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Migration from villages to cities is an extremely important factor in terms of
social, cultural and economic development of the countries, which significantly
affects the agricultural sector. On the other hand, the migration and population
growth have begun to restrict the living areas in the cities, and it is seen that
people tend to re-migrate to the villages. Within this scope, it was aimed to
determine the factors affecting people to migrate, the tendency to re-migrate to
village. In the study, people who had spent their previous life in the villages
and had a tie (house, land etc.) with their village were taken into consideration.
The population interval was enlarged in order to reach the example according
to the desired interval, assuming that all the people living in the city did not
have villages, and Karatay district of Konya province was determined as the
research area. In the study, the criterion of “having been migrated from village
to city” was taken into consideration. Sample number was calculated as 60
surveys. According to the results of the research, these households earned
income from farming before migrating to the city. The most important factors
of coming to the city were financial difficulties, childrens’ education and un-
employment. The most important feature of the examined households is that
they have been continued on agricultural activities by going to their villages.
Raising the welfare and providing the livability of the rural areas which are the
source of agricultural sector indispensable for county’s economy, return to

rural areas from urban areas will make possible.

1. Introduction

The concept of migration has become a topic that
has been very popular in Turkey and in the World in
recent years. Migration can be defined as a universal
event which people move from one place to another
place due to economic, social, political and cultural
reasons (Kogak and Terzi, 2012; Glimiis et al., 2013).
Urbanization has accelerated in Turkey in the last 50
years. Definitely, this situation has become an im-
portant indicator for urbanization. This process is seen
not only in Turkey but also all developing countries.
The most explicit feature of social change in all coun-
tries in Asia, Africa and South America is the urbani-
zation movement (Tezcan, 1988). The general charac-
teristics of settlements in all over the world have
changed by the result of rural migration. The rural
migration leads to the acceleration of the urbanization
process, the increase of the urban population, the
formed of modern cities, and the great socio-economic
change of the world when considered as a whole (Gii-
resci, 2009).
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The rapid development of cities and the increase
of new job opportunities have led to the dense popula-
tion movement from villages to cities. There are many
reasons such as the lack of education, the inaccessibil-
ity of health services, the lack of infrastructure ser-
vices in villages and low turnover rate of the land.
One of the basic reasons for migration is to have job
opportunities providing to receive the cash in cities
instead of the labor of people in villages. The existing
possibilities of the cities about meeting job opportuni-
ties are an attractive feature of cities. On the other
hand, it has caused to acquire qualification as “meg-
acity- metropolitan city” by means of increasing pop-
ulation and growing cities by providing opportunity
for opening up new settlement areas in order to sup-
ply housing need to people migrated. Also, the force
that cities have more amenities than rural area such as
education, health and infrastructure services has peo-
ple pushed to urbanization. The fact that the job op-
portunities in cities are high is a major reason that
attracts to the cities the people. Migration emerging
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with these reasons has caused many negative effects on
the urban in Turkey. Firstly, compliance problem has
occurred for people migrated from villages to the cities
and, this situation has caused that the structures of
cities have deteriorated. Problems such as squatting,
infrastructural inadequacy, air and noise pollution have
arisen (Ozdemir, 2012).

The population increase due to migration has
caused many problems, because the cities have more
people than they can provide services. After a while,
cities have begun to put pressure on people by losing
their attractive features. People who have reached a
particular position and savings entered the process of
normalization, because the living in cities is not luxury
for them anymore. This situation is especially related to
people connected with village. Therefore, in recent
years, people begin to prefer places away from the
pressure and noise of the cities. This situation is espe-
cially seen people over 50 years of age.

Migration from villages to cities is an important factor
in terms of social, cultural and economic development
of the countries, this situation affect considerably the
agricultural sector. On the other hand, the increase of
population and migration has begun to restrict the liv-
ing spaces in the cities. It is seen that people have tend
to remigration to villages due to the life challenges
such as noise pollution, environmental pollution and
lack of livelihood.

The study aims to analyze the internal migration
from urban to rural, determine the attitudes and behav-
iors of the households on the tendency of remigration,
determine the desire of remigration to village of people
who migrated from village to city before.

2. Material And Method

In this study, people who spent their previous life in
villages and have relation with village (House, land
etc.) were considered. Assuming that all people living
in the city do not have villages, the population range
was enlarged in order to reach the sample according to
the desired criteria and Karatay district of Konya was
determined as the research area. A five-point Likert
scale was used to evaluate the results of the study.

In the determination of people to be surveyed,
Konya Governorship records were taken account by
considering the population criteria. According to these
records, the population of Karatay District was 308
983.

In the study, the criterion of “households migrated
from villages to city” was taken into consideration. The
Unclustered Sample Random Sampling Method was
used for determining the sample size.

B Nx(pxq)
C(N-1)*D?2+pxgq

n

n= Sample Size
N= Population Size

p= Likelihood ratio of unit examined in population
(0,5)

q=1-p (0,5)
pr_d
t

d= Acceptable error margin
t= table value for the confidence interval

The population of Karatay District was the popula-
tion of the study. The sample size was determined as
60 with a confidence limit of 99% and error of 10% by
taking into account the fact that the households were
related to village.

3. Phenomenon of Migration and Migration in the
World

International Organization for Migration (IOM) de-
fines migration as change place by moving across an
international border or within a state. It is the popula-
tion movements that people change place regardless of
what time, structure, and reason. This includes refu-
gees, displaced people and economic migrants (Sahin
et al.,, 2013).

People make evaluation such as the cost-benefit
analysis when they decide on migration. It is compared
with the negative characteristics of the place where
people located which defines as the driving factor and
the positive factors of the place where people gone
which defines as the attracting factors. The individual
decides to immigrate, if the expected benefit of migra-
tion is above the cost of staying place of person (Pa-
zarlioglu, 2007).

The Types of Migration

There are many types and subheadings in terms of
the area examined, the location, the way of develop-
ment, while technically, there is divided into as internal
migration and external migration according to the as-
pect of the movement of migration (Ozdemir, 2008).
Other classifications are international migration, oblig-
atory migration and voluntary migration (Ozyakisir,
2012).

4. Internal Migration In Turkey

Internal migration is defined as the movement of
change place executed between the provinces, the re-
gions and sub-settlements within the borders of the
country. Starting in the 1950s, dating back to the 1908s
industrialization and urbanization process have intro-
duced the concept of internal migration in Turkey. In
the 1950s, the changes living because of reasons such
as the population growth in the rural area, the mechani-
zation in agriculture, sharing of lands through inher-
itance led to the unemployment and not earn a living
with insufficient land for a large population in rural
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area, and thus it has triggered the migration from rural
to urban areas (Yenigiil, 2005).

4.1. The Main Causes and Consequences of Internal
Migration in Turkey

The main cause of internal migration in Turkey; the
existence of inter-zonal and intra-regional development
difference and the fact that this existence has been
going on for many years. Considering the historical
development of internal migration in Turkey, the
changes are clearly observed according to the years. In
Turkey, the number of the province has risen 81 and
the rate of urban population has risen 75% in 2010,
when the number of it was 63 and the rate was 18% in
1950. The rate of urban population continues to in-
crease (Anonymous, 2014a).

In Turkey, internal migration, which is concentrated
from the rural to the cities, caused unplanned growth of
the cities, to occur many social and economic problems
and has developed in the form of urban agglomeration.
Population movements are followed more clearly on
the regions continuously received migration and the
regions continuously given migration. Eastern Anato-
lia, Southeastern Anatolia and Black Sea Regions are
continuously the sending migration regions, while
Mediterranean, Marmara and Western Anatolia Re-
gions are continuously the receiving migration regions.
Since the main reason for internal migration is eco-
nomic factors, it has been seen the internal migration
movement from the regions where employment oppor-
tunities are scarce to the regions where employment
opportunities are more (Anonymous, 2014b).

4.1.1. Economic Causes

The main economic indicative of migration move-
ments are income and employment. Therefore, the
migration movements arise from the underdeveloped
places towards the developed places in terms of eco-
nomic (Celik, 2007). In the context, the underlying
causes of migration are especially the income inequali-
ties and the problems about employment. Because,
better jobs and higher wage opportunities play an im-
portant role in the migration decisions of individuals.
In a report published in 2010, it was indicated that the
most important factors migrating 61% of people from
Mexico to the USA were economic opportunities, high
wages and more job opportunities (Ozyakisir, 2012).

4.1.2. Demographic, Social and Cultural Causes

The dimensions of migration that emerged based on
the social and cultural structure can be handled espe-
cially the population structure, education and social
fabric in the context of social policy (Tasci, 2009).
These social fabrics are the expectation of extended
families from migration, the improvements of educa-
tion and health conditions of children, the wishes of
women about comfortable urban life by utilizing the
large opportunities, and the expectation that they will

grow their children on better conditions (Ozyakisr,
2013).

4.1.3. Politic and Other Causes

The one of the main causes of migration is originat-
ed from political/military. Generally, there are political
causes arisen from wars, closely related to the phenom-
enon of “terror” and sometimes manifest itself with
political developments (Tasci, 2009).

The main determinant of population movements in
the country is the migration from city to city because of
inequality distribution of economic and social devel-
opments among cities, and accordingly the concentra-
tion of population in cities has increasingly continued.
As a matter of fact, the rate of the population in cities
increased to 65% in 2000, it reached to 76% in 2010
(Basar, 2015).

4.2. Migration Status in Konya

By year of 2017, the population of Konya is
2.180.149 and the population density is 53 person per
square kilometer. In the period of 2016-2017, in-
migration of Konya was 53 007, and out-migration of
Konya was 56 594. In this case, Konya net migration
was -3587, and rate of net migration was %o -1.6. The
provinces where Konya has in-migration and out-
migration respectively are Ankara, Istanbul, Antalya,
Izmir and Karaman. Having studied the migration
status by age group, it is seen that the highest age
group of the total migrating to Konya is in the 15-19
age group with 23.6%. The most age group of the total
migrating from Konya is in the 20-24 age group with
30.9% (TSI, 2017).

5. Finding Research And Discussion

According to the findings obtained as a result of the
study; there are 327 people living in 60 households
examined in Karatay District. Survey study was con-
ducted with 60 people.

5.1. Opinions of Households about Migration from
Urban to Rural (Remigration)

According to the information obtained from the
surveyed 60 households, all of the families lived in the
villages before coming to the city, and the more than
half of them lived in the villages where connected to
Altinekin District of Konya. They earned a livelihood
from farming before coming to the city. The main
causes of migration to the city are lack of livelihood,
education of children and unemployment. The most
important feature of the surveyed households is that
they still go to the villages and continue farming. This
means that people do not break off the relation with
their villages. In the study, this was taken into account
as a criterion and the tendency of remigration to the
villages was investigated.
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Table 1 Table 4

Migration Time of Households Surveyed Income Sources of The Households before Migration
Years Number % Number %
2000 and before 45 75 Farmer 53 88,33
2001-2006 5 8,33 Public Servant 1 1,67
2006-2010 8 13,33 Employee 2 3,33
2011-2016 2 3,33 Other 4 6,67
TOTAL 60 100 TOTAL 60 100

It can be clearly seen at table that the migration
wave from villages to Karatay District started seriously
before 2000. 75% of the households surveyed migrated
from villages in 2000 and the previous years and set-
tled in Konya. It was determined that the earliest mi-
gration from village to city was in 1965. 13% of the
households settled in the city center between 2006 and
2010.

The families involved in the survey had provided
their livelihoods in different ways in the villages before
they settled to the city. According to the survey results,
88% of the families earned a livelihood from farming,
6% of them provided for other ways (worker etc.) and
3% of them worked in the lands of other farmers.

Table 5
Ownership Situation of Housing Lived of the House-
holds Surveyed

-Il_-zl;:ﬁiin where the Households Surveyed came from Number %
y Householder 47 78,33
Number % Tenant 13 21,67
Village 50 83,33 Public Housing 0 0
District 5 8,33 Other 0 0
Anather City 5 8,33 TOTAL 60 100
TOTAL 60 100 It is understood from the distribution on the table 5

83% of the households surveyed migrated from the
villages in Altinekin District of Konya Province and
settled in Karatay District which is the center of Kon-
ya. 8% of them migrated from the villages of other
cities.

Table 3
The Causes of Migration from the Villages of the
Households Surveyed

that the most of the families live in their own houses.
Being a house is very important for city life. The fact
that people have their own houses in the city puts away
them from their villages and more connects to the cit-
ies. According to the finding of the study, 78% of the
families own to the house, and 22% of them live their
houses as tenants.

Table 6

The Situation of the Households Going to Their
Hometown

Number %
Yes 57 96,61
No 2 3,39
TOTAL 59 100

Number %
Job 24 34,29
Education 17 24,29
Health 1 1,43
Marriage 1 1,43
Attractiveness of the city 7 10
Lack of Livelihood 20 29
TOTAL 70* 100

* As more than one option is checked, it may be more than the
number of participants.

It was determined that the households surveyed had
to leave from their villages and settled to the city center
due to many causes. In this study, it was found that
34% of the families settled to the city because of get-
ting a job, 29% of them because of having lack of live-
lihood and 24% of them because of education of their
children. The remaining 10% migrated due to have
attractive of the city and live a comfortable life in the
city.

97% of the families are still in contact with their
hometown. This situation shows that they have not
completely broken connection with their villages.
Table 7
Reasons for Going to Their Villages of the Households

Number %
For Holiday 1 1,75
For Visiting 20 35,09
Other 36 63,16
TOTAL 57 100

The reasons for going to the villages of the families
are on the purpose of holiday, visiting and other (agri-
cultural activities etc.). It was determined that the high-
est rate about the reasons for going to their villages was
agricultural activities with 63.13%. These people spend
some months of the year, especially in summer by
engaging in agricultural activities in their villages, and
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they are in the city because of lack of livelihood in
residual time of the year. The main reason for lack of
livelihood is that they cannot provide their livelihood
with their agricultural income.

their subsistence in the villages. Therefore, there was
began to be ignored the agricultural production in time,
because of inadequate of the agricultural income. This
leads to decrease productivity, since there are not suffi-

Table 8 ciently dealt with the lands. People tend to abandon
Land Assets in the Villages of the Households Surveyed agricultural activities because of decreasing productivi-
Number % -

Yes 50 83,33 Tapblel0

No 10 16,67 Land Operation Situation of the Households Surveyed

TOTAL 60 100 Number %
83% of the households have land in their villages. Themself Operates 36 72,0

This situation is considered as an effective factor about Relationship Operates 4 8,0

the desire to return to their villages. Rented 7 14,0

Table 9 Land is Empty 3 6,0

Land Size of the Households Surveyed TOTAL 50_ _ 190

Number % 72% of the households have land in their villages

Less than 30 decares 7 80 have operated their lands themselves. 14% of them are

31-50 decares 2 4’0 renting their lands.

51-100 decares 10 20,0 Table 11

101 decares and more 34 68,0 Loving Situation Rural Life of the Households Surveyed
There are land size of the households surveyed in Yes 57 95

table 9. 68% of the households have land more than No 3 5

100 decares in their villages. 20% of them have land TOTAL 60 100

between 50-100 decares. According to these results, the
lands of the people in their villages are big enough to
be not underestimated. This means that people do not
give up their land and do not want to leave empty.
However, they have settled and found additional work
in the city, because their income is not sufficient for

Table 12
Causes of Loving in the Villages of the Households

It was determined that 95% of the households have
loved in rural life. They think that there was not place
for living elsewhere in villages if there was not the lack
of livelihood in there. Because rural life is very im-
portant in terms of healthy life. They stayed in the city
because of necessity.

1 2 3 4 5 Total General Average

Clean and healthy air - - - 1 57 58 4,98
Natural and healthy food i - - 57 58 4,95
Reliable neighborhood relationships - 1 4 583 58 4,90
To be more lively local custom - 2 1 717 48 58 4,74
Rural life is cheap 2 5 - - 51 58 4,60
Families are crowded and more fun 5 2 1 8 42 58 4,38
Pressure and noise of the cities are not in villages -1 - - 57 58 4,95
In touch with nature - - - - 58 58 5

To be engaged in farming 1 1 1 2 53 58 4,81
To become stronger family relationships - - 3 55 58 4,95

Note: Scale 1:Absolutely disagree, 2:Disagree, 3:No idea, 4:Agree, 5:Absolutely agree .

The households stated that they loved the rural life
more than the city because of some reasons such as the
clean air, natural and healthy food, reliable neighbor-
hood relations, being not the pressure and noise of the
city, engaging in farming.

Table 13
Request to Return to Their Villages of the Households
Surveyed

Number %
Yes 38 63,33
No 22 36,67

TOTAL 60 100
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37% of the households indicated that the most im-
portant reasons of reluctant about remigration to the
villages were education, health and income. 63% of
them said that they would like to return immediately if
they get enough income from agricultural production.

Table 14

In a study carried out in Istanbul, 67.7% of the re-
spondents did not want to return to their villages,
21.8% of them wanted to return and 10.5% of them
were not sure about returning (Ozyakisir, 2012).

Causes for Returning to the Villages of the Households Surveyed

1 2 3 4 5 Total General Average
To escape from the noise of the city - - - 38 38 3,17
Their children are growing 3 - 2 7 24 36 2,62
He or his wife is retired 4 - 4 - 18 26 1,77
Not adapting to urban life 2 2 3 1 27 35 2,57
For healthy life - - - - 35 35 2,92
For engaging agricultural activities - 1 - - 36 37 3,03
Eg; getting away from environmental pollu- ) ) 1 36 37 3,07
To keep family home - - - 3 36 39 3,2

Note: Scale 1:Absolutely disagree, 2:Disagree, 3:No idea, 4:Agree, 5:Absolutely agree .

It was determined that the households wanted to re-
turn to their villages owing to escape from the noise of
the city, to not adapt to the urban life, to get away from
environmental pollution, to keep family home and to
engage in agricultural activities, but they obligated to
go to the city for addition job, because the agricultural
income was not enough for their livelihood.

Table 15

Return Period to Their Villages of the Households
Surveyed

tion wave from the villages to the center of Karatay
District especially from before 2000.

Rural migration leads to occur the modern cities,
increase the urban population, accelerate the industrial-
ization process, and when considering as a whole, a

great socio-economic change of the world (Giiresei,
2009).

It is seem that Turkey population which steady in-
crease from 1950 until today have migrated to specific
regions and provinces because of especially economic

reasons and social, cultural, politic reasons. It is a

known fact that the main reason of the migration
movements from underdevelopment regions to devel-
oped regions is the regional development disparities.
This difference can sometimes be regarded as one of

Number %
Soon 22 55
After 3 years 6 15
After 5 years 1 2,5
After 10 years 11 27,5
TOTAL 40 100

the important consequences of migration and some-

55% of the households who request to return to
their villages want to remigration immediately if suffi-
cient conditions are provided in the villages. 28% of
them declared that they want to go to their villages 10
years later and want to live in there.

6. Results and Suggestions

According to the data obtained from 60 households
surveyed, all of the families lived in the villages before
coming to the city and more than half of them resided
in the villages in Altinekin Distirict of Konya. These
households provided from agricultural production be-
fore coming to the city. At the beginning of the causes
of coming to the city are lack of livelihood, children’s
education and unemployment. The most important
feature of these households is that they still go to their
villages and continue farming. This means that people
do not break off the relation with their villages. In the
study, this was taken into account as a criterion and the
tendency of remigration to the villages was investigat-
ed. It was determined that there was a serious migra-

times as a cause of migration.

The general characteristics of settlements have
changed as a result of rural migration all over the
world.

Although it is not possible to completely eliminate
the fact of regional development disparity, it can be
solved this problem with the policies to be made based
on provincial and regional. One of the most effective
ways remove the regional or province development
disparity is to prioritize the characteristic features of
region or province and to make investments in terms of
these features.

It should be provided input support to the land
owners such as feed, seed and diesel in the regions
where agriculture and livestock are the main sources of
income. Nowadays, these inputs which are necessary
for agricultural production is nearly the same the in-
come obtained at the end of production. Therefore,
there do not stay profit in the hands of the farmers. For
this reason, the support policies for farmers should be
better analyzed and carried out in order that the farmers
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make profit and do not leave their villages. It will be
inevitable to leave the self-sufficient position and de-
pendent on outside for every product, if the farmers
leave their villages and settle to the city, not engage in
farming. Remigration will provide an important contri-
bution to the evaluation of one of Turkey’s most im-
portant problems that unused lands. For this purpose, it
is necessary to develop policies to encourage people
for migrating to rural areas. The conditions should be
provided for people to live within welfare in rural are-
as.
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