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Introduction o ' Chapter-1

Migration is a demographic process, which is expected to
ensure balance between demand and supply of labour force through
redistribution of population in a country. To understand the dynamics of
population growth of a country properly, the study of migration would
therefore be extremely important. Spatial mbvementv of human beings is’
important because of its multidimensional implications -on population
. and the regions through which this movement takes place. The main
driving force behind migration is a better standard of leaving away from
home. In the recent decades migration has been taking place amidst

increasing global economic, political and social integration.

The process of globalisation is increasingly .breaking the
economic barriers to trade and investment in the direction of making the
national production system a part of the global economy. As a result, -
capital can move to any country and commodities can be produced
anywhere. Even natural resources can be 'fransported over long distances

for being processed without any prohibitive cost. The result can be seen
" as several multinational companies are producing commodities in the-
less developed countries. The emphasis is on the production activities
~ being allowed to move to the regions whére labour and natural resources
are unutilised or under-utilised. It is assumed that it is far more costly
and - difficult to move labour to centres of production and -make
provisions for them rather than shifting the production base. Economic
liberalisation is therefore expected to reduce economic inequality at the
global level through acceleration of growth in less developed countries,
which in turn would reduce outmigration of labour. The policy of
liberalisation, which implies greater movement of capital and natural
resources, may be associated with increasing immobility of workforce

and population. It is true that during the past couple of decades when



constraints to movement of capital/commodities have been removed or
relaxed, constraints to the movement of people and in particular labour

have been strengthened.

Ac'covrding to Walz and Wéllisch (1998} , as economic
integrétion takes place, the countries liberalise trade flows arriong
themselves by creating a free trade area. After this, neaidy all free trade
areas are very reluctant to open their borders for free movement of
people. From this we can say that free trade is largely preferred over free
migration. The basic difference betweén free trade and free migration is
that the former integration does not chahge the international allocation
of unskilled residents as recipients of welfare programs while the latter.
increases the number of unskilled residents in the host country and
lowers the same in the country from where they have migrated; Since
unskilled immigrant workers cannot be excluded from welfare benefits,
part of the national income of the host country is redistributed to them—

the outcome of which is not desirable for the host country. -

Getting back to the aspect of globalisation and its effect on
migration, it was expected that structural refOrnis and .a-ssovciated
strategy would accelerate rural-urban migration, which agairi would
boost pace of urbanisation. The proponents of reform often argued that
linking India to the global economy would lead to-a massive inflow of
foreign capital as also a rise in indigenous investment. This in turn
would give an impetus to the process of urbanisation since much of the
* investment and consequent increase in employment wo;jld be within and
around existing urban centers. Even if industrial units were located in
rural areas the location would acquire urban status in a few years.

Critics of globalisation felt that employment generation in the formal

' Walz, U and Wellish, D (1998): ‘Why do rich countries prefer free trade over free nii,éralion? The role of
modern welfare state’, European Economic Review, No.42, 1998.
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urban economy might not be high due to the'capital-intensive techniques
used in the process .of industrialiéétion. Besides, a low rate of
- infrastructure investment in the public sector would slow down
agriculturail growth. This, together with an open trade policy would -
destabilize the agrarian economy causing unanployment and an exodus
- from rural. areas. This again would lead to rapid growth in urban

population. However data from population census proves otherwise.

Private sectdr units have high capital intensity and ‘low
potential for employment generation. The public sector units also have
registered a drop in the work force. Moreover, the growth of employment
in the unorganized sector seems to be reaching saturation point as
suggested by data from Economic Census and NSS {Kundu, 2001)2. The
. gap between real wages of casual workers in urban and rural 'areas has

also gone down, further dampening rurail-urban migration in the 90s.

Privatisatiori of land and civic services, are strengthening
legal system relating to pollution and landuse have restricted the
‘functidning of the informal market that had helped people in low income
groups to a large extent. The stricter implementations of pIanning norms
and frequent invocation of legal systems for eviction havé also slowed
down the immigration of poor people displaced fiom the agrarian
economy. Besides, the lack of access to basic amenities due to a
‘reduction in public expenditure on urban development and social sectors
is also adversely affecting the pace of urbanisation. It is only a few large
cities with strong economic bases and capability of raising resources, °
which are in a position to fund investment in infrastructure and basic
amenities. The rest of the cities would _’lag behind in this respect giving

_ rise to increasing disparity in the urban economy itself.

2 Kundu, A (2001): ‘Brakes on the Urban Sprawl’, Financial Times, July, 2001.




It has been found out that in recent décades migration has
gone down inspite of increase in regional disparity. One reason that has
been put forward is the various developmental programs that have been
launched by state governments. Availability of education, health and
other services has also stabilized the population in backward regions. A
better explanation can possibly be found in terms of growing assertion of
' regional identity, education upto high school in regional languages,
adoption of Master Plans and land-use restrictions at city level directly or
indirectly discourage migration (Kundﬁ, 1986}5. Also, development of
state capitals and few othér big cities giving rise to increasing intrastate
disparity, led to increased intra-state migration. The problem of decline
in the rate of outmigration from the backward states and their
absorption within the states becomes far more serious as these states

have high rates of natural growth.

An attempt has been made in this study to examine whether
there has been a slowing down of population mobility over the past two
decades. Both male and female migran‘fs have been considered. The
migration patterns have then been analysed at allIndia and state level as
well using data from the NSS migration tables and by relating it to

aspects of socio-economic development.

3 Kundu, A (1986): ‘Migration, Urbanisation and [nter-Regional [nequality’, EPW, November 15, i986.
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Literature Survey

One of the ‘earliest models of migration to have been
formulated was by E.G'.Raven.s_tein“. He formulated what he called ‘laws
of migration’. According to him, development of manufacturing industry.
and commerce and increase in the means of locomotion. leads to
increased migration. Moreover, migration takes place from the

agricultural areas to the centres of industry and commerce.

Ravenstein’s laws of migration were deveioped upon by
G.K.Zipfs whose ‘Gravity Model’ suggested that interaction between'two
cities would be directly proportional to the product of their population
and inversely proportional to the distance between the two cities. Samuel
A. Stouffer® offered an explanation that the flow of migrants between two
i)laces is determined by oppoffunities at origin and destination and by

intervening opportunities between the two.

Mabogunje’s?” model identifies migration in terms of a system
of interlocking and mutually dependent forces with reference to rural to

urban migration.

S.E. Lee® in his model defined the idea of migration between
two places as a response to various ‘pushes’ at the origin and ‘pulls’ at

the destination and also incorporates the intervening opportunities.

in (ed) By Johnston, Gragory,Pratt & Watts, (2000) ‘The chuonary of Human Geography , 4"
edmon, Blakwell Publxshers Inc, USA.

|b|d

lbld
7 ibid
8 ibid -



Arthur Lewis? found that with sufﬁcient wage differentials in
the rural and urban areas and with unlimited supply of labour in rural
areas having marginal product of labour almost equal to zero, the labour
resources get transferred to the urban areas which keep on absorbing
and attracting them unless the wages in the urban areas are. sufficiently
lowered down. Such migration would = generate some pfoﬁt' to the
capitalist, who re-invests it. This increases productibn and more migrant
labour is employed. This would generate rriore profit for re-investment.
This process of expansion of the modern urban sector and cmploymeht is
assumed to continue until all surplus labour is absorbed in the urban
industrial sector.

Ranis and Feil® later extended the Lewis model and provided
a schematic description of how the labour and the corresponding
agricultural surplus are transferred in the process of development.
According to this model, development proceeds via the transfer of labour
and agricultural surplus from the traditional agi‘icultural sector to the
modern industrial sector. The ability to expand the induétr’ial sector is

‘partly determined by production conditions in agriculture which goes
through | the phése of commercialization. During this phase, : the
industrial wage has to go up more sharply so as to compensate for the
higher wage foregprie in the agricultural sector (due to declining
agri_cultufal Surplus). Therefore, Without the existence of a surplus in the
agriculturalt sector, it is difficult to create growth in bthe modern

industrial sector.

The above models have a built in tendency for migration to
increase over time both in absolute and in relative terms in respon_Se to

levels of economic development. Although the Lewis model and the

% Development Economics, by Debraj Ray,Oxford Unfversity Press, New Delhi.
10 jbid :



- Lewis-Ranis-Fei models conform to the experiences of the west, they are
at variance with the pattern of migration t;hatv takes place in.
'underd'eveloped countries like India. It has been observed: that that in
| many underdeveloped countries, even when capital and profits of the
| industry increases, employment and output have remained constant.
Moreover the assumption of surplus labour .in rural areas and full
‘employment in urban areas do not reconcile with the reality of open
unemployment and no surplus labour in rural areas. The assumptlon of

constant real wage also seems to be very much unrealistic. -

In the Indian rural context, Alagh-Bhaduri-Bhalla’s 11 work
supports the kind of analysis mentioned above. They argue that higher
investment and concentration of modern agricultural inputs in a few
pockets and consequent productivity and wage differentials will attract
migrant workers from other regions. This emphasis on wage differentials
and assumption of full or near full empioyment are unrealistic in the
context of institutional and economic structure in most uridefdeveloped
countri_es like India. In case of India, Dandekar and Rath’d? study points
out that the poorest ten percent of urban areas are worse off than the
poorest ten percent of rural areas. Bardhan!3 notes that during sixties
the percentage of pedple below the even the barest minimum acceptable
level of living had gone up by forty percent in India as a whole and by one
hundred and forty three percent for Haryana and Punjab, the states
where effect of Green Revolution was most pronounced. The real Wage of
agricultural labourers in these states had gone do'wnl as well. Therefore
the question to be ‘addressed is why people migrate even when their

joining the ranks of the jobless and the poor is very much on the cards.

Alagh Y K, Bhaduri A, Bhalla G S (1978), ‘Agricultural growth and manpower absorption in India’,
Labour Absorption in Indian Agriculture—some explanatory investigation, ILO, Geneva.

Dandekar V M and Rath N (1971), Poverty in India, Indian School of Political Economy, Pune.

Bardhan P K (1970), ‘Green Revolution and Agrccullural Labourers’, EPW, Vol 5, Nos. 29-31, July
1970.




Also why do people co_nfinue to migrate to the green r‘évolution areas
‘where there is tendency of falling real wage rates. We can get an answer.
- to these questions partly from the model of Todaro and later its extension

better known as the Harris-Todaro model.

Todaro’s!* model points out that under conditions of
unemployment in the urban areas of developing countries, migrants
discount their expected gains aécording to their contemplated period of
unemployment. He uses the concept of expected gains which is defined
as the product of urban wages by probability of getting the job. He
argues that the decision to migrate should be represented on the basis of
a permanent income calculation and expects the in‘com_é: to rise over
time. As long as the present vélue of the net stream of the expected
urban income over thé migrant’s planning horizon exceeds that of the
expected rural incorne; the decision to migrate would be taken by the
person under consideration. Todaro argues that rural-urban migration
would act as the equilibrating force and this is based on the assumption
of inflexibility of the urban wages downwards.

‘The Harris-Todaro!5 model which is a development over the
Todaro model of migration identifies twd sectors, the rural and the urban
or modérn, and a third sector which is the urban informal sector where a
migrant gets absorbed if he fails to get a job in the formal sector. vThe :
wage in the informal sector is lower than that of the agricultural sector.
So in this model the agricultural wage is not compared with the expected
wage in the urban formal sector only. Here the expccted wage in the
urban informal sector is also taken into consideration while calculating
the final equilibrium condition. Therefore in this model, migration

proceeds in response to the rural-urban differences in expected wage

14 Todaro, M P (1976), Internal migration in developing countries—A review of theory, evidence,
methodology and research priority, International Labour Office, Geneva.
'> Development Economics, by Debraj Ray,Oxford University Press, New Delhi.



earnings. This arises out of the provision of politically determined
minimum’ wage in urban areas, with employment rate acting as the
equilibrating force. Through this model they tried to explain .the curious
phenomenon of high level of rural-ufban migration and even its
acceleration in the face of positive inarginal products in agricultufe and
increasing levels of urban unefnploymént in the less developed countries.
However, some doubts about the expected income differential beingthe
all important determining variable in understanding the rural-urban .
migration for employment were raised by Sundaram (1983}¢ who found .
negligiblé and declining migration of rural job seekers to urban India
during 1963-64 to 1973-74 inspite of .sizeable and non-declining

expected wage differentials.

Ashish Bosel!? has | rejected the pull-push theories of
migration as mentioned above. He points out that due to high urban
birth rates and rapidly declining death rates, push factor operates in
urban areas also, which he calls the ‘puSh back’ factor. Another type of
push back factor pointed out by him is the absence of social security in
urban areas. According to him, personal relations play an important role

in an individual’s decision to migrate.

Kundu (1986)!8 highlights the _'slowin'g down of the inter-
state mobility in India, especially for the male population, in the face of
rising disparity in terms of per capita income and labour productivity. In
~ the light of this trend, he has mentioned about the dangers of the policy
of unbalanced development and the strategy of agricultural develbpment

which have accentuated horizontal and vertical inequalities. The study

'® Sundaram, K (1983), ‘Rural-Urban Migration: An Economic Model and Indian evidénce’, Mimeo, April
1983. : -

17 Bose Ashish (1983), ‘Migration in India: Trends and Policies and Internal Migration’ in (ed) by Oberai,
A.S. and Martin S.T, New York Press.

8 Kundu, A (1986): ‘Migration, Urbanisation and Inter-Regional Inequality’, EPW, November 15, 1986.
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by Kundu and Gupta (2001)9 tries to analyse whether regional disparity
~ in India has gone down with economic growth over the years and how
has that affected population mobility. Only male migrants have been
considered in this study since female mobility in India is attributed
largely to marriage, joining the family and other social factors. Besides,
female migration is likely to change over a long period of time with
changes in social customs and practices whereas male migration
responds directly to the ch‘angin'g economic scenario. The study has
shown that indeed with economic development, migréttion has gone down

for males.

A study by -Srivésfava (1998)20 points out that the recent
trends in population mobility indicate a decline in thé rates of migration.
However it is pointed out that the main sources of &ata, the Census and
- NSS, underestimate labour mobility’ as they provide low estimates of
labour. circulation and commuting. Besides, labour migration is

principally to the rural and urban sectors.

From above we find that clearly the opinion regarding
response of people translating to migration is divided. Some are of the
opinion that migration should ultimately go up in response to either
perceived better living conditions at the destination. or expected Wage
differential which again suggééts that expected earhing in the destination
is higher than that prevailing at the source. The second group is clearly
of the other opinion, which says that migration is not going to respond .
positively to all forms of economic development. Besides they have.
criticized the former opinion on the grounds that it is not at all viable in

a third wo.rld country like situation. Besides, figures from the Population

19 Kundu, A and Gupta,S (2001) ‘Declining Population Mobility, Liberalisation and Growing Regional
Imbalances”in (ed) by Amitabh Kundu, (2001) ‘/nequality, Mobility and Urbanisation’, ICSSR, Manak,
New Delhi.

% Snvastava, R (1998): ‘Migration and the Labour Market in Indla HJLE, vol. 41, No 4, I998




" Census of India also show that indeed migration has gone down. It is in
this vlight that I would like to pléce my study to {;heck whether this trend
is present in India basing on migration figures p1ro§1ided by the migration
tables of NSS 38th,43r, 49th and 55t rounds. =

- Objectives

The major objectives of the present study may be cited as
follows: -0

(a) Investigate the general pattern of migration.
(b) Analyse the pattern of change in the different streams of migration.

(c) Determining the péttem of inter-state and intra-state inmigration.

AN

(d) Analysis of responsiveness of migrants to economic and non-
economic factors.
(e) Working out correlations of migration with different deVelopmental
indicators and discussing their implications.
Database |
The NSS, Migration in India (38th, 43+, 49th and 55t rounds)
are the sources of data on internal migration in India. The data identifies
migrants by place of last residence. As far as developmental indicators
are concerned, figures of infrastructure facilities have been collected from
Profiles of Districts, CMIE, October 2000. The source of figures of per
capita income and poverty is Planning Commissior_l. Employment figures
have been collected from various rounds of Key results of Employment
and Unemployment in India of NSS corresponding to those of the
migration rounds. Besides, population figures have been collected from

Economic Survey, 2002 and National Human Development Rport, 2001

“as well.

11



Methodology

The data on migration has been collected to study the
underlying pattern of migration in the ﬁffeen major states and at all-
India level. Data on inter-state migrants has been classified according to -
gender, ‘place to where they have»migrated (rural/urban) and factors for
migratioh to study the characteristics of migration. The factors have been
~ broadly classified into two groups namely economic and noneconomic
factors: Data on intra-state migrants has been classified in the same as
above. Data on the different streams of migration namely rural to rural,
urban to rural, rural to urban and urban to urban has been expressed as
percentage of total populatlon at the destination. Data on return
mlgrants has been collected from the 49th round as the other rounds do
not provide information on this account Besides, data on household
migration has been collected, which has been provided by the 49th round
of the NSS. Also ﬁgures showing classification of migrants according to
MPCE classes have been collected from the four rounds. Here the data
has been further classified into three groups namely Lower MPCE,
Middle MPCE and Higher MPCE. The data on infrastructure has been
used to construct a composite index. For this weightages had to be
~ generated which has b_een done by using modified principle component
analysis. Finally correlation analysis has been undertaken to find out

whether development has affected migration and if so in what way.

12



- Concepts and Definitions Chapter-2

There are some important concepts that require prior
attention before we>go on to the main study. In this chéipter we have
therefore tried to identify a few of .them and tried to explain their
signiﬁcanée. Also some of the concepts by themselves have undergone
significant changes as their definition has changed over the rounds. One
such important terminology is ‘migraht’. According t@ the 38th and 43rd
rounds a normally resident member of a sample household was treated
aé a migrant if the person's village/town of enumeration was different
from his/her last usual place of resident (vilIagé/ town). According to the
49th round, a person whose last usua’i place of resident was different
- from the place of enumeration on the date of en'qui«ry has been
cohsidéred as a migrant. And finally according to' the 55t round, a
member of the sample household was treated as a migrant if he/she had
stayed continuously for at least six mon*ths. or more in a blace
" (village/town) other than the village/town where ‘he/she was
enumerated. From the definition of migrant that had been followed in the
four rounds (38th, 4314, 49th and 55th), we find that it is same for 38th and
43 rounds. However the word ‘normally’ has been omitted from the
definition that had been followed in the 49th and 55th rounds. This might
lead to inflated ﬁgures in the latter two rounds when compared to the
former two rounds, under the same categories. In the present study, a
comparative analysis has been attempted across the three rounds 38th,
43rd and S5t rounds as we get most of the comparative data across these
. three rounds only. Data provided in the 49t round is mostIy_ not

comparable with the rest of the three rounds.

13



(LAST) USUAL PLACE OF RESIDENCE (UPR) -

According to tﬁe 38th and 431 rounds, the last UPR was deﬁned as a.
village/ town different from the village/town of enur‘neratioln, where the
person had stayed continuously for at least six months immediately prior
to moving his residence to the place of enumeration. According to the
49th round, the UPR has been defined as a place (village/town) where the
person- ‘has sté.yed continuously for a period of six months or more. And
ﬁnally according to the 55t rund, UPR is defined as va . place
(village /town) where the person had stayed continuously for a period of
six months or more. The village/town where the person had stayed
continuously for a period'of six months or more prior to moving'to' the

place of enumeration (village/town) was referred to as the last UPR.

Household : A group of persons normally living together and taking
food from a common kitchen- constitutes a household. The word
“normeilly” means ‘that temporary visitors are excluded bu_t temporary
stay-éway_s are included. “Living together” is usually .-.given . more
importance thén “sharing food from a common kitchen” in drawing the
boundaries of a household in case the two criteria are in conflict.
However in the special case of a person taking food with his family but
sleeping elsewhere e.g. in a different house due to shortage of space, the
household formed by such a person’s family members is taken to include

the person also.

Household size : The number of normally resident members of a

household is its size.
Migrant household : A household, which has moved to the place of

enumeration during the last 365 days before the date of survey, has been

classified as a migrant household.

14



. Out-migrant T Ariy fo.rmer. member of a household who left the
household for stay outside the state during the last five years before the.
date of survey has been considered as out-migrant provided he/she was

alive and residing outside the state on the date of enquiry.

Return-migrant : A migraht place of enunieration was his /her UPR
anytime before his/her last UPR has been considered as a return-

- migrant.

REASONS FOR LEAVING THE LAST UPR:

From the point of view of understanding the phenomenon of
population movements, an analysis of the feasons for migration as
ascertained from the individuals, identified as migrants,. becomes very
important. Broadly there are the pull factors and the push factors which
induce migration. Pull factors are the ones, which attract migrants to a
place due to availability of better opportunities, mostly economic. Push
factors are those which act és disincentives for persons to remain where
they are. These could be economic as well as noneconomié factors.

In the 38t and 43 rounds the reasons for migfation are
categorised as follows: |
. in search of employment
. in search of better employment
. under transfer of service/business contract

. for pursuing studies
. migration of parents or earning member

. political changes/lack of security or social adjustment

1
2
3
4
5. marriage
6
7
8. natural calamities
9

. ‘others

15



The reasons under serial numbers 1, 2 and 3 are related to employment
of the concerned migrants and can be classified as economic factors.
Those under 5 and six can be classified as social 'factors- and the ones
under 7 and 8 as external factors. | ‘

In the 49th and 55t rounds the reasons for migration are
classified as follows:
in search of employment
in search of better employment
to take up employment/better employment
transfer of service/contract |
proximity to place of Work
studies | _
acquisition of house/flat

housing problems.

© ® N O U AW N

. social/political problems
10. health
11. marriage
12. movement of parents/earning members
19. others |

The reasons under serial numbers 1 to 5 ar classified as
economic factors. Those under 7, 8 and 10 are clubbed together under
the category others. 11 and 12 are classified as social factor and 9 as
external factor. This classification is done so as to bring in comparability

among the data in all the four rounds.

One thing that iS worth rhentioning at this junctufe is that
all the figures of migration have been expressed as percentage of either
total population or population at the destination (rural and urb'an) as is
in the case of the different streams of migration. This has béen done to

get a better picture of the actual scenario.
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However, one significant thing to b.e noted heré.'is that daté
" on migration ié very néglecfed. It has been neglected tb the extent that
there is significant non-comparability of the data across the different
rounds. As a result, many aspects can’t be looked into greater detail due
to the aspect of non-comparability. Even definitions are non-comparable.
For example we have .already mentioned about the definition of the term
migrant. Then there is the problem of the various heads under which the
data have been provided in the various rounds. In this respect also there
is significant non-comparability across the rounds. Fdr example data on
outmigration has been provided in the 49th round only. Similarly data on
return migration is found in the 49® round only. Therefore we cannot
compare this aspect across the different rounds. Also we cannot
calculate net inmigration at state as well as all-India level, which mightv
have proved to be an important indicator. Besides we do not find de_tailed.
~ information about household migration except in the 49th round. Another
‘important factor is that short-term migration has not been 'captured'
properly. It has been neglected in almost all the rounds except to some
extent in the 55t round only. Information on this account might have
proved to be very valuable as short-term migration is ihdeed a very
important phenomenon in India, but it is otherwise. Information at state-
level regarding usual activity status before and after migration has also
not been captured properly in all the rounds. Besides NSS has identified
migrants on the basis of place of last residence only. Here there also
there has been a change in the déﬁnition as to who would te considered
a. migrant. On the contrary, census identifies migrants by a second
criterion also, which is by place of birth and this ériterion is devoid of

any confusion as such. -
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- All-India analysis of various aspects of migratioh Chaptef'3

In this chapter we would try to look into the macro aspects
of migration, i.e. at all-India level. In this chapter we have tried. to lopk at
the trends of total migration expressed as percentage of total population.
Then we have tried to focus on interstate and intrastate Amigration as
-~ well. The trends have been looked into for both males and females -and
for rural as well as urban area. Further more, we have tried to look at the
factors contributing to migration and the different streams of migration
as well. And lastly we have tried to classify the different categoriés of

migrants according to the MPCE classes they belong to.

We start by first looking at the total migrants expres'sed as

percentage of total po.pulation across the four rounds.

Table 3.1
MIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION
ALL INDIA RU M RUF UR M URF
38TH RD 3.31 8.501. 11.58 12.90
43RD RD 3.40 9.40! _11.40 13.60 |
49TH RD 2.50] _7.70 _7.90 8.90 |
_S5THRD 2.50 _7.90 - 8.70 10.70

| Source: NSS, Mlgratlon in India, 38th 43rd, 49th and 58b rounds.

From Table 3.1 we find that f(;r male migrants in rural area,
the percentage of migrants to total population has gone up from the 38th
round to 43rd round. Then the figure has dropped from the?43rd round to
the 49th round and remained at the same level in the 55t round. In case
of rural female migrants expressed as total population, the figure has
gone up from 38th to 43rd round. But then it fell from 43t round to 49th
round. Finally the figure had gone up slightly from the 49th to 55th
round. In case of urban male migrants as percentage of total population,
the figure had gone down slightly from 38thto 434 round. The figure had

gone down significantly from 434 to 49th round and then wen.t up fronﬁ
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the level of 49th round in the 55th round. Finally in case of ufban female
migrants as percentage of total populatidn, the ﬁgure had gone up from
the level of 38th round to 43 round. The figure then dipped signiﬁcahtly
from the level of 43t round in the 49t round. .Finally the. figure as -

reported in the 55th round is more than that reported in the 49thround.

However, in all the cases we can see fhat the percentage of
migranfs to totél population as reported in the 49th and 55th rounds are
sig_niﬁcantly lower than those reported in the 38t and 434 round. We
can see that there has been a significant decline in the percentage of
migrants to total population when we compare the figures of prenineties
NSS rounds with that of the nineties’ rounds. However there is an
increase in the percentage of migrants to total population when we

compare the figures of 49* round with that of the 53k round.

INTER-STATE INMIGRATION

In this section we compare inter-state inmigrants expressed

as percentage of total population across three rounds only ---38th, 434

and 55t rounds as the 49t round does not provide information on this

account. ‘
o ' .__Table 3.2
INTER-STATE INMIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION
ALL INDIA : RUM RUF URM URF -
| 38THRD 0.36 0.48 2.59 2.26
43RD RD 0.44 0.54 2.39 1.35
S5STHRD 0.36 0.51 2.07 1.88

Source: NSS Migration in India, 38th, 43 and 55t rounds.

From Table 3.2 we find that percentage of male interstate
inmigrant in rural areas as percentage of total populatiori has gone up
from 1983 to 1987. But then it has gone down to the level of the 38t
round in the 55t round. In case of interstate female inmigrants in rural

areas as percentage of total population, the figure has gone up from 1983
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to 1987 and then has gone down in 1999. In case of inter-state male
inmigrants in urban areas as percentage of total population, the ﬁgure
has gone down from 1983 to 1987. Then it finally rose from the level of
1987 in 1999. ' '

v We can also see that inter-state inmigration as percentage of
total population has gone down from the level reported in the 431 round.
in the 55th round except for urban female inter-state inmigrants as
percentage of total population. However when we compare all the figures
for the categories, we can see that there has been a decline in the

percentage from the 38th to the 55th round.

INTRA-STATE MIGRATION

In this section, We look at the scenario bf intra-state
migration which is given by the sum total of intra-district and inter

district but within state migration.

: _ : Table 3.3
INTRA-STATE MIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION
ALL INDIA RU M . |RUF URM |URF
38TH RD 2.90 7.98 8.89 | 10.56
43RD RD 2.92 8.83 8.90 11.25
S5TH RD 2.06 7.33 6.50 8.75

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38th, 43rdand 55th rounds.

Table 3.3 gives us information about the intra-state migrants
as percentage of total population. From the table we can see that for
intra-state male migrants in rural areas és percentage of total
population, the figure has gone up slightly in the 43 round compared to
that in the 38t round. Finally the figure has gone down in the 55t round

compared to the 43 round. In case of percentage of female intra-state
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migrants in rural areas as percentage of total population, we can see that-

the figure has gone up in the 43w rou_nd compared to that of the 38h:

- round. For female intra-state inmigrants in urban areas expressed as

percentage of total population, the figure has increased very slightiy in

‘the 431 round compared to the figure of the 38th round. Finally the

figure has gone down significantly in the 55th round compared to the
figure of the 43r round. Finally in the case of female intra-state
inmigrants expressed as percentege of total population, we can see that
the percentage has gone up in the 439 round eor_npared to the
percentage of the 38‘h'rou.nd.' However, the percentage has gone down
significantly in the 55t round compared to the percentage in the 43¢

round.

From the above table we can say that intra- state migrants as

percentage of total mlgrants in the 55t round is lower than the

percentages recorded in the 38th as well as in the 43rdrounds

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO MOVEMEN T

In this section we concentrate on the factors contributing to =

migration. All the factors have been clubbed together under the two
broad heads namely economic and non-economic factors. |

Table 3.4

ECONOMIC FACTORS NON-ECONOMIC FACTORS

ALLINDIAIRUM|RUF|URM|URF| |ALLINDIA|RUM|RUF|URM|[URF

38TH RD 1.14] 0.30| 5.62| 0.82| |38™RD 2.17| 8.20| 5.96]112.08

43RD RD 1.13] 0.25] 5.27| 0.72| [43RP RD 2.2719.15)] 6.13]12.88

55T RD 0.77] 0.181 3.97] 0.51 S55T™ RD 1.73]| 7.72] 4.73110.19

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38th, 43rd and 55th rounds.

From Table 3.4 we find that percentage -of migrants

responding to economic. factors has gone down systematically across the

. three rounds---38th, 43rd and 55th rounds. And this is true for all the

categories of migrants namely rural male, rural female, urban male and
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urban female migrants. Howé\}er, when we look ‘at the non-economic
factors contributing to migration, we find that migrants fesponding to
non-economic factors have gone up in the 439 round comparéd to the
38th round. Again we find that migrants r_esponding to noneconomic
factors have gone up in the 55* round compared to the 43d round. And
this is true for rural male, rural female,_ urban male and ﬁrban female. -

~ migrants.

Therefore we find that males are responding less to economic
factors. On the other hand their response to noneconomic factors has
gone down but not to the extent as that of economic factors. Females are
also responding less to economic factbrs while their response to non-
economic factors has gone down but not to the extent as in economic
factors. From this we can say that contribution of mn-economic factors
to male and female migration has gohe up while the contribution of
economic factors to male and female migra-tion'has gone down over the

three rounds.

STREAMS OF MIGRATION |
This section deals with the various streams of migrants

namely rural to rural, urban to rural, rural to urban and urban to urban

migrants.

Table 3.5
MALES R-R U-R R-U U-U
38 RD 0.33 v 0.10 2.62 2.17
43 RD 0.34 0.10 2.50 2.07
SS RD 0.24 0.10 2.40 0.62
FEMALES R-R - U-R R-U U-u
38 RD 1.00- 0.50 2.95 : 2.40
43 RD 1.11 0.13 2.96 | ~ 2.81
55 RD 0.96 0.14 1.99 1.75

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38th, 43 and 55t rounds.
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Table 3.5 gives us information on the various streams of
migration expressed as percentage of population at the destihation. From
the table we find that for males, rural to rural migration had gone up
slightly in the 43d round ;:ompared to the 38h round. But then it went
down in the 55t round and settled at a level below that of 38th round.
Howéver, urban to rural migration _had remained constant over the three
rouhds.. But there has been a systematic decline in rural to urban and

urban to urban migration over the three rounds.

In case of females, rural to rural, rural to urban and urban
to urban migration had all gone up slightly in the 43 round compared
to the 38th found. But then they all settled at levels below that of the 38h
round in the 55t round. Only urban to rural migration had gone down in
the 43 round but finally wentup slightly in the S5th 'round compared to

the 43t round. However, this is lower than the level of the 38h round.

From the above account We can say that there has been
overall significant decline in all the streams of migration when figures of
the 38t and 55t rounds are compared. This is true for both male and
female migrants. Besides the same trend is observable in majoﬁty of the
cases when we compare the figures of the 43 round with thaf of the 55th

round.
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 CLASSIFICATION OF MIGRANT_S ACCORDING TO MPCE CLASSES

| The table below ‘gives us break up of within district, across
district within state and across state rhigrants according to Lower,
Middle and Higher MPCE classes. . '
| | Table 3.6

38th RD WITHIN DIST.|WITHIN STATE|ACROSS STATE
RUM LOWER MPCE 70.98 19.59 . 9.43
MIDDLE MPCE 63.60| . 23.48 12.92]
{HIGHER MPCE 56.59) _ 28.58] 14.83
RUF  |LOWER MPCE 79.27 15.44] 5.30
MIDDLE MPCE 72.39] . 21.87 5.74
HIGHER MPCE | 69.67 22.03 ' 8.30
|UR M LOWER MPCE | 49.34 34.58] 116.08
MIDDLE MPCE | 38.24| 37.03 1 24.72
HIGHER MPCE : 32.14 | 35.13]  32.73
|uRF '|LOWER MPCE 55.13 3162 13.25
IMIDDLE MPCE 37.91 ‘41.67 - 20.42
| HIGHERMPCE |  3484) 4005 2512
- 143rd RD 1 :
RUM LOWERMPCE . |  68.74] 19.18 12.08
MIDDLE MPCE 60.43] .  24.54 15.03
HIGHER MPCE 56.95 28.43| 14.62
RUF LOWER MPCE | 79.36 15.39 5.25
MIDDLE MPCE 69.25 22.73 8.01{
HIGHER MPCE ' 63.43 25.96 10.61]
URM . |LOWER MPCE 49,12 33.31 17.57|
MIDDLE MPCE  32.88 41.95| 25.18
HIGHER MPCE 22.19 43,26 - 34.55
URF LOWER MPCE  53.24 32.22 14.53
MIDDLE MPCE 32.44 44.47| . 23.09
HIGHER MPCE 24.54| 45.24 - 30.22
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49th RD

31.88

[RUM LOWER MPCE  56.79 11.34
MIDDLE MPCE 60.09 27.40 12.51
HIGHER MPCE - 57.48 29.09 13.43
RUF LOWER MPCE 74.81 19.04 6.15
‘ - IMIDDLE MPCE 71.85 21.40 6.75
HIGHER MPCE . 63.51 25.87 10.62
UR M LOWER MPCE 53.09 31.50 15.40
MIDDLE MPCE 30.90 41,48 27.62
HIGHER MPCE 17.97| 38.70 43.33
URF LOWER MPCE 55.93 31.10 12.97
MIDDLE MPCE '35.44 42.60 21.95
HIGHER MPCE 15.72 39.38 44.90

55th RD | :
|RUM |ILOWER MPCE 53.56 22,14 24.30
' |IMIDDLE MPCE 56.20 24.10 19.71
|HIGHER MPCE 58.84 23.65 17.50
|RUF |LOWER MPCE 67.89 17.03 15.08
MIDDLE MPCE 72.01 19.61 8.37
HIGHER MPCE 69.52 23.73 6.75
URM LOWER MPCE 46.76 43.70 - 9.54
MIDDLE MPCE 49.65 31.90 18.46
HIGHER MPCE 33.33 38.46 28.21
URF LOWER MPCE 67.42 26.67 5.91
MIDDLE MPCE 50.84 33.35 15.81
HIGHER MPCE . 37.65 41.46 20.89

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38th, 43rd, 49th and 55th rounds.
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From Table 3.6 we Vﬁhd that for intra-district movement as
reported in the 38th there is a strict negative correlation between MPCE
and rate of migraﬁon. By this we mean that those belonging to higher
MPCE group migrate less. On the other hand for inter-state migration,
we find a positive correlation between MPCE and rate of migration.
However there is no such relation between MPCE and rate of migration in

case of intra-state migration.

From the figures of the 43t round, we find that for intra
district mevement, there is negative correlation between MPCE and rate
of migration. On the other hand in cases of intrastate and interstate .
migration, ﬁhere 1s a positive correlation between the rateS of migration
and MPCE. ' |

From the ﬁgUfes of 49th round, we find that there is no
definite relation'between_intra-district migration rate and MPCE for rural
males. 'However there is b'negat'ive correlation between the rate of
migration and MPCE in cases of rural females, urban males and urban
females. In case of intra-state migrationv., there is no definite relation
between rates of migration and MPCE in cases of rural males, urban
- males and urban females. In case of inter-state migration, there is a

definite positive correlation between rates of migration and MPCE.

From the figures of 55t round, we find that for intré-district
migration, there is no relation between rates of migration and MPCE. For
intra-state -migration, only positive corfelation exists between rates of
migration and MPCE in cases of rural females and urban femalee. In
case of inter-state migration, positive correlation exists between rates of

migration and MPCE for urban males and urban females.



From the above account we can conclude that there is some
relation between the various forms of migration and MPCE. And this has
changed across the four rounds. This is true for both males and females

(rural and urban).

27



CONCLUSION

We find that mobilivty has gone down systematically in cases
of rural and urban male migrants as well as rural female migrants as we
move from the 38th to the 49th round. There is a slight .ir'icr_ease in the
percentage of female migrants as reported in the S5th rounc.ll compared to
the figure reported in the 49th round while that for rural males it has
remained same and for urban males it has gone up. .Therefore the
- percentage of male migrants in total population has also gohe up in the

55t round compared to the 49h round.

_ In case of interstate inmiggranfs as percentage Qf population,
we have a comparative analysis for the three roundsv38h; 43rd and SG&th
- rounds only since 49t round does not provide information on this
account. We find that there is an increase in the percentage of rural male
and female interstate inmigrants in the 43 round compared to the 38t
round. However, the percentage -of urban male and female interstate
inmigrants has gone up in the 43" round. Compared to the 43 round,
the percentage of male invmigrants in rural and urban areas and urban
male interstate inmigrants has gone down excépt for the case of urban
" female interstate inmigrants. From here we can say that there has been
an overall decline iri interstafe inmigrants from the 38th to the S55th
rounds. Even in the case of intra state migration we find that there has
been a decline in the percentage of such migrants although there had
been an increase in the percentage from the 38t to the 439 round. From
here wé can say that there is an overall tendency of decliné in migrants

expressed. as percentage of population.‘ As can be seen from the figures
 of the different streams of migration, we can say that there has been a
decline in rural to rural, rural to urbénvand urban to urban migration.

This is true for both males and females. Or’ily theré is a slight increasve in
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the urban to rural mi'gration _frorh 434 to 55t round in case of females.
For males it has remained the same for all the three rounds. This again
suggests that there is a tendency of declining mobility especié.lly among
the males.. '

Coming to ‘the aspect of factors contributing to migration
(given by reasons for migration), we find that with time male migration is
respon‘ding less to economic factors that to non-economic factos which
include studies, social, external and other factors. On tﬁe other hand
female migration is responding relatively more to non-economic factors.
Therefore we can say that migration as a whole is responding more to

non-economic factors than to economt factors.
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State level énalgrsis of various aspects of migration Chapter-4

In this chapter we try to address the various aspects‘ of
migration at state level. We have tried .to look at the trends of total
migration expressed as percentage of tota.l populatlon Then we have
focused on interstate and intrastate migrations that again have been
expressed as percentage of total population of the respective states. The
trends have been looked into for both males and females and for rural as
well as urban area. Further more, we have tried to address the factors

contribﬁting to migration and the different streams of migfation as well.

Comparison of migrants as percentage of total population

Table 4.1 gives us a rcdmparative scenario of migrants
expressed as percentage of total population across the four rounds—38th,
43rd, 49th and 55t%. The figures are given for males and females for rural

as well as urban areas.

Rural male migfants

From Table 1 we find that in case of rural male migrants,
the percentage is high in case of Andhra Pradesh (AP), Tamil Nadu (TN),
Karnataka, Kerala and Punjab as reported in the 38t and 434 rounds.
Mlgratlon is hlghest in case of Maharashtra followed by Kerala and AP as
~ has been reported in 38th round. Mlgratlon is lowest in case of Bihar
followed by Assam and Uttar Pradesh (UP) as has been reported in the
same round. From the figures of 43"‘j it can be seen that rnigration is
highest in case of Kerala followed by TN and AP. On the other hand it is
lowest in Assam followed by Bihar and UP. From the figures of the 49h
round, we can see that migration has been highest in case of Gujarat

followed by Kerala and TN. It has been lowest in Bihar followed by Assam
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and UP. Finally from the figures of 55t round, we ﬁnd' that migration has
- been in case of Kerala followed by Maharashtra, TN and AP. On the other

hand it has been lowest in case of Bihar followed by Assam andvUP'; -

From above we find that migration has been high in case
Kerala, Maharashtra, AP and TN in the four rounds under _Consideration.

On the contrary it has been consistently low in states like Bihar, Assam
and UP. '

Rural female migrants

In the 38t round, in‘-case_ of female rural migrants, we find
that the percentage has been highest in Maharash-tfa, followed by
Haryana, Punjab and AP. It has been lowest in Bihar followed by Assam
and UP. From the figures of 434 round we find that migration has been
highest in Punjab followed by AP, Kerala and Réjasthan. Migratiovn has
been lowest in Assam followed by Bihar and Madhya Pradesh (MP). The
ﬁgurés of 49th round suggest that migration has been highest in Gujarat |
followed by Rajasthan and Maharashtra. On the contrary, migration has
been lowest in case of Bihar followed by Assam and Karnat'aka. From the
figures of the 55t round we find that migration has been highest in

Maharashtra followed by Gujarat and Kerala.

From above we find that migration has been generally in
Maharashtra, Haryana and AP in all the four rounds. On the contrary it
has been low in Assam, Bihar and UP.

Urban male migrants

The figures of the 38th round suggest that migration has
been highest in Orissa, Karnataka, Haryanav and Punjab. It has been
lowest in Bihar followed by Assam and Kerala. From the figures of 43
round, we find that migration has been highest in Haryana followed by
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Orissa and AP. It has been lowest in Bihai' followed by Assam and MP.
Figures of 49th round suggest that .migration has been highest in
Maharashtra followed by AP, Kerala and TN. However migration has been:
lowest in Bihar followed by UP, West Bengal (WB) and MP. Finally from
~ the figures of the 55t round we find that migration has been highest in
Kerala followed by AP and Ma_harashtra. On the other hand migration

has been lowest in Assam followed by Bihar and MP.

From above we find that migration has been high in-Haryana, AP,
Kerala and even in Orissa, which is a backward state. On the other hand
migration has been low in backward states like Bihar and Assam in all

the four rounds.

Urban female migrants

From the ﬁgures of the 38th round we find that migration has
been highest in Haryana, followed by Punjab and AP. It has been lowest
in Bihar followed by Assam and Kerala. The figures of the 439 round
suggest that migration has been highest in Haryana followed by AP and
Punjab. On the other hand it is lowest in Assam followed by Bihar and
MP. From the figures of 49th round we find that migration has been
hlghest in Rajasthan followed by Kerala and Maharashtra. It has lowest
in Blhar Assam and Karnataka. Finally from the ﬁguresof 55th round we
find that migration has been hlghest in Haryana followed by Kerala and»
Rajasthan. On the contrary, it has been lowest in Bihar followed by

Assam and Orissa.

From above we find that migration has been high in Haryana

and AP whereas it has been generally low in Assam and Bihsr.
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Table 4.1

MiIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION

FEMALE

RURAL MALE RURAL
38 RD|{43 RD |49 RD | 55 RD 38RD |43 RD |49 RD | 556§ RD
AP 5.8 5.7 3.6 4.3 AP 12.1 11.8f{ 7.6 7.9
ASS: 1.3 0.8 1.4 0.9 ASS 4.5 2.7 4.9 3.2
BIH 0.8 0.9 0.7, 04 BIH 1.0 3.8 .3.5 4.8
GUJ 2.5 3.1 6.9 4.1 GUJ 6.9 10.2 11.0 10.0
HAR 3.0 1.5 1.3 1.4 HAR 11.7 10.2 7.7 9.4
KAR 4.2 5.0 2.0 3.1 KAR 9.5 10.1 5.0 8.9
KER 5.8 8.8 5.8 6.1 KER - 8.6 11.8 8.6 9.8
MP 3.0 3.0 2.0 1.7 MP 8.6 9.2 9.0 8.3
Y MAH 6.1 5.4 4.1 5.4 ‘MAH 12.7 12.0 9.8{ 10.5
ORI 3.5 3.3 1.6 3.0 ORI 9.6 9.8 5.9 6.1
PUN 42| 45 1.7 2.2 PUN 11.7 11.9 7.4 7.6
RAJ 2.8] 3.6 1.9 2.1 RAJ 10.9 11.7 9.2 9.3
| TN 4.8 5.9 4.3 43! {TN 9.4 9.8 7.2 8.2
UP 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.3 |UP 8.1 10.3 8.5 ] 8.5
| WB | 3.9 2.9 2.0 1.4| |wWB 8.5 9.8 8.4 7.5
? URBAN MALE ] i URBAN FEMALE = |
38 RD |43 RD |49 RD | 55 RD 38RD {43 RD |49 RD | 55 RD
AP 14.5 16.2 10.31 11.7 AP 16.4| 17.2 11.1 12.4
| ASS 5.6 S5.4 7.4 4.4 ASS 6.9 | 6.21 - 5.7 6.2
1 BIH - 4.9 5.0 22| 48| |BIH | 4.2 6.4 2.5 6.2
| GUJ 11.9 10.0 | 7.8{ 87} |iGuy | 12.3 12.3 8.4 11.5
{ HAR 14.5 18.4 8.0 10.3} {HAR | 20.9] 20.7 11.4 16.6
1 KAR 15.1 12.6 . 6.9 9.9 | | KAR 15.0 13.6 - 5.9 12.6
KER 8.7 11.8] 10.1 11.8| | KER 10.0 14.7] 12.9 14.0
MP 11.6 8.8 7.2 6.0 MP | 13.9 11.8] 11.5 9.8 |
MAH 12.2 11.3 11.1 10.9 MAH 14.3 12.81 12.4 10.9
| ORI. 15.2 16.9 8.7 10.1 ORI 14.6 17.4 11.0 9.4
PUN | - 14.5 12.6 7.2 8.2 PUN 18.0 17.2 8.8 9.7
RAJ 9.4 10.5 8.3 9.0 RAJ 13.6 13.5 13.0 12.7
TN 12.9 14.0 10.1 8.9 TN 13.2 15.5 11.0 11.3
uUp 9.2 106 &5.8] 9.1 Up 10.6 14.1 8.5 11.5
WB 10.2 9.9 5.8 7.2 WB 11.7 13.6 9.1 10.9
rounds. .

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38", 43", 49

and 55
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COMPARISON _OF INTER-STATE INMIGRATION RATES AS
REPORTED IN 38th, 43:¢ AND 55t ROUNDS,

In case of rural male inter-state inmigration, it has been
generally high for Punjab, Maharashtra'and Haryana in all the three
rounds. These are the so called developed states. Very low male
" inmigration has taken pllavce in rural areas in Assam and Bihar which are
the less developed states. Among the other less developed states, male
inmigration in rural areas is quite high in UP, Rajasthan and MP and has
been very high in case of Orissa particularly as can been seen from its

figure in the 55th round.

In case of rural female 'intér-state_ inmigration, it has been .
high in- Haryana, Maharashtra and Punjab. Even MP and Rajasthan have
reported high rates of female inmigration in rural areas. The less
developed states of Assam and Bihar have reported very low rates of

female inmigration.

In case of urban male inter-state inmigration, it has been
very high in case of states like Haryana, Punjab, Maharashtra and
Gujarat. These are the traditional developed states. In the 38thround WB
reported high urban male inmigration. But then the rat has gone down

considerably over the years.

In case of urban female inter-state inmigration, it has been
A generally high in Haryana, Maharashtra and Punjab. Besides, the same

has been quite high in Gujarat and Rajasthan.
'Among the less developed states, there are considerable

employment opportunities in MP due to the presence of a-large number

of mines. As a result inmigration in general has been very high in case of
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MP. In Rajasthan too mining and quarrying activity is quite prevalent
which again provides employment opportunities. This serves as a huge

incentive to inmigration.

WB is one state where inmigration in urban areaé has gone
down considerably and the same in rural areas has not improved
considerably. This again has got to do with the employment
opportuni'ties that the state presents. Pu'njab, Haryana and Gujarat are
the states that generally provide axﬁple. employment opportunities and as

a result have experienced high inmigration.

In case of rural male inmigration, we find it has goneup in
case of Bihar, Gujarat, MP, Maharashtra, Orissa, TN and WB when we
compare figures of 38th and 55t rounds. The same has gone up in case
of AP, Assam, Haryana, Karnataka, Punjab and Rajasthan. A special
" mention of Orissa has to be made since it is strictly a less developed
state. The figure for Kerala had gone.up as .reported in the 43 round but
then had gone back to the level reported in the 38h round, in the S5th

round.

In case of rural female inmigration, we find that it has gone
up in case of AP, Gujarat, Haryana, Kerala, MP, Maharashtra, TN, UP
and WB when we compare figures of 38th and 53h rounds. It has gone

down in case of Bihar, Karnataka, Orissa, Punjab and'Rajasthan.

In case of urban male inmigration, we find that it has gone
up in case of AP, Haryana, Kerala, Maharashtra and Rajasthan when we
compare figures of 38" and 55t round. However, the figure for Haryana
- went up steeply in the 43 round but then fell less steeply. As a result

we say that the inmigration for Hafyana' has gone up when we compare
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the figures of the 38t and 55t rounds. The same has fallén7in case of

Assam, Bihar, Gujafat, Kérnataka, MP, Orissa, Punjab, TN, UP and WB.

In case of urban female inmigration, we ﬁnd that it has gone
up in case of AP, Assam, Bihar, Haryana, Kerala and Maharashtra when
~ we compare figures of 38th and S55th rounds. It has fallen in case of
Gujarat, Karnataka, MP, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB. The
fall has been drastic in case of Plinjab but still it has been high
éompared to the other states. All the above ‘informgtion can be had by

referring to Table 4.2.
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' Table 4.2

INTER-STATE INMIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION

RURAL MALES RURAL FEMALES
38 RD |43 RD | 55 RD 38 RD [ 43 RD | 55 RD
AP 0.22 0.36 0.19 AP 0.39 0.45 0.49
ASS 0.07 0.09 0.06 ASS 0.05 0.01 0.05
BIH 0.06 0.17 0.11 BIH 0.09 0.12 0.08
GUJ 0.05 0.27 0.36 GUJ 0.08 0.45 0.76
HAR 0.92 0.47 0.89 HAR 1.83 1.87| 2.32
KAR 0.48 0.75 0.28 KAR 0.63 0.89 0.56
KER 0.74 1.09 0.74 KER 0.45 0.81 0.68 |
MP 0.26 0.25 0.31 MP .0.58| - 0.58 0.70
MAH 0.46 0.42 0.66 MAH 055 070} 0.90
ORI 0.23] 0.23 0.71 ORI 0.24 .0.25 0.16
PUN 1.02 2.26 0.70 PUN 0.88 1.84 0.74 |.
RAJ 0.51 0.62 0.30 RAJ 1.01 0.88| 0.56
TN 0.29 0.44 0.35 { TN 0.40 0.43 0.63
UP 0.34 0.40 0.34 UP 0.39 0.46 0.47
WB 0.27 0.26 0.35 | ‘WB 0.34 0.35 0.38
URBAN MALES , URBAN FEMALES
. |38 RD {43 RD | 55 RD | v; 138 RD {43 RD | 55 RD
AP 0.80 1.77 0.97 AP 0.75 1.31 0.84
ASS 046] 0.80] 0.36 ASS 0.21 1.29 0.35
BIH 042] 042]| 0.20 { BIH 0.69 0.38 0.71
GUJ 2.38 3.47 2.19 | GUJ 1.81 2.57]| 1.68
HAR 4.67] 10.29 6.67 | { HAR 4.93 9.21 5.59
| KAR ~ 3.10 1.42 1.92 KAR 3.17 | 1.88 2.41
KER - 1.31 1.58 | 1.45 KER 0.80 1.29 1.26 |
MP 2.13] 0.99 1.63 | { mpP 2.28 1.95 1.38 |
MAH 2.82 2.49]| 4.19 ‘MAH 2.59| 2.00 3.54
ORI 1.08 2.04 0.73 ORI 1.12 1.83 0.89
PUN 7.47 5.85 5.75 PUN '6.89 5.21 2.83
RAJ . 1.25 1.76 | 1.63 RAJ 1.65]  1.84 1.46
TN 1.44 1.72 1.08 TN 1.19 1.78 1.02
UP 1.89 . 1.07 1.43 UP 1.65 1.38 1.16
WB 3.06 2.67 1.41 | wB 1.93 2.57| 0.91

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38th; 43rd and 55throunds.
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COMPARISON OF INTRA-STATE MIGRATION RATES AS REPORTED
IN 38th, 43:¢ AND 55th ROUNDS |

In case of rural male intra-state migration, it has been
generally high in states like AP, Kerala, Maharashtra and TN. Rural male
intra-state migration in Gujarat and Karnataka have been quite high
also. Intra-state migration has generally gone down as can be seen from .
the figures reported in the three rounds. In cases sﬁch as Karnataka,- '
Kerala, Rajasthan, TN and UP, the figure has gdne up from 38th to 43rd
round but has gone below the level of 38th round, in the 53h round. The
decline has been very significant in case of Kera]a. AP, Haryana and WB |
have experienced a systematic decline in fural male intra-state migration |

over the three rounds.

In case Aof. rural female intra-state migration, it has been
generally high in almost all the states except Assam and Bihar. We find a
decline in the migration rates in all the states except Bihar and UP ty
comparing the figures of 38th and 53b rounds. In states like' AP, Bihar,
- Gujarat, Karnataka, Kerala, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB,
the figure has gone up‘.from 38h to 437 round but has fallen below the

level of 38th round, in the S5th round.

In case of urban méle intra-state migration, the figure is
generally high in AP,- Karnataka, Kerala, Orissa and TN. We find a decline
in the intra-state migration rate in all the states except Bihar and UP as
we compare the figures reported in the (‘38“l and 55th rounds. The decline
- in intra-state migration is very significant in Haryana. Other states that
have experienced significant decline in migration rate are AP, Karnataka,
MP, Orissa, Punjab and TN. The states that have experienced systematic
increase in migration rate over the three rounds are Bihar and MP. In

states like AP, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB the figure has
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~gone up from 38t to 434 round but finally has gone down below the level :
in 38th round, in the 55th round.

In case of urban female intra-state migration, it has been
high in AP, Gujarat Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, Orissa,
Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB. Comparlng figures of 38t and 53" rounds
we find that there has been a decline in the intra-state mlgratlon rates in
almost all the states except Bihar, Kerala and UP. We again find that the
figures have gone up from the 38" to 434 round but have gone '_dOWn
below the level of the 38th round, in the 55th round in AP, Orissa, Punjab,
TN and WB. There has been a systerﬁatic decline in the intrastate
migration i‘ate over the three .rounds in Gujarat, ‘Haryana, Karnataka
MP, Maharashtra and Rajasthan. All the above information can be had
by referring to Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3

"INTRA-STA'TE MIGRANTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPUL.

ATION
RURAL MALES RURAL FEMALES
38RD [43RD [55RD 38RD [43RD |[55RD

AP 5.58 5.34 4.09 AP 11.70| 11.34 7.50
AS 1.23 0.71 0.84 AS 4.45 2.69 3.16
BIH 0.74 0.73 0.28 BIH 0.91 3.67 4.73 |
GUJ 2.46 2.83 3.67 GUJ ' 6.82 9,74 9.55
HAR 2.08 0.93 0.51{ |{HAR 9.87 8.19 6.62

| KAR 3.72 4.25 2.80| | KAR 8.87 9.21 8.21
KER 5.02 7.17 4.23 KER 8.14| 10.84| 8.86
MP 2.75 2.73| 1.39 MP | 8.03 8.61 7.55
MAH 5.50 4.99 4.72 MAH 12.12 11.30 9.67
OR _ 3.28 3.07 2.30] |{OR 9.36 9.55 . 5.94
PUN 2.97 2.12 1.37 PUN 10.80 997! 6.83
RAJ 2.26 2.93 1.79| | RrRAJ 9.89| 10.79 8.73
TN 4.32 5.42 3.76| {TN 8.78 9.31 7.64
UP 1.36 146 1.24| {up 7.69 9.82 8.00
WB - 3.42 2.52 1.00] |wB 7.96 9.36| - 6.97

URBAN MALES . URBAN FEMALES
38RD |43 RD [55RD - 38RD [43RD |55RD

AP 13.70| 14.37 9.68 AP 15.65| 15.81] 11.25]
AS 5.12 4.48 4.05 AS 6.69 | 4.76 4.80
BIH 4.48 4.50 4.57 BIH 3.52 5.98 4.73}
| GuJg 9.51 6.51 6.47{ | GUJ 10.48 9.63 '8.28
HAR 9.79 | 7.99 3.51] |HAR '15.88 11.30 7.36
KAR 11.97] 11.14 7.96| | KAR 11.84| . 11.70 '8.77
KER 7.33 9.90 9.47 KER 9.20 13.26 11.55
MP 9.48 7.79| 4.35 MP 11.59 9.83( 6.33
MAH 9.38 8.71 6.55 MAH 11.71 10.71 7.33
OR 14.12 14.84 9.11 OR 13.48| 15.54 8.79
PUN 6.63 6.70 2.42 PUN 10.82 1192 5.99
RAJ 7.99 8.58 7.32 RAJ 11.95] 11.64| ~ 9.23
TN 11.13 12.19 7.62 TN 11.68| 13.66 9.89
UP - 7.28 946| = 7.57 UP 8.91 12.59| 10.06
WB 6.95 7.17 562| |wWB 9.54 11.00{ 7.94

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 387, 43

and 55" rounds.
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Factors responsible for migration J38tvh , 431 and 55t rounds).

The factors related to employment of the migrants are

classified as economic factors. Those not related to employment are

clubbed under the head non-economic factors. These include studies,v

social factors, external factors and other factors.

Table 4.4

ECONOMIC FACTORS

NON-ECONOMIC FACTORS

38RUM|38RUF|[38URM|{38URF| {38RUM|38RUF|38URM|38URF
AP 1.84 0.62 6.18 0.64 © 3.91 11.49 8.32. 15.79
ASS 0.52 0.10 3.19 0.79 0.77| = 4.40 2.37 6.10
BIH 0.29 0.06 | 2.33 0.47 0.47 0.98 |{ 2.59 3.76
GUJ 0.97| 0.14 5.80 0.68 1.49 6.64 6.14 11.62
‘| HAR 1.06 0.04 8.29 1.36 1.89| 11.63 6.23| 19.56
KAR 1.51 0.36 7.31 0.88 2.69 | 9.17 7.79 | 14.08
KER - 1.18 0.45 3.35 1.80 460| 8.13 5.24 8.19 |
MP 1.20 | 047]  5.78 | 1.30 | 1.83 ] 8.07|  5.81 12.57
MAH|{  2.11] 0.47 6.07 0.37 3.95 12.25 | 6.13] 13.94
ORI 1.68 0.31 | 8.06 1.05 | 1.76 | 9.23 7.04 13.54
PUN 1.41 0.07 8.30 0.74 | 2.82 11.67| . 6.22 17.25
RAJ 1.24 0.27 4.26 0.57- 1.53] 10.58 5.14 13.07
TN 1.65( 049 6111 1,19} 3.13 8.91 6.80 11.98
UP 0.47 0.15 4.04| 0.27|1 1.17 7.65 ~5.19) 10.35
WB 0.98 | 0.19 |. 4.71 1.20 2.89 759 548 10.54
143RUM]|43RUF|43URM|[43URF| |43RUM|43RUF|{43URM |43 URF |
AP 1.68 0.47 | 6.48 1.07| | = 4.02 11.34 | 9.72 16.13
ASS 0.50 0.08| 271 0.14 | 0.30 2.61 2.69 6.06
BIH 0.28 0.03 1.57 0.22 0.62 3.77 3.44 6.18
GUJ 1.24 0.30 5.59 0.31" 1.85 9.91 4.41 11.99
HAR 0.50 0.07 10.18 0.77 1.01 10.14 8.22 19.93
KAR 1.82 0.34 5.42 0.67 3.19] ° 9.77 7.18 12.93
KER 2.11 0.47]  4.07 1.25 6.70 11.33 | 7.75 13.45
MP 1.17|. 0.44 4.03 0.86 1.83 8.76 |  4.77 10.94
‘| MAH 2.05 0.44 © 5,22 0.82 3.35 11.56 6.09) 11.98
ORI 1.38 0.19| - 8.69 0.75 1.92 9.61 8.21 16.65
PUN 1.76 0.20 6.29 0.60 2.74 11.71 6.31 16.60
RAJ 1.32 0.19 4.68 1.00 2.28 11.51 5.82 12.50
TN 1.80 0.61 6.76 0.87 4.10 9.20 7.25 14.63
UP 0.45 0.09 5.10 0.39 1.46 1021} - 5.50 13.71
WB 0.80 0.13 3.67 0.75 2.10 968| . 6.22| 12.85
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(continuation of ' table)

. ECONOMIC FACTORS NON-ECONOMIC FACTORS ,

S55RUM|S55RUF |55URM|S55URF 55RUM |S5RUF|[S55URM|55URF
AP ' 1.03 0.42 4.72 0.61 3.27 7.45 6.92 11.79
ASS 0.26 0.06 2.42 0.73 0.64 3.10 1.98 |. 5.47
BIH 0.10 0.01 1.61 0.36 0.30 4.77 3.19 5.84
GUJ 1.21 0.10 4.05 0.51 2.89 9.90 ] 4.64 10.99
HAR 0.53 0.02 5.43 0.17 0.87 9.36° 4.83 16.43
KAR 1.12 0.29 4.90 0.96 1.98 8.58 5.00 11.64
KER 1.45 0.28 3.15 - 0.78 4.65 9.38 8.50 13.22
MP 0.47 0.23 2.60 0.32 1.23 8.03 3.35 9.48
MAH 2.12 0.56 5.54 0.56 3.28 . 9.85 5.36 10.34
ORI 0.68 0.05 3.82 0.49 2.32 6.01 __6.29 8.91
PUN 1.21 0.06 6.22 0.32 0.99 7.51 1.89 9.38 |
RAJ 0.83 0.11 4.30 0.64 1.27 9.20 4.69 12.07
TN 1.39 0.37 3.93 0.51 291 _7.75 4.72 10.79
UP 0.33 0.03 4.11 0.19 0.97 8.38 5.02 11.31
wB 0.32 0.01 2.69 0.78 - 1.08 731 4.49 10.12

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 38"M, 43" ‘andb55“‘. rounds.

- RU M = percentage of rural male migrants
RU F= percentage of rural female migrants
UR M = percentage of urban male migrants

UR F = percentage of urban female migrants

The figures in Table 4.4 have been expreSsed as'percentége
of total population to have a clearer picture of how migration has
respdnded to the economic ahd non-economic factors. By comparing
figures of 38th and 55th rounds we find that there is a decline in the
'response‘of' rural male migrants to economic factors in all the states
except Gujarat and Kerala. In case of rural female migrants, there is
decline in response to economic factors throughout except in -
Mé.harashtra. In case of urban male migrants, in UP only there has been

an increaée in,response- to economic factors. For urban female migrans,
| we find that there is an increase in response to economic factors in
Karnataka and Rajé.sthan only. Thereforé we find that there is a decline
in response to economic factors for all the categories of migrants in

almost all the states. As far as non-economic factors are concerned, in
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case of rural males, response has gone up in Gujarat, Kerala, and Orissa .
~ only. In case of rural female migrants response to non-economic factors.
has gone up in Blhar Gujarat, Kerala and UP. In case of urban male

mlgrants response to non-economic factors has gone up in Bihar and
" Kerala only. In case of urban female mxgrants the response has gone up
" in Bihar, Kerala and UP. _

When we compare the ﬁgures.of 38th and 43rd rounds, we
find that there has been an increase in response of rural male fnigrants
to economic factors in Gujarat, Karnataka, Kerala, Punj'ab; Rajasthan
and TN. In case of rural female migrants there has been an increase in
response of rural male migrants to economic factors in Gi.ljarat,
Karnataka,v Kerala, Punjab and TN. In case of urban male migrants,
there has been in increase in response to economic factors in AP, '
Haryana, Kerala, Orissa, Rajasthan, TN and UP. In case of urban female
migrants, the increase in response to economic fact.ors can be seen in the
case of AP, Maharashtra, Rajasthan and UP. In the case of noneconomic
factors, we find that the response of rural male migrants has gons-up in
~ the case of AP, Bihar, Gujarat, Karnataka, Kerala, Orissa, Rajasthan, TN
and UP. In case of rural female migrants, the response to noneconomic
factors has gone up in Bihar, Gujarat, Karnataka, Kerala, MP, Orissa,
Punjab, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB. In case of urban males_rnigrants, the
response to non-economic factors has gone up in AP, Assam, Bihar,
Haryana, Kerala, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB. In case of
urban female migrants, response to non-economic factors has gone up in
AP, Assam,; Bihar, Gujarat, ‘Haryana, Kerala, Orissa, TN, UP and WB.
Comparing figures of 434 and 55t rounds we find that vresponse of rural
male migrants to economic factors has gone up in Haryana and
Maharashtra only while in case of rural female migrants the same has
gone up in Maharashtra only. In case of n'rban male migrants, the ﬁgure
has gone up in Bihar and Maharashtra only. In case of i.u'_ban femalé

" migrants, the figure has gone up in Assam, Bihar, Gujarat and
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Karnataka. Response _to» non-economic factors in case of rural male
migrants has gone up-in Assarh and Gujarat only. In case of rural female.
- migrants, the figure has gone up in Assam and Bihar. In c_asé of urban
-male migrants the figure has goné up in Bihar and Kerala while that for

urban female migrants it has gone up in Bihar, Kerala and UP .

Therefore we find that- there has been increase in response to
economic as well as non-economic factors in very few states. On the
contrary, response to .,both the factors has declined in majority of the
states as we compare the figures of 38t and 55th, 38h and 43t and

finally 434 and 55th rounds separately.
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Household Migration (49th 'ro{mg)

‘We start by looking at the general scenario of household migration

for both rural and urban areas in ﬁftéen major states as has been
captured in the 49t round of NSS. - '

- _ _Table 4.5
Percentage of household according to migration status
'Rqral Urban
AP RE 33
ASS 0.8 2.6
BIH 0.3 1.2
|1 GUJ 53 3.0
HAR 03 2.2
KAR 06 3.0
KER 1.3 2.6
MP 0.6 2.5
MAH 12 N
ORI 0.6 2.1
{ PUN 0.8 1.9
| RAJ 1.0 2.1
TN 1.0 3.5
UP I3 12
WB 0.9

1.2

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 49t round

From Table.4._5 we find thét highest household migration in

rural areas has iaken place in Gujarat followed by.Kerala and UP.

Highest household migration in urban areas has taken place in TN

followed by Andhra Pradesh and Gujarat and Karnataka both. Gujarat is

the only state where household migration is high both in rural and urban

areas. Another surprising element, which we find in case of Gujarat, is
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that household migration in rural areas is more than that in urban

- areas.

We cannot undertake a comparative analysis of this as the
other rounds----38th, 43rd and 55th, do not give any information on this

account.

Return migrants as _percentage of total | population (49t: Round)

.

Table 4.6

Return migrants as percentage of total population

Rural Male Rural Female Urban Male | Urban Female
AP 0.86 1.55 - 1.88 1.81
ASS 0.50 0.44 1.66 | 1.05
BIH 1.53. 0.30 0.34 0.46
GuJ 5.36 5.22 | 0.78 1 1.06 |
HAR 2.00 . 5.13 4.77 6.89 |
KAR 0.57 1.80 1.53 2,05
| KER 3.34 3.91 2.40 2.05 |
MAH 0.54 1.63 0.96 1.34
MP 1.89 2.40 1.66 '1.68
ORI 0.71 0.49 1.10 0.88
PUN 0.30 | 0.44 1.58 1.53 |
| RAJ 1.09 0.64 2.24 1.85
TN 1.88 | 2.38 1.44 1.50 |
up 0.59 1.24 1.09 3.12
WB 0.80 2.01 1.21 1.83

Source: NSS, Migration in India, 49t Round

Data on return migrants is available only in the 49th round.’
Therefore, a comparative analysis on this account is not possible.
However, from Table 4.6 we find that in case of rural males, percentage
of return migrants is highest in case Gujarat followed by Kerala and MP.
The figure is lowest for Punjab follovs}eci by Assam and WB. In case of
rural females the figure is highest in Gujarat followed by Haryana and
" Kerala. However it is lowest in Bihar followed by Assam and Pun_)ab In
case qf urban males, the figure is highest for Haryana followed by Kerala |
and Rajasthan. The figure is lowest in Bihar followed by Gujarat and
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Maharashtra. Finally in case of urban males, we find that the figure is
highest in Haryana followed by UP, Karnataka and Kerala. On the

contrary it is lowest in Bihar followed by Orissa and Assam. .

Streams of m;gration :

By analysing the figures of 38th and 43 rounds (refer to
Table 4.7) we find that for male migrants, rural to rural hmigration has
gone up in AP, Bihar, Karnataka, Kerala, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN and UP.
In case of urban to rural migratioﬁ, the figure has gone up in Karnataka,
Kerala, Oriésa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN and UP. In case of rural to urban
migration, the figure has gone up in AP, Assam, Bihar, Gujart, Haryana,
Kerala, TN and UP. In case of urban to urban migration the figure has
gone up in Gujarat, Kerala, Maharashtra, Orissa, Rajasthan TN, UP and '
WB. In-case of female migrants, rural to rural migration figure has gone
up in AP, Bihar, Gujarat, Kaunétaka, -Kéralé., Orissa, Rajasthan, TN, UP
- and WB. In case of urban to rural migration, the figure has gone up in
Bihar, Haryana, Kerala, MP, Maharashtra, Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, TN
and UP. in case of rural to urban migration for females, the figure has
gone up in Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, Kerala, Orissa, TN, UP, WB. In case
of urban to urban migration we find that the figure has g_bne up in AP,
Gujarat, Kerala, Orissa, Rajasthan, TN, UP and WB.

Comparing 43d and 55t rounds for males we find that ruml
to rural migration has gone up in Assam and Gujarat only. In case of
urban to rural migration, the figure has gone up in Gvujarat,vHaryana,
Karnataka, Maharashtra, Orissa and WB. In case of rural to urban
migration, the figure has gone down in all the fifteen states while urban

to urban migration has gone up in ,' Bihar only. In case of female
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migration, rural to rural migration has ”gone up in Assam, Bihar and
Gujarat. In case of urban to rural migration, thé figure has goné up in
AP, Bihar, Haryana, Keréla, Méharashtra, UP and WB. In case.of rural to
urban migration, the figure has gone up only in Assam while urban to

urban migration has gone up in Bihar only.-
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Table 4.7

Male

Female

RR |[UR JRU .|U-U RR |U-R- |R-U . |Uu-U
AP 06 016 349 248/38RD 141 0419) 421|255
ASS 044/ 001 223 322 049 001 356 3.19
BIH 007 002 229 162 011 o001 178  1.59
GUJ 0311 005 11 1.39 088 0.3 2.5 1.34
HAR 025 013 327 - 3.11 1.42] 009 437 483
KAR 043 017 258 285 113 022 275 234
KER 0.59 0.14 2.36 1.77 0.98 0.1 2.93 1.86
MP - .03 008 259 2.9 099 0.1 32 337
MAH 069 023 195 1.44 1.73] 0258 221 176
ORI 034 006 84| - 4.09 104] -~ 005 86 3.35
PUN 042 0.14 27 2.32 1.44] 019 = 3.26 3.03|
|raJ 0.26f 009 279 151 115| 01 389 245
T™N 051 o018/  1.71] 209 112 025 184 203
UP 015 005 279 22 0.4 o008 324 25
WB 041 009 ol 174 101 012 197 235
AP 063 013 397 2.3843RD 1.43| 015 412 261
ASS 0.08]  0.01 314, 176 029  0.01 3.21 2.4
BIH 008 002 259 123 042 002 348 147
laug 028 005 952 689 094 015 1092 9.14
HAR 012] 006 475 3.03 1.08 01 473 4.01]
KAR 053 019 231 1.86 122 023 2320 219
KER 086 022 306 193 131 021 413 2.2
MP 03 008 219 1.8 105  0.13 3l 236
MAH 065 021 152 149 165 o026 185 157
ORI 03 008 748 5.8 1060 008 = 873 4.93
PUN 043, 018 221 215 139  0.27 3.1 - 2.86
" RAJ 033 013 267 2.01 131 o019 338 273
™ 062] 026 198 217 145 032 225 233
up 0.16]  0.07 32 232 118] 009 4.04] 329
WB 0.33] 0.05 162  2.02 1.26 223 278

0.08
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‘(continuation of table)

Male RR |U-R |[RU  |U-U  |Female R-R _|[U-R__|[RU__ [U-U
-~ |ap 049 012 2.5 1.7|55RD 091 022 243 172
ASS 009 001 269 093 036  0.01 33 165
BIH 003 002 178 141 | o054 003 189 224
GUJ - 039 025 112 - 1.2 126 033 151 158
HAR 0.09 0.11} 2.9 0.84 ~0.99 0.3 4.44 1.53
KAR 034 013 146] 146 115 o019 165  2.01
KER 055 017 173 183 18] 022 283 173
MP 018 o0o0s| 108 1.18 103l o009 173 - 1.89
MAH 066 0271 139 1.6 15| 031 134  1.25
ORI 024 012 397 198 069 004 398 1.64
PUN 0.26 0.04 1.84 0.74] ’ 1.01 0.1 1.63 1.4
RAJ 018, 009 169 187 | 114 0.1 2.61 2.51
TN 039 026 102 136 | o098 031 134 171
UP 011 005 24/ 161 009 01 287 216
WB 013 006 102 145 095 009 ° 177 208

Source: NSS, Migration in India. 38", 43 and 55™ rounds.
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CONCLUSION

From the state-level ﬁgures of migrants expressed as .

percentage of total population, we ﬁnd that the percentage of migrants in .
the 55th round is less compared to percentage in the 38th round except
for Kerala. Besides we find that migration in rural areas is considerably
less compared to that in the urban areas. This is true for both males and
females. Comparing the ﬁgures for the fifteen major states across the
four rounds, we 'ﬁn_d that migration in the eighties was far more
compared to that in the nineties. This means that there has been

considerable slow down in mobility in the nineties.

From the figures of inter-state inm}grants, we find that the
percentage is always high in case of the d'eveloped states e.g. Pu‘njab,
Maharashtra and Haryana. On the other hand, inmigration is low in case
of less developed states like Assam, Bihar and UP. The exception is MP
which is a less developed state where inmigration is high. This is due to
the numerous mines which exist in- the state which proVide good
ernploymen't opportunities. On the other hand, West Bengal inspite of
A being a developed state to a certain extent has experienced low
inmigration compared to the other develbped_states. From the figures of
intrastate migration, we find that it has been :generally high in states like
’ Gujarat AP, Maharashtra and Kerala and low in Assam and Bihar We
find that there is a decline in the ﬁgures of the 55t round compared to
both 38t and 43 rounds.

Coming to the factors responsible for migration, we find that
male migration is increasingly responding more to non-economic factors
than to economic factors. On the other hand female migration is

responding more to non-economic factors compared to economic factors.
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Where there is decline in response to both the factors, the decline in
response to economic factors is more compared to non-economic factors.
From here also we can say significance of non-economic factors

contributing to migration has gone up.
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‘Migration and Development _ - Chapter-5

In this chapter we try to look at how migration has
responded to development acroséthe different rounds. For this we have
used developmental indicators like per capita income, poverty,
development of infrastructure facilities and percentage of employment. In .
order to understand the complexity of temporal Variations'_of migration,

we have used correlation analysis.

Migrétion and Infrastructure .

We know that migration takes 'place in response to changing
economic scenario. This would include the effect of development of
infrastructure on migration. The concept of infrastructﬁre is essentially a
flow of service out of a certain stock of infrastructure facilities created
over a length of time. Depending on the nature of input services,
infrastructure can be broadly classified into two types: physical and
social. The fortrler, consists of railways, roads, telecommunication,
housing, water supply, etc. they work as intermediate inputs to
production, and improvement in these inputs in any geographical
location attracts additional flows of resources. This'_ raises the
productivity of factors of production (capital and labour) and proﬁtabiiity
of the producing units thereby permitting higher levels of output, income
and employment. The positiVe contribution of physical infrastructure to
economic growth and development comes - through increases in
investment, employment, output and income in a chain of cumulative
caﬁsation. : ' | ' |

.So‘cial infrastructure ing:ludés education, healh, banking
and other forms of financial facilities. Their contribution to produétion
activity although indirect on some occasions, is no less important.'
Education opens up employment opportunities. Better health condition

increases productivity of an individual and hence enhances his earning
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potential. Therefore we find that development of infrastructure (physical
and social) has a positive effect on employment and inc_orhe Opportunities
of an individual. As a result, an individual will always be drawn to‘ an
area where thére is better employment opportunity in particular and
better living conditions in general. |

In this section data on 1nfrastructure has been collected
from ‘Profiles of Districts’ volume of CMIE 2001 Here an attempt has
been made to construct a Composite Index of Infrastructure (CII). For
this, weightages had to be generated and this has been done by using
MOdlﬁCd Principle Component Analysis. ._ '

The indicators that have been used to construct the CII are
as follows:

1. . road length per 100 square kms.

railway route length per-100 square kms.
number of post offices per lakh popu‘laﬁon.
number of telephone connections per 100 persons.
number of banking branches per lakh population.
credit per capita. _ | _
‘number of primary health centres per lakh population. :
number of hospitals and dispensary beds per lakh populatxon.

O ©® N O g h WN

number of primary schools per lakh population.
10. number of middle schools per lakh population.
11. power generation in MKW. "

12. gross irrigated area as percentage of gross cropped area.

54



Table 5.1

COMPOSITE INDEX OF INFRASTRUCTURE---CII
| Cl83 ClI87 __CII93 CII99
AP 253 3.13 3.08 3.03
ASS 221 251 271 2.95
BIH 218 | 247 2.32 201
GUJ ‘ 3.62 3.86 423 T 427
HAR , 2.66. 3.09 3.1 3.01
KAR S 468 3.62 3.77 3.80
~ [KER 4.02 401 4.44 4.10
mP 2.16 2.64 2.64 2.70
MAH , 415 | 485 T 454 5.23
ORI 2.85 324 322 3.23
PUN 4.87 T 4.52 524 427
RAJ 214 | 251 2.66 2.82
TN 3.69 3.80 4.02 4.08
uP 276 298 288 | 294
WB ‘ 2.79 3.42 2.77 3.3

Source: Profiles of Districts, CMIE, 2000. | .

The above table (Table 5.1} gives the values of - CII
corresponding to the years 1983, 1987 and 1999. We find that for the
. year 1983, the value of Cll is high for Punjab, Karnataka, Maharashtra
and Kerala. On the other hand it is low for Rajasthan, Bihar, MP and
Assam. For the yeai' 1987, the value of CH is high for Maharashtra,
Punjab, Kerala and Gujrat. The value of CH is quite low for Bihar, Assam,
Rajasthan and UP. Finally for the year 1999, the value of CII is high for
Maharashtra, Punjab, Gujrat and Kerala. On the other hand it is quite
low for Bihar, Assam and UP. Therefore we find that value of CII is
generally high for the developed states and low for the backward states.
And, this is true for all the three time periods. This means that the states
which had low level of infrastructure devélopment in 1983, still continue
to remain at the bottom of the ladder in 1999. This agairi, means that
" there had. been very little investment in the backward states in the field
- of infraistructure, énd most of the inve‘stmcnf in i_nfreistructurc COhtinucs

to take place in the developed states.
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Next

we

look at t_he correlation between

interstate

inmigration (male and female) for both rural amd urban areas and

Composite Index of Infrastructure. This is given in Tables 5.2 and 5.3.

- Correlation between male inter-state inmigration and CII

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

CIllI=Composite Index of Infrastructure

RUM-=rural interstate male inmigrant

URM=urban interstate male inmigrant

RUF=rura1 1nterstate female 1nm1grant

URF-—urban interstate female inmigrant

Table 5.2
RUMS83 JURMS83 |RUMS87 [URMS7 [RUM99 [URM99 |[ClI83 CII87 ICH99
RUMS3  ]1.000 :
URMS3 1.760** 11.000
RUMB7 | 800** | 744** |1.000
URMB7 1676** [728** ]350 1.000
RUM99 [ 747** 1565* 459 .689**  11.000
URM99 1L801** 1864** 1.547* .888** 1718** 11.000
ICil183 .509 .583* .682** 1199 .444 431 11.000
CI187 451 .544* .550* 1267 1570* .498 1.888** {1.000
IC1199 .336 398 418 176 477 1416 1.842%* 1947** 11,000
Correlation between female inter-state inmigrationand CH - Table5.3
) RUF83 [URF83 [RUF87 JURF87 {RUF99 JURF99 - [ClI83 IC1187 IC1199
- [RUF83  {1.000 1 ) { ¢
URF83  [689** [1.000
RUF87  [873** 1900** 11.000
URF87  ]839** )780** |836** {1.000 N
RUF99 | 850%* |605* | 775** |877°% [1.000 |
URF99 |834%F |756** [827%% [851F [908%* {1.000
CH83 1073 LS17* 444 1152 1157 .349 11.000
CCII87 1052 1447 1378 1183 1235 1391 1.888** 11.000 :
i199 .005 315 1277 . 100 1213 . 352 - |842%* 1947** [1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

From Tables 5.2 and 5.3 we find that correlation between CII
and inter-state male and female migration for both rural and urban areas .
is positive for all the years. Correlation -between RUM and CII is.

signiﬁdant for the year 1983 only. Correlation between URM and CII is
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significant for the year 1983 only. On the other hand correlation between
RUF and CII is positive for all the years but not signiﬁcar'lt.' In addition
correlation between URF and CII is positive for all the years but again not

significant.

Migration and Per Capita Income (PCI)

PCI is a very important developmental indicator. In Table 4 we get
the figures of PCI for the years 1983, 1987, 1993 and 1999 for the fifteen

| majoi‘ é_.tates. The figures are in rupees only.

Per Capita Income (PCI) Table 5.4
- - PCI-83 PCI-87 PCI-93 PCI-99
AP B 2046 2849 6900 13853
ASS | 1777 2962 5520 8700 |
BIH | 1242 1935 . 3417 5923
GUJ 3162 3636 8945 18792
HAR ' 3133 4512 | 10526 19773
KAR 2285]| 3225 7216 15889
KER 2050 2994 | 6524 17756
MP , 1746 2677 5508 10147
MAH 3185 4520 11799 22763
ORI 1772. 2329 4662 8719
PUN ‘ 3605 | 5752 12936 20834 |
RAJ 1914 2370 5315 11045
TN 2024 3444 8051 17525
| UP » » 1682 2399 4783 9261
WB 2189 3693 6247 12961

Source: Planning Commission

From Table 5.4 we find that PCI has gone up systematically
for all the years as we move from 1983 to 1999. Punjab, Gujrat, Haryana
and Maharashtra are the states to have high PCI for all theiyears. On the
other hénd, Assam, Bihar, Orissa, UP and MP are the states to have very
low PCI.
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First we look at the correlation between migrants (male and

female) expressed as percentége of total pbpulation for both rural and

urban areas and PCI given in Tables 5.5 to 5.8.

Correlation between rural male migrahts and PCI

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 5.5
MALES83 [MALE87  [MALE93 |[MALE99 (PCI83 PCI87 {PCI93 PCI99
MALE83 |1.000 : : :
MALE87 [885** 1.000
MALE93 1502 .638* 1.000 -
MALE99 | 831** .889** .833* 1.000
PCI83 .386 198 .328 315 1.000
PCI87 .465 273 1203 1267 920+ 1.000
PCI93 - 499 .297 294 371 956** 934** 1.000
PCI99 - 1.668** .546* L.SS1* .625% 1887** .870** .924%* 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Correlation between urban male migrantsand PCI -~ _ Table 5.6
|[MALES3 |MALE87 [MALE93 [MALE99 [PCiIg3 PCI87 PCI93 1PCI199
MALES3 |1.000 ] - .
{MALES87 |849** 1.000
MALE93 [491] .566* 1.000
MALE99 |625% (784 %+ .709** 1.000
PCI83 .540* .374 1359 362 1.000 .
PCI87 557+ 1391 319 326 .920%* 1.000
PCI93 544 % .394 446 - .370 1956%* 934+ 1.000
PCI99 .541* 454 .589* 573* - 887** .870%* .924** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). '
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Correlation between rufal female migrants and PCI

Table 5.7

* Correlatio_n is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

MALE=male migrant
FEMALE=female migrant

PCI=per capita income

FEMALES3 [FEMALE87 [FEMALE93 [FEMALE99 [PCI83 PCI87 IPCI93 C199
FEMALES3 {1.000 - : : o : '
- IFEMALES7 1860** 1.000 ]
FEMALE93 |.506 L679** 1.000
FEMALE99 {647** .845%* L775%* 1.000 -
PCI83 .574% .509 1472 .525% 11.000
PCI87 621 * .561* 428 . 522% 920%* {1.000
PC193 .621* 1496 387 490 - 1956%% [ 934%* 1.000
PC199 641 ** .627* 500 .694** - [ B8T7** 1.870** 024 ** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). '
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Correlation between urban female migrants and PCI - : . Table 5.8
T FEMALES3 FEMALES7 JFEMALE93 FEMALE9) JPCI83 __ [PCI87 PCI93 PCI99
FEMALES3 (1.000 ] _ . N - I
FEMALES7 [§73%*  [1.000 a
- [FEMALE93 |565* 631 [1.000 :
FEMALE99 | 671%* [ 760** .626* 1.000
PCI83 653%% 470 1260 [399  _jr.o00 |
[PCI87 [665** — ]537* 324 3% 1920%* " [i.000
'}ch [656** (472 1294 {363 |956%*  [934**  [1.000
PCI99 . 1608* 515 1427 1.566* 1887** 1.870** 1924** - 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). ' :

We find that in case of rural male migrants the cor_relation is
positive at all the four points of time (1983, 1987, 1993 and 1999) but is

significant only in 1999. In case of urbén male migrants the correlation

- is positive at all the four points of time but is significant as well ohly in

1983 and 1999. In case of rural and urban female migrants, the -

correlation is positive throughout and is significant in 1983, 1987 and
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1999. Therefore we find that migration in general is positively related to
PCI. One thing to be noted is tilé.t we have got more significant
coefficients in case of female migrants (rural and urban) compared to -
male migrants. '

- Next we look at the correlation between inter-state.
~ inmigration (male and female) for both rural and urban areas and PCI.
We can see this in Tables 5.9 and 5.10. '

Correlation between inter-state rural inmigration and PClI Table 5.9
’ RUMS83 RUF83 RUM87RUF87 [RUM99RUF99 [PCI83 |[PCI87 |PCI99
RUM831.000 - 2 :
RUF83].796** [1.000
RUMS87,.791** 1355 {1.000
RUF871.933** |.873** |.722** ]1.000 :
RUM99.750** |.583* 1459 |679** [1.000
RUF99 ,647** |.859** 179 [775* |.649** [1.000 _
PCI83 |.587* 1464 [543* |.713** |.597* {.622* [1.000
PCI87 |.701** |514* |637** |.754** |.675** |.601* 1.920** [1.000 |
PCI99 |.607* 1434 |511* [644** |616* |636** [887** [870** |1.000

Correlation between inter-state urban inmigration and PCI Table 5.10
URM83URF83|URM87URF87{URM99URF99|PCI83 |PCI87 |PCI99 |-
URMS831.000 §. | , | 3 |
[URF831.976** 11.000 |
- [URM87(.726** |.753** |1.000 |
URF871.741* |.780** |.984** ]1.000 :
URM99,.864** |.895** .888** |.882** {1.000
RF991.685** 1.756** |.849** .851** |.930**.{1.000
PCI83 |.810** |.768** .732** |.676** |.859** |.739** [1.000
PCI87 |.898** |.840** |.698** |.676** |.864** |.717** |.920** |1.000
PCI99 |.637* |.588* |.586* |.523* |.739** |.686** |.887** {.870** [1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

RUM=rural interstate male inmigrant
URM-=urban interstate male inmigrant -
RUF=rura1 interstate female inmigrant
URF=urban interstate female inmigrant

PCI=per capita income
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'From Tables 5.9 and 5.10 we find that correlation between
interstate inmigration and PCI is positive for all the years. This is true for
both male and female inmigrants, and for both rural and urban;afeas.
Correlation between male inmigrants in rural as well as urban area and’
PCI - is significant. On the other hand, correlation between female
interstate inmigration rural ai';ea and PCI is signiﬁcantin 1987 and 1999.

However, correlation between female interstate inmigration and PCI is
positive for all the three years.

Next we look at the correlation between intrastéte migration
- and PCI. We find this in the Tables 5.11 and 5.12.

Correlation between intra-state male migration and PCI Table 5.11

. RUMWS83[URMWS83RUMWS87JURMWS87RUMWSOSURMWS99PCI83 |PCI87 |PCI99
RUMWSE3]1.000 .

[URMWS83(574*  11.000
RUMWS87, 905+ (480  ]1.000
URMWS87 635*  |.882** |619* {1.000
RUMWS99 848**  1527*  [894* |.547* ]1.000
URMWS99 567+  |.592* " |719* 1790* [677* [1.000
PCI83 278 .089 {068 }|.132 [254 -.344 [1.000 |
PCI87 1327 1043 1119 1.085 1175  |.379  |.920* [1.000. |
PCI99  |576* (201 - 1453 .075  |.551* |-.065 |.887*).870* |1.000

Correlation between intra-state female migration and PCI ' Table 5.12

. TRUFWS83JURFWS83RUFWS87JURFWS87/RUFWS99URFWSO9PCI83  [PCI&7 _ [PCI99
RUFWS83(1.000 : . -

URFWS83/.848* [1.000 -
RUFWS87/.838** |.653** |1.000
ORFWS87 737 |.720* |.820** ]1.000 _
RUFWS99 577+ 397 _ |.853** 485 _ |1.000
URFWS%9.496 472 |.737** |.816** |.605* |1.000
PCI83__ | 552+ |416__|400 | 113|406 [.086 [1.000 | _
PCI87 | 589% |381 446 200 393 [.071 [.920**]1.000

PCI99 1 625* (456 |542% [279. [587* (201 |887*+|870**{1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). ’ :
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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RUMWS—rural intrastate (w1th1n state) male mlgrant
RUFWS=rural 1ntrastate fema.le migrant
URMWS=urban intrastate male migrant
URFWS=urban intrastate female migrant

PClI=per capita income

From Table 5.11 we find that intrastate male migration in
rural area is positive for all the three years and significant in 1999 only.
However, it is not so for intrastate rha.lé migrants in urban areas.
Correlation is positive only in 1983 but is negative in 1987 and 1999,

and all the three figures are not significant.

Tablé 5.12 _givés us correlation between intrastate female
migratibn and PCI. We find that correlation between intrastate female
migrafion in rural as well és urban areas and PCI is positive for all the
three points of time. Correlation between intrastate female migration in
rural area and PCI is significant in 1983 and 1999. Correlation between

intrastate female migration in urban area and PCI is not significant at all

- the three points of time.
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Migratioh and Poverty

| Poverty is another importént developmental indicator. In
Table 5.13 we have figures of poverty expressed as percentage for the
years 1983, 1987 and 1999 for the ﬁfteen'major states.

Poverty expressed as percentage of total population - Table 5.13

POV-83 POV-87 POV-93 - POV-99
AP | 28.91 28.60 22.19 15.77
ASS 40.47 - 36.21 40.86 36.09
BIH © 62.22 52.13 | 54.96 | '42.60
GUJ - 32.79| 31.54 2421 14.07°
HAR ' 21.37 16.64 25.05 - 8.47
KAR B 38.24 . 37.53 33.16 20.04 |
KER - 40.42 31.79] - 25.43 12.72
MP 49,78 43.07 | 42.52 37.43
MAH ] 43.44 40.41 36.86 . 25.02]
ORI ‘ 65.29] 55.58 48.56 | - 47.15
PUN 16.18{ 13.20 - 11771 . 6.16
- | RAJ 34.46 |. 35.15 27.41 15.28
{TN , v 51.66 43.39 | 35.03 21.12 |
UP - 47.07 41.46 . 40.85] -31.15
| WB 54.85| 44.72 35.66 - 27.02

Source: Plan'ningFComm'ission

From Table ‘5.13‘ we find that poverty has gone down
systematically for all the states as we move 'from 1983 to 1999 exéeptv for
Rajasthan where poverty had gone up slightly in 1987 but then had gone
down significantly in 1_99.9. Orissa, Bihar, MP--and Assam are the states
where poverty has been very high at all the three poirits of time. Punjab,.
Gujrat, Haryana and Karnataka are the states to have recorded a low

level of poverty at all the three points of time.

First we look at how migra.ti'on.(male and female) for both
rural and urban areas has responded to poverty. We find that in case of
- rural malé migrants, correlation is negative but insignificant at all the
four points of time (1983, 1987, 1993‘-and 1999). In case of urban male
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migrants, the correlation is negative throughout but is significant only-in

1999, We also finud that correlation coefficients in case of urban male

migrants are higher than those in case of rural male migrants at all the

four points of time. Therefore we can say ‘that urban male migration has

responded more to poverty than rural male migrants. In case of female

migration, the coefficients are negative throughout for both rural and

~urban female migrants. Also, the coefficients are significant in 1983 and

1999 for both rural and urban female m'igran'ts:. (Refer to Tables 5.14 to

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

5.17).
Correlation between rural male migrant and poverty , Table 5.14
MALE83 |MALE87 |MALE93 |MALE99 [POV83 [POv87 [POV93 [POVS9

[MALE83 ]1.000 ' R |
MALE87 |[885*" 1.000 .

MALES3 1502 1638* 11.000 , '

MALE99 ([831** .889** .833** - ]1.000 |

POVEB3  [.226 +167  .164 -.134 11.000 '

POV87 .229 -.170 . 143 -.106 .975* 1.000

POVE3 }.478 -.460 -.397 .378 .896** (.894** 1.000

POVO9  }.460 |.465 .423 .393 .865** .867** .945** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). : '
-* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Correlation between urban male migrant and poverty Table 5.15

MALE83 |MALE87 |MALE93 |MALES9 [POV83 [POV87 [POVS3  [POVY9

MALES3 {1.000 . : _ _
MALE87 [849** 1.000

{MALES3 491 .566* 1.000

MALE99 [625* .784** .709*  [1.000

POVE83  }.352 -.316 .299 L.322 1.000

POV87 .327 L.340 .261 -.295 975** 1.000

POV93 457 r.426 -.450 .489 .886** .8O4** 1.000

POV99  }.383 410 -.405 .524* 865** .867** 1945 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). ‘
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. Correlation between rural female migrant and poverty Table 5.16

FEMALES3 [FEMALES7 [FEMALES3 FEMALES9 [POV83 POV87 POV93 POV99
FEMALES3 {1.000 ' '

FEMALES7 |.860** 1.000

FEMALE93 |.506 .679*  11.000

FEMALESO [647** .845** 775  [1.000

POV83 .514* -.407 - F.318 -.384 1.000

POV87 478  |.381 -.286 -.343 .975** 1.000

POV93  |.622* -.639* 475 +.518* .896* 894 |1.000

POV99  +.570* -.621* 459 -.632* .865™ - 867 .845* 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Correlation between urban female migrant and poverty - Table 5.17

_ FEMALES3 JFEMALES7 FEMALE93 FEMALES9 |POV83  |POV87 —POVS3 _ [POV99
FEMALES3 {1.000 ' ]

FEMALES7 | 873"  (1.000

FEMALED3 |565°  1631°  [1.000

FEMALESS [671  |760~ _ |626° 11.000

POVB3 [.602° 1419  [216  F499  |1.000

POV87  L.595° L.467  F220  }.506 975 {000 |
POVO3  F624  F.563°  |.404 (583 [896" 894"  [1.000
POV99 ™ [ 576* 538  }.374 (707 865"  |867° 945" _ 11.000

*Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant :at the 0.05 ievel (2-tailed).

MALE=male migrants
FEMALE=female migrants
POV=poverty

Next we look at éorrclation between interstate inmigration
(male/female) for both rural and urban areas and POV in Tables 5.18
and 5.19.
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" Correlation between inter-state rural inmigrétion and POV o Table 5.18
RUNIB3RUF83 [RUM87RUF87 RUM99IRUF99 |POV83 |POV87 |POVS9
RUMS83(1.000
RUF83 | 796** {1.000
RUM87{.791** |.355 1.000 |
RUF871933** [ 873** |.722** {1.000
RUM99(.750** | 583* [459 |.679** {1.000 _
RUF99 [647** |.859** |.179 |.775** 1.649** |1.000 ]
POV831]-.637**-.596* |-.591* |-.760**-.282 |-.585 {1.000
POV87 [-.716**-.628* |-.645**-.812**-.387 |-.639* {.975** |1.000
POVOY |-.680**-.573* |-.613* |-.736**-.383 |-.607* [.865** |.867** |1.000

Correlation between interstate urban inmigration and POV ' Table 5.19

URMBS3 |URF83 [URMS87|URF87 JURM99{URF99 POV83 POVE7 [POVI9
URMS8311.000 ! ' '

URF83 1.976** |]1.000
URMS87[726** |.753** {1.000
- [URF87 (741** {780** |.984** {1.000 |
- {lURM991.864** |.895** |.888** .882** |1.000 | _
URF99 1.685** |.756** .849** |.851** [.930** [1.000 | |
POV83 |.617**-.637* |-.632* |-.614* |.695**..577* [1.000
POV87 |-.681**-.684**-.716**-.699**-.746**|-.603* |.975** |1.000 .| |
POV99 |- 571* |-.548* |-.589* |-.540* |-.627* |-.535* |.865** [867** {1.000 '
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). . :

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

RUM-=rural interstate male inmigrant
URM=urban interstate male inmigrant
RUF=rural interstate female inmigrant
URF=urban interstate female inrriigraht _
POV=poverty _ .
" From Tables 5.18 and 5.19 we find that correlation between
interstate inmigration and POV is negative throughout for both males
and fémales and for both rural and urban areas at all the three points of

time. Correlation between interstate male inmigration in rural area and
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POV is significant 1983 and 1987. The same is significant between

female interstate inmigration and POV at all the three points of time. In

case of male and female interstate inmigration in urban area, correlation

is significant at all the three points of time.

Next we look at correlation between male and female

intrastate migration and POV. This is given in Tables 5.20 and 5.21

Correlation between intra-state male migration and poverty

Table 5.20

RUMWSS83

URMWSB3RUMWS87lURMWSS87

RUMWS99URMWS99POV 83

POV87 POVS9]|

RUMWSS3l1 000

URMWSS3| 574+

1,000

RUMW‘587.905**

.480

11.000

URMWS87 g35*

[.882** 1619* 1|1.000

RUMWS99 848+*+ 1527* {894** -.547* 11.000

URMWS99 567*  .592*% |719** |.790* |677* [1.000

POVE3 -1.115 1002 -.012 1128 |.091 [278 1.000

POV87  1..098 1074 009 |.168 [.021 [352 .975*41.000 -

POV99 1346 |-.056 |.325 [-.016 |-.319 (037 .865**%.867*41.000

Correlation between intra-state female migration and poverty _ Table 5.21
RUFWS83{URFWS83RUFWS87URFWS87RUFWS99URFWS99POV83 [POV87 [POV99 | -

[RUFWS83}1 000 :

URFWS383) 848** 11.000

RUFWS87. 838** 1.653** |1.000

URFWS87 737** | 720** [820** {1.000

RUFWS99 577* 1397 |853** (485 11.000 :

URFWS99 496 1472 |737** [.816** |.605* |1.000

POV83 1.472 1-.430 [-.277 |-.089 |.243 [-.064 |1.000 ’

POV87 1..426 |-.390 |-.233 |.089 |.169 |-.034 |975**1.000

POV99  |..528* |-.438 |.512* |-.296 |-.515* |-.358 [865**|.867**(1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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?

RUMWS=rural intrastate (within state) male migrant
RUFWS=rural intrastate female migrant ’
URMWS=urban intrastate male migrant
URFWS=urban intrastate female migrant
POV=poverty

From Tables 5.20 and 5.21 we find that co:relaﬁon between
- intrastate male migrants in rural areas and POV is negative in 1983 and
1999 but positive in 1987. Correlation’ between intrastat male migrants
in urban areas and POV is positive at all the three points of time. In case
of female intrastate rhigration in rural area, the correlation is n_égative at
all the three points of time but is significant as well in 1999. In case of
female intrastate migration in urban aréa, the correlation is negative and

‘insignificant at all the three points of time.

Migration and Employment

Tables 5.22 to 5.25 give us .emplo'yrn;ént of males and
females in the two major sectors namely 'agriculture- and manufacturingl '
and the rest of the sectors clubbed under the others category in rural
- and urban areas according to principle and subsid'iary status (PS+SS).
All the 'ﬁgures are expressed in terms of percentage of total emplo'ym‘ent.
We find that percentage of males employed. in agriculture in rural area
has gone down significantly. The fall i percentage of employment in
agriculture is very significant in case of Assam, Haryana, Kerala, Punjab
and Rajasthan. Therefore we find that agricultufe has undergone a
significant decline as far és generation of employment is concerned in the
rural area. The percentage of males employed in 'ménufacturing sector
has also gone down. Hence we ﬁr_l'd that employment scenario in the two
sectors which generates maximum employment has worsened over the

years in rural areas. There has not been much improvement in the other
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sectors. Only signiﬁcént improvement is noticeable in construction in the
rural area. '

) In urban area, the employnieht scenario is even worse as far
percentage of male employment in agriculture is concerned. There has
been decline in all the states except WB where a very slight improvement

is noticeable. There has been decline -in- the percentage of male
| employment in manufacturing sector as well. From here we can say that
the employment scenario for males has worsened in general in rural and

urban areas.

As. far as female employment in agriculturé in rural area is
”'concerhed, ‘the figure has Aéorie down for majority of the states. The
decliné has been most significant in WB. The figure has gone up slightly
in states like AP, ASsam, Haryana, Maharashtra, Orissa, Punjab and
Rajasthan. Percentage of employment in manufacturing sector has gone
down as well for most of the states. In WB the figure has gone up
significantly. | o

In urban area, percentage of females employed in égriculture '
has gone down significantly. The decline is significant in Kerala,
Haryana, Karnataka, Gujrat, Rajasthan, WB and TN. There has not been |
any improvement in any of the 15 major .states under - consideration.
There has been significant decline in the manufacturing sector as well,
the decline being significant in states like Haryana. There has been
significant improvement in the employment figures of Kerala, Karnataka

and Orissa.

Therefore we find that there has been signiﬁcént decline in
percentage of male as well as female employment in the two major
sectors namely agriculture and manufacturing for both rural and urban

area.
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Table 5.22

Source: NSS, Key Results of Employment and Unemployment,38™ round.

38 RD|PS+SS |RURAL [MALE PS+SS. |RURAL [FEMALE
agriculture Imanufacturinglothers agriculture r'nanufacturiné others

AP 75.54 7.94 16.52 AP 8264  7.38 10.04
ASS 79.71 2.97 17.33 ASS 771  12.18 10.71
BIH 80.5 6.12 13.41 BIH 87.95 5.92 6.15
GUJ 79.89| 6.76 13.35 GUJ 92.7 3.63 4,15
HAR 72.46 7.19]  20.35 HAR 89.01 6.43 4.53
KAR 82.36 5.35 12.31 KAR ' 88.31 6.45 5.23}
KER 57.4 10.84] 31.72 KER 67.44 © 19.8 12.72
MP 87.23 4.22 8.5 - MP 93.92 3.81 2.27
MAH 77.58 7.31 15.13 MAH . 91.97 3.47 4.56
ORI 77.48 8.72 13.77 ORI '78.15 12.3 9.56
PUN 73.78 7.78)  18.45 PUN - 89.69 5571 . 4.73
RAJ 78.3 5.94 15.76 IRAJ 91.96  3.04 5.01
TN . 66.34 12.91 20.76 {TN 79.9 '10.42 9.65

lup 77.92 7.54 14.53 uP 88.77| 6.01 5.24
WB 72.53] 8.53 18.97 IwB 76.12 15.53 8.34

PS+SS |URBAN |MALE PS+SS |URBAN |FEMALE
~ lagriculture jmanufacturinglothers ‘ agriculture |manufacturinglothers

AP 9.68 20.33] 69.32] AP 28.07, 24771 4714
ASS 13.31 10.69] 76.04| ASS 999  27.81 62.21
BIH 12.22 19.54| 68.24 BIH 29.26]  18.76 52.01
GUJ 12.59 38.27] 49.06 1GUJ 31.23 22.03] 46.78
HAR 15.53 22.08] 62.42 HAR 44.84 21.77 33.4
KAR 13.89 23.64, 62.47 KAR 33.29 26.58] 40.12
KER 23.64 19.34|  56.37 KER '45.06 16.96 37.97|
mP 11.65 22.46{ 65.88 MP 34.22 23.96] 41.79
MAH 6.63 33.29] 60.08] MAH 23.25 28.25 48.49|
ORI 11.58 19.66| - 68.76 ORI 27.31 19.78)  52.9
PUN 10.19 23.52] 66.26 PUN -22.58 23.26 54.16
RAJ . 14.93 20.35 64.67 RAJ 51.33 2045 .19.22| .
TN 11.45 32.01 56.59 ITN 30.15 33,9 35.92
upP 10.14 2522 64.59 lup 20.35 '33.28] 46.35|

- ws 3.16 353 61.54 WB 14.43} 29.33]  56.26
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Table 5.23

43 RD

IMALE

Source: NSS, Key

Employment and Unemployment, 43™ round.

PS+SS (RURAL PS+SS |RURAL |FEMALE
.{agriculture Jmanufacturingjothers agriculture Imanufacturingjothers
P 74.1 7.9 17.9 AP - 82.1 7.7 10.2]
ASS 76.5 2 20.4 |ASS 82.3 9.8 7.7
IBIH 80 4.9 15 BiH 90.2| 4.1 56
GUJ 68.6 9.2 21.7 GUJ 75.8 3.6 20.6
HAR 70.9 84 207 HAR 92.5 2.8 4.7
KAR 79.6 6.2 14.1 "IKAR 85.5 8.8 5.5
KER 54.2 10.4 35.4 KER 65.7 19 15.2
MP 85.3 4.9 9.8 MP 91.1 5 3.9
MAH 75.8 7.1 16.9 MAH 91.4 2.7 5.8
ORI . 74.9 6.1 18.9 ORI 78 11.4 10.5
PUN 68.8 9.7 $20.6 PUN 91.6 2.8 5.5
RAJ 65.2 7.7 26.9 RAJ 83.3 4.1 12.6
TN 165.2 13.4 21.4 (TN 77.1 12.9 10
upP 78.9 7.2 13.9 jup 91.3 3.8 4.8
WB 72.2 9.1 18.6 WB 70.8 19.6 9.6
|PS+SS JURBAN - |MALE PS+SS |URBAN  |[FEMALE
. égn’culturé manufa'ctdring 6thers ) agriculture jmanufacturinglothers
AP 10.7 20.3 68.1 AP 31.6 278 - 40.3]
ASS 6.8 9.1 83.5 |ASS. 22.2 12.9 62.6]
BIH 14 20.9 64.7 {BIH 34.9 204 43.1
. leud 6.3 - 33.3] - 387 GUJ 22.6| 23.8 52.1
HAR 5.5 30.4 63.5 HAR 31.5 17.4 51.1
KAR 14.7) 24.7 59.8 "~ |KAR 39.2 32.3 1 28.4
IKER 19.1 20 60.3 IKER 40.2 17.6 41.8
MP 11.5 21.6 66.5 MP 26.5 28.7 44.5
MAH 7 29 63.3 IMAH 26.8 23.3 49.8
ORI 10.3 15.7] 73.9 ORI 26.2 .23 50.3
PUN 7.3 29.6 62.4 |PUN 43.5 16.6 139.9
RAJ 9.1 19.5 - 71.3 RAJ 54.2 17.7 28|.
TN 7.5 31 61.4 TN 20.7 40.4 38.7
UP 11.5 22.9 65.6 uP 31 24.2 44.8
WB - 4.7 32.1 63 WB 154 26.9 57.5|"
Results of
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. | | | - Table 5.24
49 RD|PS+SS |[RURAL IMALE : PS+SS '|RURAL FEMALE

] - agriculture manufactuﬁng others agriculture _[manufacturing|others
AP 75.6 6.5 18] . AP 83.7 7.4 8.8
ASS 78.2 2.2 19.6 ASS 83.2 8.7 8
BIH 82 34| 14.6 BIH . 91.9 3.9 4
GUJ - 71.1 12.3 16.6 GUJ . 90.6 4.1 5.2
HAR 60.9 5.3 336 HAR 93.2 1.4 5.5
KAR 78.8 54/ 157 KAR - 84.6 " 8.4 6.9]
KER | = 532 9.7 37.3 KER 63] 19.2) - 177,
MP 87.2 3.2 9.5 MP 93.9 3.2 .3
MAH 753, 6.6 18.2 MAH 91.2 3] 5.8
ORI 78.7 5.7 15.5 ORI 85 7.5 7.6
PUN 68.1 6.2 25.7) PUN 92.7 1.3 5.9
RAJ 69.6 5.3 25 . |rRAJ 93 1.4 5.7
TN 64 12.8 23.4 TN 785 - 129 8.5
UP - 76.3| . 7 16.7 uP 9| - 4.7 5.1
WB 6470 117 23.5] wB | 58.9 30 11.2
PS+SS |URBAN |MALE , ; PS+SS |URBAN |FEMALE |
agriculture jmanufacturingjothers - | . agriculture {manufacturingjothers '
AP 113 - 17.7] 608 AP 30.8 22.7 46.5
ASS ‘ 29 - 95 62.3 . ASS 2.9 - 16.5 80.6
BIH 11 16 57.6 BIH ; 15.7 21.8 67.8
GUJ 4.9 33.7 49.8! leud | 209 20.2 58.9] -
HAR. 6 261 524 IHAR 320 195 48.5)
IKAR 12.5 21.6 50.2 " IKAR 29.6 - 28.1 42.4
KER 22.3 16.3 56 ~ |KER : 33.3 . 25.1 41.9)
MP ' 12.6 16.6 54 MP 30.1| 18.8] - 50.8
© IMAH 6.4 27 56.8 MAH 19.1 17.8 63.1
ORI - 12.5 16.2l  55.6 "~ |ORI - 217 18.2] - 54
PUN 6.5 26.4 51.8 PUN 27.6 10.2 62
RAJ 8.2 19.9 58.7 RAJ 426 17.3| 40.1
TN 8.3 27.9 55.8 TN - - 217] 35.2 43
uP 12.1 22.2 50.7 upP 304 - 313 - 384
WB 4.4 30.2 54.1 W8 86/ - 305 60.9

Source: NSS, Key Results of Employment and Unemployment, NSS 49" round.
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Table 5.25

RURAL

s

55 RD|PS+SS IMALE PS+SS |jRURAL FEMALE
agriculture  jmanufacturing otheré agriculture  |manufacturingothers '

P 744 5.3 - 20.3] ‘|AP 84.3 6 9.7
ASS 64.7 2.9 32.4 ASS 79.4 8.3 12.4
BiH 79| 5.3 15.8 - |BIH 85.7 8.5 5.8
GUJ - 71.4 10.1 18.5 GUJ 92 2.2 5.6
HAR 59.6 9.2 30, HAR 92.1 2 5.9
KAR 78.5 5.2 16.6] . KAR 87.8 5.7 6.6
KER 42.8 9.4 _47.7| KER 59.8 19.3 21
MP 84.2 3.9 122 MP . 916 4.2 4.4
MAH 73.8 7 19| MAH . 93.9( 2.2 3.9 .
ORI 77 5.6 18.5 ORI 80.4 - 12.9 6.7
PUN 63.7 7.7 27.7 PUN 90.6' 2.3 7.1
RAJ 67.3 5.4 27.3 RAJ 91.9| - 2.8 5.2
TN 62.2 13.8 23.9 TN 75.9 14.2 . 9.9
uP 71.8 8.3 199 lup. 87.5 6.4/ 6
WB - 66.4 10.9 22.6 wWB 54.1 36.1 9.9

PS+SS [URBAN MALE PS+SS |URBAN {FEMALE

agriculture jmanufacturinglothers agriculture  Imanufacturinglothers
AP 7.1 18.5 74.4 AP 16.8 222 60.9
ASS 5.9 7.5 86.5 'IASS 6.2 5.9 87.8
BIH 9.1 17.7 73.3 BIH 22.7 18.8 58.5
1GUJ 7.3 26.6 66.1 GUJ . 18.6 16.2 65.3
HAR 6 22.1 71.8 HAR 276 12.2 60.2
KAR 8.2 21.7 70.2 KAR 19 30.7 50.2
KER 7.4 17.4 75.1]. . KER 14.6 27.2 58.2
MP 11.9 16.8, 71.3 MP 29.8 23.5 46.6
MAH 35 25.1 71.3 MAH 15.4 15.6 68.9
ORI 11.1 17.3 71.5 ORI 19.8 27.5 52.7]
PUN 6.5 24.2 69.4 PUN 20.1 - 13.4 66.4
RAJ 6.6 20.6 72.9 RAJ 37.9 - 22.8 39.1|
TN 6.6 26.6 66.9 {TN 15.2 32.6 52

- HUP 7.6 24.3 68.2 upP 17.1 32.8 _ 50

WB 3.2 25.2 71.6 VWB 2.3 28.6 69.1
Source: NSS, Key Results of

Employment and Unemployment, NSS 55" round.
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First we look at the correlation between émplojrment
accbrding to principle and subsidiary status and migration . for .both
males and females in rural as well as urban areas. We get this from
- Tables 5.26 to 5.41. '

38th Round _

It can be seen that ;iorrela'tion between male migration in
rural and urban areas and employmerit in agrrtulture is negative but is
significant only in case of rural male migrants. On the other hand in case
of manufacturing sector, correlation is positive but significant for both
rural and urban areas. However the correlation between male
inmigration' in rural area and in the others category is positive but
negative in case of urban area. In casé, of female migration, correlation
~ between that and employment in agriculture in rural and urban areas is
positive but insignificant. On the other hand, correlation between female
migration and employment in manufacturing sector as well as others
category is negative in case of rural area. On the other hand, in case of
urban female migrants, correlation is positive for manufacturing sector
but negative for others category. However, all the coefficients are
insignificant. (Refer to Tables 5.26, 5.30, 5.34 & 5.38).

4314 Round

From the correlation matrix it can be seen that correlation
between male 'migration and employment in agriculture in the rural area -
is negative and significant but for urban area it is neg’ative- and-
insignificant. However, the correlation is poSitivé in case of
- manufacturing sector and _i'sr signiﬁcaht for rural area. For the others
categdr.y, correlation is negative for urban area but is positive and
significant for rural area. In case of female migration correlation is
positive for employment in agricultural sector for both rural and urban

area. On the other hand it is negative in case of manufacturing sector
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for rural area but positive for urban area. Both the coefficients are

however insignificant. In case of the others category, correlation is

positive and insignificant for rural area but negative and insigniﬁcant for
urban area. (Refer to Tables 5.27, 5.31, 5.35 & 5.39).

49tk Round - v

It can be seen that correlation between male migration and
employment in agriculture is negative for both rural and urban ‘ar_eas. In
case of manufacturing sector, the cOrrelation is positive and significant
for rural area but is only positive for urban area. Also the correlation
between male migration and employment in the others category is
positive and insignificant for both rural and urban areas. For female
migration, correlation is negative in case of rural area but is positive and
sign_iﬁcant in case of urban area. In case of .manufacturing sector, the
correlation is negative and insignificant for both rural and urban areas.
Finally in case of employment in the others category, the correlatlon is
positive and 1n51gn1f1cant in case of" rural area but is positive and

' sxgmﬁcant in case of urban area. (Refer to Tables S. 28 5.32, 5 36 &
5.40).

~ 55t Round )

It can be seen that correlation between male migration in
rural and urban areas and employment in agriculture is negative but not
significant. On the other hand the oorrelation between migration and
employment in manufactunng sector is positive but 1n81gn1ﬁcant for both
rural and urban areas. However the correlation between male migration
in rural area and employment in the others category is positive but
negative in case of urban area. In case of female migration, correlation
between migration and employment in agriculture in rural and urban
areas is positive but insignificant. On the other hand, correlation

* between female migration and employment in manufacturing sector is -
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negative and insigniﬁcanf in rurai area but is positive and insignificant
~ in case of urban area. .Firially-correlation between female migration and.
employment in others category in rural and urban areas is negative
except in the case of rural area but insignificant. (Refervto Tables 5.29,
5.33, 5.37 & 5.41). |

- Therefore, we find  that _h';igrati()n in case of male is
. negatively related to employment in 'agricul‘ture sector but is posvitively
‘related to employment in manufacturing sector generally. The same is
positively related to employment in others category in rufal area but is
negatively related to employmént in urban area generally. In case of
female migfation; it is positively related to employment 1n -agriculture
sector but is negatively related to the same in manufacturing sector
generally. In case of employment in the others category, for rural area
we find a negative relation between employment and migration at two
points of time and a positive relation at the rest two points of time. For
urban area it is negatively related to employment at all the four péints of

time.
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Correlation between rural male migrant and employment ‘

: * Table 5.26
| [MALES83 AGRI MFG OTHERS
MALES83 1.000
JAGRI -.518" 1.000 .
MFG .566* -.811** 1.000
[OTHERS 1431 -.963** .622* 1.000
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). :
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
) : v Table 5.27
( MALE87 - GRI MFG OTHERS
MALE87 1.000
GRI .609* 1.000 '
MFG .606* .708* 1.000 .
[OTHERS .518* - 955%* 470 1.000
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). -
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 5.28
MALE93 AGRI MFG OTHERS
MALE93 1.000
AGRI 424 1.000
MFG .708** - }.620* 1.000
IOTHERS .206 -.938* 1310 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). '
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 5.29
MALES9 AGRI - IMFG IOTHERS '
MALE99 1.000
- JAGRI -.345 1.000
MFG _ .342 -.513" 1.000
IOTHERS 288 F.954** 1235 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

77



Correlation between urban male_.migrént and employment

_ o Table 5.30
| : MALES3 AGRI MFG IOTHERS
MALES3 - 1.000 :
GRI -.168 1.000
MFG 1293 -.494 {1.000
OTHERS -.224 -.149 .786** 1.000
** - Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 5.31
MALE87 AGRI MFG OTHERS
MALES7 1.000 -
AGRI - 111 1.000
MFG - .276 -.415 11.000 '
OTHERS .089 015 F.772** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). '
. : Table 6.32
. [MALE93 AGRI MFG OTHERS
MALE93 1.000
AGRI 124 1.000
FG 1114 -.414 1.000
IOTHERS 222 -.047 .634* 1.000
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). :
- Table 5§.33
MALE99 AGRI MFG OTHERS
MALE99 1.000
AGRI L.152 1.000 .
MFG . 1396 r.357 1.000 .
[OTHERS -.355 -.106 -.891** 1.000

** Caorrelation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlation between rural female rhigrant and employment

Table 5.34

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

FEMALES3 AGRI MFG OTHERS
FEMALES3 1.000 ' '
AGRI .153 1.000
MFG +.161 - 979* 1.000
(OTHERS -.138 -.944** .857** 1.000
~ ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
. Table 5.35
FEMALES7 AGRI MFG OTHERS
FEMALES7 1.000 ,
AGRI .110 1.000 , '
MFG -.010 L. 854+ 1.000
THERS .218 - 766** 319 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
: , Table 5.36 .
[FEMALEQ3 - AGRI MFG OTHERS
- FEMALES3 - 1.000 :
AGRI -.003 1.000 j
MFG -.010 F.976** 1.000
OTHERS .043 .883** . 762** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
‘ : _ Table §.37
FEMALE99 AGRI FG THERS
FEMALES9 1.000 . ‘
AGRI .182 1.000 A
FG -.188 -.953* 1.000
IOTHERS 113 .766** 534" 1.000
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Correlation between rural female migrétion and employmentl'

Table 5.38

FEMALES3 IAGRI MFG OTHERS
- [FEMALES83 - 1.000 - '
AGRI 1321 1.000 . '
MFG .020 334 1.000
(OTHERS -.348 -.895** 122 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
: . Table 5.39
FEMALES7. AGRI MFG OTHERS
- IFEMALE87 1.000 ’
AGRI 147 1.000
MFG 166 - £.374 1.000-
OTHERS 222 .758** }.319 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). :
» Table 5.40
] ) FEMALES3 GRI MFG OTHERS
FEMALES3 11.000 e ]
AGRI '1.562* 11.000
MFG +.058 -.080 11.000
OTHERS " F.518* . -.828** }.482 11.000
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leve! (2-tailed).
. Table 5.41
- FEMALE99 AGRI - IMFG OTHERS '
FEMALEQ9 1.000
AGRI 1282 1.000
MFG 1247 .033 1.000 '
- JOTHERS .380 721" .669** 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

MALE=male migrant

FEMALE=female migrant

AGRI=employment in agriculture

MFG=employment in manufacturing sector

OTHERS=employment in other sectors .
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Next we look at the correlation ~between employment
according to principle and subsidiary status and interstate inmigration

for both males and females in rural as well as in urban areas.

38tk Round

It can be seen that correlation between male interstate
inmigration in rural and urban areas and employment in agriculture is |
negativé but not significant. On the other hand the correlation between
inmigration and is positive but insigniﬁéant for both rural and urban
areas. However the correlation between male irmigration in rural area
and in the others category is positive but negative in case of urban area.

-In case of female interstate inmigration, ‘correlation between inmigration
and employment in agriculture in rural and urban areas is positive but
insignificant. On the other hand, correlation between intgrstat‘e vfemale
inmigration in rural and urban areas and employment in manufacturing
sector as well as others category is negative and insignificant. (Refer to
Tables 5.42, 5.45, 5.48 & 5.51). |

43rd Round

From the correlation matrix it can be seen that correlation
between male interstate inmigration and erhployment in agriculture in
the rural as well as urban area is negative. However, the correlation is
- positive in case of manufacturing sector and is significant for urban area.
For the others category, corrélation is negative for urban area but is
positng for rural area. In case of female interstate inmigration correlation
is positive for employment in agxicultural sector for both rural and urban
area. On the other hand it is negative in case of manufa{,éturing- sector
for both rural and urban areas. In case of.the others category,

correlation is negative for rural area but positive for urban area.
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However, all the figures are insigniﬁcant. (Refer to Tables 543, 5.46,
. 5.49, 5.52). | ’
55tk Round

It can be seen that correlation between male interstate
inmigration in rural and urban areas and employment in:'agricultur,e is
‘negative but not signiﬁcant{ On the other hand the correlation between
‘inmigration and employment in manufacturing sector is positive -but
insignificant for both rural and urban areas. However the correlation
between male inmigration in rural area and employment in the others
category is positive but negative in case of urban area. In case_ of female
interstate inmigration, correlation between inmigration and employment
in agriculture in rural and urban areas is positive but insigniﬁcant. On
the other hand, correlation between _int-erstatc fernale inmigration in
rural and urban areas and employment in manufacturing sector is
negativé and insignificant. And finally correlation bétween interState :
female inmigration and employment in others category in rural area is
negative but is positive in case of urban area. However, all the figures are
not significant. (Refer to Tables 5.44, 5.47, 5.50 & 5.53).

Therefore, we_ﬁnd that interstate inmigration in case of male
is negatively related to"employinent in agriculture sector but is positivelyA
related to employment in manufacturing sector genérally. In case of
male inmigration, it is positively related to employment in others category
in rural area but is negatively related to the same in urban area. In case -
of female interstate inr'nigration,. it is positively related to ernplbyment in-
agficulturc sector but is negatively related to the same in manufacturing
~ sector. In case of empldyment in the others category, the relationship is
necessarily negative for rural area but is positive at two of the three

points of time in case of urban area.
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Correlation between rural male interstate inmigrants and employment : :
: Table 5.42

RUM83 AGRI ~ IMFG THERS
RUM83 1.000 :
- AGRI -.445 1.000 _
MFG .239. +.811** 1.000
OTHERS 484 -.963** .622* 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
~Table 5.43
RUM87 GRI MFG OTHERS
RUM87 1.000 | '
AGRI 419 ' 1.000
MFG 403 - 708" {1.000
THERS .334 956" 470 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
: ' Table 5.44
RUM99 AGRI MFG OTHERS
RUM99 1.000 v RS
AGRI 453 1.000 _
FG .357 v +.513* 1.000 _
THERS .381 . - 954 .235 ~ 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
~* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Correlation between urban male interstate inmigrants and employment

Table 5.55

v URMS83 AGRI MFG OTHERS
URMS83 1.000 » -
AGRI .- 182 1.000 v
MFG 1277 -.494 . {1.000
OTHERS 179 -.149 .. 1.786** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). '
: o . Table 5.46
{JURM87 . AGRI - MFG OTHERS
URMB87 1.000 : '
GRI .481 1.000 ,
MFG .512* L.415 1.000 ,
IOTHERS ‘+.236 .015 - r772* 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 5.47
URM99 . AGRI MFG - {OTHERS
URMS99 1.000 '
AGRI +.344 -~ {1.000
MFG 418 .357 1.000
IOTHERS - }.283 F.106 © F.891* 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlation between rural female interstate inmigrants and employment

' : o Table 5.48
RUF83 AGRI IMFG OTHERS ..
RUF83 . [1.000 -
AGRI .321 11.000 i
MFG -.270 .979** 1.000 :
OTHERS - }.391 -.944** 1.857** 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
~ o Table 5.49
’ JRUF87  JAGRI MFG THERS

RUF87 . 11.000 | ' - -

GRI - 1.361 . 11.000 -
MFG 340 -.854** 11.000 :

THERS -.235 -. 766" . 1.319 1.000 .
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

_ _ Table 5.50
v RUF99 GRI MFG . JOTHERS
" |RUF99 1.000 - '

AGRI 304 11.000 I :

FG -.319 - 953** 1.000

THERS 172 .766** 1534* ' 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Correlation between urban female interstate inmigrants and employment

. : Table 5.51
- URF83 AGRI MFG OTHERS
URF83 1.000 )
AGRI - .104 1.000
MFG -.070 334 1.000 '
THERS -.076 .895™ F.122 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
_ Table 5.52
URF87 AGRI MFG OTHERS
URF87 - 11.000 - ' |
AGRI 069 11.000 v
MFG -.259 - 374 1.000
- IOTHERS 1143 F.758* .319 1.000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
- _ Table 5.53
{URF99 AGRI MFG OTHERS
URF99 1.000 -
GRI .322 1.000
MFG -.349 +.033 1.000
OTHERS .003. 721 -.669** 1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

RUM-=rural interstate male inmigrant

URM=urban interstate male inmigrant

RUF=rural interstate female inmigrant

: URF=urbah interstate female inmigrant |

AGRI=employment in agriculture

MFG=employment in manufacturing sector

OTHERS=employment in other sectors
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CONCLUSION
From the correlation results we ﬁnd that migration 1s.
posmvely correlated to per capita income. On the other hand migration is
negatwely_ correlated to poverty. This is true for the results of correlation
| between interstate inmigration and the above two indicators. However
intrastate migration is not nécessarily related with per capita income and
poverty. In some.case_s correlation with per capita income is negative and
that with poverty is positive. In this chapter we had consti‘ucted a
composite index of various infrastructure facilities, both’ physical and
social. The correlation between interstate inmigration and comp031te

index of mfrastructure is pos1t1ve for both males and females.

From the results of correlation between migration and
employment, wé find that migration in general is negatively related to
employment in agriculture sector but is pbsitively related to employment
in ma‘n‘ufacturing sector for males only. The same is positiv_ely related to
employment in others category in rural area but is negatively related to
ernploy_ment in urban area generally. Frorn the results of correlation
between interstate inmigration and employment for males, we find that
in case of agriculture’, the correlation is negative but positive in case of
manufacturing sector. The negative relation between migrafion and
employment in agriculture is not according to standard ‘wisdom since
migration normally responds positively to employment opportunities. We
can defend this by saying that employment in agriculture is an indicator
of underdevelbpmcnt and treat employment in manufacturing sector as
an indicator of development. Going by this logic, states where percentage
of employment in agriculture is greater than that in manufacturing
sector are considered to be somewhat backward. And we know that
interstate inmigration in develbped states is always greater than that in

backward states barring a very few exceptions. Another thing that comes
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to the fore is that employment in any sector other than manufacturing is
not a big enough incentive so as to induce migration. In case of .fer'nale
migration and employment in- the agriculture secior we find a positive,'
relationship. But there is no definite relationship between female
migration and employment in manufacturing sector, as we get negative .
as well as positive correlations. With employment opportunities going.
down ih the manufacturing sector as can be seen from t_he declining
percentage of people efriployed in the manufacturing se_ctc_ir, migration is
bouﬁd to get more restricted. This has also contributed in the decline of

mobility to some extent.

88



Conclusion | o . ‘ Chapter-6

In this study we have examined the various aspects of
migration. We have done this at the all-India level and state level as well.
At all-India we find that mobility has gonAevdow'n systematically in cases
of rural and urban male migrants as well as rural female migrants as we
" move from the 38% to the 49“1 round. There is a slight increase in the
percentage of female migrants as reported in the 55th round compared to
the figure reported:in the 49th round while that for rural males it has
remained same and for urban males it has gone up. Therefore the
- percentage of male migrants (rural and urban) in total population has

also gone up in the 55t round compared to the 49th round.

In case of interstate inmigrants as percéntage(of population,
we have a comparative analysis for the three rounds 38“, 43rd and 55th
rounds only since 49th round does not 'provide information on this
account. We find that there is an increase in the percentage of rural male
and female interstate inmigrants in the 43rd round compared to the 38th
round. However, the percentage of urban male and femnale interstate'
 inmigrants has gone up in the 43rd round. Compared to the 434 round,
the pefcenta'ge of male inmigrants in rural and urban areas and urban
male interstate inmigrants has gone down except for the case of urban
female interstate inrriigrants. From here we can say that there has been
an overall decline in interstate inmigrants from the 38t to the 55th
rounds. Even in the case of intra state migration we find that there has
been a decline in the percentage of sucH migrants although there had
been an increase in the percentage from the 38t to thé 43d round. From
here we can say that there is an overall tendency of decline in migrants

expressed as peméntage of population.
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From the state-level figures of migrants expressed  as
percentage of total-pupulaﬁen; we find that the percentage of migrants in
the 55t round is less compared to percentage in the 38th round except
~ for Kerala. Besides we find that migration in rural areas is considerably -
less compared to that in the urban areas. This is true for both males and
females. Comparing the ﬁgures for the fifteen major states across the
four rounds, we find that migration in the eighties was far more
- compared to that in the ninéties. This means that there has been’

considerable slow down in mebility in the nineties.

From the figures of inter-state inmigrants, we find that the

percentage has always remained high in case of the developed states e.g.
Punjab, Maharashtra and Ha'rjfana. On the other hand, inmigration is
low in case of less developed states like Assam, Bihar and UP. The
exception is MP which is a less developed state where inmigration is
- high. This is due to the numerous mines which exist in the state which
provide good employment opportunities. On the other hand, West Bengal
inspite of being a developed state has experienced low inmigration
compared to the other developed states. From the figures of intrastate
migration, we find that it has been generally high in states like Gujarat,
AP, Mahafashtra and Kerala and low in Assam and Bihar. We find that
there is a decline in the figures of the 53h round compared to both 38th.

~ and 43 rounds.

Coming to the aspect of factors contributing to mgration |
(given by reasons for migration), we find that with time male migration is
responding less to economic factors than to non-economic factors which
include studies, social, external and other factors. On the other hand
female migration is responding relatively more to non-economic factors.
Therefore we can say that migration as a whole is respohding more to

non-economic factors than to economic factors.
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As can be seen from the figures of the different streams of
migration, we can say that there has been a decline in rural to rural,
rural to urban and urban to urban migration. This is true for both males
and females. Only there is a slight increase in the urban to rural
migration from 43 to 55t round in éaSe of females. For males it has
remained the same for all the three rounds. This again suggests that

there is a tendency of declining mobility especially among the males.

In chapter five, we have tried to find out how migration has
responded to development using some developmental indicators. From
the correlation results we find that migration is positively related to per
capita income. On the other hand m"igfation is negativély related to
- poverty. This is true for the results of correlation between interstate
‘inmigration and the above two indicators. However intrastate migr-ation
is not necessarily related with per capita income and poverty in the séme
way as interstate migration is related. In some cases correlation with per
capita income is negative and that with poverty is positive. In this
chapter we had constructed a composite index of various infrastructure
facilities, both physical and social. The correlation between interstate
inmigration and composite index of infrastructure ié positive for both

males and females.

From the results of correlation between migration and R
employment and interstate inmigration and employment, we find that in
case of agriculture, the correlation is negative in case of males. "I‘_his is
" not according.to standard wisdom since migration nérmally responds
positivély to employment opportunities. We can defend this by>saying
that employment in agriculture is an indicator of underdevelopment and
treat employment in mamifacturing sector as an indiéator of

development. Going by this logic, states where percentageof employment
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in agriculture is greater than that in mar;ufacturing sector are
considered to be somewhat .backward. And we know that interstate
inmigration in developed states is-always greater than that in backward
- states barring a very few exceptions. Another thing that comes to the fore
is that employment in any sector other than manufacturing is not a big
enough incentive so as to induce migration. With employment
opporttmities going down in the ma’nufacturihg sector as can be seen
from the declining percentage of people employed in the manufacturmg
sector, migration is bound to get more restricted. This has also

contributed i in the decline of mobility to some extent.

To conclude, we can say that the declining mobility of
population in the face of unbalanced developmental strategies that are
being followed in India poses a serious threat to development as a whole
Therefore to ward of this threat, steps have to and must be taken to stall
this declining trend in population rhobilit}r. If need.be, policy of balanced
. regional development should be undertaken so as to disperée economic
and employment opportunities to backward regions through a sustained

and planned effort.
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