sociological disciplines. The reason collectivity is so important is that an individual

migrant is less meaningful than collective migrants.

Third, the phrase ‘preceded by decision-making on the basis of a hierarchically

ordered set of values’ is also an important aspect of migration. According to Mangalam

and Schwarzweller (1968), migration ‘cannot be treated as random behavior’. In order

to explore the dynamics of migration, one should take into account the process as well

as the effect of the decision to migrate. A migration decision is a subjective act and what 
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is important is how migrants feel about this situation. Factors encouraging people to

migrate are not always openly logically articulated by migrants. Therefore, we must

accept that no matter what the degree of migration is it will affect the migration process.

Finally, ‘change in the interactional system’ is one primary cause of relocation

or migration. However, it does not seem so in collectivity migration because they

establish their own community where there is little effect on this interactional system.

Tibetan people who were forced out of Tibet, now living in Northern India, are a good

example of this condition. Their interactional system is still intact. Quite the opposite is

the situation with individuals where interaction within their own community is no longer

possible.

In the relationship between migration and modernization, migration increases

with modernization. According to Parish, Jr. (1973), in the case of Europe, better

transportation facilities increased long distance migration particularly in Sweden from

1850 to 1950. Parish (1973) also found in Italy, Netherlands, Switzerland and the United

States modernization of transportation systems allowed for moving longer distances. In

terms of migration and information sources, in traditional societies, information heavily

depends on kin and friends but in modem society more information is available in

relation to jobs and events. Similar studies based on modernization and migration,

according to Taeuber (1951) and Wilkinson (1965) showed internal migration in Japan

increased from the agrarian to the industrial period. From these studies, it is clear that

modernization has a positive relationship to migration.



23

Chapter III

MODERNIZATION & MIGRATION

IN INDONESIA

To understand the history of modernization and migration in Indonesia, it is

necessary to have some general information about the country in order to help us identify

the effect modernization has on migration. Knowing this general information will enable

us to judge the pattern and type of migration associated with modernization.

Indonesia, as many people have discussed lately, is not simply a country troubled

by economic and monetary crisis. It is the largest archipelago in the world. Indonesia

consists of 13,677 islands with five major islands which are Sumatra, Java, Kalimantan,

Sulawesi and Irian Jaya. Indonesia is also divided into 27 provinces shown in figure 1.

The total population is estimated at about 200 million and it is the fourth largest country

in total population in the world. In spite of many islands with large population, the

unequal distribution of total population remains a major problem in Indonesia.

Consequently, Java continues to be the most densely populated island in Indonesia

because most of the total population of Indonesia is concentrated there.

During Dutch colonization which lasted more than three centuries, Indonesia

was known as the Dutch East Indies. Indonesia proclaimed its independence on August

17, 1945 under the leaderships of President Soekamo and Vice President Mohammad
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Hatta. Today, the leadership of the country is in the hands of President Soeharto. Just a

few weeks ago he was reelected for a seventh term as president of Indonesia. The new

vice-president is Dr. B.J. Habibie.

Since Indonesia gained its independence and the introduction of the five-year

Development Program in 1969/70, it has slowly improved the country. By the end of

the First Five-Year Development Program, Indonesia had achieved many goals

especially in the production of rice, which rose 25%, and government expenditures

which increased by 7 % of its Gross Domestic Product. Half the total expenditure was

allocated for transportation, communication, agriculture, irrigation and subsidized

fertilizers (Indonesia Handbook 1985).

In examining the economic progress of Indonesia, throughout the 1970s, the

country continued to experience rapid economic growth. This growth occurred largely

because of petroleum exports but in the early 1980s, the country experienced economic

sluggishness due to trade deterioration as well as the slump of oil prices throughout the

world (Pinto 1987; World Bank 1990; Cobbe and Boediono 1993). Indonesia rebounded

with strong economic growth by the late 1980s mainly because of the effort of by the

government in shifting its main revenue from oil and gas export to non-oil and gas

export. By the end of the Fifth Five-Year Development Program or 25-Year Long

Development Program, Indonesia was able to increase per capita income from US $70

in 1969 to US $770 in 1995. The number of people below the poverty line dropped

from 70 million or 60% to 25.9 million by the end of 1993/94. Indonesia also achieved

self-sufficiency in rice production due to the success of the green revolution. These 
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accomplishments certainly contributed to a continuing economic growth. For Indonesia

to attain these achievements was a near miracle because there were not many countries

which could achieve this success with such a large total population. Not only did

Indonesia raise its per capita income as well as self-sufficiency in rice production due to

economic growth, many other sectors benefited from this economic growth. Education,

health, tourism, trade, science, and technology are among those sector growing rapidly.

Indonesia, as many economists say, has been on the edge of take-off or sustained growth

of take-off. In spite of these achievements, Indonesia has a long way to go to fully attain

modernization. However, looking back on the country five decades ago, Indonesia

has achieved superb performance in lifting its people (Indonesia Handbook 1995).

With continued development in all sectors particularly in the fields of

transportation and communication, migration remains nearly irresistible. Its large

population and vast geographic areas extend a distance equal to that from New York to

California, making migration in Indonesia too attractive to resist. Total migration-both

internal and intemational-has been increasing at a high rate migration is also. Based on

the census data of 1971, total internal migration was 5 million and in 1995, total internal

migration increased to 17 million. In the last 25 years, total increase of migration in

Indonesia was about 12 millions. To understand the history of migration in connection

with modernization, we must divide the time frame into three parts: the pre-colonial era,

colonial era and post-colonial era.

Human migration in Indonesia existed a long time ago although migration was

usually manifested in small numbers. During the pre-colonial era and before the 
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Christian era, particularly during the period 3000 - 500 BC, the first people identified

as having migrated to Indonesia were the Sub-Mongolian migrants. Later, beginning

with the first century until the seventh century, a large number of migrants came from

India. Not only did they bring religions with them, they also brought rich Indian

cultures from their respective regions. Major religion contributions of these people were

Hinduism and Buddhism. These easily influenced the local people and the many island

kingdoms. As a result, from the first century until the twelfth century, Indonesia was

very much under the control and influence of Hindu and Buddhist Kingdoms. This long

and continuing relationship with India resulted in a transfer of culture from India to

Indonesia. Today, many of the Indonesian cultures can be traced back to India

(Indonesia Handbook 1985 ).

In the thirteenth century, merchants from Gujarat and Persia who embraced

Islam began trading with Indonesia. Along with trade, some merchants settled in

Indonesia, occupying the coastal regions of the islands. As resettlement grew, they

gradually moved inland and converted the locals and many Hindu rajas to Islam. The

first Hindu Kingdom which converted to Islam was the Demak and later many former

Hindu and Buddhist Kingdoms embraces Islam. Today, Islam is the major religion in

Indonesia ( Dept, of Information 1985).

The Christian period in Indonesia did not start until the colonial era began. The

first Europeans to arrive in Indonesia were the Portuguese, in 1511, in search of

Indonesian spices. After conquering the Islamic Kingdoms, they began to propagate

Christianity. As the Portuguese succeeded in finding spices, many other European 
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countries began their journey to Indonesia. The Dutch were very successful in then-

efforts to spread Christianity in Indonesia. These efforts paid off as today many people,

particularly in the east part of Indonesia, practice Christianity (Dept, of Information

1985).

During the Dutch occupation of Indonesia, Governor General J.P. Coen,

established Batavia (now Jakarta) at the mouth of the Ciliwung River as the headquarters

of the Dutch East Indies in 1611. By the 1770s, Batavia had become the second largest

city of the Netherlands empire. Three times as large as Rotterdam and four times as

large as the Hague, Batavia not only became the Netherlands most important city for

economic activities but also known as the Queen of the Orient where the Dutch enjoyed

power and prestige. As economy and trade expanded, the city continued to become a

most attractive place for both internal and international migration. In 1673, the total

population of Batavia was 27,068, but by 1790 the number had increased to 134,739. A

tremendous increase in total population continued due to a large number of migrants.

According to the total distribution of population by ethnic group, Javanese and Balinese

accounted for one third of the total city population while European, Eurasian, Chinese,

Malay and several local ethnic groups made up the balance. Among international

migrants, the number of Chinese migrants outnumbered European migration from 1673

to 1790. The Javanese and Balinese migrants were certainly larger than any other ethnic

group because of their advantage of having short distances to travel. This allowed them

to have greater mobility than any other ethnic groups (Spooner 1986).

Naim (1976) presented his papers “Voluntary Migration in Indonesia” at the VIII 
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Congress of Sociology held in Toronto for the session of the International Sociological

Association’s Research Committee on Migration. Based on the census data of 1931,

Naim found there are two different intensities of migration among ethnic groups in

Indonesia. The two types of intensity are higher and lower. Higher intensity is defined

as those ethnic groups who migrated in large numbers outside their territory while lower

intensity of migration is those who migrated in smaller numbers outside their territory.

Of twenty-four ethnic groups, those with had the highest intensity of migration are

Baweanese, Batak, Banjarese, Minangkabau and Buginese while those with the lowest

intensity of migration are Sasak, Balinese, Dayak, Torajan and Lampungnese.

Naim also predicted the internal migration for the census data of 1961 even

though the census did not have the same information as in 1930. He also analyzed both

higher and lower migration intensity using multidimensional approaches to categories

and to determine why there was a difference among ethnic groups in terms of having

higher intensity as well as low intensity. The multidimensional approaches Naim

employed are ecological, location, economic, demographic, educational, urban attraction

and political unrest. For the ecological factor in respect to the fertile soil, migration is

negative whenever the ecological factor is an advantage; meaning that fertile soil induced

people to stay at their place. On the other hand, people moved out whenever the soil

became infertile. Naim (1976) found that some groups such as Banjarese and Buginese

have a high intensity of migration moving even when their locations are favorable

In terms of location as a factor of migration, Naim (1976) defined location as a

geographical area that is basically favorable both politically and economically. Some 
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theories say that whenever geographical areas are favorable it is likely that people in

those areas are having greater intensity in mobility because they have less difficulties of

accessing transportation as well as other facilities that promote migration. Findings in

the case of ethnic groups in Indonesia revealed the opposite. Many ethnic groups that

have a very good location have a lower intensity of migration. A similar finding also

showed that some societies with low economic pressure, such as the Banjarese and

Buginese, have higher intensity of migration as compared to Balinese and Javanese,

where high economic pressure with low intensity of migration is found. In examining

the theory of push factors, the above finding indicates that high economics pressure does

not always compel people in that area to migrate. The theory seems not to apply to

some ethnic groups in Indonesia.

Another important factor Naim (1976) applied in looking at the low and high

intensity are demographic factors and education. In demographic factors, particularly

total population, Naim found nothing different than what he had found earlier. High

total population density among Javanese, Balinese and Madurese did not make them

migrate while people from lower population density such as Batak, Buginese, have

higher intensity in migration. With respect to education, Batak, Menadonese, Ambonese

and Minangkabau are among the ethnic groups that appear to have a higher desire for

education. This desire for education was strongly influenced by Christian missionaries.

The groups benefited from the missionaries encouragement and by understanding the

importance of education. As many schools facilities were located in Java, migration

was the only way to acquire an educated. The Javanese and Sundanese did not have to 
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travel out as they were in the location of the school facilities.

As Indonesia continues to progress and prosper, there also comes a stage of

modernization. The first location where modernization takes place is in towns. The

modernization and the continuation of growth grow in all aspects of towns and their

activities, create many opportunities in these locations. Therefore, the abundance of

opportunities of urban centers attracts many people from different parts of the country.

This is particularly true of educated people, traders, and landless agricultural workers

who experience a lack of opportunity in their own rural area or territory which forced

them to migrate to the urban centers. Between the early 30’s to 60’s urban centers

development in Indonesia had not yet experienced a take off. During this period the

primary site of development was concentrated on the island of Java, where the capital of

Indonesia is located, thereby making its development in all sectors the primary focus of

the Indonesian government. Because Java continues to be the main priority for

development, many people decided to migrate to Java. In regard to Batak,

Minangkabau, Ambonese, and Menadonese, it appears that their high intensity of

migration is due to the lack of development in their region. Balinese and Acehnese, on

the other hand, experience low migration intensity because of their lack of desire to

change their lives due to cultural bonds and strong family ties. The Balinese have been

particularly reluctant to migrate because the attachment between family members is very

strong. They would rather starve or die than be separated (Naim 1976).

The last factors that Naim (1976) employed in the study of voluntary migration

were the political and social factors. Political unrest contributes to high intensity of
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migration. One explanation for this is that whenever there is political unrest, people in

that area have a tendency to move out to destinations where there is no political unrest.

Some examples of having to migrate because of political unrest can be seen in the

rebellion of South Maluku, Sulawesi and Sumatra. The Darul Islam movement in West

Java, South Kalimantan, Central Sulawesi, and Aceh forced people to move to places of

less political unrest.

In term of social factors, some explanations have been given above particularly

in explaining that low intensity migration among the Balinese people was due to the

strong relationship among family members. The chances of Balinese people migrating

out of their territory is rather slim because not only is there a strong relationship among

family members but also they are devoted to their community. In their traditional

culture being a member of a community gives them numerous responsibilities which

prevents many Balinese people from leaving.

In Batak and the Minangkabau cultures the word “merantau” means voluntary

leaving for outside territory. This has a significant meaning for them because of the

differences in their cultural orientation or tradition. As Naim (1976) pointed out the

Minangkabau people embrace a pattern of matrilineal society where women control

everything while men have only the responsibilities for procreation and provide the

welfare or as supervisors, while in Balinese society, men control the family as well as

the major inheritances. In Minangkabau, men do not inherit because they are considered

guests. Consequently, because of this treatment, the only way to avoid it is migrate out

of the territory. The differences in children’s upbringing between Balinese and
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Minangkabau is stark. The Minangkabau children, particularly the boys, start learning

the Quran when they reach the age of six or seven. Boys are not provided with then-

own room because all rooms are allocated to female members. They have to sleep in the

prayer house which is the boarding place for both boys and men and are discouraged

from staying. When they are old enough to go out on their own, they are encouraged to

leave and seek experience and to earn money for their own wedding expenses. This

early training helps them to be responsible for themselves and teaches them then-

function as members of the family. This is the main reason for people, particularly men,

leaving their own territory (Naim 1976).

Naim and indigenous period explanation of migration above dealt primarily with

voluntary migration which is the major type of migration in Indonesia. Another type of

migration that is equally important to discuss is the migration that is planned and

organized by the government. This type of migration is known as ‘transmigration’.

According to government sources, particularly the Department of Transmigration of

Indonesia, this program was started in 1905 moving people from Java to Lampung in

Sumatra. By 1941, a total of 144,000 families were transmigrated to South Sumatra.

During World War II, this program was halted but later resumed after the war.

According to the Department of Transmigration (1997), the number of transmigrations

can be seen on the table below based on the five-year plan (PELITA) period:
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SOURCE: Department of Transmigration R I, 1997.

Table 1. Number of Transmigrations

PERIOD FAMILIES PEOPLE

1950 - 1968 (PRE-PELTTA ) 98.316 400.992
1968/69 - 1973/74 ( PET .ITA 11 39.346 177.462
1973/74 - 1978/79 ( PELITA IT ) 62.364 280,638
1978/79 - 1983/84 ( PET .IT A ITT ) 535. 474 2.302.538
1983/84 - 1988/89 ( PEI .IT A TV I 750.150 3,225.645
1988/89 - 1993/94 ( PELITA V I 265.295 1.140.614
TOTAL 1.750.999 7.569.319

The objective of transmigration programs is to balance the population density as

well as to increase the standard of living for the people. Other objectives are regional

development, maximizing both manpower and natural resources and strengthening the

national security. While taking into consideration the receiving provinces or

destinations, the main objective for the government is to open up new settlements to

migrants. Providing human resources along with maximizing the benefits from their

natural resources, transferring technology, improving infrastructure and extending new

growth and improving farming production are all important factors. As for the origin

or the sending provinces, the goals are to reduce population density and prevent further

urbanization. They also resettle victims of natural disasters and social disturbances. The

target areas of transmigration programs focus on the river banks, slum areas, densely

populated infertile areas. Areas that have been affected by natural disaster are also

targets for transmigration. In terms of group targets, transmigration programs mainly
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move the poor peasant, the landless fanner, the poor fishermen, the unemployed and the

school dropouts (Dept, of Transmigration 1997).

Although transmigration is a government program, it allows for private or

individual contributions and involvement in the program. Based upon the funding of the

program, transmigrations are divided into two categories: the sponsor which is fully

funded by the government and the spontaneous which is funded by the private sector.

In recent years, another type of migration was proposed which is the collaboration

between private individuals and the government. This type of transmigration is called

Self Motivated and Subsidized Spontaneous Transmigration (Dept, of Transmigration,

1997).

Unlike the voluntarily type of migration where destination is the migrant’s

choice, in the transmigration program the destination is very much decided by the

government. Based on government data, the island destinations of transmigration are

Sumatra, Kalimantan, Sulawesi and Irian Jaya. These four main islands are the islands

where total population is very low and where there is an abundance of natural resources.

On the other hand, islands such as Java, Bali and Lombok are sending transmigrants

because their islands over-populated and there they superior knowledge in farming can

be benefited in new locations. They have attained self-sufficiency in rice production and

other agricultural products. There are many criticisms regarding this program

particularly the belief that they are ruining the ecology because of clear-cutting forests

for new settlements. Transmigration does help individuals as those who have no

resources at their place of origin can become productive at their new locations.
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To see the flow of recent migration in Indonesia based upon inter-provincial

migration, figure 2 provides good information about the pattern of recent migration in

Indonesia for 1995. Based on figure 2, large migration is mostly concentrated on Java

island. The heavy migration as indicated by bold lines took place in the west part of the

country. In the east the flow of migration is rather in small number. The exact number,

the origin and the destination of recent migration for the year 1995 can be seen in the

appendix.

According to the Intercensal Population Survey of 1995 as shown Table n, the

first reason people migrated was to join their families in almost all provinces except

Yogyakarta where the main reason people migrated there was education. From the

Table II we see 62 % of migrants in Maluku, 57 % in North Sumatra, 56 % in Bengkulu,

Lampung and East Nusa Tenggara. The lowest percentage was in Yogyakarta which

had only 19% of total migrants. The second reason that most people migrated was

because of jobs or seeking jobs. The percentages range from 22% in Yogyakarta to

53 % in Irian Jaya. 'rhe third reason for people to migrate was the education factor.

The largest migration for education purposes occurred in Yogyakarta with 56 % followed

by South Sulawesi at 28%, North Sulawesi had 25% and North Sumatra had 22%.

The lowest migration because of education was in East Nusa Tenggara which had only

1 % of migrants. Jakarta and West Java were the main migration for the purpose of

housing. In terms of changes in marital status were happened in East Kalimantan and

West Sumatra which each accounted for 3 % of migrants.
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Table II
THE MAIN REASONS OF MIGRATION BY PROVINCES

( IN PERCENTAGES)

Source: 1995 Intercensal Population Survey, Biro Pusat Statistik Indonesia: Seri 4.

Province

Jobs/
Seeking
Jobs

Education Changed
in
Marital
Status

Joint
Family
Members

Housing Others Total

%

1. Aceh 39 9 - 50 - 2 100
2. N. Sumatra 26 10 2 57 .5 4.5 100
3. W. Sumatra 24 22 3 44 3 4 100
4. Riau 44 3 1 51 - 1 100
5. Jambi 43 3 1 52 - 1 100
6. S. Sumatra 37 5 2 52 - 4 100
7. Bengkulu 31 5 2 56 - 6 100
8. Lampung 30 10 1.5 56 1.5 3 100
9. Jakarta 52 3 2 35 7 1 100
10. W. Java 44 5 2 41 7 1 100
11. C. Java 34 12 2 46 3 3 100
12. Yogyakarta 22 56 1 19 - 2 100
13. E. Java 42 15 1 39 1 2 100
14. Bali 44 7 2 41 - 6 100
15. W. Nusa 47 8 1 38 2 4 100

Tenggara
16. E. Nusa 39 1 - 56 1 3 100

Tenggara
17. W. Kalimantan 34 10 2 51 2 1 100
18. C. Kalimantan 44 4 - 49 - 3 100
19. S. Kalimantan 34 16 2 47 1 - 100
20. E. Kalimantan 48 4 3 43 - 2 100
21. N. Sulawesi 26 25 1 44 2 2 100
22. C. Sulawesi 40 6 1 52 - 1 100
23. S. Sulawesi 33 28 - 37 1 1 100
24. S. E. Sulawesi 33 8 1 56 - 2 100
25. Maluku 32 2 - 62 - 4 100
26. Irian Jaya 52.5 1.5 - 42 - 4 100
27. East Timor 42 10 -■ 46 - 2 100
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In recent years, migration not only occurred internally between the islands or

between one province and another but has also grow at the international. Large

Indonesian populations are emigrating to different parts of the world. Many of them are

labor migrants because the main purpose of their emigrating is in search of employment.

In 1997, the total number of Indonesian workers overseas was about 900,000 of which

70% to 80% were women. Indonesia is planning to increase this number by sending 1.2

million workers by the year 2000. The total number of Indonesians already abroad is

2.5 million. Continued efforts to send Indonesian workers abroad is part of a

government plan to boost its earnings by receiving remittance from Indonesian workers

hiring abroad and to control high unemployment due to limited availability of jobs in

Indonesia (Migration News 1995; 1997). As uneven development continues between

provinces, the flow of migration from less advantageous to more advantageous regions

continues. In many Indonesian provinces one province receives or sends more migrants

than the other. For the 27 provinces, the in-, the out-, the net-migration and the 

migration rate can be seen in the appendix.
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Chapter TV

METHODOLOGY

SOURCE OF DATA

This research is based upon cross-sectional census data from the government of

Indonesia particularly from the 1995 Indonesian Intercensal Population Survey. Some

data are also taken from other government sources-footnotes for such data are

indicated. As indicated in the previous chapter, there are 27 provinces in Indonesia

which means that the unit of analysis is the province. Indonesia is located between the

two continents of Asia and Australia. It is one of the largest and most populous nations

in Southeast Asia with different ethnic groups, languages, and traditions.

VARIABLES AND THE UNIT OF MEASUREMENT

1). Dependent variable consists of two variables: In-Migration (TNMIG) rate and

Out-Migration (OUTMIG) rate of the recent migration. The unit of measurement of the

dependent variable is percentage. The rate of both migrations is calculated by dividing

the total number of in- and out-migrants by the total population, times 100. In

calculating the in- and out- migration rate for each province, the total number of in- and

out-migration of each province is divided by total population of each province times

100. The use of percentage for the rate of migration is to provide a fair comparison 
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between large population of some provinces and small population of some provinces.

Using raw numbers total in- and out-migration will overpower the small provinces.

2). Independent variable. The independent variables are modernization

indicators. Modernization indicators for this study are based upon the Roberts and

McBee (1968) study of Mexico. Ideas for selecting the modernization indicators are

taken from this study. Roberts and McBee used twenty variables to measure

modernization which were: percent of places with 2,500 and over; percent of places

with 10,000 and over; percent of places with 100,000 and over; percent literate; percent

completing 6 years of schooling; percent completing 12 years of schooling; per capita

sugar consumption; percent electricity consumption and many others. For the purpose

of this study, seven modernization indicators are chosen such as:

a). Percent in Urban Population (URBAN): is the percent of total population

living in urban areas. In determining the differences between urban and rural

population, the people are categorized base upon the area where they live. It is the

interviewer’s task to assign the type of area. In Indonesia, the differences between rural

and urban areas are very clear. Rural area is an area where many of the government

administration offices are not present as compared to an urban area. The total of urban

population is divided by total population, times 100, to get the urban population

percentage.

b). Percent in Private Bathing Facility (PBATH): is the percent of households

which own private bathing facilities. In Indonesia, owning a private bathing facility is

a privilege which shows higher economic status. Public or community baths are
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common in Indonesia. Similar calculation is employed as in percent of urban

population.

c).  Per Capita Income (INCOME): is the average income of the population.

The data is based on the provinces’ per capita income taken from the Indonesia

handbook published by the Department of Information. Since this is already in a ratio

type of measurement, there is no need to divide by the total population.

d).  Percent in Private Toilet Facility with septic tank (PTOILET): is the

percentage of the number of households which own private toilets with septic tanks.

Having private toilet facility is another household improvement in the standard of living

particularly private toilet with septic tank. Unlike in the West, where the outlet of

private toilet is through a large system of the city or community sewer, in Indonesia it

is still based on an individual outlet system like a septic tank.

e).  Percent in Electrical Lighting (ELECTRIC): is the percentage of number of

households whose source of the lighting for their home is electricity. Indonesia has not

yet provided all their people with electricity. In some areas, other sources of lighting

are being used such as gas, pumped lamp and kerosene lamp. To have electricity as a

source of lighting is an achievement of progress or to have modernized in some way.

f).  Percent in Non-Agricultural Income (NONAG): is the percentage of

households whose main income is from non-agricultural income. As a society continues

to progress, more and more people leave agricultural work for other sources of income

because of the low wages and time for harvest takes longer. In Indonesia, more and

more people are leaving agriculture not only because the wages are low but the ability to 
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provide enough work is a problem.

g). Percent in Roof Tile Construction Material (ROOFTILE): is the percentage

of households with tile roofs. One way to see if modernization has taken place is by

looking at what type of roofing material is used. In Indonesia, having a tile roof is a

status symbol and shows affluence or success. Other types of roofing that many

Indonesians use for their homes are concrete, wood, asbestos, corrugated zinc, sugar

palm fiber, and leaves.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The statistical methods employed in this study are the Pearson’s r correlation and

regression analysis. All the variables both dependent and independent are correlated to

one another using zero-order correlation. Then, the dependent variables such as in- and

out-migration along with independent variables which are the modernization indicators

are examined using linear regression to explore the relationship between the pairs of

variables. R Square, beta weight or standardized coefficient and the significance are also

examined. Scatter plot or graph method are also employed on a one-by-one basis

between two dependent variables and the seven modernization indicators to see how

closely the data conform to a straight line.
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Chapter V

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter the results of the statistical analysis are discussed along with the

presentation of tables of data. The discussions are mostly based upon the relationship

between independent variables and dependent variables.

In looking at the zero-order correlation of all variables that is presented in table

EH, all the variables have a correlation to one another although not all have the same

degree of relationship. The high number correlation occurred on non-agricultural

income with urban population, electrical lighting, private toilet and a correlation

between private toilet and urban population. All these variables correlated with a level

of significance at .001. The lowest correlation occurs between roof tile material and

per capita income with negative correlation of (-.063). What this number explains is

that as per capita income increases there is a decrease in the number of households

whose houses are made of tile material. Similar results also found to in- and out

migration with respect to the seven modernization indicators all have some relationship.

They did not have the same relationship because they did not have the same Pearson r

correlation. For in-migration, all seven variables have positive correlation although the

degree and the level of confidence are different. Urban population, per capita income,
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private toilet with septic tank and non-agricultural income all have a correlation with the

level of significance at .001 while private bath has a level of significance at .005 with a

small correlation with in-migration such as with the electrical lighting. A very small

correlation occurred with roof tile material. On account of out-migration, a correlation

occurred with urban population, private toilet with septic tank and non-agricultural

income with level of significance at .001. While the level of significance at .001 takes

place with private bath and low correlation occurs with roof tile material. They are all

positively correlated to one another.

Although with the Pearson r correlation, one can try to judge the degree of

correlation but it will be difficult to determine the relationship of one variable to another

or compare one to another. Only by squaring the Pearson r, can one determine variance

of one variable accounted for the other. The coefficient of determination (r square) is

the coefficient which tells whether the relationship is weak or strong. Cohen and

Holliday grouped the coefficient into four categories as follows: below .19 is considered

very low or very weak; .20 - .39 is low or weak; .40 - .69 is modest; .70 -.89 is high or

strong, whereas .90 and above is considered very high or strongly correlated. In other

words, as the coefficient is closer to one, the stronger the relationship. The relationship

becomes weak as the coefficient moves toward zero. There is no correlation when the

coefficient equals zero. Although Cohen and Holliday grouped the relationship into

four, they warned that these rules should not be used for definite explanation because

there have not been concrete guidelines for this interpretation (Bryman & Cramer 1994).

For this study such an explanation can be.
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Figure 3A. In-Migration by Urban Population
In-Migration by Urban Population

Urtoan Population

Dependent variable .. INMIG Method.. LINEAR

List wise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .49423
R Square .24429
Adjusted R square .21406
Standard Error 1.63099

Note: Analys is of Variance:

1-17 DF Sirm of Squares Mean Square
3-10
6-14,19,23 Regression 1 21.497172 21.497172

Residuals 23 66.502828 2.660113

.. F - 8.08130 Slgnif F - .0088

Sig 7

0088
.2209

------------------ ---------------------- Variables m the Equation —------------- ——•

Variable a sx a Beta 7

URBAN .060329 .021222 .494233 2.843
(Constant! . 881380 .702083 1.233

Figure 3B. In-Migration by Private Bath

In-Migration by Private Bath

Private Batn

Dependent variable.. INMZC Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Ml is mg Data

Multiple R .34636
R Square .12011
Adjusted R Square .08491
Standard Error 1.73989

Analysis of Variance:
Note:

OF Sun of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 10.369333 10.369333
2-11,25 Residuals 23 77.430647 3.097226
3-10

22-24 F - 3.41232 Slgnif F - .0766

Variables la the Equation -----------------------------

Variable B SX B Beta 7

PBATH .119869 .102782 .346564 1.847
(Constant) .627337 1.134738 .543

Figure 3C. In-Migration by Per
In-Migration by Per Capita Income

Per Capita Income

Capita Income
Dependent variable.. INKIG Method.. LINEAR

Listvise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .30132
R Square .23132
Adjusted R Square .22137
Standard Error 1.62338

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sua of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 22.116237 22.116237
Residuals 23 65.813743 2.635330

F - 8.39215 Slgnif F - .0077

— Variables m the Equation----- - ----------——

VRCiable 5 S1 B Bata T

™C0MB .001330 .000533 .501319 2.897
(Constant) 1.388701 .340570 2.569

sig 7

.0766
.5918

sig 7

.0077

.0166
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Figure 3D. In-Migration by Electrical Lighting

In-Migration by Electrical Lighting

EJectncai Ugh ting

Dependant variable.. INMIG

Listwise Delation of Missing Data

Multiple R .30006
R Square .09004
Adjusted R Square .05364
Standard Error 1.79971

Method.. LINEAR

Analysis of Variance:

Note: DE Sum of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 7.923197 7.9231970
1-25 Residuals 25 90.076803 3.2030721
6-18

11-21 F - 2.47362 Slgmf F ■ •

-----------—----------------------- Variables in the

1283

Equation - ---------------- -------

Variable B SE 3 Beta T Sig T

ELECTRIC
(Constant)

.103797
1.301924

.065996

.933597
.300061 1.573

1.395
. 1283
. 1754

Figure 3E. In-Migration by Private Toilet

Private Toilet wrth Sepoc Tank

Method.. LINEARDependant variable.. INMIG

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Note:

Multiple
R Square
Adjusted
Standsrd

R

R Square
Error

Analysis

.58206

.33879

.31234
1.52560

of Variance:
1-25
3-26

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square

5-23 29.813665 29.813665
58.186335 2.327453

Slgnif F - .0014

8-18
11-13

Residuals

r -

25

12.80956

Variable 3 SE 3 Beta T Sig T

PTOI LET
(Constant)

.372671 .104126 .582058
886128 .577666

3.579
1.534

.0014

.1376

Figure 3F. In-Migration by
In-Migration by Non-Agricuiture Income

In
-M

ig
ra

tio
n

Non-Agricultural Income
Dependent variable.. INMIG Method.. LINEAR

Note:

Li, st wise Deletion of

Multiple R
R Square
Adjusted R Square
Standard Error

Missing Data

.60356

.36431

.33888
1.49567

1-15
5-18

Analysis

OF

of Variance:

Sum of Squares Mean Square
11-13
14-19 Regression 1 32.059204 32.059204
17-25 Residuals 25 55.940796 2.237632

F - 14.32729 Slgnif F - .0009

~— Variables in the Equation-----------———■——

Variable Q si B Seta T Sig “

Non-Agncurturei income
NONAG
(Constant)

■316374 .063563 .603560 3.785 .0009
-.297872 .834437 -.357 .7241
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Figure 3G.In-Migration by Roof Tile Material

In-Migration by Roof Tile Material

Roof Tile Material

Dependent variable.. INMIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion ot Data

Multiple R .14981
R Square .02244
Adjusted R Square -.01666
Standard Error 1.83499

.37392 Slgnif F - .4338

1-2,16,17,21,25
Analysis of Variance:

3-26,27
4-22,24

OF Sua at Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 1.974868 1.9748682
18-19 Residuals 23 86.023132 3.4410033

Variable B

in the Equation -----------

SE 3 Beta Sig ’

ROOFTILE .028380 .037723 .149803 . 758 4355
(Constant J 2.438331 .450618 5.436 .300!:

Figure 3H. Out-Migration by Roof Tile Material
Out-Migration by Roof Tile Material

Roof Tile Matenal

Dependent, variable.. . OUTMIG Method.., LINEAR

Listwise Deletion <it Missing Data

Multiple
R Square
Adjusted
Standard

R

R Square
Error

.21353

.04560

.00743
1.57730

Analysis ot Variance:

Note: or Sua of Squares Mean Square

1-16,17,22,26
2-19,21,25

Regression I
Residuals 25

2.972666
62.212319

2.9726637
2.4183008

3-14,18,20 F - 1.19456 Slgnif F - .2141
8-14

23-24 — Variables in the Equation - ------———— — - —

Variable B SE 3 Beta T Sig

ROOFTILE .033064 .032082 .213330 1.093 .294
(Constant! 2.003680 .383208 5.229 . 000
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Figure 31. Out-Migration by Private Toilet
Out-Migration by Private Toilet

Private Toilet with Septic Tank

Note:

1-22,26
5-23,25
6-7
8-24
19-27

Dependent variable.. CUTMTG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .76532
R Square .58603
Adjusted R Square .56947
Standard Error 1.03894

Analysis of Variance:

OF Sun of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 38.200196 38.200196
Residuals 25 26.984990 1.079400

F - 35.39023 Slgnif F - .0000

Variables m the Equation —----------------------------------

variable B SE a Beta T Siq T

PTOILET
(Constant)

.421843

.243789
.070910
.393394

.765523 5.949
.620

.0000

.5411

Figure 3J. Out-Migration by
Out-Migration by Electrical Lighting

Sectncal Lighting

Electrical Lighting

Dependent variable.. OUTNIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Dailetion of Missing Data

Multiple R
R Square
Adjusted R Square
Standard Error

.39719

.15776

.12407
1.48191

Note: Analysis of Variance:

1-27
4-6,18

11-21
17-22

Regression

or

1

Sun of Squares

10.283493

Mean Square

10.283493
Residuals 25 54.901692 2.196068

r - 4 .68268 Signif F ■ 0402

Variable B SB B Beta T Sig T

ELECTRIC
(Constant)

.118251 .054646 .397188 2.164

.704472 .773027 .911
.0402
.3700

Figure 3K. Out-Migration by Non-Agricultural Income
Out-Migration by Non-Agricultural Income

Non-Agncuiturai Income

Dependent. variable.. oirrxiG Method.. LINEAR

Note:

1-15
2-5,24

Listwise

Multiple
R Square
Adjusted
Standard

Deletion of

R

R Square
Error

Missing Data

.71565

.51216

.49264
1.12783

3-6,7,18
8-23,25

11-14,19,21
. 17-22,26

Analysis

or

Regression 1
Residuals 25

r - 26.24592

of Variance:

Sun of Squares

33.385000
31.800185

Signif r -

Mean Square

33.385000
1.272007

.0000

'——————— Variables m the Equation — —■

Variable B SE 8 Beta T Siq T

NONAG .322849 .063019 .715651 5.123 .0000
(Constant) -.765957 .629135 -1.217 .2348
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Figure 3L. Out-Migration by Urban Population
Out-Migration by Urban Population

O
ut

 M
ig

ra
tio

n

Urban Popuiatxxi

Note:

1-17
5-24
7-18

14-19.21,23
15-22,26

Dependant variable.. OUTMIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Mining Data

Multiple R .71693
R Squat* .31398
Adjusted R Square .49434
Standard Error 1.12372

Analysis of Variance:

DE Sun of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 33.304199 33.304199
Residuals 23 31.610916 1.267239

r - 26.43873 Slgmf T - .0000

—----------- ————- Variables m the Equation-------—

variable a SE 3 Beta T Sig ~

URBAN .073313 .014648 .716927 3.142 . ooc:
(ConstantJ .030481 .484583 . 063 . 93C3

Figure 3M. Out-Migration
Out-Migration by Private Bath

Pnvate Bath

by Private Bath
Dependent variable.. OUTMIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .49033
R Square .24063
Adjusted R Square .21026
Standard Error 1.40712

Analysis of Variance:
Note:

OF Sun of Squares Mean Square

2-11,14,25j«20 Regression I 13.683817 13.683817
Residuals 23 49.499368 1.979973

0 — 41
23-27 T - 7.92223 Slgmf F - .0094

-------- ----------- --——------Variables in the Equation ——--------------—----------- —-

Variable a St 3 Beta T Sig T

PBATH .231304 .082179 .490343 2.315 .3094
(Constant! -.223114 .923266 -.244 .8094

Figure 3N. Out-Migration by Per Capita Income
Out-Migration by Per Capita Income

Per Capita Income
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As previously indicated all variables correlate to one another. For this study the

focus of the relationship is on two dependent variables such as in-migration and out

migration with respect to the seven modernization indicators. Examining the scatter plot

or scatter graph and also the r square using the Cohen and Holliday grouping ideas we

can definitely tell the degree of their relationship. Figure 3(A to G) provides a picture of

how in-migration relates to modernization indicators on one basis relationship. The

relationship between in-migration with roof tile material is very low-only . 150 or 2 %.

This means that 2 % of that variance is due to the other variance or simply tells us that

only 2% of in-migration is attributed to roof tile material. Other modernization indicators

are: urban population 24%; private toilet 34%; per capita income 25%; private bath

12%; non-agricultural income 34%; and electrical lighting 9%. We can say that all the

indicators have very low or weak relationships with respect to in-migration. To further

confirm this scenario, we can also examine the scatter plot/graph of each relationship on

figure 3(A to G). Each point of scatter plot represents one case. For the purpose of this

study, numbers are used to label the points and in this case those numbers are the 27

provinces in Indonesia. Because one case overlaps another or is very close, the numbers

for the label also overlap. To have a better representation of each case, only one number

is used to represents o±er numbers. The note beside the graph represents the substitute

number on that point in the scatter plot. Despite weak relationships between the seven

modernization indicators that have been chosen, they all have positive correlation with

in-migration and this result proved the first hypothesis.

In terms of out-migration figures 3(H to N), the r square of the seven 
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modernization indicators are: 51 % for urban population; 24% for private bath; 23% per

capita income; 57% private toilet with septic tank; 51% for non-agricultural income;

16% for electrical lighting; and 5% for roof tile material. All these numbers tell us is

that out-migration is attributed or explained by those percentages. Three indicators have

modest relationships which are: private toilet with septic tank, urban population and

non-agricultural income while the others remaining have low relationships. Comparing

out-migration with in-migration, it seems that out-migration is better explained by

modernization indicators. They all have positive correlation between out-migration and

seven modernization indicators. This finding proved the second hypothesis that out

migration is positively correlated with modernization.

The regression outcomes not only provide information of the degree of

relationship to in- and out-migration but also other information as shown on Table IV

and V such as: the constant, the Beta, the F ratio, and the significant F. The graph also

shows the outlier of the observed cases. Examining the out-migration in all the seven

modernization indicators, case 9 which is Jakarta, six of seven were outliers. This is

because Jakarta is the capital city of Indonesia as a province where all of the seven

indicators used dominate the other provinces. This was not the case in in-migration for

Jakarta. For in-migration, only Yogyakarta was an outlier in the case of per capita

income. The cause of this outlier was due to a high number of in-migrations and

moderate per capita income. People migrate to Yogyakarta not necessarily because

of their desire to earn income, but perhaps to seek a good education since the city and

the province have an excellent reputation for higher education. The Gajah Mada
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Table IV. Regression Coefficient with In-Migration as Dependent Variable

Independent Variable Constant Beta F Sig.F

Urban Population .881 .494 8.08 .009

Private Bath .627 .346 3.41 .076

Per Capita Income 1.388 .501 8.39 .007

Electrical Lighting 1.301 .300 2.47 .128

Private Toilet .886 .582 12.809 .001

Non-Agricultural Income -.297 .603 14.327 .000

Roof Tile Material 2.458 .149 .573 .455

Table V. Regression Coefficient with Out-Migration as Dependent Variable

Independent Variable Constant Beta F Sig.F

Urban Population .304 .716 26.438 .000

Private Bath -.225 .490 7.922 .009

Per Capita Income 1.204 .480 7.508 .011

Electrical Lighting .704 .397 4.682 .040

Private Toilet .243 .765 35.39 .000

Non-Agricultural Income -.765 .715 26.24 .000

Roof Tile Material 2.00 .213 1.19 .284
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University is one of the best schools in Indonesia

Another part of linear regression which might be useful to examine is the

standardized coefficient of the regression simply known as beta weight (Bryman &

Cramer 1994). This standardized coefficient provides us with information on how each

variable has an impact on the dependent variable. Table VI shows regression

coefficients based on two dependent variables such as in- and out-migration.

Table VI. Standardized Regression Coefficient

Independent Variables In- Migration Out-Migration

Urban Population -.033 .441

Private Bath -.205 -.213

Per Capita Income .101 -.021

Private Toilet With Septic Tank .377 .614

Electrical Lighting -.665 -.802

Non- Agricultural Income .928 .608

Roof Tile Material .030 .012

The above table shows that for in-migration the highest standardized coefficient

is non-agricultural income which is .928. What this number means is that for one unit

of non-agricultural income change, there is a standard deviation change in in-migration

of .928. Similarly for out-migration, the highest standardized coefficient is for private
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toilet which is .614. This also implies that for one unit changed in private toilet, there

will be a change of .614 in out-migration. The same explanations apply for each

independent variable with respect to two dependent variables. Changes in independent

variables affect dependent variables. Since one causes the other, there is an absolute

correlation among them as with the same result discussed in the earlier paragraph.

The above explanation centers on in- and out-migration with respect to the seven

modernization indicators and the result of the findings have been discussed. Instead of

examining each independent variable with respect to in- and out-migration, a new

approach is combining all independent variables as one variable. The same analysis is

applied. Combining all the seven modernization indicators as an index of modernization

variables (MODERN) has an effect on the output because the per capita income has a

very high proportion among modernization indicators. Also, high per capita income

does not necessarily show modernization. To have a fair comparison between one

province and the other, two types modernization index are produced: M0DERN1 which

includes all the seven modernization indicators and M0DERN2 excludes per capita

income. The result of the correlation between in- and out-migration with respect to

M0DERN1 are: in-migration with r=.517 or 27% of the correlation explained by

M0DERN1 and out-migration with r=.5O7 or 26% of the correlation explained by

MODERN 1. The standardized coefficient (Beta) for both is equal to the r value. This

means that when every unit of M0DERN1 is changed, there will be a .517 change in in

migration and .507 in out-migration. The scatter plot shown for both are weak but 

positively correlated. The province of Yogyakarta is an outlier in the in-migration and
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Jakarta is an outlier in the out-migration. A complete picture of scatter plot and the

equation can be seen in figure 4 for MODERN 1.

In regard to MODERN2 (modernization index without per capita income) as

independent variable, the result showed that the r correlation is .454 for in-migration

and .628 for out-migration. The r squared, how much of the variance explained, is 21 %

for in-migration and 39 % for out-migration. So, out-migration is explained far better by

modernization without per capita income than in-migration. The scatter plot for both

showed weak and positive correlation. The standardized coefficient for both are the

same as the value of r. Comparing the two modernization indexes, almost equal r

value is shown in MODERN1 as in M0DERN2. In-migration r squared is lower in

M0DERN2 as compared to MODERN 1; however, the out-migration is higher in

M0DERN2 as compared to MODERN 1. Sixteen percent is explained without per

capita income in respect to out-migration in M0DERN2 as in M0DERN1. Similarly

6 % less is shown in in-migration without per capita income. What all these results tell

us is that in-migration is better explained when per capita income is included and reverse

with respect to out-migration. Figure 5, provides all the information with respect to

MODERN2. Both the scatter plots with regard to MODERN 1 and MODERN2 are

positively correlated with the dependent variables.
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Figure 4. In- and Out-Migration by Modernization!
Dependent variable.. INMXG Method.. LI HEAR

Llstwise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .51716
R Square .26743
Adjusted R Square .23815
Standard Error 1.60579

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sua of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 23.535637 23.535637
Residuals 25 64.464363 2.578375

F - 9.12738 Slgnlf F - .0057

Variables In the Equation —- ---------- ---------- —-----

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T

MODERN1
(Constant)

.001568
1.236138

.000519

.559896
.517156 3.021

2.244
.0057
.0340

Dependent variable.. CVTMIG

Llstwise Deletion ot Missing Data

Multiple R .30654
R Square .25659
Adjusted R Square .22665
Standard Error 1.39226

Analysis of Variance:

Method.. LI HEAR

Of Sua of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 16.725615 16.725615
Residuals 25 46.439570 1.938383

T ■ 8.62864 Slgnlf F - .0070

——----- - -----—— Variables m the Equation------------------——.

Variable B SE 3 Beta T

MODERN1 .001322 .000450 .506543 2.937
(Constant) 1.070182 .485442 2.205

Out-Migration by Modernization 1

Modernization Index

In
-M

ig
ra

tio
n

Modernization Index
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Figure 5. In- and Out-Migration by Modernization!

□•pendant variable.. INMIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .45443
R Square .20653
Adjusted R Square .17479
Standard Error 1.67123

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 18.174571 18.174571
Residuals 25 69.823429 2.793017

F - 6.50715 Slgnif T - .0172

—--------------------------------- Variables in the Equation------------------- - ---------------

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T

MODERN2 .024601 .009644 .454455 2.551 .0172
(Constant) .823579 .790874 1.041 .3077

In-Migration by Modemization2

In
-M

ig
ra

uo
n

Dependent variable.. OUTXIG Method.. LINEAR

Listwise Deletion of Missing Data

Multiple R .62781
R Square .39415
Adjusted R Square .36991
Standard Error 1.25687

Analysis of Variance:

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square

Regression 1 23.692415 23.692413
Residuals 23 39.492770 1.379711

r - 16.26400 Slgnif F - .0005

------------------------------— Variables in the Equation------ ---------------------------

Variable B SE 3 Seta T Sig

HODERN2 .029230 .007253 .627310 4.033 300
(Constant) .067886 .394784 .114 .312

Out-Migration by Modemization2

Note:

3-6
5-8,25

19-23
17-22.26

modernization index without income modemtzaoon index without income
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Chapter VI

SUMARRY AND CONCLUSSION

The relationship between modernization and migration in Indonesia is, in a way,

supported by the argument of many previous studies where modernization is positively

related to migration. However, the outcome of the Indonesian model with such

relationships was very weak except in the case of non-agricultural income. The cause of

a weak relationship between modernization indicators and in- and out migration is

attributed to many reasons.

The first reason is the selection of modernization indicators used as independent

variables. These variables were not the preferred indicators for use this study; however,

the lack of data available in the Intercensal Population Survey 1995\ it was unto the

researcher’s discretion to employ those variables to measure the level of modernization.

It is believed those data are comparable enough to measure modernization, particularly

for Indonesia. There are other types of variables that are much better indicators for the

level of modernization. Some of the most common indicators used by many researchers

are the per capita consumption of energy, per capita telephone installed, per capita

newspapers circulated, literacy rate and number of physicians and per capita of hospital

beds (Oechsli and Kirk 1975).
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The second reason is the fact that much of migration in Indonesia is quite 

different from that of many other countries. Migration in Indonesia is not based solely

on the decision of people to migrate but also based on the governments policies for

migration itself. The government program of transmigration is certainly a key factor in

Indonesian migration. Many of the people migrated not because the other places are

more modem than their place of origin but because of the government transmigration

program to transfer people from high density populated to regions less densely

populated. Many of the transmigrants are farmers or other employed in related

agricultural work where land for cultivation is limited. The same applies to those whose

income depends on agricultural work. They leave their homes with the idea that the

government will provide land and housing and that they will have a better life at their

places of destination. Other groups of people migrate not because modernization takes

place but because they are government officials or workers, including military personnel.

A large number of government officials come from Java island. Many migrants are

people seeking to be reunited with other members of their family (UN-ESCAP 1981).

These types of migrants certainly need to be discounted for the purpose of finding the

relationship between migration that is solely related to modernization. In true migration

with respect to modernization, migration tends to be examined in the form of economic

factors such as industrialization and economic growth or economic development. The

push-pull factors are better indicators.

The third reason that contributes to have weaker relationships between migration

and modernization is due to the fact that Indonesia is a vast archipelago where there are
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more than two dozens ethnic groups. Their socialization as well as their way of life

differs widely. Because many of them cling to their beliefs, it also affects their attitude

toward migration. The example of different ethnic groups’ ideas and practices in

relation to migration has been discussed in the previous chapter. What is more important

to the ethnic groups is their life-style in their place of origin. Because of differences in

the location, Indonesians certainly have different types of life-styles ranging from the

type of houses, daily diet and frequency of contact with outsiders which, in a way, is

part of the process of modernization.

In choosing some of the modernization indicators, such as the tile roofing

material, it is a fact that there are some areas where tile roofing material is not available

or not common in addition to not being compatible with the environmental condition.

They build their houses based on the indigenous or available materials. In some areas

where wood resources are abundant, it is used for housing. Consequently the number of

those incorporating tile material into their houses is less than in the other provinces.

Again, choosing of a common variable is very important in cross-sectional study. Per

capita income is another important issue as some provinces have very high per capita

income yet only a small numbers of migration both in and out.

The per capita income of a province is not a good representation of the entire

total population because it is the aggregate of all total income divided by total

population. In compare to other provinces, the province of Irian Jaya has a high per

capita income, yet the number of migration is very low. This high per capita income

in province is due to a large mining business where income is concentrated in the hands 
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of a small handful of people. Because of the low total population in the region, the per

capita income is higher than in some provinces.

The concept of modernization itself has a problem too. Modernization, as many

researchers explain, is based mainly on the western ideas or experience. The magnitude

of modernization in third world countries differs greatly from developed countries.

What the third world considers modem is much different than in the developed

countries. Having a private toilet, or private bath is considered one of the achievements

or status symbols in Indonesia because such privileges are not common there. In the

West to have these facilities is not considered something one should be proud of but

rather a basic necessity of life. The concept of modernization certainly has been

scrutinized, particularly in the comparison between third world countries and developed

countries (Hartnagel & Mizanuddin 1986: Giddens 1982: Frank 1971). Modernization

in the third world countries is at a lower stage than in most Western countries. This is

due to the fact that many of these countries were either colonized or have been

economically exploited by Western capitalist nations. For many years, their resources

have gone to other countries or have been depleted even before they could be used by

these third world countries. A good example of this is in Indonesia where the Dutch

controlled the country for three and half centuries, and during that period extracted large

amounts of raw natural resources to build the great Netherlands.

Finally, a suggestion for future research, selection of variables needs to be

carefully chosen particularly for variables that are going to be used to measure

modernization. It would be very effective to conduct a population survey where answer 
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to particular questions pertaining to the information that is going to be used or analyzed

are collected. There should be separate data that records transmigration programs and

voluntary migration. Instead of asking a question about what is the purpose of

migrating, a researcher should ask direct questions such as whether the migration

decision is primarily for the modernization factor. To narrow it down to the concept of

modernization, it would be better to use economic development or economic growth as 

a modernization factor.
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Appendix I
MODERNIZATION INDICATORS USED IN THE STUDY

BY PROVINCE (in percentages)

1995 Intercensal Population Survey, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia.
* Indonesia 1995: An Official Handbook, Dept, of Information, Republic Indonesia.

Source of Data:

Province Urban
Pop

Private
Bath

* Per
Capita
Income

in
Rupiah

Private
Toilet
with
Septic
Tank

Electric
al
Lighting

Non-
Agricu
Itural
Income

Roof
Tile
Materi
al

1. Aceh 22 14 761 4 11 8 .4
2. N. Sumatra 45 12 902 6 14 9 .6
3. W. Sumatra 39 12 811 4 13 9 .2
4. Riau 27 15 2,936 6 11 10 .5
5. Jambi 22 10 731 4 9 8 5
6. S. Sumatra 31 10 729 5 11 9 11
7. Bengkulu 19 8 865 5 12 8 2
8. Lampung 13 14 242 3 6 6 19
9. Jakarta 77 18 1,872 15 22 21 19

10. W. Java 38 12 752 6 20 14 22
11. C.Java 40 12 367 5 18 11 22
12. Yogyakarta 65 16 760 9 24 15 27
13. E. Java 34 13 900 5 19 11 25
14. Bali 32 12 1,090 7 21 11 19
15. W. Nusa 19 6 213 3 16 8 17

Tenggara
16. E. Nusa 15 10 345 1 5 4 .1

Tenggara
17. W. Kalimantan 22 5 606 2 10 7 .2
18. C. Kalimantan 18 5 729 3 11 8 .6
19. S. Kalimantan 31 8 619 1 15 11 .6
20. E. Kalimantan 35 12 1,950 7 17 14 .6
21. N. Sulawesi 31 14 348 8 18 10 .3
22. C. Sulawesi 17 9 322 4 10 7 1
23. S. Sulawesi 32 7 549 4 12 7 2
24. S. E. Sulawesi 22 9 579 3 7 8 1
25. Maluku 26 12 762 4 11 7 .2
26. Irian Jaya 19 8 1,201 4 7 7 .4
27. E. Timor 8 7 320 1 5 5 .1
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Appendix II
MODERNIZATION INDICATORS USED IN THE STUDY

BY PROVINCE ( in thousands)

Source of Data:
1. 1995 Intercensal Population Survey, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia.
2. Indonesia 1995: An Official Handbook, Dept, of Information, Republic of Indonesia

Urban
Population

Private
Bath

Per
Capita

Private
Toilet

Electric
al

Non-
Agricul

Roof
Tile

Province (1) (1) Income in
Rupiah

(2)

with
septic
Tank
(1)

Lighting
(1)

tural
Income

(1)

Materi
al
(1)

1. Aceh 829 531 761 147 431 313 15
2. N. Sumatra 4,982 1,370 902 651 1,606 1,040 62
3. W. Sumatra 1,688 372 811 159 554 405 8
4. Riau 1,072 598 2,936 230 438 399 21
5. Jambi 528 248 731 94 236 195 112
6. S. Sumatra 2,267 729 729 380 812 649 827
7. Bengkulu 271 111 865 65 164 112 24
8. Lampung 898 913 242 227 419 415 1,255
9. Jakarta 7,028 1,627 1,872 1,371 2,021 1,955 1,753

10. W. Java 14,924 4,822 752 2,526 7,706 5,485 8,802
11. C. Java 11,994 3,659 367 1,543 5,601 3,177 6,399
12. Yogyakarta 1,892 472 760 252 701 425 788
13. E. Java 11,622 4,399 900 1,650 6,540 3,758 8,452
14. Bali
15. W. Nusa

924 336 1,090 206 616 313 542

Tenggara
16. E. Nusa

703 211 213 122 582 309 603

Tenggara 524 357 345 44 170 160 4
17. W. Kalimantan 809 174 606 64 357 245 9
18. C. Kalimantan 281 88 729 53 181 135 9
19. S. Kalimantan 909 231 619 41 437 309 18
20. E. Kalimantan 808 280 1,950 164 393 323 13
21. N. Sulawesi 809 360 348 206 475 266 7
22. C. Sulawesi 338 170 322 81 201 141 18
23. S. Sulawesi 2,421 522 549 278 925 591 58
24. S. E. Sulawesi 344 138 579 48 112 105 24
25. Maluku 549 243 762 92 232 155 4
26. Irian Jaya 366 153 1,201 75 134 131 8
27. E. Timor 64 62 320 5 40 43 1
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Appendix III
POPULATION GROWTH AND DENSITY BY PROVINCE

FOR 1995

Source of Data: 1995 Intercensal Population Census, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia.

PROVINCE
ANNUAL

POP. GROWTH RATE
1990-95

POP. DENSITY PER SO.
KM

1. Aceh 2.41 69
2. N. Sumatra 1.62 157
3. W. Sumatra 1.56 87
4. Riau 3.38 41
5. Jambi 3.24 53
6. S. Sumatra 3.69 70
7. Bengkulu 3.63 66
8. Lampung 2.04 200
9. Jakarta 1.99 13,786

10. W. Java 2.07 848
11. C.Java 0.78 867
12. Yogyakarta 0.03 920
13. E. Java 0.81 706
14. Bali 0.83 521
15. W. Nusa Tenggara 1.59 181
16. E. Nusa Tenggara 1.82 75
17. W. Kalimantan 2.40 25
18. C. Kalimantan 3.11 11
19. S. Kalimantan 2.18 77
20. E. Kalimantan 4.28 11
21. N. Sulawesi 1.34 139
22. C. Sulawesi 2.52 28
23. S. Sulawesi 1.60 104
24. S. E. Sulawesi 3.29 57
25. Maluku 2.35 28
26. Irian Jaya 3.34 5
27. E. Timor 2.35 101
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Appendix IV
RECENT IN-, OUT-, NET-MIGRATION & TOTAL POPULATION

BY PROVINCE
(IN THOUSANDS & PERCENTAGES )

Source of Data:
a. Intercensal Population Census 1995: Serial # 4, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia.
b. Intercensal Population Census 1995, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia.

PROVINCE
TOTAL

IN
MIGRATION

# %

TOTAL
OUT

MIGRATION
# %

TOTAL
NET

MIGRATION
TOTAL

POPULATION

1. Aceh 29 1 48 1 -19 3,848
2. N. Sumatra 103 1 199 2 -96 11,115
3. W. Sumatra 139 3 145 3 6 4,323
4. Riau 148 4 126 3 22 3,901
5. Jambi 57 2 53 2 4 2,370
6. S. Sumatra 128 2 187 3 -59 7,208
7. Bengkulu 66 5 36 3 30 1,409
8. Lampung 114 2 166 2 -52 6,658
9. Jakarta 595 7 823 9 -228 9,113

10. W. Java 1,118 3 449 1 668 39,207
11. C.Java 352 1 732 2 -380 29,653
12. Yogyakarta 165 7 111 4 54 2,917
13. E. Java 438 1 411 1 27 33,844
14. Bali 58 2 45 2 13 2,896
15. W. Nusa 46 1 35 1 11 3,646

Tenggara
16. E. Nusa 33 1 43 1 -10 3,577

Tenggara
17. W. Kalimantan 45 1 34 1 11 3,636
18. C. Kalimantan 36 2 43 3 -7 1,627
19. S. Kalimantan 69 2 56 2 13 2,893
20. E. Kalimantan 139 6 76 3 63 2,314
21. N. Sulawesi 22 1 48 2 -26 2,649
22. C. Sulawesi 71 4 28 1 43 1,938
23. S. Sulawesi 137 2 149 2 -12 7,558
24. S. E. Sulawesi 57 4 39 2 18 1,587
25. Maluku 23 1 46 2 -23 2,087
26. Irian Jaya 53 3 26 1 27 1,943
27. E. Timor 21 3 13 2 8 _____ 840
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Appendix V
RECENT MIGRATION BASED ON ORIGIN AND DESTINATION

( 10,000 or ABOVE)

Source of Data:

PROVINCE OF
ORIGIN

PROVINCE OF DESTINATION
AND NUMBER OF PERSONS IN BRACKET *

1. Aceh N. Sumatra (26)
2. N. Sumatra Aceh (13); W. Sumatra (22); Riau (55); Jakarta (30); W. Java (29)
3. W. Sumatra N. Sumatra (12); Riau (38); Jakarta (25); W. Java (27)
4. Riau N. Sumatra (18); W. Sumatra (37); W. Java (15); C. Java (14); E. Java

(18)
5. Jambi W. Sumatra (12); C. Java (10); E. Java (10)
6. S. Sumatra Jambi (14); Bengkulu (23); Lampung ( 21); Jakarta (20); W. Java (40)

C. Java (15); Yogyakarta (11); E. Java (16)
7. Bengkulu -
8. Lampung S. Sumatra (34); Jakarta (13); W. Java (51); C. Java (17); E. Java (24)
9. Jakarta N. Sumatra (14); W. Sumatra (22); S. Sumatra (10); Lampung (11);

W. Java (541); C. Java (100); Yogyakarta (19); E. Java (58)
10. W. Java N. Sumatra (13); W. Sumatra (12); S. Sumatra (10); Lampung (23);

Jakarta (184); C. Java (80); Yogyakarta (16); E. Java (36); W.
Kalimantan (17)

11. C. Java S. Sumatra (16); Lampung (19); Jakarta (203); W. Java (239);
Yogyakarta (72); E. Java (85); S. Sulawesi (13)

12. Yogyakarta Jakarta (17); W. Java (22); C. Java (31); E. Java (11)
13. E. Java S. Sumatra (13); Lampung (14); Jakarta (59); W. Java (84); C. Java (42);

Yogyakarta (11); Bali (29); S. Kalimantan (20); E. Kalimantan (51);
14. Bali E. Java (22)
15. W. Nusa Tenggara -
16. E. Nusa Tenggara East Timor (10)
17. W. Kalimantan E. Java (10)
18. C. Kalimantan S. Kalimantan (15)
19. S. Kalimantan E. Java (16); E. Kalimantan (16)
20. E. Kalimantan E. Java (24); S. Kalimantan (12); S. Sulawesi (12)
21. N. Sulawesi S.E. Sulawesi (12)
22. C. Sulawesi S. Sulawesi (11)
23. S. Sulawesi E. Java (11); C. Sulawesi (26); S. E. Sulawesi (28); Irian Jaya (17)
24. S.E Sulawesi S. Sulawesi (17)
25. Maluku -
26. Irian Jaya -
27. East Timor -

—1995 Intercensal Population Survey, Biro Pusat Statistik, Indonesia
— * Number of persons in thousands
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