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Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia

Nashrul Wajdi, Leo J.G. van Wissen and Clara H. Mulder

Population Census and Intercensal Population Survey data permit
description of the origin—destination patterns that characterize
interregional migration flows in Indonesia. Application of the framework
of population redistribution proposed by Long (1985) results in
indications of over-urbanization, sub-urbanization and metropolitan-to-
non-metropolitan migration. However, indications of sub-urbanization
and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration are weak, as migrants
originate in diverse areas of the country but move mostly to particular
areas of Java — mainly Jakarta and its surroundings.

Keywords: Indonesia, migration, population redistribution, urbanization, sub-urbanization,
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas.

While it accounts for just 6.8 per cent of Indonesia’s territory, Java
accounts for 57.5 per cent of the total population of the country. In
comparison, that part of the island of New Guinea lying in Indonesia
accounts for 21.8 per cent of the country’s territory but only 1.5
per cent of its population. And Sumatera, inhabited by 21.3 per cent
of the total population of Indonesia, represents 25.2 per cent of its
territory. In light of these patterns of population distribution, migration
may represent an important mechanism of population redistribution.

Previous research has focused on migration flows to and from
Java (Alatas 1993; Firman 1994), migration flows to and from
Jakarta (Chotib 1998), inter-island migration (Rogers et al. 2004)
and inter-provincial migration flows (Darmawan and Chotib 2007;
Firman 1994). Yet, work on migration flows between metropolitan
and non-metropolitan areas or between metropolitan areas, particularly
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work undertaken using a population redistribution framework, remains
rare. This article aims to address interregional migration flows in
Indonesia employing such a framework. It seeks to answer the
following questions. Where do the main streams of migrants come
from? What are their destinations? In what phase of population
redistribution does Indonesia currently find itself? With so much
interregional migration, is there any pattern of regional concentration
involving a specific set of origin—destination regional flows? To
answer these questions we use three large data sets, the Population
Censuses of 2000 and 2010 and the Intercensal Population Survey
of 2005. We divide Indonesia into thirteen regions consisting of
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas and analyse these data using
logistic regression and the migration Gini index. We argue that Java
retains its position as the preferred destination for migration, though
migration flows have gradually shifted in favour of destinations
outside Java. Furthermore, findings of significant migration flows
from large cities to their surroundings indicate that Indonesia is
entering the sub-urbanization phase of population redistribution, and
findings showing metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan movement and
decreasing preferences for metropolitan areas indicate that Indonesia
is entering the sixth of Long’s phases of population redistribution.

Literature Review

As a demographic factor, migration plays an important role in altering
population distribution and thus in affecting the growth of large cities
in developing countries. It is responsible for a considerable part of
demographic concentration and also for population redistribution
in such countries (Hogan and Pinto da Cunha 2001, p. 7733). At
the same time, regional development is closely related to migration
(De Haas 2010, pp. 228-29; Fan 2005, p. 295; Zelinsky 1971, pp.
237-38). Zelinsky (1971, pp. 221-22) proposed the mobility transition
model to explain changes in spatial mobility linked to the theory
of demographic transition and modernization. The model offers a
generalization of the transition occurring in both the rate and scale
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Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 373

of migration as society changes over time. That is, it views migration
in the context of the economic and social change that accompanies
the modernization process (Boyle et al. 1998, p. 60; Hagen-Zanker
2008, p. 9).

There are five stages of mobility transition — those characterizing
pre-modern traditional society, early transitional society, late
transitional society, advanced society and future super-advanced
society. Zelinsky argued that mobility transition is an ideal and
flexible scheme for explaining movement in space and time and
for describing or predicting the specific patterns of migration or
circulation to an area or set of areas. However, the scheme lacked
the ability to explain distance, time and rate of migration. Despite
the importance of this theory as a comprehensive framework to
explain human mobility, it ignores important characteristics of an
advanced society, sub-urbanization and counter-urbanization (Bijak
2006, p. 14; Zelinsky 1971, p. 229).

Zelinsky’s theory does not explain the extent to which mobility
acts as an agent of population redistribution. It explains only the
migration phase, without addressing the impact of this phase on
population distribution. Long’s theory of migration offers a more
comprehensive approach to the relationship between the stage
of development and the degree of population concentration in
contexts in which migration is used as a major component of social
engineering in the form of population redistribution. Long divides
population redistribution trends into six phases: initial urbanization,
frontier settlement, traditional urbanization, over-urbanization, sub-
urbanization and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration (Long
1985, pp. 34-37).

In the phase of initial urbanization the establishment of the early
administrative and commercial centres to support the transition from
autonomous subsistence societies to an agrarian market economy leads
to frontier settlement, during which the population of destination
areas is relatively small compared to the number of migrants. This
frontier settlement violates the so-called gravity approach, according
to which migration between two places is proportional to the
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populations at origin and destination, and inversely proportional to
distance (Long 1985, p. 34).

The next phase, traditional urbanization, is characterized by
massive rural-urban movement. This phase sees the concentration
of large masses of population in central cities and the connection of
rural and urban areas through migration and commercial relations.
“[Clommercial relations between the urban center and the hinterland”
refers to rural areas’ transmission of agricultural products and of
products emanating from cottage industry to urban areas and receipt
of services and manufactured goods in return (Long 1985, p. 35).
Urban areas provide commercial transactions and marketing services.
Both urban and rural zones form a specific part of developing urban
areas during this phase (ibid.). This traditional urbanization phase
has a parallel in economic geography, in Christaller’s central place
theory (Christaller 1933).

The next phase, over-urbanization, is measured by the urban
population as a percentage of the total population at a given level
of economic development. This phase occurs when a society has
good links to technology and participates in international trade but
at the same time has limited transportation infrastructure and poorly
developed networks of commercial organization. As a result of these
deficiencies, almost the entire modern industrial and commercial
sector of a nation is located in urban areas. The limited regular
exchange of goods leads to the physical movement of people to
urban areas, where they can engage in face-to-face communication.
As cities grow relative to the countryside, rural-to-urban movement
becomes so large that the modern urban economy can no longer
quickly absorb the total urban workforce (Long 1985, p. 35).

After over-urbanization has reached its peak, the processes of
sub-urbanization and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration
occur. Sub-urbanization is the later stage of urbanization in developed
societies, during which commuting patterns permit the channelling of
social interactions. It results in the increasing separation of workplace
and residence. Metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration occurs as
a result of strong preferences for low-density locations. It represents
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a reaction to congestion and therefore counterproductive social
interactions in metropolitan areas. The improved communications
and transportation of an advanced economy, which make many social
and economic transactions possible at a distance, also help account
for metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan movement (Long 1985, p. 36).

In the United States during the 1960s and 1970s, the population
in non-metropolitan areas increased, and population decline in
metropolitan counties followed. In developed countries more
generally, the acceleration of the ageing of the population resulting
from low fertility and other changes in family formation are becoming
the principal demographic trends. The term “counter-urbanization”
describes both the population growth that occurs in non-metropolitan
areas and the population decline in metropolitan areas. Regardless
of the absolute flows, which are not usually large, the declining
metropolitan population and increasing rural population are not
necessarily directly linked (Boyle et al. 1998, p. 14). Sub-urbanization
and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan movement are processes of
de-concentration for urban areas (Mitchell 2004, pp. 16-18). These
de-concentrating processes are due not only to migration but also to
natural increases in population and to the changing status of regions.

It is clear that Indonesia has passed Long’s initial urbanization
and frontier settlement phases of population redistribution. Example
of these phases in the Indonesian context are the movement of
people from Java to Lampung on Sumatera as a result of the Dutch
resettlement programme known as colonization (kolonisatie) starting
in 1905. The architects of this programme assumed that Javanese
would have enough skills as pioneers to clear the jungle and develop
irrigated rice fields (Nitisastro 1970, p. 89).

Rogers et al. (2004, p. 4) state that Indonesia has entered the
fourth phase of Zelinsky’s mobility transition, characterized by
massive rural-urban migration towards the largest cities. Their case
is strengthened by evidence of widespread non-permanent mobility in
Indonesia since the 1970s (Hugo 1982, p. 60). In addition, indications
are thus that Indonesia has passed through the over-urbanization
phase and is entering the next phases of population redistribution.
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TABLE 1
Summary of Population Redistribution Phases,
Their Characteristics and Indicators
Phase Characteristic Indicators
I. Initial urbanization | Establishment of new Small share of urban
administrative and population.
commercial centres.
II. Frontier settlement | The population at
destination is quite small
relative to the size of the
migration movement.
MI. Traditional Massive rural-urban High out-flow to urban areas.
urbanization shifts in population. High ratio of rural-urban
population.
IV. Over-urbanization | Modern industrial and High migration volume to
commercial sector is urban areas.
located in urban areas. High preference for
Large movement from metropolitan areas.
rural to urban areas. High concentration of out-
Congestion problems. migration origins.
V. Sub-urbanization Increase in commuting. High out-flow to surrounding
Congestion in central areas of metropolises.
cities. High preference for areas
surrounding metropolises.
VI. Metropolitan-to- Increasing preference for | High out-flow to non-
non-metropolitan low density areas. metropolitan areas.
migration Movement of industry Decreasing preference for
from central city. metropolitan areas.

Source: Adopted from Long (1985, pp. 34-36) and authors’ elaboration.

Findings of significant migration flows from large cities to their
surroundings would indicate Indonesia is entering the sub-urbanization
phase of population redistribution. Findings showing metropolitan-
to-non-metropolitan movement and decreasing preferences for
metropolitan areas would indicate that Indonesia is entering the
sixth of Long’s phases of population redistribution. At the same
time, regional variations in phases of population redistribution might
see some regions in earlier phases even as more advanced regions
are entering a new phase. These regional variations might be due
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to the unequal level of regional development. The development of
Eastern Indonesia has changed migration patterns. Migration flows
have gradually shifted from Java to outside of Java. A decreasing
percentage of the country’s population — 68.7 per cent in 1930 and
60 per cent in 1990 — has lived on Java; an increasing percentage of
the population has lived on Sumatera and in other parts of Indonesia
(Firman 1994, p. 6; Tjiptoherijanto 1995, pp. 372-73). Moreover,
differing destinations of migration may reflect different motivations,
as influenced by social ties, informal networks and responses to
labour market fluctuations (Frey and Liaw 1998, p. 401).

Because positive natural population increase in Indonesia (Rogers
et al. 2004, p. 2) and the changing status of a region from urban
to rural are very rare, this de-concentrating process is most likely
due to migration. When this process is attributed to movement
rather than natural increase, the term “counter-urbanization” is used
(Mitchell 2004, p. 18).

Data and Methodology

The data modelled in this paper are transition (status) data. Transition
represents a change of residence, determined by comparing current
and previous residence across an observation interval of five years.
As used here, then, the term “migration” refers to a transition in
place of residence during a five-year period. The data represent
inter-regional migration streams based on the Indonesian censuses of
2000 and 2010 (Population Censuses 2000, 2010) and the Indonesian
Intercensal Population Survey of 2005, also known as SUPAS 2005.

The use of SUPAS data along with data from the 2000 and 2010
censuses allows analysis of migration during the 2000-10 period in
a more detailed way. SUPAS is designed to provide demographic
data complementary to that in the censuses by filling the needs for
demographic data between census dates. Its sample size is relatively
small, but it is a national survey designed to permit estimation at
the level of the 415 districts. Since we divide Indonesia into thirteen
regions, the number of observations in the SUPAS data is therefore
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sufficient. We seek not to estimate exact numbers of migrants but
rather to determine migration patterns in these thirteen regions.

The focus of analysis in this paper is on migration flows and
on the spatial focusing of in-migration and out-migration. The
thirteen regions used in the analysis consist of metropolitan and
non-metropolitan areas. A metropolitan city is a city occupied by
more than one million people, and metropolitan areas consist of
several metropolitan cities, or of core cities and inner and outer
cities adjacent to the core cities. Not all regions with more than
one million inhabitants can be defined as metropolitan, because
the activities in these areas are not urban in character (Handiyatmo
2009, p. 17; Sahara 2010, p. 14).

According to Indonesia’s Government Regulation no. 26 of
2008 (Peraturan Pemerintah Republik Indonesia 2008, pp. 69-80),
there are nine metropolitan areas in Indonesia. However, these
nine metropolitan regions exclude most of the country’s territory.
Therefore, we specified regions on the basis both of Government
Regulation no. 26 (2008) and data on metropolitan agglomeration
size published by the World Bank (2012). The regions consist of
some administrative areas below the provincial level, namely districts
(kabupaten) and municipalities (kota). The thirteen regions used in
the analysis here are listed in Table 2, and their locations shown in
Figures 1 and 2.

Following Jones and Mamas (1996, pp. 54-55), we distinguish
Jakarta from the surrounding Bodetabek region because Jakarta
is much more urbanized than that region. Moves from Jakarta to
Bodetabek can therefore be seen as sub-urbanization, typical of the
fifth phase of population redistribution.

The first part of the analysis below is the presentation of flow
maps (Figures 3-5) showing flows by means of lines connecting the
flow sources and destinations. We utilize JFlowMap, a graphical tool
offering various visualization techniques for producing and analysing
flow maps and developed by Boyandin et al. (2010). Straight lines on
the maps represent the flows, and their shade indicates the directions
of the flows. JFlowMap is also capable of node clustering and flow
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TABLE 2

Summary Information on the Division of Indonesia into Thirteen Regions

Name of Region

Description

1.

Jakarta

Jakarta — the Special Capital Region of Jakarta/DKI
Jakarta — is Indonesia’s megacity in terms of both
population size and economic dominance. In 2005
Jakarta was the world’s eleventh largest city, one of
sixteen megacities in developing countries and of
twenty-one in the world (Spreitzhofer 2005, p. 4; World
Bank 2012, p. 54). Jakarta consists of one district —
Kepulauan Seribu — and five municipalities — Jakarta
Selatan, Jakarta Timur, Jakarta Pusat, Jakarta Barat and
Jakarta Utara.

Bodetabek

The area surrounds Jakarta and consists of three

districts — Bogor, Bekasi and Tangerang — and four
municipalities — Kota Bogor, Kota Bekasi, Kota Depok,
and Kota Tangerang. This area is also known as part of
the Jakarta metropolitan area or Jabodetabek.

Bandung Raya

This metropolitan area is located in West Java Province
and consists of two districts — Bandung and Bandung
Barat — and two municipalities — Kota Bandung and
Kota Cimahi.

Rest of West Java
and Banten (RoWJB)

The region consists of the areas in West Java and Banten
Provinces excluding Bodetabek and Bandung Raya.

Kedungsepur

This is the metropolitan area located in Central Java
Province, consisting of four districts — Grobogan,
Demak, Semarang and Kendal — and two municipalities
— Kota Salatiga and Kota Semarang.

Rest of Central Java
and Yogyakarta

(RoCJY)

The region includes areas in Central Java and Yogyakarta
Provinces except those in Kedungsepur. Yogyakarta is
not considered as a single metropolitan area because
most of its population works in the agricultural sector
(Handiyatmo 2009, p. 17; Sahara 2010, p. 17).

Gerbangkertosusila

Gerbangkertosusila stands for Gresik, Bangkalan,
Mojokerto, Surabaya, Sidoarjo and Lamongan. It is a
metropolitan area located in East Java Province, and
consisting of five districts — Sidoarjo, Mojokerto,
Lamongan, Gresik, Bangkalan — and two municipalities
— Kota Mojokerto and Kota Surabaya.

Rest of East Java
(RoEJ)

This region consists of areas in East Java Province,
excluding the Gerbangkertosusilo metropolitan area.

continued on next page
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TABLE 2 — cont’d

Name of Region Description

9. Mebidangro Mebidangro is an acronym for Medan, Binjai, Deli
Serdang and Tanah Karo, all comprising a metropolitan
area in northern Sumatera Island. This metropolitan area
consists of two districts — Karo and Deli Serdang —
and two municipalities — Kota Medan and Kota Binjai.

10. Rest of Sumatera This region consists of the rest of Sumatera.
(RoS)
{1. Kalimantan Kalimantan is the Indonesian part of Borneo and consists
of five provinces.
12. Sulawesi The island of Sulawesi consists of six provinces.
13. Rest of Indonesia This region consists of seven provinces namely — Bali,
(Rol) West Nusa Tenggara, East Nusa Tenggara, Maluku,

North Maluku, Papua and West Papua.

FIGURE 1 Map of Indonesia, Showing Regions Used in Analysis, with Inset
Showing Map of Mebidangro

.

“ ¥

b
X ha,
| ]

Source: Figure prepared by authors.
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FIGURE 2 Map of Java, Showing Regions Used in Analysis

and Banten

Source: Figure prepared by authors.

aggregation, which are useful in offering a summarized overview
of data. After creating graphic representations of the flows, we
applied two logit models to describe the level and the distribution
of migration. In the models, n,(x) is the number of persons of age x
who live in region i at the beginning of the observation period and
who live in region j at the end of the observation period. According
to Rogers et al. (2001, p. 234), this number can be broken down into
three components: (1) the number of persons of age x who reside in
region i at the beginning of the observation period, (2) the share of
migrants of age x leaving region i, and (3) the conditional probability
that a migrant leaving i/ in the observation period resides in region
J at the end of the observation period. Therefore, following Rogers
et al. (2001, pp. 233-45), we use the framework of logit modelling
to describe the level and the distribution of migration.

The first logit model describes the level of migration. The level
of migration is expressed by the proportion of migrants, determined
by distinguishing between movers and stayers. If m denotes migrant
status, with m = 1 denoting migrants and m = 0 denoting stayers, n_.
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stands for the number of persons living in region i at the beginning
of the interval by migration status m. The logit model, which predicts
the odds of being a migrant as against being a stayer, incorporates
two independent variables, namely region of origin and time period
(see Appendix 1).

The mstatus effects (migrant status effects /v°) are odds ratios,
equal to the ratio of two separate sets of odds: (1) the odds of being
a migrant from region / as opposed to being a migrant from the
region that we call Rest of Indonesia during the 2005-10 period
to (2) the odds of being a stayer in region i as opposed to being
a stayer in the Rest of Indonesia during the 2005-10 period. The
three-way interaction parameters (migrant status—region—time effect
v,°7) are ratios of two odds ratios. This migrant status—region—time
effect parameter is useful to analyse population mobility over time,
which represents the change of migration propensities over time.

As suggested by Van Imhoff et al. (1997, p. 158), a model of
gross migration flows with a good fit requires origin—destination
interaction. Therefore, to examine the spatial structure of migration
destinations, a saturated multinomial logit model that includes
origin—destination variables interaction is applied.

The second logit model describes the distribution component; that
is, the i to j linkages. This is a saturated multinomial logit model.
The dependent variables in this model are the areas of destination,
while the independent variables are the areas of origin and time
(Appendix 2).

The logit model for the distribution component for analysing the
spatial structure of migration destinations with time variable included
to produce the period-specific distribution can be specified as:

0 =—Sj"i =y vl
S A4y
ktli

where v,, is the intercept for destination j, denoting the odds of
choosing destination region j relative to reference destination region
k given the origin region i, and vfll.j is the period effect for the
origin—destination pair (i, j), while S denotes the number of migrants.
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The interaction parameters vflij are odds ratios, which are equal
to the ratio of (1) odds of migrants from i to j at time ¢ relative
to (2) odds of migrants from i to j in the reference period. These
odds ratios are measures of the change in preference for the origin—
destination pair (i) relative to the reference period. High odds ratios
indicate high preference. Odds ratios significantly different from 1.0
indicate a significant change, and odds ratios equal to or close to
1.0 indicate relative stability (Rogers et al. 2001, p. 245).

After describing the spatial structure of the migration system,
we compare the degree to which the sources of in-migration and
the destinations of out-migration are spatially focused using the
Gini index. The use of the Gini index to measure spatial focusing
is analogous to measuring equality in any distribution of numerical
values. The spatial focusing is the inequality that exists in the relative
volumes of a set of origin-destination-specific migration flows. A
high degree of spatial focusing will occur when most in-migrants are
moving selectively to only a few destinations while most out-migrants
are leaving only a few regions; a situation in which migrants are
moving among all the possible origins and destinations in relatively
equal numbers will result in a low degree of spatial focusing (Plane
and Mulligan 1997, p. 251).

Resulis

Migration Pattern (The Generation Component Logit Model)

Table 3 presents the parameter values for the generation component
logit model. The overall effect parameter (v), which corresponds to
the odds of being a migrant as opposed to being a stayer from the
Rest of Indonesia (Rol) in the 2005-10 period, is 0.0104, meaning
that the odds of being a migrant as against being a stayer in Rol
during the 2005-10 period are about 10 to 1000. The smallest odds
of being a migrant as against being a stayer are the odds for Rol
and the biggest odds are the odds for Jakarta (0.1240). In fact, in
terms of total numbers, the population of Rol is two times greater
than the population of Jakarta (Appendix 3). The odds for another
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Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 385

region, Rest of Sumatera (RoS), with a population ten times larger
than that of Mebidangro, are 0.0107, while the odds for Mebidangro
are 0.0631.

The migrant status—region effect (v°) implies that in 2005-10
the relative chance of a person being an out-migrant from region
i rather than from Rol is v° Given the reference category Rol,
the most mobile population was the population leaving Jakarta
(v,° = 11.8683), followed by the population from Mebidangro
(v,2 = 6.0437) and the Rest of Central Java and Yogyakarta
(RoCJY, v,° = 3.6708). People leaving the Rest of Sumatera (RoS)
and Kalimantan are almost as mobile as those leaving the Rest of
Indonesia, with migrant status—region effects of v, ° = 1.0268 and
v,,% = 1.0159, respectively.

These findings suggest that migration propensities are not related
to size of population, since migration is selective. The fact that
migration is selective means that migrants are not a random sample
of the population of the area of origin. People respond differently to
push and pull factors. Moreover, each person has different abilities
to overcome intervening obstacles to migration (Lee 1966, p. 56;
Todaro 1980, p. 377).

In terms of volume of migration, Mebidangro and several
regions on Java have larger out-flows of migrants than in-flows,
as illustrated in Figures 3-5; they are thus shaded black. The other
regions are mostly shaded grey, meaning that they have larger
in-flows of migrants than out-flows. This general pattern remains
unchanged over time.

The high volume of migration from Mebidangro contradicts Lee’s
theory (Lee 1966, p. 52) that the volume of migration varies with
the diversity of people, where low diversity among people should
result in a lower rate of migration compared to high diversity. In
terms of diversity, most of Mebidangro is inhabited by Bataks.
Some ethnic groups in Indonesia are known for their high mobility,
such as the Bataks of Sumatera, the Bugis and the Makassar people
of Sulawesi, the Banjar of Kalimantan and the Madurese (Rogers
et al. 2004, p. 1; Tirtosudarmo 2009, p. 5).
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The case of Mebidangro indicates the phase of sub-urbanization
because the largest flow is an out-flow to the nearby regions of
RoS, which are less densely populated than Mebidangro. However,
a high volume of out-migration from Mebidangro to other, more
developed metropolitan areas must be taken into account in
assigning a population redistribution phase. Movements from “less-
developed metropolitan” to “more-developed metropolitan” — that
is, metropolitan-to-metropolitan movement — are also found for
Bandung Raya, Kedungsepur and Gerbangkertosusila.

Jakarta had larger out-flows than the corresponding in-flows to
Bodetabek, RoS, Kalimantan, Sulawesi and Rol during the 1995-
2010 period. The larger out-flow than in-flow to Bodetabek might
result from the fact that Bodetabek enjoys spillover effects due to
its proximity to Jakarta. This type of movement can be regarded as
the sub-urbanization phase of population redistribution. The other
flows from Jakarta, for which Jakarta has bigger out-flows to regions
outside Java — that is, RoS, Kalimantan, Sulawesi and Rol — than
the corresponding in-flow, indicate metropolitan to non-metropolitan
movement or the sixth phase of population redistribution. This

FIGURE 3 Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 1995-2000

2000

Source: Figure prepared by authors.
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FIGURE 4 Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 2000-05

Source: Figure prepared by authors.

FIGURE 5 Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 2005-10

Source: Figure prepared by authors.
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movement might be due to high preferences for low-density locations
as a result of the congestion of counterproductive social interactions
in the metropolitan areas (Long 1985, p. 36). On the other hand,
the larger in-flows to Jakarta are the flows from regions on Java
and from Mebidangro.

Bodetabek, the areas surrounding Jakarta, had an unchanged
pattern of migration during the 1995-2000, 2000-2005 and 2005-10
periods. Bodetabek was a “net importer” of migrants. The largest
flows of in-migrants entering Bodetabek came from Jakarta, followed
by migrants from the Rest of West Java and Banten (RoWJB) and
RoCJY.

Between 1995 and 2010, RoWJB — surrounding Jakarta,
Bodetabek and Bandung Raya — became a predominantly migrant
out-flow region. Most out-migrants from RoWJB migrated to
Bodetabek, Jakarta and Bandung Raya, and most in-migrants to
RoWIJB came from RoCJY and the Rest of East Java (RoEJ). This
finding might be due to migrants’ tendency to migrate to regions
surrounding metropolitan areas before migrating to the metropolitan
areas. A study by de Jong and Sell (1977, p. 137) shows that, although
many people want to live in a small town or a rural environment,
they also want to be near a metropolitan centre.

Migration flows from RoCJY and RoEJ can also be seen as
traditional urbanization because RoWJB is more developed than
RoCJY and RoEJ. Other flows exemplifying traditional urbanization
are the migration flows from RoEJ, from which the flow to
Gerbangkertosusila is bigger than the flows to other regions.

The above descriptions offer strong indications that distance is
the dominant factor affecting the migration flows (Ravenstein 1885,
p. 198; Lee 1966, p. 48). The origin—destination matrix (Appendices
7-9) also shows that intra-island migration on Java and inter-island
migration to Java are relatively high. Java contains the most attractive
destination regions for migrants. Almost one-third of the total migrants
migrate to Java. The latest census data show that 87.5 per cent of
migrants from Sumatera migrated to Java. Appendices 10—-12 show
that 62.3 per cent of migrants to Java came from Sumatera, 15.6
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per cent from Rol, 14.5 per cent from Kalimantan and 7.6 per cent
from Sulawesi.

To borrow terms used by Firman (1994, p. 14), the general pattern
of migration flows in Indonesia closely resembles a “Java-centric”
pattern because most migrants come from and migrate to areas on Java.
Java still holds dominance as both a receiver and sender of migrants.

The three-way interaction parameters migrant status—origin—time
(v,°") show that nine out of twelve regions have consistently increasing
out-migration propensities over all three periods from 1995 to 2010.
The regions that consistently show an increase are Jakarta, Bodetabek,
Bandung Raya, RoWJB, Kedungsepur, RoCJY, Gerbangkertosusila,
RoEJ and Sulawesi. This result suggests that the rate of migration
tends to increase over time, while the regional differences in the
volume and rate of migration are due to the differential progress of
regional development (Lee 1966, p. 53).

When viewed by the level of development, there is a positive
relationship between migrant propensities and levels of development.
Metropolitan areas — Jakarta, Mebidangro, Kedungsepur, Bandung
Raya and Gerbangkertosusila — tend to have higher migration
propensities than the surrounding areas and non-metropolitan areas.
This difference supports the previous findings of Rogers et al. (2004,
p. 4) that several metropolitan cities in Indonesia have entered the
fourth phase of Zelinsky’s mobility transitions, characterized by
vigorous inter-urban movements.

Migration Structure (The Distribution Component Logit Model)
To explore the Java-centric pattern of migration in Indonesia further,
we examine the spatial structure of migration destinations by applying
a saturated multinomial logit model. The multiplicative regression
coefficients for this model are shown in Tables 4-6. The intercept
is the odds that a migrant who leaves region i during the reference
period (2005-10) selects region j as the destination rather than the
reference region «.

The first explanation for the Java-centric pattern of migration in
Indonesia is the fact that Jakarta is the favoured migration destination.
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Migrants from about three quarters of migration origin areas prefer
Jakarta as their destination, as is indicated by 98 of 132 intercept
values of less than 1.0. The second most favoured destination is
Bodetabek; ten out of twelve intercepts in Bodetabek’s model are
above 1.0. This result suggests that migrants from outside Bodetabek,
with the exception of those from Kalimantan and Sulawesi, prefer
to migrate to Bodetabek rather than to Jakarta. Migrants from
Kalimantan and Sulawesi are more likely to choose Jakarta than
Bodetabek, with parameter values of 0.9408 for Kalimantan and
0.8615 for Sulawesi, respectively; see Table 4.

What emerges from these results is that the preference for
developed metropolitan regions in Indonesia remains high. For
instance, Table 4 shows that migrants from RoWJB prefer Jakarta
rather to Bandung Raya (vT3| , = 0.8104) and that migrants from
RoCJY choose Jakarta as their destination rather than Kedungsepur
(vT5l6 = (0.3964). That migrants from Bandung Raya prefer RoWJB
to Jakarta but migrants from RoWJB prefer Jakarta to Bandung
Raya and that migrants from Kedungsepur prefer RoCJY to Jakarta
but migrants from RoCJY choose Jakarta as their destination
rather than Kedungsepur imply that the preference for developed
metropolitan areas remains high despite the long distance often
involved in migration. The negative effect of distance on migration
is not applicable here, in all likelihood because of relatively large
differences in incomes earned between region of origin and destination
(Lucas 1997, pp. 730-31; Todaro 1980, p. 377). Such movement of
people to more-developed metropolitan areas suggests that the over-
urbanization phase is ongoing; the degree of population concentration
in metropolitan regions is still increasing in Indonesia.

Some patterns indicating a de-concentration process — sub-
urbanization and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan movement —
are also evident. Migrants from Bandung Raya are more likely to
choose RoWJB than Jakarta as their destination, migrants from
Kedungsepur are more likely to choose RoCJY than the capital, and
migrants from Gerbangkertosusila are more likely to choose RoEJ
than Jakarta. Another case is that of migration from Mebidangro
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to RoS and from RoS to Mebidangro, in which the preference
for the non-metropolitan area is higher than the preference for
the metropolitan region. The intercept of Mebidangro to RoS
(le0'9 = 13.5294) is higher than the intercept of migration flow from

RoS to Mebidangro (VI;IIO = 1.7311).

Another pattern is observable in cases in which population
redistribution does not accompany migration. Rather, in those
cases large gross flows of in- and out-migration are associated
with relatively small net migration. These turnover migration cases
include those of migrants from Gerbangkertosusila who prefer RoEJ
to Jakarta as a destination (vf;l7 = 4.6189) and also those from RoEJ
who prefer Gerbangkertosusila to Jakarta (VT7|8 = 5.5233). Howeyver,
since the odds of migration from RoEJ to Gerbangkertosusilo are
larger than the odds of migration from Gerbangkertosusilo to RoElJ,
the preference for migration from RoEJ to Gerbangkertosusilo is
larger than that for migration from Gerbangkertosusilo to RoEJ.

The intercepts from our model (Table 4) show there are six
intercepts for migration from Jakarta with values of less than 1.0 —
migration to Kedungsepur, Gerbangkertosusila, RoEJ, Mebidangro,
Kalimantan and Sulawesi. These results mean that the migrants’
preference to leave Jakarta for these regions is smaller than their
preference to migrate to the Rest of Indonesia. The “favourite”
destinations for migrants from Jakarta are Bodetabek, Sumatera other
than Mebidangro, Central Java other than Kedungsepur, RoWJB and
Bandung Raya. Migrants from Jakarta are more likely to choose non-
metropolitan areas, with the exception of Bodetabek. This preference
suggests the phase of metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration.
The high preference for migration from Jakarta to Bodetabek is
the expression of a preference for smaller towns within commuting
distance, which can be seen as an indication of the sub-urbanization
phase.

From the perspective of population redistribution in Indonesia,
this movement has no effect; such metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan
migration occurs entirely within Java. However, the preference
of migrants from Jakarta for Bodetabek relative to the Rest of
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Indonesia during the past ten years has decreased (v = 0.9664 and

va = 0.8151). A similar pattern also occurred for the flows from
Jakarta to Bandung Raya and Kedungsepur, which manifested a
decreasing preference of migrants from Jakarta for Bodetabek,
Bandung Raya and Kedungsepur relative to the Rest of Indonesia.
However, the odds ratio is relatively high, indicating that the
preference for the area surrounding Jakarta remains high.

There is an increase in the preference for choosing Jakarta instead
of other regions as a destination for migration during 1995-2010.
Migrants from Bodetabek show an increase in the preference for
choosing Jakarta relative to Bandung Raya, RoWJB and Rol;
migrants from Bandung Raya show an increase in the preference
for choosing Jakarta relative to Bodetabek; migrants from RoCJY
show an increase in the preference for choosing Jakarta relative to
Gerbangkertosusila; migrants from RoEJ show an increase in the
preference for choosing Jakarta relative to RoWJB; migrants from
Mebidangro show an increase in the preference for choosing Jakarta
relative to RoS; migrants from Kalimantan show an increase in
the preference for choosing Jakarta relative to RoS; migrants from
Sulawesi show an increase in the preference for choosing Jakarta
relative to RoCJY; and migrants from Rol show an increase in
preference for choosing Jakarta relative to RoWJB.

Kedungsepur in Central Java demonstrates a pattern marked by
a decreasing preference for choosing RoCJY — areas surrounding
Kedungsepur — to choosing Jakarta during 1995-2010. But the
preference of migrants from Kedungsepur for Mebidangro, RoS
and Sulawesi relative to Jakarta has increased. Most migrants from
Kedungsepur preferred long-distance moves during the past ten
years, meaning that the negative effect of distance on migration is
not applicable in this case. This pattern also characterized migration
from RoCJY, which shows a decreasing preference for choosing
Gerbangkertosusila to choosing Jakarta as a destination and an
increasing preference for choosing RoS and Sulawesi to choosing
Jakarta. A second example of long-distance migration is migration
from RoEJ, the area surrounding Gerbangkertosusilo, which shows
an increasing preference for choosing Mebidangro and RoS relative
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to choosing Jakarta. A last example of long-distance migration is that
of migrants from Mebidangro, who show an increasing preference
for choosing Bandung Raya, Kedungsepur, RoEJ and Kalimantan
relative to Jakarta, while their preference for choosing RoS relative
to Jakarta has decreased.

The foregoing discussion indicates that migrants who reside
in a metropolitan city — in this case, Jakarta — tend to move to
the areas close by, in a pattern of sub-urbanization. But migrants
who live far from the central metropolitan areas of Jakarta and
Bodetabek tend to move long distances, in a pattern of urbanization.
Another conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis concerns an
increasing preference among migrants from the areas surrounding
Jakarta — Bodetabek and Bandung Raya — for choosing Jakarta
(urbanization) rather than choosing the adjacent areas of Jakarta and
an increasing preference among migrants from the same surrounding
areas for choosing regions outside Java rather than choosing Jakarta
(metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration). The data thus suggest
that, in terms of population redistribution phases in Indonesia, three
types of migration are in progress: urbanization, sub-urbanization
and metropolitan to non-metropolitan migration.

Spatial Focusing of Migration

To explore the extent to which migration in Indonesia is spatially
focused, Gini index values are used to analyse the interregional
migration system in Indonesia. Table 7 shows both the raw and the
standardized coefficients for the components of the total flows index
for the 1995-2000, 2000—05 and 2005-10 periods.

Despite the fact that unequal migration distribution occurred in
all three periods, interregional migration flows in Indonesia became
less spatially focused over time; that is, migration selectivity has
decreased, with migrants increasingly moving among all possible
origins and destinations. Lee’s argument (Lee 1966, p. 53) that
the volume of migration tends to increase over time, among other
reasons because of increasing diversity among different areas, the
fact that migration in Indonesia has become more dispersed over
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TABLE 7
Total Flows Gini Index Values for 1995-2000, 200005, 2005-10
Interregional Migration in Indonesia

1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010
Raw Standard- Raw Standard- Raw Standard-
index izedvalue index izedvalue index izedvalue
value (%) value (%) value (%)
Rows (Out-migration)  0.0462 6.51 0.0453 6.66  0.0437 6.56
Columns (In-migration) 0.0473 6.67 0.0452 6.63  0.0432 6.49

Component

Exchanges 0.0033 046  0.0021 031  0.0028 0.42
Other flows 0.6126 8636 0.5883 86.41 0.5763  86.52
Overall total flows 0.7093 0.6809 0.6660

Source: Authors’ statistical results.

time, and the findings of Rogers et al. (2004, p. 4) that Indonesia
has entered the fourth phase of Zelinsky’s mobility transition all
indicate that migration as a part of economic and social change is
in line with the modernization process. It thus confirms the principal
idea of the mobility transition.

Table 7 shows that, except for the 1995-2000 period, the Gini
indices in the rows are greater than the Gini indices in the columns.
This means that out-migration is more spatially concentrated than
in-migration. The pattern seems continuous; the standardized values
of the Gini index for the rows, reflecting the distributions of places
of origin, increase while those for the columns, reflecting the
distributions of destinations, decrease. These figures indicate that,
over time, migrants are expected increasingly to come from a range
of regions but to migrate to particular destination regions. They
imply that some regions retain a strong attraction for migrants. This
finding is in line with that of Plane and Mulligan for the case of the
American migration system in the 1980s. They argued that although
their finding was at odds with Ravenstein’s theory (Ravenstein 1885,
p. 187) that each migrant stream tends to generate a counter stream,
the relatively small differences in the indices could be due to the
differences in the volumes of migration between large and small
regions (Plane and Mulligan 1997, p. 255). Therefore, it is necessary
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to explore the regional concentration of in- and out-migration for
each specific region.

The Gini indices in Table 7 do not reveal the regional concentration
of in- and out-migration for each specific region; Gini field indices for
each region are calculated and shown in Appendix 13. If metropolitan
regions show increasingly dispersed out-migration, then metropolitan-
to-non-metropolitan migration is occurring. This type of movement
could lead to a dispersed metropolitan society characterized by a
higher level of social and economic interaction but a lower degree of
population concentration relative to those of advanced metropolitan
societies (Long 1985 p. 36). For more interpretable results, we follow
Plane and Mulligan (1997, pp. 255-57) and present these indices in
z-score standardized indices in Figure 6.

Following Plane and Mulligan (ibid.), the figure is divided into
quadrants through which a line at a forty-five degree angle is drawn.
This line is used to distinguish outward redistributors from inward
redistributors. Regions plotted above this line are called outward
redistributors because these regions have larger in-migration than
out-migration field indices; out-migration from them is relatively
dispersed among destinations, while the origins of in-migration to
them are relatively concentrated. Regions plotted below this line
are called inward redistributors, meaning in-migration to them is
relatively uniform across all origins, whereas out-migration from
them is more highly focused on selective destinations.

Figure 6 makes possible classification of the regions into
consistent outward, consistent inward, inward-to-outward and
outward-to-inward redistributor regions. Regions classified as
consistent inward redistributors during the whole period under study
are Jakarta, Bodetabek, RoWJB, RoCJY and Mebidangro. This is
further evidence that Java is the main destination of migration. The
fact that Jakarta and Bodetabek remain as major destinations for
migrants indicates Jakarta and its surrounding area are still attractive
for migrants. However, migrants from Jakarta, Bodetabek, RoWJB,
RoCJY and Mebidangro show a high selectivity of destinations; the
result is a higher concentration of population in those destination
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FIGURE 6 Migration Field Gini Index Values, 1995-2000, 2000-05 and 2005-10
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regions. Migrants from RoCJY, RoWJB and Mebidangro have a
high preference for migrating to Jakarta, while migrants from Jakarta
have a high preference for migrating to Bodetabek.

During the 1995-2010 period, three regions were consistently
outward redistributor regions — namely Kedungsepur, Gerbang-
kertosusila and Kalimantan. These three regions have larger in-
migration than out-migration field indices, meaning that the origins
of in-migration to these regions are relatively more highly focused,
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whereas out-migration from them is relatively uniform across all
destinations.

Bandung Raya and Rol are the regions which changed from
inward redistributor to outward distributor regions between 1995-2000
and 2005-10. In fact, Bandung Raya and Rol are more likely to
be outward redistributors over time, meaning that migrants who
migrated to Bandung Raya and Rol mainly came from selected
regions, while out-migration from these regions disperse to various
destinations. RoEJ and Sulawesi, on the other hand, changed from
outward redistributor to inward redistributor status over time. Migrants
from RoEJ and Sulawesi became more selective in choosing their
destinations over time, while in-migrants to these regions came from
a range of places of origin.

Following Plane and Mulligan (1997, pp. 256-57), we also
classified the regions plotted outside the small boxes in the centre of
the three graphs in Figure 6 into regions with focused fields, regions
with broad fields and pure outward redistributor regions. The regions
plotted outside the box are the regions with index values — Gini
indices in z-score standardized indices — greater than one standard
deviation above or below the mean.

Regions with focused fields characterized by two positive indices
are Mebidangro and Bodetabek, meaning that these regions have
spatially focused destinations for their out-migrants and spatially
focused source regions for their in-migrants. As shown in the previous
section, migrants from Bodetabek mostly migrate to Jakarta, and
migrants from Jakarta mostly migrate to Bodetabek. Migrants from
Mebidangro mostly migrate to RoS and migrants from RoS mostly
migrate to Mebidangro.

Regions with broad fields characterized by two negative indices
are RoCJY, Kalimantan and Rol. They show substantially below-
average spatial focusing. One region with positive index of in-
migration and negative index of out-migration is Gerbangkertosusila.
Gerbangkertosusila has strongly focused sources of in-migrants but a
moderately broad out-migration field. Thus it can be called a “pure”
outward redistributor of population.
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The fact that some regions outside Java — that is, RoS, Kalimantan
and Rol — are outward redistributor regions sending migrants to
almost all possible destinations and receiving migrants only from
selected regions, and that Jakarta, Bodetabek, RoWJB, RoCJY and
RoEJ, all located on Java, are inward redistributor regions, shows
that Java is still the main migration destination. That migrants from
Java only migrated to a number of particular destinations, as indicated
by out-migrant Gini indices that are high relative to in-migrant Gini
indices, results in an increasing concentration of population on Java.
This effect is compounded by the migration from RoWJB and RoCJY,
which tends to be directed towards Jakarta, and by migration from
Jakarta, which is more likely to be directed towards Bodetabek.

Conclusion

This study investigates interregional migration in Indonesia in terms
of metropolitan and non-metropolitan migration in a population
redistribution context. We found indications of a Java-centric pattern
of interregional migration in Indonesia, in which Java remains the
main destination of migration. This pattern is due to high preference
for metropolitan areas on Java, especially Jakarta. Despite some
new metropolitan area formation, the gravitational pull of Jakarta,
its surroundings and other metropolitan areas on Java in attracting
migrants remains high. The attraction of metropolitan areas on Java
is such that distance is not a significant obstacle to migration to Java.

Analysis of the three-way interaction parameters (migrant status—
origin-time, v,°") confirmed our idea that migration propensities
increase consistently over time. They are also in line with Lee’s
theory that the rate of migration tends to increase over time, as do
regional differences in the volume and rate of migration because of
different trajectories of regional development (Lee 1966, p. 53). The
regions that consistently show an increase in migration propensities
are Jakarta, Bodetabek, Bandung Raya, RoWJB, Kedungsepur,
RoCJY, Gerbangkertosusila, RoEJ and Sulawesi. When levels of
development are taken into account, there is a positive relationship
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between the propensities for migration and the level of development.
Metropolitan areas — Jakarta, Mebidangro, Kedungsepur, Bandung
Raya, Gerbangkertosusila — generally have higher migration
propensities than the surrounding areas and non-metropolitan areas.
This finding supports the notion that several metropolitan cities
in Indonesia have entered the fourth phase in Zelinsky’s mobility
transition, characterized by vigorous inter-urban movement. Three
types of migration related to population redistribution are under way
in Indonesia, reflecting the phases of urbanization, sub-urbanization
and metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration. Examples of the
urbanization phase are migration from RoCJY and RoEJ to RoWJB
and migration from RoEJ to Gerbangkertosusila. Migration from
Mebidangro to RoS and from Jakarta to Bodetabek are examples
of sub-urbanization, while migration from Jakarta to Rol can be
labelled as metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan movement.

In general, we may conclude that Indonesia is currently in a
phase of over-urbanization. Indications of sub-urbanization and
metropolitan-to-non-metropolitan migration are still weak; the
country shows a high preference for metropolitan regions and a high
out-migration Gini index for metropolitan areas, which will cause
population density on Java to increase. Although the percentage of
the population living on Java has declined since the 1930s, population
density there has actually increased (Wajdi 2010, p. 39).

The population redistribution framework proposed by Long (1985,
pp. 34-36) does not seem sufficient for explaining migrant movement
patterns. The fourth phase in this framework is said to occur when
a society has good links to technology and international trade but at
the same time has a limited infrastructure of transportation networks
and commercial organization. In fact, in terms of infrastructure,
Jakarta has several alternative forms of public transport allowing
for commuting. In addition, migration from large metropolitan areas
to small metropolitan areas and vice versa are not incorporated in
Long’s framework. But this type of migration flow has been typical
of Indonesia in the past decade — migration from, for example,
Mebidangro to Jakarta, from Bandung to Bodetabek and from
Gerbangkertosuilsa to Jakarta.
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This article has not incorporated socio-demographic factors
such as age, sex or education level in its exploration of migration
propensities to particular areas. It is also necessary to consider the
places of birth of migrants to see if they migrate directly from
those places to given destination areas or to other places first. These
matters await further research.
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APPENDIX 1
List of Variables for Migrant Status—Origin—Time Model

Variable |

Category

Remark

Dependent Variable

Migrant status

1: migrant

0: stayer (reference
category)

Independent variables

Region of
origin

Jakarta

: Bodetabek

Bogor, Depok Tangerang and Bekasi

: Bandung Raya

: RoWJB

Rest of West Java and Banten

: Kedungsepur

: RoCIY

Rest of Central Java and Yogyakarta

: Gerbangkertosusila

:RoEJ

Rest of East Java

vl x|lao|lu|lsrlwlnw] =

: Mebidangro

10: RoS

Rest of Sumatera

11: Kalimantan

12: Sulawesi

0: Rol (reference
category)

Rest of Indonesia

Time period

1: 1995-2000

2: 20002005

0: 2005-2010
(reference category)
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APPENDIX 2
List of Variables for Saturated Multinomial Logit Origin—Destination—-Time Model
Variable J Category l Remark
Dependent Variable
Region of O | 1: Jakarta Reference category for other regions
origin 2: Bodetabek Bogor, Depok Tangerang and Bekasi
3: Bandung Raya
4: RoWIB Rest of West Java and Banten
5: Kedungsepur
6: RoCJY Rest of Central Java and Yogyakarta
7: Gerbangkertosusila
8: RoEJ Rest of East Java
9: Mebidangro
10: RoS Rest of Sumatera
11: Kalimantan
12: Sulawesi
0: Rol (Rest of Reference category for Jakarta
Indonesia)
Independent variables
Region of D | 1: Jakarta Reference category for other regions
destination 2: Bodetabek Bogor, Depok Tangerang and Bekasi
3: Bandung Raya
4: RoWJB Rest of West Java and Banten
5: Kedungsepur
6: RoCJY Rest of Central Java and Yogyakarta
7: Gerbangkertosusila
8: RoEJ Rest of East Java
9: Mebidangro
10: RoS Rest of Sumatera
11: Kalimantan
12: Sulawesi
0: Rol (Rest of Reference category for Jakarta
Indonesia)

Time period | T {0: 1995-2000
(reference category)

1: 20002005
2:2005-2010
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APPENDIX 3
Population of Indonesia by Migrant Status, 1995-2000, 2000-2005 and 2005-2010
. . . . . Migrants
Period Region of Origin Migrant Stayer Total Proportion
1995~ 1. Jakarta 989,427 7,357,654 8,347,081 0.1185
2000 2. Bodetabek 321,058 12,521,197 12,842,255  0.0250
3. Bandung Raya 206,198 6,088,144 6,294,342  0.0328
4. RoWJB 823,893 23,859,265 24,683,158  0.0334
5. Kedungsepur 232,205 5,192,854 5,425,059  0.0428
6. RoCJY 1,191,945 27,427,636 28,619,581  0.0416
7. Gerbangkertosusila 200,828 7,953,422 8,154,250  0.0246
8. RoEJ 688,250 25,877,476 26,565,726  0.0259
9. Mebidangro 857,690 2,849,014 3,706,704  0.2314
10. RoS 522,441 35,327,573 35,850,014 0.0146
11. Kalimantan 95,053 10,856,094 10,951,147  0.0087
12. Sulawesi 172,182 14,219,589 14,391,771  0.0120
13. Rest of Indonesia 253,760 13,953,050 14,206,810  0.0179
2000— 1. Jakarta 783,930 8,055,317 8,839,247  0.0887
2005 2. Bodetabek 236,364 14,547,010 14,783,374  0.0160
3. Bandung Raya 189,139 6,683,584 6,872,723  0.0275
4. RowJB 454,277 25,784,752 26,239,029  0.0173
5. Kedungsepur 140,930 5,567,414 5,708,344  0.0247
6. RoCJY 708,829 28,816,036 29,524,865  0.0240
7. Gerbangkertosusila 192,309 8,393,287 8,585,596  0.0224
8. RoEJ 483,155 26,989,356 27,472,511  0.0176
9. Mebidangro 167,195 4,006,691 4,173,886  0.0401
10. RoS 427,770 36,568,105 36,995,875  0.0116
11. Kalimantan 120,139 11,947,991 12,068,130  0.0100
12. Sulawesi 155,739 15,594,082 15,749,821  0.0099
13. Rest of Indonesia 148,801 16,066,695 16,215,496  0.0092
2005—- 1. Jakarta 1,059,632 8,548,155 9,607,787  0.1103
2010 2. Bodetabek 358,706 17,990,701 18,349,407  0.0195
3. Bandung Raya 234,074 7,390,803 7,624,877  0.0307
4. RoWJB 707,460 27,004,154 27,711,614  0.0255
5. Kedungsepur 184,104 5,737,527 5,921,631  0.0311
6. RoCIY 1,104,716 28,813,801 29,918,517  0.0369
7. Gerbangkertosusila 243,698 8,871,787 9,115485  0.0267
8. RoEJ 663,515 27,697,757 28,361,272  0.0234
9. Mebidangro 266,310 4,218,845 4,485,155  0.0594
10. RoS 489,649 45,656,127 46,145,776  0.0106
11. Kalimantan 144,767 13,643,064 13,787,831  0.0105
12. Sulawesi 236,012 17,135,770 17,371,782  0.0136
13. Rest of Indonesia 198,880 19,041,312 19,240,192  0.0103

Source: Various Indonesian censuses.

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Nashrul Wajdi, Leo J.G. van Wissen and Clara H. Mulder

412

*000 Shsua)) uonendod woixy ejep Suisn UONBMOJED SIOYINY 20108

0£6'7SS9 LOT'81T T1L6°80T 8LI'99E L69°LSTT 60°CST 8SE'EIT 0STETE 98I°CIS 8TO°0IT 98H°TTS SO0 IFE OT9PHS T SOP'T6L m0],
09L°€ST — 99'STT L90'0E 60L‘TI  LI6 6v9°6  9S1°9  1L6°6T $86°€  9T8TI 9LL°9  ¥TTET  ¥I0bI BISOUOPU] JO 159 "€
T8ITLT  bE8TE — 691°LS 69€v1  88L Y79t SYL'T  9Y0'ET +90°S  I8H'S  6£9°C  6¥LD ¥L991 Isomeng g1
€50°66 L9001 9TSIT — ¥70'8 000°T  0SS'L 988% S91°0T 6l SSI'S SOEE  SOIS 1S6°T1 ugjuewniey ‘11
WY'TTs  TSTTL $ST8I STTIT — 899°0E1 TTETI ¥IE'C 60199 SSL'S  SILCy TTE'6T vOv's6  1¥b°08 S0y 01
069°LS8 8951  86T°1 $TL'EC HIE08L — ¥18 706 L9E°9  86TT S¥8'L I8T'L 8ES€T  IPLTT o13uepIQaN 6
0ST889  SL6°99 61T91 9£Sv6 8LLYS  SPO'T  — YSSYPT 6L9°SS 6LT01 SHT'ST OL8TI OVE'PS  OELIS 409 '8
878007 10S°91 SEE8  EEIST SI6°8 9¢6 9LE89 — TEOOT TS8°9  ILTL IST'Y  L9S9OT  6SLIT e[Isnsousy3ueqion *L
SPEI61°T 8P1°8T 8T6°E1 1TEIL IVIWII  $STE  LETYL ¥STLT — 600°8€1 QLT TET 86T°LS TOF09T €T9°TLT ArJ04 9
SOTTET  8L6Y  PSO'E  6ELET SSOWT  8TL 6£T°01 LT8'8  LSTHOI — 906°01 L88°9 OVI‘€T  $6LOE andasSunpay 'g
€68°CT8  ES8'ST V8LV IS6°IT ¥9T'6Y  TEI'T  £09°6  LLLS LVTE9 SOOI — 9L6°E9T TTY'BTE  6L86V1 armoy v
861907 +S8% TSI'E  €0T9 96081  L6IT TEEE TOI'T S69°91 €S8T €788 — WTTY  6¥9'TT eAey Sunpueq ‘¢
8S0°1TE  TOT'® IVCZ'T 9€S°S  TETPT  EI8T  TILLE €951 89S°IE ¥S9€  L¥TOTI TTO1T — 6v1°L6 sjaqelopog ‘7
LTV'686  SL8'ST PILOT PLS'ST OFI'6S  1.88 1486  091°L 0S0°08 SS6'%1 TS9IL 8LS€T LIOTL9 — epeyer |
€I zr Ir or 6 8 L 9 [y 4 £ F4 I
mog u18120
uoppulIsaq

0007 snsua)) wopemdog ‘wonsunsa(q pue WSLIQ Aq S)WBASI\ [BUOISILIAIU] JO JoqUINN
¥ XIANHddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



413

Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia

'600T AoAIG [BSUOIOIU] WO BJep FUIsn UONRINO[Ed SIOYINY (20108

LLS"80TY 181°L91

£86°YTT 9LLBIT 9TO'E8Y BTL'8YT 96£°99T S6T'ELT 11S6E¥

ovZvorL

960°68T £VE19T TEO9T6 010919

&0l

108°8%y1 — 0£6°Sy  SOE°El  ST6TT  81h LT89T LS9'O1 LYVRLT SOU'T  T€ST 0§ 0€TL  S16°E BISOUOPU] JO 359y "€ |
6EL'SST  €I¥'Th — 095°T9 T9L°TT LPET 0S¥9 000°T S¥T'6 SHO'T  TSET  TZL Y97’ 08501 1sameng "z 1
6E1°0CT  096°L 9IELT — LESOT — 010°61 0859  86S1€ €781  +TT01 076 0£T9  1¥6°L uejuewIEey 1§
OLLLTY OVP'8  L8E'S €IL8 — 10L°0ET T08°LT 81I'v  9£T'6S SES°6  8TT'ST I1v8°T1 L6LOL €L6°6S S0y 01
S61°L9T TIT'T  €IET  TSI'E  8TYTET — TiL 49! yeL's  — 8061  SL£€  STI'L ¥£0'6 0I3uepIgIN "6
SSI'E8Y  060°6v 8€901 IELPS 18S°8y 08 — £95°00T 967°8€ 86S°C  ¥VO'ET VYSLT  LOSTT 1SS‘8E {404 '8
60€T61 19001 679°0  6E1°ST €486  T61 ¥85°001 — STL'9T TOO‘E  0S8¥ 896 0799  99L°LY e[isnsopoySurqan L
678°80L 8S0°0T STITI 8VI‘TE 0SS‘16 TEOS 961°8C 18T17 — €T6'Y9 T18L°LE SLEST 08E9FT 086°€TT ALDod 9
0€6°0FT  S6I€  TLT'E  99LL  ¥90°ST — SLE'S  TI6'E 19T6S — 96TY  TOT'T  TTEIT $0£0T Indes8unpay ‘¢
LLTVSY  116°€  LLT'Y  856°S 9989 +8¢ E'S  €IS'Y  9TE6T ELYT  — 81¥°68 TLL'6ET 8£0°9CT armod ‘v
6E1°681  68FF €959  69€°S 61191 ¥TL SE0°C  €TF'E  T19L°1T 9S8°C  TLV8L — L108T TIEST edey Sunpued ¢
¥9E9€T  0ITY 6881 CTI6T 9v6vT 688 6776 ¥96'y  ST88F 9€6°T 098y LYEVT — 919°CL Joqerepogq ‘T
0€6'€8L  T6OIT  +#9°6  €TOL OLE'TL E€¥T'L SE6°TE TEIS  LSOTOT $88°6  +0809 TLEET 69LESH — epeyef °|
€I T Ir or 6 [ Z 9 s f £ z I
mear ursl0
uonvuissq

S007 AoAINg [BSUIIINU] ‘UONBUNSI(] pUR WMSLIQ) Aq SHUBISIA [eUOISaLId)U] JO JIQUINN]
¢ XIANAddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



o}
k)
>
>
T
%
O *000Z snsua) uone[ndod wolj ejep Suisn UoHER[NO[BD SIOYINY 120108
d €, 4 13 3 3 < <, (3 19 < 19 € 3
- £TS168°S LPLLIE 898°881 19S°0Sy ¥OL°6EL 6VI‘EYT 0S1°097 ££T°98T 168°8TH TTRPST TEEELE ISELIT 0SOPEST SOPOVL [e10L,
n_m 088861 — ELILS S169T SI9LT ¥PO'T  €9T°6T 1101 CILTT 6vE'y  #68°C  0T9F%  €58°CT  1£0°CT BISOUOPU] JO 159y "1
m T10°9¢T  L¥S‘06 — 9vb‘v8  809°¢l 8IS PITO  6S8°C  S00'8 €OLT TILT 968°C 0846 #0011 1Same[ns 71
S LOL'YPT  svE's  LTI‘TE — 0SSPT  LO6 600°TT TYL'S  OPY'ET 6¥6E  808°v  v60'v  LIOTI  ELLTI uejuewIey 11
> 6v9'%68y  €LTEl LL8'6  ILO'IT — 6LE'GTT YOBTC 608'v  90L'9S TSO'S  668'LE 99€°ST €SPI0OT  096°89 o 1)
m 01€°99Z 6LL°C 1181  €SL'S  TOE'661 — 6v0°T  S6I'T  STLY  T9OT  SSL'S  €6T9  $S8°0T  IELYI 013uBPIQIN '6
3 SIS€99  SEOV6 8881 L¥8'90T vHI¥9 +CI‘lT — 098°VIT ISL'by €£9°L  TISTI 098  OII‘IS  106°8€ a0y '8
1 869'€YT  6¥9'ST BIETL 86£6T 99LVI LLOT  Obb68 — €65°ST 90T¥  IEv'9 €ISy €L6'IT  ¥9E'el E[ISNSOLIBUBQID) 'L
T 9ILYOI'T LS8'6T LLEOT €OE'E0T 6IIPE] 0S0°c  8£+'8¢ 901°1C — 66L°L6 OVI'SL SSL'YY v6H6T  8TLOVT Ar00¥ 9
= vOIV8L  69L°L  6SE'S  €TLLT 6I6TT 118 TEVL L89%  PLLOS — vr9'9  TP9'E €019 I¥THT Indas3unpay -g
£ 09¥L0L 6LKOL T90'8  8LOIT P6LTL 8SHT  €58°01 SES'y  9Eviy 6019 — 91ETTT 86L°0ST  T6'0S] armod v
nan YLOPET T106°9  TTS'H  €LT'8 0109 €8€T  08€°S 86LT 190°0C 8LET ¥89%6L — 1891y  £004T eAey Sunpueq ‘¢
90L°8SE  SLO‘L  TSI'S  99I°L  006°€S LT8T OOT°IT OZE'E 80°0S LILS SLETL 66T'LT — LTLTTI Jeqeiepoq ‘7
TE9'6SO°T BE0'0T ¢TSY'BT 886°LT LE9S6 1958 89161 1168  +L9'8L S98°TT 89999 [B0OTT €8E'169 — BueNer |
€I zr I or 6 8 Y 9 s » £ 4 I
mr uslo
uoyvuyssq

414

0107 Snsud)) uopendo ‘woneunsI(q put WISLIQ Aq SHUBISIA [BUOIGILINU] JO JaquInN
9 XIANAddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



415

Interregional Migration Flows in iIndonesia

*000Z snsua)) uoejndod woj jep Suisn uoyenoes SIOINY 22m08

00001 €€€ 60t  65S  99LI €€T  STE 8LV €8L  ITE  L6L 0TS  9SET  60°CI Te0L
00001 — 0SSt S®IT  I9v  9¢0  08€ €T I8TT LST  99%  L9T  ITS  TSS BISaUOpU] JO 1S3 "¢
00001  LO61 — 0T€E SE8 o0 01T 65T 8¢l ¥6T 8’ 11T T6E 896 IsameNg “Z|
00001 6501 €171 — vP8  SO'T  ¥6L PSS ITIT 6¥E TS 8FE €68 LSTI ueuewes 11
00001 SE€T  6¥E 9% — 10T 9T ¥90  S9TI 89T  8€8  €LS  9T®T OS] S0Y 01
00001 810 SI'0 €40 8606 — 600 110  ¥L0 STO 160 $80 ¥LT  S9T 0ISUBPIGIN 6
00001 €L6 9€T  PLET 96L STO — £5°SE 608  6¥1  L9E  L8T  06L TSL 904 '8
00001 TT8 SI't ISTL ¥y LYO  SOPE  — 86'L I¥E TYE  LOT  ST8 €801 e[IsnsoasSueqIon L
00001 9€T  LI'T  86'S 8S6  LTO €T9 67T — 811 1011 I8v  S®IT  L8TT ALD0Y 9
00001 ¥IT  TET  TES  1€9  IE0 v 08E  06FF — oLy  L6T  L66  9TEI Jndesgunpay °g
00001 T61 860 99T 86S ¥i0 LIl  9¥0 89L w1 — 0661 1665 6181 armod v
00001 SE€ET  €ST  I0°E 8L8  LOT T TOT 018 8ET 896 — 6¥°0T 8601 eAey] Sunpueg ‘¢
00001 ST OL0 TLT  LSL 90 LT'T  6¥0 €86 YT SYLE §69 — 9Z°0€ Yaqeiepod ‘T
00001 09T 80T  LST  86S (80 660 TLO 608 IST  vIL WT LY — Ll LT
£1 zr n o1 6 2 L 9 S I £ 4 I
mor w10
uoyvunsoq

0007 snsud)) uonendo ‘moneunsd( Jo BAIY Aq SJUBISIH [BUCISLId)U] Jo saSuv)uadidg

L XIANAddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Nashrul Wajdi, Leo J.G. van Wissen and Clara H. Mulder

416

*$00Z ASAIMG [ESUSDISIUT WOJ EJEp JuIsn UONEBINO[Ed SIOYINY 221085

00001  L6€ L6'T 0TS 8v'11  €£5°¢ €€9  6V'9 PrO1  8YT  L89 £8°¢ LLIT  ¥9¥1 [e10L
00001 — L80E  ¥6'8 69'8 870 €081  61'T1 66’11 8.0  OL1 €00 98y €9°C BISUODUT JO 1S9 "€1
00001  €TLT — LTOY SSL 1S°1 (484 8’1 ¥6'S  L90 (80 90 8¢€'¢ 6L'9 1sameng 71
00001 €99 Wyl — Ly — 8'S1T 8¢ 0€9T TS1 158 LL'O 61'¢S 199 ueprewtjesy ‘1|
00001  L6'1 9Tl ¥oc  — SS0E 059 960 S8El €TT 06 LL'e S6'LT 20Vl SoY ‘01
00001  SE1 6L0 68'1 ceL  — €70 600 e — 140! [{0x 9T or's 0IBUeBpIqaIN ‘6
00001 9101 0TT €1 soor L0 — ISy €6L  $LO0  OLT LSO 9% 86°L a0y '8
007001 1A Sh'e L8'L (20 oro (YA oL'8 9¢'1 [4%4 0s°0 e 144 B[ISNSOLBURGIS) *L,
00001 €8T | FAN 1494 6Tl IL0 86'¢ 00— 91’6 £e's 8S'¢ §9°0C 09°I€ ALDOU 9
00001  LTT (434 1$°¢ 6901 — 8¢ 8L'T SOty — 0'¢ 95°1 IS R N R A 41 Indas3unpay ‘g
00001 980 ¥6°0 g1 (48] 800 81'T 660 9’9  ¥s0 — 0881 LLOE $6'6T qarmoa’y
00°00T  LET e ¥8'C (4% ] 8€°0 99'C 181 111 v0'T  ev'iy — 18yl 018 eAey Sunpueg ‘¢
00001 8L 080 XA SS01  LEO  06'E 01°C 9907 ¥T'1 9s°0C  LO9 — Log Jeqeepod ‘T
00001 ¥ XA 06'0 €T'6 760 LOY §9°0 L6t 9T1 oL'L [T 8L — eueyef |
€r zr T or 6 8 Y2 9 [ 4 £ 4 I
o1 uug
uoyvuysaq

S007 AdAING [BSTIDINU] ‘UONBUNSI(] JO BV AQ SIMBISITA] [BUOISALIANU] JO $338IWIIIT
8 XIANHIddY

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



417

Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia

‘0102 snsus) uone|ndod wioxy ejep SUisn UORRNOED SIOYINY (904108

000001 6€S ITE€ SYL  SSTI YT Wy 98F  8TL  £9T €9 vSF  SO9T  L9°TI [e0L
00001 — SL'ST  £6°€T 988 TS0 OLZI  €TS KNI 61T 961  TET 99 S0'9 wIsouOpuy Jo 159 "€
00001 LESE — 8L'SE  LLS  TCO0  £9T V9T 6€€  TLO  SI'T  S9T OV 99F 159M¥INS ‘7]
00001  9%9  0§1C — SO0l €90 0TSl L6€  0T9I €LT  TEE €8T 08 788 ueyuewEY ‘11
00001 1LT 0T 05y — 8€YZ  99% 860  8SIT 9T bLL  8T'S  TLOT  80FI SO ‘01
00001 +0'T 890 9I'T  ¥8WL — LLO S0 LLT  O¥0 91T 9T 8L €SS 013UBPIGIN 6
00001 LI¥T ¥8C  OI'91 L96 LIO — 8eze  yL9  SI'T €61 $TI OLL 98§ £390 '8
000001  ZSOT  +9%  90ZI 900 b0  OL9E — 869  ELT 9T 981 706  S6L BJISNSOMONSUEqIaD L
00001 OLT ST S€6  vITl  8TO  8¥E 161 @ — S8'8  L99 SOV 0L9T ££7TT ALD04 9
00001 TT¥ 16T €96  S¥II WO  WOF  SST  p80E  — 19¢ 861  8I'VI  LIEl mdas3unpay -g
00001 S¥T  ¥I'l 90 6Z01 120 €T  #90 19 980 — 6TLL  SY'SE  YEIT IMON b
00001 S6CT €61 €€ 8€'SI 0T 0€T  OT1 LS8 T vObE — 18L1  STOl eAey Sunpueq ‘¢
00001 L6T YT 00T  €0ST  6L0 60€ €60 S6E€l 65T  810T 8% — 17%E YoqeIopod T
00001 681 9T OLT €06 180 I8  #80 Zvl ZI'l  6T9 80T  STS9 — epeey '
€1 a I o1 6 8 L 9 s » £ z T
mer w0
uopvupsaq

0107 snsua) uonendo ‘woneur)sa(y Jo vary Aq sneadIy [uoiSa.LId)u] Jo §a38)u2013J

6 XIANIddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



9]
ke
5
=
T
©
% ‘0002 snsua) uoneindod woly e1ep Suisn UONE[NO[Ed SIOYINY 204108
.m 00001  00°001 00°00f 00°00T 007001 00°00T 00001 00°00T 00°00T 0000l 00001 00001 00001 0000I [el0],
W L8'E — STSS  1T8 10°1 090 (494 L6'1 ¥8'S 681 9T'T 661 98°0 LL't BISSUOPU] JO 159y "¢1
% £€9'C o1 — 1961 1 10 oLl 88°0 6v'y 0¥'T So'L L0'1 144! 0r'e Isame[ng 71
< St'i (424 (4% — 690 $9°0 ¥s'e 9¢°1 £6'¢ 851 660 L60 [491] 171 uejreniiesy "1
= L6'L 9 L8 08'¢S - 8¢€'¢8  8L'S 901 88°C1  9I'V 8¢'8 LL'8 81'9 101 SOY 01
mw 80°¢l wo 790 w0l oLy — 8¢€°0 670 A 790 051 |44 (A0} L8'T 0I3uBpIga '6
3 05°01 IL0E  9L'L ;®ST  ELY 89°0 - L08L S80I 88% €8y Lre (43 £$°9 [909°8
H_, 90t LS°L 66'¢ 98’9 LLO 19°0 s0CceE  — e sTe 6¢'1 [44! L0'1 SLT B[ISNSOLYSURGISD L
2 8181 16Cl  L99 8’61 986 €1'e 6LvE  OL'8 - °5's9  TI'ST 0891 9891 O¥'bE ALO049
W 1432 8T'C 9’1 SLE LT 8¥'0 08’y [4: ot — 60'C 0T 0s°1 68'¢ Indas3unpay ‘¢
m LS'Tl LTL 6C'C 66'S 9Ty L0 (U4 171 el 1SS — 608y 6C°IC 16'81 Mo 'y
nNsa ST'E £T'C ISl 691 95’1 1A 981 L9'0 T Sel 99°S1T  — €Lt 98'C eAgy unpueg ‘¢
06'v 9IL'e Lot ISt o1'e 811 LL1 0$°0 S1'9 eLl 10€T 919 - 9T'Tl Jaqerepod T
60°S1 8T'L ers STY e 09°6 19v 67T 09°S1T  O1'L el 00 ey — BMBYE[ |
¥4 r 14 114 6 8 L 9 < 4 £ 4 I
mor wdug
uonvusa(q

418

0007 susud) wonemdog ‘mBLI() Jo IV Aq SHUBISIN [EUOISALINU] JO SaTBIUIIIJ
01 XIAONIddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



419

*§00T ASAING [ESUA2ISIU] WO B)ep BUISN UOHBINO[ED SIOYINY (2008

00001 007001 007001 007001 007001 007001 007001 00°00T 00001 00001 007001 00°00T 00001 00°001 B0
vse  — SL'9E 809 89T  8TO  LOOL 609 90v CTI'l 880 €00  6L0  ¥9°0 BISOUOPU] JO 359 "€ [
oLe  LEST — 09'8C €¥T 8T TWTZT  €L0 01T 001  LVO  S¥O LSO TLI 1SaMEINS 7|
$8T  9LY  S8El — 81T — V'L T 6L SLT  ¥SE LSO 890 6T uejuewEey 11
91’01  SOS  IEY 86 — 88'L8 POl 1ST  8YEl  SI'6 €L vEL  8€8  ¥L6 SO ‘01
L6€  SET  SOT Wl TYLT — LTo 900 01— 990 60T 8.0 LV 0I3UBPIGIN ‘6
SYIl  9£6T IS8 TOST 9001  ¥SO  — 6£€L IL8  SKE ISP ILT 9¥T 979 404 '8
LSy TO9  0€S  T&9  vOT  €I0  TLLE — I8€ 88T 89T 090 LD 88T B[IsnsopaySueqIan L
v89l 00T 0L'6 69l S68I  8EE  8SO1  6LL 8TT9 LOEl  ELST  86'ST  9E9E ALO0¥ 9
SEe 161 79T sst Tle — 0T w1 syEl — Lyl 9T 8LT  0€€ mdasBunpayf
6L01  YET TVE TLT  €9L  9TO 10T SOl L9 LgT  — v6'TS  9TST 80T 4rmod v
6V 69T STS S¥T  veE  6K0 681  STI  S6¥  oLe  SULT  — 90t 6vT vy Sunpueg ¢
79 TeT  IST €61 9I'S 090  9¥E T8I 1Nl T8T  T891 688 — 6L°T1 ¥aquiapod T
€981 €99 zLL 1€ 86bl  L8F 66’11 881  EI'€C  8¥6  HOIT  6T8  ¥S6b  — L2 L |
7 zr n o1 6 8 Y 9 Iy I £ z 1
miof 18110
uonvunsoq

Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia

6007 £3A1ng [esuIINU] ‘WBLIQ JO vaIY Aq syuriSIy [BUOIS2.LI)U] JO SITBIUIINY
11 XIANAddV

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



o)
ie]
i)
b
T
©
% *010Z snsua) uotendod woyj eyep Suisn uonLINO[R SIOYINY 120408
m 00001  00°00T 00°00T 0000T 00001 007001 00001 00°00T 00001 00001 0000T 00001 00001 00001 =L,
m 8C'€ — LTOE L6'S  8ET  EL0  IL6  ¥9E OES 18T w0l €LT  ¥80 191 BISSUOPU] JO 159 €]
m 10 0S8 — PLST V8T LEO0 6T SET 81 Ol EL0  9¥1 790 LY Isame[ng 7|
= W v6T 891 — L6T €90  9¥'8 10T  L¥S  SST  6TT  EST  8L0 1L uejewIey ‘11
> 1£8 81y €TSS  89v — 6€€8 LL'8 89T  TTEL 0TS SI0L 6¥6 199  $T6 $0Y 01
m 1A% 4 L80 960 8TT 969 — 6L°0 TPF0  OI'T 690 ST S€T  9€T  L6T 013UEPIGIIN *6
g 9TI1  656T L66  ILET 898  6L0 — 90'SL  EVOT  €6F  evE  9T'E  €€€  ITS (904 '8
= Yy LO8  66S  TS9 00T SLO  8EVE — €9€  TLT T 691 g1 65T R[ISNSOLIDYBURGISD "L,
B SL'8T  0F6 668  £6TC YI'8T  E€1T 8LV LEL  — LUE9  €L61  ¥L91 TT6L  90°EE AL20Y 9
= (AK3 YT ¥8T  €6€  OIE LSO 98T Y91 vTEl 8LT  9€T  OL1T  STE andosFunpay g
£ 1021 . 0¢€ LTy I8y $86  TOT LI 8T 90Tl S6E — SLSY  ¥E9T  TTOT arMod v
m L6€ LI'T  6€T 8T L8Y 99T LOT 80 89F  ¥ST  ¥EIT  — wT e eAey Sunpueq ‘¢
609 €T LT 65T 6TL  L6T LTV 9Tl L9NT  69E  6€61 Ly9 @ — vr91 ¥2qerepog ‘¢
66'LT  1€9 886  66€ 6Tl 86S  LEL  II'E EST 99L  9%Ll  9T8  SOSy — BLIRYE( |
£r 44 n or 6 $ L 9 S ¥ £ 4 I
mof w180
uoyvunsaq

420

0107 snsud)) uonendod ‘uiSu() Jo vy £q SHuLISI [U0ISI.L19)U] JO $aTBIUIDII
71 XIONAddY

This content downloaded from 129.125.148.109 on Fri, 13 Sep 2019 06:15:47 UTC

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Interregional Migration Flows in Indonesia 421

APPENDIX 13
In- and Out-migration Flows: Gini Index Values for 1995-2000, 20002005
and 2005-2010, Interregional Migration in Indonesia

1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010
Origin In- Out- In- Out- In- Out-
migration migration migration migration migration migration
1. Jakarta 0.5303 0.6572 0.5868 0.6254  0.5518  0.6389
2. Bodetabek 0.6712  0.7314 0.6863  0.6606  0.6635  0.6608
3. Bandung Raya 0.6266  0.6030 0.6954 0.5693 0.6078  0.5623
4.RoWJB 0.5380  0.6523 0.5571 0.6501 0.5251  0.6266
5. Kedungsepur 0.6805 0.5634 0.6922 0.5785 0.6571 0.4870
6.RoCJY 03757 04647 0.3810 0.5145 03470 0.5012
7. Gerbangkertosusila  0.7955  0.4619  0.7585  0.6134  0.7551  0.4956
8.RoEJ 0.5832  0.4969 0.5264 0.5632 04839 0.5278
9. Mebidangro 0.8301 0.8726 0.8674 0.8019 0.8181 0.7758
10.RoS 0.7260  0.4805 0.4751 05292 04624 0.4739
11. Kalimantan 04685 03343  0.5232 0.4518 0.4802 0.4063
12. Sulawesi 0.6255  0.5427 0.4909 0.6368 0.4584  0.6586

13. Rest of Indonesia 0.4540 0.5611  0.5113  0.5397 0.5317 0.4542

Source: Authors’ calculation.
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