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ABSTRACT : X1,

In this wo;k, we have studied the effect of return o .
migration on the supply of agriculture labour in Aguata
Local Government Area of Anambra State between 1983 and 1988.

Our objectives were to describe the general migration patterns

in Aguata with particular emphasis on urban - rural migration,
identify the people involved in the proceés-as well as their
’characteristics; to determine the propertiom of the return
migrants that are eventually absorbed into the agricultural

labour force and-other non-farm occupations and derive implications
for agricultural development from the resultis,

A purposive sampling method was used in selecting
10 survey villages from wﬁich a sample frame was constructed.

Ten return migrants were then selected at randem from each village
to make up a sample of.100'resp0ndents.

Data was collected by personal interviews and from o
previous werk in the Aguata Area and analysed b& means of
descriptive statistics presented in tables and figures.

The major findings are that: |

1e majority of the return migrants are between

20 and 45 years old, constituting the
most active members of the society.
2o ‘only 55% of the children of return migrants

are in a position to assist them in farm
work;



increase
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xiii,

mechanisation of farm operations is limited
among the returnees; )

all respondents are metives of the villages
to which they have returned.

return migration has not eased the farm
labour shortage being experienced in
Aguata.

the return migrants are entering the
agricultural sector mainly as farm operators
rather than labourers, while keeping non-
farm occupations.

the returnees are getting involved.in
the affairs of their communities, an

indication that they are likely to be
retained within the environment.

The following recommendations have been made to help

labour supply to the farms:

1.

2.

promotion and support of rural industries
through provision of basic infrastructures
and granting of incentives in form of tax
holidays, subsidized electricity, water,
telecommunications and other services;

approval of more industries with rural
locational bias by development and
employment institutions.

subsidizing the education of non-
boarding children of rural dwellers to retain
them within the rural environment.

mechanisation of time-critical farm
operations with intermediate technologies
to reduce the labour shortage in the short-
Tune. '

government policy should be informed by

new and substantive knowledge of the rural -
environment brought about by, among other
things, the increasing return of young
people to the rural areas.



CHAFTER ONE

INTRODUCTICN

1e1 The Problen

The supply of agricultural labour in Nigeria's rural
areés has been declining. Unpaid familyAlabour has always
been depended upon for doing much of the work on the farms.
However, family supply of.ldbour is becoming less important as
the average family size continues to fall and children seek
education and careers off the farm,

As a result,-thefe is an acute labour shortage which
is compelijng small-holder farmers (producing 99% of the output
of most crops grown in Nigeria 'Olayide (1980))t0 reduce their
hecterages tc manageable proportions. Studies of labour mig;ation
in Nigeria have demonstrated that farm labour has become a
limiting factor in the agricultural economy of rural communities,
especially in the southern root and tree crop sub-sector of
the economy (Essang and Mabawonku, 1974), Bural - urban migration
of able-bbdied persons is assumed to be mostly responsible for
the obsgrved labour shortage.

Rural - urban migration is in itself linked with rural
unemploymert and decline in agricultural labour force which
are caused by Nigeria's adoption of retrogressive export-tax
policies (Eicher, 1970; .Diejomaoh, 1972; Essang, 1972) |

. Bxport taxes, for example have brought reduction of 9%, 7% .



and 9%.1” the output of palm 0il, palm kernel and cocoa
respectively. Other fiscal policy factors held responsible
for rural agricultural labour shortage include:
| i) marketing board policies which diminished rate
of entry into farming and increased the rate of
exit of resources from the sector (Diejomoah, 1972).
ii) subsidized,traétor mechanisation and ovér—emphasis
on government direct production schemes which
are capital intensive (Eicher, 1970).
Thus, contrary to common development theory, there has been
a drop in Nigeria's agricultural labour force as a percentage-
of Lotal labour force accombanied by a fall, rather than a
rise in agricultural output (Olayide, 1972).
Evidence from several studies, WNorman (1969); Johnson, (1969);
Luning, (1967) show that. seasonal.labour bottlenecks
1imit future expansion of agricultural production under existing
tecﬁnologies. The problem of labour is compounded by the fact
that many smail-farms reach their peak demand for labour at
about the same‘time as large farms, thus, making migration within
the same ecological zones unhelpful (Norman, 1972), The'extent
to which hired labour is’uséd is limited to below 20% of totél
labour use in small farms (Norman, 1972; Spencéer and Byerlee,
1976; Byerlee, 1980).
Becugse urban - rural migration has never been as common as

rural - urbsn migration in Nigeria, little has been done



3.
to assess its impzcts on the economy. However, giﬁen the pre-
vailing depression in the Nigerian economy, the Structural
Ad justment Programme (SAP) and the consequent retrenchment
of workers in both the private and government sectors, the
relative importance of urban - rural (or return) migration is
changing as more and more people go back to the rural areas on
iosing their jobs in the urban areas., While some people are
forced back to the villages due to declining urban employment
opportunities, others are attracted by good prospects presented
by Federal Government's rural development policles aimed at
creation of more jobs, provision of infrastructures such as
roads, electricity and pipé-borne vater,

The question then is: to what extent is the reversal of
direction of migration occuring and how does it affect the
supply of farm labour in the rural areas? To address this
quéstion, attention néeds to be paid to identifying those who
have migrated, their characteristics ana their reasons for
migrating and-what they do on returning. -In particular, the
relationships between the characteristics of urban - rural
(or retufn) migrants (such as educational attainment, age, sex,
farily size, income level, etc.) and the%r degision to migrate

- will tell us much about, among other things, how many of the

migrants will be available as farm workers,



1.2

Objectives of the Study
The broad objective of this study is to examine

on urbar - rural migration in Aguata Local Government

Ares of Anambra State between 1983 and 1988 and fo determine

its effects on availability of agricultural labour.

.a)

b)

d)

grounds:

a).

b)

The specific objectives are:

to describe the general migration pattern in
Aguata with emphasis particmlarly on urban - rural’
migration,

te identify the people involved in urban - rural
migration in Aguata, their characteristics, why
they migrated and where they came from.

te determine the proportion of return migrants
that eventually become absorbed in the agricultural

labour force (either as farm operators or hired labourers)'

4s well as the pattern of their distribution
to various non-farm ‘occupations W1th1n the rural
sector of Aguata.

to specify implications for agricultural
development from the results.

Justification of the Study

This research is justified on the following

Given that labour is a critical factor in agricultural
production in Nigeria because of the fact that

farwing is still largely labour-intensive, any
research Wwork that aims at a better understanding

of the mobility of agricultural labour is justified.

'In order to be able to formulate appropriate and.
effective agricultural policies, there is need

@]



c)

d)

e)

5e

to keep abreast of changes in factors that influence
the availability of agricultural labour.

The resulte of this research are expected to shed
light on the inter-dependent nature of the urban and
rural econcmies in Nigeria and the ways their inter-
actiocns affect agricultural output.

Little, if any, research has been done on the specific
determinants of urban - rural migration. This work

is expected to go a long way in specifying such
determinants. Goldscheider (1971) for example has:

. posited that'the need to examine counter-stream flows

and return movement hardly needs justification".
Campbell and Johnson {1976) have alsc observed that
"justified or nct, the research has been limited in
amount and scope. The neglect of such research has
resulted in an inadequate representation of this
migration process for theoretical purposes and

f'or pol1cy decisions".

' Another basis for counter-stream research rests on what
Goldscheider (1971) calls a "broader systems framework",
Economists for example, sometimes refer to counter-stream
movement as an equalising element in the labour market,
acting as botk a replacement factor and an initiator
of labour flow (Lansing and Mueller, 1967).

In Nigeria, migration studies in the past had been in-
crdinately macro-economic in nature with emphasis almost
exclusively on rural - urban migration., This work will
be micro-economic and will focus, as already 1ndlcated
orn urban - rural migration in Aguata.



CHAPTER TWO

PATTERNS OF MIGRATION IN AGUATA

Migration patterns have always been determined by prevailing
social and economic conditions. In Aguata, these patterns,
{

when viewed in historical context, can be conveniently treated

under three time periods: the pre-colonial, colonial and post-
“cclonial periods.
2.1 Migration Patterns in the Pre-colonial Period.

During this period, the society was primitive and
traditional. It had not experienced any significant economic
grcwth, There was a'strong desire to preserve ways of doing thiﬁgs.
Ideas that threaﬁened the social order were viewed with suspicion
‘and dissent wés discouraged and even penalized severely. Status,
and occupation were largely determined by ascription (inheritance),
not by ability and achievement.

Economically speaking, the society was completely devoid
of mornetization and trade by barter prevailed, with all families
‘being subsistent. Population density was low and family size large.
Ma jor occupations of the people included farming, craft making,
rain-making, hunting, divining, fishing and wine tapping. Communities
exhibited high degrees of territorial aggfession with adverse

ccnsequences for movements across boundaries. Economic and social

organisation were circumscribed and information flow between

communities limited.
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In those days, agricultural labour was supblied either
by family members themselves or by exchange 1abour,espec1a11y
during peak periods. Thus, the quantity of labour demanded
and used by the farmer depended on, among other things, his farm
size, family size and belonging'to‘age grades and other associations
that could organise exchange labour for benefit of members.

Given the above circumstances, it is not difficult to
understand why migration was homogenous (only rural -
rural)‘during thei:gignial period, Migration was limited to °

situations where there were:

a) wars of expansion such that the victors moved to
occupy annexed territories.

. b) fleeing of weaker communities to new areas in the
wake of invasion by their neighbours.

c) people taken prisoners of ware

d) ostracised or banished individuals settling on
' virgin jands or joining their in-laws in other
communities,

e) Mature male children going out to build their
own houses away from théir parentd,

£) mature daughters given out in marriage.

g) movements away from particular areas following
oracular instructions, as for example with
the Udo Chi Oso disty of Igbo-Ukwu which required
no obstruction of its feeding route - a relatively
large expanse of land vacated in the 1920's and
nas not been occupied again to date.
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During the pre-cblonial period, all migratory movements
occured over very short distances and were involuntary as with
most primitive migrations (engendered by ecological push);
Economic factors could not play any significant role as migration

induzers for iwo ma jor reasons. In the first place, the
economy wWas based on subsistence and trade by barter. As such,
it was considerably closed. Segondly. because of the high
degree of territorial aggression that prevailed, travelling was
particularly périlous. The overall resﬁlt was that even if -
profilable economic opportunities existed, they could not be
cxploiled by mv‘l;f,r;ml,z;. v

Several instances could be used to illustrate the
migratory Lepdencies of the pre-coloniél era in Aguatag

a) War-induced Migrations

 These wer: wide-spread then, representing the most

important type of migration between community boundaries.

Most of these wars were caused by expansionary
tendencies of the stronger of two neighbours. Thus, Etiti,
one of the maximal linsages of'Igbo-Ukwu actﬁally migrated from
Oko when faced with an impending invasion of neighbouring
Umuona with Nanka mercenaries. There were also some influxes

into Tgho-Ukwu from Ichida and Akokwa for similar reasons.
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b) Ritual Rivalry and Migration

In the olden days, riiual éenires of varying strengths
exiéted in various villages. There is evidence thét rivalry
within these centres was responsible for considerable migratory
movements. Between 909 and 1049 A.D., a section of Nri
migrated to Qraeri andffounded a rival ritual centre there.
Several others'are known to have migrated from Nri and Oraeri
to other places. |
c) Circular Migration

Archaecological evidence suggests that the travel

tradition of early Awka blacksmiths was shared by some Aguata

commuhities (eg. Igpo-Ukwu). These people used to move around -
alongz well defined routes practicing their trade and eventpally,
returning to réplénish thelir stock. The presence of.eléborate
iron swords and razors, copper and beads in Aguata suggests

that there had been-contact through trade between some Northern

Nigerian peoples and either Nri or Igbo-Ukwu or both (Isichei,1976).

4) Slavery Induced Migrations
Between 1678 and 1807 (when the ﬁritish Government abolished
slavery), cases of slavery - related migrations were manyn
(Isichei, 1976). For instance, the Arochukwu people had many
slaves. Afﬁer sometime, a good number of these slaves were

trusted deeply enough which earned them considerable freedom
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to migrate. Eventgally, Tkelionwu, an Aro slave from Awka
migrated and founded Ndikeliownu (Isichei, 1976). Ajali was
also foundéd by an Aro siave. It is interesting to note that
when freed, most of the slaves never returned to their original
homes.

In those days, many small communities returned to their
larger kindreds for protection from slave.raiders. This led
to the ébandonment 6f farmlands‘and increased population pressure
in the source and destination afeas respectively.l As slavery
became less important, communities that had become thickly
populated sought to expand their territories. This led to
incessant conflicts between'coﬁmunities, especially in
the southern Aguata area resulting in massive migrations.

2.2 Migration Patterns in the Colenial Era

Migration patterns in Aguata during the pre-
colonial period cannot be separated from those of the colonial
era by a firm boundary. Wars, slavery and population pressure
continued to be major determinants of these patterns. However,
seve;al exotic factors were introduced which in turﬁ brought
new patterns of migration with them. .The factors are:

| a) monetization of the economy;

b) introduction of formal education, othordox
medical practice and modern transport and

communications;
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c) introduction of more sophisticated weapons and
ammunition such as guns and gun powder,

d) emergence of a coercive administrative system,
following European settlement along the coasts.

e) trading activities of Europeans on oil palm products
and other commodities;

£) development of trading posts that eventually

became major c¢ities such as Port Harcourt,
Onitsha, Calabar and Bonny.

g)- discovery and exploitation of coal in Enugu.

h)  advent of christianity by 1857.

Following the above changes, the people became more mobile.
Migration became less hOmogenous_as.some centres of urbanity
(eg. the administrative and trade headquarters of the Europeans)
sprang upe. Trading was developing apd‘migraiion became indﬁced
by economic variables, |

Movement was almost always rural - rural or rural-

semi-urvan with majority of migrants being casual labourers

seeking emplqyment in the coal mines of Enugu, the Port city of
Harcourt (1913) and on the site of work on the new railway line
lzading up North. Men were being conscripted by the colonial
masters to work on the railway lines. The work was tedious.

Somé of the men returned home on account of lack of physical fitness
fér the job. Others migrated permanently out of Aguata,

The nexiuimportant occupational groups involved jjlmigratipn
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in Aguata within the colonial period were teachers and clerks
who faced repeat migrations caused by frequent transfers. The
last occupational group iﬁvolved was petty traders who were
enormously influenced‘by the growth of Onitsha as a commercial
town. Migration in connection with trading appears to be the
most important for some reasons. Onwuejeogwu (1981) has commented
" that around[fwgii, Nanka, Nnewi, Igbo-Ukwu and Oraeri
farming was not very productiée because the soil had been
subjected to centuries of surface erosion and leaching. As a
resulp. addsiAfigbo,"the inhabitants have in éourse of centuries
turned from dependence on agriculture to other professions
which they have developed to a high. degree". Thus, people from
Aguata trooped- out to cccupy enviable places.as traders in new
towns developed by Europeans.

Many new christian converts also flocked to Onitsha to
assist the white missionaries after the first permanent christian
mission in  Ibo land was established, there in 1857 under Rev.
John Christopher Taylor (a Sierré Leonian of Ibo parenfage)
(Afigpo, 1981). Young men were trained as priests and teachers
'aﬁd cast farther afield or returned home to propagate christianity.
These young men had as part of their weapon serious grounding in
horticulture. They were not just missionaries. They Weré also

teachers and extension agentse
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- Initially, migratidn Selectivity was one sided
(the higrénts being mostly adult males). As information
flow between source and>destination areas incr@ased as.well
as residential stability, some balance was achieved in

selectivity because:

a) some migrants brought their wives,
children and domestic servants to the
townships,.

b) some migrants acqulred apprentlces (mostly

. young boys).

There 1s evidence that the pattern of diaspora spreéd
beyond the boundaries of Nigeria to places like Fernando Po aﬁd
Gabon where it was knbwn that some Ibo slaves had settled .
earlier. There were high expectations from working in the
plantations there.

2.3 Migration Pattefns in the Post Colonial Period

Thé migration patterns in both the colonial and post-
colonial periods differ only in terms of scale of operation
of the determinant factors. The events leading to and -
following ﬁheANigurian Civil War set the stage for return
migration of Aguata people. This was caused by insecurity
of lives and property in other parts of the country. Two
aspects of‘this return migration are notable. There was massive

and forced return in 1966/67 before the Civil War. After the war,

there was a massive outmigration followed by occasional return

of old and retired people until the economic recession of the 1980s
set in, and spread the return migration selectivity to all age groupss
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CHAP'mR THREE

LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

3e1 Definition of Concepts
Jelat Migration

Technical definitions of migration are weakened by
differing jurisdictional definitions of political areas; by
differing cultural homogeneities of political units (Richmond
and Kubot, 1976). Beijer (1968) defines migration as "mové-.
ment of a person or persons involving a permanent- change of
residence"., To give a cléar understaﬁding of tﬁe concept, of
migration, Meyer Fortes (1977) has distinguished between
mobi]ity, which "represents movement within boundaries" and
- migration in which persons cross boundaries which may‘beb
geographical, structural, ethnic or some other division which
is recognised by the actor as setting him apart". Mangalam
(1968) gives a definition that seems more inclusives He
says that migration is a:
"relstively permanent moving away of a collectivity.
called migrants, from one geographical location to
another preceeded by decision-making on the part of
the migrants based on a hierachically ordered set of
values or value ends and resulting in the
interacticnal system of the migrants",

We differ from Mangalam's definition slightly and

agree with Ferenczi (1983) that migrations'in modern times

’
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have tended to be less predomihantly movements of groups |
and more thc movements of individuals seeking economic
settlement and transient Qéfk in other lands"
3.1.2 Migration Stream:- is the movement of people between
specific locations along well defined routes (Lee, 1966).
The terms "dominant sf?eam“ and "counter stream" have come
recently into general use to describe the two-way movement
of migrants between thelsame places. According to Campbell
and Jonnson (1976) if we accept lee's definition of migration
stream, then we may define a counter-sfream as‘moVement in
the opposite direction of the original stream. Dominant stream
could therefore be used to refer to the original stream or the
counter-stream depending on which is larger. In our circumstance,
the dominant stream is rural -urban migration - while the counter-
stream is urban - rural migration.

It should be noted that 'tounter-stream,is not necessarily
the same as'}eturﬁwmigration. It has return migration as

one of its comporents, in addition to primary (or direct)

migration.

Fig. 3.1: Illustration of Dominang an ounter-stream Migration
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The primaxy'compopent defines migrants as
mgving for the first time between the two locations in view,
Other terms that have been used to refer to countef-
stream in literature include "counter-current" (Ravenstein,

1889); "counter-mevement" and "remigration" (Peterson, 1969) ;
"backflow" (Hayley. 1671); "reverse flow" (Bogue, 1969) and
"reverse stream! (Eldridge, 1965).

The primary (or direct) component of the counter-stream
1s to be ignored for the purposes of this research for some
reasons. At our level of development, the quest for eccnomic
betterment appears to dominate other causes of migration,

Since income generating economic activities are

i

) i ) ol urb t
concentrated in the urban areass the ihdigenes’haverlfgileowns

or ro cause to move to the rurzl areas where opportunities

for easy income are limited., In addition, potential primary
migrants from urban areas find it éxtremely difficult to acquire
land in the rural areas becau:e of high costs and feelings of
insecurity by indigenes of those rural areas. 'Furthefmore
government - worker indigenes of urban areas more often

than nct influence their transfers to always be

from one urban area to anqther thus effectively eclipsing

primary urban - rural migrations.
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3.1.3 Return Migrﬂnts;— are people who had misrated to else-
where outside their home viljages or districts, intc cther rural
areas or.urhan centres, but have eventually returned and
resettled in their home villages or districts (Ajaeggu, 1975),
For our purposes, it does not matter whether a migrant is
returning to-his_home village or district . Once he or she
had lived iﬁ a place up to one year, migrated and then subsequently
returned to the'sgme plaqe, we consider him or her a return
migrant. . | -
2,14 - M"Rural" and "Urbanﬁ'
To give a rigorous definition of "urbah or rural" area
“_._V,_miﬁdgiffi&ult_begaﬁse it'involﬁesﬂtﬁelconSiaérdfion.of numerous
< identifying-criteria.. These criteria can however fit into
four major dimensions: ecological, demographic, occupational
and socio-cultural.

Different counﬁfies have used some or comoinations of
these dimensioris to define their "urban" and "rurzl" areas. For
exarple, each country generally'fixes a certain bopu]ation
conglcemeration as urtan and sometimes accords this a gpecial
administrative status (Abiagbm, 1975),  In the 1963 census
of Nigeria, urban areas'were simply determined on the basis of

‘concentration of population of Z0,0C0 and above in an area.

Those with less than 20,000 populatioﬁ were regarded as rural arease
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To complete the definitions for our purposes, we have to add
that rural areas are characterised hy low population density,
small absolute size, relatiye isolation (defined in terms of
Iphysical distance.from‘the cities), wifhvfhe ma jor economic
base being agricultufal. However, according to Bealer,
et._él..(1965), the agricultural éctivity is characterised by
direct confrontaiion of nature's physical elements and a primary
" economic conversion function. They show a marked absence of
modern amenities. such as good roads; pipe borne water, electricity,
telephones, and so on.

-The urban areas, on the'other hand are centres of
concentration -of governmeﬁt administfative machinery,commercial,
industrial ana manufacturing activities supporﬁed by 1arge
amounts of infrastructure; Accessibility and information flow
are. more in urban areas.

3.2 Theoretical Issues

The matter qg appropriate theoretical frgmewofks for
migration research is undér continuing discussion and‘debate
within the field. All analytical frameworks that have been
| advancéd for studying migration in general have been '"middle
range" and nﬁt comprehensive (Campbell and Johnson; 1976).

There is a complete absence of any theoretical framework on

return migration as defined here 1in developing countries. Some
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propositions on return migration developed by .Campbell and .
Johnson are considered.in the next section.
Most of the theoretical issues on migration are
embeded in models explaiﬁing the causes of migration.

Incidentally, they get intertwined with labour mobility

- Il ) - . . " :
considerations especially in the agricultural sector. The

major theoretical perspectives on migration can be specified
with regard to the perceptions of experts in different

disciplines. Sociologists, Anthropologists and Geographers

are more interested in the socio-structural conditions that

cause migration (Pafkin, 1975), while neo-classical economists

ignore the social costs and benefits of migration and emphasize
the economic variables such as income and wage differentials.

Expansion of capitalism is viewed as the main cause of
migration by Political~Ecoﬁomists. This is examplified in
Amin's (1974) writing. ~In pafticular, he thinks that "migration
impoverishes the home area and proletarianises the migrants".
This is a clear .reference to rural - urban migration. The
'validity or otherwise of this idea cannot be ascertainediwithout
briﬁging economic measurements into the picture.
3e2.1 Surplﬁs Labour Models

These models operaﬁe on an assumption of closed econony
where agricultural wage rate determination is influenced by

institutional structures in the economy like land tenure, cropping
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patterns and tenant - landlord arrangements. Labour is surplus
because of limited substitutability between a scarce factor,
land and an abundant factor labour while in Mynt's "Vent for
Surplus" model, a laﬁk of effective demand causes the surplus
(Byerlee and Eicher, 1982),

Holleiner (1966b) has categorised the stages fhrougﬁ
-which economies bass in£0'3 in his "Typology in Developmenrt
Theory:_ The Land Surplus Economy". These are:

i) Land surplus economy with 1abqur as limiting

factor; ) _ L

= AR e i ke, L

“{i)” 7 All available land utilised leading to more
_intensive cultivation;

iii) Labour becomes surplus with land aé limitng factor.
The surplus labour models wﬁere the economy is‘assumed
closed are unrealistic and cannot be applied in present - day
studies since all economies are inter-dependent.
Holleiner's Stages II and III are applicable in Southern
| parts of Anambra State such as Aguata , Njikoka and Idemili,
where adjustments have been made through aggressive engagemeht in
non-farm occupations. More importantly , the people have
migrated. Therefofe, acéording to Helleiner and as_stated
earlier, because of the diversity of ecological zones and
‘population densities in Nigeria, itfiS'imPOSSibleAtO classify

Nigeria as either land or labour surplus.
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3.2.2  The Expected Income Model
Although by no means exhaustive, this is one of the
models that have explained one of the root causes of rural - urban
migration (and even urban - rural migration when viewed in

reverse) in developing countries. In the basic behavioral

-

model, Todaro (1969) says that the spatial allocation of labour
over time between a rural and an urban sector is primérily a
 function of the'differéntial in expected income between these °
two sectors. Migration eccurs mainly fdr economic reasons:
becausé urban wages are set by 1nst1tut10ns above the market

clearlnﬂ level, Rural farm workcrs compdre expected incomes

et e s e

from urban jobs before mlvratlng.

Although Todaro (1969) did not indicate it specifically,

we believe,as he must have assumed,that his model will operate
where there is adequate {low of information between the

urban and rural areas to enable rural farm workers compare the
two sectors. The function of information transfers is done by

return migrants mainly of the short-term circular category who in

the urban areas occupy the fringes of citilese. On return to the

villages, they have ample "tales of the city" that lore others

to migréte. The ingredients of Todaro's model must have

among other things, informed Amin's assertion that

capitalism is the main cause of. migration.
Todaro's (1969) model is applicable to the present

study of urban - rural mlgratlon if viewed in the reverse.
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The real incomes of meny urban.workers have so fallen (below
rural levels) phat they are migrating +to rural areas where e
reasonable income from farming could bBe guarranteed.
3e243 The Backward;bending Supply Curﬁe of Labour and Migration
This is actually a. hypothesis toat Africans have
limited wants and would not respond to market forces like oigher

wages, for 1netance,after they had eurned a target income to pay

for taxes, bride prices or consumer goods. Although this 1dea
has since been discarded as an abnormel economic behaviour; some
authors (Kindleberger and ﬁerrick, 1977) have tried to give a
retional explanation of it by saying that leisure (which they

assume the African workers must be seeking. when they have reached

. the "target 1ncome") is an obJect of choice, They argue that et

R I A oL, oAl -‘-- .,k,h..a g ey

! a backward - bending supply curve does not imply 11m1ted

wants. When wages rise and effort is withdrawn, what is needed

‘is additienal ieisure, _This behaviour, they maintain, is not

uneconomie at ;11. ‘The remarkable thing about this hypothesis

is its early chronicling of return migratory tendencies of

workers who mlgrated.to the 01tieq in search of M"target 1ncome"
‘“‘““*f“*-‘*ﬂd -returned- 1o the rural -cas afte ach1ev1ng it. These

workers ‘can be regarded as making forrays into alien environments

(the cities) from their relatively primitive abodes. Under such

circumstances where they had not yet imbibed what may be
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described as the "city culture" and where feelings of alienation
from the home village was perva551ve, they had to return to ,

violence were high,
the rﬁral areas, Above all, fears’ oi @thnlc and clanish /
3.2.4 Contemporary Models and Goncepts
These can apply to both rural - urban and urban -
rural migration. o ' . -

a) Stevens (1980) provides an economic framework

for return migration, distinguishing between access

to public goods and to private goods. He argues that

people afe increasingly willing-to .sacrifice income .

to gain access to ﬁublic goods (water, electrifity,

open spaces, clean air, silence, etc.) which are

perceived to be more readily available in non-

metropolitan (rural) areas.: This‘model which

considers migrants as both consumers,” investors and

laboﬁr;is not easily applicable to developing countries,
b) Bender's (1980) modél is more appropriate in our

clrcumstances in Nigeria (and to this study particularly)

because it is concerned with the tradit10nal concept

of the migrant as labour with the structural conditi0n§
within and between areas that fix demand (and supply)
for labéur. Bender's model has the following

propositions:
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ii)

- 411)

basic economic activities are dispersing
increasingly into-the rural areas;

services disperse as a result of the growth
of basic industries in rural areas;

existing labour force participation rates in
combination with new employment opportunities
determine the degree to which labour condltlons
induce new mlgratlon,

wage growth induces both highef labour force

participation and new migration; and,

increasing transport costs encourage further
decentralisation and encourage the substitution
of labour for energy.

‘ Propositions i, ii, and ii} cén be used to cXplain the

migration turn around in Nigeria. However, a missing element

from the model is a statement on the urbar conditions of

recession and retrenchment that are supposed to be some of the

‘primary inducers of return migration. When that is added,

Bender's model would seem quite appropriate for the study of

return migration and agricultural labour supply.

¢) While stressing that migration decision-making is

a complex process that must be éeparated into steps,

deciding to leave a place and'selecting a destination, Williams

and Mcmillen (1979) have used the concept of location-speéific

capital particularly for migrants motivated by retrenchment and

environmental considerations. "Location-specific capital"
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is a phrase c01ned by Davanzo and Morrlson (1978) ‘as a

___"k_,«_a-uwgeneric term denotlng any or all of’ the factors that tie

a person.to.a particular place". Thus, it is suggested

that location-specific capital determines the direction

of migration (Williams and Mcmillen, 1979). Prior residence

entails the acquisition of location-specific capital in ~

diverse forms. "The return migrant may respond to family or

friends left behind in an earlier move, may have housing

to return to; a business left behind; or may simply want to

go back home, .
In previous studies with this eoncept researchers

have found it convenient to investigate only one form of

location-specific capital at a time. Davanzo and Morrison

- (1978) formed a dummy variable where those who are return

migrants are defined as having one unit of location.
specific capital in the form of prior residence.
Clearly, this concept is very relevant to the
present effort since it is suspected that most of the
return - mlvrants to Aguata must have done so on basis

of prior'residence. home coming, return to abandoned

‘rice and yam farms all of which are forms of location-

specific capital.
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d) Another important concept in the study of long distance
migration and at the individual level is Wolpert's '

(1965) concept of "place utility's satisfaction with -
a place. If place utility is high as for example,

when the individual is employed and receives regular income,
‘the individual implicitly decides not to move. -

@) Brown and Longbreak (1920) havé espoused another concept
for explanation of "migration behaviour referred to as
"Search Space" which describes a sub-set of blaces

within an awareness space. The potential migrant-takes

decisions in view of his awareness space which contains

the places about which he has some information,
3.3 Migration in Nigeria

The bulk of literature on migration in Africa in general
and Nigeria in particular relate to rural - urban migration. Only‘
passing references have been made to urban. - rural migrafion. As
a bhenomenon that héd.'until'recently been insignificant not mnch-
has been documented on. return migration. Adepoju (1975) pélieves :
that even though migration studies have proliferated in Nigeria.'.

_ngﬂggtgupgse_Qpr‘migration sﬁrveyé still fémains inadequate for the

. analysis of migration, partly because of unstandardized detinitions,

concepts and methodology and poor presentation all of which make

comparative analysis difficult.
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Over the yeérs. four broad categories of migratory
movements have bepn noted., These are:

a) the migration of pastoralists from Northern to
Southern Nigeria which can be cyclical, seasonal
or trans-humance. When this extends over many
years, it is called long-term migration or
"migration drift" (Uyanna and Mabogunje, 1975).

b) down hill movement of people who had taken refuge
in highland areas during .inter-ethnic conflicts
and’ general political instability (Cleave, 1963).
This is, perhaps, currently happening with the

Koma people of Gongola State who, recently "discovered",

are descending gradually to the- towns with the
persuasion of missionaries;

e) seasonal agricultural labour movements (Prothero,1957);
a) long~term movements iﬁvclving migration from rural
to urban areas (Ejiogu,_1968; Mabogunje, 1970), -

urban to rural areas (0jo, 19?3), and urban to urban
areas.

Th;s rural - rural migration is usually from one savannah
peasant agricultural area to another; from a subsistence to a
cash cropping area or vice-versa. The rural - urban type involves
movement from an agrieuliural area to a medium-sized town or
to an urban industrial area. Urban - rural migration implies
movement from an agricuvltural area to a medium-sized
service or commercial town to a peasant or cash cropping agricultural
rural area.

The volume and intensity of such moves are a function

of economic activities between one rural area and another, between
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these and the urban area on the oﬁher hand and between the
_ various fegions in the country (Adepoju, 1975).
3k Causes of Miération

Lee (1966) has separated the causes of migration

into four major categories, namely:

a) those associated with area of origin;

b)  those associated with area of destination;
c) - interveﬁing obstacles;

d) per#onal factors.

DuToit (1975) has given incisiée soéio-political
explanations regarding migration out 'of African traditibnal
societies. According to him..migrants involved in what he calls
"individual migration" can be categorised into "those who had
toﬂleave and those who wanted to leave". In the first category
would fall persons who, due to social or personal circumstances,
find life in the Qillages less than pleasant. 'This may include
barren or divorced womén, persons of a quarrelsomé disposition,
persons found to be suspect in socéery accusations and theft,

. younger sons where birth brder gives preference to seniority -
énd others who, through accideﬁt of birth and'personal circumstances
are badly plaéed-to éombete for positions of authority.

Although DuToit has not expatiated on the second

category of migrants, they are suppésed to be those propelled
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by economic reasons, pleasure seekers~of the much criticised
"bright lightsﬁ hypothesis. Rural - urban migratién has been
explained on the basis of the urban - rural earnings gap.
Return migration results when that gap is closed by adverse
econoniic circumstancés.' Urban wage rates are higher'than the
marginal productivity of labour, since they reflect such non;’
market factors as minimum wage laws, strength of trade unionism,
the desire by fdreign firms to improve their image and guard
against charges.of exploitaiion of labour (Kilby, 1972;.Ghai,
1978; Diejomoah, 1972). . |

There is evidence from Todaro (1969) that the réte
of rural ; urban migratioﬂ ié a positive function of the urban-
rural earnings diffepehtial'wéighed'bfAthéipfébability of

“obpgining*qugnﬂgmg}éymént. Although studies by Sabot (1971)
‘n Tanzania, Beals, levy and Moses in Ghana (1967) appear

to support Todaro's hypothesis, empirical work in Nigeria by
Mabogunje (1970) have shown regipnal income differentials

‘and rural - urban migration to be negatively related. Really,
Mabogunje's findings are surprising and unbelievable since
common sense and experience would appear to support Todaro's
contention., While Todaro (1969) sees probabiiity of obtaining

urban employment as a support to the urban - rural earnings

differential as a cauée of fural - urban migration, Warriner, (1970) .
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says that migrants go tolthe urban areas to find jobs regardless
of the employment sifuation there. The lesson here, though
subjeét to objective determination, is that.chtors other than
income expectations are important migration inducers.

Elkan (1960) vieﬁs rural - urban migrafion.as being caused
by the low productivity and low inéoﬁe in agriculture which ;;
éubject to sharply diminishing returns because of population
pressures, .We doubt that our rural areas are already over-
populated. HaweVer,‘Elkan's.perspeétivé bfinﬁs fo mind a related
cause of migraticn from rural areas. That is under-employment and
;easonai unemploymept that propel seasonal migrants some of who
eventually may not return in the ﬁexﬁ season.

Sometimes, shortage of land andlléﬁbur in rural areas could
induce rural - urban miération. Also, lack of capital to purchase .
improved seeds, fertilizers, and pesticides, especially in over-
populated areas may cause out-migrationf In such cases, where
only application'of new pgg@éology cag_}egq_ﬁqmgrgater production,
but where such are not'avaiiaﬁlu. individuads mairrate scascnally:
to urban areas, in search of jobs, and eventually permarently
out of the area (Goddard, 1973)}. Other causes of migration

‘include the growth of export - import'trade in cash crops, the

cramping social sanctions-of--the extended family-on-the younger ones;
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the concentration of educati&nal and other vocational institutions
in urban areas to which young rural youths must aspire; the tendency
" for some rural - urban migrants to eventually discover values
in farmiﬁg which over-ride.high incbme'expectations in urban
areaé that ébmpel people to return to ﬁﬂe villéges and farm,
'3.5 'Migrafion Motivations |
| The decision to migrate invplves at least two aspects:

é) - the decision to leave an area of origin; ahd,
b) the decision of where to go to (Roseman, 1977; Brown
“and Moore, 1970).
The causal basis of the first helps explain ouf-migratioﬁ.while
the céusal basis of the second decision helps explain in-migration
when evaluated at point of origin and point of destination
respeétively (Williams and McMillen, 1979). Beforé going furtﬁer,
it is important to étress‘that migration mbtivatiéns and the causes
of migration are often not easy to separate.
-Writing'on migration motivations, Byerleg and Eicher
(1982) say that the decision to migrate can be analysgd in terms of:s.
a) monetary costs and returns related to income and
eﬁployment in the source énd destination areas;
b) :non;monetary costs and returns relating to risk,

attitudinal characteristics, social ties and'expectations.



32.
Several factors have been found to influence migration
decisions. These includgAeducational attainment, sex,

‘age, wealth status (or income level), size of house-hold,

occupation, distance between origin and destination areas.

There appéars'tO'be confiicting evidence as to whethgr'A
migration.is positively or neéativeyy related to educational
attainment. Beals, levy and Moses (1969) have on basis of’
studies in Ghana written that education is negatively related
to migration. They hold that there is no evidence that
educatién causes migration except in so far as it incfeases
income poteﬁtial and 1éssens an individual's abhorence of
cultufal and social adjustments. Other studies by Byerlee
(1976) in Sierra-leone show the typical rural - urban migrant
to be younger and more educated than the avérage rural resident,
The propensity to migréte fqr persoﬁs with primary education
was ?,times higher in Sierra-Leone than for persbné without
education.

In Ghana, the more economically active a youth is
the less his intggration into the work force; the fewer his
faﬁilial obligations, and the higher the probability that he will
migrate to other place; seeking new.opportunities. It is for

this reason that the highest rates of migration are found in
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groups of ages 15 to 25 (Fortes.'19?1). Other studies on
rural =urban migration in Nigeria have shown that the rate of
migration peaks at léte'ZO's or eafly 30's (Essang and"
Mabawonku, 1974; Adepoju, 1975). .

According to Richmond and Kubat (1976), migratioﬁ rateg
distribution is bimodal, first at young ages (for people still
in search of occupations - mainly rural - urban migrants) and
then at old age [when many people get retired - mainly urban -
runal'migrants)u

More men than women migrate (Beiras, 1970; Sachei; 1967,
Thé-longer the distance between two possible origin and destination -
.points, the more the reluctance to move. The deterrence
effecﬁs of distance opefate.through'the cost of ﬁoving,
reluctance to leave familiar surfoundings, and as é surrogate
for intervening oppbrtunitiés and for information.

‘As for return migration about which very little has been
investigated, Engmann'g (1972) field investiéations in Ghana
show that the proportion of the original migrants that return home
will depend on age, sex, degree of acclimatization, adaptébility
'fo local conditions, original intention for migrating, extent
jof fulfilment of expectations, family'obligations at home, |

level of education, state of market for skills possessed by
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him, his readiness for retraining for other jobs, whether
“he haé land to go back to. V |
3.6 Consequences of Migration
The conuequences of migration are felt both in the

origin and destlnatloniareas. These may be economic, social or
political. The main economic functions of migration are to secure

quantitative and qualitative equilibrium between labour supply

and labour deménd in different regions.thereby contributing

to the reduction of iritra aﬂd inter-regional wage differentials,
and to transfer new crops and ideas over wide regions (Richmona
and Kubat, 1979; Clark, 1940),

With rural - urban vlgratlon in view, Tocdaro \1069)
asserts that agricultural laoour"uas>a~poa1tzve marginal product
which is forgone when rural labour migrates to'ufban areas with a
Ppossible reduction.in agricultural output. In addition,
‘migration tends to lower the average product of labour in the
recelving areas, tﬁusi depressing wage'rates (or causing -them
to rise more slowly), while in the labour-surplus areas of origin,
the average product of labour tends to rise. Given the urban -
areas as sourées of migration in urban - rural migration, this may
not happen because of the high concentration of popuiation.

" Also many-unskiiled laBourers still flock to the urban areas
regardless of the emplqyment situatlon there (Warrlner, 1970),
b : Migrating hao an oroortunltv co't Sti litz,(1070\~

the magnltude of whlch deponds on the 1nst1tut10na1 setting.

e et ot bt o DAt e T S
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If we consider - rural - urban mlgratlon for example, the families

e T VS SO

of the mlgrants follow them to the urban centres and the land they

worked reverts to the rural community without compensatlon,
or remains fallow. Thus, dlsregar41ng-301l fertility 1ncreases;
the opportunity cost is the average family product (net of
purchased inputs). Conversely, when urban - rural migration
oecurs, the reverse happens.

Among the adverse economic consequences of rural - urban
migration is the fact that it reduces the capacitj of those rural

areas to achieve sustainable growth. This is because migratory

activities are very high among the most productive age group

(11-33 years), Mabawonku, (1974); Adepoju (1975) and thus not

only leads to heavy brain drain on the supply of rural family

labour but in addition draws out individuals with chafacteristics

most appropriate for agricultural development programmes (Dale,1969).

In their study, Essang and Mabawonku (1974) have found that often,

rural areas, ccntrary to common belief, lose out in the exehange

of monetary and other resources between urban and rural areas.
The misery and poverty iﬁ which unemployed and newly arrived
migrants live is cost in terms of discomfort. Some are eet even
sure ef a "bedspace" and a number are not Eertain of a meal

next day (Hunter, 1973). City-ward migration not only increases
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the rate of urban unemplqyment,congestion;:poverty and physical
deterioration of the_ciﬁy, it, in addifion. contributes to a
large extenp. to iﬁcrease in crime rates,

Some possible consequences of return migration in Nigerian
circumstances where it almost-certainly means urban - rural
migration are: the intrqduéfidn of new skills and innovations¢
by return migrants. Thef may start planting new crops, employing
new prqduction techniqﬁes. erecting buildings.with new designs
and even encouraging education. They can break the social

»

rigidities that are incompartible with sconomic development; they
may, sadly though, stir:;ocial crisééﬁgy Behéﬁiﬂé»ihmways.the
tradltlonal re51dehuV would regard as improper.
3.7 Migration and Agricuitural Labour

| Migration involves movement of people. In a society
where economic organisation of. production emphasizes iabour-
intensity, labour mobility becomes véry important. Holleiner
(1966) has concluded that because of the diversity of ecological
zones and population densities in Nigeria, it was impossible
to classify Nigéria as eiﬁher land surplus or labour surplus
economy. Once it is Pecognised that both situations exist in

a country, such as Nigeria, the issue,of labour mobility.re-

emerges as an 1mporuant ‘factor in deVelopment.

*—-m«-«-_~&m.MH_AJthough there 1s consmderable rural - rural movement of -

r
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agficultural labour between food producing areas, the rural -
urban movement of agriéultural labour is of more concern since
they are lost to the ufban~fringe economies, as the l"malr'ginall
labour force". Seasondl migration of aéricultural labour has
been shown to improve the total allocation of labour in thg
rurél areas and has been shown to be a majon factor in the
establishment of cash crops such as cocoa, 0il palm and rubber
Beals and Mennes. 1970).
In some food-producing areés in Sub-sahara Africa,
where tnere are relatively few landless labourers as in Aguata,
hired 1abour must be provided by other farmers or migrants
from other areas if farm output is to be expanded (Byerlee and
Eicher, 1982) Population growth is therefore an important
determinant of farm labour availablllty. The net migration
rate in the rural areas, the extent of availability of alternative
employment (i.e. non-farm jobs), ratesléf retention and turn-
over of in-migrants'détermine the sine of the labour forcee-—- . . _.__
Carpenter (1980) has categorised repention periods into
two: |

a) short-term retentlon, and

b) long term retention.

If the short-term retention pattern is dominant, the supply
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of migrants would soon be oxhousted. The lower the turn.
oner of migrants, the larger the pool of potential farm workers,
The extent of non-farm economic activities in a
rural area can affect the amount of labour supplied in the
farms. As much as 50% of working time may be spent on none
farm économic activities such as crafts; Eicycle repairing;
etc. (Norman. 1969; Cléave. 1970; Luning, 1,967). Nor;nan found an
inverse relatlonshlp between labour 1nput and off.farm labour 1nputs,

b S kA ten, ST ELRm o e

suggesting that off-farm work is a means of salvaglng labour time

that h;;'lowhggﬁortunlty coste

3.8 Compbell and Johnson's Propositions on Return Migfation
This is a compilation (a "state of knowledge" report)

presented, according to the authors, to draw attention to the

lack of research on return migration and to stimulate new research.

These propositions have been developed from theory, empirical

research, intuition, and spéculation. Well-tested propositions

are designated Type A, those with "limited testing" are Type B.
Some éf'thesevpropositions have been selected as a guide

in_the present effort, and as é partial review of iiteraturg'

on rethrn‘migration, although the researcher is aware that

they‘hafe been deveiOped and téstea in circumstanées,Vefy

different from ours. Nevertheless, many of them are expected

- to be valid under our own conditions.
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b)

)
a)
e)
£)

g)

h)

deteriorate (VanderKamp, 1971; Eldridge, 1965).

39.
Type "A" Propositions
Returh migration will tend to be greater to those
areas with-a history of large'out;ﬁiéfétioﬁ (confirmed
by Milier. (1973); Richmond, (1966) and Appleyard(1962).

Return migration increases when labour market conditions

-

Return migrapts are older than direct migrants (Eldridge,
1965; Campbell, et. al., 1974; Myers and Masnick, 1968;. .. -
Hernandez - Advarez, 1968; Richmond, 1968; Appleyard,1962).
Return migration consists of a disproporﬁionately large
number of females (Campbell, et. al., 1974; Hernandez-
Alvarez, 1968; Myer;w;hd;Masnicijnaéégy;” . .
Return migrants tend to have higher 1eyels of educational
attainment than the non-migrants in thé communities of
destination (Bugue, 1969). '

Return migrants tend to have ﬁigher skilled occupations'
than the pon-migrants in the communitiés of_éestination
(Hernandez-Alvarez, 1968; Tadros, 1968). |

Return migrants tend to have higher incomes than non-

migrants in the community of destination (Tadros, 1968),

Return migrants are likely to cite social, as opposed

to reconomic reasons for their move (Johnson, 1973;

Richmond, 1968; Tadros, 1968).
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. The stronger the inter-personal ties within-g:oups-in

the community of origin-of the major stream, the higher

the probability of return migration if there are no

" sanctions against returning (Tadros, 1968; Johnson, 1973).

3.8,2..
a)

b)

c)

Type "B" Propositions
Return migration tends to occur soon after. the first )
migration (Eldridge, 1965; Comay, 1971).
The longer a migrant. stays in his area of destination,

the less likely he is to returnx(Comay, 1971)

Increasing employment in the community of origin

.Will attract increasing numbers of return migrants

,'(Taaros. 1968)

.d)'
e)

£)

A disproporfionate number.of'the migrénts with low
"personal effectiveness" are likely to be return
migrants (Lansing and Mueller, 1967). o
Rural migfants whose initial residence was on

farm are more likely to return than non-farm

residents (Lee, 1974).

Return migration increases as size of place

drecreases (Lee, 1974).
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3.9 . Methodology.
3e9.1 Aréa of Study

Aguata Local Government Area is one of the 23‘loéélv
government areas in Anambra State of Nigeria. It is situated ét the
southern end of the state, extending towards the border with
Imo Staté and has a total land area of ?18km2 and a populatign
of 347,031 by 1963 censﬁs estimates.

" The Northern parts of Aguata (otherwise called -
Oruﬁba) have wide expanse of very fertil@ solls while the
southern areas have relatively less and highly leached
soils.' Farming is theréfore more eléborately puréued in ﬁhe north
although majority of the inhabitants of ﬁhe local gbvernment are
peaéant farmers. Outmigration of able-bodied young people is
more from the south than from the North., The World Bank,
Federal and State_Governmeﬁts have cooperated.in setting up a
small-holder rice irrigation scheme in four Orumba communities.,

Agricultural'products from Aguata include rice, yams,
Eocqyam, cassava, palm p;oduce, cashew nuts, bananas,'oranges
jand maize. The major problems facing ihg inhabitants are soil
erosion, absence of ﬁotorable roads, lack of good drinking water
and electricity.

3.9.2 ~ Sampling Procedure '
‘ The population of this study is made up of all

return migrants coming to the villages from the urban areas.
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A purpqsive>sampling method was used at two levels:

a) se*ectlng survey VL;lageh, and,
T _;ﬁg)”__w" 1dent1fying return migrants°
a) . _Ten villages were chosen at intervals of,an average

of 8km so as to ensure even spread of survey v111ages across
N J
Aguata Local Government Area,

b) A sample frame of return migrants was compiled in the
selected villages. Choice of respondents was restricted to

those that returned between 1983 and 1983 - a pericd during

"which, as adjudged by the researcher, the effects of economic
changes under consideration ﬁould be most at play. In makiné
up this sample frame, the help of traditional rulers and
councillors who should know the returnees was enlisted.

Finally, a random sample‘pf-ten return migraﬁts‘was
taken frém.the sample frame in each}of the ten villages. The
total nuﬁber of respéndents sampled}is thus, one h\.mdred“(ﬂ‘-OQ)°
3.9.3 Data Collection Nethods

Data collection was by personal interview by the researcher
in the éompany of literate enumerators and natives of the chosen
villages. 'The questionnaire used was.structureq in such a way
as to collect data broadly classified into:-

a) demographic data;

b) labour force data;
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c) incone and earnings information datas;
d) behavioural and attitudinal data,
Finaliy, secondary data from previous works in Aguata
area were used to supplement questlonnalre-generated data.
These secondary data: include early migration pattens, geographlc

descriptions and demographic information.

3.9:4 Data Analysis Methods
o F_vw__The da£a'has beeﬁianalyééd'by é&teﬁsivé'use of

- descriptive statistics. The mean, mod%j and percentages

‘were employed. The data is presented in Tables and figures.



CHAPTER FOUR

. ANALYSIS OF DATA: CHARACTERISTICS'OF RETURN MIGRANTS IN AGUATA

The characteristics of the retufn_migrants are considered
under three méjof.sub;headings, namely: demographic, educational
and spcio-économic characteristics.
b ' Demographic.Characteristicé“

The survey results show that‘62%.9f the return migrants

fall within the age group 20-45 years (See.table L.1).

Table 4.1: Distribution'of Return Migrants by Age and Sex

Age of ” o

Respondent 15« . 20~ 36=" 46. 56 66 + Total
W9 35 ks 55 65 oo - »

Male 3 19 ‘22 16 16 1 77

Female - 12 9 - 2 . 23

Total (%) 3 31 31 16 18 1 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988,

Only 1% of the return migrants were 60 years old and'ébove.
It is apparent that mi@dle age persons constitute majority of the
returnees, This must have diStortea the rural age strﬁcture towards
haV1ng more young people than had hitherto been the case. There

is an implicit suggestlon that the maJority of the returnees had
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moved for involuntary réasons. This is because at the age
20-45 years;'most_people have not attained theAretirement age
in their chosen careers,

The preponderénce of returnees in the 20-45 age bracket

tallles with Essang and Mabawonku' s finding, though with regard
to rural - urban migratlon,_that migration rategpeak at late 20's
or early 30's (See p. 15). .
___w“_*“___ugéq_qggvgx furfher shows'ﬁhat sévenﬁy-ééyeﬁ pef&ent of the
. returnees vere mgle while 23% were female. The infqrmation
dr Table 4.1 has been transformed into an age/sex pyramid‘
(figurevhe1). The highest level of'feﬁale migration occured
- at age range 20-35 years, when, as discovered, marriage-~related
feasons for moviné feature most promineﬁtly‘among females. The
» youngest return migrants were identified among males (3%).
Thése were apprentices and students. -
The sex ratio of the surﬁey population - 3.4 males per female
{or 335) is much higher than the avefage for Nigeria which is
104 (Adepoju, 1982). Wle note that the modal age group for
female returnees (20-35’di§fers froﬁ that of males (36-45 years).
although the data exhibits a bimOAalitYJas depicted for age

groups 20-35 and 36- 45.
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‘The survey further shows that sixty percent of the réspondents
were married, 4% were either divorced, separated .or widowed whiie
36% were singlé. Of the married respondents, 7' were p;qugamous'
while 49 were monogamdus.

A total of 253 cﬁildren were indicated for the married members
of the survey population (Thble 4.2). Childrenherae i
covers. both infant and grown up offsprings of the return migrants.
Average number of children per married return migrant was 4. Children

are important as the suppliers of a large portion of unpaid‘family

labour. This is examined in later sections.

Table 4.2: Distribution of Return Migrants by Number of Children

Number of e Nuhber,of'.Children < Total Number of
- Respondénts - - ' o children
~ S e 5-—~~ s e e 1 5

8 2 16 .
1 3 33

9 L - 36

13 5 65
11 6 66

2 ? 14

1 8 8

1 10 10

61% : o ' 253

*Three married returnees do not have children.

. Source: Field Survéy, 1988,
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Majority of returnees’ children -i.e. 38% of the 208
on whom information was obtalned) are living with their
parents anq school_ing0 Sixty-one (orTBQ%) are workers who
do ﬁQt live with their parents compared to 3% who work and live
with them. Those that school ﬁhp.ao not live with their parents
are either in boérding houses or with relafions in other !
‘places and constitute 13% of the children, The remaining 17%
_live with the returnees but are neiﬁher employed nor schooling,
This group inciudes mainly infants and jobless adult childr:n.
This help on the farm can only be expected frOm 55%

(38+17) of the children.

Table 4.3: General Circumstances of the Children of Return

Migrants

Ghildren . Yo %
u1v1ng Wlth respondent and schocllng 78 . 38
Living with respondent and working 6 3
" Not living with respondent and working 61 29
Not living with respondent and schooling 27 13
Living with respondent but neither _
working nor schooling 36 17
Total 208 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988,
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4.2 Educational Characteristics

Survey statistics ihdiéate a rather high level of
educational attainngnt and literacy among the survey population
relative to that of the population returned to (Table Ly,
Twenty-one pgrcent of the respondents have had no formal education
alﬁhoggh up.yp 74% can read and 56% can writé the Englisg Langhage.
Eighty-five percent and 68% can read and Qrite Igbo respectively,

. This is indicative of a rélatively highly enlightened and socialized
group of people in comparison'to the villége populatidn they

have joined. Nineteen of the return migrants have passed through
higher institutions ranging from universities, polytechnics,

college of éducatioﬁ to nursing schools. One apparent finding

from the survey is.that poorly educated people'pérhaps do not

return as eaéily as the.well educatéd,ones. Rathef,they continue in
the fringe economies of urban areas probably hoping that their

flot would one day improve;

Many of the return migrants that féll.between the "No
education"‘and'"some éecondary" ranée in Table 4.4 havé received
non-insﬂitutional (appreﬁticeship) training in vocations like -
fradiné, tailoring, bricklaying, hgif'dressing‘and 50 on as

"detailed in Table 4.6,



‘Level of Education No. of Returnees Percentage
Involved (%)

No education 21 21.87
Some primary 16 16.66
Primary completed 14 14,58
Some secondary 9 9.38
Sécondany'anmpleted 17 17;?1
Higher institution 19 19.80
Total 96 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988,

50.

. Table 4.4: Distribution of Return Migrants by Fducational
' Attainment

L

Tablé L.5: Distributién of Return Migrants by Literary Level

" Literary level

No. of Returnees Percentage
Involved (%)
Can read English Language 74 77.10
Can write " " 56 58430
Can read Igbo 85 39,58
Can write " 68 70.83
Can sbeak English Language. 70 72,92

Source: Field Survey,_1988.
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Table 4.6: Distribution of Return Migrants by Type of S
non-institutional Training Received

Type of Non-institutional No. of Returnees Percentage
Training Received i InQolved (%)
Trading 1 1 *
Carpentary 5 | 5
Driving (professional) 3 3
Domestic science A - 5 | 5
Taiioring . é'"‘“m“““ww“ 2
Electronic mechanic 4 ,,4
Eicycle fepairing ‘ 1 : 1
Watch " o : 1 . 1
Shoe n _ 1 1
Brick laying 1 1
Hair dressing : 1 1
Total ‘ ‘ . 39 .35

‘Source: Field Survey, 1988
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4.3 Socio~Economic Characteristics
The return migrants have moved into rural areas where
the agricultural sector_empioys 2/3 of the working'bopulation

(Adepoju, 1982). The agriculturél sector has hitherto
overfshadowed the growing informal sector: cottage industries,
petty trading and services to which many of the return migrants
have come back,_.That was the situation during the so-called
0il Boom years including 1979 Whiqh we have uséd here as a
convenient reference point. We aésume that by 1979, the major

-:had <
.causes of return migrantiﬁaé not become significantly important,

In 1979, the occupational distribution of the return
migrants was as shown in TaBle 4,7, B& then, many of them
were schooling (22.924). Interestingly, only 0492 percent of the
-respondents was looking for work thén. One, fourteen, twelve

eleven -

and VA percent of them were engaged in the armed forces/
police, other public services, trading ana q?nstruction respectively,
"Construction" encdmpésses casual labour, carpentany; masonr:j—r‘,whw
bicycle reﬁairing, éhoe repairing, hair dressing, auto and electrical
mechanic. Ten percent of the respondents were working in agricul-

tural estates within and-outside Nigeria while twenty percent

were in industry. Only nine'persons held multiple jobs. The
"Other" category includes diviners and full-time housewives.

As a result of recession, by the period just before return ,
“some changes had occursd in the occuﬁational distribution of the

survey population (See~Table 4,8)¢ —— - - wommem —--
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Table 4.7: Occupational Distribution of Return
Migrants in 1979

No. of Return Percentage

Migrants in of all

such Occupation Respondents
e et e &

Occupation of Return
Migrant in 1979

Arined forces/Police g 0.92
-Other public service ‘ 16 14.78
Trading

Construction

Looking for work

Agricultural Estate

(+ Farming) . © 11 . 10. 10
' Industry (Private. '

Company) A 22 20.20
Other - ' : .- va _ | 6.40
Potal " 1098 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988.

*Multiple responses raise total above 100,
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Just before return; up to 314 of the return migrants
wgre léoking'for worke The major occupationél changes ‘between
the three periods considered in Tablé 4.8 are obvious only
in relation to the construction, industry, !'looking for work®
and agriculﬁural estatevcategories. 'The decline in the number
of respondents who were students from 22%.in 1979't6 L9 just¢
before return only indicates the,brogressive maturity of the
survey population,

Construction‘attracted'and held more peoﬁle for two reasons.
In the first place, it offered refuge to numerous. people being
retrenchgd from the gofernment and{ especially, the private
sectors. S'e.condly. that cat_egory includes casual labourers who
. easily convert from skilléd ocqupations without extended
iearning periods.

Between {9?9'and.just before teturn, the number of return
migranté engaged in agricultural estate (farming) declined
from 16% to 6%, This perhaps confor&s With the normal decline
in-proportion of the working population engaged in farming and
related occupationé as economic developménf progresses. 1n
addition, and more directly, the 6il Boom (of the late 1960%
and early 1970's) héd induced neglect of agriculture that

heightened the exodus which by 1979 must have been tapering off.
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Table 4.8: Occupational Distribution of Return Migrants in 1979, Just before

S Return and at time of Survey
; ' _NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS _
| ON RETURN
Type of . ,
Occupation : ' N , .
. In 1979 % - Just before . o
Return % Primary | % Secondary %

Armed forces/

police 1 0.92 2. 2170 = - - -

Other Public , o

Service 16 14,78 16 13.60 - 13 13.50 - -

Trading | 14 12,80 15 12,70 15 15.60 - 6 7,00

Construction 13 C11.93 19 16.10 27 28.10 15 1790

Schooling 2y 22,02 5 4,20 . - - - -

Looking fq? work 1 - 0.92 | 36 " 30,50 - u - - ) -

Agriec. ’ z _ - _

Estate(+ Farming) 11 10.10 8 6.80 . 19 19.80 57 67.9C

Industry (Private ; : ' :

Coye) 22 20,20 15 12.70 16 16.700 3 3.60

Other i 6.40 2 1.70 6 6.30 3 3,60
109 118 ~ 100 96 , 100 8l 100

I
Source: Field Survey, 1988,
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It has to be noted that the totals in table L.8 exceed
100, the sample size, because of multiple responses. Many
of the respondents engaged. in ﬁenial jobs classified under
construétion werelat thé same time looking for work. In all,
18_migrgnts were eﬁgaging in muliiple occupations Jjust before
_returﬁ<in.comparison to the éituation in 1979 when only”:¢9
_persons.were thus engaged. The occupational combinations
recorded Jjust before return are as follows:

Agricultural estate/trading 1

Agricﬁltural estateﬂbokingfor work 1

Trading/looking.for work 3

‘Construction/looing for work 9

bl Movement Information
All respondents happen to be natives of the respective-

villages to ﬁhich they ha&é returned. .All of theﬁ have lived
in such villages before. Table 4.9 shows that outmigration took _
place from some survey villages as recently as after 1979,
The villages are Akpugo, Igbo-Ukwu,Awgbu, Umﬁchu, Oko and Umunze.

“All retupn.migrants that left the survey villages between
1979 and the period jﬁst before rgturn must have gone to ﬁon-survey
.urban towns. This is becuase no return migrant resided in any of
the survey_villages by the period just before meturn. Also;
between 1979 and just before return, humﬁer-of returnees by then
resident in urba{n towné had increaéed in some towns and decreased in

others. Logically, we can conclude that those that left urban



Table 4.9: Distribution of Return Migrants by Place of Residence
: between 1979 and just before Return

No. Residing

Source:

Computed from fiela sur\}py, 1988,

Name of Town No. Residing in.1979 just Diff-
: ' before Retuwrn . erences

Benin City - 3 L +1.
Awka 4 6 +2 7.
Onitsha 9 11 +2
Nsukka L 4 0
Owerri 4 4 0
Ilorin 3 1 -2

. Ogidi 1 -\ 0
Bauchi 1 1 0
Uga 1 - -1
Wari 1 A 0-

. Tbadan 2 /3 +1
Makurdi 3 2 L=t
Igbo-Ukwu 1 - -1
Awgu 1 - =1
Port-Harcourt 3 4 =1
Umuchu 1 - -1

~ Okigwe. 1 2 +1
Oko -1 - =1
Abakaliki 6 - b -2
Yola -1 1 ¢
Nnewi 8- 8 0
Lagos 5 6 +1
Kaduna 5 5 0
Enugu 10 9 -1
Sapele 1 - -1
Aba 3 b +1
Awgbu 1 - -1
Jos 2 2 0
Owerre Ezukala 1 - -1
Thiala ’ 1 - -1 -
Akpugo 3 - -3
Umanze 1 - -1
Fernando PO 1 - -1
Mamfe 1 } '8
e - 3 +3
OgoJa - % i%
Kano -
Gboko - } Ii

i River -

Rgéokutg' - 1 *
Total 96 96 __
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towns between 1979 and the period just before return must have
moved to other urban towpe'because in no survey village was
residence of any respondent recorded withie'that period. It
therefore.sugaests thet Reme of the respondents must have

moved at least once between two urban towns before finally

e PV DU,

.. returning to some _survey villages. ‘The number of respondenté’
‘that engaged in this sort of step migration is 20 (1 €. 20%

of the respondents) This has been deduced thus from Table 4.9,

Table 4.9: Distribution of Return Migrants by Place of
Residence between 1979 and Jjust before Return

Number of. respondents that left non-sﬁrvey urban
towns between 1979 and period just before return 11

Plus Humber of respondents that came to the non-
: survey urban towns betweer 1979 and the period
just before return 19

less number of respondehts that left the survey
villages between 1979 and the period Juet
before return - 4 _ 10

Less number of respondents that came into:
the survey villages between 1979 and the
period just before return

-

Number of respondents that step-migrated

Obviously, the first move by these step migrahts

was rural - urban while subsequent moves must have been urban -

r “urban or urban.rurale,
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An examination of the year of return of the migrants
(Table 4.10) shows a rise in the yearly rate of return from
3, in 1983 to the peak of 36 in. 1986. By 1987, the rate
had fallen to 1h. - |

&
Table 4.10: Year of Return and Number of Migrants Returning

Year of Return of Migrants No. of. migrants that

returned
1983 3
1984 o 16
1985 A
1986 N _.,‘_36_ .
o~ ST _
100

Source: Field Survey, 1988.

¥e must note that the 8Structural Adjustment
Programme (SAP) was introduced in Nigeria in 1986 and was followed
by a spate of retrenchments which worsened an already alarming

retrenchment and gnemployment rate. If, as we assume here,

T R e e kT e s e
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‘retrenchment would cause people to migrate to the Qillages,
then Table 4.10 is an expression of the trend that prevailed
betWegn 1983 and 1983;-

Réstriction of the coverage of the researchibetween
19é3 and 1983 does not eliminate consideration of returnees.who
have migrated for voluntary reasons‘(eg. retirement) which would
be deemed normal - not caused by the adverse economic cifcumstances
of the recession. The official retirement age fér government
workers is 55 years; Ninetten percent of the respondents are
above 55 years (Table ﬁ.1) and 6 percent reported moving for
retirement reasons (Table 4.11). However, looked at from another
angle, we can argue that retired people who would have liked
to remain in the urban areas are being forced to move to
fhe villages where cost of living is lower. Retirement per se

is therefore probably not the cause of these movements. Apparently,

‘retirement-related mgvements are for the above reason rendered
involuntary.f
4,5 . Migration Motivational Characteristics

" The return migrants havg éiven diverse reasons for
leaving their last places of residence. .;n some instances,

reasons for leaving can be related to reasons for choice of the

place of return alfhough they do not need to be identical.
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Employment-related reasons rank high among return
migration motivations (igbié'4.f1);ﬂmﬂany_respcndents gave
T wo . :

multiple reasons for leaving. Twenty/pércent of the returnees that

Table 4.11: Reasons for Leaving former Place of Residence

-
Reasons for leaving No. of Percentage
former place of migrants in- ()
residence . volved

Retirement | 12 | 6.00

To stay nearer home . L2 22,00

/ Transfer J | : : .19 10,00
Retrenchment . ' . . 26 , 144,00

’ Unemployment - = o\ ~ T 129.; . 15.30
—-‘¢*nff-QSiGB£;;;w(i£55rawa1.frbm sefviée .9 - 5.00
" Task force demolition 16 8.5

On completing education _ ; 7 4,00

" Too little pay 8 4,20

‘Other (detailed slsswhere) 21 11.00

Source: Field Survey, 1988.
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* came back-in order "to étay'nearer héme" for various reasonS

| (detailed below). ‘This 22% also includes some people from
other categéries especially those that moved for retrenchment,
task force demolition and retirement reasons. Unemployment is

' thelgecond most mentioned motivatiéﬁ for migfating homewards (15%) «
Some 4% of the respondents had completed;their education and
returned to the Qillage mainly for wént of alternat;ve p;acqghgg
go. Fourteen peréept of the people returned after being reteenched
while 1O%Idid so on transfer - two being spouses joining their
husbands. Other reasons gilven and classified under the 'othér'

category are:

- no alternative T 1

- loss of guardian | - 1
' - i1l health - . 1
- taking up a new jdb‘ | - -9
- loss ;E—ﬂugbané- o »M~:~~-f~ 2
- : business failure - 3 i
- too many taxés in“town - 1
- to join husband : - 2

They sum up to 21 or 114 of the total number of return migrants.
These reasons are separated from those on Table 4.11 for

heuristic reasons only. They could otherwise be left on the

e e et e L i 1T AP T s TR s e e e
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table as "other" category of reasons. Referepce to "too
many taxes" is; by implication an expression of the escalating
operational cost of business and rising cost of living within
the period covered by the research. In addition, by that
time, businesses and'individualg were being made to pay for .
50 mény éérvices that had 'hi%hert@-been taken for grantede
and at little or no.charge.
Ail these reasons given above can be linked to the

- possession of location-specific'capital in the destination
villages. We sought to bring out this link by asking return
migrants that wanted "to stay nearer home" why they chose to
do so. Interestingly, the largest number of them (36%)
do so because of their intention to farm -~ some as farm operators
and others as farm operator/labourers and the rest as farm
labourers (Table 4,12);

Majority of the retﬁrhees who waﬁt_to stay ﬁeérer
home épart from going there to farm are also interested in a
settled life and rest (8%) and grassroots politics (4%).
Especially, among the involuntary migrants, the reasons for
staying nearer hﬁme are to reduce cost of living (8%), to base
trading headquarters there (4%), no special reason 44), no

“alternative (4%)., We can imply some kind of financial



Table 4.12: Reasons for Staying Nearer Home

64,

Reason for staying nearer home “ﬂgéﬁggy%g%e Percentage
| » (%)
For settled life and rest - 4?‘ 7.5
To take part in politids‘ 2 3.8 J'Mﬁwﬁ
To.farm 15 A 28.3
To help develop home village 5 9.4.
To reduce dost of living .. SIY. TN 7e5
To attend school from there 4 7.5
To join family 3 5.7
To care for age& parents 4 7e5
To base trading headquarters there 2 3.8
Land dispute e e e 2 e 3;8
Fear of political instabiiity 3 . 5.7 -
" No special reason 2 3.8
No alternative 2 3.8
To set up industry thefe- 1 1.9
53 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988,

insecurity behind these moves.

Viewed that way, we have to

mention, in addition, the 8% that want to attend school from home

in order to reduce costs. . Feelings of insécurity inspired by



—mfw»~f*—~**;thé*volatile.political cliﬁate of the early 1980's
T ~* influericed 6% of the returnees to stay nearer home. Another
L% moved home to pay closer  attention to some.pieces |
of land that are in dispute wﬂile 8% want to care for their
aged pareﬁts. -
Another category of returnees made up mainly
of retired and wealthy businessmen would want to "help

develop" their home villages or to set up industries there.

65.
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CHAPTER FIVE

| ANALYSIS OF DATA: ACTIVITIES OF RETURN MIGRANTS

In this éhapter. we‘shall assess the distribution of the
rgspondents among various occupations and compare the situation
during the pre-migration and post-migration periods. We shall
also do a critical assessment of the farming activities of tgé
migrants and reach conciusiops aboqt}the effect of'their return
on thevavailability of agricultural laboﬁro ' . |
5.1 The Occupations of Return Migrants

Several sub-divislons are concievable under this section.
Wé,are_interested:in the occupations of the return migrants. We
are also interested inlthe occupations of the members of their
fﬁmilies,for'tuo reasons. In the first place, because some of
the respondents are farm operators, we want to know how many of
~ them have family members who help them.in the farm. Secondly.
écme of the family mémbers may be involved in the farm labour
market - suppiying their labour for wages.

Selat .Primaﬁy and Secondary Odcupatibns of Return Migrants

. Of ‘the 9% migrants that supplied information on their
primary occupations, 19.8% were farm operators (Table 5.1),
Construction and iﬂdustry as defined earlier account for 17.8%

each while 15.6% ﬁere traders. Public servants make up 13.5%
while 9.4% were farm lsbourers. Only 2.1% were non-farm labourers.

From the .same Tablé. we can see that 67.9% of the respondents



 Table §.1:

!

] : ]

" Distribution of Return Migrants and Members of their Family

by their Primary and Secondary Occupations

Type of . RETURNEES' OCCUPATION =~ FAMILY MEMBERS' OCCUPATION
. Occ?paylon ‘
; é' _ Primary % Secondary % Primary % Secondary %
Farﬁiné. 19 19.8 57 67.9 12 20 35 58.33
~ Pubiic . . '
Service 13 13.5 - y 9 15 - -
Trading 55, - 15.6 6 7.0 2l '; 4o 5 - 8.33
- . | ﬁ
Industry ° 16 - 16.7 3 3.6 - 3 . 5 2 P 333
Labour (non- .
farm) 2 21 3 3.6 2 . 3.33 6 10
- Labour (farm) =~ 9 9.4 9 10.7 6 | 10 6 S 10
Construction 16 16,7 3 3.6 2 1 3.33 3 1 5
Other 6 6.3 3 3.6 2 1 333 3 5
Total 9 100 8 100 60 i 100 60 100

‘Source: TField Survey, 1988,

- 67.
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engage in farming as a.secondany occupation. This is
not surprising, given the rural nature of thé villages.

More than 10% of those reporting to have secondary occupations

were farm~1aboufers..

When we focus on the rest of the migrants' family
members, it becomes clear that majority (40%) have families’
that are primarily traders while 20§ have families that are
prinarily farmers. About 58 of the respondents have amiliss
thét engage in farming as a secondary occupgtiop.‘ Their
involvement is mainly by way of assisting the house-hold
hgadlfarm operator in farm work.

We have not'summed the number of family members

involved in farming and farm labour. That would have been

- dnteresting but-Lor the:fact that-it will be.a:worthless: . ..ot o

ehdeavpur without, in addition, a knowledge of the total
number of farm operators and labourers in the Aguata area,
-and a quantitative appreciation of farmllabour demand

and gupply trends. Thése.#ould have helped us establish

the rates of entry into and exit from the farm labour market

ang thence determine'ﬁhether'éupplyfincréasgd or decreased

follawing the return of the migrants under study. In the
l };cénéfﬁfﬁémaﬂbvgudifficulties. we shall rely on static

analysis using the 100 respondents. -

e el e ]

e
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5.2 Nature of Migfants‘ Farms-

The largest nﬁmbef of farmer (22) returnees
occupied their farms in 1986 (Table 5.2)-- the same year in
which majority returned (Table 4.10).

Table 5.2: Distribution of Return Migrants by Years of ..
Occupation of their Present Farms

Year of Occupation No. of migrants Percentage

of present farm ~ occupying farms

Long ago ‘ .9 i Vg 12
1983 | 3

1984 5 7

1985 . 20 S 26

1986 23 30

1987 | ' 6 . 21

© TOTAL ) y 76 100

Source: Field Survey, 1988,

With the eiception~e£$42% of the returnees that occupied
their farms long ago (éver béfore the economic recession), the
trend within Tables 4.10 and 5.2 for the period 1983-1987
are related: both rising and peaking in 1986,

To the return migrants, accessfto land on return was

reiatively easy. This is because,many of . them_had. "location-
specific capital® in form of farm land and relatives to go back
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to. Thus, thirty-eighﬁ percent of the returnees that

farm went back to their farms which they had before they
left their wards (Table 5.3). Fifty percent of them started
working on their féthers' or other family @pybers' farms

- while 39% of them established newffarms 4 the land for.yESCh
they obtained from various sources including uncles; father;.
brothers and friends. The rest purchased their farm land.
. Some'returnees‘would initialiy-work on their reiation's
farms before settingAup theirse.

Because of the relaﬁively large number of returnees
either g&ing back to their farms or estabiishing neﬁ 6nes.
iabour demand has risen. The average number of children
per family is 4, of which some are eithefltoo young to work
in the farm or.grown up and not living with thé;r:pérentso
Thus, the prospects of supply of enough famil& labour are
low, making use of hired labour inevitable (See table 4.6).
The result has been the aggravation of the labour shoftage
_siﬁuation. Some additional reasons streng£hen the above
observation.

As shown on Table 5.4, majority of the returnees have

been away from famming for long periods.
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—Table 53¢ 4Farm1ng Activities of Return. Mlgrants by Farp Slzk“ %ype of

Ar.

Erfterprise and’ Source of Farm Lar 3 % M
: e A *
i
' 8ize of No. of Returnees No. worklng . No. of Returnees that established new farms
Fgrm that had farms . on fathers"' and from whom they got land
(ha) before they left or other .
their wards family Uncle . .Father Brother Friend . Purchased
members'’ ' : '
farms

a)l Food Crdp Production

1 16 20 b 1 2 :
1-2 -8 17 1 3 2 3
2=3 5 3 1 - -
3 1 - - - 1
Total 30 ko 6 4 b 4
b) Tree Crop Production
1 6 1 - - - - 1
1-2 6 - 10. 1 1 - A 1
2=3 ' 3 5 1 = - 3 5
Total 16 15 2 1 - 2 6
c¢) Livestock Production '
C 3 ' 11 - 1 2 - 2
2=3 2 e 2 - - - - 4
3 - - - - - - -
Total 7 ‘ b - 1 . 2 - 6
d) Other Commerc1al Crops Production
3 1 1 - - - - 1
1-2 - : 1 1 - - - -
3 T : - - - - - -
Total 1 2 1 - - - 1
e) Fishery ‘ A 4
1=2 - - - - - - -
2=3 -7 v - - - - 1
3. 1 - - - 1 - 1
yl - <

poigl 2 - . - -

Sources"“FieIdeurvey,1988.

b

T

Y
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.Table 5.4: Distribution of Return Migrants by Number -
of years they have been away from full-time and
part-time farming
No. of years No. of Returnees No. of Returnees
Returnees have  away from full- ¢ away from part- ¢
been away from time farming time farming <
- farming :
1-5 4 500 29 38
6=10 4o 120 . 13
TR T N 4 5.0 ? 8
16-20 1 1.2 1 1
26-30 2 2.4 -
3135 1 1.2 -
36 =40 - -
©oabs - -
4650 £ -
51-55 - -
56 -60 1 1.2 -
A11 through 33 | 8 6 . 6.5
Cannot recalJ 3 38,2 W 37
: 81 100 92 , 100
Average number of years of absence (See Appendix IV)
- Full-time 19.5 years
Part-time k4 years

. Sources: Field Survey, 1988,
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They have been away on the average for 19.5 yéaréland RS

years from full-time and part-time farming respectively.
;Forty-one percent of the respondents have never been full-time
.farmers, compared to 6.5% that have nevér been part-time

farmers. Thirty-eight and thirty-éeven-pércent cannot rememper
the lénght of their absence from fu}l-time and part-time farming
.respecfively. .

We can decipher from the survey results that the migrants
who work on their fathers' or other famii& members' farm are few and
so constitute a limitéd.source of family labour. However, many
of them reported working on their relatives' farms: ©Only for a short
while before setting up their own farms and requiring to hire-
labour themselve@. Thisdgggélly exacerbates the already
serious labour shortage.

With residential stability reaching 4 years (as for those that
feturned in 1983) and as the returnees consolidate holdings and
"expand both farm and non-farm operations.-the labour situation can
only get vorse. This is-because-they—are most-likely to continue
requiring more and more labour for hire, Moreover; with the
exception of poultry farming (of which only 5 cases were'reportéd).

other enterprises have continued to enjoy relatively high demand

and prices for their products'and so are expected to expand holdings{

- s



'503 Land Preparation.and Labour Use

The survey further shows that 314 of returnee farmers.
do thelr cultivation by tractor. The tractor hifers are mainly
the large~scale cultivators having farms of size 2 hectares and above,
Tractor usé is however{ limited to tillage and in some cases |
ridging, leaving all cultural prgcticés and hafvesting for mafnal
labour. As,sgch, the extent to which.mechaniiation relieveS.the
- labour shortaée is limited. |

A look at Table 5.5 which distributes the returnee
_ farmers by farm operation and type of labour hired shows marked
rise in the npmber employing labour between 1986 and 1987, For
instance, the largest nuﬁber of the farmers (39% in 1986  and 60%
in_198?) empldyed labour for land clearing. The next 1m§ortant
operétions in terms of number of returnees hiring labour are
ridging/heaping (33% in 1986 and 50% in 1987) and weeding (33%
in 1986 and 56% in 1987). | '

| Table 5.6 shows the average number of labbufefs

employed per farmer migrant for clearingfheaping, weeding and
harvééting/processing. Between 1986 and 1987, the nunber employing
labour increased with number employed, Thus, the average number
of lébdurers emplq}ed per migrant remains apprqximately the same
for both years. The implication agaip is that masdrity of the
migrants rather than depend solely 6n their own labour are exploiting

“the labour market more and more,
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Dlstrlbutlon of Return Migrants by Farm Operation and Type of Labour o

Hired in 1986 and 1987

No. of Return Migrants Hiring Labour and Category of Labour leed in:

K 1986 1987 .
' — c
. Land : .
clearing 9 3 - 8 1. -~ - 3 3 5 - 8 3 1 - L8
Ridging/
heaping 20 - = 5 1 = = 26 30 = = 9 1 = - Lo
Planting 2 6 1 3 - 11 - 23 2 11 - 5 - 1 - 32
Staking 7 b - 5. - = - 16 29 -5 - - 1 27
Weeding - & & - 3 15 - 26 116 - 2 1 26 = 46
Harvesting .
field crops | = 6 - 7 &L 5 - 22 2 10 = 10 k& 9 - 35
ﬁar%esting
tree crops 11 - = - 2 = 2 15 10 = = = - - - 13
'Efeparing of
foods o= - - - 1 1 - - 3 - - 1 - 5
Poultry - 1 - 1 e - - 1 - 2 - - - 3
Fishery -1 - = = = e - 1 - = = = - - - -
Total 60 28 1 29 12 32 2 = 88 4 - &2 9 51 Lk -
NB: MM = men; W = women;. C = Children, = summation sign.,
Source: Field Survey, 1988,
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Table 5461 Number of Farm Labourers Emplqyed for Selected .

Farm Operations in 1986 and 1987

Farm Activity Total No. of AverageA Total No. of Average

{ people émp- per ‘people per
. — loyed in 1986 migrant  employed migrant
— : in 1987 )

. -
Clearing/ridging/ T
— - -heaping.. . 102 3 . 179 3okt

- Weeding < —~ -~ —- 100 3.3 180 . 3,7
Harvesting/ . :
processing N 3.2 128 3.2
Total 293 487

"Source: Field Survey, 1988.

Table 5.6 further reveals that land clearing, weeding,

‘ridging/heaping required the largest number of labourers in

that order and in both years.

critical operations.

These are the tedious and time-.

The upsurge inJlabour demand for these

operations'are reportédly met by

a)
b).

o)

mobilising family members;

emplaying labourers from the large army

of seasonal migrant labourers who come especially

from the Abakaliki area; and,

wofking longer periods of time in tpe farm.



) Table 5.?: Allocatlon of Time to Farm and Non-farm Actlvitles

77 .

BN

By Farmer Return-Migrants -

_1986

Place where No., of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Labour is spent ©  Hours spent o

..per day

No. of returnees )
on personal _ <
farms 231615 93 1 - T -

No. of returnees
__on other:

people's farms S 3 . 62 1 - -

—_—

Ne. of Returnees on

personal farms ' 522 25_10'4 2 - 1

No., of Returnees on
other people's farms - 46 112 < 1 -

_No. of Returnees on non- : .
farm jobs 18 1 41 3 2 4

Source: Field Survey, 1988,

Table 5.8: Average Time Allocated to Ferm and Non-Farm Activities
: by Farmer Return Migrants

‘ - o Total Hours _
Place of - o Total Hours spent - spent by all Average

spent by all ' Average . farmers per
Activity fgrmers per day = & day in P
in 1986 : 1987
Personal farms 122 2,6 204 3.1
er pe ! ‘
Qther people’s 46 3.8 87 3.6
. Non-farm ’ : o
Cjobs 99 4.3 96 k.0

Source: Computed from Field Data, 1988,
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5.4 Time Sharing between Personal Farms, Other People s
Farms and Non-farm Jobs
In Table 5.8, we have calculated the average amount

of time spent per migrant per day'in his personal farﬁ. other
people's fafms. and non-farm jobs. The -least time is spent

on per;onalAfarms. In i986. an average 2.6 hours per day

was spent on the personal farms. This rose to 3.1 hours/

day_in 1987 and is most probably acpounted for by the increasingv
nunber of migrants who develop and expand their own farms and
consequently, reduce the'aﬁount of their.labour for hire or

the few that remain and Qork longer hours or ‘the diversification
intb more’time demanding enterprises.

The number of return migrants hirihg labour (Téble 5¢5)

. rose generally for all fafm operations. Several reasons for
this cah be deduced. Some of £he return migrants weré‘becoming
less directly involved. in farm labour and spending more time

on non-farm activities. Others expanded their hectarages
to the extent that they needed hired labour. Employment of more
hired labour also aécqmpanied diversification into_labour-intensive
enterprises as, for examﬁle. moving from house~hold poultry
farming into yam and cassava/maize cultivation,

While the average iabqur time spent on personal farms rose

between 1986 and 1987, that spent in other people's farms fell

from 3.8 to 3.6“hohrs per day. The decrease in amount of time
spent on non-farm jobs from 4.3 hours per day in 1986 to

4,0 hours per day in 1987 may be capturing the movement into
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a more profitable‘rural calling given the prevailing depressed economic
situation in Nigeria. This is also»apparently expressed in the
decline .in the percentage of time spent on.non-farm occupation from
4042% in 1986 to 37.4% in 1987, |

The return miarants'hane several éources of income. :These have

.

been considered under two major categorizatlons, v1z. hincome from .

P e A it IR e e o

: casual laboun“ﬂfarm and non-farm) as in Table 5.9 and ncome from

‘pensi‘ns, remittances from children and relations and sgle of farm
produce'as in Tablé-5.10. With reférence to Table 5.9 and appendix‘v{

. We notethat in both 1986 and 1987, income from non-farm jobs surpasség
that from wage labour in farms. However, incoms from non-farm jobs
fell on the average from ¥10.2/day to B9.5/day. Income from wage
fafm labour correspondingly rose from ¥7.3/day to_ﬁ?.b/day. There appears
to be an inverse relatlionship bétween incomes from these two areas,
Tnns perhaps, reflecting the increasing scarcity of agricultural
labour despite the miaration flow into the rural areas.

The demand for and price of farm products have risen malnly becauae

of the increasing substitution of looal foods for hltherto 1mported

~ones the prices of which have become too inflated (eg.‘ rice). 1In
.conseﬁuence, the rate of expansion in farm size and number (See .
Table 5.2) in response to dw indling incomes, from non-farm

| e@onomic opportunities appears to éurpass the rate of farm

¢~ labour supply.

‘.E.," ’



Table 5.9: Distribution of Return Migrants.by Incomé and
Source of Income

Income Per No. of Returnees _- No. .of Returnees

Day (M) working .on other Recelving incomes
people's farms from non-farm jobs

1986 1987 ) 1986 1987
j | 1 1 1 1

4 - - 3 3
5 L o L N -’é“W' L
6 - i 1 1
7 - 4 1 1
.8 6 7 L 3
9 1 2 5 6
L0 1o 2 W 5
12 1 1 3 3
15 - - 3 b
20 - - 2 3
30 ; ) - 1 1

Sources Field'Su:Vey{ 1968,

PSRRI WP i Sy et
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Income from-pensions and remittances from children and
relatives have littlé implication for our analysis except to the
extent that such incomeé. as discovered during the su;vey, help-
a few returnees in the financing of paﬁments to hired labour,

In other words, such inéomes encourage the hiring of labour,
However, only 10 of thé péople interviewed indicated recelipt
of such incomes.

Table 510: Distribution of Return Mlgrants by Income Range
and Source of Income

No. OF RETURNEES RECEIVING INCOMES FROM:

Income
Bange C;::: Pension Rehittances' Sales Other
e
1986 1987 1986 1987 . 1986 1987 1986 1987
100 1 3 3 5 6 6 6 2 2
100-200 150 2 2 2 . 3 1 1 11
.200-300 250 .5 5 0 - - 1 1 - -
600-700 650 - - L - 1z . .
900-1000 950 = = - - - . 2 - -
1000-2000 1500 - - - - [T
20003000 -2500 - = - - 6 8 - -
8000 8000 - - - - - - -
Tatal - - t0o 10 7 9 19 25 3 3

Source: Field Survey.'i988.
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5e¢5: Commnnity Involvement of Return Migrants and Farm Labour
Supply

During the survey, questions were asked concerning the

activities of the return migrants in their respective communities.

" Their responses have given us some idea of the labour demand and

supply consequences of their return—to the villages involved.

The sociological impact of the return migrants is‘ﬁeasured }

by the abllity of the local institutlons to cope with the
changing needs an& aspirations of the diversifying population.
This diversificatioﬁ is in terms of culture, education, religion,
government and economic undertakings rather than in ethnic or other
composition. Because of the return of these more or less counter-
culture elemeﬁts, community and individual life were found to have
been affected in several respectis.

| Direot‘activiﬁies of the return migrants such as estab-
lishment of farms, rural small-scale indistries and commercial

concerns are helping to change the rural economy Not only is

e e e i e &
e et

there 1qq;q§§éd demand for unskilléd.labour for farm work, there is

.also an_increasing competition between the agricultural sector

and the non-farm sector. We do not know the rate of transfer or
the net numerical exchange of 1abour between the two sectors.

However, given the fact that many returnees maintain investments
in both the farm and non-fare sectors which tap labour from the

same unskilled labour pool, agricultural labour availability is



likely to be affected.

At a secondary lgvel, new attitudes to business are
emerging. The industries and services which the migrants have
estéblished such as hospita;s. insurance companies and hotels, etc.

arg attracting complementary staff who have introduced some form

of cultural contrast ffom their source areas., - ‘But that <

is not importan£ for our purposes.

In another breath, we discovered that some migrants are
inﬁolveg in the enlightenment of thgirhcommunitieso One of them
has been organising workshops and lectures on health-related issues.
Another organises wéll publicised local‘govérnment—wide Jogging
sessions tagged "Run fgr Life Campaign". Its success hés been o
remarkable, |

Another moasure of the return migrants' community involvement
is the extent of their belonging to local clubs-and associations
other than town unions. Nineteén percent of the respondents
belong @o one asscciation or another. Ten of these hold posts

in their assdciations. Two percent of the respondents have won

elecﬁion into the local council. Thése trends are attributable
to the migrants' relatively superior education and previous
managemial and leadership experiences which have imbued them with

some measura of creativity and innovativeness.

[
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The overall impact of the return migrants' activities
on théif destination areas will~debend.mn the.consistencf of sﬁéh
activities. This in turn will depend;on the level of satisfaction
.the returnees are deriving from their communities, expressed in -
.residential stability terms. The higher the residential stability
of fhé return migrants, the more the chances that the observeg

consequences of their return (eg. deminishing agricultural labour

supply) will persist,.aé teris paribus.

Respondents were thus, asked to rate their communities
in tefms of the \ extent to which they have met the. objectives
of returning as well as cﬁrrent realities on return.

Seventy~four peréent'of them indicated hgving ﬁet‘their
objectives. Fifty three ﬁercent discovere& new advantages for
which they are happy. These advantagés have to do mainly with doing
part-time farming and keeping abreast of local political and social
issues in their communities. Some 14% are unhappy about their return
for not meeting their objectives and for not héviﬁg any alternative
places to go. They are mainly studénis. school leavers and
_ retrenched people.

- Finally, following suf request.'the.returnees compared
their living conditions in the survey vi’liéges with those of their

source areas. The ranking is in three places:(a) better, (b) Same;

and, (¢) worse for security living standard, health and profitabi}ity
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(See Table 5.11). For most returnees (57%) security is better

now than before they moved. Thirty-one percent see no change

while seven percﬁnt"igially_wo*se off. Secué;ty;as defined here
“”‘““‘f”‘iﬁciudéﬁ“for‘lﬁfe and propertieg, Job sécurity and safety from

-~ the Task Force's demolition activities,

| The living standards of the retgrnees has not changed =~

much. As much as 27% of them think theirs have actually deteriorated.

Among these are many retired people who could not sustain

themselves in the urban areas owing to rising cost of living,.

Tbose experienciﬁﬁlrising standards of living.(37%) have mainly

dual occupationaﬁthe farm and non-farm sectors. In conclusion,

it is apparent that majorit& of the returnees would exhibit

high residential stability and are likely to continﬁe and even

expand their labour activities along lines observed in this study.

Table 5.11: Level of Satisfaction with Destination Areas as
Rated by Return Migrants

RANKS AND NUMBER OF RETURNEES RES-

_Criterion PONDING
Better Same Horse
| - Security 57 31 7
Living standard ' . 37 - 35 27
Health . o ' 22 60 8
Profitability 69 - -
Other 1 - -

source: Field Survey, 1988,
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CHAPTER SIX

SUMMARY AND IMPIICATIONS
6.1 Summary of Findings '

In this study, we have tried to throw some light on

the phenomenon of return migration and its consequénces on the
rural eéonomy of Aguata, particularly with regard to the -
supply of agriculturalllabour. The aim was to understand the
pattefns of'migration in Aguata, identify thé migrantslahd
ascertain their characteristics as well.as their labour and
other activities.

. Before the advent of_coloniaiism} migratioh patterns
in Aguata were shaped by feelings of territorial'aggression.
population pressures, ritual rivalry and inter-communal wars.
During the colonial era, slavery, trading activities, imperatives
of the newly introduced civil services, the aﬁvent of christianity .
and urbanization became important determinants of mainly
-fu;al—urban migration. Return mlgration became a significant
component of the migration patterns just before and after the

Nigerian Civil War. Subsequently, however, high economic

growth rate during the oil boom induced a massive rural -
urban migration stream until the recession of the early 1980's
when adverse economic cirocumstances ﬁave been reversing the trend.

Onr analysié in chapter four show that people within the
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age.grbup 20 - 45 years returned most. Also, mdre males than
females were involved in return migration. The rural age‘
structure in Aguata has been dfluted with the influx of younger
persons. |

Sixty percent of the respondents were married with an

average of four children each. Children are important
_suppliers of unpaid family labour.” Judging by thefr
1iving circumstances, however, help on the farms could only be
expected from fifty.five percent of the returnees!
children. |

Literacy measured by'the number of retﬁrﬁ migrants that
van read and write the English Language is high among the survey
population. Between 1979 and the period just before °
return, the number of feturnees looking fér work increased by
about 29%. At the time of the survey, only . _
seasonal unemployment was noticed among the returnees. None was
looking for worke

"All respondents were nativés‘of the respective villages
to uhich:they réturned. Twenty percent were step migrants while:

twb perdent came from outside Nigeria. The greatést number

returned in 1986. Majority of the migrants returned on account
of wanting to stay nearer home #lthough when probed further,

"to stay nearer home" turmed out to bq.a surrogate for having

nothing doiné in the source areas. This can still be reduced to
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economic causation, The second largest group returned for
unémplqyment reasons. Further analysis demonstrated that those
who left for reasons of wanting to stay nearer home drew heavily -
on location-specific capital in form of prior residence when
selecting their destinations.

| In Chapter Five, we coricentrated on the activities of
the migfants on return,M ajority of the returnees engage in
farming as. a primary and secondary océupéfion while majority of
their family members are primarily traders and engage in farming
as a.seéondaxy‘occupation. Only é.very small percentage of
the migrants are.purely farm labourers. Although access to
" land was relatively easy for the returnees, many have had to
work on their parents' and relatives' farms before beingAgP}?m
to acquire and develop theirs. The difficulties encountered
in acquiring own farms were increased by the fact that the
migrants had been away from farmingffor various lengths of time
averaging 19.5 years from full-timé and” 4.4 years from part-
time farming. ‘ A

Tractor use was found to be limited to a few farm

operations and by only thirty-onelpercent of the returnee
farmers. It therefore does not significantly relieve the

énd 1987, there was an appreciable rise in the number of
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rgturnees employing labour although the average number of

labourers employed per migrant remained épproximatély the
" same. This is probably because of the corresponding

increase in the number of migrants establishing new farms,
expanding their farms and employing more labour. For the same
réaSons. the amount of fime spent.oh personal farms incréased
between 1986 and 1987. Also, there was a decrease in the
amount of time spent on non.farm jobs.

An inyerse relationship was observed between income
from non-farm jobs and income from farm wage labour. Although
it could not be ooﬁfirmed. it is most likely that the
phenomenon resulted from the rate of expansion in farm size
and numbers outpaciné the rate of supply of farm labour. A
few returnees have received income from children and relatives
in otherfplaces and have.... used same to finance their farm
operations. A large percentage of this went to payment for
hired labours ) |
6.2 = Policy Implications of Results.

The poiicy_issues considered here centre on measures
that would encéurage selectivity of potential farm labour
or ope?ator/labour in return migration.

Return migration has become a reality in Nigeria. '

Although imposed by adverse circumstances, it might prove a
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blessing in desguise. The fears expressed by Adepoju (1982)
regarding the effect of increasing drain of the family labour pool
(of out-migration of young persons? on labour supply and food

productlon may no longer hold.

The mellcit assumptlon in most related literature
-

that once able-bodied young people go back to the villages,
Nigeria's food shortage problems would be solved is not plausible
given that critical analysts have held many other non-demography
factors responsible for the food shortage. Eicher, et. al. (1970)
have always held that poor policies in African (nay Nigerian)
agriculture have. for long perpetrated rural unemployment and out-
migration. Such policies, as outlined in earlier sections include:
1, _subsidized tractor mechanization;

ii. self-Sufficiency food policies which raise
consumer prices and induce high minimum
statutory wage rates; .

iii, . anti;éxpg;t.policies; gnd;f

S | 4 over-empnasis on government direct production
schemes which are capltal-intensive. -

‘The above measures encourage exit of resources froﬁ and diminished
entry 6f investors into the agricultufal sector. As farvback as
1973, Byerlee showed that removal of taxes on export crops would
‘raise agricultural employment by 2.3%. The taxes are no longer

there. However, the increasing level of agricultural employment
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being experieﬁced now caﬁnot be attributéd solely to the removal
of ﬁhose-taxes} Many measures under the Structural Adjustment
Programme (SAP) of the Federal Government ﬂwhich ended officially
in 1988) are contributing to rural farm employment generation.

These measures, however, are not enough solutions. Besides, some
of them appear to be coercive, . )

In the remaining paragraphs, we enumerate our ma jor
findings and their policy implications:
1. Majority of the returnees fall within the age group
20-45 yéars. consisting of the most active members of the society.

The tendency to perceive.the rural area as the abode of the old
and the very young should therefore be discarded. Planners should

-accordingly reflect this fact in their provisions and recommendations.
2. Return migration hés become é reality in Aguata. |
The labour shoftaée problem in the farms is expected to be reduced.
_ However.-to-encourage a faster solutian, the return migration rate needs
to be héstened.

When, in 1962 rural - urﬁan m;gration was becoming alarming,
one of the measureé adopted by the then.Eaéfern Regional Government
Wwas the establishment of the first farm settlements (FAO, 1966).
These settléments havé 'since died but can be reactivated now to

encourage urban - rural migration by:
1. makihg rural _living more attractive;
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ii. providing employment and livelihood to school
leavers who cannot be absorbed in industry and
commercial houses,. :

Among the measures to be used for achieving the objective

-1 RN

- of adequate’ labour supply is the conSC1ouseffort to promote

rapid but cautious industrialization of the rural areas to encourage
the return oflable-bodied men and women. The more importand |
aspect of this is the fact (from data analysis) that most
returnées would readil& engage in_faéﬁing as a secondary
occupation even if primarily industry workgrs. Besides, members
of their family (eépecially children)'will.come in handy in

farm work, The indﬁstries to be-encouraged need not, be agro-
based althoﬁgh such égro—based industries would be most
appropriate. The necessary support and encouragement to be
given to rural in&ustrialists §hould include: -~

a) provision of basic infrastructure such as roads,
electricity, pq table water, telecommunication
facilities, schools and recreational centres.

b) granting of incentives in form of tax holidays and
subsidised electricity, water and telephone
services for rural industries. The criteria
for determining eligibility in this regard should
include the extent of linkage between the
industry and the rural economy, number of
people employed, sourcing of raw materials among
others.

Government loan support agencies such as the Nigerian

Agricultural and Cooperative Bank, Nigerian Bank for Commerce
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-and Industries, the National Directorate of Employment should
be made to approve more of loan applications for industrial
pfojects that have rural locationél bias. When the purchasing
power of rural industry workers is enhanced, demand for
agricultural products will be strengthened leading to hig?er
incomes for farmers. In this way, urban - rural income
differential, noted to be one of the major causes of rural -
urban migration, could be reduced.

3. Only 55% of the children of return migrants are in a
position to assist their parents on the farm. The rest are
either too young té be of help'of have leff their parents to
.1ive in boarding houses in échools'or with relatives in urban
areas. They could also have become apprenticed to learn

a trade in the urban areas.

The policy objective here should be the retention of
children of rural dwellers within the local environment. One way
of achieving this is-by subsidizing the education of non-

' boafding students in rural areas thereby rétaining them to assist
their parents in farm work. .

4, Mechanization of farm operations is limited among -
retqrn migrants, nay their villagés to which théy returned.

Economic planners have always been adviféd not to

recommend the introduction of labour-saving technologies
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; if the negétive—effects of migration are to be mitipated.
However; where ther¢ is acute shortage of labour and low
farm output, as in Aguata, one woﬁld advocate mechanization
in the short-run with intermediate techn&lggies for specific
time-critical farm.Opefa£ions such as tillage. This will petéif _
expansion of hectarages thereby creating employment for
returnees as economic recession bites harder. It will be
disappointing and counter-praauctlve to mount a successful
urban-rural migration éampaign'only to glut the rural labour
market.
Since  as we discovered, only a very small percentage
of the returnees are farm labourerS»pér se, it will be
neceésary to encourage mechanisation -because as most” returnees
establish farms, labour demand will rise accordingiy-unless labour
is attractcd from other areas like Abakaliki. But thesg other |
areds are expected to experience similar trends.
5. All the respondents are native of the villapos to which

they returned.

Al »;".. RS ) XY
e " < 4 gt ks :

K Both farm and non-farm economic activities expand

o

in the rural areas, the labour force participation rates
of both male and female indigenous population are expected

to level up gradually. Evéntually. the potential for an



‘indigeﬁous labour supply woqld'narrow considerably making

'in—migration of labour inevitable as employment expands, provided -

the wage rates are compétitive. At present, return migration

in Aguata, as indeed in most parts of Nigeria, involves only

indigenes. Thus, where most of the returning indigenes arﬁ

in occupations, aother than farming and even have the resources

to set up new farms, it becomes difficulﬁ to relieve the farm

labour -shortage by'enqoupaging_return migration only. As

suggested by Mabogunje (1970) and Eicher, et. al. (19703

Measures sﬁould be institufed tp encourage labkour mobiiity across
__‘_—m“mﬁgﬁwj@sgig?bgp—?urél béundafiés‘bﬁt ;éroééAéﬁhniq. tribai

:gnd religious barriers.

6. Return migration has not eased the labour shortage in

the villages surveyed for several reasons:

a). most returnees are educated and could engage in
non-farm. jobs,

b) Host returnee farmers are labour hirers rather than
suppliers. ’

¢) most returnees have location-specific capital in .
their villages and as such, tend to be largely self-
employed. '

7. There is evidence that the returnees are getting involved

in the affairs of the communities to which they returned.

This pdints to possibilities of retention of the migrahts.



The possible retention perioqs cannot be_known, however,
but efforts could be made -to lengthen them. If long-
term retention is domiﬁant, it means fewer turnover
problems for businesses and farms and, as a result, fewer
expenditure on training and ski;l development in the'¢
local environment. ﬁetentioﬁ of return migrants ébuldlsé
énsured'by improving the physicai and social énvironments
‘of farmers. Erosion control must be pursued; mlectricity,

~water, health and recreational facilities made available
énd cooperative organisations‘encouraged.

Return migrétion should not be considered a policy
issue in and of itsélf. It should be considered in. the
‘context of overall rural development policy which shoﬁld
haQe as its central. focus the econo&ic well-being
of rural people. This should be to the extent that even
if urban economic conditions eventuélly improﬁé, the
.ensuing rural - urban migration will not be disfgptive
of the productivity and labour supply situation in rural
areas. In des;gning prbgrammes to assisf rural areas
receiving return migrants, policy must recognise the
insipient diversity of the population in terms of age, experiences,

 enlightenment and wonld view. There is therefore the need for

" governmerit policy to be informed by new and substantive knowledge

and a better appreciation of the political and social salience -

of rural issues.
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APPENDICES
Computation Methods
Appendix 1

Average number of labourersemployed per farmer migrant

for selected farm operations (Table 5.6)

Total Number of Labourers employed for given
farm operation’
Number of farmer migrants employing labour
" for given farm-operation

Appendix IT

—wv-f“-_A&eTagéﬁamoan£:cf time. spent pér day-bj return migrant (Table 5.8)

= Total Number of Hours spent per day by all
Farmer Return Migrants in their Personal
Farms
_Number of Farmer Return Migrants Working
on their Perscnal Farms

i4) On other people's farms

= Total Number of Hours spent per day by all
Farmer Return Migrants on other™ . \
People's Farms
Number of Farmer Return Migrants Working
on other People's Farms

1i1) On non-farm jobs

= Total Number of Hours spent per day by all
Farmer Return Migrants on none:
Farm Jobs -
Number of Farmer Return Migrants doing
Non-Farm Jobs
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Appendix III.

Percentage of time spent on non-farm occupations by return
Migrants (Table 5.8)

i) For 1986

4,3 —_— 7

£

100/10.7 x 4.3/1 = 0.2

i1)  For 1987:

= (3+143.644.0) — 100
100/10.7 x 4.0/1 = jz.ug
Appendix IV

Average number of years of ébsence from full time farming (Table 5;4)

= Total Number of Years Absence from Full-time
T s T e e - - Farming was Reported
_Number of Respondents Reporting Absence

Tttt 0 from Full-time Farming

. Total Number of years absence from full-time farming
was reported = 1636.26
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= jiéi(CIass mark x number reporting absence within

the Class)
e . e
A ‘B c _
Class Class Mark No. Reporting BxC
(Years) Absence
1-5 . 3 4 12
6-10 ' 8 ‘ 3 24
11415 13 P 52
16-20 18 1 18
21-25 . 23 1 23
26-30 28 2 56
31-35 33 1 33
%40 0B - -
ks - ko - -
4650 4 - ' -
51-55 53 - e
_56-60 . R T |
sA11 through - o 33 ’;%:; X 1360426
Can't recall — - 31 respondts.. _
.Total T . S 8k 1636;26'

NB: The "can't recall" category is ignored.

sNumber of years absence was reported from full-time farming
all through life.



= Average age of all respondents x number of respondents
reporting absence from full-time farming all through life,

Average age of all respondets (See Table 4,1)

= Class mark (table 4.1) x number within the class
Total Number of Respondents
i.'eo '
A . B c
Class Class Mar No. of Respondents . BxC
‘Wwithin Class.
15-19 years- 17 3 .5
" . 20-35 years 27.5 1 852.5
|
3645 0 40.5 | 31 - 1255.5 |
4655 " 50,5 16 808 |
!
56-65 6005 18 1089 |
66+ 66 | L 66
Total age of ‘all respondefns ' h122

[ J .
e » Average age of all respondents:

= 1122100 = 41,22 years : | | o

Finally, number of years absence was reported from full-time farming:

L1.,22 x 33
1360.26

The same prooess'was msed for part-time farminé.
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Agpendix v

Method of Calculation of A"era e Daily Income per Return Migrant
working;im other People‘= Farms and NonwFarm Jobs for 1986 and 1987

e AT P I

“Income = “Total Ingome from other People's Total Income from Non.

per Farms = (Income per day x Farm Jobs = (Income per
Number of Returnses Receiwing- - day x number of Returnees
day Income from Other People's Receiving Income from Non-'
) Farm) (¥) Farm Jobs) (¥) ~
1986 1987 1986 1987

£ & &§“°n ang™

. /0/
. 3x1=3 3x1=3 - 3x1=3
4 , o Ux3x12
5 5xkn20 Sxlim20 - 5x2=10
6  bxi= 6 6x1= 6 bxt=6 |
( | 28 =7 =7
8 - 8x6=48 8x7=56 . - Bxh=32 Bx3=2h
9 . ax=9  gme18 omshs  Oxbmsh -
10 . 10x1=10 10x2=20 10xk=h0 10x5=50 |
12 12x1=12 12x1=12 12x3=36 12x3=36
s ' 15x3=h5  15xhebs
.'zo ‘ ‘ , . 2002=40 20x3=60
30 _ ‘ 30x1=30 30x1=30 3
TOTAL g : 102 163 | 306 333 f
| Average Dailly Income Pef . Total Income of All migrants
¢ Return Migrant (™) = respondinge -

"~ Number of Migrants responding.
Thus Average daily income per mlgrant.

- Working in other people's Farms: 1986 = 102/14 = N;.g
1987 = 163/22 = N7.
- Working on non-farm jobs: 1986 = 306/30 =N¥10. 2
1987 = 333/35 = K9.5 ;
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