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 This work examined the way push and pull factors of migration varies spatially in 
the way they control rural to urban migration in Nsukka Region, Southeastern 
Nigeria. Primary data were used and 910 questionnaires were distributed to the 
study respondents from four local government areas (LGAs) across 16 
communities. In data analyses, percentage values of the factors were presented 
in the tables and analyzed while analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistic was used 
to test their significance. The results obtained show that the incidence of such 
factors as earning higher income, availability of market for trading and 
employment opportunities for both the push and pull factors tilted more towards 
the more rural communities and LGAs more than urban ones. Illustrating with 
the push factor of poor market for trading, communities in the more rural LGAs 
scored between 74-91.4% while communities in more urban LGAs scored 
between 55-74%. It has a significant value of 0.170 which indicates non-
significant variation for this factor. This factor followed the same pattern as a 
pull factor of migration but varied very significant at 0.000. The results equally 
proved that there is a significant variation in the way push and pull factors 
controlled rural-urban migration across the different communities of the region 
as majority of the push and pull factors varied very significantly with a 
significant value of 0.000. This calls for differential policy options in mitigating 
the challenges of rural-urban migration across the different areas of Nsukka 
Region in particular and Southeastern Nigeria in general. 

©2016 BluePen Journals Ltd. All rights reserved 

 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
The history of man from the Stone Age to contemporary 
times abound with instances of population movements, 
not only as a means of restoring ecological balance, but 
also as a means of achieving better conditions of living, 
either in search of more food, better shelter or security 
and employment  opportunities (Eze, 2014b and 2015). 
Migration, both internal and international is a common 
feature of both developing and developed countries. It is 
an inevitable part of human existence and has a long 
history as already shown; however its pattern has 
changed considerably overtime, from the search for 
space especially in the Middle Ages, to that of congestion 
in large cities in the Modern Age (Nwajiuba, 2005). The 
migration phenomenon in Africa can be better understood 

within the context of political and historical evolution of 
African societies. The effects of colonization and 
decolonization on the economy and indirectly on 
migration are most visible when examined in the context 
of the pre-colonial, the colonial and the post-colonial era. 
West Africa has experienced a variety of migrations 
caused by population pressure, poverty, poor economic 
performance and endemic conflicts. Contemporary 
patterns of migration in West Africa are rooted in socio-
economic, political and historical via cultural factors which 
have shaped the direction of movement and types of 
economic activities (Onwudinjo, 2012).  

The determinants of migration even though diverse, 
may  all  be  subsumed  into  push  factors   (reasons   for  



 
Int. J. Res. Environ. Stud.         110 

 
 
 
leaving an area) and pull factors (reasons for moving into 
an area) (Eze, 2014a). Those factors may also be social, 
political, economic, environmental and cultural in nature 
(Macpherson, 2000; National Geographic, 2005). 
Environmental factors influencing migration include 
incidence of floods, earthquakes, droughts and weather. 

On the other hand, cultural determinants of migration 
involves quest for education and opportunities to follow 
lifestyles and hold beliefs foreign to migrant’s place of 
origin, while social factors of migration are located in 
wars, conflicts, migrant networks, diseases and famines. 
Politically, people migrate because of perceived or real 
political advantages, administrative convenience and also 
because of ethnic and political persecution. Finally, 
employment, investment opportunities and improvement 
in livelihood status are some of the economic determi-
nants of migration (Ajaero, 2013).  

Rural-urban migration which this study focuses on 
results from the search for perceived or real opportunities 
as a consequence of rural-urban inequality in wealth 
(Sorenson, 2004; Madu, 2006). This inequality and or 
urban bias in development according to research findings 
over the years results from overwhelming concentration 
of wealth, assets, purchasing capacity, economic 
activities, and variety of services in the urban centers as 
well as continued neglect of rural areas (Todaro, 1998, 
1985; Ellis, 2003, 2005; Timalsina, 2007). Nevertheless, 
researches have shown that the determinants of or 
propensity of migration differ from place to place and 
among migrants over time (Eze, 2016). However, most 
studies in Southeastern Nigeria have been very 
generalized and simplistic in looking at causes (push and 
pull factors) of rural to urban Migration; not much has 
been done in investigating the variations in incidences of 
these factors across space. The present research fills this 
gap. The study therefore examines the variations in the 
way push and pull factors control rural-urban migration 
across the different communities of Nsukka Region, 
Southeastern Nigeria. In achieving the said objective, the 
following hypothesis is formulated. 
 
H0: There is no significant spatial variations in the way 
push and pull factors control rural-urban migration across 
Nsukka Region. 
 
 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
There exist different theoretical frameworks in which 
internal migration especially the variant of rural-urban 
migration has been modeled. Salient among these 
models and especially of significance for this present 
work is the; ‘push-pull’ theory of migration decision as 
proposed by Lee in 1966. This framework is particularly 
advantageous in this study because it simplifies the 
causes and or motives behind  the  rural-urban  migration 

process and gives a quick understanding at a glance. 
This feature is not immediately discernible in such other 
ones as the systems approach of Mabogunje; theory of 
intervening opportunities of Stouffer; the idea of Mean 
information field of Morill and Pitts and a host of others. 
The push-pull theory is therefore preferred for this study. 
 
 
Push-pull model 
 
Most studies have shown migration as the result of push 
and pull forces working on the individual (Figure 1). In 
other words, people see places as having positive, 
negative, and neutral attributes that they use, either 
consciously or unconsciously, in calculating whether to 
move or not. Lee in 1966 developed the push-pull 
framework for the purpose of analyzing the volume of 
migration, the characteristics of migration and by 
extension the factors which generally prompt migration 
decision making process. He classified the factors which 
generally prompt migration into push and pull factors 
which are respectively repulsive and attractive forces. 
The framework forms the backbone in determining the 
various deteriorating socio-economic conditions in the 
place of origin which literally force people to move out. 
The basic assumption of the model is therefore that there 
exist push factors such as poverty, unemployment, 
dearth of basic socio-economic infrastructure and gene-
rally lack of economic opportunities which compel people 
to move out of their place of residence to another place of 
higher opportunities.  

Migrant is attracted (pulled) to destinations with those 
facilities and opportunities which he lacks and wishes to 
have. Besides the push and pull factors, Lee equally 
identified the personal and intervening factors. The 
personal factors refer to the positive and negative 
conditions at the source and destination regions which 
the migrant consider favourable or unfavourable 
(Onyefuru, 2009). The migrants move when the positive 
conditions outside are stronger than the negative 
conditions. The intervening factors, however act as a 
strong filter which affect many potential moves. Such 
factors which may hinder moving include distance, cost, 
natural barriers (hills, water bodies), social structures 
such as leadership position or influential title in the family 
or village etc. (Eze, 2014a).  

The rural areas in Nigeria are perceived as places that 
lack basic socio-economic infrastructure and are ridden 
with poverty. The decision to move out of rural areas is 
therefore often hinged on the socio-economic 
inadequacies that exist in the rural source region. This 
sets up a trajectory or pattern of movement from 
places(rural) with ‘push’ endogenous factors (unemploy-
ment, dearth of socio-economic infrastructure, poverty 
etc.) to the destinations (urban) with attractive exogenous  
factors  (pull)  of  employment  opportunities, accessibility



 
Eze          111 
 
 
 

Fig 1: Schematic of push-pull model  
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Figure 1. Schematic of push-pull model. 
Source: Newman and Matzke (1984). 

 
 
 
and availability of socio-economic facilities, and better life 
generally. Consequently, the rural-urban migration 
pattern emerges from the dynamics of human mobility 
which the push-pull theory stands to explain in this work. 
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Study area 
 
The study area, Nsukka Region is situated in Enugu 
state, Southeastern Nigeria. The land surface of the 
region lies between latitudes 6°30ʹ and 7°6ʹ North and 
longitudes 6°54ʹ and 7°54’ and covers a total land area of 
3,402 square kilometers (Figure 2). It is located on the 
northern part of Southeastern Nigeria and comprises 
seven (7) LGAs namely: Igbo-Etiti, Igbo-Eze North, Igbo-
Eze South, Isi-Uzo, Nsukka, Uzo-Uwani  and  Udenu. 
 
 
 
 
Nsukka Region is chosen for this study because it 
exhibits as part of the variables homogenous socio-
economic and cultural characteristics and falls within the 
same agro-climatic and other geography conditions. It is 
equally highly prone to rural-urban migrations. 
 
 
Population and sample selection 
 
In this study, four LGAs were purposely selected out of 
seven that make up the region. The four LGAs are Igbo-
Etiti, Isi-Uzo, Nsukka and Uzo-Uwani. The choice of 
these LGAs is based on their geographical locations in 
the region and their varying levels of population 
concentration. Isi-Uzo and Uzo-Uwani LGAs  are  located 

respectively on extreme eastern and western low-lying, 
agriculturally rich areas, each having low population size 
and concentration, while Igbo-Etiti and Nsukka LGAs are 
located on the Plateau and partly on escarpment, not so 
favoured with fertile plains for settlement and agriculture 
like the first two, yet with heavy population concentration. 
Equally Isi-Uzo and Uzo-Uwani LGAs represent more 
rural environments while Igbo-Etiti and Nsukka LGAs 
represent more urban environments. The choice of these 
LGAs therefore duly reflects the character of the region.  

Four communities are selected from each of the LGAs 
based on population size; thus two most populated 
communities and two least populated communities are 
chosen to reflect varying population concentrations and 
sizes besides other factors considered in choosing the 
LGAs. The total population of the study area based on 
2006 population census is 1,378,408 and total number of 
estimated households based on the same is 306,136 and 
using proportionate sampling technique, a sample size 
was statistically derived using Yaro’s method (Onwe, 
1998). The formula is thus: 
 
            N 
n =  
         I+N(e)

2
   

 
Where n=Sample size 

N=Population size 
e=Level of significance or allowable error 
I=Constant  

 
 
Data collection  
 
The study used primary source of data collection and 
structured questionnaire were distributed to the study 
respondents and  literatures  from  the  published  source
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Figure 2. Map of Southeastern Nigeria showing the study area. 
Source: Administrative Map of Nigeria, 11th Edition, Office of the Surveyed General of the Federation.  
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Table 1. Identified push and pull factors. 
 

S/N Push factors Pull factors 

1 To escape from poor infrastructure Seek employment 

2 To escape from conflict at home Further education 

3 To be free from parental control Join spouse 

4 Due to transfer Join parents/relations 

5 Due to retirement Enjoy urban life 

6 To escape from flood/erosion problems Enjoy modern facilities in urban areas 

7 Due to poor market for trading Enjoy better health 

8 Due to lack of employment opportunities Live near friends and relatives 

9 Due to poor yielding lands Earn higher income 

10 Due to marriage Practice religious faith 

11  Participate better in politics 

12  Due to available market for trading 

13  Destination is easily reached 
 

 
 
 
 
formed the source of secondary data. The questionnaires 
were administered to heads of individual households or 
other spouses. The questionnaires were used to gather 
information on the factors determining rural-urban 
migration in the region. The total number of respondents 
was 910 which were gotten proportionately from the 
communities based on their population sizes, using 
Yaro’s method as shown in the subheading on population 
and sample selection. 
 
 
Data analyses 
 
Both descriptive and inferential statistics were employed 
in the analysis of the obtained data. Percentage values of 
the push and pull factors of migration across the 
communities were displayed on tables, analyzed and 
discussed. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used at 
95% confidence level (∞=0.05) to enable determination of 
the significance of variation of the different push and pull 
factors across the sampled communities in the region. 
The identified factors by the respondents which were 
used in analysis of variance are as presented in Table 1. 
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
 
Each of these communities as is noted from the Table 2 
recorded appreciable scores on the push factors of 
migration. It also noted variations on the values of these 
factors across the sampled communities; however, of 
salience is the pattern and incidence of variations across 
the communities. For example, communities found in the 
more rural LGAs recorded higher scores than 
communities found in the more urban LGAs. This is  as  it 

affects such major push factors as lack of employment 
and poor market for trading. Using poor market for 
trading as illustration, it is noted that communities in Isi-
Uzo namely Eha-Amufu, Ikem, Neke and Umualor scored 
between 74-80% and communities in Uzo-Uwani namely 
Adani, Nimbo, Ojor and Nkume which represents more 
rural LGAs scored between 76.2 and 91.4% while 
communities in Nsukka and Igbo-Etiti LGAs which 
represent more urban LGAs scored between 55 and 74% 
except for such far-flung rural communities in Nsukka 
LGA as Anuka and Ibagwa Agu. This implies that the 
more urban LGAs have expectedly more marketing 
opportunities, employment opportunities than the more 
rural LGAs. This again confirms the lopsided spatial 
pattern of development in the country that favours the 
concentration of socio-economic and infrastructural 
facilities in urban areas at the expense of rural areas.  

Looking at poor yielding farmland as a factor of 
migration in the region, it is equally observed that 
communities located on Nsukka plateau and escarpment 
with poorer soils have higher percentage of those 
migrating due to poor yielding farmlands than 
communities on the most fertile and richer soils of 
western and eastern lowlands; thus the areas of poorer 
soils and therefore poor yielding farmlands evicted more 
migrants than areas with rich soils. This equally implies 
that physical environment contributes to out-migration 
from this region.  

From Table 3, one can observe some noticeable 
variations in the way pull factors pulled people from the 
rural areas of the region to urban areas. The pattern 
displayed by these variations again shows that the 
incidence of such factors as earning higher income, 
availability of market for trading and employment 
opportunities   tilted   more    towards    the    more    rural



 
Int. J. Res. Environ. Stud.          114 

 
 
 
Table 2. Major push factors of rural-urban migration across some rural communities of Nsukka Region. 
 

S/N Community 
Lack of 

employment 
poor market for 

trading 
Poor 

infrastructure 
Poor yielding 

farmland 
Free from 

parental control 

1 Eha-Amufu 85.00 76.00 86.00 7.00 57.00 

2 Ikem 85.00 75.00 86.00 20.00 60.00 

3 Neke 74.00 80.00 86.00 44.00 48.00 

4 Umualor 74.00 74.00 84.00 36.00 34.00 

5 Nsukka 82.00 68.00 93.00 30.00 44.00 

6 Eha-Alumona 88.00 67.00 87.00 12.00 35.00 

7 Anuka 90.00 60.00 80.00 10.00 20.00 

8 Ibagwa-Agu 75.00 80.00 90.00 25.00 45.00 

9 Aku 89.00 67.00 60.00 37.00 51.00 

10 Ukehe 82.00 74.00 57.00 19.80 23.80 

11 Onyohor 86.00 59.10 63.40 36.40 9.10 

12 Ochima 93.10 55.20 51.70 31.00 27.60 

13 Adani 86.10 74.70 54.40 32.90 26.60 

14 Nimbo 89.70 65.50 46.60 34.50 10.30 

15 Ojor 100.00 66.70 57.00 14.30 9.50 

16 Nkume 100.00 100.00 30.00 20.00 10.00 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 3. Major pull factors of rural-urban migration across the sampled rural communities (% responses). 
 

S/N Community 
Employment 
opportunities 

Earn higher 
income 

Due to availability 
of market 

Further 
education 

Enjoy urban 
life style 

Enjoy modern 
facilities 

1 Eha-Amufu 87.00 86.00 75.00 54.00 45.00 40.00 

2 Ikem 76.70 61.00 63.30 41.70 43.30 33.30 

3 Neke 78.00 96.00 64.00 42.00 56.00 40.00 

4 Umualor 82.00 74.00 72.00 46.00 48.00 36.00 

5 Nsukka 81.00 77.00 71.00 49.00 39.00 33.00 

6 Eha-Alumona 75.00 61.00 61.00 38.00 40.00 36.00 

7 Anuka 90.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 60.00 30.00 

8 Ibagwa-Agu 75.00 10.00 10.00 45.00 55.00 20.00 

9 Aku 75.00 48.00 48.00 56.00 47.00 32.00 

10 Ukehe 75.20 50.50 50.50 47.00 47.50 33.70 

11 Onyohor 59.10 59.10 59.10 50.00 50.00 31.80 

12 Ochima 89.70 44.80 44.80 51.70 44.80 31.00 

13 Adani 50.60 29.10 29.10 54.40 3.80 31.60 

14 Nimbo 70.70 56.90 56.90 56.90 22.40 29.30 

15 Ojor 57.10 52.40 61.90 61.90 33.30 28.60 

16 Nkume 60.00 10.00 70 70.00 10.00 30.00 
 

 
 
 
 
communities than more urban ones which is indicative of 
poor economic opportunities for the rural source areas of 
Nsukka region. Noteworthy, however is the fact that to 
further education as a pull factor of migration did not 
reflect the above pattern,  rather  communities  that  have 

higher institutions close to them whether located in more 
urban or rural LGAs exported less migrants on account of 
pursuant of further education than communities that have 
no such facilities. For example, Uzo-Uwani and Igbo-Etiti 
LGAs  with  the  two  highest  scores  on  this  factor   are 
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expectedly so because there is no higher institutions in 
them. Isi-Uzo local government which is second to the 
last, has a College of Education and Nsukka with the 
least score has many public and  private higher 
institutions so that people could come from their homes 
to avail themselves of such opportunities rather than 
having to migrate out.   
 
 
Inferential statistical analysis  
 
To determine the significance in the spatial variations of 
push and pulls factors in the control of rural-urban 
migration across the study area, a hypothesis was 
proposed thus: 
 
H0: There is no significant spatial variations in the way 
push and pull factors control rural-urban migration across 
Nsukka region.  
 
The result of the test of the hypothesis using ANOVA 
statistic is as presented and discussed below.  

The results of the ANOVA on factors that caused out-
migration as shown in Tables 4 and 5 indicate that across 
the LGAs, four variables namely: Retireme (978), poor 
market (0.170); lack of employment (0.063) and poor 
yielding farmland (0.052) did not vary significantly as 
factors of migration; other factors however show very 
significant variations. For the communities, the same 
pattern of variation and non-variation was generally 
observed as only three variables – retirement (0.498); 
poor market (0.247) and lack of employment (0.093) 
exhibited no significant variation while the rest factors 
varied very significantly. It is noteworthy that these 
variations were determined at 95% level of confidence.  

Equally, at the Local Government level, ANOVA results 
on the pull factors of out-migration in Nsukka Region as 
depicted in Table 6 shows that only two variables namely 
further education (0.072) and earning higher (0.056) did 
not vary significantly across the LGAs, the rest of the 
variables exhibited significant variation. So to further 
education and equally to earn higher income are common 
attractions to out-migrate among the migrants in the 
study area.  

Across the communities, there is significant spatial 
variations of all the pull factors as each of the pull factors 
came at 0.000 level of significance. From the foregoing 
analysis, it is shown that there is a mix reaction in the 
pattern of variations. Some factors varied significantly, 
some did not. The mix reaction in variations was more 
pronounced among the push factors than pull factors.  

However, of the ten push factors identified, six 
significantly varied across the LGAs and seven 
significantly varied across the communities. As for the 
pull factors, across the LGAs, only two did not vary, the 
rest varied significantly. Across  the  communities  all  the  

 
 
 
 
pull factors varied very significantly. The general 
implication is therefore that there is significant variations 
in the way push and pull factors caused rural to urban 
migration across Nsukka Region, thus the null hypothesis 
is rejected and alternate accepted. This implies that there 
are differing perceptions of conditions, needs and 
aspirations across the LGAs and communities of the 
Region. This equally implies that mitigating the 
challenges arising from rural-urban migration in the 
region requires different policy options for the different 
areas that make up the region. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Based on the research findings, the study recommends 
that: 
 

 Areas where poor soils for farming are the major cause 
of out-migration, government can respond by 
subsidizing fertilizer specially for such area and so on. 
This can then be extended for the whole of 
Southeastern Nigeria generally; 

 Areas where poor market for trading constitute the 
major challenge, government can equally respond by 
intensifying the construction of good network of roads 
to link the rural areas to each other and to the urban 
centres. This will enable such rural dwellers bring out 
their products and equally enable urban dwellers travel 
freely to such rural areas to avail themselves of such 
goods all at reduced transport costs. This can equally 
be extended for the whole of Southeastern Nigeria and 
thereby help stem rural out-migration in the entire 
region.  

 
One may note that these recommendations are not 
exhaustive, rather it should be observed as a principle to 
be followed in addressing the issues of rural-urban 
migration in the region. 
 
 
Conclusion  
 
This study examined the variations in the way push and 
pull factors controlled rural-urban migration in the 
different LGAs and communities of Nsukka Region and 
found that the variations in the incidence of push and pull 
factors in the way they controlled rural-urban migration 
was significant as majority of factors obtained a 
significant value of .000. This implies that there are 
differing perceptions of conditions, needs and aspirations 
across the LGAs and communities which equally implies 
that different policy options are required in mitigating the 
challenges of rural-urban migration in the region as 
exemplified in the recommendations. This principle can 
then be extended for the whole  of  Southeastern  Nigeria
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Table 4. ANOVA of push factors across LGAs. 
 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
Df 

Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

To escape poor infrastructure 

Between groups 10.853 3 3.618 17.419 0.000 

Within groups 188.163 906 .208   

Total 199.015 909    

  
     

To escape conflict at home 

Between groups 8.864 3 2.955 23.402 0.000 

Within groups 114.390 906 0.126   

Total 123.254 909    

  
     

To Be Free From parental Control 

Between groups 12.020 3 4.007 18.087 0.000 

Within groups 200.693 906 0.222   

Total 212.713 909    

  
     

Due to transfer 

Between groups 1.184 3 0.395 5.564 0.001 

Within groups 64.276 906 0.071   

Total 65.460 909    

  
     

Due To retirement 

Between groups .003 3 0.001 0.066 0.978 

Within groups 13.782 906 0.015   

Total 13.785 909    

      
 

To escape flood/erosion 

 

Between groups 1.941 3 0.647 33.277 0.000 

Within groups 17.619 906 0.019   

Total 19.560 909    

      
 

Due to poor market for trading 

Between groups 1.028 3 0.343 1.678 0.170 

Within groups 185.113 906 0.204   

Total 186.142 909    

       

Due to lack of employment opportunities 

Between groups .932 3 0.311 2.439 0.063 

Within groups 115.442 906 0.127   

Total 116.375 909    

       

Due to poor yielding farmland 

Between groups 1.471 3 0.490 2.592 0.052 

Within groups 171.382 906 0.189   

Total 172.853 909    

       

Due to marriage 

Between groups 5.389 3 1.796 14.852 0.000 

Within groups 109.583 906 0.121   

Total 114.973 909    
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Table 5. ANOVA of push factors across communities. 
 

 
Sum of 
squares 

Df 
Mean 

square 
F Sig. 

To escape poor infrastructure 

Between groups 13.338 15 0.889 4.281 0.000 

Within groups 185.678 894 0.208   

Total 199.015 909    

  
     

To escape conflict at home 

Between groups 9.993 15 0.666 5.258 0.000 

Within groups 113.261 894 0.127   

Total 123.254 909    

  
     

To Be Free From parental Control 

Between groups 21.758 15 1.451 6.791 0.000 

Within groups 190.955 894 0.214   

Total 212.713 909    

  
     

Due to transfer 

Between groups 1.851 15 0.123 1.734 0.040 

Within groups 63.610 894 0.071   

Total 65.460 909    

  
     

Due To retirement 

Between groups .218 15 0.015 0.959 0.498 

Within groups 13.566 894 0.015   

Total 13.785 909    

       

To escape flood/erosion 

Between groups 2.105 15 0.140 7.186 0.000 

Within groups 17.456 894 0.020   

Total 19.560 909    

  
     

Due to poor market for trading 

Between groups 3.747 15 0.250 1.225 0.247 

Within groups 182.394 894 0.204   

Total 186.142 909    

  
     

Due to lack of employment 
opportunities 

Between groups 2.882 15 0.192 1.513 0.093 

Within groups 113.493 894 0.127   

Total 116.375 909    

  
     

Due to poor yielding farmland 

Between groups 11.327 15 0.755 4.180 0.000 

Within groups 161.525 894 0.181   

Total 172.853 909    

  
     

Due to marriage 

Between groups 8.454 15 0.564 4.730 0.000 

Within groups 106.519 894 0.119   

Total 114.973 909    
 

 



 
Int. J. Res. Environ. Stud.          118 

 
 
 
Table 6. ANOVA of pull factors of migration across LGAS in Nsukka Region. 
 

  
Sum of 
squares 

Df 
Mean 

square 
F Sig. 

Seek employment 

Between groups 6.436 3 2.145 12.320 0.000 

Within groups 157.767 906 0.174   

Total 164.203 909    

       

Further education 

Between groups 1.708 3 0.569 2.345 0.072 

Within groups 219.936 906 0.243   

Total 221.644 909    

       

Join spouse 

Between groups 25.210 3 8.403 41.978 0.000 

Within groups 181.363 906 0.200   

Total 206.573 909    

       

Join parents/relations 

Between groups 11.715 3 3.905 32.932 0.000 

Within groups 107.437 906 0.119   

Total 119.153 909    

       

Enjoy modern facilities in 

Between groups 5.053 3 1.684 7.173 0.000 

Within groups 212.737 906 0.235   

Total 217.790 909    

       

Enjoy better health 

Between groups 17.796 3 5.932 32.340 0.000 

Within groups 166.186 906 0.183   

Total 183.982 909    

       

Live near friends and relatives 

Between groups 6.703 3 2.234 14.636 0.000 

Within groups 138.296 906 0.153   

Total 144.999 909    

       

Earn higher income 

Between groups 1.326 3 0.442 2.524 0.056 

Within groups 158.588 906 0.175   

Total 159.913 909    

       

Due to available market for trading 

Between groups 12.863 3 4.288 20.117 0.000 

Within groups 193.099 906 0.213   

Total 205.962 909    

 
 
 
not only to ensure improved livelihood but to stem the 
tide of rural out-migration in the area. 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Ajaero C. K. (2013). The spatial impacts of rural-urban migration on 

rural livelihoods in Southeastern geo-political zone of Nigeria. A ph.D 
seminar III presented to the Dept. of Geography UNN. 

Ellis F. (2003). A livelihood approach to migration and poverty 
reduction. A paper commissioned by the Department for International 
Development (DFID) overseas Development studies. UK.  

Ellis F. (2005). Small  farms,  livelihood  diversification  and  rural  urban  

transitions, strategic issues in sub-Saharan Africa. School of 
Development Studies, University of East Anglia, UK.  

Eze B. U. (2014a). Socio-economic characteristics and remittance 
behaviour of rural out-migrants in Foron District of Jos Plateau, North 
Central   Nigeria.   World   Journal   of   Management   and  
Behavioural Studies. 2(2): 37-43. 

Eze B. U. (2014b). Appraisal of the impacts of rural-urban migration on 
the livelihoods of rural households in Nsukka Region, Southeastern 
Nigeria. An Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Department of Geography and 
Meteorology, Enugu State University of Science and Technology, 
Enugu.  

Eze B. U. (2015). Rural-urban socio-economic links in Foron District of 
Jos Plateau, North Central Nigeria. Int. J. Sci. Environ. Technol. 5(6). 

Eze B. U. (2016). The impacts of rural-urban migration on ownership  of  



 
Eze          119 
 
 
 

household property assets in Nsukka Area, Southeastern Nigeria. Int. 
J. Sci. Environ. Technol. 5(1):244-252.  

Macpherson C. (2000). Some social and economic consequences of 
migration. A Curriculum Paper for Samoa Prepared for UNESCO 
Social Science Programme.  

Madu I. A. (2006). Spatial inequality in Nigeria: The imperative of 
geographic perspective in the development process. J. Soc. Econ. 
Dev. 8(2):105-120.  

National Geographic (2005). What is human migration. Human 
Migration Guide. Pp. 6-8. 

Newman J. L. & Matzke G. C. (1984). Population patterns, dynamics, 
and prospects. Prentice Hall Inc., New Jersey. 

Nwajiuba C. (2005). International migration and livelihoods in 
Southeastern Nigeria. Global Migration perspectives. Geneva, No. 
50. 

Onwudinjo I. E. (2012). The political economy of intra-rural migration 
and development in Nigeria: A study of farmers and artisans in 
Ezeagu Local Government of Enugu State. An unpublished M. Sc 
report submitted to the Institute for Development Studies, University 
of Nigeria. 

Onyefuru U. K. (2009). Causes and consequences of rural out-migration 
in Oji River LGA of Enugu State. Project submitted to the Department 
of Geography, University of Nigeria, Nsukka. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Onwe, O.J (1998): Elements of project and dissertation writing; A guide 

to effective Dissertation Report. Lagos: Impressed Books. 
Sorenson N. N. (2004). The development dimension of migrant 

remittances: Toward a general typology. Paper presented at 
International Forum on Remittances, Washing, June, 28-30, 2004. 

Timalsina K. P. (2007). Rural-urban migration and livelihood in the 
informal sector: A study of street vendors of Kathmandu Metropolitan 
City, Nepal. Unpublished Master of Philosophy thesis in development 
studies submitted to Department of Geography Norwegian University 
of Science and Technology (NTNU). 

Todaro M. P. (1985). Rural-urban migration: Theory and policies, in 
economics for a developing world. Longman, Second Edition. 

Todaro M. P. (1998). Economic development in the third world. New 
York: Longman. 


