Interdisziplinéres Institut fiir Raumordnung

Stadt- und Regionalentwicklung
Wirtschaftsuniversitét Wien

Vorstand: o.Univ.Prof.Dr.Walter B.St58hr
A-1190 Wien, Hasenauerstrage 42/8, Tel. (0222) 34-43-19

1981

TERRITORTIAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION x)

I T R~ SEPARATA 11 1981




ST.ESA SERA T3

Department of international Economic and Social Affairs
POPULATION STUDIES, No. 75

Population Distribution Policies
in Development Planning

Papers of the United Nations/UNFPA Workshop
on Population Distribution Policies in Development Planning
Bangkok, 4-13 September 1979

United Nations
New York, 1981

e -



NOTE

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this
publication do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of
the Secretariat of the United Nations concerning the legal status of any country,
territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its
frontiers or boundaries.

The term “country” as used in the text and tables of this publication also
refers, as appropriate, to territories or areas.

The designations “developed” and “developing” economies are intended for
statistical convenience and do not necessarily express a judgement about the Stage
reached by a particular country or area in the development process.

The views expressed in signed papers are those of the individual authors and
do not imply the expression of any opinion on the part of the United Nations
Secretariat.

Papers have been edjted and consolidated in accordance with United Nations
practice and requirements.

Symbols of United Nations documents are composed of capital letters
combined with figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a reference to a United
Nations document.

The printing of this volume was made possible by a publications
grant from the United Nations Fund for Popuiation Activities

l ST/ESA/SER.A/ﬁT

UNITED NATIONS PUBLICATION

Sales No. E.81.XI11.5 ,

L

Price: SU.S. 16.00




CONTENTS

HePAAMAOEY BOWES

R A L O OB et e e
Chapter
PART ONE. THE GOALS OF POPULATION DISTRIBUTION POLICY
[. DEFINING URBAN POPULATION DISTRIBUTION GOALS IN DEVELOPMENT
3 PLANNING
Harry W. Richardson ...
1 o Heterogeneity of countries ... 1
. 3. Optimal city size ... 0 01T
C. The primate city in popuiation distribution goals ......... ... . . . .
D. Lower ranks of the urban hierarchy ... T
E.  The Pareto distribution and optimality ......... .. 7"
£ Polarization reversal ... T T
G- Ruraliurban balance ... 07T
H. Spread and backwash over space ...................... ... .
[.  Reduction of regional disparities and population distribution ... .
J. Limitations on planning population distribution .. ... ... . . .
Summary and conclusions ............... ..
II. OBJECTIVES AND RATIONALES FOR REGIONAL POPULATION REDISTRIBU-
TION IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
Akin L. Mabogunje ...................... ...
A.  Economic arguments for intervention ......... .. .
B.  Ecological arguments for intervention......... . T
C.  Social arguments for intervention ... . [T
D. Administrative arguments for intervention ...... ... . "
E. Political arguments for intervention ... ..., [T
TR 030 B e B e e
PART TWO. GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION IN POPULATION
DISTRIBUTION
III. PorurLaTtion DISTRIBUTION POLICIES: THE NEED FOR CAUTION
Rotchi Mera....................., "0
A.  Government objectives and instruments for intervention . ... ...
B. Insufficient knowledge about the problem ......... ... . .
C.  Cost of government intervention ... ... . e
D.  Alternative policies ... .o
Conelusion ... LTI
T IV. EVALUATION oF SOME ARGUMENTS AGAINST GOVERNMENT [NTER-
VENTION TO INFLUENCE TERRITORIAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION

Walter B. Stghr ... 007 T UTUOTON
A. Two types of government intervention to influence territorial

population distribution: adaptive and normative intervention ..., ..
B.  Practical/political arguments concerning government intervention 1o
influence territorial population distribution ..... ... . .
C. Some theoretical arguments against government intervention to
influence territorial population distribution ... ... .. .
D. Migration policy and government intervention to influence territorial
population distribution in some European countries ... .. ..

v

19
20
23
25
26
28
28

13
45

48

S

¥
i
'



Chaprer

Puge

PART THREE. POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION MECHANISMS AND

V.

VI.

VI

VIII.

IX.

POLICY INSTR UMENTS

POPULATXON REDISTRIBUTION MECHANISMS AS RELATED To VARIOUS
FORMS oFf DEVELOPMENT

Thbes of sl miorsin oo e 53
A Types of internal migration and the migratory process ... . 53
B. Determinants of internal migration ... T 56
C. A temative approach for studying the determinants of internal

migration as related to various forms of development ... . . 61
PopuLATION DISTRIBUTION MEASURES AND THE REDISTRIBUTION MEcH.
ANISM

Roland J. Fychs and George J. Demko ... ... 70

Policy definition and instrument identification ... 11T 70
B Policy Instruments in developed centraily planned economies ., , . 71
C. olicy mstruments in developed market economies ... . 1" 7
D.  Comparison of policy instruments in developed market economjes

and in developed centrally planned cconomies..... . .. 74
E Policy instruments in dcve!oping countries ... .. 76
F Comparison  of major  population redistribution measures ip

developed market and centrally planned €conomies and in developmg

Policy mstriments s i oo and n developing 78
G. Policy instruments and the redistribution mechanism ... 79
Summary and SOEMSIONS v L 82

PART FOUR. URBAN~ORIENTED POLICIES

A REVIEW anD EVALUATION oF ATTEMPTS TO CONSTRAIN MIGRATION To
SELECTED URBAN CENTRES AND REGIONS

Some proonS 87
A. Some preliminary s e 87
B.  Constraints et e e 88
C. CIosed«:ity and ami-accommodation policies ... T 89
D. Dormitory towns and sateilite LTSRS 92
E.  Industria] L e 94
F. Agricultura] i R 95
L T 98
REVIEW anp EVALUATION OF yrpan ACCOMMODATIONIST POLICIES IN
POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION

Aprodicio A. R 101
A, Legitimiza[ion I e o e D e 103
B. Reception centres for new migrants ... [T 104
C. Upgrading of slum/squatter communities ... Il 105
D.  Sites ang S e S e e 106
E. Low-cost e L 108
F. s e e 109
R BT R e 1
A REVIEW anD EVALUATION oFf ATTEMPTS TO DirecT MIGRANTS TO
SMALLER AND INTERMEDIATE-S1zE CITIES

Dby o T e 113
A.  Developed Countiet. e 114
B. Deve!oping S R 122
Summary and B R o 126

vi




Puage

Chaprer
PART FIVE. RURAL-ORIENTED POLICIES
. X. REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF ATTEMPTS TO DIRECT MIGRANTS TO
' FRONTIER AREAS THROUGH LAND COLONIZATION SCHEMES
Tunku Shamsul Bharin .......... .. ... . 131
A. Objectives of land colonization...... .. ... . 132
B. Considerations for a successful land colonization scheme ...... .. 134
! C.  Land colonization, spontaneous migration and regional development 139
Conclusion ... ... T 142
XI. RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES: PLANNED VERSUS ACTUAL MIGRA-
TION OUTCOMES
Sally E. Findley ... . 144
A. Differences in migrant WYPes ... 144
B.  Commercial, capital-intensive agricultural development strategy ... 145
C. Integrated rural development programmes............ .. . .. 151
D. Evaluations of integrated rural development projects .. ... ... . . 162
Conclusion ... 164
PART SIX. INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND DATA NEEDS
XII. PopuLaTION REDISTRIBUTION: POLICY FORMULATION AND IMPLEMEN-
TATION
Robin J. Pryor................... . 169
A. Policy formulation ....... .. ... T 169
B. Policy implementation ........... . . . 01 175
C. Country case studies .......... ... . [l 177
Conclusion ... 181
XII. RESEARCH PRIORITIES AND DATA NEEDS FOR ESTABLISHING AND
EVALUATING POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION POLICIES
Sidney Goldstein.................. 183
A. Sources and limitations of data ......... ... .. 185
B. Research priorities ... [T 189
C. Data collection and amalysis ... . o 193
Summary ... 200
ANNEXES
I LIST OF PARTICIPANTS ... .. ... ... 204
I LIST OF DOCUMENTS ... .. . . [/ 205

Explanatory Notes

The following symbols have been used in the tables throughout the report:

Three dots (. . ) indicate that data are not available or are not separately reported.
A dash (~) indicates that the amount is nil or negligible.
A blank in a table indicates that the item is not applicable.
A minus sign (~) indicates a deficit or decrease, except as indicated.
A full stop () is used to indicate decimais.
A slash (/) indicates a crop year or financial year, e.g., 1970/71.
Use of a hyphen (-} between dates representing years, e.g.. 1971-1973, signifies the full period
invoived, including the beginning and end years.
Details and percentages in tables do not necessarily add to totals, because of rounding.
Reference to “tons™ indicates metric tons, and to “dollars” ($} United States dollars, uniess
otherwise stated.
Reference to “billion” indicates a thousand muilion.

vit




—————el

IV. EVALUATION OF SOME ARGUMENTS AGAINST GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION
TO INFLUENCE TERRITORIAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION

Walter B. Stipr

they are, of course, sometimes mutually interrelated,
as will be seeq. Furthermore, this discussion distin-
guishes between arguments concerning what may be
called “adaptive” government intervention, as distinct
from “normative” government intervention, The latter
policy is divided into: (q) “facxlitating normative”; and
(b) “restricting normatjve” government intervention.

This organization appears justified inasmuch as both
the practical/political and the theoretical arguments
dppear to differ with regard to these types of interven-
tion.

A. Two Types OF GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION TO
INFLUENCE TERRITORIAL POPULATION DISTRIBU-
TION: ADAPTIVE AND NORMATIVE INTERVENTION

Policies to influence the territorial distribution of
population are usually thought of primarily in terms of
interventions to bring the distribution of population in

usually take place
changes in physical, social, political, technological or
economic conditions. Such changes may either occur
s a consequence of the functional changes or as an aig
to facilitate them,

In the first case, changes in the territorial distribu-
tion of population are 3 consequence or ap accom-
panying phenomenon of the functionaj processes
mentioned: the distribution of (he population wil]
adapt to changes in chimate or to the exhaustion of
natural resources, to the émergence of new forms of

automation etc. Such adaptation can occur without
the Spontaneous
T

* Professor ang Director, Intcrdiscxplinary Institute for Urban and
Regional Studies, University of Economics, Vienna, Austria,
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reaction of households ang enterprises to

supranational levels: by local or regional plans, na-
settiement policies, international migration
policies etc. The latter policies are here termed
“adaptjve” government interventjon to influence ter-
ritorial population dism’bution, because they represent
attempts to adapt the popuiation distribution to the

requirements of other societal processes.
However, government intervention in the territoria)
distribution of population can ajso take place in order
o . : i Gov.

exploit their minera) or agricultural resources: they

may attempt to change existing settlement patterns in
order to facilitate new forms of community organiza-
tion, to change existing power Structures or to utiljze

€xpected economijc advantages of economic growth

v in the
second, territoriaj change guides functionaj societal

On the whole, few arguments are raised against
adaptive government intervention to influence territo-
rial population distribution, but many arguments are

@) It restricts the freedom of the individual ip
moving and choosing a residential and working loca-
tion of his or her own free wiil, that Is, in “voting with

' John Friedmann and Clyde Weaver, Territorv and F, unction: The
Evolution of Regional Planning tLondon, Edward Arnoid, 1978;.

* Charles M. Tiebout, =4 pure theory of Jocal expenditures”,
Journal of Political Economy, vof. 54, No. § (October 19563, pp.
416424,
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intervention in the face of other (functional) societal
processes—e.g., industrialization or changes in terms
of trade—which themselves curtail individual free-
~om. This point is the focus not only of the practical/
political but of the theoretical/consistency arguments;

{p) Itdisturbs an automatic equilibrium mechanism
which would otherwise induce persons to move to
locations where both their individual welfare and
aggregate nauonal efficiency would be maximized.
This argument has been raised by neo-classical
cconomists and by political liberals: it is analysed in
section C mainly from a theoretical/consistency point
of view:

{c} It primarily serves the interests of the ruling
economic and political strata by making abundant and
therefore cheap labour available in locations that best
suit the interests of those strata: this practical/political
argument has only very recently been levied overtly;

{d) It, in practice. is ineffective because of the per-
vasive influence of overall economic and political
structures which relegate government intervention to
influence territorial population distribution to a mere
superficial action and an attempt to cure symptoms
rather than addressing their underlying causes:

(e} It is ineffective because of the complexity of
behavioural and deterministic factors  governing
population distribution which makes any intervention,
short of complete government control over all inter-
actions between individuals and enterprises, useless.
In order to deal with these questions more sys-
tematically, the types of interventions are described
below and are illustrated in figure II.

The types of government intervention to influence
territorial population distribution and their objectives
are:

(a) Adaptive intervention: the objective is to adapt
population distribution to the consequences of
functional societal change, e.g., of industrialization,
modernization, spontaneous growth centres:

(by  Normative intervention: the objective is to use
government intervention as an instrument to influence
the rate and direction of functional societal change;

(¢) Facilitating normative intervention: the objec-
tive is to facilitate specific objectives of overall
societal change;

(d)  Restricting normative intervention: the objec-
tive is to control societal change to reduce disruptive
effects.

Figure II. Types of government intervention to influence territorial
population distribution (GII'TPD)

{—“ “Adaptive” GIITPD -—‘“—‘
FUNCTIONAL SOCIETAL TERRITORIAL POPU LATloﬂ
CHANGE DISTRIBUTION |
! L_"Fuci“mting J
7Normativs" GUTPO

““Restricting
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B. PRACTICAL/POLITTCAL ARGUMENTS CONCERNING
GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION TO
TERRITORIAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION

Practical/political arguments against government
intervention to influence territorial population distri-
bution are levied mainly because of their socio-politi-
cal consequences. On the whole, some of these
arguments  seem  stronger than the theoretical

arguments which usuaily occupy the foreground of

public discussion.

Arguments concerning adaptive intervention

Adaptive government intervention to influence ter-
ritorial population distribution usually takes place to
ameliorate the effects of functional changes. If these
changes occur in physical conditions and are abrupt,
such as earthquakes or droughts, there is scarcely an
argument against government intervention as it is ob-
viously necessary physically and economically to
protect the population concerned. The Government
will usually even be called on to evacuate population
to safer areas or to resettle it in more appropriate
territorial patterns.

With respect to adaptations to long-term changes in
the physical environment, such as climatic changes,
desertification, periodic droughts or evacuation of pe-
riodic flood or earthquake areas, government inter-
vention is usually also accepted or even required. The
difficulties lie rather in the scientific capability of a
refiabie long-term projection of such danger areas. on
the one hand; and in the actual political capacity for
implementing such long-term adaptive policies in view
of pressing bottle-necks of land and other resources in
the short term, on the other. In few cases has it acty-
ally been possible to keep potential earthquake or
flood areas free from settlement in deveioping coun-
tries, particularly if there js a great demand by the
population (usually poor) for cheap land.

If functional change takes place in socio-economic
structures, adaptive government intervention to
influence territorial population distribution pos-
sibly finds more differentiated but still widely positive
reaction. There is usually little objection. at least by
the politically vocal population groups, against gov-
emment intervention to influence population redis-
tribution to facilitate the labour supply for rapidly
growing metropolitan agglomerations or for other
spontaneous growth centres,’ nor to accompany the
transition from traditional (tribal, Gemeinschaft type;
forms of social organization with a decentralized ter-
ritorial pattern to “modern” (functional, Gesellschaf:
type} forms with more centralized territorial patterns.
Only recently have such policies been more vigorously
protested by formerly non-vocal groups as they have

* William Alonso and Elliott Medrich, “Spontaneous growth cen-
ters in twentieth-century American urbanization”, in Niles M. Han-
sen, ed., Growrh Cenrers in Regtonal Economic Development ( New
York and London, Free Press, 1972, pp. 229-264.
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become sufficiently mobilized either to oppose abrupt
functional changes, such as rapid industrialization or
modernization (e.g. the re-Muslimization wave in
Irany, or to oppose the disruption of their natural or
social environments as a consequence of functional
changes (resistance against drastic resettlement
policies in Democratic Kampuchea, Narita airport
resistance in Japan etc,).*

One key question in this connection is whether such
overall functional changes as rapid industrialization or
modernization are to be given absolute priority over
changes in the concrete territorial (natural, social) en-
vironments of local communities. Government inter-
vention to influence territorial population distribution
then serves at best to mitigate these conseguences.
The aiternative would he to give territorial living con-
ditions priority and 1o adjust the rate of functionaj
change tindustrialization, modernization etc.) to their
requirements.$

A second key question is the extent to which the
broad mass of the population, including those with
poor access to social power, can bring pressure to bear
upon government policy-makers. Usually, only a small
minority of the population benefits, particularly in the
initial phases, from large-scale functional changes,
such as rapid industrialization and modernization. The
satisfaction of the basic needs of the large majority of
the popuiation hardly improves because it is deter-
mined mainly by their immediate territorially defined
environment which they can do little to expand, short
of fleeing by migration.

Arguments levied against adaptive government in-
terventions or rather against their underlying causes
therefore depend to a great degree upon whether their
results are considered from the point of view of a small
minority benefiting immediately from rapid functional
change or from the point of view of the remaining large
majority of the population.

Arguments concerning normative intervention

Normative government intervention to influence
territorial population distribution may serve: (g) to
facilitate desired changes in physical, political or eco-
nomic structures: or (B) to restrict such changes be-
cause of their negative effects upon the territorial liv-
ing conditions of concrete local or regional com-
munities.

In the first case, such normative intervention will,

* A typical exampie of an “adaptive” government intervention to
influence territorial population distnbuton s described in Organisa-
uen for Economic Co-operation and Deveiopment, Migration,
Growth and Development, report of an Expert Group chaired by
Professor Charles P. Kindleberger (Paris, 1979). Some negative ex-
penences of countries in the Organisation for Economic Co-
aperation and Development are mentioned in section E of the pres-
enl paper.

* Walter Stéhr and F. Tadtling, *Spatial ¢quity—some antitheses
to current regional development doctrine”. Papers of the Regionai
Science Association. vol. XXXV, 1978), reprnmted in modified
form in Hendrik Folmer and Jan Oosterhaven, eds., Spanal fn-
cqualities and Regionat Developmens tLeiden, Nijhoff, 1978).
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for example, attempt to redistribute population to
facilitate the incorporation of new resource frontiers
(Brazil, Canada, Union of Soviet Socialjst Republics);
10 support migration to locations of new social organi-
zations (e.g., the formation of Ujamaa villages in the
United Republic of Tanzania or newly defined political
and administrative capitals (e.g., Brazil, Nigeria,
Pakistan and the United Republic of Tanzania); to
settle sensitive political borders (Chile/Argentina,
Brazilian interior borders etc.), or to facilitate the con-
struction of large-scale territorial economic complexes
tSoviet Union).

As a rule, few arguments are raised against such
“facilitating normative” policies to influence the ter-
ritorial distribution of population as long as the wider
societal objectives are broadly accepted. Such large-
scale objectives concerning major national transfor-
mations are actively pursued usually only in countries
with a high degree of nationalistic and/or ideologi-
cal mobilization and with a highly centralized decision-
making system. Therefore, political arguments against
them and against facilitating normative govern-
ment intervention to influence territorial popula-
tion distribution also have a jow probability of ar-
ticulation. There is no doubt. however, that from the
point of view of the freedom of the individual substan-
tial arguments would be levied against some of these
interventions even if only indirect measures are used
such as social pressure for migration. the option be-
tween changing location or losing the job etc. This
aspect depends 10 a great extent upon the priority a
society places on aggregate national or even supra-
national objectives as opposed to those of the individ-
ual, the family or the local community.

Normative government intervention, however, can
also have the objective of restricting possible disrup-
tive effects of social and economic functionaj change
on the living conditions of territorially organized social
groups. Such * restricting normative” intervention
would, for instance, be designed to reduce migratory
flows caused by large-scale industrialization or urban-
ization and to divert them to secondary or tertiary
growth centres in order to reduce interregional djs-
parities in income levels, to reduce environmental de-
terioration or to avoid social disintegration.

With regard to this type of restrictive normative
intervention, there exists a wide array of positive and
negative arguments and a great divergence of theoret;-
cal and practical fesponses. Restrictive normative
government intervention to influence territorial popu-
lation distribution occupies a special position as it
often stands at the conflict juncture berween objec-
tives of territorial communities and large-scale
functional organizations, This conflict may become
particularly acute if large-scale functional organi-
zauons (e.g., multinational enterprises) bring about
territorial disintegration through over-exploitation of
territoriaily avaiiable natural resources, the introduc-
tion of inappropriate technology, the release of regional
labour, environmental deterioration etc. This conflict
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“ution is similar to that between etficiency and
cquily in economics,

Some academic effort has been made to show that
“hese different objectives, economic efficiency and re-
swnal equity, actually are in harmony rather than in
contlict with each other, at least in the medium or the
‘wag term. The automatic divergence-convergence
ssndrome in spatial disparities is a typical case in
point. Some refated theoretical questions are dealt
with in the following section.

C. Some THEORETICAL ARGUMENTS AGAINST
GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION TO INFLUENCE
TERRITORIAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION

Of the basic arguments against government inter-
vention to intluence territorial population distribution,
those given below are levied mainly on theoretical
grounds or in terms of the inconsistency of policy
interventions:

{a)  Restriction of freedom of the individual in mo-
bility and in choice of residential and working loca-
tions:

(6) Disturbance of an automatic equilibrium mech-
anism which, on its own, will bring about convergence
between the spatial distribution of population and eco-
nomic opportunities:

{c) Ineffectiveness of such interventions due to the
great complexity of factors involved. These arguments
apply in varying degrees to the types of government
intervention mentioned in section A, :

Restriction of freedom of the individual

The argument concerning restriction of freedom of
the individual is based on the assumption that migra-
tion and changes in the spatial distribution of popula-
tion are (except for natural hazards) the freely made
decisions of the individuals concerned. This assump-
tion is made particulariy for market economies. It fur-
thermore accepts the neo-classical economic assump-
tion of a popuiation of unlimited potential mobility.

If one interprets migration and changes in the spatial
distribution of population, however, as response (often
involuntary) to external factors, these assumptions
appear in a different light. A considerable part of mi-
gration, particularly from less developed areas, may in
fact not be freely made by the individuals concerned,
but may be their only way to survive. It is also in-
creasingly doubtful whether the concentration of large
numbers of population in a few huge metropolitan
centres—both in developing and in industrialized
countries—actually is the desire of the individuals
concerned or rather the result of 2 lack of viable alter-
native.

The policy that is called "adaptive” intervention in
the foregoing discussion actually is a cushioning of
individuals, households and enterprises against such
external factors, “Restricting normative” mtervention
is actually the type of intervention that attempts to
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counterbalance possible disruptive effects of such ex-
ternal factors and to re-establish the freedom of the
individual not only to move but to retain his or her
social, political, environmental and other preferences.
It acknowledges the fact that individuals are not fully
mobile and that wherever mobility has surpassed a
certain threshold, social, political and environmental
disruption has been the consequence, apart from the
social cost to the individual,

As for other types of government intervention, such
as “facilitating normative” intervention te.g.. for the
development of a new national capital or the settle-
ment of resource frontiers), they must be evaluated
from the point of view of the freedom of the individual
and will depend upon the degree to which incentive or
compulsory measures are applied.

Such intervention., therefore, must be judged by the
specific policy instrument employed, i.e.. to what ex.-
fent it enhances the choice of opportunities of the
individual (household, enterprise etc.). The question
becomes more complex, however, if one allows for the
fact that even incentive measures often may only in-
duce the individuaj to give in to such external pres-
sures of the market mechanism as deteriorating terms
of trade of specific regions.

Disturbance of an automatic equilibrium
mechanism

There exists a vast literature on convergence but
only a few relevant topics are discussed here. The
basic assumption nurtured by neo-classical economists
is that spatial differences in welfare wiil, given suffi-
cient time, even out automatically through either of
two major channels: (q) commodity flows and the en-
suing equilibrium trend in the terms of trade; or (b)
spatial flows of the factors of production and the en-
suing spatial equilibrium in factor prices. Among the
production factors is labour; therefore, some relevant
theoretical hypotheses on migrational equilibrium are
reviewed below in more detail.

For Mmigratory movements or equilibrium-oriented
trends in the labour market, there are a number of
basic assumptions. A key assumption is that labour
will migrate to highly devefoped regions with scarce
labour supply (and therefore high wages) from areas of
excess labour (and therefore low wage levels). Such
assumed individual welfare-maximizing behaviour is
expected to reduce labour supply in low-wage regions
and increase it in high-wage areas, thereby equalizing
wage levels between regions and making further mj-
gration unnecessary. At this stage of equilibrium ag
least temporary optimal allocation of labour would be
reached in the sense that both individual welfare and
overall efficiency would be maximized. Any govern-
ment intervention texcept for possible transitory meas-
ures) would distort thisg equilibrium mechanism and
lead to a non-optimal allocation of labour.

The fact that, in reality, this equilibrium mechanism
does not materialize in most countries has provoked a

fi—



great number of complementary explanations, Only
the most crucia) explanations are given here and are
related to possible corrective measures which in many
countries have been utilized in attempts to induce the
equilibrium mechanism to operate.

Insufficient mobility of labour

settlement system will never reach spatial equality in
welfare through individual optimizing behaviour,”

Qualitarive selectiviry of the migration process

Another explanation given is that the migratory pro-
cesseas bet i

that out-migration from less developed areas consists
mainly of the more qualified and therefore more pro-
ductve population strata, Thus, while labour supply in
less developed areas decreases, productivity de-
Creaseseven more and therefore average wages do not
rise—as thcoreticaﬂy assumed—but decline even

labour productivity increases relatively; and, as a con-
Sequence, wage levels do not decline substann'ally.
The reiatively high productivity of in-migrants in-
creases the productivity of capital and land there and
thereby reduces the Propensity of other factors to
move into less developed areas. The system therefore
continues moving away from equilibrium. A few
countries, such as Canada, have attempted to reduce
this negative selectivity of migration through incen-
tives for the moving of entire families (including the
aged and other dependent family members) but jt ap-
pears that results have not been of great significance.

Unequal distriburion of infrastructure, public servicey

and scale economies

Another explanation for the malfunctioning of the
equilibrium mechanism is the unequal spatial distriby.
on of scale and external economies caused by infra-
structure investmcm, public services and urban ag-
glomerations. I many countries, therefore, an attemnpt

¢ Iid,

7 William Alonso, “Income inequalities among regions in the long
un~—a theoretical note”, paper submirted to the Imternationai Insti-
wte of Applied Systems Analysis, Laxenburg, Austria, 1978,

R e 1

has been made to reduce this bias by a”ocau‘ng more
public investment to less developed areas. Because

nucleated settlement system. It has recently been
shown,? however, that under conditions of dif-
ferentiated scaje economies even a perfect price Sys-
tem will lead to 3 suboptimal allocation of resources.

diminishing returns and increasing returng in the social
production set can he “incompatible with the achieve-
ment of optimality via competitive prices (or any other
parametric prices, for that matter)y”, 10

Indefinite time lag in a possible interregional
equilibrium

It has been shown!'t empirically that spatial dis-
parities tend to follow an inverted U-curve in the pro-
cess of national development, increasing in early
stages of national development (initial industrial.
ization); and, after passing a peak, declining again in
later (post-industrial) phases of nationaj development.
This empirically noted phenomenon has been attrib-
uted Speculatively to various factors, including
changes in the composition of economic sectors (se-

n the future, its time dimension is indeterminate and
may be intolerably long in rectifying inequities—from
a social and politicaj point of view——for most develop-
ing countries, which have the highest spatial djs-
parities in levels of living and the greatest propensity
towards migratory concentration.

Indefinite time lag in a possible interurban equilibrium

A similar inverted U-curve is postulated by EJ-
Shakhs'? to hoid for urban primacy, i.e., the predomij.-

* Martin j, Beckman, “Chancenvertczlung in einem zentraj.
drttichen System” (Distribution of OPportunities in a centra; place
system), paper presented at the Augusx~L55ch-Tagc, Herdenheim,
September 1978 (mimeographed),

* Witliam J. Baumoi, “Quasi optimality: the price we must pay for
a price system™, Paper submutted to the Insttute for Advanced
Studies, Vienna, 1979, ¢ Fonhcoming W Journal of Politica; Econ-
omy.}

° Ibid., p. 3.

"I G, Williamson, “Regional inequality and the process of na.
tional deveiopment: a description of the patterns”, Economije Devet.
opment and Calturgl Change, vol. 13, No. 4, part [] tJuly 19653, pp.

-84,

' W.B. StShr, Inter-urban Systems and Regional Economic De.
velopment, Resource Paper Series, No. 26 (Washington, DC., As.
sociauon of American Geographers, 1974y,

'3 Salah S, El-Shakhs, ‘Deve!opmem. primacy and systems of
cities”, Journat o/Deve/oping Areas, vol. 7, No. | (October 1972),

pp. 11-36.




nance of one or a few large cities over the rest of the
urban system. He finds that urban primacy increased
at early stages of national development and then began
to decrease at later stages, approaching an equilibrium
in which the population of each city (P,) compared
with the largest city in the country (P} would ap-
proach the inverse of its rank (R,) in the urban hierar-

chy (P, = ﬁ) and tend to follow a so-called “log-
L3

normal curve”.™ Such a log-normal city-size distribu-

tion presumably represents an optimal equilibrium al-

location of central place facilities.!$

The same uncertainties already mentioned in con-
nection with a possible automatic interregional con-
vergence apply in this case. In addition, the equilib-
rium rank-size rule for the urban system is non-spatial.
That is, it considers only the relative size distribution
of cities but not their geographical distribution over a
territory, which means that even if the size distribution
should correspond to the rank-size rule. all the larger
cities may be located in only one region of a country,
while the other regions may be deprived of larger and
even intermediate-sized cities. It is clear that this situ-
ation would not facilitate migrational equilibrium,
quite apart from the restrictions with respect to dif-
ferential scale economies'® discussed above.

It should be further stated that the foregoing
arguments operate not only separately but in a
cumulative way'’ which means that even if one or
some of these disequilibrating factors did not exist or
could be eliminated—thereby strengthening  the
arguments against government intervention in the
equilibrium mechanism—the presence of even one of
these factors would cumulatively cause the others to
also work against equilibrium. Thus, differential ac-
cess to external and scale economies will lead to a
negatively selective migratory process, which will in-
crease interregional disparities. Conversely, inter-
regional disparities will reinforce interurban dis-
parities, which will widen the differentiation in access
to scale and external economies and thereby reinforce
negative selectivity of the migratory process.

In fact, the only conditions under which automatic
convergence towards equilibrium would occur—and
thereby fully justify the theoretical arguments against
government intervention—would be if either full mo-
bility of population, production factors and com-
modities could be reached or if the total spatial system
could be reduced to a point location!® as neo-classical
economists at first assumed. It happens that both these
conditions are unfeasible and undesirable in practice.

'“ Brian J. L. Berry and Frank E. Horton, eds., Geographic
Perspectives on Urban Systems: With Integrated Readings (En-
glewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1970}, p. 64.

¥ Martin J. Beckmann, Location Theory {New York, Random
House, 1968).

¢ See W. J. Baumol, op. cit.

‘7 As shown in Gunnar Myrdal, Economic Theory and Under-
developed Regions (London, G. Duckworth and Co., 1957

¥ Horst Siebert, Regional Economic Growrh - Theory and Policy
tScranton, Pennsylvania, International Textbook Company, [969).
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Both would be the cause of strong external dis-
economies (full mobility because of the need for al-
most ubiquitous infrastructure, fully concentrated
societies for their high agglomeration diseconomies),
of strong social disruption (through excessive mobility
or excessive density) and of environmental disruption
(through lack of territorial identification or through the
over-utilization of land and natural resources).

This, with given initial disparities in levels of living
and only one disequilibrating factor present, large-
scale functional integration and increased mobility of
factors and/or commodities will inevitably lead to in-
creasing disparities and require massive governmental
intervention in territorial population distribution un-
less equity considerations are widely employed. Gov-
ernment intervention is necessary to compensate for
the emerging spread and backwash effects! or polan-
zation and trickling-down effects.*® or to help popula-
tion to redistribute so as to take account of them.

One condition in which government intervention to
influence territorial population distribution would not
be required would therefore be if its role were taken
over by an economic policy that would effectively
compensate for spread and backwash effects in order
to reduce spatial disparities in weifare and thereby
eliminate a major reason for migration and “spontane-
ous” redistribution of population. This question tran-
scends the scope of the present paper and it is oniy
indicated here that scarcely any successful policies to
reduce major spatial disparities in welfare have thus
far been developed for market and mixed economies. !

An alternarive: a policy of selecrive spatial closure

A second condition under which no major govern-
ment intervention to influence the territorial distribu-
tion of population would be necessary is one in which
the emergence of these withdrawal effects is avoided
by what has been called a policy of “selective spatial
closure”.?? Such an alternative policy of “selective
spatial closure”, particularly for least developed pe-
ripheral areas,?? would replace the current emphasis
on large-scale functional integration and the unbai-
anced exploiting of termitorially available resources:*
including migration. Such a policy would instead be

* G. Myrdal, op. cit.

% Albert O. Hirschman, The Strategy of Economic Development
(New Haven, Connecticut, Yale University Press, 1958).

! Waljter B. Stohr and F. Tddtling, ~Evaluation of regional
policies: experience in market and mixed economites”, n Niles M.
Hansen, ed., Human Settlement Svstems: internanonal Perspec-
lives on Structure, Change. and Public Paolicy 1ICambndge, Massa-
chusetts, Ballinger, 1978).

* W. B. Stéhr and F. Todtling, ~Spatial equity-——~some antitheses
o current regional development doctnne”.

3 Walter B. Stéhr, “Devetopment from below: the bottom-up and
periphery-inward deveiopment paradigm”, in Walter B. Stéhr and
D. R. F. Taylor, eds., Development from Above or Below? A Crir-
ical Reappraisal of Sparial Planning in Deveioping Countries (Lon-
don, Wiley, forthcomingy.

* Niles M. Hansen, “Development from above: the centre-
down-and-outward devefopment paradigm™, in Walter B. Stéhr and
D. R. F. Taylor, eds., op. cit.
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geared towards the maximum mobilization and territo-
rial integration of available natural, human and institu-
tional resources for endogenously motivated and more
self-refiant development.

give priority to the collective self-reliance on territo-
rially available resources for the satisfaction of their
nzeds at local and successive regional. national and
multinational levels. Therefore, territorially organized
sovernance systems need to be reinforced and put to
use as a counterbalancing power against the with-
drawal effects of large-scale functional integration
either by {multiregional) firms or by 1multiregional)
govemment. Such development “from below” 5 wouyld
be similar to the path followed by countries that were
able to structure an articulated urban system and ter-
ritorial governance mechanisms before large-scale
functional integration at the national and international
scale had taken place and were therefore much berter
able to retain such territorially organized structures in
the face of large-scaje functional integration. The more
recently developing countries might need to retain or
regain sufficient control over external influences to
develop these territorially organized structures ac-
cording to their own societal objectives.

D. MJGRAT!ONPOL!CYANDGOVERNMENTINTERVEN—
TION TO INFLUENCE TERRITORIAL POPULATION
DISTRIBUTION [N SOME EUROPEAN COUNTRIES2®

A striking illustration of the effects of insufficient
economic redistribution policies and the practical lack
of government intervention 1o influence territorial
population distribution s the problems of both the less
developed and the industrialized countries of Europe
resulting from the (lacking) migration and distribution
policy followed by the European members of the Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD) during the past two decades.

The underiying philosophy was one of freedom of
the individual and “liberalisation of manpower move-
ment™?’ in order to permit the maximum possible
growth for the members of OECD as a whole. Up to
the end of the 1960s, the OECD report states, labour
migration resulted from a coincidence of needs: excess
labour demand in one group of the European countries
combined with excess labour supply in the other
group. The manpower agreements that were con-
cluded were, at best, “adaptive” government interven-
tion to ameliorate the consequences of overall OECD

S W, B, Stohr. - Deveiopment from below: the bottom-up and
periphery-inward development paragigm”.

** This section draws extensively on Orgamisation for Economic
Co-operauon and Development, Migranon, Growth and Develop.
ment (Pans, [979y,

7 ibid., p. 9.
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growth objectives for individual countries or popula-
tion groups. The Teport states that the primary concern
of the manpower agreements of the past was to supply
manpower to the highly developed immigration coun-
tries. It further asserts that from the point of view of
the Iabour—imponing countries, the availability of mij-
grant labour, like a “reserve army of unemployed”,
exerts a downward pressure on wages and prices,
which allows a surplus from lower cost output. Labour
migration in post-war Europe has been determined
strictly from the demand side: the supply of labour was
well in excess of demand in the receiving countries:
therefore, wages remained relatively low in those
countries, even though Output was expanding rapidly .
Thus, the report concludes, the proceeds from in-
creased output were channefled into profits or into
returns to capital, which ensured the “positive feed-
back™ needed for the continuation of the process.

From the standpoint of the less deveioped countries
that “export” migrants, the remittances of their mj-
grants working abroad provide foreign exchange to
finance capital importation and thus economic devel-
opment. “Human capital is thus exported with the
hope that it wilj finance the tmportation of physical
capital at a later date 2% The OECD report further
states that this hope is, of course, a longer term con-
sideration.

The report takes note that the analytical work of
OECD historically appears to have been more con-
cerned with growth and price stability in the highly
developed countries of the area than with the devel-
opment problems of the developing economies. possi-
bly on the “assumption that hi i
among the more advanced countries would
ultimately ‘trickle down’ 1o the less advanced coun-
tries” .29

In the early 1970s, however, before the longer term
consideration could materialize and lead to the auto-
matic convergence of welfare levels predicted by neo-
classical economists, the labour markets began to de-
teriorate; and around 1973, the industrialized Euro-
pean countries unilaterally decided to restrict the
further inflow of foreign Iabour. The OECD report
gives two ostensible reasons for the imposition of the
restrictions: (a) the decline of economic benefits from
continued importation of foreign labour due to lagging
world demand for output; and (b) the perceived rising
social costs of accommodating and integrating in-
creasing proportions of foreigners during a period of
growing relative scarcity. Furthermore, social tensions
were occasionally manifested, particularly in urban
areas containing large
who, according to the

and who claimed a larger share of such public services
as schools, medical services and housing,

It was then recognized that migration consists of
en e

*ibid., p. 28
?bid., p. 44,




tures, which can on occasion Jeagd 1o serioys social

can completely reverse net economic profits and turn

In order 1o Cope with these problems, the OECD
Teport suggests that from an intemalional standpoint,

term development problems of the Countrieg sending
migrants, Conceming Migration, the report Continues
that “ag 4 Causal factor jp the refjef of employment

(a) Tax/transfer schemes jg favour of less deve.
Oped Countries:
——

’® Ibig., p. 30
i Ihig., p. 36,
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h) Compensarion by investmem;

¢} Loans or grants to stimulate the growp
Iabour-imensivc activities iy the less developed
gions Covered py OECD:

7)) Institution of “migratory chains™ intended
utilize the varioys emigration phases-from the worj
er's departure and during hjs S1ay in the hogt countr
untul his return anpd reintegration INto the 50¢io
cconomic life of his own country—for the “optimun
benefit of the country of €migration and the worke
himsejp® 32

With respect (o the migratory chain, the report ac.-
knowledges, more realistical!y, that although its ad-
vantages are evident, jts implemenlation would be djf.

whatever g possible.
The OECDH feport on the Situation Europe has
ivel .

by searching for more effectiye poiicies to reduce spa-
tiaf inequalities of levels of!iving as the major cayse of
"spont’aneous" large-scaje POpulation redistribuzion or
by eXamining mora closely the cOnsequences of a pol-
icy of “selective spatiaj closure™, 35 suggested efse.

where 34

—
- Ibid. p. 40.
Dibid.| p a9
* W. Stéhr and F, Todtling, “Spatiaj Cquily—some antitheses (g
current regiong; deveiopmenyt doctane”.




