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DO YOUR CIRCUMSTANCE MATTERS IN DECISION ON MIGRATION: EVIDENCES FROM NSSO DATA 
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Abstract  

Migration is one of the events that take place all over the world. The event of the mobility of the people are influenced by 
socio-economic and demographic factors and often influenced by the development indicators. Different theoretical works in 
development studies suggest that of a mobility of masses from periphery to core and is often cited as a prominent cause of human 
migration. Here the underdevelopment seems as main determinant of the migration. The mobility across geographical identity is due 
to high deprivation in the region both economically and socially. We can see it from the incidence of rural urban mobility as sited by 
classical issue in development by The Harris–Todaro model; the same model can be framed for the mobility from the 
underdeveloped hubs to the developed. Here we look up on how the relative deprivation of the individuals and households make 
people to move away to new destinations.  

This study disentangles the effects of feelings of relative deprivation and the capability of households in realizing their 
migration aspirations. For this purpose, we decompose the concept of relative deprivation into intra-group and inter-group relative 
deprivation and test their Relative importance together with levels of absolute deprivation in shaping migration decisions. 

The migration decision itself is modeled as a two- s ta g e  process which allows separating the decision on whether to migrate 
at all, and the decision where to migrate in terms of an internal or international destination.  This study concentrates on migration 
Kerala in contemporary India, having very large population staying abroad.  

The empirical analysis is based on a unique dataset based on two recent surveys on migration conducted by Indian National 
Sample Survey (NSS). This large dataset covers around households and about household members enumerated   as   out-migrants in 
the country.   We   hypothesize   that   feelings   of   relative   deprivation   have different effects on the choice of destination when 
controlled for alternative reference groups and group identifications.  We  identify  the  following  factors  as  relevant  in  this  
migration decision-making  process:  First,  intra-group  as  well  as  inter-group  relative  deprivations  are strong predictors only 
for short distance intra-state movements Second, besides the effects of relative deprivation, absolute deprivation plays an 
ambivalent role: while economically better endowed households have a higher migration propensity to send migrants to 
international  destinations,  the  inverse  is  true  for  Moves  of  shorter distance that are mainly dominated by  migrants stemming 
from poorer households. The impact of relative deprivation based on individuals and region are coming down in the state over time. 
The GRD based on social group and religion remains almost same.  
 
Keywords: Migration, National Sample Survey (NSS), Deprivation. 
 
Introduction 

Migration is one of the events that take place all over the world. The event of the mobility of the people are influenced by 
socio-economic and demographic factors and often influenced by the development indicators. Different theoretical works in 
development studies suggest that of a mobility of masses from periphery to core and is often cited as a prominent cause of human 
migration. Here the underdevelopment seems as main determinant of the migration. The mobility across geographical identity is due 
to high deprivation in the region both economically and socially. We can see it from the incidence of rural urban mobility as sited by 
classical issue in development by The Harris–Todaro model; the same model can be framed for the mobility from the 
underdeveloped hubs to the developed. Here we look up on how the relative deprivation of the individuals and households make 
people to move away to new destinations.  
 

The study of internal and international migration is dichotomous in a sense that most research is either focused on the one or 
the other. This distinction might be justified if the two subjects would not have much in common. This, however, is not the case since 
the underlying forces initiating and perpetuating both types of movements are mostly the same and only different in their relative 
weight. The core difference, however, is to be seen in the role of the state and regulations to control international flows of people. 
Beside this, internal and international migration share a very similar set of economic, social, political and cultural drivers that 
influence the migration decision-making process of individuals and groups such as households or kinships (King and Skeldon 2010). 
Here we to analyze the drivers and pattern of internal and international migration in contemporary India with special emphasis on 
Kerala and we try to answer the following questions: why do some individuals (or whole households) decide to leave their place of 
residence, and what determines the decision about the internal migration. What is the common explanatory set of Migration and where 
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are the differences? And in particular, we are analyzing the role of absolute and relative deprivation in the migration decision-making 
process of households. 

 
Socio-economic factors play a decisive role in explaining migration decisions of individuals and households as well as in 

driving aggregate migration flows. Availability of economic resources enables individuals and households to materialize their desire 
to migrate. This desire for migration can be explained by some socio-psychological factors that create an individual or collective 
aspiration for a significant change in people’s life. We argue in this paper that social comparisons among individuals or households 
that belong to the same group of people are the source for individual or collective feelings of deprivation or gratification. Individuals 
belong to or identify with a multitude of social groups in which such comparisons are made and they may have feelings of deprivation 
even if absolute deprivation is hardly an issue. With which social group an individual or household identifies with and what weight an 
individual or household puts on the comparison within or beyond their group of reference is a priori unclear.  

 
Liebig and Sousa-Poza (2004) found some empirical evidence on the hypothesis that countries with a more unequal income 

distribution by trend have higher migration rates. Stark (2006) has provided the micro-foundation for this structural relationship 
arguing that relative deprivation of individuals or households is the behavioral link. Hereby, income inequality within a country 
generates feelings of relative deprivation which induces higher an emigration propensity among those most deprived. Accordingly, 
household members decide for migration not necessarily to increase the individual or household’s expected income but rather to 
improve its relative position with respect to a specific reference group (Stark and Taylor (1989) 

 
The migration literature mostly considers relative deprivation with a country’s overall population as the relevant reference 

group, i.e. people compare their personal well- being with that of the rest of the country’s population. The decisive question is, 
however, whether this is appropriate, and if not, which societal reference categories are relevant in a societal reality of multiple 
belongings. In this paper, we apply the concept of relative deprivation within and across subordinate groups. We test the following 
three societal categories and their intra-categorical inequality on their relevance of explaining migration propensities: political unity 
(Region), social class, and religious group, with subdividing all three categories into a number of societal reference groups. We further 
ask whether migration propensities are based on social comparisons made within that societal subgroup (‘individual relative 
deprivation’), across societal groups but within the same societal category on a basis of group identification (‘group relative 
deprivation’), or both. Multiple relative deprivations, defined as feelings of ‘double deprivation’ within and across a multitude of 
societal groups, are then tested on its relevance in explaining migration decision-making of households in Kerala, India the 
implications of multiple relative deprivation on two types of migration decisions: first, whether relatively deprived households have a 
higher propensity to send any household member as a migrant, and second, whether multiple relative deprivation has an influence on 
the choice of destination in terms of an internal (interstate) or international migration site. The paper looks up on how the migration 
decision has taken in the state of Kerala which as considerable migrant population in the country. It is empirically tested by using both 
48th and 64th rounds of NSS surveys to look if there is a change in the decision making on the event of migration and choice of 
destination.  
 
Multiple relative deprivation and migration 

Migration theory provides a bundle of possible determinants of internal and international migration. Massey et al. (1993, 
1998), Ghatak et al. (1996), and King and Skeldon (2010) provide some excellent reviews on theoretical drivers of internal and 
international migration. some insights of traditional and new migration theory in respect of (i) the role of households in the decision-
making process, (ii) the role of capabilities and resource endowments of individuals and households (iii) the spread of risks by 
diversifying income sources and smoothing of intertemporal income and consumption of individuals and among household members, 
and most importantly, (iv) the role aspirations and perceptions of relative deprivation. The concept of relative deprivation refers to the 
feeling of deprivation after comparing the individual well-being with the personal situation of others within a pre-defined reference 
group (Runciman 1966).  Yitzhaki (1979, 1982) integrates this concept into the economic inequality literature by asserting that 
individuals feel deprived when they compare their economic situation with the living standards of wealthier people, and Stark (1984) 
has identified individual relative deprivation as a possible driver for human migration.  

 
Deprivation as a source of individual and collective discontent is not only an absolute condition for individual and collective 

action such as emigration, but it is most of the time relative to an (explicit or implicit) norm or standard of what is considered as 
adequate. This idea of a discrepancy between aspirations and achievements, or between the standard of living individuals are currently 
enjoying and the standard of living they believe they deserve, lies at the heart of relative deprivation theory and explains to a large 
extent individual and collective unrest (Brown 2000). Gurr (1970) emphasizes the importance of relative deprivation as a root source 
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for collective violence; the larger the discrepancy between the own situation and that of others the greater the likelihood of unrest. 
Beside an individual’s (or a household’s) direct experience of relative deprivation, there is also a feeling of deprivation based on 
people’s perception of the well-being of the social group they belong to. Runciman (1966) labels this phenomenon ‘fraternalistic’ 
deprivation and means the sense that the group an individual (or household) belongs to is relatively deprived either compared to a 
desired standard or to the situation of other groups in a reference category. 

 
In the following we distinguish the two types of deprivation by labeling them ‘individual relative deprivation’ (IRD) and 

‘group relative deprivation’ (GRD). Accordingly, Pettigrew et al (2008) distinguish in their study on prejudice four types of people: 
those with a high (low) IRD and high (low) GRD, and those with a high low) IRD, but low (high) GRD. Thus, there are people that 
are ‘double deprived’, ‘double gratified’, or have ‘mixed’ feeling about their levels of individual and group deprivation. Typically, it is 
members of subordinate groups who feel most deprived. Similar to Runciman’s (1966) findings on the causes of social unrest, who 
observes that participants in insurgencies are seldom the most deprived individuals, we can also state that it is seldom the poorest who 
decide to migrate (e.g., Martin and Taylor (1996) on the anatomy of the ‘migration hump’). Stark and Yitzhaki (1988) and Stark and 
Taylor (1989) were among the first who linked the concept of individual relative deprivation with the migration decision- making 
process of individuals and households and find that the more an individual is deprived relative to the society (or, a particular reference 
group), the higher the propensity for emigration. For instance, Stark and Taylor (1991) have empirically tested the implications of 
relative deprivation on migration of Mexicans finding evidence for individual relative deprivation driving Mexican-US cross-border 
movements but not internal migration in Mexico.  

 
The migration literature on the nexus between relative deprivation and migration ignores the fact that individuals may feel 

‘double deprived’. A distinction between individual relative deprivation (IRD) and group relative deprivation (GRD) as relevant 
factors in the migration decision-making process seems therefore indispensable (Czaika, 2010). Her recent work on India have 
identified deprivation plays a crucial role in the migration since the underdeveloped east India mostly act as a sender of people to the 
western and south India.  

 
We perceive individual relative deprivation are based on intra-group comparisons with other members within the same 

subordinate reference group of a social category (e.g. within a particular religious group), whereas feelings of group relative 
deprivation are generated by inter-group comparisons within a social categories and an inferior position of the own group with respect 
to other groups in the same social category (e.g. other religious groups). Beyond this distinction of individual and group relative 
deprivation, we take into account that people generally belong to and identify themselves with a multitude of groups across different 
social categories. 

 
We formulize the two types of relative deprivation and distinguish (i) individual comparisons of households within a societal 

reference group and (ii) group comparisons across other groups of the same societal reference category. Hereby, household’s named (i) 
level of individual relative deprivation IRD with respect to other households within the same societal reference group named (r) is 
defined as follows 
 
 
 
 
 

Comparison parameter is household consumption expenditure Ci, whereas F(Z) represents the cumulative \ distribution of 
\household consumption levels  within reference  group r.  The underlying idea is that propensity for out-migration increases with 
higher levels of relative deprivation, i.e. within each societal group it is the more deprived households that have higher propensities for 
migration. However, it is not necessarily the poorest households in a country’s population that have the highest levels of relative 
deprivation and thus have higher likelihood of out-migration. Households that belong to a group with -on average- high but 
unequal distributed consumption levels may have higher rates of outmigration than poorer but more balanced groups. That is, it is 
not only the relative deprivation within groups that counts, but also the relative position of the group compared to the other reference 
groups in the society. 
 

It is not only the relative deprivation within groups that counts, but also the relative position of the group compared to the 
other reference groups in the society. Consequently, we define GRDi as   
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We assume that each household named i member of societal group r, identifies with the average consumption level of 
that group and compares with the average consumption levels of all other (richer) groups within the same societal reference category. 
The migration propensity of household is therefore expressed by the likelihood of out-migration of a household member, which is 
driven by feelings of deprivation because of a relatively low position within a reference group (i.e. IRD) and/or belonging to a relatively 
deprived group within a societal reference category, or both, and a set of other explanatory factors considered as relevant in the 
migration decision-making process.  

 
 

Here we identify migration as mobility across state and country and does not include very short distance migration. Here, 
we suggest that this relationship between individual relative deprivation and group relative deprivation, respectively, and 
migration propensity is caused by the intentions of individuals (households) or larger groups to improve their relative position in 
their reference group and social reference category, respectively. Here we try to test hypothesis drivers of internal and international 
migration in Kerala, India which is considered to be a hub of migration since 1970s. 

 
The context of the study  

India is a country with vast diversity in its built. The population is divergent in their capability and achievement in development. 
The differences in the development have induced the mobility of the people across country and outside country in search of the living. 
The mobility was taking place from the olden days; it gathered its momentum in the British period, where we can see a mobility to the 
large cities. During that period, we can see a gaining pace in rural urban movement which is mostly development induced (Davis 1951, 
1961).  

 
Migration has become a universal phenomenon in modern times. Due to the expansion of transport and communication, it has 

become a part of worldwide process of urbanization and industrialization. In most countries, it has been observed that industrialization 
and economic development has been accompanied by large-scale movements of people from villages to towns, from towns to other towns 
and from one country to another country. From the demographic point of view, migration is one of the three basic components of   
population growth of any area, the other being fertility and mortality. But whereas both fertility and mortality operate within the 
biological framework, migration does not. It influences size, composition and distribution of population. More importantly, migration 
influences the social, political and economic life of the people.  Migration is defined as a move from one migration defining area to 
another, usually crossing administrative boundaries made during a given migration interval and involving a change of residence (UN 
1993). The change in residence can take place either permanent or semipermanent or temporary basis (Premi, 1990). Internal 
migration involves a change of residence within national borders (Dang 2005, Census 2001 Bhagat and Mohanty 2008).  

 
The country is having very large population who re migrant when we defined it based on the place of birth. It is either 

internal (short and interstate) and international.  Migration in India is predominantly short distance with around 60% of migrants 
changing their residences within their district of birth and 20% within their state (province), while the rest move across the state 
boundaries.   The total migrants as per the census of 1971 are 167 million persons, 1981 census 213 millions, 1991 census 232 million 
and 2001 census 315 millions. As per the census of the year 1991, nearly 20 million people migrated to other states seeking livelihood.   
Within a decade, the number of interstate migration doubled to 41 million persons as per the census figures of 2001 and expected go 
past 75 million in the latest census. In 2008, more than 10 million Indians are migrated outside, out of which 5 million are in oil 
exporting countries of Gulf and 2 million in the developed world.  

 
The latest NSS survey on migration reports of migrant-sending households is significantly higher for rural than for urban 

households. Despite some large agglomerations, India can still be characterized as a rural country with more than 70 percent of its 
population still living in non-urban areas. On all India level, more than a quarter of all households have reported on a former 
household member as out-migrant with more rural households reporting on out-migration of a family member.  Concerning the 
destination of out-migration, almost three quarters of the out-migrants are deciding for a place of residence at short distance within the 
states. About 23 percent of migrants settle in another state within India and only a small percentage of about 3.8 percent decide to 
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leave the country for a destination abroad. The out-migration rate for males was 9.2 per cent for rural areas and 5.1 per cent from 
urban areas. The rates for females were much higher compared to males in both the rural and urban areas with about 16.6 per cent for 
rural females and 11.0 per cent among for urban females. With respect to distance, a share of female out-migrants, from both the rural 
and urban areas, took up residence within the state/Union territory: 89.0 percent for rural female out-migrants and 79.7 per cent for 
urban female out-migrants have their present place residence within the state. Compared to female out-migrants, the out-migration 
pattern is more diverse for the males in both rural and urban areas. Rural male out-migrants are almost equally dispersed within and 
outside the state they had their last place of residence (around 46 per cent in each of these two types of places). For urban male out-
migrants, about49.9 per cent is still residing within the State whereas 33.3 per cent of them had left the state of last residence. 

 
There is an informal estimate of 30 million, which is 10 million up from the informal estimate of Deshingkar (2005). Labour-

sending areas are typically agriculturally backward and poor and emerging destinations are towns and cities, industrial zones, coastal 
areas for fish processing and salt panning. High productivity agricultural areas (‘green revolution areas’) continue to be important but 
more migrants are opting for non-farm employment because of greater returns. Migration rates are high among the most and least 
educated. Unlike East and South-east Asia, illiterates appear to dominate seasonal labour migration (Rogaly et al. 2001; Haberfeld et 
al. 1999). Different studies have identified most of the migration in the country is taking place from underdeveloped east india to west 
india that are driven by the poverty (Bhagat 2009, Calfka 2009, Kumar 2008). The studies based on Mumbai have identified the flow 
of migration from deprived areas to the city (Singh 2005, Mishra 2010). Seasonal migration induced by distress is also a prominent 
component of internal migration in the country (Deshingkar and Start 2003, sundari 2005,) 

 
Until very recently, Kerala was known more for its internal (within India) migration than for its external migration.  There are 

two distinct phases (or turn around) in the historical trend in the migration experience of Kerala.  The first turn around occurred in the 
1940s when Kerala became closely integrated with the other states of India.  It started with World War II and the Indian Independence 
in 1947.After the integration, for the first time, Kerala became a net out-migration state. The numbers of persons from Kerala moving 
to Madras, Bombay and other major cities have increased. Initially it happened with semiskilled and educated people getting migrated 
from Malabar which was backward part of the state under British rule (Kurup 1998, George, 2000) which was induced by 
unemployment later we can see pattern spread over all the state. 

 
The second turn around took place in the 1970s, when Kerala became a major emigration state. Until then, international 

migration from Kerala was relatively small, at least compared to internal migration. The relative position of emigrants and out-
migrants changed drastically after the oil boom of the 1970s.  In the 1981-91decade, net external migration (net emigration) was about 
555 thousand persons compared with a net internal migration (net out-migration) of 189 thousand persons.  Thus, Kerala's loss of 
population through external migration was almost three times the loss due to internal migration. In the recent estimates it is over 30 
lacs which are over 10 percent of the state population. The initial channels of migration were from Malabar to gulf mostly of semi-
skilled workers that are moved due to the deprivation and unemployment (Zakariah et l 1999, 2002) overtime we can see a new 
migration path from central Travancore to the developed countries which are mostly driven by human capital base still northern 
Kerala dominate the international movement with historical link with Gulf.  

 
Research issues  

Different theoretical and empirical studies have sighted that deprivation is the main reason that people move out of the home as a 
migrant. Different instances in the world have witnessed people moving from periphery to core in search of potential development. The 
experience of the state is not different as initial flow of migration had happened due to distress. Here we try to look up on how the relative 
deprivation of the individual (within the group also) and of the group (they belong to) have influenced decision to migrate. This will be 
able to understand how certain area, caste and religion have large propensity to migrate to outside state and country.  

 
Empirical modeling  

To explain pattern of out-migration, we theorized in the previous section on the role of relative deprivation with respect to 
different reference groups and types of belonging. Based on household-specific information and the two concepts of relative 
deprivation expressed by eqs (1) and (2), we generate measures of individual household relative deprivation (IRD) for four different 
reference groups Kerala (IRD_Kerala), Region (IRD_Region), societal class (IRD_social class), and religious group (IRD_religious 
group). These calculations of household relative deprivation levels are based on the weighted annual amount of household 
consumption expenditures and the mean excess consumption of wealthier households in the respective reference group. Beyond these 
measures of intra-group comparison, we determine for the three alternative reference groups weighted averages of group-specific 
consumption levels to enable inter-group comparisons of group-based relative deprivation (GRD). Since each household identifies 
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itself generally with a multiplicity of societal groups, relative deprivation levels of both types might be correlated across societal 
categories. Therefore, we calculate a composite level of ‘multiple relative deprivations’ across the three group categories (Region, 
social class, religious group) for both relative deprivation measures, i.e. comparisons within and across groups. We apply principal 
component analysis for calculating the eigenvectors of the two separate multiple relative deprivations (IRD_multiple and 
GRD_multiple). It should be noted that to avoid the issue in measuring effect of remittance in the consumption expenditure of out-
migration households in calculating relative deprivation, the annual household consumption expenditure is predicted with a Tobit 
model on the annual amount of remittances and some other explanatory variables. This procedure corrects for the problem of 
endogeneity of the household consumption expenditure variable in the migration decision models. 
 
Empirical strategy 

In the empirical analysis the focus is put on the likelihood of a household to send out a family member as migrant, and if yes, 
whether to send the migrant to an internal destination or abroad. We run two types of regression models in order to quantify the effects 
of various types of relative deprivation and other socio-economic and cultural variables at the two stages of the migration decision-
making process. For the second stage of the analysis on migration destination we apply the same set of control variables on household 
characteristics as in the first stage plus some controls on personal characteristics of the individual out-migrant. 

 
Here we run probit model and predict the probability of migration with respect to IRD and GRD  with repect to the reference 

group. and other factors with respect to the household charecters. Out migration is a bianary variable with one as there is mobility 
across state or nation (not considering very short) and zero otherwise.   

 
 

In the second stage, we try to predict probability of out migration of individual j to that of household I, where the migration 
can be either of internal or international (both are out of state).  Here we run a probit regression running Z for respective destination to 
that of other catagories. Here we getVector estimation of  β coeffecient for destination choice. This enables us to compare across 
destination chouce looking at marginal difference.  

 
For both stages of the decision-making process on out-migration, our core explanatory variables of interest are the two 

relative deprivation measures. Household relative deprivation IRD with respect to reference group r=(region, social class, religious 
group) expresses the level of intergroup comparisons on household consumption levels indicating the degree to which households (and 
its members) feel relatively deprived within their reference group. GRDir captures the effect of feelings of relative deprivation on 
behalf of the group r household belongs to. Since households belong to groups of different social categories at the same time, and both 
measures of IRD and GRD across these social categories might be collinear, we use two alternative procedures to control for the 
influence of multiple relative deprivations on the probability for out-migration: first, we estimate separate models for relative 
deprivation measures IRDr and GRDr for the three social reference categories state, social class, and religious group. Second, we 
calculate the eigenvectors IRD_ muliple and GRD_multiple that reflect the respective principal component across the three reference 
categories. Finally, as an overall measure without group separation, we test for the effect of individual household deprivation across 
state specific variable RD_Kerala. 

 
Along with above variables we take different control variables since the decision of a household on out-migration of one or 

more of its household members is assumed to be driven by a whole set of variables. Based on the characteristics of the available 
dataset we are able to control for various socio-economic, geographical, and demographic actors at the household level. As our main 
variable for explaining the likelihood of outmigration, we use the number of household members including the out-migrants (HH size) 
as a proxy for an underlying demographic and socio-economic pressure. Generally, capability of a household member for out-
migration relies to some extent on the level of absolute deprivation. We capture this effect by the amount of annual household 
consumption expenditures HH consumption and check for a possible non-linearity by using an additional squared term of this 
variable. To reduce problems of reverse causality we use a to bit estimation procedure to predict HH consumption levels for 
households reporting a remittances-sending out-migrant. This shall correct for the influence of non-negative remittances on household 
consumption levels. 
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As another socio-economic variable we use a dummy variable for households with relatively land possession to test for 
resource availability as migration enabling factor. However, land possession can at the same have a reducing effect on migration 
propensities if the possessed land is a main source of income and household workforce is scarce. Therefore, we control additionally 
for the type of household in terms of its main economic activity. For rural households we distinguish between agricultural and non-
agricultural households, whereas for urban areas we control for self-employed and casual labour households. Beside these socio-
economic factors, we also take into account the influence of cultural and religious factors. We do this by using dummy variables for 
households that belong to either one of the three largest religious groups, Hindu, Muslim and Christian. Similarly, we control for 
social minorities, expressed by dummy variables for scheduled tribes and scheduled castes and upper caste to look how social 
stratification affects migration from the state.  

 
Data source  

Here we use 2 rounds of NSS data, 49th and 64th round for the years 1993 and 2007-08 that collects the information on migration 
of the people both internal and international. The survey basically is a household surveys in which houses are the units and migration 
information is collected from the households by looking up on the people moved out. This is to look up on the change in the relative 
deprivation on the migration and type of migration over time. The collected information is based on the responses given by household 
heads and includes a wide range of socio-economic household characteristics as well as particulars on the out-migrant. For the 
purpose of this study, we compile two different configurations of the overall sample: in one, the unit of analysis are the 
households with or without reporting on an out-migrant, whereas in the second, the individual out-migrant is the analytical unit and 
we add to this level some information on the out-migrants’ former household. 

 
In the first regression, the dependent variable outmigration is set to one if the household has reported out-migration of a former 

household member to another place of residence, and zero otherwise.  For the three different types of regression models at the 
second stage, the respective variables on outmigration are set to one if the household has reported (i) inter-state migration to another 
state within India, or (iii) international migration to another country.or zero otherwise, To calculate the level of deprivation and its 
magnitude we use consumer expenditure of the household reported in the survey. Both IRD and GRD components are constructed based 
on the information and the relative position of the household based on the distribution within the group and also with the levels of other 
groups.  

 
Regarding three group characteristics that can put as a group identity that can determine the effects of deprivation, we put 

Region as one of the determining factors, here we pull combine the districts of north Kerala (7 districts upto thrishur) and south Kerala, 
we identify north Kerala is historically deprived as it was part of British India and rest was of Princely state of Travancore and Cochin. 
We can see the difference in the development when we look up on the district level NSDP percapita over time. Other than the regional 
parameter we take social group and religious group as group parameter in the relative deprivation of the individuals.  
 
Empirical findings  

Here we try to estimate how double deprivation both as individual within and across social groups make impact on mobility 
of the people from Kerala. It further looks up on how it changed over time since the state is finding new destinations of migration. We 
primarily look up on two issues on migration decision. First on decision to migrate secondly on choice of destination by the migrants 
and how that decision is influenced by the level of deprivation and other socio-Economic parameters. We also look up on the change 
in the above decisions and factors influencing over last 2 decades comparing two surveys on migration.  

 
Decision on out-migration 

Here we look up on how deprivations of a person characterized by the household consumption determine the decision to 
migrate. Here we run probit regression regarding the decision to migrate (result are given in table 1 in appendix). Here we have 5 models, 
in model 1; we take deprivation of the individual in the state without considering social groupings. Then next 3 models we consider 
effects relative deprivation of three social gradients as regional difference, social class and religious group on out migration from state.  

 
Across all five model specifications we find positive and significant effects of both types of relative deprivation measures for 

all three societal categories, i.e. Region (model 2), social class (model 3), and religious group (model 4). Also, when measured state 
level, i.e. without considering societal groups (model 1), relative deprivation seems to be a very relevant factor in the household 
decision making process on out-migration. This is also significant and these results indicate that there is a positive relationship 
between double deprivation and migration. Households that are deprived within their societal group have a higher probability of 
migration as well as households that belong to a rather deprived societal group also have a higher propensity for migration; the latter 
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holds also for households that are less or not deprived within this societal reference group. While the effect of individual household 
relative deprivation (IRD) is relatively stable for all three societal categories, the effect of group relative deprivation (GRD) varies a 
lot for the different categories. While relative deprivation of the religious group increases the likelihood of out-migration quite 
significantly, the effect for group relative deprivation of the social class only is rather minimal. This might be explained that the 
identification with the social class is weaker than identification with the religious group, and thus, inequality across social classes 
induces less emigration pressure than inequality across religious groups. Though, using the combined multiple deprivation based 
principle component analysis for determining the composite effect each type of relative deprivation across all three societal categories 
shows that individual household relative deprivation is a much stronger predictor of out-migration than group-based relative 
deprivation.  

 
For the other independent variables, we find a clear pattern of explanation. Absolute deprivation in measured by annual 

household consumption expenditures is a clear constraint of out-migration. Even when we control for the number of household 
members, out-migration is rather an option of the less deprived and shows that availability of some resources preconditions the 
realization of out-migration. This income/consumption effect is supported by a wealth effect in terms of land possession. A household 
with relatively large land property has a higher inclination for sending a family member as migrant than households with smaller 
possessions.  

 
Predominantly for rural households with their main economic activity in agriculture, out-migration is a common reaction to 

deteriorating agricultural prices of and incomes. This kind of migration is either a rural-to-rural movement within the agricultural 
sector, or it is part of the structural change and therefore the consequence of a declining agricultural sector at the limits of its labor 
absorption capacity. In Kerala, we can’t see such conducive evidence like other parts of India as concluded in a study by Calfka 
2010.we can see a movement of casual workers from urban areas which can be in search of better opportunities in the Indian cities and 
abroad.  Belonging to an underprivileged scheduled tribe or class reduces the likelihood for out-migration very significantly. The 
religious difference is also playing a role in migration from the state as we can see Muslims and Christians are more mobile than 
Hindu population from the state.  

 
Interestingly the importance of the double deprivation on the decision to migrate have declined overtime when we compare 

two-time lines based on NSS 64th and 53rd rounds. This shows that the migration pushed out of the state in the last two decades though 
can say are due to double deprivation but there is a visible decline in the effect of double deprivation overtime. This is possibly due to 
an emergence of new class and new destinations of migrants that are highly skilled and educated workforce.  

 
The choice of the migration destination 

After looking at the probability of getting migrated, next question is where they migrate. Here we look up on two expected 
destinations of migration from the state that is either mobility with in the country (internal-interstate) and to a foreign destination 
(international migration). Here we look up on how the relative deprivation can determine the choice of type of migration along with 
other social and economic gradients. Here we take individual and group deprivation at multiple social gradients (region, religion and 
social class) by clubbing them in composite multiple identities can be named as IRD_multiple and GRD_multiple (using PCA 
analysis) 
 

The determinants of the out-migration destination choice by distinguishing between inter -state (Table 2), and international 
migration (Table 3). All two binary choice variables are regressed on the same set of explanatory variables, which makes the 
comparison of their effects possible. Relative deprivation is controlled for on state level as well as by composite indices across the 
three societal categories (region, social class, religious group) for individual household relative deprivation (IRD) and group relative 
deprivation (GRD), respectively. Besides predicting the choice of migration distances (i.e. destinations) for all out-migrants, we 
disaggregate also for gender-specific out-migration. 

 
It is found that deprivation of households plays a significant role in both mobilities across state and country despite slight 

gender difference. The effect is more counted for men since in most of the case employment is a most important push factor for out 
movement. The comparison across both the internal and international migration shows that both individual deprivations across 
individual within (across social groups) have played a high role in internal movement rather than cross-border. The internal migration 
is mostly driven by the studies and marriage.  This show that the role of inequality counted in double deprivation is a more important 
gradient in interstate migration. The role is getting less significant over time when we compare two rounds.   
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The choice for longer migration distances is positively related to household consumption levels, and thus, negatively with 
absolute deprivation. More people from well off houses are moving out of the country rather than domestic cross-border mobility. The 
land procession is another factor play a role in migration. It was clear that it played a significant role in international migration before 
two decades (49th round) but is gradually coming down. Besides the above-mentioned socio-economic factors, it stands out that 
smaller households rather tend to opt for inter-state and international destinations. This might be due to the higher costs of long-
distance migration and the relatively limited resource available in larger households to afford these higher migration costs. Socio-
cultural and network factors also have some power in explaining migration distances. We can see a pattern of migration dominated by 
Muslims in the case of international migration since prominent destination in GCC countries followed by the Christians.  

 
Conclusion  

From the theoretical and empirical review across the world, it is clear that people move from undeveloped condition to the 
developed world in search of better conditions. Such mobility from the periphery to the core is mostly the driving force of migration 
which can be either across the border or within geographic limits. This was the prominent factor of human mobility from east to west 
across the globe. In India we can see an increased mobility from the so-called deprived areas to the developed areas, especially in the 
cities. This movement is mostly driven by the deprivation and is induced by the better economic livelihood.  

 
This article studies the determinants of household decisions on out-migration and out-migration distances. Here we look up 

on how the relative inequality measured in terms of deprivation based on consumption levels of the households influence the decision 
to migrate. We look up two aspects of deprivation that falls on an individual, that are faced in terms of individual identity or with the 
identity of the group they belong to. We count these aspects of double deprivation and its impact on the mobility of the individual. 
These measures of deprivation are constructed based on the consumption expenditure of the households.  

 
The relative deprivation measures based on the consumption level was constructed for the households both ay individual and 

group levels cutting across three social identities are reference category. The comparison is done across the region (north and south 
Kerala that belongs to different political identity in past), religion and social class. We find positive and significant effects of both 
types of relative deprivation measures for all three societal categories, i.e. Region, social class, and religious group along with the 
individual deprivation without considering societal groups (model 1), relative deprivation seems to be a very relevant factor in the 
household decision-making process on out-migration. This is also significant and these results indicate that there is a positive 
relationship between double deprivation and migration. The marginal effects of the double deprivation on the decision to migrate 
came down in the last 2 decades.  

 
In the case of choosing a destination, the aspects of deprivation take a much significant role in choosing a destination, those 

people of deprived groups are more mobile within the country(interstate) and the situation is getting little better than old days. Though 
we can say better off people choose international migration rather than interstate. International mobility is more driven by education 
and employment in the case of men while marriage plays relatively high mobility factor in the case of internal movement by women. 
We can see people are getting more able to go abroad with being from rich households and poor are more driven into internal 
migration. More over we can see social networks and connections with destination also a significant driver in the international 
migration that supports the mobility of the Christians and Muslims though a slight decline over time.  
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Table1: Probit estimation: Relative deprivation and out-migration from a household 

  NSS 64th Round NSS 53rd Round 
Dependent 
variable 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

RD_Kerala 0.158**         0.223**         

  28.47         40.14         

IRD_region   0.132**         0.186**       

    25.48         35.93       

GRD_region   0.167**         0.235**       

    6.77         9.55       

IRD_social class   0.116**         0.164**     

      25.78         36.35     
GRD_social class   0.008**         0.011**     

      9.67         13.63     

IRD_religious group     0.136**         0.192**   

        28.43         40.09   

GRD_religious groups     0.212**         0.299**   

        5.23         7.37   

IRD_multiple       0.086**         0.121** 

          25.37         35.77 

GRD_multiple       0.01*         0.014** 

          2.01         2.83 

HH size 0.094** 0.09** 0.089** 0.09** 0.092** 0.133** 0.127** 0.125** 0.127** 0.13** 

  62.5 63.4 66.08 64.96 62.19 64.06 64.99 67.73 66.58 63.74 

HH consumption 0.007 0.005 0.003 0.005 0.013 0.01 0.007 0.004 0.007 0.018 

  4.71 3.49 1.77 3.33 6.9 6.64 4.92 2.5 4.7 9.73 
HH consumption  
sq.  0.0008* 0.0007 0.0009 0.0007 0.0008** 0.001** 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001** 

  1.99 0.69 1.21 0.5 3.73 2.81 0.97 1.71 0.71 5.26 
Land possession  
>3hectare  0.055* 0.062* 0.067** 0.061* 0.058* 0.078* 0.087** 0.094** 0.086** 0.082** 

  2.02 2.29 2.48 2.28 2.13 2.25 3.23 3.5 3.21 3 

Scheduled tribe 
-
0.105** -0.1**   

-
0.098** -0.085** 

-
0.148** 

-
0.141**   

-
0.138** -0.12** 

  14.95 14.1   13.89 10.2 21.08 19.88   19.58 14.38 

Scheduled caste 
-
0.041** 

-
0.039**   

-
0.032** -0.024** 

-
0.058** 

-
0.055**   

-
0.045** -0.034** 

  7.43 7.01   5.76 3.81 10.48 9.88   8.12 5.37 

Upper social class 0.056** 0.056**   0.043** 0.01 0.079** 0.079**   0.061** 0.014* 

  10.43 10.4   8.22 1.46 14.71 14.66   11.59 2.06 

Hindu -0.035* 
-
0.039** -0.034*   0.013 

-
0.049** 

-
0.055** 

-
0.048**   0.018 
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  2.46 2.79 2.41   0.93 3.47 3.93 3.4   1.31 

Muslim 0.104** 0.106** 0.11**   0.066** 0.147** 0.149** 0.155   -0.093** 

  7.74 7.89 8.27   4.44 10.91 11.12 11.66   6.26 

Christian 0.009* 0.008* 0.008*   0.02* 0.013* 0.011* 0.011**   0.028** 

  2.05 2.44 2.45   2.03 2.71 2.62 2.63   2.45 
employed in non-
agriculture 0.031** 0.036** 0.036** 0.038** 0.034** 0.044** 0.051** 0.051** 0.054** 0.048** 

  4.64 5.42 5.41 5.59 5.08 6.54 7.64 7.63 7.88 7.16 
employed in 
agriculture 0.042** 0.037** 0.031** 0.044** 0.04** 0.059** 0.052** 0.044** 0.062** 0.056** 

  7.14 6.31 5.33 7.46 6.79 10.07 8.9 7.52 10.52 9.57 
Urban Self-
employed 

-
0.075** 

-
0.068** 

-
0.065** 

-
0.077** -0.074** 

-
0.106** 

-
0.096** 

-
0.092** 

-
0.109** -0.104** 

  9.86 8.88 8.53 10.23 9.82 13.9 12.52 12.03 14.42 13.85 
Urban Casual 
labour 0.118** 0.112** 0.111** 0.119** 0.121** 0.166** 0.158** 0.157** 0.168** 0.171** 

  9.63 9.06 9.25 9.69 10.11 13.58 12.77 13.04 13.66 14.26 

Pseudo R2 0.196 0.19 0.187 0.19 0.193 0.276 0.268 0.264 0.268 0.272 
Notes: * (**) significant at the 5% (1%) level. t-statistics are in next raw to a variable.  
 
Table 2: Probit estimation: Long distance (inter-state) out-migration 

  64th NSS round (2007-08)  49th NSS round 1993 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Dependent 
variable Male Female 

Tota
l Male 

Femal
e Total Male 

Femal
e Total Male Female Total 

RD_Kerala 
0.016*
* -0.005* 

0.00
1       

0.026
** -0.01 0.005       

  2.75 2.38 2.55       4.4 3.808 4.08       

IRD_multipl
e       

0.004
** 

-
0.003*
* 

0.001
**       0.006** -0.01** 

-
0.004*
* 

        3.81 3.7 3.59       6.10 5.92 5.74 

GRD_multip
le       

0.008
** 

-
0.002*
* 

0.004
*       0.01** -0.01** 

-
0.001*
* 

        2.75 2.66 2.34       4.4 4.26 3.7ss4 

Employment 
0.183*
* -0.008 

0.1*
* 

0.182
** -0.007 

0.101
** 

0.293
** -0.013 

0.166*
* 0.291** -0.016 

0.162*
* 

  11.86 0.93 12.6 11.79 1.11 12.3 19.0 1.5 20.2 18.9 1.8 19.7 

Studies 0.05 0.7** 
0.1*
* 

0.053
* 0.1** 

0.09*
* 

0.083
** 

0.195*
* 

0.139*
* 0.085** 

0.120*
* 

0.141*
* 

  1.95 10.3 8.62 2.02 10.3 8.74 3.12 16.46 13.79 3.23 16.53 13.98 

Marriage -0.28** 0.2** 

-
0.2*
* 

-
0.285
** 0.3** 

-
0.25*
* 

-
0.454
** 

0.390*
* 

-
0.387*
* -0.456** 

0.400*
* 

-
0.392*
* 

  4.84 31.7 30.9 4.87 32.3 31.3 7.74 50.67 49.38 7.79 51.68 50.06 
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Forced 
Displacemen
t -0.13 -0.1 -0.1* 

-
0.134 -0.1 -0.1 

-
0.213 

-
0.101*
* 

-
0.154*
* -0.214 

-
0.104*
* 

-
0.155*
* 

  1.15 1.75 1.97 1.16 1.84 2 1.84 2.80 3.15 1.86 2.94 3.20 

HH size 

-
0.008*
* -0.003 

-
0.00
5* 

-
0.004
** 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.002
** 

-
0.006
** 

-
0.002* 

-
0.003*
* -0.006** 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.005*
* 

  2.8 1.6 2.6 3.04 2.97 3.73 4.48 2.56 4.16 4.86 4.75 5.97 
HH 
consumption 0.007 0.008 

0.00
7 0.004 0.01 0.006 0.011 0.005 0.010 0.006 0.008 0.010 

  2.17 1.65 3.03 1.46 1.31 2.97 3.47 2.64 4.85 2.34 2.10 4.75 
HH 
consumption  
sq.  -0.09 -0.005 -0.1 0.001 0.005 0.001 

-
0.149
** -0.069 

-
0.131*
* 0.002* 0.003* 0.002* 

  1.81 1.02 1.79 1.33 1.29 1.75 2.90 1.63 2.86 2.13 2.06 2.80 
Land 
possession  
>3hectare  -0.04 -0.002 

-
0.01
3 

-
0.038 -0.005 -0.02 

-
0.062 -0.024 -0.037 -0.061 -0.027 -0.038 

  1.04 1.07 1.35 1.02 1.25 1.44 1.66 1.71 1.86 1.63 1.80 1.70 

Scheduled 
tribe -0.08** -0.005 

0.00
* 

-
0.08*
* -0.001 

-
0.04*
* 

-
0.125
** 

-
0.019* 

-
0.059*
* -0.134** -0.019 

-
0.058*
* 

  4.05 1.26 3.71 3.73 1.06 3.03 6.48 2.02 5.94 5.97 1.70 4.85 
Scheduled 
caste -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 

-
0.017 -0 -0.01 

-
0.019 

-
0.014* -0.014* -0.027 -0.016* -0.016* 

  0.94 1.44 1.43 1.08 1.32 1.24 1.50 2.30 2.29 1.73 2.11 1.98 
Upper social 
class -0.01 0.01* 0.01 

-
0.018 0.02 0.007 

-
0.034 0.021 0.008 -0.029 0.027 0.011 

  1.84 2.53 0.96 1.25 2.35 0.92 2.94 4.05 1.54 2.00 3.76 1.47 

Hindu 0.015 0 0.01 0.024 -0 0.01 0.024 0.002 0.019 0.038 -0.008 0.016 

  0.5 0.58 0.63 0.8 0.3 0.47 0.80 0.93 1.01 1.28 0.48 0.75 

Muslim -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 
-
0.003 -0.02 -0.01 

-
0.021 -0.030 -0.016 -0.005 -0.040* -0.021 

  0.4 1.18 0.47 0.08 1.47 0.59 0.64 1.89 0.75 0.13 2.35 0.94 

Christian 0.025 0.02 0.04 0.037 0.02 0.033 0.040 0.037 0.056* 0.059 0.029 0.053 

  0.6 1.04 1.38 0.85 0.75 1.19 0.96 1.66 2.21 1.36 1.20 1.90 
employed in 
non-
agriculture -0.01 -0.05 -0.02 

-
0.013 

-
0.05** 

0.02*
* 

-
0.018 -0.006 -0.016* -0.021 0.03** 

-
0.034*
* 

  0.69 0.47 1.22 0.78 2.63 2.63 1.10 0.75 1.95 1.25 4.21 4.21 
Self-
employed in 
agriculture 0.021 -0 -0 0.02 -0.002 

-
0.01*
* 

0.034
** 

-
0.013*
* -0.002 0.032** 

-
0.046*
* 

-
0.018*
* 

  1.78 1.41 0.24 1.78 4.2 2.06 2.85 2.26 0.38 2.85 6.72 3.30 
Urban Self-
employed 0.038* -0 0.01 

0.037
** 0.03** 

0.041
** 

0.061
** 

0.019*
* 0.014 0.059** 

0.046*
* 

0.066*
* 
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  1.79 1.43 0.88 2.03 3.72 4.48 2.86 2.29 1.41 3.25 5.95 7.17 
Urban 
Casual 
labour -0.07 -0.1** 

-
0.1*
* 

-
0.072 -0.022 -0.03 

-
0.112
** 

-
0.080*
* 

-
0.098*
* -0.115** -0.011* -0.051* 

  1.72 4.2 3.61 1.86 1.23 1.92 2.75 6.72 5.78 2.98 1.97 3.07 

Male dummy     
0.02
**     

0.021
**     0.034     0.034 

      2.75     2.72     4.40     4.35 

Pseudo R2 0.227 0.14 0.26 0.227 0.13 0.256 0.363 0.222 0.411 0.363 0.214 0.410 
Notes: * (**) significant at the 5% (1%) level. t-statistics are in next raw to variable. 
 
Table 3: Probit estimation: International out-migration. 
  64th NSS round (2007-08)  49th NSS round 1993 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Dependent 
variable Male 

Femal
e Total Male 

Femal
e Total Male 

Femal
e Total Male Female Total 

RD_Kerala 

-
0.007*
* 0.0001 

-
0.002*
*       

-
0.008*
* 0.000 -0.002       

  3.08 0.2 4       3.3572 0.218 4.36       

IRD_multiple       

-
0.006*
* 

-
0.0004 

-
0.002*
*       

-
0.007*
* 

-
0.0001*
* -0.002 

        4.47 0.85 6.01       4.87 0.93 6.55 

GRD_multiple       

-
0.007*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.002*
*       

-
0.008*
* 

-
0.001** 

-
0.002*
* 

        2.68 3.51 3.9       2.92 3.83 4.25 

Employment 
0.048*
* 

0.003*
* 

0.021*
* 

0.048*
* 

0.003*
* 

0.021*
* 

0.052*
* 

0.003*
* 0.023 

0.052*
* 0.003** 

0.023*
* 

  12.79 2.77 14.36 12.65 2.69 13.99 13.94 3.02 15.65 13.79 2.93 15.25 

Studies 0.006 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.005*
* 0.005 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.005*
* 0.007 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.005*
* 0.005 

-
0.003** 

-
0.005*
* 

  0.58 4.7 4.1 0.53 4.83 4.28 0.63 5.12 4.47 0.58 5.26 4.67 

Marriage -0.017 

-
0.015*
* 

-
0.013*
* -0.017 

-
0.017*
* 

-
0.013*
* -0.019 

-
0.016*
* 

-
0.014*
* -0.019 

-
0.019** 

-
0.014*
* 

  1.3 11.42 9.18 1.29 11.94 9.52 1.42 12.45 10.01 1.41 13.01 10.38 
Forced 
Displacement 0.07 -0.003 -0.002 0.078 -0.003 -0.002 0.076 -0.003 -0.002 0.085 -0.003 -0.002 
  1.09 1.16 0.26 1.17 1.33 0.28 1.19 1.26 0.28 1.28 1.45 0.31 

HH size 

-
0.002*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.002*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.001*
* 

-
0.003*
* 

-
0.001** 

-
0.001*
* 

  5.77 6.37 9.21 6.55 7.18 10.31 6.29 6.94 10.04 7.14 7.83 11.24 
HH 
consumption 

0.003*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.003*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.003*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.003*
* 0.001** 

0.001*
* 

  5.9 3.81 8.01 5.43 3.31 7.17 6.43 4.15 8.73 5.92 3.61 7.82 
HH - - - 0.002* - 0.001* - 0.015* - 0.002* 0.001* 0.002*
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consumption  
sq.  

0.015*
* 

0.013* 0.005*
* 

* 0.001* * 0.016*
* 

0.005* * * 

  3.86 2.21 3.91 3.69 2.05 3.79 4.21 2.41 4.26 4.02 2.23 4.13 
Land 
possession 
  <3 hectare  0.004 0.000* 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.001 
  1 0.26 0.94 1.37 0.67 1.51 1.09 0.28 1.02 1.49 0.73 1.65 
  0.91 0.86 0.02 1.01 0.81 0.11 0.99 0.94 0.02 1.10 0.88 0.12 

Scheduled tribe 
-
0.015* -0.002 

-
0.004*
* -0.012 -0.001 

-
0.003* 

-
0.016*
* -0.002 

-
0.004*
* 

-
0.013* -0.001 -0.003 

  2.92 1.54 3.16 1.92 0.82 1.98 3.18 1.68 3.44 2.09 0.89 2.16 
Scheduled 
caste -0.007 0.001 -0.002 -0.004 0.0001 -0.001 -0.008 0.0001 -0.002 -0.004 0.000 -0.001 
  1.75 0.43 1.92 0.87 0.01 0.99 1.91 0.47 2.09 0.95 0.01 1.08 
Upper social 
class 0 0.001* 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001 
  0.09 2.21 1.31 0.41 1.32 0.66 0.10 2.41 1.43 0.45 1.44 0.72 

Hindu 

-
0.027*
* 

-
0.005*
* 

-
0.008*
* 

-
0.031*
* 

-
0.005*
* 

-
0.009*
* 

-
0.029*
* 

-
0.005*
* 

-
0.009*
* 

-
0.034*
* 

-
0.005** 

-
0.010*
* 

  3.97 4.08 5.34 4.05 3.68 5.41 4.33 4.45 5.82 4.41 4.01 5.90 
Muslim 0.62** 0.01* 0.31** 0.55** -0.02* 0.29** 0.68** 0.01** 0.34** 0.60** -0.02** 0.32** 
  6.36 2.55 5.39 5.44 2.39 4.55 6.93 2.78 5.88 5.93 2.61 4.96 

Christian 0.42** 0.21** 
0.311*
* 

0.005*
* 

0.001*
* 

0.002*
* 

0.458*
* 

0.229*
* 

0.339*
* 

-
0.005*
* 

-
0.001** 

-
0.002*
* 

  2.8 1.6 2.6 3.04 2.97 3.73 4.48 2.56 4.16 4.86 4.75 5.97 
Self-employed 
in  
non-agriculture -0.005 0.002 0 -0.01* 0 

-
0.002* -0.005 0.002 0.000 

-
0.011*
* 0.001 

-
0.002*
* 

  1.05 1.55 0.24 2.47 0.04 2.31 1.14 1.69 0.26 2.69 0.04 2.52 
employed in  
agriculture 0.009* 0.002 0.002* 0.003 0 0 0.001 0.002 

0.002*
* 0.003 0.002 0.001 

  2.45 1.61 2.49 0.92 0.08 0.23 2.67 1.75 2.71 1.00 0.09 0.25 

Urban Self-
employed 

-
0.012*
* -0.001 

-
0.003*
* -0.003 0.001 0.002 

-
0.013*
* -0.001 

-
0.003*
* -0.003 0.001 0.002 

  3.03 1.23 3.33 0.97 1.55 0.25 3.30 1.34 3.63 1.06 1.69 0.27 

Urban Casual 
labour 

-
0.016*
* 

-
0.003* 

-
0.005*
* -0.006 -0.002 -0.003 -0.017 

-
0.006* 

-
0.005*
* -0.007 -0.002 

-
0.003* 

  2.85 2.25 4.3 0.97 1.15 1.91 3.11 2.45 4.69 1.06 1.25 2.08 
Male dummy     0.002     0.002     0.002     0.002 
      1.77     1.7     1.93     1.85 
Pseudo R2 0.344 0.253 0.367 0.342 0.245 0.363 0.375 0.276 0.400 0.373 0.267 0.396 

Notes: * (**) significant at the 5% (1%) level. t-statistics are in next raw to variable. 
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