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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study were to investigate the socio—economic impacts of urban—to—rural
migration on the rural community and to identify the factors influencing rural residents’ recognition
of the socio—economic impacts of urban—to—rural migration on the rural community. For the purpose,
this study analyzed Korea Rural Economic Institute’s rural residents survey(2016), using multiple
regression model. The main finding of this study were as follows: Positive social impacts of
urban—to—rural migration on rural community were @ contributing to community sustainability
through population growth, @ contributing to securing agricultural human resources, and others.
Negative social impacts of urban—to—rural migration on rural community were @ increasing
unnecessary complaints and deepening distrust, @ weakening of community consciousness, and
others. Positive economic impacts of urban—to—rural migration on rural community were @ increasing
the value of residents’ property, @ contributing to local finance through increased local tax revenue,
and others. Negative economic impacts of urban—to—rural migration on rural community were
@ difficulty of scaling farmland due to small-scale farming, @ land shortage caused by rising
land prices, and @ fierce competition to secure labor force. According to the multiple regression
analysis, the major factors influencing rural residents’” recognition of the socio—economic impacts
of urban—to—rural migration were @ villagers’ general attitude toward urban—to-rural migrants,
@ urban—to-rural migrants’ community participation, @ age, and @ fitness of village in urban—
to—rural migration.
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Independent Dependent

variables variables
Gender

Individual & Age

household related | Education

characteristics Household’s income

Period of rural dwelling

O Social impacts

Proportion of urban—to—rural

Migrants compared to the total village population

O Economic impacts

Urban—to-rural

Villagers'general attitude toward urban—to—rural migrants

migration related

Fitness of village in urban—to—rural migration

characteristics Urban—-to—rural

Migrants’ community participation

Urban—to—rural migration

Fig. 1. Analysis model.
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Table 1. Measurement items of positive social
impact

Number Measurement items of negative social impact

Contributing to community sustainability

! through population growth

) Contributing to securing agricultural human
resources

3 Contributing to securing talent for local
development

4 Contributing to village and community
development

5 Possibility of new life political forces in the

region
6  Innovation and change in rural society
7 Activation of urban and rural exchanges
8  Improving the townscape and environment
9  Increasing volunteer activities

Contributing to improvement of local social
welfare services

Table 2. Measurement items of negative social
impact

Number Measurement items of negative social impact

1 Increasing unnecessary complaints and
deepening distrust

2 Weakening of community consciousness

Creation social disparities due to isolated

living with existing residents

4 Deepening conflict within the village
Deterioration of social atmosphere

Hurting self-esteem and pride of existing residents

& Axe 53 H=(HE oyt 14, oty
27 ‘®BEo|ty 34 ‘agty 44, wl¢ agtf sAhE
Z-gste] ZAsde o, T - FEe] FE AY
ALBlo) Pl A= ALSlA @aFe] FEAA80F )9
Aol F4HRA AL ekl 3t o7 22
o zdste] Fgshch

HE - H2o] T2 AR nH=
(economic impacts)2 5AZ ] A2 JFHEI &
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A3} HTable 3, Table 4).

BAA 3%

[elxe]

Table 3. Measurement items of positive
economic impact

Number Measurement items of positive economic impact

1 Increasing the value of resident’s property

) Contributing to local finance through

increased local tax revenue
Contributing to regional economy activation
Increasing the start—up related to agriculture

Job growth

Table 4. Measurement items of negative
economic impact

Number Measurement items of negative economic impact

! Difficulty of scaling farmland due to

small-scale farming
2 Land shortage caused by rising land prices

Fierce competition to secure labor force
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3.00

Contributing to village and communky |y |

development
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Innovation and Change in rural society [N .o
Activation of urban and rural exchanges [N : 57
I
Increasing vohunteer activities IR 2.4

Comributing to mprovement of local sociel |y )
welfare services -
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proving the and

Fig. 2. Positive social impacts of urban-to-
rural migration on the rural community.

Increasing unnecessary complaints and deepening _ 288
distrust '

Weakening of community consciousness

Creating social disparities due to kolated living
with existing residents

Deepening conflict within the village _ 284

Deterioration of social atmosphere

Hurting self-esteem and pride of existing residents

000 100 200 300 400 500

Fig. 3. Negative social impacts of urban-to-
rural migration on the rural community.
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Increasing the value of resident’s property

Contributing to local finance through increased
local taxrevenue

Contributing to regionaleconomy activation | -~

Increasing the start-up related to agriculture

Fig. 4. Positive economic impacts of urban-to-
rural migration on the rural community.

Difficulty of scaling farmland due to small-scale
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Land shortage caused by rising land prices - 264

Figrca competition to secure labor force
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Fig. 5. Negative economic impacts of urban-to-
rural migration on the rural community.
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Table 5. Social and economic impact score of urban—-to-rural migration on the rural community

Mean
Classification > point S.D Min. Max. N (,)f
Total mean Conversion question
mean
Social impacts 47.3 2.95 9.857 16.0 80.0 16
Economic impact 23.7 2.96 3.796 8.0 40.0 8

A~407o|t}, ALE)A ogkat A2 FEEA A

A9l gl Bt FPEL BT o 2ste] B8

X
off M
~
9?1.

5

8 -
=

5.
<
lo,
T
mlm

Table 6. Multicollinearity-related statistics

(Tolerance)$} B2 @ ¢l(Variance Inflation Factor:
VIR 433t SHHERIE 1He] A= Al
A7} 0490 0% Lt MoHE BAV} 98-S 2 5
Ut}2) 183l (Table 6) ol AAEo] Qe ulel o]
F2F3HA (tolerance) = B 0.3 Ht} A1, B2
LUVIDE 25 10 v]eko ey BHEEAA
2 g B} 9ee o 4 Ak
(Table 7)ol %5 - #&o] F& AGALS|o| v
A AR el B BEFS] 2 Aa
lell ¥k th3]FA Aot AxEo] Slet WA,
A - o] B A VRS A1

(social impacts)ol] #t FEF112]

Independent variables

Dependent variables

Social impacts Economic impacts

Tolerance Vif Tolerance Vif
Gender 0.869 1.151 0.879 1.138
Education 0.716 1.397 0.719 1.391
Age 0.581 1.722 0.580 1.723
Ee\)rv‘;in‘: rural 0.801 1.249 0.793 1.261
Household’s income 0.368 2.714 0.369 2.710
I ~to—rur
lli/l?gliz:is nco(:lpuarrbezntczothreu ti)ltal village population 0939 1.63 0939 1.065
Villagers'general attitude toward urban—to-rural migrants 0.746 1.340 0.738 1.356
Fitness of village in urban—to—rural migration 0.857 1.166 0.8484 1.180
Urban—to—rural migrants’ community participation 0.724 1.382 0.713 1.402
Urban-to—rural migration 0.521 1.918 0.522 1.916

Zke] A3EAIF7E 0.90 ool thggAddel EA7F rkar B
o544 (multicollinearity) o] 241511, E4b

WARRAVIF)O] 10 olF

2) gutroz EZYulE
3) A2 ZA3HA (tolerance)7} 0.3Ech ZHo ™
olH PR QIaliA FAASGS] siAe] EAIZF ictal Er
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Bl theslEA A3 =
R I i U X]‘?%/\}il"ﬂ Uli]—t—
ALR]Z Gl HRE FEFHIY Qo) AR &
oAl JFES mAl= FHAURJME Fis - F=Rlel o
g rkeFRIEe] ARbARl Bl (Beta=0.354), 715
FER1] A2 E o (Beta=0.268), 715 - 7
& oX(Beta=-0,116), <1¥(Beta=0.108), A8 (Beta=
0.080), 1F&2] F5 - A A (Bet=0.066) 0] AT,
g, s& 7F7RE A, v S AE
2R HlE2 FAKOR froHel S mIAA| &
= R0z e

Hs - Aol w& Aoislol vl AAH
E(economic impacts)©l] T3} FEFHI o] Q12 gk
[ele] Ao, vl 29 myo drd
2 20.5%(19.3%) & YT 7% - FlEo] TE A
Aata] ol mR= AAA dgkel| B3 wEZFul o] o]
2o FAH R Fro]HQl FIFE A= FHHUIS
e - Aol e vEFRIEe] vkl HE
(Beta=0,264), %5 - #&21e] A9As]Es o

(Beta=0,161), $1%(Beta=0.108), »}-2-2] AT - A=

A (Beta=0.095)°130c}. 9, 8, & AF7]

2, FPEE, PheTE Fol A - A& v, A
A2 ol BAA0R folHel R N

A ®hs Ao ekt
V. 8 9 AL

o AL @ F5 - ARO] FE A
PR AR o dEE SEEew 2,

@ s - Aol B2 Al vl A
4ol Bt T Aol L vAE B
291 BAe, B ket 2e 2 A 2
e

B FUEE s - Fo] & Aoigld o]
A SR Jae mIRT glekar Q1A
WA, F5 - Ako] 5 Ao vl 2194
Aol A%, THA PoREATINE B
ASAEE BABAAT FANTREY 7197645

Table 7. Multiple regression analysis on factors affecting rural residents’ impact perception of
urban-to-rural migration on the rural community

Independent variables

Dependent variables

Social impacts Economic impacts

Gender 0.080"" 0.053
dividual & Age 0.108" 0.108*
Individua -
Household related Edl?catlon 0.023 0.003
Characteristics Period of rural -0.046 -0.038
Dwelling
Household’s income -0.053 -0.066
Pr9port10n of urban—to—rural - - 0,011 0.021
Migrants compared to the total village population
Ur.l)anfto—rulrald Villagers'general attitude toward urban—to—rural migrants 0.354""" 0.264"""
Mlgratlon. r? ¢ Fitness of village in urban—to—rural migration 0.066 0.095"
Characteristics — -
Urban-to-rural migrants’ community participation 0.268 0.161
Urban—to—rural migration -0.116™ -0.079
Intercept 19.236 15.125
R’ (adjusted 1?) 0.375(0.365) 0.205(0.193)
F 40.917 17.618

" p<0.05, ™" p<0.01, "7 p<0.001
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