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1.1. The Main objective of this paper is to capture
the process of migration among those who migrated into

and within Madras Urban Agglomeration.

A study of migration, i seeks to sxamine tro issues:
onea relates to the question as to what are the socio-economic
factors that lead to migration. The other relates as to
how migration takes place, i.e., whether the migrants move
in one step or several steps; if there are several steps, what
are the nature of places .- they have stepped into before
reaching the place of enumeration. While the first question
has been the subject mattaer of large number of studies, a
few recent studies have noted the importance of the second
question also /See, Connell et. al (1876), Ghosh (1961),

Rao et. al (1977), J.R.T, (1980), Roxborough (1979), Simmons
et. al (1977), Majumdar and Magaraj (1782) etc.”.

1.2. Factors Behind Migraticn

A stylised model attempting to explain the socio-
economic factors behind migration has been formulated by
Todaro (1976). According to Todaro rural-urban migration
takes Place whenever the expected income from urban smploy-
ment exceeds the expected.incomé from rural emplovment and
the cost of migration. The probability of sxpected incoms
from urban employment is derived from the possibility of a
migrant being employed in the modern sector (the industrial
sector). In other words, industrialisation will draw labour

force from the rural areas. But it is pointed out that the



rural labour force to be mobile requires the disintegration
of the rural society to be well-advanced /Rula (1976) p.227.

Todaro's model is oversimplistic. It does not distinguish

. PP \ . L
between the migrants of different socio-economic characteristic

having different reasons for migration. The model traats all
migrants as having the same decision process, as it were. A
number of studies have showvn that there are much wider socio
economic pProcesses which induce diffarent Aaroups of migrantg
to move for different reasons. IN gen=ral terms, all these
studies (cited below) in one way or ancothar, indicate the

process of disintegration underway at outmiagrating ends.

The reason for the peasants or marginally landed poru-
lation=t outmigrats was found to be dispossession of their
land (Rao et. al : 1977). DBut with regard to this grouoc of
migrants the dispossession process is not alwavs th= cas=,
Arizps (1982) found that the increased population of the
poor peasant households in Mexico led some of the household
mambers to outmigrate to the citiess, s=zeking industrial
employment. Similar phenomenon is obsasrved in Miharashtra (
and in Northern India also /Salvi and Bhoite (1969), J.R.T,7.
Those who are tied to the land, migrate in ordar to supmlemgnt
their incoms whenever income prospects from the land is poo \

_ (1962), -
ZYeshNant/Connell et. al. pp. 8-97. This relatzs

ct

» the

pProductivity of the cultivabls land.

A diff=zrent process of cutmigration has been obsarv-d4d
in the case of rural artisans. Yastwant (1962) has showad
that in four villages of Ramanathapuram the adoption of
pumpset for irrigation purposes had led to a2 decline in the
demand for cobblers' sarvices who were making l=athzr bags
for carrving water to the field, This led the cobblars to
outmigrate to the cities. Thus technological change which
shrunk the market for artisanal service has set in the “rocess

the | ;
of outmigration of /artisans. Shrinkage of market has also
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led to the outmigration of other artisanal groups, like
goldsmiths,

Dasgupta and Laishley (1975) found that members of both
rich agriculturist households and agricultural labour house-
holds outmigrate from the villages. This led them to hyvpo-
thesise that while the agricultural labourers migrate in
order to earn a higher income the agriculturist houssholds,
surviving on the surplus created by agricultural labourers, sent
out their members to the cities for education or white collar
jobs. This hypothesis is indicative of how the class structuro
in the country side provides different rsasons for Aiffersnt

socio—economic groups to cutmigrate.

Thus different studies shov how wider pProcesses are at
work at the ocutmigrating end which results in the outmigration
of different socio-ecconomic groups for different reasons. 1t
is not merely the low expected income at the rural end that
induces outmigration as Todaroc has observed.

It is also not true that all migrants at {urban) inmiqra-
ting end share the benefit of industrialisation adually as
against Todaro's model. Mitra =t. al (1980 ) found “hat
urban-urban migration is positively correlated with cavital
investment in urban organised sesctor where industrial sector
assumes a major role. This implies that rural-urban migrants
ara often pushed to the urban unorganisad sector. Also the
rising capital intensity of the industrial sector owver time,
may improve the probability of the skilled migrants to be
amploved therein, whereas for the unskilled migrants the
Probability may never improve and remain foraver in thes
unorganised sector.t Further, Deshpande (1979) has shown
that the migrants who are relatively rich (at the outmigrating
end) have greater access to the organissd sectoer 2mploymant
than the poorer ones.

1. Tt has been hypothasised that with capital inten-
sities increasing in the industri=s the unorg=znised
sector tends to be bloated, ses Bharadwaj (1972)
P.327.
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Another important factor which induces migration is
urban contacts from migrants which generate chain migration.
It has been amply noted that some migrants come to a place
with the help of family members, relatives, or friends who
migrated to the place earlier (J.R.T,, Rao at. al., Connell
et. al). It is noted by Connell =t. 2l. that the flow of
information from previous migrants and preference of living
together with kith and kin generate such a process. Tha
contacts at inmigrating and may heolp wmigration by he2loing
to cut the cost of migration, ev:n if the probability of
getting the job is lav. This indicates that unlike Todare's

p=)

formulation migration is a complex pProcess.

In addition to the above maentionad factors other social
factors mav also generate migration processes. Family fouds
(Rao et. al., Connzll ct. al) and racial discrimination

(Simmons et. al) are some such factors.

Several facteors cited abova show that migration 1s not
£

iffersantial

a simple process initiated by =xvacted income di
i

bztwean thes places of out- and inmigration, D

M

Feronitial

income prospaect is only a symptom generated by desp root

(2

I

3

|2
[

socio-cconomic procegses wnich need to bae studier

=2

specifics.

In an sarlier paper we attempted to capture tha
procgss of migration into and vithin Madras Urban Agglomaration
with/help of census data.

Follawing the limitations of census data wea
could not capture the specific Processes relevant to different
socio-aconomic groups of migrants. The paper showed the
following broad proczssaess

A : There was heavv inflow of migrants into Madras citv
during 1931-41 and 1941-51. This could only bs explainad in

terms of general phenomenon of the time like the great



depression during 1930'32 and industrial boom during the
World War II and thereafter.

B : After 1951 the rate of inmigration to Madras city
declined sharply. This was the period when there was a
shift of industrial investment to the satellite towns around
Madras., Though therc is no time seri=s data on migration
into the satellite towns, it is Dossible that after 1951
with of the growth of wanufacturing activity migrants started
flowing intco the satellite towns suggesting a positive relation-

ship between migration and industrialisatlon.

C : An analysis of the census data Nagaraj and Majumdar
(1982) 7 shows that between 1961 and 1971 whiles Madras city
grew in '‘manufacturing' and 'tertiary' activitiss, the
satellite towng grew predominantly in 'manufacturing' activity.
Since the development in Madras is somewhat different from
that in the satellits towns, it may be hypothesised that the

stream of migrants in these places differ in their characteristics.

D 2 However, the gravth of manufacturing activity as a
pulling agent may bs a partial truth. Thers may partly b=
a process of suburbanisation around Madras citv as well, The
1971 census data on migration shows that 50 per cent of the
total migfants in the satellite tovns are from Madras city.
This is suggestive of the process of suburkanisation where
partly the population of Madras city and partlv tha migrants
who earlier stepped into Madras citv have besn pushzsd out to

the satellite towns.

2. It is noted that during the graat depbression
there waere notable changrms in the countryside
like the break dowvn of debtor-creditor ralation
/Baker (1976) pp. 180-17 and the svstem of
Attached labour /Bak:r (1981) pp. 581-27 in
Madras Pr_‘esidenc{f which generated outmigration.
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The above observations were very broad and tentative
and hence failed to explain tha speacific processes of
migration into Madras Urban Agglomeration related to
different socio~economic groups of migrants. This limi-
tation arises from the very nature of the Cansus data.
Hence we nced elaborate field data to study tha process
of migration in detail. Data basad on a sample sesk to

answer the following questions:

1. What are the socio-economic characteristics of the
migrants in Madras city and in the sat=llite tawns? Are
there differsences in the characteristics of the wmigrants
in the two places?

2. What are the various socio-zconomic processas, at
both outmigrating and the inmigrating ends, that have led
various soclo-esconomic groups to migratz into Madras Urban
Agglomeration? Does the process of migration within Madras

Urban Agglomaration show a process of suburbanisation?

These questions have been dealt with in sections IIT
to V.

1.3. oy migration takog Place

Migration is not alwavs a smooth -~ st2p procass.
Step migration occurs dep:anding on th2 cost of migration
relating to the distance of migration and the lack of
Precise information regarding the place of inmigration
(Connell =t., 3l p.82). Connell et. al not=d that the rural
migrants go to a smallar or nearby towns to ~sarn and gather
finance for a further move to distant or bigger citing. But
a3 different process 1s observed in the case of migrants in ‘
CalcuttalGhosh) and Vizag cities (Raoc zt. al). Thos»s who £V
moved to a.smaller town for seeking emplovyvment had to mova
later to a bigger city, like Vizag, in order to f£ind amployment

for the dependents whaen th: family graw largor. In the



context of political ecconomy such steps are sean 3S a Process
of assimilation of the rural migrant workers with the urban

proletariat (Roxborough, p, 85 ).

However, rural to small towvn to the bigaer cities is
not the only diraction of step migration. A larges number
of migrants in Xanpur city are from 2ven bigger cities like
Bombay and Calecutta (J.R.T.). But how this process was
’qenerated is not clearly known. Connell =2t. al. mentioned
that sometimes the pPoorer migrants attempt to movae to
distant or bigger cities in their €ficrst move in order to
sconomise on the cost of migration, but later move out to
the smaller towns (p.82). A similar movement of population
from a blgger city like Madras to the smaller satellite
towns and a possible axistence of step wmigration in that
movament have been noted carlier (sees subsection 1.2). That
some migrants came to Madras first and then got »ushed out
to the satellite towns remained merely a hypothesis based
on the Csnsus data of 1971. But the existence of step ming-
ration among those who came from outside to Madras Urban
Agglomeration is clearly suggested by the Census datn
{(Majumdar and Nagaraj, Section IV).

Thus the existing literature indicates the pressnce of
n

step migration and varied patterns of step migration in te

n

ns
of nature of pPlaces thesz migrants had stepped in. But we

do not know from tha census datsa about the nature of places
the migrants stepped on hefore arrviving at Madras Urban
Agglomeration, or 1f thsy moved straight intno Madras Urban
Agglomeration in their first step and moved,within it in the
subsequent steps. Since the census data are inadecuate, they
merely indicate the possible existance of step migration, but
do not describe the Processaes underlving it. Wa propose to
analyse the nature and pattern of step wmigratinn intc and
within Madras Urban Agglomeration and the underlving processes

with the help of survey data. Specific questions, in this
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context, that will be examined are:

1, Where did the migrants in Madras Urban Agaylomaration

come from — nature of origin®?

2. How did the migrants wmove into and within Madras
Urban Agglomaration - in ones or saveral steps? In the
case of step migration what are the nature of places they
stepped in several moves?® Did they move to the towns
outside the agglomeration bifore coming to our study arsa”
Or, did they come to the agglomaration first, but 1later

moved within it™?

3. What are the underlving factors behind the patterns

of movement to be examinad in questinn 2,

Thesz questions relating to step migration are dealt

with in Section IV,

IT

2.1. Our sample includes onlv the active migrants, i.o.,
only those whe decided to migrate on thair ovn, or those who
had the knowledge as teo why they had to migrate with their
family members. This way of choosing tha migrants avoids
the analytical probizms faced while dealing with the migrants
by place of birth concep ,3 Analvysis of migration based on

the place of birth concept often fails tno capture the rosponsces

- i . o s s

3. Kingsley Davis noted, "A person's place of birth
may be accidental. Hindu wives, for example,
raturn to their parent's home for their first
confinement; if this happens to be a few miles
across a provincial or district boundary the
child then becomes an 'inmigrant' at the next
C2N8US....."  See Cansus of India, 1961, Special
Migration Tables, Madras City, Vol.IX, Parti-(IL’
p IIT,
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of migrants to the changes in the soclo-econmmic facter at
out- and in-migrating =nds. In our samplz we have included

only those who migrated in 1961 or later.

Respondents of our sample were mainly the heads of
households. Wharevaer the heads of househnlds were not
migrants, we included any ones member of the hnuseholds if

the member wnas a migrant aceording to the above criteria.

2.2. Our analysis of wmigration is bas=2d on those who
‘have migrated into Madras Urban Agglomeration (hencefornward
MUA) from outside, as well as those movaed within MUA, MUA
consists of the satellite tawvns (hereafter STs) around
Madras City (hereafter IMC). Those who moved within MUA are
those, (i) who moved within MC alone, (ii) who moved within
STs alone and (iii) who moved betwesn MC and the STs, In
this context the wmigrants ars those who crossed the adminis-
trative or census boundaries., Those who came from outside
to MUA one clearly from other districts of Tamil ¥adu and also
from other states. Thosa who moved between MC and ths STs
and within the STs, along with those from other districts
and the states are the migrants crossing thz administrative
Poundaries. Thosza who movaed only within MC, thoey,in £act,
moved across tha census divisions of the citv, and have been

included as migrants within MC,

2.3. A samnplz of 500 migrants was Arawn from the whole

of MUA - on the basis of a given cost.  Of thasg~ a sample of
] to MC and 200 to the STs3 on the basis
300 migrants was allocated/of the total nambar of ~2stimated

migrants in the Wwo places (MC and th= STg).

_ The estimates of migrants in MC and thes STs wers obtained
as the excess of actual population in 1971 over the projactad
population of 1971. The Projectad population in 1971 was
estimated by applyinq‘tha annual compound rate of grawth ol
population‘of the cntire state of Tamil Madu (2.2 .per cent
approx.) betwesn 1961-71 tn the population of 1961 in the



10

STs as well as in MC., The sample was allocated tn MC and
the STs proportional to the total sstimatsad migrants thus
obtained. The ratio of the ostimated migrants in MC o

the STs was 3:2, This distribution, however, diffaers from
the actual ratioc of migrants in MC to the STs as rovealed
by the unpublished 1971 census data, made availabls o us
later. The actual distribution, according to 1971 cansus,
is 733 betwean MC and the STs respactivaly. However, since
1971 census data on migrants were nnt available to us -t tha

time of survey we resorted to the above method.

2.4. The sample of 300 migrants in MC was allocated
toVSO census divisions of tha citv, out of 120 divisinns
in 1971, chosen on the basis of the highest population
density of the divisions. The sample was then allocated to
the 30 divisions in proportion to their vopulation. Wa
resorted to this method of choosing the divisions by thair
population densities instead of =2stimatad miagrants, bzscause
of the changs in area of the divisions between 1961 and 1971.
Between the two years the number of divisions in MC chanqged
from 100 to 120 on a total constant area ~f the citvy. AS a
result the area of ths divisions chang:d., Hance it was
difficult to understand if the populatimn change in the
divisions betwezn 1961 and 1971 was due to arsa changs or dus
growth/decline in the population. Horaver, due to the change
in the area we resorted to some standardisation of the
population of the divisions, and chose density as a basis of
selection of the divisions. W& assumed, while selecting the
top 30 densest divisinns, that higher density was due to

higher rate of inmmigration to the divisinons.

2.5. Tha distribution of the sample of 200 migrants in
the 20 towns out of all the STs was proportionate to the
estimated number of migrants in all the towns. Howeaver we
left out thoss tovns where the area changed betwaeen 1961

and 1971 censuses. The method of astimation of the migrants



11

in these towns was same as explained bafora. Another town,

Tambaram was sSslected on a purposive basis which has shawn
a good degree of urbanisation. Thus 21 tawns form our sample

area of the STs wers chosen.

2.6, The size of sample allocated to =2ach selecteﬁ
division of MC and to the towns of the STs is presented
in Tabls IT.1. The migrant houssholds ware selectad on
random basis from the =la2ctoral lists of the divisions of
MC and of the towns of agglomeration.Migrant households
were identified by applyving the criteria explained above

(ses subsection 2.1.).

2.7. Our objectives in this papesr is to capture the
nature and process of migration along with the characteristics
of the migrants. Accordingly, we obtained particulars of
the individual migrants' family (age, sex, asset charac-
teristics, etc.) occupation of the migrants, wmode of
migration, job prospects igdﬁUA, reasons for migration, anid
the nature of Origin,4 etc. /data were enllected in ths

month of March, 1981,

2.8. Limitations

1. Our sample of 500 migrants is in no way a3 proper
representative of the total number of migrants in MUA, We
noted hov our allocation of the sample between MC and the
STs differed from that indicated bv thes census 1971, Alsn,
500 migrants in 1981, as compared to 11.6 lakhs =ven in the
census of 1971, indicates the inadecuacy in torms »f zize,
Yet the size is moderately large cmpared to many othsr
migration studies. Hawever, the analysis of the sample data
should be treated as a preliminary one.

—— i ot g

4, Origin refers to the places nf outmigration
where from the migrants started moving out
on their osn decision (see sub-secticn. 2.1)
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Table IT.1s Size of the Sampl

o

Divisions of Madras City Towns in the Agglomzratimn
‘ but outside Madras citv
Name of the division Size of N;m; :E tie tow n - Size oF
the the
Sampla sAamnpPls
1. Kosapet 9 1. Avadi 4
2. Perumalpet 9 2. Ambattur 24
3. Chnolail 3 3. Villivakkam 10
4, Pulianthope 10 4, Tiruvanmivur 8
5. Besant Nagar 10 5. Nagarethpet 2
6. Pattalam 10 6. Brukkancheri 2
7 BnlaSubramanlyam 10 7. Koyambedu 2
Naga 8. Alandur 30
B Chint“drlPEt 2 9. Chitlapakkam 2
9. Nehru Nagar 9 18. Psrowadd 5
10. Mottal Garden 9 11. Pelichalur 5
i1 Hateygheppy Ralses 20 12. Sadayankuppam 2
12. Singara Garden 10 13. Kodungaivur 2
13. Seven wells (North) 10 1d. Tombmram 4
14. Amman Koil {(Morth) o 15, Pallavaram 24
15. Muthialpet 9 16. Saligram 4
16. Mannady s 17. Pecrkangaranai 2
17. Amman Koil (South) 9 17, Kodsmbardcam K
18. Seven wells (South) 9 19, Parungalattur 2
19. Anbazhagan Nagar 9 20. Thiruvorriyur 23
20. Zambazaar 10 21. Velachery 2
21, Triplicans 9
22. Bharathi Nagsr- 10
23. Umarupulavar Nagar 10
24, Korukkupet 12
25. Kumaraswamy Nagar 10
26. Dr.Vijayaraghava Nagarl3
27. Kondithope 10
28. Peddunaickenpet 10
29. Perumalknil Garden 10
30. Amjugam Ammaiyar 10

- Nagar -
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2. The sample data relate to thaose who moved into and
within MUA in 1961 or later. This, hawever, lesaves out the
migrants moving in before 1961, As = result we shall miss an
important aspsct of the process nf migration which might
have been generated by the process nf industrialisation in
MC during 1941-51,

3. There is a sericus methodnlogical vroblem in choosing
the census divisions of MC on the basis of density of pPopu-—
lation. The assumption that higher Aensity is dus to higher
rate of inmigration to the Aivisinns is cuestimnablza. In
fact, it is shown later that the very densély populate-l
divisions in 1961, had in fact a decline in the population
during 1961-71,

4. Finally, the data on all the variables coull not be
obtained for all the wigrants. e have finally, obtaine-d
497 respondents out of 500, After rejscting thosa for whom
rural or urban specification of the outmigrating eni (or
origin) was not available we have 470 raspondents under study.
Even out of these (470), total number of migrants vAries from
one table to another. For instance, we have the Aata on
educational characteristics of 465 wmigrants, vharzas Aata on

the mode of migration could be obtained only for 431 migrants.

ITX

—— v o o e e e o o T s e s 8 o o o . 77 i o o

s e o . o e s o o ._.___._.—..‘_

In this section we shall attempt to» analyse the naturas
and pattern of migratory movements ani the socio-cceonmmic
characteristics of the migrants in MC 3nd the STs, Our
purpose is to identify the differencss, if any, in the

characteristics. of migrants in MC and the STs.
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In this sub-section we shall be concarned with the
nature of the places of outmigration such as rural /urban
areas, districts of Tamil Nadu, or oth=ar states.

The distribution of the migrants in MC and the STs

oy their rural/urban origin is shawn in Table III,1., The

urban migrants in MC ars numerically dominant over tha
rural migrants. Hawever, the dominance i1s only marginal,
In the STs, the number of migrants from rural arsas is
egual to that from urban areas. This suggests that the
rattern of urbanisgsation in MUA has attracted the rural and
urban migrants equally.

—— o et e ———— o — e e i o wan

Tapble IIT.2 provides the Aistributicnn »f the migrants
in MC and the STs from the rural and urban arcas of the
districts of Tamil Nadu and from other states. Migrants
from the dAistant districts of Tamil Nadu £ar outnumber those,
from the adjacent districts - nf Chinglepet, North and Snuth
Arcots, Whils migrants from other states are mainly from the
contiguous states of Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Kerala.

Dominant group of migrants in MUA is from within the statc.

It can be seen from the Table that about 30 pPer cent
of the rural migrants in MC as well as in the STs camz from
the adjacent districts. Of thes migrants from the “Aistant
districts thes majority came €from Tirunslveli, Ramanathapuram
and_Thanjavur,S The first wo of thesz Aistricts being
usually outmigrating ones /Sze Kurien and Haq (1980) 7 their
shares in the inmigrants to MC and the STs from the distant
districts are very hiah.

Foot note 5 next page.



Table III.1 =

in MC and the STs

Origin

R/U Origin MC

Rural 126
(43.60)

Urban 147
(50.87)

Unclassified 16
((5,54)

Total 289
(100,00)

e o i o e e e o s e

5. Percentage distribution of migrants from

15

STs
97
(46.63)
97
(46,.63)
14
(6.73)
208
(1c0.00)

Trntal in MUA

223
(aq,87)

244
(49,09)

30
(6,04)

497
(100,00

areas of the Adistant dAistricts in MC and the STs,
Distant Adistricts Migrants in MC Migrants in the ST
Tirunelveli 25 17
(36.23) (25.76)
Ramanathapuram 19 12
(27.54) (23.,79)
Thanjavur 10 11
(14,49} (16.67)
OCther AdAistant districts 15 19
(21.74) (218,72)
Total of distant 69 66
districts (100.00) (100.00)
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able ITI,2 : Mumber of Miqrants in MC and the STs from the Districts of ?ﬁ@il Nadu

P — — v o o n w5 — - s " 03 o

and from Outsids

IR (. com coen

- ,,,__,.._--,-,,...,._-._-s--_.um-—--m.-—.-_—m—-—--—m-m-———---..‘ e T
— o wm - -

Plac=s of Rural/ Chingle~ Madras 1orth & Distant Within States WNoncon- Other  Total
Inmigration urban pat city South Districts state conti- tigurus states
origin Arcot of (T.N.) guous States total
Tamil Nadu Tontal to
Tamil
Na&u
Lural 23 - 16 v 69 108 16 2 18 126
Madras City Urhan 10 35 12 64 121 18 7 25 146
(MQ)
Trotal 33 35 28 133 229 34 9 43 272
in MC
Rural 19 - 13 66 98 2 - 2 100
Satellite Urpan 18 16 18 39 91 7 - 7 98
Towns
(87Ts) “otal 37 16 31 105 189 9 - 9 198
in the
Qg

..-.._—-————......-.———_.-—_.-.—.._.—__—-____,__._..._,__._._—_



Of the within-stats urban migrants the largest numbar
came to MUA from the Aistant Aistricts. But among the
Urban migrants the important groups are thoss who moved
within MC and those who moved from MC <o the STs (sece
Table III.2),

3.2, b001o—bconmmlc Characteristics of Migrants in the MUA

3.2.0. Thz main objective here is to examine if tha
migrants in MC Aiffer from those in the STs in terms of
agae, Aassets, educational ahd occupratinnal charackteristic
This attempt follows from the fact that the nature of
urbanisation, in terms of the growth of =mconomic activities
was different in MC from that in the 8Ts (Magaraj and
Majumdar) . Question is, d4id the nature of urbanisation
attract - different stresam of migrants in MC from that in
the STs. To this end, ws shall analyse the socio-sconomic

characteristics of the migrants in MC and the STg,

3.2.1., Age Characteristics

The tabls IIT.3 shaws that the migrants in both MG
and the STs are mainly from the working age groups 15-59

years. The age groups refer to the age at migration. This
is in conformity with most of the migration studics. He aVAT,

that the migrants in the working ace groups came in s=arch
of employment and higher income will b2 shawn in Sesctimm V.

Table III,3z Number of Migrants in MUMA by Age Groups

- —— - wEaE s o e em o am o o T

Place of - - m = _ - g2 Groues _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Inmigration 0 - 14 15 - 25 26 - 59 60 & Total
above
MC 28 145 94 2 269
(10.41) (53.90) (34.94) (0.74) (100.00)
STs 8 110 77 . 195
(4.10) (56.41) (39,.49) - (100, 00)
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3.2.2. Landed and Landless Migrants
It is dAifficult to obtain a pracise estimate of value

or a Adescription of Aifferent typ2s of =2conomic assets

which might provide a basis for income accrual to the wig-

rants either at the origin or in the place of inmigration

(i.2., MUA). W& shall, therzfore, confine ourszlves to

tha Adistinction of migrants into landed and landless ones,

as observed in the Places of origin. The Arawvback of our

study in this regard is that the ownership of landholding

at the origin is often not clazar. * Ye 4o not know whethar tho

land was possassed by tha migrant or anv othar nonmigrant

~h
s
O
=

member of the family at the origin, or vhether tha income
1and accru=s to the wmigrant or not. To that sxtent the
relationship between the income Prospect from land and the
process of migration will be misszd out. Haovevar, it cannot
be denied that for the migrant possessing land, (as long as
it is within the family) there will always be some bzaring
on his occupation, earning, 2Jucation etz. With this in
mind, we shall examins the landed and landless migrants'

characteristics hencz forward.

The distribution of the landed and landless migrants
from rural and urban areas tn MC and the STs is shrwn in
TablesIITI.4 and ITII.5. It can be sz2z2n from the tablas that

the landless migrants substantially outnumber the landed
migrants in both MC and the STs. The differsnce in th:
number betwesn the landed and landless migrants is larger amnng
the urban than among the rural migrants in both the places.
Taking the rural and urbar migrants togethzr the percentags

of land=d wmigrants is 34.67 in MC 3nd 22.66 in thn STs. This
shaws that, by and larg:, the assat characteristic of th-»
migrants, in terms of landed and landless in MC is simil=ar

to that in the STs.



Table III.4 s Landed and bandless Migrants in IC
N From Rugal Moag _ _ _ _ _aFro
Origin Lianded Landless Total LanAds?
R T (3 (a_ _(3
Chingleput 11 12 23 2
(47.83) (52 17 {(100.00) (20,00)
M=adras = e - 3
(2.57)
MNMorth & South arcct 9 7 16
(56.25) (43,75) {100, oo)(61 54)
Ramanathapuram 14 , 6 19 ;
(68.42) (31.58) (100, oo)(33 33)
Thanjavur L 9 10 2
(10.00) (9@, 00) (100.00) (28.57)
Tirunclveli 12 13 25
(48.00) (52.00) (100, 00)(16 66)
Other districts 5 10 15 7
of Tamil Nadu {33.33) (66.67) (100,00) (17.65)
Other states inr 8 10 18 9
Iniia beyond T.N. (44.44) (55.56) (100.00) (36,00)
Total 60 67 126 37
(46.83) (53.17) (100.00) (24, 32)

“Thrae interstate migrants to MC could
an. are not incluiesd.

~origin

- e e e an e e e e e e % e e mm e e wm e e s
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bl A T T

32
(91,43)

(38.46)
8
(66,67)

5
(71.43)

10
(83,33)

28
(82, 35)

16
(64,00)

112
(75.69)

- e e e e e

i)
not be classifieﬂ)@heir R/U

10
(100.00)

35
(100.00)

13
(100.00)

12

(100.00)
i

(100.00)

12
(100.00)

34
(100.00)

25
{100.00)

148
(100.00)



Chinglesput

Madras

North &

Ramanathapuram

Thanjavuar

Tirunelvelil

Other

Aistricte
cf Tamil Nadu

Cther Aistricts
India outside T

Total

Scouth Arcot

Frgm_Rgrgl“Afeg~ﬂ
Landed _  Landlzss
R (3)

4 15
(21.05) (78.95)
6 7
(46.15) (53.85)
7 12
(36,84) (63.16)
5 6
(45.45) (54.55)
o 8
(52.94) (47.08)
o] 11
(a2.12) (57.88)
1 1
(30,00) (50.50)
40 60
(40.00) (60.00)

For 3 interstate micrants R/U origin is

20

19
{100, 00)

13
(100.00)

19
(100.00)

11
{(100.00)

17
(100.00)

19
(100.00)

2
(100.00)

100
(100.00)

not available

VMigrants in

o ”FEOE Er@an Ara:
Landed Landles
sy _ - __ L8y _
A 14
(22.22) (77.79)
1 14
(12.50) (87.50)
7 12
(36.84) (63.16)
- 3
(100.00)
3 5
(37.50) £62.,50)
1 "9
(10.00) (90.00)
7 11
(38,89) (61.11)
1 6
(14.29) (85.71)
24 74
(25.25) (74.75)

1
(100.00)

16
{100.00)

19
(100.00)

3
(100.00)

8
(100.00)

10
(100.00)

18 -
(100.00)

7
(100.00)

99
(100.,060)

and are not includsd.
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We noted from the tAbles IIT.4 and IIT.5 that in both
MC and the STs the landless migrants far outnumber the

landed onas. Whiles ths reason for th= landless tn migrate

is obvinus, thers can be two possible oxplanations for the
1anded ones to wmigratz. One is that migrants from the

landed houssholds moved to MUA for highzr zucation or whitoe-
collar jobs (Dasgupta and Laishley). Another pessibility is

20

\u

that those who have inadequate land rasource migrate in ors

-

to improve their lavel of living which was othzrviss dotarin-
rating (Arizpe). In the first case wa shall expact the
migrants to be from the househnlds of large and profuctive
holdings, and in the second case thev ware from those having
small and noteso-fertile holdings. Te this end,we shall show

shortly, the size of holdings of the migrants' househol-is.

The basic relatinnship batireen the size »f h~oliling ani
migration is zstablished through the inc ms potential (~¢

[Eak)

' productivity) of land. The fact that 3 9004 numbar of brth

rural and urban migrants are from Romanathapuram and Tirunslva

- the two districts where the net area irrigatel is much lawvear
than ths state average, impliss that income from land is
unlikely to bz sufficient to support the family. The l1ande-d
migrants from these generally outmigrating Aistricts might
have migrated to ensure their survival. A large numbar »f
landedAmigrantgﬁérom Chingleput, ¥orth and South Arcnt =lso.
The net areas irrigated in these districts are hiqh,6 but
their closcness tb MUA perhaps induces th: landad onesto
migrate. Thes landed migrants from these adjacent districts
can advantagszously negotiate betwaesn MULN and thoir origin of

——— vt Uz -

6. Percentage nest area irrigated is 77.7 in Chinglebut,
70.8 in Thanjavur, 49,6 in North and South Arcot
together, 34.8 in Tirunelw=21i and 30.0 in Ramanatha-
puram whereas 38.8 is for the stata., (Sze Jovarnment
of Tamil Nacdu, Szasgn and Crop Report, 19756-77).
Argument derive il from thease data are oextremaly
tentative, becauss wae Ao not Xnow whather the land
h»214 is actuallv irrigatad or not,




migration. Thus, generally, the lack of income potential
from land and the nzarness of origin wmay act as factors
bshind migration. One axception is that a grod proportion
of landed migrants are from 2 highly irrigated district of
Thanjavur.

3.2.3. Size of Landholding

The distribution of the migrants in MC and the STs
is shown by their size of holdings at the origin in Table
III.6. It ig clear from the table that the number of
landed migrants in MC declines with the increase in the
size of holding. Concentration is verv largs in 0.6-2.50
acres anad 2.51=500 acres of heldings. In other vords,
large number of landed micgrants in MC are from the househnlds
with small holdings. In the smallest size group 836 per cant
of the migrants from both rural anid urban arsas a £

]

€

r
Chingleput, Ramanathapuram and Tirunelvali. In the next
size group (2,51-5.00 acres) about 74 par cent of the
landed rural and urban wmigrants ar= from Chingleput, Ramana-
thapuram, Tirunelveli, Salem, ¥orth and South Arcot. It is
clear that the migrants from adjacent AdAistricts, with high
(Chingl=put) to moderate (North and South Arcot) leval nf
irrigation, and distant and less irrigated (Ramanathapuram,
Tirunslveli and Salem) districts came to MC mainly from small
holdings of 0.06 to 5,00 acres.

In the STs therc is a good concentration ~f the landed
migrants in 5.01-10.00 acres (medium holding) group also,
along with those in the small size of holdings (0.06-5.00
acres) . Migrants from Chingleput, Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli,
Salem, North and South Arcot account for 79 per cent of tha
migrants in 0.06-2.50 acres, 68 par cant of the wmigrants in
2.51=5.00 acres and 60 per cent of the miqgrants in tha medium
size group 5.01-10.00 acres. Of the migrants from these
districts in the medium sizz group about 58 per cent ara

from Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli alone. This again shaws that
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‘Table TII.6 : Landed Migrants in MUA

b o gt T Mk i g S R gt g o o g

T L T T T R I A I B

______ Migrantc in ¥1C_ _ Migrants in STs_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
. ; From Rural Prem Urban  Rural From Rural From Urban Rural ani
Dlu;.OJ_ ) Areas Aroas anl Araas Arrag urban
(A ;"“m\q Urban Total
acres/ TotAl
W (2 ) &) (s (6 (D__
0.06 - 2.50 26 12 38 14 6 20
(43,33) (34.29) (40,00) (35,00) (25.00) (31,25)
2.51 = 5.00 21 15 36 10 9 19
(35.00) (42.86) (37.89) (25.00) (37.50) (29,69)
5,01 - 10.00 9 5 14 13 8 21
(15.,00) (14.29) (14.74) (32.50) (33,33) (32,81)
10.01 and gbove 4 3 7 3 1 4
(6.67) (8,57) (7.37) (7.50) (4,17) (6,25)
Total 60 35 95 40 24 64
(100,00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

-t o e = me e ea A Em mr e om0 ae A mm am lm mm MR e o e et e e e e M O e e e e em e me e e e

Note: Figures ir parantheses indicate percentages in column total.
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the migrants are basically from irrigated and adjacent
Aistricts with small holdings, and the migrants with small
and medium heldings are from less irrigated and distant
districts,.

The land owned DPer migrant heouszhnld is shown in

Table ITITI, 7. It shars that g=n=rally the migrants are

from housaholds awvning small holdings, but there is a
considerable difference across districts in this regar-i.

The figures in the table indicates the possibility that tho
migrants from Chingl=pet, North and South Arcots came
following the nearness of the placss to MUA and those from
distant Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli Adue to low income
rotantial f£rom land. The migrants in the STs £from Thanijavur,
a distant and highly irrigated Aistrict, does not conform

to this argument..

Haovever, in terms of average size of holding crnad by
the migrant housshnld, the migrants in the STs are botter
aniorza2d than those in MC.

Table ITI.7 : Land Owned per Miqgrant Houszshnld at their

— el o e a4 o it o e e i ——— o

Origin
Origin Migrants in MC Migrants in ST
Chinglasput 3.94 5.09
North & Scouth Arcot 5.04 3.63
Ramanathapuram : 3.97 6,29
Thanjavur 1.83 5.02"
Tirunelveli 5.29 7.25
Total of Intrastate 5.09 5.17
migrant
Total including inter- 1,95 5.20

state @igrgnzs_
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The above analysis of the landholding patterns of the
migrants is only partial. Since we do not have <data on
the size of households at the oriqgin we cannot really judg=
whether the available land was sufficisnt for the migrants'
livelihood or not. We also Ao not knaw whather the lande?
migrants ar= substantially dAifferent from the landless ones.
Also the inferences drawn earlier on the basis of percentaqge
area irrigated are tentative. With these limitations w=

may summariss the e@arlier observations.

1. Landless migrants are more numerous than the

1anded ones.

2, Landed migrants in MUA generally came from tha small
hnldings (0,06-5,00 acres). While most of the migrants in
MC camz from small holdings, in the STs, miqranﬁs cama from
both small (belaw 5 acres) as well as medium holdings (above
5 acres). The migrants with medium holdings are mainly from
Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli which have lav incom2 potential
from land. But the landed migrants in the 5Ts are relatively

better endowed than those in MC,

3., The distribution of landed and landless wmigrants,
is the same in MC and the STs.

Bducational levels of the wigrants way . indirectly imply
a general awareness of the migrants about the socio-mconomic
circumstances at the origin as well as at the place »of mig-
ration., At the same time, it way indicate the laval ~f skill
one has acquired which helps a migrant €9 enter a particular
kind of occupation. In ths context of outmigration from tho
Indian villages it was noted that the migrants vere gensrally
more educated (litearate or above) than the nommiqrants (Dasqgupta

and Laishley). This is assumed tn imply the migrants® osnoral
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awareness about the circumstances at the two geographical

ends of migratinn. While this is trus, in the context of
inmigratien to Calcutta it was founi that ths migrants had
moderata to high levels of formal eiucztimn\vithﬁut any
particular technical education, and thev swelled the tertiary
sector of the aconomy (QBQ§B)7° This means that while thea
migrants are often elucated, their nccupatimrnal characteristics
may be partially determinel by their educatinnal characteristics,
This suggests that we present the otucational characteristics

of the migrants befores we discuss thair occupational charac-

teristics.

The data on the zducational levels »f the sample migrants
are presentad in seven groups that are by and largs comparable
with tha 1971 Census data on the migrants' aducational 1l:vols.
Our sample Jdata refer to the present lavels of aducation, &
comparison of the sample data with the census distribution
of the migrants educational levels showg a discripancy.

Sample data, relative to the census data, shaor larger concen-
tration at middle and secondarv level and bevyvond., At lower
levels than these, sample concentrations are much smaller than
the census concentrations (Table ITI.8). This could be
bacause of the fact that we chose mainly the active miqrants
often in the working age groups whereas in the census the

migrants of all age groups are included.

Table IITI,8 : Percentage Distribution of the census 1271 and

the Sample (1981) Migrants Across Educational

levels
Educational Levels™ Census Migrants, 1971 Sample Migrants, 1981
Illiterate 18.21 7.78
Literates and upto 31.69 21.17
Primary
Middle and upto 41.86 54,00
Secondary
Technical and non-
technical diplomas 8419 16.41
and degrees
Others D.05 0.65

Total _ _ _ 100. 00 _ _ _ _100.00
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*Our sample data are comprassed into five categories
of education for comparison with the census data.
Census distribution is taken from Majumdar Sy and
Nagaraj, K. {1982).

Table XI1,9 presents the distribution of the rural and

urban migrants in MC and the STs bv their educational levels.
It shaws that there is not much of a difference in terms of
Percentage distribution of the rural and urban migrantse across
‘educational levels, especially in MC, In the 5Ts a larger
percentagss of the rural migrants are found among illiterates
and upto primary level as compared to the percentages of

the urban migrants at thess levels. The differencs, howaver,
is not too wide. The table suggests that most of tha migrants.
in MC and in the STs (i.e, about 90 per cent) ares literate and
ammong them a large number is moderately (secondary) educatad.
The concentration is generally low at ths degree level. Ve
may Observe that broadly the migrants have low (primary) to
moderate lavels of education. Though there are a far migrants
with degres and diploma a rzlativelv large number of them

have general education rather than any technical education. We
may, therefore, conclude that the miqrants have low to modefate

levels of education of general type.

Table III,10 presents:the distribution of thz landed
and the landless migrants in MC and thes S%gs by their educa-
tional levels. The difference between the landed and the landless
migrants is very little in IIC in terms of their educational
levels, wherszas it is sharperin the STs. At the levels of
education below secondary the percentagse concentrations of

- — o o ———

7. One of the reasons cited for swelling of the
tertiary sector is the slov grovth of indus-
trial investment in Cilcutta. But the positive
association between wvery ganeral nontachnical
aducation and swelling of tertiary employment
is also notzd by Ghosh.
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Distribution of tho Himgrants in MUA by theic

g Py it e o e N T & T e

s i o Y ot~ — o o T St i ot it s

e em mm mm em mn mm e e em g em e me e TS am s e e e e ©6 G2 em eo ww RP om me We em e e me me

Education Levels

-

From Rural From Urban

Areas

L e . ™S

Rural-~ From Rural From Urban Rural-

e am e e mm e wm e mm me amm e e T cu am me mm e em e me we e e wm e e e mm wm wn e e e me em e ee mx sm em

— o e wm o wm e e omr ww e me wm mm e mm mm Om mr we e ew e e mm e e ma e we e o eem e e om = am mm e e e om

Areas

(1) (2)

Illiterate 14
(11.11)

Litsrate to Vrimary 31
(24.60)

Above Primary and 67
upto Secondary (53.17)

Nontechnical UG 10
and FG degrees (7.94)

Technical diploma

and Technical UG 3
and PG Degrees (2.33)

Others 1
(0.79)

Total 126
(100.00)

81
(56.25)

11
(7.64)
.9
(6.25)

1
(0.69)

144
(100,00)

Urban Arcas Areas
ll‘lotal
(4) (5) (6)
28 2 6
(10.37) (2.04) (6.32)
59 25 14
(21.85) (25.51) (14.74)
148 52 592 |
(54.81) (52,04) (53.69)
21 14 15
(7.78) (14.29) (15.79)
12 6 8
(4.44) (6.12) (8.42)
2 - 1
(0,74) (1.05)
270 99 96

(100.00)  (100.00)  (100.00)

8
(4,15)

39
(20.21)

1023
(52.85)

29
(15.03)

14

{7.25)
1

(0,52)

195 !
(100,00)

- em e e e e e me wm S e e e we ae = e e -

Note: Figures in the parantheses indicate Percentage in column total.



Table IT7-10: Distribution of landed & Lendless Migrants in MU: by their Bducational Levals

i ks o o e o e e e e ot o e o S S e S S g B e o e i e e e Rt B 0 s iy WD D i B0t S S it o it e B e S i B e S e e At A et . 7 e Bl At Bt e

o . Migrants in #C Migrants in the STs
Educational — seecemem e B i e e R e D e e S e
Levels Landed Landless Total Landed Tandless Total

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
1. Illiterate 12 16 g - 8 8

O
(11.65) (9.58) (10.37)
2. Literate wmd
Cupbo primary 18 41 59 8 31
(17.48) (24.55) {21.85) (12.12) (24.471) (20,21)

. ibove primary
end upto 59 89 148 35 69 104
secomdery  (57.28)  (53.29)  (54.81) (51.52)  (53.54)  (52.85)

L. Nontectnical

W

G anc PG 1 10 21 15 14 29
degrees (10.68) (5.99) (7.78) (22.73)  (11.02) (15.03)

5, Technical
Diplomg and ‘
Technical 3 9 12 )

6 1
682G degress (2.91) (5.39) (4ohil) (12.12) (4.72) (7.25)
6. Others - 2 2 1 - 1
(1.20) (0.74) (1.52) (0:52)
7. Total 103 167 270 €7 128 195

(100.00)  (100.00)  (100.00) (100,00)  (100.00)  (100.00)

- ms = em e s o em em mm e e A em m o em rm M MR e ek e ee s e mm mm e er e e e e e em am en W m e

Note: Figures in parantheses indicate percentages in column total.
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the landless are relatively larger than thoss of the landed.
At the levels above secondary the percentages of the landed
are larger than those of the landless. In short, while the
distribution of landed and landless migrants in terms of
educational levels doss not differ in MC, in the STS wmAany
more of the landed migrants are moderate to highly educated
than those ¢©f the landless migrants.

A comparision of the distribution between MC and STs
shovs that a relatively larger numbsr of illiterate and
primary educatedvmiqrants are absorbed in MC than in the
STs. The psrcentage of the migrants at the leavels bevond
secondary is higheér in the STs than in MC., This sugg~sts
that migrants in the STs have an edge over those in MC, in
tarms of education. This may be 3 reflection of more
specific pattern of urbanisation through industrialisation
in the STs than in MC., The industrialisation in th=s STs
has Perhaps selected more of moderate to highly sducatad
than of less gducatsd manpower, wherecas MC provided scopsa

for all kinds of migrants to bes absorbed.

1, Migrants in MUA have low to moderate levels of
education. Of these who have higher than secondary level
of education a large number has =education of nontachnical
degrees.

2. Landed migrants in the STs are often more educatad
than ths landiess.

3. Larger proportion of tha migrants in the STs has
better =2ducation than ths that in MC.

With this background we shall next analvse the occupa-

tional characteristics of the migrants in MUA,
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We shall nov examine thz occupational characteristics
of the migrants at the origin and in the present place of
migration (i.e. in MC and in the STs). This will help us
understand the background of the wmigrants as well as the
occupational shift associatad with migration. This may also
indirectly explain the factors behind migration. Ve shall
henceforth aveoid the rural/urban distinction of the miqraﬁts‘
-origin, Since tHext is not much of difference in the migrants'
characteristics across thesz argas. Our ways of classifving

. . LN \ . i
the migrants by their occupation mre discussed in Appendix T.

The distribution of the 1anded and the landlcess migrants

by their occupation at *he origin is pressnted in Table ILIT.11.

1

As may b2 seen from the %able a large proportion of tho
migrants (both land@d,and the landless) in MUA were non workoers
at the origin. Of threse nomworkers 56 per cent of landed and
62 per cent of the landless migvants were unamployed 2t thoe
origin. While rest Of\?he Tanded nomworking mijrants were
students, the rest of thézlandless migrants ware minor at tha

time of migration.

Among the landed worrking migrants at origin a large
proportion came from.- the primary occupstion. The majority

.o 3 ; 3 .
in this occupat ion either crnasd poultry or were agriculturists.

Ther'felative importance of wvarious occupations among tThe
landleusé working migrants differs from thoss among ths 1 anded,
Lan,dless migrants are spread across both skillad occupations
1l,ike traditionally skilled workers' and the 'skilled production
‘workers' and unskilled occupations 1like '+trading and monev-

lending' and 'unskilled sales/service workers'. The latter of
these unskilled occupations implies wage =mplovment in thes

'trading and moneylending' activity.



Table IIT-11: Occupation of the Migrants ab Origin

e 2 o ot o RS o e - - cmerpmmre o o -

. laces Vripes o Primary I'rofessional Traditi- Traders Unskil/led Lem:L Skilled Troduckion/ Other Students, Lobal
of Acbivity Technical&% onally & sales/ sidlled  produetion service service  unemployed, o
Ligration workers repageriel o skdlled  Money- service  WOLKeIS yorkers  workers workers  retired
wor'kers occupation lenders workers  (offen “p (often in (unorgai- (often in  ete.
worgar i organised sed organised
sed .- sectors)  sectors)  sectors)
sectorg)
- o S — e g s ~ , )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6 7y (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Modras
City Landed 23 1 2 8 L . 9 P 5 57 101
(22.77)  (0.99) (1.98)  (7.%)  (3.96) (1.98)  (1.98) .~ (1.98)  (56.44)  (100.00)
Lendless 6 5 ~. 15 13 15 = 20 3 12 6 168
(4.62)  (3.01) (9.04)  (7.83)  (9.04) - (12.05) (1,81} (7.23)  (45.18)  (100,00)
Total 31 6 ( 17 21 19 - 25 5 14 133 2’8
S e (225 (ean) (ren) (7.2) (@.24)  (1.87)  (5.24)  (49.44)  (100.00)
Satellite Lendeé 17 - - k 2 - 2 - 6 5 8
Towns (25.37) (5.9 (2.9) (2.9) (8.96)  (53.73)  (100.00)
Tandless 7 4 8 14 17 - 12 2 10 53 127
(5.51)  (3.15) {6.30)  (11.02)  (13.39) (9.45) (V57 (7.87)  (4173) (100,00
Total 24 4 8 18 19 - % 2 16 9% ik
(12.37) (2.06) (412)  (%.28)  (9.79) , (7.22) (1,03} (8.25)  (45.58)  (10(.00)

L T T T T T = e

Hote: Figures in paré' vheses indicate percentages in row total.
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In a nutshell, a large proportion of the migrants were

unemployed and students at the origin., Among the workars,

a good proportion of the landed migrants cams from - 1 illed
primary occupation while thes landless came from both Sk ad

and utiskilled occupations.

3.2.7. Present Occup:tlon of

bih
I,
©
P
=3
"
o0}
3
ot
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Present occupational characteristics of the wmigrants
in MUA are shosn in Tabls ITT.12. It shows that the

proportions of the norworkers (students and unemplovad)

are very low among the landed as well as the landlezss
migrants.Bomparing these proportions with thos= in Tabla
III. 131, it is clear that the migrants came to MUA in search
of employment, and the pProportions of norvorkers have
declined sharply between ths arigin and MUA, A comparison

of the working migrants in different occupatinr him:MC: 70

‘and the STs shows that there is a sharp inar=as~ in the

pProportion of working migrants in the uns™illad occuvnations,
lie 'trading', sales and service work as wa2ll as the skilled

oc.upationsg like 'production work' and ‘othar sarvioss

The distribution of the migrants by thzir prass:nt
occupation‘in MUA show s that the occupationazl charactaristics
af the migrants differ between ths landidd and the landlass,
as between MC and the 3Ts,

"he landed migrants in MC are heavily concentrat=d in
unskilled 'trading and monevlending' and 'sales and =ervice’
work and to a much less extent in 'other services'. The
landlecs migrants are also concentrated heavily in the same
occuPations but an important diffsrence is that the landlass
are substantially sngadged in 'skilled productioh=work* -often
in the organised sactor,

8. 'Other services' include modzrate to hiyhly

tduecatad parsonnzals sometimes with particular
ritingy, stenocr: an nto, For
shall always co sider +hi-= as A
tion.
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Table ITT~12: Distribution of the Migrants in MUA by their present occupation

: z ) R Sid 1led
Tlnces Vrimery  Trcfegsion- Uhekilled o, . _ = PPN . R
of workers  al Tradition- Treders  sales/ igmlle 3 ; riizgglon ; ?ﬁgzmn/ gz%ce Unermployed,
Migration tecmical ally & service oo ° e sector students,  Total
managerizl skilled  Money- workers (on- " {umozganieed {omgan retired
workers occupetion lenders oTganised) g ectoi) isir_ci ete.
- ete. sector)
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) {7 (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13)
fladve®  Lamded b6 b 3 17 2 8 6 13 3 101
9y : (3:96)  (5.94) (3.96)  (37.62)  (16983)  (1.98)  (7.92) (5.9  (12.87)  (2.97)  9{100.00)
Lenddgss 2 8 12 4 33 2 34 9 21 L5 16741
(1:21)  (4.82) (7:23) (24.69)  (19.88)  (1.21) (20.48)  (5043)) (12.65)  (2.41)  (100.07)
Sub-total 6 14 16 79 50 A L2 15 34 .8 28
- (2.25)  (5.24) (5.99)  (29.59)  (16.73)  (1.59)  (15.B3)  (5.62) (12.73)  \2.%2)  (100.00)
Satellite  Landed - 7 1 23 2 12 1 14 4 68
Towns (9.09) (1.52) (33.33)  (6.06) (3.03) (18.18)  (1.52) (21.21)  (6.06) . (100.00)
Landless - 8 é 24 21 - 3, 6 24, L 127
(6.35) (4.76)  (19.05)  (15.87) o6t (6:98)  (A76))  (19.05)  (3.18)  (100,00)
Sub-total 15 7 k7 25 2 46 7 38 8 195
(7.29) (3.65)  (23.96)  (12.59)  (1.04)  (23.96)  (3.65)  (19.79)  (4.17)  (100,00)

- e o mw o e e e me e e e e mm sk e e e e e o e e e e M e em W e M e M e e mm fm A e e e s ee e e me we PR ew e e ae Te M e o P mm e m e Me Fe em e e e ae
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The landed migrants in the S5Ts are concentrated mainly
skilled production

in unskilled 'trading and moneylending’
work' and 'other services'. The landlass are concentrated

in '"trading and moneylending', 'sales and service', ‘skilled
production work' and 'othor services'. In the 'skilled
production work' and'other servicas' of the STs, the numerical
dominance of the landless over the landed is clzar from

Table III,12.

These two observations sugrest that both the landed
and the landless enter, to a large extent, the unskillad
occupations like 'trading and monevlending' and 'sales and
services' and the landless miqgrants numesricallv dominato
the landed in skilled occupations like 'Production work' and
'other services', which are basically organised sector wage
emPlovuent,

The entry of the landless into unskilled 'sales and
services' is obvious, and that is perhaps the raflaction
of their poverty. Entrv of the landsd into this occupation
requiress us to examine as to why they onter this unskill=d
wage employment and join the poor. Similarly the =ntry
of the landless into 'trading and monevlending' also raqgquires

an explanation.’ We shall attempt ths explanation in Section V.,

The numerical dominance of the landless over tha 1landed
in 'skilled production work' suganst that these migrants
acquire skill in the process of migration. Since the migrants
generally are low to moderately aducated, and very few have
technical education, thay must have acquired technical skill

through on the job training after migration. Perhaps the

9. One possibility is that the 'trading', axcluding
the moneylending activity, includes wide range
of occupations like peanut vending to iron tradindg,
requiring different amounts of capital. In that,
both the landed and the landlass have 2qual access
to this occupation.
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landless migrants are cconomically hard pressed and hava a
drive for acquiring skill to find employment in organise
Sector. A similar phenomenon of acquiring skill bv the
unassetted workars has been observed earlier jﬁurien, c,.T.,
and James, Josef (1979); see also Appendix IT in subsection
6.4.2 of the present papeg7. '

A comparison of migrants in MC and the STs shows that
while MC absorbed a large proportion of ths migrants ih
unskilled 'trading and woneylanding' and 'sales and service'
occupations, the STs absorbed large proportions of skilled
workers in 'production' and 'other services'. Though not
rigorously. shown, this may be a reflection of rapid growth
of 'manufacturing’ activity in the STs. Manufacturing sactor
grew in MC as well, but as we notad =arlier parhapPs the
migrants' entry into this activity is severely restricted
by the competition from thas resident workers (Majumdar and
Nagaraj).

We noted earlier that there was 2 sharp increass in the
prorortion of working miqgrants in both skilled and unskilled
Occurations in MUA, compared to thos= in the origin. Hew

did “nis increase come about?

“he occupations in MUA are inflated mainly oy tha entry
of thoze who ware norworkers at the origin (see Table TTIT.13).

Very fir have switched over to other occupation from thair

cwn at the origin, except that the substantial proportions

of the Drimary workers have entered the unskillad 'trading

and monevlending' and ‘sales and services' occupation, and to
some extent in 'skilled production work'; lMost of those
Primary workers are from rural areas. Apart from thesa primarvy
workers, 1ost workers have retained thoeir original occcupation
even after migration, as can be seen from the largr proportion
of the worliiing migrants in tha diagonal cells of Table ITII.13.
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{ ;e
t . DRSbTLDULLION . ]
Eablié_ili—_‘j’_faw figrents by Occupations Before and After Micration imbo MUZL
Tresent Occupation in MUA

— Lo 5 e i L 1 i = L —— ‘ L 1 L
Occupgtion Prinaxv sevicocoow Tradition-  Treders Wsldlled Sewmiskilled Skilled Production/ ey .. ‘
at Origin activity  el, Techni- ally & sales/ workers production gservice s ey Students,

workers cal & skilled Money- service (often in  workers S Flers PoLR 6e8 umemplogped Total
Menegeriel workers lenders workers worganised (often in (un- \oz_';teri rg’clred
workers sector) organised  orgemised L.‘l,olgirfg‘tgly eue-
. s [S}¢ 20e
sector) sector) & in
‘ organised
______________ - ———— ———— sector)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) - (12)
Trimary
Letivity. 3 1 1 26 11 1 7 1 51
Frofessional, B R LR ce el NORERY i ! ! GN.J(J)
technical - S - - - - = - 4
etc. workers., - 10
Traditionally
skillsd - - 17 3 - - 3 1
workers, 1 - 25
Traders &
Moneylendsrs, L ! - 25 - - 3 2 1 3 39
Unskilled sales/
service = = N 9 28 1 1
workers, 4 ! - 38
Semiskilled
workers
(often in - - - - - - - - 3
unorganised - 1
sector),
Skilled production
workers (often in - - - 5 = = 28 - S22
organised sector), ’ ! %6
Production/service - ’
workers (wnorga- _ _
nised sector), - - - - - 7 - - n

Other services

(often moderately

educated & in 3 1 5 . 1 - 4 - 15 - 29
organised sector), ’



Table TIT-13 (contd.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Students,
1memployed, 1 / 50 Al J 59 1C 42 °
retired etc. : ‘* Y g N ! ’ ‘

Totel 6 23 126 75 6 8 p2 2 15 461

T S e e T T T e )
R m s e e s e e m e m e e e e v e e e e v e mm e e me e ARS e e b e o ve o e e e e e
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This indicates that the migrants in MUA are not generally
footloose in terms of occupations, though in terms of
geographical movement, they are. This also suggests that
the migrant workers' mobility across occupations is

limited. This is in contrast to what Todaro's model suggssts.

Non workers at the origin appear to have basnefited from
migration, as the unemployed and the students (at the origin)
found employment after migration. They mainly entered into
four occupations - unskilled 'trading and moneylending’ and
'sales and service' cccupations and the skilled 'production

work' and 'other services'.

Our data further suggest that of the non workers who
entered 'trading and moneylending' occupation in MUA 52
per cent are landed. About 40 per cent of the norworking
landed migrants have =ntered 'sales and service' occupation.
But in this occupation landless migrants numerically dominate
over the landed. In skilled 'production work' and in
'other services' also the dominance of the landless over
the landed migrants is observed. 1IN thesz two occupations
in MUA the landless non workers form about tha 60 per cent
of the total workars. Since the gkillad wmigrants came with
general =2ducation, their technical skill was acquired aftar

migration.

The above observations in this section may be summa-

rised as follows:

1. Nearly half (48 per cent) of the migrants in the
origin were non workers and they came to MUA in ssarch of
employment. This requires us to examine as to why the

workers at the corigin also migrated.

2. Present occupational charactaristics of the migrants
suggest that both landed and the landlass migrants are engaged

in unskilled 'trading and moneylending' and ‘salazs and service'
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activity to a large extent. At a smaller scale the migrants
are engaged in 'skilled production activitv' and 'other
services' where the landless are dominant ovar the landed
migrants. 1In the skilled occupations migrants acquirad

skill after migration.

3. Tha past and the present occupations of most of
the working migrants have not changed, except for these
primary workers at the origin who entered 'trading and

monevlending' and wage emplovment in the 'sales and

service' occupations in MUA,

4. There is greater scopa for skilled employment in
STs than in MC. MC absorbed a large number of migrants

in the unorganissd sector.

n IT1

3.2.9. oummarv of Important Obsesrwvations of Secti

!O

The analysis of the ¢haracteristics of the wigrants in
MC and the STs shows that thers ars differences batwesn the

streams of wmigrants into these places.

1. Migrants from within Tamil Nadu form the largest
group out of the total in MUA,

2. Of the within-state migrants those from Chinglap=>t,
North and South Arcots, Tirunszlveli and Ramanathapuram arc
the dominant groups.

3, Within MUA, those who moved within MC and from MC

to the STs form an important categorv of migrants.

4. While the landless miqgrants outnumbasr the landed both
in MC and the STs, the landed migrants in the latter places are
better endowed in terms of the size of landholding.

5. Educationally, a larger proportion of the migrants

in the STs., are in the catzgoriss of secondarv and abova,



than those in the MC, That is the migrants in the STs have

a little edge over those in MC, in terms of education,

6. In the STs, the proportion of migrants engaged in
skilled production and service works is slightlv higher
than that engag=d in unskilled, occupations like 'trading
and moneylending'! and 'sales and sarvice' workan . The
reverse 18 trus in the case of MC., Thisg could bz an =2ffect
of industrialisation of the STs.

3.2.10. Zppendix I = On Occupational Classification

Sample data on occupational characteristics of the
migrants are not always pracissly obtained so as to be
comparable with the census. Cgnsus occupational catagories
are too aggregative and may not h=lp us to relate the
occupational categories with the oprocass
of migration. Alsco, the response. of the migrants to our
question was not always so clear as to find him in the
census occupational categoriss. Therefores, we tried to
evolve alternative categoriss of occupation, from our
judgements, which may be indicative of thsir skills. For
example, while carpenters, goldsmiths, weavers or cobblors
Aare 2entered as productionxmorkers, irrsspactive of the
sectors(organiséd or unorganisad),in the censusg we treated
them as workers in traditional occupation. Sincz the modern
industrial production may threaten their axistence at thea
villages or smaller towns and induce them to migrate it would
be worthwhile to classify them in their ovn occupation.
Another example, is of a rickshawpullar or sn auto driver.
While there is some skill regquired for the lattsr, not much
skill is required to pull rickshaws. In that casas we thouvht
it would be useful to have the o separately. Further problem
wa encountered was in classifying the miqrants bv organised
and unorganised scctors. But as far as information was
avallable we tried to supsimpose the nature of +thass sactors

on the skill, For example, a mechanic in Avadi Tank Factery
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is a skilled worker in organised sector and consgidered in
the production and related workers' occupation. So are ths
typists, PA's or Sagcretaries who have been considered as
semi-skilled but organised sactors workers. Classifving
the traders intc organised or unorganised ssctor was diffi-
cult. Cloth merchant and tea stall avners have been
included in trading and moneylending occupation. In that
both organised and unorganised sectors have to be merged
following the lack of information on these sactors. Wa judgnd
them as unorganiscd sector workers. Hawever, in all cases
we want by our judgement and they are tentative, Various
activities in the broad occupational groups are shown in
Tabls ITT.14.

v

4.0. Mode of Migration and Job Prospects

In this section we shall analysa as to how ths procass
of migration is set in among the wmigrants in MUA. Mode of
migration attempts to answer the agusstions lika, (i) 4id the
migrants move on their ovn without anv contact with other
migrants in MUA, (ii) daid they move with such contacts, or
(1ii) did they move in groups etc. JOb prospect, on the
other hand, attempts to answer such quastions as: (i) wheather
the migrants had fixed up or an assurad job before migration,
or (ii) whether they came in scarch of job without any assurance
etc. While the answers to these gucostions reveal the process
of migration, they may indirectlvy help us understand the
factors behind migration. We shall use ths rural /urban
distinction in this analysis, because the rural and urban
migrants may not receive information regarding MUA idantically
and thereby the mode of migration and job prospects may.
differ between thz migrants from these areas. Of the two

aspects of study we analyse the mode of migration first,



Table IIT-14: Profess’..:  ~f the Migrants classified into Broad Occupational Groups
OCCUPATIOIAL GEQUPS
___________ § SPSYUSTR RO R S ORI It . e o o e o e T o e st s e ™ e s s o e
~Frofessional. Traditially Treding ppeldilled Semi- Skilled
i — Technical Skilled g Sales/ skilled Production Service
vorkers lienagerial Occupation Morey-  gervice workers  yopLops | Workers
- etc.workers lerding yorkers (Worgan- - (vnorgan-
ised ised
; , sactor) ctor)
_________ Ve —— e § ——— e | e e ————
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Agricul- -
i o lsmith hop- . Ol—
turists Doctor Goldsmi i;;gr Waibar igziou Electrician Teilor
],. - -
Faultry Fngineer Weaver §;g§s~ Progress C?Cle‘
twner Centra- %ﬁnt Cook man 81O$
a worker.:
Cowherd Officers Carpenter gtar . Charzenan
onae ’ Watch- o Watch
ogn' Me rchant man Shop Al rman repairer
ﬁiiziul_ Menager Butcher Lgant Sweeper 2ﬁ§ount— Techniclan
p Mo r— ~ i .
Labourer HEQSZT Gardener Mechanic
Sl Aosds 585 ] S
Faui ;y Auditors ﬁ;ﬁii Businegs- L oO0 Supervisor
Y?rie T man Guard Maulder
- “ Wood~ .
Cowherd iy . Coolie Foreman
% 2 tant cutter Fruit-
worker \ccountants Borbe celler Pl i vEr
arber men §
Cobbler Ban ason
b Fitter
Doll-~ c
ker orpora- Welder
el tion/work~
er Overseer
Cart .
puller Linesman
Pandal Textile &
worker Printing
workers
cycle- d
Tickshaw Operators
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driver

{often moder-
ately educated
and in
organised
sector)

Production/ Other services

Students,
unemployed,
retired
Sira R

(9)

Clerk
Steno~typist

Checldng
Inspector

Cashier

Govt.office
worker

P.A.
Sales

Superintendent

Trep.

Transport
Inspector
LIC Agent

Bus conductor
Hospital
employee
Asst. Station
master

Teacher/
Professor

Instructor
Defence/

Police

Students

Trainee

Apprentice

unemployed
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4.1. Mode of Migration inte MUa

The distribution of the migrants bv different modes
of migration is presented in Table TV.1. It shows that
the largest single mode of migration into MUA is tha one
where the miqgrants had moved with the help or contact from
the migrants who were already in MUA., This process of
migration can be call=sd 'chain migration'. Next to this,
stands the migration without any contact, which can bo

called self induced migration.

The dominance of 'chain migration' impliss that, to a
large extent, migration at anv period of time is often
induced by the migrants of sarlier periods. In that the
Process of current migration gets ralated to the previous
Processes of migration. Help provided by the pravious
migrants at the places of migration may be of savaral tvpes
of which two are very important. One is to inform <the
prospective migrants about the circumstances in the place:s
of migration which helps the decision process of the pros-—
rective migrants at the origin, The other is to support
the latest migrants .at the places of migration before the
migrants fetch a job. They can alsc help by fixing up A
job before migration. Both tvpes of help, from the previous
migrants, together work out to improve tha axpectedd incoma
from migration as well as cut the cost of migration and -
watting before finding an smployment. AS a result the
expected income, a la' Todaro, from migration will increase,
and hence inmigration to urban areas will also incrsass.
Hovever, one should not overlook the Prossibility of migration
due to contact, despite a lov probability of urban a2mployment,

because such a process of migration is less risky.,

AS for the solf induced migrants the above advantadgss
will not be there. Tt is possible that thase migrants will

either come with a fixed or assur=2d job. How self induced



L5

Table IV = ) . . ] s
deble -4 Modes of Immigration to ¥C and the Sls

Mijrents in MC Wigrants in the STs Total

From Rural From Urban From Rural From Urban in MUA
_______________________________ i NPT . i S ... SOOI, — e e
1, ithout any contact 7/ 38 39 %2 143
(28,10 (26,95) (40.21) (34,41) (31.64)
2,With the help of &
femily member/relative/ 58 82 45 43 21,6
friends wao is already  (47.93) (58.16) (44.,33) (46.,24) (47.79)
a migrant
% Come with femily member/ 1% 6 12 10 51
relative/friend to seek  (10.74) (4.26) (12437) (10,75) (11.28)
enployment /business
4.Commissioned by a 3 1 , 2 1 1
contractor (2.43) (0.72) (2.06) (1.08) (1.55)
H.Came as a group on 5 4 - - 9
their own (4.13) (2.84) (1.99)
6.Any other 8 10 1 7 26
(6.61) (7.09 (1.03) (7.53) (5.75)
7.Total ' 121 141 a1 9 452
(95.99) (100,01) (100,00) (100.01) (100.09)

St e e 2 i 1 A e £ o A R S R i S At B e v e o O S e S R 3 s B P R i S A TS K e A S S e B e Bt s 8 A g e S i e P B B e e e o o e e B et P s e Ay W S S OB ALY D S ek i 8l £ e e o e (o ol
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migration takes place will bz examined later with the help
of the data on ijob prospacts. But from ths possibility as
observed in the case 0f'chain migration' we can imagine that
the self induced midrantS‘will induce others to migrate in

future.

Other modes of migration aras not quite important,
axcept tha onse in which th: migrants are commissioned by
an employer. This mode is numarically insiqgnificant. Ve
found that two of thesc migrants c¢am= with their emplovers.
A weaver came with his emplover and a shop assistant came
with his shop owner. Both these amplovers came to MC in

order to expand their business activity.

The modas of migration among the rural and urban migrants
do not appear to be significantlv difforent, excopt that ther=
is a slightly greater degrse of chain migration awong the
urban migrants than among those from rural areas. In fact,
since migration, to a large oxtent, is induced, similar
processes of information percolation may be at work in rural

as v 211 as in urban areas.

Comparision between the wmigrants in MC and in the STs

show z that thebelf inducad wmigration is slightly higher among

9]

those in the STs than those in MC, 1In view of ths ~xistence
of step migration in the STs via MC and direct migration
from adjacent MC to the STs migrants ars well infeormed 2bout
the STs and can venture movement without anv contact., s
have analysed the mode of migration of the staD migrants
including only the mode at the last step. Since most of the
step migrants came to MUA in their first step and got pushed
around within MUA, contact at the last step of miqratibn is
immaterial, Total of self induced migrants in MUA is 143,
Of these 30 (21 per cent) migrants who came to MUA in more
than one step had initiated their move with ths halp from the

contacts and in their final move thev migrated on thoir own.
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This observation, though not verv significant statistically,
is of immense importance in providing an insight. It suggessts
that migration is initiated as chain but later takes the

form of self induced migration.

The distribution of tha rural and urban migrants in
MUA by their job prospects is presented in Table IV.2. It
shovs that more than 30 per cent of th2 migrants £all in the
first thres tyvpes of job prosprcts, such as, i) fixed up
job before migration, ii) firm assurance of job bafors

migration and iii) hope of gztting a job.

Of the three, first two types of job prospacts imply job
certainty. Migrants in MUA who came with job certainty
account for about 50 per cent of total of 431 migrants.
1t can be seen from the tablz that among the migrants who
came with fixed up jobs urban wmigrants numerically dominate
the rural migrants both in MC and in the STs. Urban
migrants dominate owver the rural migrants in MC in th2 case
of those with firm assurance of job. It is,thzreforas, clsar
that about half of the total migrants cams with job certaintv
and more of urban migrants came to MUA with job cartainty

than of rural migrants.

Those came with the hope of getting a job in MUA form
a substantial number. This type of job prospact indicate
some degree of job uncertainty. The oxtent of risk invelved
in this type of migration dop=nds upon the lack or existancs
of contact in the places of migration which can b= =2xaminedd

with the help of modes of migration that was availabla tn them.

We laft an open question as to how or why self intuced
migration takes place (sen saction 4.1). Again, we are

requiraed to examine if the risk of migration with jnb
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: Distribubion of the Migrents by Job progpects in MC and the Sfs
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Job Prospects M igrents in MC Migrents in the STs Total in

From Rure Jlareas Trom Urben areas Trom Rural areas From Urbon arsac OA
1. Ied & fixed up job 36 45 22 30 158
before migration (30,25) (32.85) (24.72) (40.7) (32.02)
2. Had 2 firm assurence of 20 30 20 9 19 .
job before migration (16.81) (21.90) (22,47) (20.47) (18.53)

3, Hope of getting a job 40 39 31 22 132
(33.61) (28.47) (34.83) (25.58) (30.63)
4. Self Bmployment 3 2 2 - T .
(2.52) (1.46) (2.29) (1.62)

5. Anyiether. 20 21 14 20 75
(16,81) (15.33) (15.73) (23,26) (17.4)

6. Total 119 137 89 86 43

2 e e i o o O o 0 g g S T 3 2 e 20 gy 0 ey R T R R D T T S P e T 0 A A P O R e 8 s R a1 e e e ok e P e o e 0 M i et B O O AR o A7 i B B 0 P e B R A T 0 L g 0 S8 e VTP M P g o s 0 09 L ot S kS Bkt
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uncertainty was too high. These guestions can be partly
answered from the distribution of the migrants by their
modas of migration and the job prospacts. The distribution

is presented in Takble IV,3.

It can be seen from tha table that of the se2lf induced
migrants more than 50 per cent came with a fixed up job or
with firm assurance of job. That is, a gnod proportion of
self induced migrants ventured to migrats becausse of job
certainty. Also those who came with contacts (chain migrants)

camaz with job certainty.

As for the 132 migrants with job uncertainty, 65 (i.e.,
about 49.24 per cent) came to MUA with contacts from family
member, friznds or relatives who were alreadvy tha migrants.
The rest (50.76 per cent) came without contact and job
certainty. It may be noted that the migrants commissioncd
by contractors do not appear in the category of uncartain
job prospects. Howaver, those who came without contact and
job certainty, 16 of them took more than one step bafora
settling in MUA. Thsasa facts suggest that a gond proportion
of the migrants without job certainty (about 50 per cent)
came to MUA with low risk, as they had sarlier contacts,

others undertook a more risky venture of migration.
The above observations may ke summarised as the followindg:

1, Migration to a large extent is a chain process.
Migration at a period is iﬁduced by migration prior to that
period. In the case of self induced migration it was
observed that they came to MUA because of job certainty
in MUA,

2. To a small extent chain migration initiates the

move and later migrants wmove on their avn.

3. Contacts at the places of migration help migration

even with uncertain job prospects. Those who have no contact
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Distribution of tle Migrants by Modes of Migrotion and Job Prospects

Job Prospects

Modes of Migration Hed a Fixed up Job Hed o firm sssurance lMigrated with Migrated for Otters Total
before Migration of job bafore Migrat- the hope of  self employ-
. ion setting & job ment .
O - (2) ) (4) (5) (6) (1)
1, without any control 5 19 ‘ 42 3 20 138
(39.13) (13.17) (30.43) (2.17) (14.49) (100,00)
2. with tie help of
family members/ €0 44 65 2 40 21l
relatives/friends (28.44) (20.85) (30.81) (0.95) (18.96) (100.00)
who is already a
migrent
3, came with family
members/relative/ 13 8 11 2 7 41
friends to seek (31.71) (19.51) (26.83) (4.88) (17.07) (100,00)
employment/business
4. commissioned by a 1 4 - - 1 6 .
contractor (16.67) (66.67) - (16.67) - (200,00)
5, came as a group - 1 1 - 1 9
on their own (11.11) (77.78) (11.11) (100,00)
6. others 9 3 7 - 6 25
(36.0C) (12,00) (28.00) (24.00) (100,00,
Total 137 79 132 7 75 430
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or job certainty tend to grope for job, in the process some

of them tend to make more than one move.

v

5.1, Factors Behind Migration

——— — i i, o e — —— i v ——ca—r w—- —

We noted in the previous section that a large number
of migrants came with assured job and/or with contacts with
migrants who came earlier to MUA, These ars some indirect
indications of. the operation of pull factorle_at the places
of inmigration. There is also a hint that the grawth of
'manufacturing' activity in the STs provided scope for
skilled migrants and educated migrants, whereas in MC
because of the grovth of several activities it provided
scope for varied types of migrants - skilled, unskilled,
moderately educated etc. (see Section III) In this, there
is a hint that industrialisation acts as a pull factor.
These are merely hints, yet to be proved rigorously, and
are, therefore, indirect. However, along with pull, push
factors coexist and often are inseparable from one another
(Connell, et.al). 1In this section we shall attempt to
identify the factors behind inmigration to MUA with the

sample data on the reasons for migration.

Though we shall look for the general processes behind
inmigration to MUA, we shall also examine if thsre are
reasons to believe that a process of suburbanisation is on.
The process of suburbanisation will be considered only in
the flow of migrants from MC to the STs. To thase ends,
we shall present ths reasons ag Perceived by the misgrants.

——— . ——— -

10. The terms push and pull factors are used to mean
the factors at the outmigrating and inmigrating
ends respectively. In the course of the analysis
this factors have been specifiezd.
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While dealing with the aggregate static data on reasons,

we shall present a few casas to have an insight into the
wider processes, 1f any, behind migration.  The distribution
of the migrants in MC and the STs by wvarinus reasons for
migration is presented in Table V,1.

The Tgble shows that well above 30 per cant of tha
migrants movad into MUA due to inadecquate employment and
income earning opportunitiecs at tha origin. Unemplovment,
irreqular or short-duration emplovment and low wages causad
them to migrate. These factors mav bas congiderad as push
factors. Next to thess factors, are the ssarch for perma-
nent employment and businsss opportunities. Though thass
two factors may imply the existencs of pull factors, in the
nature of round-the~yzar urban zactivitiss and wider market,
those who seck permanent employment can ba assumed to be
pPlagusd by chronic or unemplovment or irreqular employment
at the origin. If we add these migrants to those who ware
unemployed had irregular employmant and =arned low wages,
migration for improved income-esarning oprortunitiss and
employment account for more than 50 per cent of tha total
migrants both in MC and the STs.

Purther, the number of migrants, stating reasons, such
as eviction from house, lack of gocod housing and hich cost
of living and dispossession of land, 1is though small, the
reasons imply the important gqualitative aspects of urbani-
sation and migration. |

It can be seen from gggig_z;i that thoss evicted from
houses are mainly from urban areas to MC, and those migrated
due to lack of good hcuse and high cost of living are from
urban areas to the STs. Our respondents were evicted from
the houses in MC and had to settle in another placs within
MC., Thos: who settled in the STs, all of them outmigrated

from MC duz to lack of good housing, and high cost of living.
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of Mi-  of OUri- ployment gular wage of employ- set nent  tion sold of Pay tion
gration gin and loss and ment for up employ- from  off  good Off
of jobs short dependents bugi- ment house houseas
dura= ness ahd
tion high
employe. cost of
n@nt living
Rurel 38 g 3 1312 1 9 1 4 25 123
(30.89) (5.50) (7.32) (2.44) L10n57) (9.76) (DVBl) (7,32) (0.81) (3.25) (20.33) (100 00)
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Total_in
the STs. .. . ... .. 5. ... 5. . 14 2. 21 .40 - 7 7 9 33 200

NotesFigures in paratheses indicate percentages in row total

for Migration

et Sl



54

Of these,a few (numbering six) areskillaed production
workers, workars in 'oOther sarvices' and a very fow are
in 'trading and monaylending' activitincs. While tradesrs
are likely to move along as the population movas across
sbace, wmigrants in other occupations moved dus to sviction
or high cost of living. However, these reasons and tha
corresponding occupations may indicate that the migrants

are not economically very sound.

Migration from MC to the 5Tg due to high cost of
living and lack of ralatively good housing(parhaps within
the migrants' reach) is an indication of suburbanisation
around MC., This process of suburbanisation is clearlvy
different from that in the western countries wheras the
population keeps itself avay from the city bustlas. The
fact that some persons weres evicted from their housizs in
MC shows how the process of urbanisation in MC with incroasing
population density and rental valuss pushes arcund the
residents, particularly the production and servicn workers.

They may well be on the verge of outmigrationzto the STs.

The above facts suggest, therefore, that the migrants
cam: to MUA mainly duz to push factors like lack of employ-
ment and income carning opportunitiss at the origin., Housing
(including eviction) and cost of 1iving have also pushed
People in and around Madras city, indicating tha process of
suburbanisation, though at a varv small scale. Some migrants
came due to the operation of pull factors such as bhusiness

and education.

The distribution of the landed and thz landless migrants
in MUA bv their reasons for migration shows that the lack of
employment and income carning opportunities at the origin has
pushed out the migrants. About 50 per cent of the migrants

came to MUA due to thes: reasons (Table V.2). The difference

U

in the magnituds between the landed and the landless under

these reasons 1s not substantial. This is not gquits surprising
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*Thﬂse m&grants are often small holders and sold off subs tdﬂtlal part' of thelr holding, and at presént they
~hold yery little land.
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since we know that the wmajority of the migrants cams from
households owning small holdings in adjacent districts: and
small and medium holdings in dry districts like Ramanathapuram

\ .
and Tirunelveli,

There arc a fow cases which substantiate the fact
that the landed wigrants came duz to push factors. Valupillai
from North Arcot sold off his 2 acres of land bzcause his
wall dried up. Also, his son bmaing disabled, managing the
farm was difficult. So he migratad to MC to start a petty
shop. Migrants from Ramanathapuram like Ponnusami holding
five acres of land, Nurul Mohamm~d holding 10 acres and
Rathnam having one acre of land came to MUA because of
unprofitability of the cultivation of land. All of them
agvnad dry lands. That cultivation was uneconomical can be
gauged from the fact that Nurul Mohammed was working as a
hotel-boy in Ramanathapuram, even though he had 10 acres of
land. None of the thre: sold off his land. Ponnuseami
started a Provision store and Rathnam is engaded in 'skilled
Production work' in the STg, while Nurul Mohammed still works
as a cook in a hotel. All these suggrst that the lack of
productive infrastructure in agriculture pushed out the

landed miqfantsall

Other processes of migration are at work ton. TIbr-him
from South Arcot had 7 acres of land. Sinc» cultivation
was unceconomical, he learned]ﬁggﬁg%inq and was pursuing
this profession in his village.for his services was too
limitad in and around the village and this pushed him out +o
MC, The case of Gurusami, a goldsmith from Tirunslveli is
not différent. He went to Coimbators in order to oxpand His
business of jawellary and ultimatels landed up in MC,

11. Of the four cases, two landed miqgrants have
joined the wage employment (Nurul Hohammad
and Rathnam) . BEven if they are wage employe:s,
they are not dispossessed vet. Hence, migration
nead not imply always a flow of fres wage labce



Krishnamoorthy, a weaver from Madurai, came with his
employer who.:sought to establish a weaving unit in Madras.
These are some examples of migration due to lack of wider
market.12
All the above c¢ases indicate the preponderance of
economic reasons bechind migration. There ars othar socinal
factors also. For instance, MHMaprudhian from Tirunaelvoeli,
owvning 10 acres of land, migrated to the 3Ts. The Vﬂqf he
started working on his land there was a crop failurzs and
he was sent off, being unlucky in cultivation. This is a
case of social baclkwardness of Marudhian's family. Tn tvo
other cases, the landed migrants were aducated upto S.5.L.C,
and graduation levzl and decided to work in an urban ar:a
likas MUA, The decision of these two migrants to move was

due to moderate and high education.

To sum up, we may say that migration into I'UA is basi-
cally due to push factors like chronic unenployment, irragular
employment, low wages etc. Thase factors affect the landed
and the landless in a similar way. Landsd migrants more
often reported cutmigration from their viilages du: to
uneconomic cultivation of land. Relatively large outmivration
of the landed from the dry districts rainforecss this point
(seec Saction ITI). Migrants of traditional skill outmigrated
due to lack of market for their services. That is, unsmploy-
ment , lack of rural infrastructurzs (like irrigation) and
limitad rural market have pushed out migrants to a large axtent,
while other social factors have also contributsd marginally
to the process of outmigration. As for the grovth of satellite

towns ther= is a process of suburbanisation around MC,

12. A process of market shrinkage and outmigration
of the traditionally skillad workers is noted
more clearly by Yeshwant (1962) while studying
outmigration from Ramanathapuram villages.
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vI

Earlier we have analysced the sample data to obsarve
tha general proczss of migration in MUA, without analvsing
another aspoct of the process, namely the procrss of step
migration. We shall attempt to analvse this latter aspact
in this section. The main gquestions we shall deal with are:
(i) What are the various patterns of step migration in tarms
of the nature of placss the migrants steppad in® (ii) Is
there a difference in the occupational characteristics,
moda of migration, job prospects and rerasons for migration
between the one step (or direct migrants) and multistep
migrants? (iii) Are there differences in the sams respects
(as in question ii) across various patterns of movements
of the multistep migrants? W= shall treat these quastions

in that Order=13

There is a considerable extent of Step migration among
those who migrated into and within MUA. About 43 Per cent

s oy . e e s

13. With ragards to questions (ii) and (iii) aqe,
education and asset characteristics will not
bz discussad. As thes nunber of stzp increascs
the age of the migrants will obviously increase.
Our data suggoest that ona step migrants are often
older at thec first step than the multister mig-
rants. This is because many of the multistap
migrants were minor or students in their first
step. AS for ths asset characteristics there is
no pPattern betwean step migration and the size of
landholding. Changes in educational characteristics
between the origin and the place of inmigration
are also insignificant. Henc: these characteristics
have not been treated in ths presant analysis,.
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of the total migrants came in mora than one step (see Table
VI.1), though the number of migrants declines as tha number
Do e e R FelRtI of ster incroases. The
relevant question in this rsgard is whather the migrants

from distant places are prone to take more than ons stap,

Our sample data suggest that sizeable proportions of
migrants from both adjacent and distanﬁ districts of Tamil
Nadu to MC and the STs have migrated in more than one step
(ses Tables VI.2 and VI.3). Aalso more than 50 per caent of

the migrants who movad only within MC had taken mors than
one step. This implics that there i1s possibliy no positive
relationship between the distance and steps, as against

the conclusions-of eqr%%gr studies (see,Connell =t., al,

Rao et. al etc). Then/question is where did all the multi-

steP migrants step in before reaching MUA,

The distribution of migrants by various patterns is
shown in Table VI, 4., Out of 19014 multistepr migrants in
MUA, the largest single proportion of midgrants came to MC
and got pushad around therein in tha subsequent steps,
About 54 Per cent of the total migrants came to MUA in the
first step and moved within MUA in the subsaquent stepé

(columns 3-5), and about six per cent moved only within MC,

Migrants from outside MUA shaying nonunique or hotoer-
geneous pPatterns form the rest of the migrants. These
migrants have sevoral patterns of movoment, 2.0. Five ~f
them came to MC or to the STs went back to the native place
and again came back tno MUA, 24 of them stepped from onos
district to another within Tamil Madu and finally settlad

in MUA. Many other patterns by movement acress places, like

14, We have, in our sampl=2, 210 nulti-step migrants.
20 of them did not specify their rural urban
origin, and hence are not included in the
analysis,
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Table VI3 Absolute and Percentoge Dis teibution of Migrants into MG and the 3Ts Across the Number of steps of liirration

Nuoer of _T’v PAnTE At Variots SLeTe

M
-

Wo. of steps 1 2 3 © liand more Total
— steps
Fla-
ce of
Tropder
ation ‘ . ’
(1) (2) (3) (L) (%) (6)
Madras City 156 85 32 16 289
(1e) (53.98)  (29.h1)  (11.07) (5.5h) (100,00)
Satellite Towns 131 Ii3 22 12 208
(STs) (62,98)  (20467)  (10,58) (5.77) (100,00)

Total in Madras Trban )
Lggloneration " 287 128 5l 28 L97
(M) (57.75)  (25.75)  (10.87) (5463) (100,00)
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Table VI~2 Wigrants | | in MG £ron Rural and Urban Arees of the Districte of Tanil Wacu anc i States
Bevond Temil Nedu
AT N TRIAgls  VWadras Worth Distant 11thin State “SEATes convi~  ilon contiguo- OUEST Total
Urban steps put  City Arcob distric- Total guous bo us States States
origin South ts of Tamil Nadu Total(8+9)
Arcot  Tamil
: ’ Nadu
ay 2y () W () (&) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11)
1 15 = 8 37 60 2 3 63
iy 2 I - b 18 26 7 - 7 33
Q. : 5 . : - ~ B .
. QE:,‘ 3 3 ~ 3 9 15 5 1 6 21
L 1 - 1 5 7 2 - 2 9
Sub ‘ T -
total 23 - 15 69 108 16 2 18 126
Rural _
1 8 16 10 ho Th 8 1 9 83
L 2 Z 16 T LU I L ™ I
m - Ay - s
4 3 - 2 1 5 8 1 2 3 11
= : . o o an E. P’ oo ammn
L - 1 - 5 6 1 - 1 7
SUB - o -
total 10 35 12 6l 121 18 7 25 146
urban
Total - ' i - "‘ -
(r+1) 33 35 28 133 229 3k

272
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Table VI.3 Migrants ' , in the STs from Rural and Urban Areas of the Districts of Tamil
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other districts, othar states, MC and the STs stc. in
various combinations of these places cover the rest, but
no single combination is significant enough to cite it

speciakly.

It is evident that there is multistep migration but
the steps do not indicate any intervening Aifficulty of
reaching MUA, . =+ - - A 3 = .~
IR Most of the migrants frgg outside came to MUA in
their first step and got push/around within MUA, Further,
we have seen in subsaction 3.1.3 that a substantial number
of people from MC have besen pushed around within MC and
also pushed out to the STs. This might be dus to the nature
of industrialisation as well as suburbanisation areound MC

(see Nagaraj and Majumdar, 1982).

With the above background of migratory movements we
shzll now analyse the socio-cconcmic characteristics, modes
of wmigration, job prospects and reasons for migration of
the migrants of different number of steps. To this end, we
shall first compare these aspects of migration betwern mne
step and multistep migrants. Later in subsaction 6.3.1
orwards we shall analyse only the reasons for step migration
and the changes in the reasons for step migration betwesn
the first and the final steps. AS the comparison of reasons
between first and the final Steps is likely t» klur the
Process of step migration, we have presanted a favr case
studies indicating the changss in reascns and nccupaticn
through different steps (Appendix II).

—— Dt i . . o - e o e e St 2 o e o i o o

It can be seen from Tablse VI.5 that the ncocupations,

like 'trading and moneylending', unskilled 'sales and service'
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Higrants in MUE by the Rumber of Steps and Dccuration
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'*skilled production work' and 'other sarvices' are tha
important ones among the direct {one step) and the step
migrants. Relative importance of all these occupations,
axcept 'other servicss', appears similar among thes Airect
as well as the step migrants. Relatiwve concentration of
one step migrants in 'other services' is higher than that
among the step migrants. As a whols, occupational charac—

teristics do not differ betwesn direct and thes sta2p migrants.

o,

____________ iunber of Steps

The distribution of the migrants by number of steps
and wmodes of migration is presented in Table VI, 6. Dominant
modes of migration for both one and multistep migrants are
self-induced migration (Mode 1) and chain migration (Mode 2).
Among the direct (one step) migrants the Troportion that
came with contacts from esarlier migrants is the largest.
The proportion of chain migrants is lower amondg the migrants
of larger and larger number of steps. In contrast, the
proportions of direct and step miagrants without contact
aryear similér, Other modes are, thouah wminor, also the
ones without contacts (except those commissioned by the
cortractors). It can be said from the table that the
protability of step migration increases if the migrants have
no co-ntacts at the places of migration. Alternatively,
migrants with contact tend to migrate in one step. This
is merely a tendency bscause the number of migrants at
successively higher steps tends to be too small to give
'siqnificant support to the conclusion.

6.2.3. Iob Prospects by Number of Steps
It appears that among the one step migrants though
about 46 per cent came with job certainty (fixed up job
or assurance of job kefore migration), also a good proportion
(38.85 per cent) came with uncertain job prospects (Table

VI.7). Since we know that migration with contacts is signi-
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Table VI - 6 ‘ .
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Job Prospects
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ficant among the one step miqrants, perhaPs wigration with
job uncertainty is an expected tendencv. In contrast to
the one step migrants, multistep migrants have a relativelv
heavier concentration in assurad ich prospects. Our data
refer to job prospects at the final steps. Hence, it is
Possible that the step migrants without contacts at the
first step of migration came to MUA and migrated later
within MUA when job assurance was obtained. This mav be
inferred indirectly again from the fact that at tha final
Steps the proportion of migrants moving with the hope of
getting a job is considerably low. W= mav conclude that
basically one step and the multistep migrants, at their
final step moved with job certainty. Some of the one step
migrants came with job uncertainty:; and amc~g them, those
without contact are likely to emerges as step'.iq:ants in

future and may stop stepping once they are assur=d a job.

6.2.4, Reasons for Migration by Steps

Reasons for migration at the first step amona the
dir:ct and the step migrants do not differ from what we
‘had seen earlier in section V., Among the specific reasons,
emproyment and incoms egarning opportunities stand out to
be the. dominant ones. Unemployment, irregular job, lav
wages. at the origin and search for permanent amployment at
Place of migration togsther fall within these catzgori=s
of reasons. (see Table VI.8)., As the relative proportion of
the mitirants, in these reasons, doss not 3iffmr amonag ach
type of step migrants, we may only say that the basic reason

for migration are similar for most of the migrants,

.6+2.5. Concluding Observations
‘1o Direct and step migrants do not differ substantially
in their occupational characteristics and in the reasons

for migration.

S
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2. Possibility of step migration increaszss if the

migrants move without a contact at the placss of migration.

3. One step migrants at their first step and multistep
migrants at their final step move with assured job prospbects,
while some of the one step migrants, perhaps who came with

contacts, came with uncertain job prospzcts also.
J

Thus, it wmay be observed that while the migrants of
various steps do not differ in terms of occupational charac-
teristics and ths reasons for migration, the dir=ct and
multistep migrants differ to some extent in terms of modes
of migration and their job prospects. An important aspact
of the observation 2 abkove is that one step migrants are
basically 'chain miqgrants' and it shows as to how periodically
related migration can be somawhat mors stable than those
periodically unrelated.

6.%.1. Occupational Characteristics and Reascn

— s o i ok il e, L d | Ll A i g VAl M .t S i B e s v 2

0

fo r Migration

In this subsection, we shall analysae the main fzatures,
such as occupational characteristics and the reason for
migration, among the step migrants across various Patterns
of movement. That is, the features of ons st2p migrants
will be left out in this analysis. Thn patterns of migration,
as gqiven in Section 6.1(Table VI.4), are given as Pi. P2, P
P4 anch6, in Tables VI.9 to VI 11, Pl' 94 and P5 refzr to
those who finally scettled in MC (at the time of survey) and

31

the rest refer to those who wers found in the 5373,

6632w Occupatlonal Characteristics of the Ste ep Migrants

s s b . o i S i o o S ik S e s s ———— . e it

Table VI.9 presents the occupational charact=ristics
of the migrants by patterns of migration. Tt shows that

among the migrants who cams to MC at the first step and
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remained within MC in the subsequent steps, the important
occupational groups are 'traders and monavlenders', 'sales”/
service workers' and 'skilled production workers'. Among
those who got pushed around within MC (P4), the relatively
important occupations are ‘skilled production work' and 'other
services'. ‘'Traders ald monevlenders' also have movad the
same way. With sprawling population from the centre of MC15
might have attracted the traders and monevlenders to move
along. Those who ssttlad in MC with hetsrogenazous patterns
of migration (P5), among them 'traders and monevlenders',
'sales/service workers', and the 'skilled production workers'

ara the important groups.

Among those who settled (at the time of survey) in the
STs (i.e. patterns P,, Py and P6) relativaly important
Occupational groups are, 'traders and moneylenders',
'skilled production workers', 'other ssrvices' and 'pro-
fessional, technical workers'. 'Traders and monsavlenders'
miqhtvhave follawed the skilled workers in production,
Professionals and the moderate to highly cducated 'other
serviceworkers'. But the inmigration of thase latter
occupational groups to the STs could bz associated with
the process of industrialisation therein., Incidsntally, the
sales and service workers in these patterns of migration

into the STs are almost nonexistent,

From the above, it may be obsarved that basically ths=
skillad and unskilled migrants have been pushad around within
MC in several steps, implyving perhaps the impact of rapid
urbanisation of MC on the rolatively weaker sccotions. How avar,
MC having a wider basz o provide smployvmant for both skilled
and unskilled workers, has been able to absorb all these types

—— v - e "~ —

15. Nagaraj and Majumdar (1982) shos that the
population of MC has been moving out from
the trade and commerce zonz (centra) of MC
toc other arsas,
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of workers. "o the contrary. the gravth o sprcific
activity, like 'manufacturing activity', in the STs has
drawn large number of zducatsd and skilled riigrants.

Sinca we know that the skilied production workers acquired
skill after they moved out of thz2ir origin, thsy might
have acquired the skill in the process of step wmigration.
We do not have data relating to the process of skill

acguiring, but several other studies have noted this

process (Connell, et. al, Simmons ~tc., sse subsection 6.4 also).

3t
Though industrialisation worked as/important pull

factor in the STs, the process of suburbanisation around
MC however small, cannot be ruled out. We shall examine
these aspects in the study of reasons below.
6.3.3. 'Reasons for Step Migration by Patterns of Migration'
| To capture the process of step migration we have
|
pi sented the distributions of the step migrants bv the
re-sons at the first step and at the final step (gse
Tz:les VI.10 and VI.11), It is cleaar from Table VI, 10

th it most of the migrants reportad that thevy migrated to

a .arge extent in search of employment and income earning
op:wrtunity. A few wmigrants in P3 came in search of
bucsiness opportunity. Only exception is that a large
pro ortion of those in pattern P, moved within MC bescause

4
of eriction from their houses.

Let us now compPare thase with the reasons at ths final
step 'Table VI.11). While a large proportion of migrants

in 2ac™ pattern, cxcept P cama to set up business at the

’
final tep as compared to4the first step, =2ven larger
propori:zon in esach pattern had reasons 'others' which is non-
specifi'_:u This implies that some of the migrants who did

not plair to start a business at thz first stepr had decided

to star: one at the final step. Could this bs that these

migrants. clearly nhaving no skill, failed to snter the
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organised sector employment? Or, did thev plan to accumulate
soma capital and start a business later? Lacking data on this
precisSe issues we cannot examine thaese aspects. But the
migrants' failure to obtain an organissd sector employment,
being competed out by the resident population, is not a
cquestion without basis Z§ee Deshpande; Joshi and Joshi7.

This, however, shows as to how the decisions are revisad

in thes process of "steh migration.

An important reason, among those who came to MC at
the first step and were finally pushed out to the STS(P3),
is the lack of good housing and high cost of living. The
most dominant group of migrants in pattern P3 stated this
reason.. This again is a clear indication of suburbanisation

around the city of Madras.

6.3.4. Concluding Observations
1, While the traders and monevlenders formad often a
significant group in wvarious patterns of step migration
within MUA, skilled -r o v sl workers got pushed around
within MC, and the skilled production workers. and educated
m:igrants in 'other services' finally stepped out from MC
te the STs., Those who came to MC but stepped out to the
STs show a tendancy of suburbanisation, though thers is =

pull factor (like industrialisation) at this end as well.

2. Push factors like unemployment and low income induced
migration at the first step into MUA, but later the reason
like setting up a business induced them t» migrate often
within MUA, This may be an indication of the migrants'’
limited ac%yss to organised sector activities. This is a
hvpothb81s/h 22ds to be tested. further.
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6.3.5. Limitations

Our approach to understand the process of step migration
by aggregating the migrants of dAifferent number of steps does
not really clarify as to why and how staep wmigration takes
place. The comparison of rsasons betwaen first and the
final steps, as done in 6.3.3. was not enough, bacause the
rcasons f£or migration at the intermediats stobs wera not
analysed. Also, we have no clus as to the changes in
occupational characteristics through the process of staD®
migration., In order to modify thess lapses we shall prasent
A few case studies of step migration in ths follewing
Appendix IT,

Wz shall examine below if thz2 reasons and characteristics
of the migrants changs through differesnt steps. In this
attempt another important issuc will ba clear, viz., as t» how
the choice of so-called destination apvears in the decision
processesMhile examining the questions we shall distinquish

the migrants as landed and landless.

Our case studies baelow indicate that thare are varied
Patterns of change in occupational characteristics and
reasons for migration. The decision tomove from one Plac:
to another is conditioned by the changes in the circumstancss

in the earlier step(s).

— e e ot e U - - —— 1 — i S > S —

1. Rajappa from Kanyakumari district has two acres of
land and studied upto the eighth standard. Owing to house-
hold troublzs and the fallure to secure any job outside

agriculture in Kanyakumari, he® migrated to Kodambakkam
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in MC, where he found a job as a cleaner in a3 hotel. He
chose MC as it is a place of known lancuage, Tamil. He
finishzd his SSLC while wWorking as a cleaner in MC. Due to
his enhanced educational level he no longer want=d to remain
a cleaner in a hotel. He moved to Saidapet to work as a
walter in a Hotel. While in Saidapet he completed his
technical training from Industrial Training Institute. This
enablad him to szcure a job as an instructor in a school

in Adyar. He then migrated to Advar. Dater, Ra jappa having
constructed a house in Perungudi moved therzin and started
a business ther=. FHe chese Perungudi, for land was chasaber
therec.

The case of Rajappa is interssting. As the aducational
level iwmproved his aspirations and occupation changed. His
decision to move from place to place is influenc-:4 by the
availability of occupatinn according tn changed aspirations
due to education and accumulation. From a worker in a hetol
to ovning a business and a houses is a significant changs in

the occupational characteristics as well as inceome pProspact.

2. Rama Naidu's is a case in contrast to Rajappa's.
Naidu came from Nellore awning three acres of land and
having education upto =2ighth standard. He cams to Pudupet to
start a business. He incurred loss in businz2ss at this
Place. Then he joined a factory as a worker and moved out
from Pudupet and settl=d near the factory in MC, Thus
through step migration Naidu's working status changed from
avning a business to s2lling his labour. The last mova, neaar
the factory, might b2 based on minimization of +he cost of
transport.

3. Karuppia owned four acras of land in Ramanathapuram
and had educationupto ninth standard. Since cul tivation
was unprofitable ha 5014 ofFf his 1and and came tn MC for
earning 3 higher incomr and educating his children. He

took four steps befors settling at Poonamallere but at each
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Place he worked as a cook. He moved from one placs to
another bzcause of higher salary at the place »f inmigration
and plans to move again if he finds a job with highar salary
elsewhere. His decisions to-move from placs to place is

basad on the income prospacts at the placas of inmigration.

None of these three cases had any job assurance in IIC.
These are not planned moves. They came to MC for survival
with no particular occupation in mind and moved from placs
to place within MUA as and when circumstances changrd, that
is, when aducational lovels improved fnr quappq??gamq Naidu
incurrad loss in business. In the process, two migrants hava
changed thelr cccupational characteristics. The reasons f£or
nmigration also differ from ones step to anothar as betwaesn
the migrants.For Rajappa it is aducation and changsd aspiration
and éccumulation at different steps, for Rama Naidu loss in
buginess and finding a job in a factorv and for Xarupnia it

is higher income.

4, Velan a two-step migrant cwned four acras of 1land
in Tirunelvzli.and studied upto secondary leval. Following
lack of cmployment at his native place he migrated to TMC
with the objective of starting a businass, But bafora
starting a businass he wanted to gain some experiasanca in
that. His friends fixed up a jnb as a shop assistant in
a vessel shop in Mannadi. After six vears of running ths=
business as a shop assistant he migrated tn Gaorge Tavn and
started his ovn business there. Choice ~f Ganrge Tawn,
according to Valan's avn estimate, is based an the possibility
of a good businzss as this place is Aenssly vooulated, Velan
has changed occupationally from a shrp assistant £ 3 shop
wner. His first step in Mannadi was = praparation £or thea

sacond step to George Taown. It therefore appears to be z

i

B

Plannsd move. Whils at first step the reason was to gain -
some business experience, in the s:cond step it was tn start

a business,
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5. Raghavan from Cannanore, Kerala, cwnod half an acre
of land and has education upto the 2ighth staniard. He
avned a tea stall in Cannanora. Since business was Aull
there, he migrated to the Mint area in MC. Ho came with
contacts in the Mint arza and wante 1 to sat up 2 tea stall.
On his friends' advice he worked as a worker in a hotal for
undsrstanding the ways €9 run such a businsss. After three
years he left this job and started a tea stall at Tondiarpet.
He incurred loss in his business. Later he ran a tea stall
in Royapuram on contract. From this contract he accumulated
some cash. After the contract period was over, he wmigrated
to Korkkupettai where he set up a tea stall again. He is
living in Korkkupettai for the last nine years.

In the case of Rzghavan the mOVEment‘from one place to
another is not quite planned but his objective of ovning a
tea stall is similar to that of Velan. Occupational charac—
teristics in terms of working status changed across places.
Reasons for migrating from one place to another are avail-
ability of job in a particular trade, loss in business and
th: possibility of setting up a business.

Thus we see that among the landed step migrants there
is 3 substantial change in the workers' status through Steps
and the direction of this change differs across migrants.,
Reasons for stepping from one vPlace to another are also
difforent both across steps and individuals., It is possible
that ~n the three cases whers the migrants changad occupation
from workers to avning business have accumulated some cash
througn steps and moved to Places where thev invested in
small business.

Tha accumulation of some cash at one Place and wmoving
to another place where the business will find good market
is not tnnatural. Even in the case of migrants ovning land, ths hold
‘dimgt beisg small in every case,accunulation of cash might

be a necessary step before setting up a businsss. Those who



83

came to stay as workers did not accumailate any cash. As for
choice of the places of migration it mav be observed in the
case studies that this is based on high2r income vrospacts,

better business possibilities, housing near the workspot and

cheap housing outside MC,

As in the case of landed migrants reasons, occupation,
choice of destination (placs of mijration) etec differ
across steps and individual landless migrants. The follwing

case studies are a reflection of this.

6. Pillai from Guduvancheri, in Chinglepet, with
education upto fifth standard came to Idapalayam in MC
with his uncle. His uncle found him a job as a moulder in
a foundry shop in Idapalayam. After his marriages he separated
from his uncle and found an accommodation in Purswrakkam.
Laater for a cheapsr accommodation hes moved to Vannarapettai.
While at this place, he lost the job as a moulder following
the closure of the foundry. Though he found a job in
'ADDISONS'  he was evicted from his house in Vannarapettai,
and he moved off to Poycrnft Road. Very soon 'ADDISONS'
also closad down. With the compensation monay dus to the
closure of 'ADDISONS' he started a small shop selling
lubricants in Chintadripet. The choice of Chintadripet is
based on the availability of tha shop floor and cheaper

housing.

Pillai changed occupationally from a worker to an ownor
of a small business, bat his decisions to wove from mne Place
to another is mainly bas=d on suitable hous~ after marriags,
cheaper housing facility, eviction from house and suitable

usinass site.

7. Balakrishnan from Thanjavur was an 3SLC. In Thanjavur
he was working as a clerk in a theatre. He migrated to

Chintadripet in MC, with the help of a friend, in ordsr +o
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find a better job, preferably a technical one. At this
Place he was sharing a bachelors' accommodation. AS the
inmates of this accommodation left one by one rant burden
became heavy and Balakrishnan had to leave the place. He
found a similar accommodation in Mambal am. Latar as he
got married, he looked for a low rent accommodation for
himself. Meanwhile, with the cash he recaived in marriage
and with his own savings he purchased coulpments to start
a radio mechanic shop. He moved €0 Chintadripet z3mAin
where he lived esarlier and started a radio raepairing shop.
The choice of QGhintadripat is bas~d on cheap hrusing and

0ld contacts, the latter factor helped him in his business.

Though Balakrishnan came to MC in scarch of a better
job, his movements within the city is guided by the avail-
ability of living accommodation, low rent house, marriage
and business consideration with a particular skill whers
old contacts matter. Occupational shift is from a clerk

at the origin to wn awner of a radio repairing shop.

8., V.T. Thomas from Kottayam, Ksrala, had education
upl. > eighth standard. He was unemploved in Kottayam and
can.» to Periamedu, in Madras, and lrearnt tailoring. He
lived at this place four vears as a worker in a tailoring
shor and was evicted from his house. Following the =viction
Thom:s moved out to Kosapet. AS he got marriad while at
Kosar=t, he looked for a suitable accommodation which he
found in Choolai. Vhile at Chrolai, Thomas set up a tailoring
shop at Pattalam. He finally migrat:d to Pattalam to be

near his tailoring shop.

Thomas shifted his occupation from a worker in a tailoring
shop to avning a tailoring shop where hs was self employad,
Step migration in this case, as in many oth2r, arose dus to
requirec housing facilities, It reflected in his eviction
from a house, requiremant of a suitable accommodation after

marriage .nd to be ncar the workspot.
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Interesting common aspects of thesse three migrants are
that (i) they earned skill through miqratidn, (ii) on= of
their steps was due to increases in the family size follawing
their marriage.(iii)In two cases, eviction from housz 1ad

the migrants to step clsawvhera,.

9, Mariappan from Tirunslv~li studied upto the =zighth
standard. He first came to somswherc in Mount Rnad and
worked as a shop assistant. As he gnot a higher pay in another
shop at Pudupet he migrated there. In the latter job he
accumulated a little cash, then migrated to Chonlai and sat
up a shop there. He chose Chonlai, because it provides a

good market on his cwn account.

Thus Mariappan changed his occupation through steps.
1igher incom2 and business prospeacts induced to choose 2ne

Place over another in succession.

10. Subramanian from Tirunelvell with no education moved
first to Nagercoil in Kanyakumari district where he workad
as a shop assistant. Later, for a higher pay he moved with
a contractor tec Pollachi in Coimbator: district. After the
contract work at this place was over Subramanian migrated to
Mambalam in MC where he again workad as a shopR assistant.
Income being insufficient in this job he left the shop and
startaed distributing goods to the pettv shops. Latar, h=
set up his ovn shop in Perumalkoil Garden.

Till before the last step, Subramanian's decisions to
step from one place to another was mainly guided by the
prospecté of earning higher ine-me. Beforz the last step
he perhaps accumulated some cash in the gonds distribution
job which helped him set up his awn sheop. Occupational

shifts are clear across steps.

In the above five cases reasons for step migration
differ. While Pillai, Balakrishnan and Thomas moved from

one pPlace te another often in scarch of living housce and
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business site, Mariappan and Subramanian stepped often for
higher income and suitable business site. Cemmon feature
Of these five migrants is accumulation or acquiring of small

cash, through steps, and satting up business, perhaps small,

11l. Sundaram moved from place to place within MC only.
He is a four-step migrant having education upto SSLC, He
is an electrician in 'SIMPSON'. He was brought up at Pudupet.
After his marriage he left Pudupet for Otteri. In the former
Place suitable accommodatinon frr 1 couPlas was not availablea.
Later Sundaram moved to Chintadripst to be nsar the workspot.
From Chintadripst he moved tn Annanagar with the hopes of
getting a Tamil Nadu Housing Board f1lat there. He . thought
unless he is near the housing site he might not get an allotment
of flat. Having failed in this mission Sundaram again came
back to Chintadripet. His plan to move further is conditioned

by the availability of Housing Board flat.

In Sundaram’s cass different moves are guided by differsnt
reasons. At first, an accommodation for a couple, then to be
nexr the workspot - and owning a flat influenced his decision.
Bu: in a nutshell, it may be said that he would proefer to
be near tha workspot, thus minimising the transport cost,
unl :ss he awns a living accommodation. His last mova is
indicative of such a possibility.

12. Mohaideen hails from Tirunslveli tawn with no
aducszion. He was working as a cycle rapairer in his covn
shop _n his native place. FHe first migrated tn Thalavuthu
in se2iarch of a job in a coempany, Prasumably in organised
Sector, as a fitter of cycles, In his estimate Thalavuthu
was an industrialised town, so he came to find a job in a
factory. Hawever, he failed tn get 2 job in a factory, and
worksd therz in a cycle repairing shop. Since his expectation
was not fulfilled at Thalayuthu he came back +o Tirunolveli
and worxad as a cycle rapairer again. He attempted once

again to improve his fortunes and this time he migrated to
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Mambalam in:MCG.: | 2, He worked as a shop assistant in this
place, though he wanted to becnme a cycle fitter hare also.
Since his income at this placs was not adequate he further

migrated tn Pursawakkam within MC, with the same occupaticn

(shop assistant) . At Pursawakkam his income was somew hat

boatter th-m = Mambalam, and he acquired a watch, suitcasa
etc. Tuiat -~ with the help of a friend, Mohaidsen found a

AR - eyele repairaer at Besant Nagar at a higher salarv.
- . nopes to save some money and start a c¢vcle repalring

shop of his avn.

Mohaideen's is a case of step migration whers unfulfilled
expectation about job, matching his skill, and lack of ade-
quate income drove him from place to place. As he intends

to start his awn cycle repairing shop, he mav move further.

In thze last two cases the micrants remained workers.
But Sundaram, a worker in thes organised szctor (STIMPSON >,
differs from Mohaideen who worked either as a cvele repairer
or a shop assistant. Sundaram's moves were due to housing

need, for either to be near the workspot or to -wn a house,
whereas Mohaideen's moves were for differant reasons,
Mohaideean moved from one place to anothaer in search of a
job, matching his skill, and high2r incoma. Iichaideen
chang=d his occupation at different steps from mmninq a
cycle repairing shop t» a shop assistant t» a workar in a
cycle repairing shop, wharszas Sundaram remainzd a worker
in 'SIMPSON' in a1l his steps.

6.5, Observations on the Case Studlps

. o - et e . o et el i ——— ————— —— o . m —

6.5.1. Process of utep Migration

In tha above case studies we have observad that reasons
behind stepP migration differ both acrnss steps and across
individual migrants. Becauss the reason vary it is not

possible te find any unique pattern, except that housing
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problem16 and law incom2 compelled the migrants to move
from one place to anothar, often within MUA. Hewever, two
cases, those of Rpjappa (case 1) and Mohaidseen (case 2)
ars interesting. Rajappa's improved educaticonal levels at
the initial steps changed his job aspiraticons: as he got
the job accordingly, he stepped further. Finallv, his
accumul ation tha£ led him to construct his house and ovn a
business made him to step again. Mohaideen's is a clear
case of step migration due tn unfulfilled expzactation »f
getting an organised sector employinent matching his skill and
Aavailability of unorgsnisad sector job at higher salarv.

An interesting aspect ~f the process ~F step migration
is that those who started businsss in their final step
(seven out of 12 cases) have surely accumulated small cash
over the years of step migration, This is evident from
the fact that a number of them whao began as shop assistants
finally became owners of small business in unorganisad sector.
In this respect landowning and landless migrants are likely
to have undergons a similar Process, bzcause the landed ones
hold very small amount of 1and.

- — s Tt s D T b ok e s o

What is uniquely clear from the casa studics is that
17

the migrants are occupationally often fontlonse. Except

16. Housing problem includas the problem of eviction
from house, requirement of low rent housa and
required of larger living space dus to marriage.

17. Barlier in subsection 3.2.8wao mentinned that the
migrants waras not occuPationally quite footloose.
The observation in that case was based nn the
comparison of occupation of the migrants at their
origin and at the placz of inmigration., Sinc: wo
not consider the occupation nf the Sted migrants
at =ach step, the aspect oFf occupational font-

/be lroseness could not/éqptured, but mur 2ase studies

/out  have brought/clearlv this aspact.
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for Karuppia (case 3) and Sundaram (casz 11) all other
migrants have changed their occupation in the process of
step migration. Those who started their own business in
their final step were often cmployed as workers in their
initial steps. A good number of them worked as shop
assistants in the same unorganised sector. These facts
imply that the migrants are mobile only horizontally.

Their shift in occupation is confinad generallv within the
unorganised activitiss. The interoesting uxcepfions in this
regard are Rama Naidu (case 2) and Pillai (case 6). While.
Naidu changed from his avn business to a worker in a factory,

Pillai changed from a factory workar to an avner of a shop.

However, an intaresting feature of thres landless
migrants is that they acoguir=d professional skill in the
initial steps (see cases 6-8). Dire nsed for survival in
an alien place must havae induced them £ acgquire som= skill,
6.5.3. Choice of Destination

Here we shall chonse a few out of 12 casss to illustrates
the point that the choice of destination is often objective.
Cases of Velan (case 4), Balakrishnan (case 7) and Mariappan

(case 9) are important in this regard.

Velan came with a clear objective of starting a business,
though in order to galin business =sxperience he worked as a
shop assistant. After sufficient expericnce in business,'he
chose a densely populatad Georgs Town to set up his business.
He felt that this place would provide him a good market,
Balakrishnan once lived in Chintadripet in one of the initial
staps. He came back tn Chintadripet,in the final step, &
£b sot utthis radickrupatringaghap, tsince old contacts thare
would help his business. Mariappan chose choolai to set
up his business, because the DPlace was denselv ropulated and

thus provided a good market. All this casss shoved that
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the choice of destination depended on what the migrants

want to do and where can they do thair best. Since these
migrants are in business and choss pPlaces based on the
demand for their goods and service, they prove our carlier
hypothesis that those who are engaged in 'trade and commerce'
move along with the movement of population (see subsection
6.3.2.) .

VIT

Concluding Observations
7.1, We attemptad to capturs mainly four aspects of

migration into and within MUA:

1. The differencs in th2 migrants' characteristics
in MC and the STs,.

2. The process of migration into and within 11UA,
3. The process of step migration in MUA,
and 4. the process of suburbanisation around MC,

7.2. Generally we observed that the migrants from
outside into IMUA came from both adjacent as well as
distant districts. It is natural that the migrants from
the adjacent districts = Chinagleput, North and South
Arcot - came to MUA in good numbsars. The migrants from
the distant districts arc mainly from the dry districts of
Ramanathapuram and Tirunelv~li. It is understandable that
A large number of landed migrants came from dry districts,
agiven that the 1land is not adeguatelv productive. We hav=
also noted that landed and the landless from these dry
districts came almost in ecual number. So far as *all the
migrants are concerned it was obsarved that the migrants
afe g=nerally in the working ags group. Educatinnally they

are often literates and above. It appears that the rigrants
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prapared themselves educationally for migration, as evidant
from unchanged aducational characteristics batween the

Places of out-and inmigration.

7.3. Comparison of Migrants' Characteristics betrcen MC

The percentage distribution—&f thz landed and the
1andiess within MC and the STs appear to be similar. But
educationally and cccupationally there is some differsnce
between the migrants in MC and in the STs. MC absorbed
more illiterates than the STs did. On the other hand, the
proportion of those educated akove secondary lavel is higher
in the STs, than in MC, The =ducational differsnces somswhat
get reflected in the differsnces in occupational charact=aristics
of the migrants in the two places. In MC, the workars in
'trading and monevlending' occupation and the 'sales and
service' workers form a higher pronortion, in the total

workers, than those in the '

skilled production' and 'semi-
skilled other services'. The reverss is tru=s for the migrant
workers in ths STs., In tazrms of landholdings also the

migrants in the STs are better endowed than thoses in MC,

7.4, Progess of Migraticn

As for ths process of migraticn two sets of factors -
those at the (i) outmigrating end and (ii) inmigrating end-
have induc=2d migration. Factors that operate at the outmig-
rating end are gensrally unemplovment, irregular emplovment,
low wag=s etc. While these reasons apply well to ths landless
migrants,we observed that lack of irrigational faciiities or
decline in the water table has induced outmigration from the
landed houssholds of the drv districts, - In some cases
migrants came after disposing off their land. Some of the
migrants with traditional skill moved out of their villagses
follawing the lack of market for their services. Social
values are also observed to ba factors behind migration.
These rasults correspond to ths earlier studies cited in
section I. k
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At the inmigrating end, i.e., 'UA, where job prospects
worked as a general basis for ‘midration. A vervy large
proportion of migrants came to MUA with assured or fixed
up job. An interesting process at this end is chain or
induced migration. We noted that a large proportion came
with the halp of those who migrated into the place =arlier.
There is also a good deqgree of s=21f induced migration, but

a » largs proportion of thess migrants had either fixed up

+

job or firm assurance of ijob in !UA, Those who did not
have any job certainty also miagratad becaus= of contacts
from the migrants of =arlier period. Further, there was
a small group of migrants who neither had job crrtainty
nor previous contacts. This last group is thoush likely
to be footloose, only 23 per cent of theim actually stepped
moras than once before settling in MUA, where step migration

could be an indication of footlooseness.

A considerable proportion of ths total migrants movad
into and within MUA in mores than one step. Among thoss who
came from outside to MUA distance and the number of stePs
have no positive correlation. 18 Most of them came in their
first step to MUA and wmoved within MUA in the subsequent
steps. Most important among them are the patterns Pl £ P4.

A comparison of tha characteristics of the migrants,
jbb pProspects, and reasons for migration between the singls
and multistep migrants shows no perceptible diffarence. As
for mode of migration, farer multistep miétants had vr=avious
contacts than ths single step migrants. Among the multistep
migrants a good proportion (gbout 17 psr cent) came in their
first step with contact, but later moved without contacts.

—— i — . o

18. This conclusion is contrarv to what 1is observed
by Connell et. al. in various village studies.
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Perhaps, the migrants moved straight into MUA in theilr
step and they needed support from the migrants of earlier
Periods, but in later moves thev had a clear knowledgz of
job prospects within MUA and could move without contacts.

of
A comparison/reasons botween the first and €inal steps

shows that the migrants moved initially in search of regular
employment and higher income. But in the final step they
often gave nonspecific reasons. But thosoc who settlsd in the
3Ts, pushed out to the 3Ts from MC and those vho moved within
MC, moved in their f£inal step for lack of good housing and
high cost of living especiallv in MC,

7.6. Case Studics on Step Migration

Thz case studies have shown some interesting processes
associated with step migration. We noted that the step
migrants were occupationAally mobile. Many of thzss case
studies shaoved that the migrants often began as wage workers,

in the unorganised sector;. and ended up in ovning a

business, perhaPs small one. Soma of the landless migrants
have acquired professional skill in the process of step
mlqratlon,who later started their ovn businsss. Harever, most
of these occupationally mobile migrants were confined within
the boundary of unorganised szctor.. Thosas who startad as
workers and finally cvnad business had accumulated small

cash from their incomz at various steps.

As for thez reasons for step migration housing problems
and the opportunitiecs for sarning a higher income are found
to be most important.

Some of the wmigrants who set up businsss at their
final stepr had chosen the places basad on the market for
their goods and services.
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7.7. Suburbanisation

Our sample data show that number of migrants in the
STs have moved cut from MC., Both resident population of
MC as well as thosz who stepped into !MC in sarlisr steps
form this group. One of the reasons for this movement
could be the pull factor exerted by the process of indus—
trialisation in the STs. But an alternativs process which
is more clearly borns out by our data is the vrocess of
suburbanisation. A number of migrants, who moved from MC
to the STs, gave reasons for migration as lack of good

housing and high cost of living in MC,

Further,we find that there are migrants who are pushad
around within MC dus to lack of housing facilitiss and high
cost of living. An important question to be aexamined in
this context is whether theso migrants Aare at ths vergs of

being pushed out to the STs,

The process of suburbanisation has been analysad with
the help of very limited data, and thus requires 3 further
2laborate study.

7.8. Limitations of the Study

The data obtained insour sample survey of migration by
its very nature wera inadequate to examine some of the
relevant processes at both =nds of migration. Usually studies
in miqgration consider tho differential income at thz two
ends of migration (Todaro), natural calamities in +tho villages
(Saxena), women migrating dues to marriages atc. as the basis
for migration. Apart from these, the following important

issues need to be tacklad in o a study of migration.

Through the process of rural-urban migration, +he
villages often provide subsidised labour to the urban
capitalist sector by maintaining the workers during their
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infancy as well as old age /Bagchi, (1982), P.247. Often
the reproduction needs of the workers ara not adequately
met in the villages and that helps the urban capitalist
sector to depress the wages of migrant workers /eillassoux
(1979)7, This requires ones to study concretely the extont
to which the reproduction needs are met in the villages and

how far it forms the basis of rural-urban figration.

The procass of subsidization, mentioned above, often
works through bloated unorganiscd soctor employment which
is directly or indirectly linked +to the organised sactor
activities. Wages in the former s=ctor one oftan varv low
AS comparad to thosa in the latter sactor. This has =
rolitical implications for segmenting the urban 1abour
market. Thus a comprehensive study of segmentad labour
markats and migration should examines theo logical links
between the conditions in thea villages and the process »f
capitalist development in the urban arcas. Perhaps, d:tailed
village-specific and industry-specific studies would clarify

these issues.

Similarly the study of urban-urban migration should
address itsclf to answer how far the diffarsntial grow th
of differsnt urban centres and variations in thair 2conomic

characteristics induces migration.

An important aspect of interstate migration is the
Segmentation of labour markaet on the Jrounds of nationality,
caste and language. This helps the very Process of capitalist
development. A symptomic manifastation of this problem is
the 'sons of the s0il' movemr~nts aMerging in different parts
of the country /Sengupta (1981) 7. This issues 3lsoc needs

examination.
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