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Table 13: Inequality among migrants and non-migrants

1999-00
Rural Urban Total
Migrants 0273 0.335 0.333
Non-Migrants 0.248 0.325 0.295

Source: NSS data

This picture of heterogeneity should be no surprise for a
number of reasons. Different work opportunities of course
attract different groups of migrants. Hence changes over time
are complex: for example, for unskilled migrants frem Bihar
there may have been more opportunities in Calcutta until the
1930s than since Independence. Perhaps increasingly,
migration opportunities are more localised (which might
explain NSS trends in numbers) and faster traffic increases
commuting and reducing ‘migration’. But a range of non-
economic factors also account for the complex picture. The
‘paradox’ of high out-migration from Punjab was already
referred and has as much to do with its history of migration
as with relative deprivation. The relatively egalitarian
structure of the migration streams - with lower castes also
finding a place in international migration streams - has
probably as much to do with its culture as with the political
economy. We noted the relative immobility of Scheduled
Tribes: even among the poorest groups in western Orissa,
researchers suggest that differences exists in terms of villages
with more and less physical access. And we also referred to
large gendered differences in migrations, which again can be
only partly explained by the political economy.

The key point would be a simple but important one. It is
impossible to generalise about migration, even - and perhaps
particularly - about labour migration. People migrate for a variety
of reasons and different groups have very different access to
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migration opportunities. In a globalising world, this heterogeneity
is likely to be larger not smaller.

6. What can Policies do for Migrants?

We have argued elsewhere (de Haan 2000, de Haan and
Rogaly 2002) that migration tends to be seen in academic and
policy debates and in the popular press as problematic. It is
often seen as the consequence of ruptures, of environmental
disaster, of economic exploitation (increasingly related to
globalisation), or political or civil tensions and violence. Popular
as well as more academic statements regularly refer to rapidly
increasing migration which finds little basis in data as we
described above, and which ignores migration as a common
livelihood strategy often with long histories. And it is often
perceived to be a cause of problems, like environmental
degradation, health problems, ‘brain drain’, political or social
instability, declining law and order, and unravelling social fabric
and support systems.

Recent policy changes in India (the North-East being rather
exceptional of course) throw up the question whether this
statement needs to be revised. Internationally, there are many
instances of reversals in migration policies. Both China and
Ethiopia have reduced the strict controls on population mobility.
In the UK and elsewhere, active policies have been designed to
increase numbers of skilled migrants (introducing a US type of
selection system). In case of India, with liberalisation, migrants
who have left India have increasingly been seen as assets and
attempts are made to facilitate their contribution to the Indian
economy and society more -widely. Other countries with large

numbers of migrants have gone further in trying to assist the
migration flows.

Nevertheless, we believe that within India there is still a
need to promote a more positive assessment and policy approach
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towards migration and recognition of the importance of
migration. Studies show that state or district level officials are
often unaware of large numbers of migrants passing internal
borders. The point here is not that migration is good or bad: in
many cases it is extrémely exploitative and not a route for
improving livelihoods. Any assessment of migration should start
from an insight into the heterogeneity of migration as indicated
above, that people move for different purposes and with often
very different outcomes. But this does not take away our concern
that where migration exists, it needs better recognition and
policies should be supportive of migrants.

It is common for development and anti-poverty programmes
to include a goal of reducing migration. For example, EAS,
JRY, TAY, and MWS schemes creating wage employment, and
carried out in the agricultural lean season are intended to reduce
unemployment as well as migration (e.g. Dayal and Karan).'®
There is of course no objection to aim to provide better
livelihood to people who are forced to migrate. The evidence
whether this has worked is limited. International evidence
suggests that development programmes do not reduce out-
migration. Mosse et al. (2002: 83-84) described the impact of -
the development project KRIBP project on rates of out-
migration, showing that in two sets of villages the effects on
total numbers were the opposite, and the changes in incidences
of migration were different for men and women, and the poor
and less poor. The main point howeyv
reduce migration or by ignoring it, o
support migrants.

er is that by  aiming to
pportunities may be lost to

Our discussion of migration-relevant policies brings forward
the following sets of issues. First, it is crucial that policies and
policy makers as well as studies incorporate an understanding
of the importance of migration. Good data is essential to
understand the importance of migration and there is scope for
more analysis of existing India-wide datasets (including in-depth
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work to establish whether migration streams are covered). It
needs to be kept in mind that rural-urban migration is only a
small part of total migration that most migrants have remained
within rural areas and particularly the poorest are least likely to
migrate over long distances. Understanding the existence and
dynamics of rural-rural migration need to be a common aspect
of any rural development policy and programme.

Secondly, policy measures can help to make migration less
costly and more secure. This can start from helping to provide
better information regarding employment opportunities. Work
by Action Aid and others in western Orissa also focused on the
travel between home and destination, and security particularly
on return when some money has been earned has been signalled
as a key issue elsewhere. As described by Prakash (2000) for
return migrants from the Gulf, special measures for more
vulnerable households may be required. To help formulate such
policy measures, specific field studies could contribute towards
improving the understanding of the motives and rationales of
policy makers.

Furthermore, it is essential that discrimination against
migrants is addressed. Their often bad living conditions can be
made worse by the absence of rights and legal protection and
being subject to harassment. Migrants often are denied or have
costly access to health care and other services, and they have
little ability to organise and express their voice. One should
also be aware of the positive negative effects of ‘protective’
measures such as trying to ban middleman (e.g. through arrests
of labour contractors, recently was reported in Chattisgarh/
western Orissa) without providing alternative structures
regarding migrants access to jobs.

A few examples show more supportive approaches to
migration thereby incorporating an understanding of the
programmes and policies. Action Aid with others in western



50 | Globalisation and North-East India

Orissa have tried to work with various parties involved, including
officials and employers to improve the situation of poor mierants
in unskilled labour around Hyderabad. Education programmes
like Lok Jumbish in Rajasthan have introduced special schools
for the children of migrants who leave the villages during the
dry season. And in the KRIBP project quoted above, a ‘migrant
support component’ was introduced, which includes practical
measures like training for migrants. It tries to reduce the cost
of migration by establishing accommodation for both migrants
and those staying behind in the villages, and éncouraging support
systems for migrants such as leasing of land and cattle. It aims
to ensure migrants rights to health care, education and food
distribution at the place of destination, as wel] as increasing
awareness of such rights. Such measures may be considered in
the context of North-East India. How far such approaches are
successful and under what conditions they can exist can only
be assessed with more in-depth analyses. The key point here is
that they represent examples of initiatives with more ‘positive’
approaches to migration. This involves a change in the mindset
away from seeing migration as a problem to a sympathetic
understanding of migration and the migrants involved, to an
approach that tries to reduce the most negative aspects of
migration and enhance their positive benefits to the region.

FOOTNOTES

1. Mitra (1992), the emphasis being that many of the urban poor are
not migrants, and that only about one fourth of the increase in the
urban labour force between 1971 and 1981 consisted of migrants.

2. This is contradicted by Ghatak
but he uses urban population
data.

(1996) using Indian state leve] data,
figures rather than direct migration

3. The village studies emphasized the importance of village level
factors, like concentration of landholding and landlessness, literacy,
commercialization of agriculture (as cause and consequence),
proximity to urban areas and main roads.
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4.

Kundu and Gupta 1996, in Srivastava 1998: 584. 2001 Census data
on migration is not yet available.

See also James (2000), using both the 1991 Census and 1987-88
NSS data for Andhra Pradesh showing stagnant migration between

1981 and 1991, and similarities in percentages of migration between
Census and NSS.

This summarises the paper by Das, Dubey and Pala presented in
September this year. That paper also elaborates on the differences
across the states in NER.

In Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya and Tripura migration declined;
in the other four states, migration increased.

In Arunachal Pradesh, Manipur, Mizoram and Tripura, urban-to-
urban migration was the predominant type in 1999-00.

Arecent UK Home Office publication suggests heterogeneity among
migrants may be larger than among home population. For example,
migrants concentrate in both affluent Kensington and relatively
deprived Tower Hamlets.

For example, as noted by Mosse et al. (2002) the western India
Kribhco Indo-British Rain fed Farming Project (KRIBP) used to
focus on land as the core livelihoods resource, and subsequently
saw migration as problematic (this view has changed, and the
importance of migration is recognised, as described below).
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