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ABSTRACT

This study assessed whether rural-out migratiora dsvelihood strategy enhanced
livelihoods of rural households in Iringa regiofihe objectives were, to establish how
dependent households were on diversified livelihpodfolios, what the determinants
for rural-out migration were, and outcomes of rroat migration and remittances from
it to household assets. The study used crosssattilata involving 272 migrant and

non-migrant households.

Findings revealed that out of 272 households, 9a(34ad out-migrants. Additionally,
all 272 households were dependent on diversifiegliiood portfolios, with agriculture
dominating, followed by non-farm activities. Howvesy in ranking these portfolios,
migration came eighth out of nine listed activitisgggesting it was not a valued source
of livelihood. At household level, the followingariables were significant and
positively associated with rural-out migration: usehold size, age of household head,
and the marital status of head of household. Atesal level, lack of job opportunities
such as non-farm self-employment, casual labout,vearking in enterprises; and poor
or lack of infrastructures and /or utilities such water dams, irrigation schemes,

electricity, and markets/market places accountedui@l-out migration.

On the outcomes of migration to the householdsétasanigration did not have any
significance to the households; instead it had nae&imental outcomes, including
withdrawal of productive human resource from comityunfamily abandonment;
erosion of morals; spread of HIV/AIDS; increasingmber of vulnerable children; and

school drop-out.

The main conclusion from these findings is thaikenivhat many studies had found (in
other countries), out-migration did not have bettetcomes to the livelihoods of rural
households in the studied districts. The policylication of these findings is that
unless rural livelihood is improved, rural-out nagon will continue, as rural dwellers

continue searching for ‘greener pastures.’” As tlaatinues, poverty is perpetuated.

Xi



Consequently, not only will this affect urban arides economically vibrant areas where
migrants continue flocking to by saturating thesstohations’ capacity to handle the
migrants, but it will also affect poor rural areasgatively by draining their energetic

and productive human resource.

On this basis, the need to promote rural livelihdocersification by breaking the cycle
of poverty through development of correct polialshuman capital, infrastructure and
utilities, credit provision, and enabling envirormee for grassroots initiatives is
imperative. Likewise, adopting social protectioppeach, market-based approach,
labour union approach, and rehabilitation approzmkid be steps in the right direction

towards addressing problems associated with rurahaigration.

Key words: Livelihoods, livelihoods diversificati@nd rural-out migration
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CHAPTER ONE

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM SETTING

1.0 Introduction

Thinking about rural development in poor countrissnot a new agenda, and any
attempt to describe evolving ideas in rural develept over the past century risks
oversimplification. However, it is worthy mentiomgirthat a better examination of the
evolution of rural livelihood can probably be maaest by tracing rural development
from its historical perspectives starting with tGeeen Revolution (GR), followed by
Integrated Rural Development (IRD) Approach, andst&nable Rural Livelihoods
Approach (SLAs). While it is superficially logicab characterize rural development
with the Green Revolution era (1940s-70s), with theegrated Rural Development
Projects Approach era (1970s-80s), and with thetatwable Rural Livelihoods
Approaches (1990s-20s) as popular rural developrdads, their effects on rural
policies did not indeed undergo transitions in suwh organized style as these
approaches suggest, which makes continued studiesiral development inevitable
(Ellis, 2001). Moreover, throughout the literatutbere is an uneven understanding
about sets of rural development ideas across diifedisciplines, across centers of
learning, across prominent think-tanks, acrosgmaittonal agencies and across national
governments, which portray that the work of stugymral development is yet to be
accomplished. It is argued by Ellis (2001) thatr¢hare leads and lags in the transition
of new ideas across space and time. Hence, thatr&sstainable Rural Livelihoods
Approaches emerged as a ‘lesson learnt’ after iassef limited successes that have
been observed in the implementation of various!| Weselopment ideas before (Carney,
1998).

Sustainable Livelihood Approaches (SLAs) have besewed to represent an
evolutionary way of thinking about objectives, seppnd priorities of development that

would better meet the needs of the poor, both@ept and policy level (Department for



International Development [DFID], 20006§LAs recognise that rural households and
individuals (men, women, children, young, middledgand old) are all differently
affected by poverty and have different skills amersgths to overcome it (Chambers
&Conway, 1992). Rural people’s option to the kirafslivelihood strategies that will
provide them with better livelihood outcomes isesult of the different assets they
possess, structures and different processes tlpatcinon them, and cultural effects and
the vulnerability context under which they operdteis stated by Ellis (2000) that
“Livelihood strategies are composed of activitivattgenerate the means of household
survival” (p. 40) and they change as the extermairenment over which has little

control to changes.

The tendency for rural households to venture intdtifarious occupations is often
remarked, but fewer attempts have been made tdHiskbehaviour in a systematic way
to rural poverty reduction policies (Ellis, 200D). the past it was accepted that many
households in rural areas of developing countff@zania inclusive) relied mostly on
subsistence agriculture. It was often been pasi#hat the growth of farm output
would create plentiful non-farm income earning appoities in the rural economy
through linkage effects (Ellis, 2003). But this @sgtion is no longer tenable; for the
majority of poor rural households and individudiarming on its own is unable to

provide them a sufficient means of survival (EIE900).

For this reason, most rural households are foundefmend on a diverse portfolio of
activities and income sources, which include famom-farm, and off-farm as sources of
income De Haan, Brock & Coulibaly, 2002; Ellis, BOOrhus, very few people derive
all their income from any one source, hold all theealth in the form of any single
asset, or use their assets in just one activitthénliterature, this is what is referred to as
livelihood diversification (Barretet al, 2001). There are empirical evidences from
different locations including in Tanzania, whichggest that rural households do really
engage in multiple activities and rely on diveesifiincome portfolios (Ellis, 1999). In

sub-Saharan Africa for instance, a range of 30&0cpnt reliance on non-farm income



sources is common; but it may attain 80-90 per agesbuthern Africa. In south Asia,
on average, around 60 per cent of rural househmdme is derived from non-farm
sources. However, this proportion varies widely westn, for example, landless
households and those with access to land for faynfillis, 1999). In sub-Saharan
Africa reliance on agriculture has tended to distincontinuously as income level has
risen but also as climate changes have had dewvastdtects on agriculture as most of it
is purely rain-fed. This could be translated tmaSub-Saharan Africa, the more diverse
the income portfolio is the better-off is the rutausehold. However, elsewhere, a
common pattern is for the very poor and the contperig well off to have the most
diverse livelihoods, while the middle ranges ofame display less diversity (Ellis,
2000).

As pointed out by Scoones (1998), the much knoveadbrand basic categories of rural
livelihood strategies are agricultural intensifioat agricultural extensification,
livelihood diversification, and migration (though some other literatures e.g Ellis,
2003, migration is considered part of livelihoogiatsification). Largely, these are seen
to cover a wide array of options open to rural peopor example, on the hand one may
gain more through the processes of agriculturaénisification through increasing
average inputs of labour or capital (i.e. increalsdxbur and capital investment) on a
smallholding, either on cultivated land alone, araultivated and grazing land, for the
purpose of increasing the value of output per arga (Tiffenet al, 1994). On the other
hand, one might gain more through the processagrafultural extensification implying
expanding farming activities (especially cultivatjo beyond existing geographic
margins with or without increased labour and matenput. But also one may gain
more of his/her livelihood from livestock reariraguaculture, and forestry. All means
of gains from agricultural related undertakings ¢ake place on either own account
farming (whether on owner-occupied land, or on lacdessed through cash or share
tenancy) or off-farm (here it refers to wage orlexwge of labour on other farms i.e.
within agriculture but not on own-account farmir{gllis, 2000). In addition, one can

also gain more by diversifying to a range of nomrfancome earning activities; which



refers to non-agricultural income sources suchamsraoral wage or salary employment,
non-farm rural self-employment, and property incofrents, etc). Lastly, one can also
gain more by moving away to, either temporarilypermanently to seek a livelihood
elsewhere (Scoones, 1998). More commonly, theategtes are pursued in a particular

combination or in sequence (Ellis, 1998).

Economic studies distinguish between several diffecategories and sub-categories of
income sources when referring to diverse incoméfgs. Different individuals and
households are likely to possess different poteatiaess to different income sources,
and, therefore, participation in these sources héile different impacts on poverty and
income distribution (Ellis, 2000). The very fundamted categories of rural livelihood
(income) diversification are farmoff-farm® and non-farrfiincome sources (Barredt

al., 2001).

From the above description of livelihood strategies evident that rural-out migration
is one of the major possible strategies open tal rbouseholds to diversify their
portfolio of activities. This is asserted by De Hag@000) that “migration is best
understood as one of the strategies adopted by mdaviduals, households, or
communities to enhance their livelihoods” (p. 7hrdugh different forms of migration,
rural households engage in income diversifying sesiby allocating labour for off-farm
or non-farm activities occurring locally or in othlecalities (Waddington & Sabstes-
Wheelr, 2003).

YIncome generated from own account farming (farnfargown consumption) whether on owner-occupied
land, or on land accessed through cash or shaaiadgn

Refers to wage or exchange of labour on other fajiras within agriculture but not on own-account
farming).

3Refers to non-agricultural income sources, it ideltnon-rural wage or salary employment, non-farm
rural self-employment, property income (rents, ,etagpan-to-rural remittances arising from migration
from within and across national borders and owasse



1.2 Historical perspectives of rural-out migrationin Tanzania

Rural-out migration has existed as a human undegdkr varying reasons and is as old
as human history itself, and has continued to éxikerto. More notably, the first rural-
out migration in various parts of Tanzania as imynather parts of Africa is seen as
originating from forced labour and creation of laboeserves. Undoubtedly, it started
with the penetration of colonial capitalism in thmeteenth century (Mbonile, 1995).
Three decades ago studies of migrant labour acatettthow the peasant sector was
penetrated by the emergent colonial capitalist osecand how the two sectors
articulated, interacted and the former became diperon the latter (Legassick, 1974).
The dominant capitalist sector ultimately acteccépture peasant enclaves, pump out

labour for industrialization, and preserve peasanteties for the benefit of capitalism.

Through the acquisition of male labourers fromalareas, the rural areas were more or
less left to women as men migrated for long worktacts on settler estates (Bryceson,
1980). Land was often deficient or alienated tdlesest and plantations in order to
decrease an independent peasant option. As d&,rastihe absence of men, women
were obliged to increase their labour output faxdi@roduction or engage in merchant
activities in order to make up for the loss of redabour (Bryceson, 1980). In the first
decades of colonialism, women often showed thermaseak be very skilful at increased
commodity and market production (Legassick, 19BHhmidt points out that while
fearing the loss of control over men's labour ifnvem provided them with economic
independence, colonial states (especially whetkesetvere present) used legislation to
restrain women's initiatives. The resulting lanarsdge, overcrowding and over-use
resulted in impoverishment which has rocked thesasato present times. Responding
to this situation, women migrated for domestic latavith a few exceptions they did

not enter the wage labour work force like men (\Wglld990).

Historically, in Tanzanian context, the establishinef labour reserves started with the
coming of the Germans who established plantatidmsgathe coast and in the north-

eastern part of the country (Mbonile, 1996). Besidash crops, the settlers also



produced food crops, which were consumed locallyexgorted (Mbonile, 1995). In

general, both the plantations and individual setttequired large numbers of workers to
cultivate these plantations (Mbonile, 1996). Idiyiathese plantations did not attract
sufficient wage labourers because they paid lowesamnd most Africans were not used
to this form of labour. Therefore, in order to abtéhis highly demanded labour, the

country was deliberately divided into labour regsr{L woga, 1985).

Sometimes workers refused to extend their contiaptantation conditions were bad, if
wage payment was irregular, or if a better deallccde obtained on a neighbouring
plantation. Germans were also acutely aware tleat Were competing with each other
to retain labour. Workers disappeared when labcas needed on their owshambas,

especially at planting and harvest times (Sund®&95). As a way of maintaining the
workforce, German employers were required to ghe worker part of the wage for
days worked at the end of each month, but couldheitd part of the monthly wage as
security against breach of contract as leveragetaiorkers to the plantation until the
contract expired (Shivji, 1986). Moreover, settlezseived aid from the state in the form
of a tax policy which created monetary incentives Africans to work on plantations.
Plantation workers residing on estates paid a niyptdlx of 12.5 hellers, which was half
the annual tax of three rupees. Workers who remdaicentinuously on the same
plantation for longer than six months did not h&wepay taxes. The labour forces of
plantations would have been much smaller withoaséhtax provisions, since working

on such undertakings has never been especiallyiggopith the natives.

When the British replaced the German colonial adstration, they inherited and
strengthened this economic structure because itheaenly way which could ensure a
constant labour supply to the plantations. On nogstasions during the British era, the
creation and maintenance of these labour resemnvedved the introduction of several
coercive measures such as the introduction oftprlivhich was not paid in kind but in
cash which was only obtained by working in thesangations. So this forced people

especially men to move and work into these plamtatito secure cash to cater for their



family and pay poll taxes (Cliffe, 1979; Lwoga, B9&abot, 1979:19). However, even
though poll taxes undoubtedly aided settlers inuaotg labour, they did not serve to
control workers to the extent which settlers wan#fticans had means of paying taxes
which were often more lucrative than plantation ky@uch as marketing food and other

crops, or earning wages through porterage (SHi9B6).

To date, this rural-out migration in Tanzania ighty practiced even in what used to be
non labour reserves. For instance, according t@@& country profile report it showed
that youths migrate from their rural settings ttest places in search for land, new
pastures, and employment (Southertn African Enddevelopment [SAED], 2007).
This has been especially made possible, after Temzapened up to the foreign
investors. Various areas (rural and/or urban) hiaaé booming economic activities
which have attracted many people from the rural arthn areas to make up the
dependable labour force to work in these investmentese include mining areas like
Mererani, Geita, Biharamulo, Maganzo near Mwadug tishing industry for example
the Nile Perch fishing in Lake Victoria; commerc@antations such as tea plantations
in Iringa and Tanga Regions; and food processingofees (United Republic of
Tanzania [URT], 2003) to mention a few.

Given the variation possible in the migration pss;eall migrants cannot be analyzed
with the same theoretical framework (de Haan, 1998ever, although heterogeneous
factors make a universal definition impossible,general, migration is a process in
which an individual or a group shifts their residerfrom one locality to another (Ellis,
2003). A migrant is someone who breaks off acegitand associations in one place and
reorganizes their daily life in another place (bipt 1980). However, it is worthy noting
that a move within the same area is consideredaslity and not migration, because
the mover can continue his/her day-to-day life fkdee same job or school, shop at the
same stores, and socialize with the same peoptaputi significant disruption (Weeks,
1999), that is in this sense the mover does natikoo& activities and associations in one

place and reorganizes their daily life in anothkxce. Moreover, most demographers



argue that migration must involve an essentipymanenterritorial shift in residence
to be distinguished from mobility. Hence, travelarsl commuters are excluded from
migration studies because they move across bowsdam a temporary basis and
because their movement does not generally causer mhpnge in any population
(Chant, 1992). For that case, rural-out migratisrconsidered to be the departure of
individuals or households, for more than a weeksoy from the small, primarily
agricultural community in which they live and resith another locality (Pillai, 2001).
The migration can be for a harvestfor life; to cities or to villages; for marriagegrf
work or for study (Weeks, 1999). Forms of migratishich are open to the poor rural
people and which are considered to be part of litiwed diversification strategies
mostly takes place within national borders and sones across borders, because of
their ease accessibility to the rural poor compdoethose which takes place beyond
national borders (Ellis, 2003).

1.3 Problem statement

A central question that is being addressed in iteeature is the existence of evidence
that rural-out migration can enhance sustainaktditioods of the rural people and thus
reduce poverty (Deshingkar & Start, 2003). In tteradture it is acknowledged that there
may be a two-way relationship between income andration, resulting in mixed
verdicts on the outcomes of migration to sendingsebtolds (Deshingkar & Start,
2003). For instance, a study by Chakrapani andy¥ijgumar (1994) in India noted that
there was an increase in migrants’ incomes comp#oeldefore migration. Another
research on migration by Haberfedtl al (1999b) in Dungarpur found that households
that were sending migrants had higher income letiela those not sending migrants.
But Kothari's (2002) review of migration studiesufa that migration can both reduce
and perpetuate poverty.

While a lot of scholarly work in the area of rumlt migration has been undertaken in
Asian countries (e.g. India, Bangladesh and Chara) some African countries (e.g.

Egypt, Kenya and South Africa), very scanty by wayserious research has been



undertaken in Tanzania. Even in circumstances whegeation has been observed or
studied, the outcomes or rather the effect of rouhl migration to the sending
households and areas of origin have not been atidyguavestigated. The few existing
studies include, for example, that of Mbonile (1p@titled “Towards Breaking The
Vicious Circle of Labour Migration in Tanzania: Aa€e of Makete District” that
explored a few options which people from formerolabreserve areas such as Makete
District could use to reduce overdependence onulabogration. The study suggested
establishment of small businesses to address tidepn. Katalyeba’s (2002) study on
rural-rural movements in East Africa suggests tiha&re are unattended movements
especially by researchers and academicians whighl ¢@ve a significant contribution
in population dynamics and of course that couldehagrying outcomes to sending
households. However, with these attempts to studgl-out migrations, the puzzle of
“the outcomes of rural-out migration as rural hdwgds’ livelihoods option to enhance
the livelihoods of sending households” has beenuefesolved. Thus, the outcomes of
rural-out migration as a livelihoods diversificatistrategy to the livelihoods of rural

households in this country have remained unexplaretitherefore unclear.

Based on this ambiguity and paucity of evidencearols solving it, this study attempted
to fill the research gap by assessing the outcarhesral-out migration to the sending

households in the research areas.

1.4 Research questions

1.4.1 Main research question
The main question that shaped the research pre@esssvhat are the outcomes of rural-
out migration as a livelihood diversification s&gy of rural households in Makete and

Iringa Rural Districts in Tanzania?



1.4.2 Specific research questions
More specifically, this study addressed the follogvresearch questions:

1. What is the pattern of rural livelihood stragsgopted by the households in the study
area? Based on this pattern, how do Makete angalniaral households value rural-

out migration as their livelihood diversificatiotrategy?

2. What are the decisive factors amongst the haldetharacteristics and societal
factors active for migration that influence the selolds to choose to migrate or not

to migrate?

3. What outcomes does rural-out migration have lon dsset stock of the sending

households in Makete and Iringa Rural Districts?

4. What are the social outcomes of rural-out migrato the sending households and

communities?

1.5  Study objectives

1.5.1 The main objective of the study

The main objective of this study was to asses®tlieomes of rural-out migration as a
livelihood diversification strategy to rural houséds in Makete and Iringa Rural

Districts in Tanzania.

1.5.2 Specific objectives
The specific objectives of this study are:

1. To examine the pattern of livelihood strateg@songst the rural households in the
study area in order to establish the extent to whizal-out migration is considered

an important livelihood diversification strategy.
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2. To determine the factors amongst household ctaarstics and societal factors active
for migration that influence households in the gtaceas to choose to migrate or not
to migrate.

3. To determine the outcomes of rural-out migratiorthe asset stock of the sending
households i.e. to determine whether rural-out atign can enhance the asset stock
of the sending households.

4. To determine the social outcomes of rural-ougration to sending households and

communities at large.

1.6 Research propositions

Based on the above problem setting narration, tsgscand research questions, this

study examines the following propositions:

1. Rural households in Makete and Iringa Rurakrgis do regard rural-out migration

as their main livelihood diversification strategy.

2. Migration decisions at household level are aficed by a set of pre-determined
factors/ determinants which include household attarsstics and societal factors

such as available job opportunities, utilities arfdastructure development.

3. Rural-out migration has positive outcomes toltbasehold’'s asset portfolio/base i.e.

rural-out migration can enhance the asset stoskding households.

4. Rural-out migration has positive social outcomesthe sending households and

communities.
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1.7 Significance of the study

Rural-out migration is considered the major caudetle accelerating rate of
urbanisation amongst developing countries like @arg and it is said to contribute
between three-fifths to two-thirds of this growtlunfted Nations [UN], 1993).
Moreover, most of urban social problems such as sihgy unemployment,
transportation, schools, water etc. are associatddthe increasing rate of rural-urban
migration. Moreover, a great deal of movementgdagilace between and within rural
areas and there have been various negative comsmguattributed to these kinds of
movements. For example, deforestation due to fagnsail erosion as a result of illegal
mining activities, destruction of water sourcesteiruption of schooling activities
(pupils move out of schools to search for bettier omewhere else), and many others.
Against this background, the migration process nigstunderstood before the nature
and causes of various problems which are attribtivedural-out migration can be
solved.

From the above outlay it is obvious that rural-ougiration seem to be a major problem
in most developing countries like Tanzania, andefwee it can be solved through
strategic policy formulations which are well infoech of the nature of rural-out
migration process. Any Tanzanian government iretion that is designed to tackle
such rural-out migration related problems must beed on a clear understanding of
who moves-out of the rural setting, how they moug-avhy they move-out and what
are the returns from their migration to the indiatl migrants and sending households.
Thus, Tanzania policy makers may utilize the figgirof this research study to design
policy intervention which are oriented towards redg/eliminating problems
originating from the ever accelerating rate of lanat migrations.

1.8  Scope of the study
Most migration definitions tend to be in terms obties for migration (economic,
political, disaster, social, marriage), or use terap (short or long term, seasonal,

temporary) or spatial (from rural to urban, inte¢romal, how far and how close) criteria.
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However, despite their focus, distinctions are rofteade between those movements
which are considered ‘voluntary’ and those whioh ‘@orced’ or ‘involuntary’ (Kothari,
2002). The main focus of this study was on voluntar ‘free’ migration in terms of
both space and time rather than forced or ‘non-fr@gration types which may be due
to natural calamity, conflict, or resulting fromw#dopmental undertakings. For that
case, the study confined itself to all migratiopdy that rural (poor) people/households
consider to be their livelihood strategy. The ledwdd has the choice of deciding either
to migrate or stay put.

1.9 Structure of the thesis

This thesis is organized in seven chapters inctydhis introductory one. Chapter two
three aims to pull together into a single discus@oreasonably comprehensive cross-
section of the literature that examines aspectsustainable livelihoods, livelihoods
diversification and sustainable livelihood framelwomhe theoretical picture of how
rural-out migration decisions are made and vararapirical evidences on how rural-out
migration can enhance the livelihoods of rural pe@nd the conceptual framework of
the study are presentedChapter three covers the methodology part of thdystit
covers issues related to study area, the reseastydof the study, the study population,
sample, sample size and sampling techniques, gp@sources of data, data collection
methods, validity and reliability issues, unitsamfalysis and ethical issues, data analytic
strategy and phases of analysis. Chapter four pieslee results for the sample and its
characteristics also presents the results and stignmu of the findings for the patterns of
rural livelihoods diversification strategies. Chaptfive presents the results and
discussion of the findings for the determinantshoiuseholds’ rural-out migration
decisions. Specifically it presents the descriptarel statistical determination of the
determinants of migration. Chapter six is dedicdtedhe presentation of the results and
discussion of the findings for the outcomes of [Forg migration to the sending
households. In this chapter the outcomes of mignatio household’s assets is
determined. Finally, chapter seven provides theclasions of the study. This chapter

also presents policy implication of the study.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Understanding of major concepts

2.1.1 Rural setting

The term rural is used in many contexts withoutessarily defining the concept or its
spatial implications and presents difficulties ionming up with a generalizable
definition. However, many practitioners of rural vdeopment work would share
Newby’s (1986) opinion that “there is now a genemahreness that what constitutes
‘rural’ is wholly a matter of convenience and thaid and abstract definitional exercises
are of little utility” (p. 209). Various studies o to the diversity of rural areas and
stress that ‘rural’ can mean very different thingscording to United Nations [UN]
(2003), rural-urban classification of population imternationally published statistics
follows the national census definition, which diffdrom one country to another or from
one area to another. National definitions of runddan setting are usually based on the
criteria that may include variables such as popriasize in a locality, population
density, distance between built-up areas, predamhitype of economic activity, legal or
administrative boundaries and urban characteristiessh as specific services and
facilities. Based on these criteria, the Organiatior Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) for example defines rural areavhere population density is not
more than 150 inhabitants/km? (European Union [E20J06). On the other hand, the
International Fund for Agricultural Development AIB) (2001) puts it even clearer that
there are two main rural characteristics. Firstalrpeople usually live in a farmstead or
in groups of houses containing perhaps 5000-10¥68ons, separated by farmland,
pasture, trees or scrubland. Second, most rurgdl@eapend most of their working time
on farms. The national distinctions between runal arban are arbitrary and varied. The
most common definition of the borderline is 5000spas, as in India; often it is 2500

persons or fewer, as in Mexico, or 10,000 or masein Nigeria (Tacoli, 1998). Other
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countries, including Brazil and China, do not speai population size but use various
characteristics, from typical metropolitan facédi to legal or political status (UN,
1998). Furthermore, while sociologists define atwsettings" as those areas which are
not urban in nature, quantitativists and qualitats/ define rural setting differently.
Quantitavists such as Whitaker (1982) say the I'Tmancept is defined as indicating
the population of a county exclusive of any cities towns with 8,000 or more
inhabitants. Whitaker (1982) concludes that oag vo define rural is by determining
what it is not. Qualitativists like Blakely (1984ay that major features that are used to
define rural setting are simple life, smallnesanbgeneity, dullness, and community in
which people live and reside being primarily agitieral. Blakely's categorization of
rural area seems to be in agreement with the ierifart forward by UN (2003) and
IFAD (2001). Given this fact, this study adopted Blakely (1984) definition because it
clearly portrays a clearer picture of rural area3anzanian context, as most of them to

a greater extent conform to the characteristicstimesd in the definition above.

2.1.2 Rural-out migration

Demographers, anthropologists, sociologists andnaudsts define and interpret
migration differently due to the fact that they koat migration from different angles of
view. In the literature it is indicated that peoph®ve/migrate for different reasons and
these differences affect the overall migration pesc Migration might be internal or
external. According to Ritzer, internal migraticefars to the movement of individuals
or populations within a social system. More spealfy, internal migration is a
permanent change in residence from one geograpimdalo another within a particular
country. For example, internal migration may inwwb/ change in residence from a rural
area to a city, from one city to another, from om&l area to another or from one region
of a country to another (UN, 2003).

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Grdt Organization [UNESCO]
(2000) defines migration as the crossing of thenbawy of a political or administrative

unit for a certain minimum period of time. It indes the movement of refugees,
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displaced persons, uprooted people as well as egonmmigrants. Economists such as
Ellis (2000, 2003) and Hossain (2001); observeat thigration means one or more
family members leaves the resident household foying periods of time, and in so
doing is able to make new and different contribngi®o the family’s welfare, although
such contribution is not guaranteed by the meré dhanigration. Thus migration is
understood as a spatial separation between thedoaz a resident household or family
and one or more livelihood activities engaged infagily member(s), and this is
considered to be a central feature of the liveldsof the majority of households in low

income countries (Ellis, 2003).

However, it is worthy noting that migration mustvaive some form of permanent
territorial shift in residence to be distinguishiedm mobility. As a result, commuters
and travellers were excluded from this study simipécause they only move across
boundaries on a temporary basis and because tbggment does not generally cause a
major change in any population (Chant, 1992). lis t#tudy rural-out migration is
defined as thaleparture of an individual/individuals or househsldor more than a
week or so, from the small, primarily agriculturabmmunities in which they live and
move to reside in another localitidditionally, this study proposes that the forofs
migration which are open to rural people and whark considered to be part of
livelihood diversification strategies takes placiéhvm national borders or can be cross-
border (i.e. moving to neighboring countries, theve that does not require strict
conditions to be fulfilled). These movements arasidered to be part of livelihood
diversification strategy because of their easy s&ibdity to the rural poor compared to
those which take place beyond national borderss(E2D03).These types of migrations
are for earning a living and are mostly temporal tan also be for life. Migration
destinations can be to cities, towns, villages, aedjhboring countries. Migrations
which were due to marriage and studies were nosidered for this study as these

opportunities are not equally available to all rehads in the same localities.
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2.2 Livelihood and sustainable livelihood
The concept of a livelihood is widely used in comp@rary writings on poverty and

rural development, but its meaning can often appeive, either due to vagueness or
to different definitions being encountered in diffiet sources (Ellis, 2000). Its literal
dictionary definition, a livelihood is a ‘means &@diving’ which straightaway makes it
more than merely synonymous with income becausiretts attention to the way in
which a living is obtained, not just the net resulh terms of income received or
consumption attained. In actual terms, the terraliiwod attempts to capture not just
what people do in order to make a living, but thgources and means that provide them
with the capability to build a satisfactory livintpe risk factors that they must consider
in managing their resources, and the instituti@mal policy context that either helps or
hinders them in their pursuit of a viable and inya living (Ellis, 2003).

The livelihood concept was first defined by Cargg998), that “A livelihood comprises
the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, clanmsaccess) and activities required for a
means of living: a livelihood is sustainable ifcdn cope with and recover from stress
and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabilities @ssets both now and in future”
(Carney, 1999a: 4)

However the most famous definition comes from trerkwof Chambers and Conway
(1992) and a modified version of this definitiorshgenerally been adopted, with minor
differences between authors and organisations. Jl@mnbers and Conway (1992)
definition of livelihood states that “A livelihoodomprises the capabilities, assets
(stores, resources, claims and access) and assivigiquired for a means of living: a
livelihood is sustainable if it can cope with ardaver from stress and shocks, maintain
or enhance its capabilities and assets, and praud&inable livelihood opportunities
for the next generation and which contributes retelfits to other livelihoods at the

local and global levels and the short and long t€pn 6).
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Modified versions include:
A livelihood comprises the capabilities, asset®résd, resources, claims and
access) and activities required for a means ohgvi a livelihood is sustainable
if it can cope with and recover from stress andcglsp maintain or enhance its
capabilities and assets while not undermining thetural resource base
(Scoones, 1998: 5) or

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, asset®rés, resources, claims and
access) and activities required for a means ohgvia livelihood is sustainable if
it can cope with and recover from stress and shooiantain or enhance its
capabilities and assets both now and in future evhibt undermining the natural

resource base (Farrington et al., 1999: 1).

Ellis (2000), in his definition of a ‘livelihood’has placed more emphasis on access to
assets and activities that are influenced by saelations (gender, class, kin, belief
systems) and institutions. He has excluded anyarée to capabilities or sustainability.
He states that “A livelihood comprises the assedsufal, physical, human, financial and
social capital), the activities, and the acceghése (mediated by institutions and social

relations) that together determine the living gdir®y the individual or household”
(p-10).

However, Ellis’s (2000) definition fails to convehange over time and adaptation to
evolving circumstances of a livelihood. For examgtarrington et al., (1999)
acknowledge that a fundamental characteristic oélrtivelihoods in contemporary
developing countries is the ability to adapt inearthb survive; that is they keep changing
according to the changing circumstances. This meaaas the construction of a
livelihood therefore has to be seen as an ongaiogegs, in which it cannot be assumed
that the elements remain the same from one seastyonne one year to the next. For
instance, assets can be built up, eroded, or itestaausly destroyed (as, for example, in

a flood or fire tragedy). Likewise available acties fluctuate seasonally, and across
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years, especially in relation to larger economends in the national economy and
beyond. This implies that access to resources gmubrtunities may change for
individuals or households due to shifting norms awents in the social and institutional
context surrounding their livelihoods. To come uphwa working definition for this
study, the study adopted the modified definitiohsChamber and Conway (1992) and
its variants as given above and the Ellis’s (20@6jinition. Thus, the sustainable
livelihood modified definition that was used thrdwgt this study wasA' livelihood
comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resmjrclaims and access), access and
activities required for a means of living: a livehiod is sustainable if it can cope with
and recover from stress and shocks, maintain oaraé its capabilities and assets, and
provide sustainable livelihood opportunities botlown and in future while not
undermining the natural resource base, and whichtrdoutes net benefits to other

livelihoods at the local and global levels and #rt and long terf

2.2.1 Determinants of a livelihood strategy

There are numerous initial determinants of livetitistrategy and many livelihoods are
largely predetermined by accident of birth. Liveldds of this sort may be ascriptive;
for example in a village in India, children maylib@n into a caste with an assigned role
as potters, shepherds, or washerpeople (Chambesnfv&y, 1992). Gender as socially
defined is also a pervasive ascriptive determiranlivelihood activities. Moreover,
according to Chambers and Conway (1992), not nagBssa person may be born,
socialized and apprenticed into an inherited Ihadid-as a cultivator with land or tools,
a pastoralist with animals, a forest dweller withes, a fisherperson with boat and
tackle, or a shopkeeper with shop and stock; and ehthese may in turn create a new

household or households in the same occupation.

However, many livelihoods are also less predetegthir~or instance; some people
invent livelihoods with degrees of desperation, ithay do being largely determined by
the social, economic and ecological environmenwirich they find themselves. A

person or household may also choose a livelihosge@ally through education and
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migration. Those who are better off usually haveider choice than those who are
worse off, and a wider choice is usually generditgdeconomic growth (Ellis, 2000).
Livelihood strategies may also be adopted by imtlials or rural families as a means of
coping strategies, since the livelihoods and saivof human individuals, households,
groups and communities are constantly vulnerablgtressesand shocks(Institute of
Develoment Studies [IDS], 1989). Therefore anylih@d which is able to avoid, or
more usually to withstand and recover from stres$ shocks is said to be sustainable
(Conway & Barbier 1990).

2.2.2 Rural household livelihoods diversificationtsategies

A large and disparate literature arising from aetgrof disciplines has acknowledged
that rural people in sub-Saharan Africa do not radlynspecialize in agriculture to the
total exclusion of other income generating actgtias it used to be perceived (Ellis,
2000). Rather, a majority of rural producers hastohically diversified their productive
activities to encompass a range of other producaveas. Motivations for such
diversification are multifarious, linked with a vadrange of possible activities, and
associated with both positive and negative outcorniiéss recognition has led many
researchers to represent rural livelihoods as oacted from a portfolio of resources, or
activities (Ellis, 1996, 1998).

The literature generally concurs that while suckediification of livelihoods is
common; it takes on a different nature in differeantexts. In Ellis (1998) livelihood
diversification defined as “the process by whichafufamilies construct a diverse
portfolio of activities and social support capai@k in order to survive and to improve
their standards of living” (p.5). Box 2.1 identdiesome of the different nature

livelihoods diversification takes in different cents.

4 Stresses are pressures which are typically comtimand cumulative, predictable and distressingh ss seasonal
shortages, rising populations or declining rescsirce

5 Shocks are impacts which are typically suddenrediptable, and traumatic, such as fires, floodsepidemic
(Conway, 1987).
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Box 21 Different nature of rural livelihoods diversificati on in a range of context

Rural livelihoods diversification is:
* sometimes a means to enable accumulation for cqutsamand investment;
» sometimes employed to help spread risk, or to edgffetemporary crises;
* sometimes an adaptive response to longer-termngsciin income or entitlements, due
to serious economic or environmental changes belawad control;
* inevitably pursued via a range of activities thet¢ &y nature specific to the local
context (in relation to resources available, celturatural resources, climate etc.);
» often differentiated (types and degrees of diviexadion differ according to location,
gender, age, class, and culture);
» usually structured by a wide range of motivatiarsfrictions and opportunities;
« often closely bound to and concurrent with the tigu@ent and implementation of
other livelihood strategies, especially agricultimgensification and migration;
* tempered in form and extent by wealth disparitiesl aifferential access tp
entitlements.
Adapted from Barrettt al.,(2001:14)

Livelihood strategies are activities that rural pleoengage themselves to earn a living
(Ellis, 1998). In this regard, this study adopteid type of a definition throughout as the
working definition.

2.2.3 Determinants of rural livelihood diversificaion

The diversity of rural livelihoods in especiallywoincome developing countries is
receiving increased attention in discussions abaa poverty reduction. This section
explores the reasons for households to adopt nailtipelihood strategies. The
distinction is made between diversification out rdcessity and diversification by
choice. Six determinants of diversification are sidered in the light of that distinction,
and these are seasonality, risk, labour marketgjitcmarkets, asset strategies, and
coping strategies. The section concludes by higting that under the precarious
conditions that characterize rural households sahin many low income countries,
diversification has positive attributes for livesid security that outweigh negative
connotations it may possess. The section also igtgkl that policies should facilitate
rather than inhibit diversity. Like diversified ezamies, diverse rural livelihoods are

less vulnerable than undiversified ones.
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Diversification out of necessity versus diverstiiza by choice

The reasons that rural individuals and householoisye diversification as a livelihood

strategy are often divided into two overarching stdarations, which are necessity or
choice. This is sometimes posed as being a cortedseen survival and choice (Danes,
1996) or between survival and accumulation (Haf94). It corresponds in the

migration literature to push versus pull reasonsigrate (e.g., Bigsten, 1996).

Necessity refers to involuntary and desperatiosars for diversifying. Examples might
be the dispossession of a tenant family from iteess to land, fragmentation of farm
holdings on inheritance, environmental deterioratieading to declining crop yields,
natural or civil disasters such as drought, floodsivil war resulting in dislocation and
abandonment of previous assets, or loss of théyatmlcontinue to undertake strenuous

agricultural activities due to accident or ill hia(Ellis, 2000).

Choice, in contrast, refers to voluntary and pnwacteasons for diversifying. For
example, seeking out seasonal wage earning oppesjrtravelling to find work in
remote locations, educating children to improvertpeospects of obtaining non-farm
jobs, saving money to invest in non-farm businesseh as trading, utilizing money
obtained off the farm to buy fertilizers or capieduipment for the farm enterprise
(Ellis, 2000).

In the literature, there is an implication, in pastith respect to this dichotomy that
diversification for desperation reasons is a badgthit results in household members
undertaking casual and low productivity activitiesh poor prospects. Put another way,
“it is a last resort rather than an attractiveralive livelihood” (Ghosh & Bharadwaj,
1992: 154). It may also lead to households adoingre vulnerable livelihood system
than they possessed previously (Davies, 1996). hamotless obviously stated
implication is that poverty policies should focuglisively on diversification borne of
necessity, since the ability to choose betweenratves already puts the household in

an enviable position that is above the marginsiofigal.
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The division of the determinants of diversificationto these two main types is
descriptively attractive, but misleading concernthg range of experience it seeks to
assign to one process or another. Choice, or tled&it, does not obey a definable
breakpoint between two mutually exclusive stateser& are many instances where
individual choice may be socially circumscribedstdandards of living well above the
survival minimum, as occurs, for example, for wonmersome cultural settings. More
generally, diversification obeys a continuum of s motivations and constraints that
vary across individuals and households at a padatiquoint in time and for the same

individuals or households at different points imei

One possible starting point for examining livelikkodiversification is a farm household
model (Ellis, 1993; Singlet al.,1986). The limitations of this approach with respec
the social relations of the household are well-kn@md does not need to be rehearsed
here (Folbre, 1986; Hart, 1995). Its strengthsitreredictive capabilities, especially
concerning the interactions between household idesisand trends in the larger
economy. Utilisation of this predictive capabilidoes not preclude nor inhibit the

modification or elaboration of its findings in thght of social and institutional factors.

The household economic model predicts diversificatis a function of on-farm returns
to labour time compared to off-farm earning oppuoitias. With a given asset base, i.e.
land plus farm infrastructure and equipment, agdsan total amount of labour time, the
household makes comparisons between the retursirig more of that time on the farm
or deploying it in non-farm wage or other incomexgeting activities. Factors that
increase the return to time spent on farm actwitwuld tend to reduce the motivation
to diversify. Two such important factors are anré@ase in the prices of farm outputs or a
rise in farm productivity, obtained, for exampleg; tultivating a higher yielding crop
variety. Conversely, a rise in off-farm or non-fawage rates, or greater opportunities to
undertake remunerative non-farm self-employment ldvomcrease the motive to

diversify.
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In this section, the determinants of livelihood etsification are divided between a
number of key considerations, which are not muyuakclusive as determinants of
diversification; they constitute distinct but o\arping forces and processes leading to
diversification. They are seasonality; risk; labomrarkets; credit markets; asset

strategies; and coping behaviour.

2.2.4 Sustainable livelihoods frameworks

Sustainable livelihoods (SL) frameworks are defingsl tools for advancing our
understanding of livelihoods, particularly the cdexpand socially embedded nature of
the poor people’s lives. They are illustrative sotilat attempt to capture the interaction
between livelihood assets, vulnerability and transing structures (such as policies and
institutions).They are also perceived as usefulyginal structures that help practitioners
and theorists to understand the reality of the pammd the complexity of rural life
(Farringtonet al, 1999; Singh & Gilman, 1999,). The SL frameworksus analysis on
the assets and vulnerabilities that bear on pooplps’ abilities to attain and sustain
their livelihoods. They emphasize understandingtlod vulnerability context, the
organizational and institutional environment withitich poor people, drawing upon
various assets, implement their livelihood stragegVarious SL frameworks have been
developed and they tend to classify assets inrdifteways, but they seem to agree that
assets (also known as stocks of capital) whichoamed, controlled, claimed and/or in
some other means accessed by rural householdsidinttiuals are the building blocks
up on which they able to undertake production, gaga labour markets and participate
in mutual exchanges with other households. For ekanthe SL frameworks
documented by Scoones (1998:4) and Carney (1988:B)ify and define five types of
assets: human capital, social capital, naturalteapphysical capital, and financial
capital. SL frameworks have been developed in otdeset out these factors in the

sustainable livelihoods system and to representefadonships between these factors.

Various literatures on sustainable livelihoods hbgen directing their focus towards the

application of the SL framework in diverse geogiaphand sectoral settings (Allison,
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et al, 2002; Baumann, 2000; Ellis & Mdoe, 2003; Hob&\yShields, 2000; Hussein,

2002; Turton, 2000). Various SL frameworks haverbeeveloped, for example the

NGO CARE-International uses a livelihoods framewbdsed around the concept of

household livelihood security and uses the houselagl the main unit of analysis
(Frankenbergeret al, 1999). Oxfam, a United Kingdom (UK) based int¢iozal

organisation uses the concept of sustainable hwgells (Bradford Center for

International Development [BCID], 2001) other pshkd frameworks are the IDS

framework (famously known as DFID framework) deyeld by Carney (1998) and
Ellis (2000). Also Unied Nations Development Pragr@UNDP] has documented the
sustainable livelihoods approach but, has no fraonewWCarney, 1999b). Figure 2.1a

presents a sketch of a livelihood framework thaisisd by DFID.

Figure 2.1 (a): Sustainable livelihood framework
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All these frameworks recognize the existence o fimake use of asset pentagon) types
of capital assets i.e human, social, natural, glaysiand financial (e.g. see Scoones
(1998:4) and Carney (2002:5), which are owned, rotiatl, claimed and/or in some
other means accessed by rural households and dodigi These assets are recognised
to be the building blocks upon which rural housdkolnd individuals are able to
undertake production, engage in labour markets garticipate in mutual exchanges
with other households.

Figure 2.1(b): A simplified basic livelihood framevrk
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Figure 2.1b presents a simplified version of thetanable livelihoods framework used
by DFID. Figures 2.1a and 2.1b shows how, in déifércontexts, sustainable livelihoods
are achieved through access to a range of livalinegsources. In the livelihoods
approach, resources are referred to as ‘assetstapitals’ and are traditionally
categorized between four and five different asgsts owned or accessed by household,
these may include but not limited to human capithich is considered to be the most
important of all and is about people who are bbthdbject and subject of development
intervention (it refers to skills, education, hbadtc); natural (land, water, trees etc.);
financial/leconomic (money, savings, loan accessjysigal (produced investment

goods); and social capitals (networks and assoas)i These capital assets are
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combined in the pursuit of different livelihood attegies (agricultural intensification or

extensification, livelihood diversification and madion).

Central to the framework is the analysis of thegearof formal and informal
organizational and institutional factors (here tedmas transforming structures and
processes) that influence sustainable livelihoottaues. The frameworks highlights
the importance of these structures which in thiatext are the organisations (both
private and/or public), that set and implementscyodnd legislation, delivers services,
carry on trade and perform other functions thacfhouseholds livelihoods. Processes,
such as policies, laws, institutions, cultural neramd beliefs, and power relations that
determine the ways in which structures and indigistoperate and interact are also
highlighted in the framework. The presence of thieaasforming structures might be
suggesting that in pursuing their livelihoods stgits, poor people are sometimes
assisted and sometimes hindered by the structacepracess that surround them (Ellis,
2000). In this manner, the frameworks has been vergatile useful tools in planning
and managing poverty elimination interventions,ause they offer a way of thinking
about livelihoods that helps order complexity andkes clear factors that affects

livelihoods.

The overall message which these frameworks tryutoapross is that even the poorest
rural individuals and households; they still hawseds or resources up on which they
depend, that even though they may be lacking mdfegncial assets), they can still
make use of other types of assets in order to weirfilurkherjeeet al 2002). The
implication here is that any attempt to make livebds more secure and sustainable has
to build up on an understanding of the assetspgbaple already have and how they are
used. Failure to do this can lead to policies, Whiften involuntarily, undermine the

basis of people’s livelihoods, or make them moreaexable.
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2.3 Theoretical underpinnings

2.3.1 An overview

Considering that a migrant can be a slave, refugga)-seeker, or one with some other
reason for moving, no single theory can provideommrehensive explanation for the
migration process. Nevertheless, it remains a aluask of those involved in migration
studies to explain why people migrate. Theoriemigration are important because they
can help us understand better population movenweatig their wider social, political,
and economic contexts. For example, if out-migrafimm the Third World nations is
shown to be a result of economic problems causethdéyglobal economy, then such
migration could be managed with better internati@@nomic agreements instead of

enacting restrictive immigration legislations.

There is a vast body of literature on migrationthwinterpretations from different
disciplinary perspectives. As a result, this stpibked a couple of theories which have
tried to explain the concept of human migratione3éntheories are briefly reviewed in
this section with their limitations and refinemeighlighted. Finally the anchor or

adopted theory for the study was determined.

2.3.2 The neo-classical migration theory (the nedassical equilibrium
perspective)

2.3.2.1 The pull-push theory

The first scholarly contribution to migration costgid of two articles by the nineteenth
century geographer Ravenstein (1885, 1889), in hvine formulated his “laws of
migration”. He saw migration as an inseparable pardevelopment, and he asserted
that the major cause of migration was economic. rélign patterns were further
assumed to be influenced by factors such as distand population densities (Skeldon
1997:19). In this perspective people are expeatethdve from low income to high
income areas (Lewis, 1954), and from densely tosgba populated areas, that is, the

general notion that migration movements tend towaad certain spatial-economic
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equilibrium, has remained alive in the work of madgmographers, geographers, and
economists ever since (Castles & Miller 2003:22).

In Ravenstein’s theory the relation between distaand volume of migration was
central. He concluded that a “push-pull” processvegoed migration; that is,
unfavorable conditions in one place (oppressives)aweavy taxation, poor economic
conditions, less job opportunities etc.) "Push"glemut of their geographical locations
while favorable conditions in an external locatipull” or attract them out. Ravenstein's
laws stated that the primary cause for migrations weetter external economic
opportunities; the volume of migration decreasedisignce increases; migration occurs
in stages instead of one long move; population mm@res are bilateral; and migration
differentials (e.g., gender, social class, ageluerfce a person's mobility (De Haan,
2000).As found in the first paper (Ravenstain, 1885) artended or amended in the
second (Ravenstain, 1889), Ravenstein's laws anenauzed in his own words in box
2.2

Box 2.2: The summary of Ravenstein’s laws of migten

1.Migration and distance
(a) “The great body of our migrants only proceed a sHmtance” and "migrants enumerated ip a
certain center of absorption will ... grow less ¢istance from the center increases)" (1885|pp.
:198-99)

(b) "Migrants proceeding long distances generally ggplsference to one of the great centers of
commerce and industry" (1885, p. 199).

2. Migration by stages
(a) "There takes place consequently a universétirgior displacement of the population, which pro-
duces ‘currents of migration,' setting in the diet of the great centers of commerce and
industry which absorb the migrants" (1885, p. 198).

(b) "The inhabitants of the country immediatelyreunding a town of rapid growth flock into it; the
gaps thus left in the rural population are fillgol oy migrants from more remote districts, until

the attractive force of one of our rapidly growiciies makes its influence felt, step by step| to

the most remote corner of the country” (1885, ®)19

(c) "The process of dispersion is the inverse @t thf absorption, and exhibits similar features”
(1885, p. 199).

3. Stream and counter-stream.
Each main current of migration produces a compérgabunter-current” (1885, p. 199). In modern
terminology, stream and counterstream have beestiited for Ravenstein's current and counter-
current.

=
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4. Urban-rural differences in propensity to migrate
The natives of towns are less migratory than tlodd$be rural parts of the country" (1885, p. 199).

5. Predominance of females among short-distanceamtig-"Females appear to pre-dominate among
short-journey migrants" (1889, p. 288).

6. Technology and migration
Does migration increase? | believe so! . .. Wheréwveas able to make a comparison | found that an
increase in the means of locomotion and a develapwfemanufactures and commerce have led to
an increase of migration" (1889, p. 288).

7. Dominance of the economic motive
Bad or oppressive laws, heavy taxation, an unditeaclimate, uncongenial social surroundings, and
even compulsion (slave trade, transportation)halle produced and are still producing currents of
migration, but none of these currents can compar®iume with that which arises from the desire
inherent in most men to 'better' themselves in rratespects” (1889, p. 286).

Source: Everett S. Lee (1866)

The major strength of this theory is acknowledged de@ Haas (2007) that most
researchers who have applied the push-pull framevimve assumed that various
environmental, demographic, and economic factotsradgne migration decisions. Two
main forces (push and pull) are typically distirgied to create the pushes and pulls: (1)
rural population growth causing a Malthusian presson natural and agricultural
resources, and pushing people out of marginal anmeds, and (2) economic conditions
(higher wages) luring people into cities and indaBzed countries (Skeldon 1997:20;
King & Schneider, 1991:62-3; Schwartz & Notini 1994t first sight, the push-pull
model seems attractive, as it is apparently abiedorporate all the factors that play a
role in migration decision-making. Because of ifparent ability to integrate other
theoretical insights, it has been frequently sutggkeshat a general view of labour
migration could best be achieved using a push{pathework (Bauer & Zimmermann
1998; Schooreét al, 2006).

Limitations of the theory

Since Ravenstein's theory bears some elementseaidbclassical economic theory, it
has fallen to the same trap that most dominantlassical economic theorists (e.g. the
Harris-Todaro Model in Harris & Todaro, 1970) hdwand themselves in. This setback

is based on the grounds that the theory has reohaient on the risky nature of
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migration and the remittances that a migrant séad& home. The theory also does not
explain how migration decision is reached and woidks on migration; basically the

entire migration decision process is not captungthis theory. It does not also explain

the threshold between pull and push factors.

Moreover, push-pull models tend to ignore the lugeneity and internal stratification
of societies, while general contextual factors tuddly defined as either push or pull
factors are likely to work out in a differentiategy on the individual level, and might
subsequently encourage some people to leave amusotb stay (De Haan, 1999).
Another fundamental weakness of this model is poesh and pull factors are generally
mirrored in each other (de Haas, 2008). For exantphk argument that migrants are
lured to big cities or to foreign countries becaakthe high wage ‘pull’, is implicitly or
explicitly made in relation to an apparent low wagesh’ at the sending end. It then
becomes arbitrary and open to subjective judgneestablish whether the push or the
pull is dominant. In fact, the differences in ttedative scarcity of labour can be aptly

expressed in one single variable, that is, waderéiftials.

Furthermore, besides wage differentials, factorchswas population pressure,
demographic pressure, or environmental degrada@ee commonly been postulated as
“root causes” of migration (King & Schneider 198chwartzet al., 1994; Zacharialet

al 2001). For example, Farrag (1997:319), stategddbrSaharan Africa that;

in addition to landlessness per se, out-migratigmaimics were clearly
influenced by small farm size, marginal ecologmahditions that render cash
cropping unviable, depleted soil fertility causey jpopulation pressure on
limited land and low levels of farm income.

Nevertheless, apart from the fact that populabormigration pressure are relative,
difficult-to- grasp and often weakly defined contgsuch factors alone cannot explain
why people move and also fail to see migration a®@&al process(de Haas, 2008).
People do not typically move from places becausey tBxpect to find a ‘better
environment’ or ‘less population pressure’, butdaese they expect to be able to make a

more satisfying living elsewhere (Zacharethal, 2001). In fact, many migrants tend to
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move from areas (mainly rural areas) with relagivedw population densities and

relatively little environmental degradation to enovimentally degraded areas (mainly
urban) with high population densities. People témde increasingly concentrated in
crowded places-cities, towns, and prosperous dgrraliareas-that however, in spite of
their crowdedness generally offer better social aognomic opportunities in terms of
individual freedom, safety, education, health caeed labour, entrepreneurial activities
and amusement (Bebbington, 1999). This furthestithtes the limitations and potential

triviality of “push-pull” explanations.

2.3.2.2 The Harris-Todaro income differential theoy

Several other important theories have been developeich try to treat different

patterns of migration on their own terms, but these are variants of the push-pull
theory. First and probably the most cited, and iti@thlly much of the economic

literature on migration has followed, is timeoclassical migration economic theory,
(Sjaastad 1962; Todaro 1980) focusing on wagereifieals.

It is argued that although the issue of migrati@s hot attracted substantial attention
within mainstream economic theory itself (Bauer &mdermann, 1998:95; Lee
1966:48; Passaris, 1989:7), economic explanatians honetheless dominated popular
and scholarly thinking on migration. The neoclaalsibeory proponents believed that at
the macro-level, neo-classical economic theory a&rpl migration by geographical
differences in the supply and demand for labousugigests that areas with surplus
labour supply (and low demand) will have low wageésle those with scarce labour
supply and high demand will have high wages. Témuilting differentials in wages
cause labour (workers) to move from low-wage, laksurplus regions (mostly rural
areas) to high-wage, labour scarce regions (moshgn areas) (Sjaastad 1962; Todaro,
1980). In this case migration would cause labourgicome less scarce at the destination
and scarcer at the sending end, and on the otldercapital is expected to move in the
opposite direction (de Haas, 2008). In a perfen#p-classical world, this process of

“factor price equalization” (the Heckscher-Ohlin det) will eventually result in
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growing convergence between wages at the sendohgeariving end (Harris & Todaro,
1970; Lewis, 1954; Ranis & Fei, 1961; Schiff, 1994daro &Maruszko, 1987). In the

long run, this process would remove the incentfeesnigrating (de Haas, 2008).

At the micro-level, neo-classical migration theoigws migrants as individual, rational
actors, who decide to move on the basis of a caséfit calculation. This means each
potential risk-neutral migrant decides whether ot to move, typically from rural to
urban areas, on the basis of the expected incomxémization objective arising from
wage differentials between origin and destinatioreaa (Harris-Todaro, 1970).
Assuming free choice and full access to informattbey are expected to go where they
can be the most productive, that is, are able to #& highest wages. This capacity
obviously depends on the specific skills a persosspsses and the specific structure of
labour markets (de Haas, 2008).

Todaro (1969) and Harris and Todaro (1970) elakdréte basic two-sector model of
rural to-urban labour migration. This influentiaH&rris-Todaro model” has remained
the basis of neo-classical migration theory simemt The original model was developed
in order to explain the apparently contradictoryepbmenon of continuing rural-to-
urban migration in developing countries despitengsunemployment in cities. The
model was born out of discontent with vague anddigahous explanations such as the
“pbright lights” of the city acting as a magnet tod peasants into urban areas” (Harris &
Todaro, 1970:126). Harris and Todaro argued thatorder to understand this
phenomenon, it is necessary to modify and exteadithple wage differential approach
by looking “not only at prevailing income differeas as such but rather at the rural-
urban “expected” income differential, i.e., the anee differential adjusted for the
probability of finding an urban job” (Todaro, 19638).

The expected income in the destination area ngt @ephends on the actual (or average)
earnings at the destination, but also on the piibhyabf employment. The assumption is

that as long as rural-urban income differences meigh enough to outweigh the risk
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of becoming unemployed, the “lure of relatively g permanent incomes will
continue to attract a steady stream of rural migfafiTodaro, 1969:147). Later, the
Harris-Todaro model was refined to make it mordisga (Bauer & Zimmermann,
1998:97). Modifications pertained to the inclusminother factors than unemployment
that influence the expected income gains that aadhieved through migration. The
potential gains in the form of higher wages shdwdbalanced with factors such as the
opportunity costs of migration, the costs of tragémporary) unemployment while
moving and installation at the destination, and gegchological costs of migration. In
fact, the factors such as costs and risks assdciat#th migration explain why it is
generally suggested that not the poorest who neigratl why social networks are so

crucial in lowering the material and psychologitaksholds to migration.

Limitations of the theory

Despite of its seminal contribution in explainingignation, neoclassical theory
encountered a number of criticisms. The first asrémost set back of this theory is that
it is directing its focus on two sectors of the mmmy i.e. rural-urban migration. In
literatures, though scant evidences do exist, mgracan still take the form of rural-
rural (Katalyeba, 2002), urban-rural, and urbamaarbrhis important fact is ignored or
rather forgotten by neoclassical economists. Thetrak argument of neoclassical
theorists of factor price equalization assumes thanomic forces tend towards
equilibrium and also it largely ignores the existermf market imperfections and other
structural constraints on development. This is lyarehlistic, particularly in the context
of many developing countries. Place utility and enthmicro-theories assume that
migrants have perfect knowledge of the costs anefiis of migration (McDowell & de
Haan, 1997:9) and that people move across isotsg@aces. This principle of expected
income maximization objective and wage differestibetween origin and destination

areas cannot explain these types of migrations.

Despite its contribution to understanding peoplélows, this approach has failed to

account for the risky nature of migration and thare empirical evidence showing that
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people movement does not equilibrate expected iesoatross regions (Rosenzweig,
1988). Indeed, the main limitation of Harris-Todanodel is that it does not include any
other influences, besides expected income, thaiespatential migrants’ decision and
also potential impacts on source economies. Mogiortantly, in most developing
countries, factor markets (capital, insurance) gyecally far from perfect, making
access to financial services and capital diffieuiteven impossible for marginalized
groups (de Haas, 2008). This makes actual migragtadterns difficult to explain within
a neo-classical framework that mainly focuses opeeted income (Sjaastad, 1962;
Todaro, 1980). Moreover, migration does not takec@lin a social, cultural, political,
and institutional void. Neo-classical migration dhe is also not able to deal with

constraining factors such as government restristmnmigration (de Haas, 2008).

In addition, neo-classical theory of migration gelg failed to explain why some
people in a certain area or region migrate andrstide not (Massewet al., 1993;

Reniers, 1999:680), and why people tend to mighs®veen particular places in a
spatially clustered, concentrated, typically nond@m fashion. It can therefore be
useful to look at some of the spatial models dexadoby mainly geographers and

demographers.

Finally the theory, fails to explain temporary nation and the substantial flow of
remittances and other unquantifiable benefits fnomgrants to people at the origin
(Mendola, 2006; Taylor & Martin, 2001). These isswwerlooked by the neoclassical
theorists for example in the Harris-Todaro model the most pervasive features of out-
migration phenomena, especially from rural aredsesé weaknesses observed in the
neo-classical theory of migration necessitatedittr@duction of a new framework of
analysis called the “New Economics of Labour Migmat (NELM)”. The NELM
addresses the issues previously overlooked by fothmorists and other important
factors which underlie the decision to migrate, #mel possible effects of migration on
both migrant origin and destination. The secticat follows presents a detailed account

of NELM perspectives.
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2.3.3 The New Economics of Labour Migration (NELM)

Neoclassical economics theorists believed that atimn is rooted in economic theory
(Todaro, 1976) focusing on the rational behaviouindividuals. But, later on, these
economic theories were broadened to accommodatesairdon costs, imperfect
information, as well as missing or incomplete ruwrapital and insurance markets. The
perspective that migration is not only driven bypdar market imperfections is a
trademark of the more recent theory of migratidme New Economics of Labour
Migration (NELM) (Deshingkar & Start, 2003). These ‘new’ economafslabour
migration recognise the household as the unit aisttn-making according to the
incentives and constraints it faces. It is the ecoic position of households at
community level (their ‘relative deprivation’) thatfluences the household behaviour
with respect to migration. The New Economics of duab Migration (NELM)
framework of analysis addresses the multiplicityfaaftors, which underlie the decision
to migrate, and the possible effects of migrationboth migrant origin and destination

economies (Taylor, 1991).

The NELM approach conceives migration as a housestohtegy whereby migrants and
resident household members act collectively noy émlmaximize income, but also to
minimize risks (such as financial risks), diversificome earnings and loosen financial
constraints through remittances (de Hagaal, 2002; Rogalet al, 2002). The decision
that a member of the household should migratessdan the calculation of the costs of
migration (e.g. foregone family agricultural labptravel expenses, helping the migrant
during periods of unemployment) and benefits of ratign (e.g. regular remittances,
investment in local income generation, anticipadedistance during times of particular
hardship). Thus, anticipated remittances are pathe migration decision, part of an
implicit contract between the migrant and the remmay family (Stark & Lucas, 1988).
Migration and remittances from it have both posgitand negative effects on the welfare
of rural households and communities, dependinghentype of household/community
(Mendola, 2006). The impacts also change with timehe beginning, migration may

deprive the household and rural economy of labatrib the longer term, remittances
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may be invested back into improving productivitydaecreating assets and household
incomes. It follows that according to the NELM apgch, migration impacts are
conceived in terms of risk management, income difieation and alleviation of
liquidity constraints at household level. Howev&me macro-economic studies of the
determinants of remittance behaviour distinguistwben remittances ‘required’ by
NELM household relationships and ‘desired remitea\aesulting from the migrants’
decisions to move money to their areas of origaseld on their portfolio of savings,
assets and investments and relative rates of r¢klbadawi & Rocha, 1992; Glystos,
2001).

NELM provides the only systematic and detailed mfie to theorize remittance

behaviour, guiding the bulk of empirical researah remittances in stable settings,
which is mainly done by economists. The concepenfittances as part of an integrated,
transnational household economic strategy permeatetemporary understandings of
migration and remitting (Lindley, 2008). Howevelet approach suffers certain

limitations.

First, while NELM differs from neoclassical theairy its focus on the diversification
rather than maximization of income, it shares tlsid premise of rational choice
(Aragno, 2000). The central assumption of microecoic theory as applied in this
field-that individuals act to maximize income allog for risk-has been much criticized
by other social scientists arguing that economitcoads embedded in social relations
(Blggart & Castanias, 2001; Granovetter, 1985; i8al2004; Swedberg, 2007). Even
the micro-economic literature reviewed above hiatseminently social aspects of
remittance motivations such as sociability, statug] power. The notion of migration
and remitting as ‘strategies’, carries the conmataof trying to reach predefined goals
through rational and planned action, which sitsasilg beside the sometimes highly
constrained circumstances in which migration oceund not only in conflict settings. In
many situations there is a more unsettled relatipnsetween migration and remitting

than that envisaged by NELM: some people do notrategto remit but do (such as
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students, and as we shall see, refugees), andsothigrate with the expectation of

sending money home but for various reasons domsbd

Second, while placing the household rather thanntieidual or social structures as the
key unit of analysis, NELM offers a rather functaist understanding of it, neglecting
affective and power relations. There is a risk @fying the household and sidelining
analysis of individualistic strategies and the ralé extra-household family and
community relations (Lianos 1997; de Haas, 2003)e Temittance process is also
viewed primarily from perspective of the area afor, with little attention paid to the
migrants’ perspective (Lindley, 2007). Indeed, raigs are largely seen as satellites of
the original household, with remittances demonistgethat their principal affiliation and
commitment is towards that unit (a notion that Héstcontexts of labour migration):
ceasing to remit implies their detachment from thatisehold (Arnoldet al, 1985).
However, recent research into migrants’ transnatism (see below) contradicts the
notion of linear detachment from the country ofgoriand assimilation into the host

country.

Finally, NELM has been criticized for its limitedpglicability-relying on a body
research evidence focusing mainly on temporary atimgn from rural Mexican villages:
‘Its versatility vis-a-vis other, less establishexgration contexts-especially those that
involved considerable degrees of societal disomgdimn, not to speak of life-
threatening circumstances-looks uncertain at béstagno, 2000: 288). Sana and
Massey’s (2005) comparison of remittance behavémaong Mexicans and Dominicans
in the United States (US) demonstrates this. They that a NELM-based model of
household diversification and investment explainggration and remittances in
patriarchal rural communities in Mexico, where taditional pattern of migration
involves temporary male migrants working in the W&nitting to wives and children
for subsistence and investments in local livelimaadith a view to eventual return. By
contrast, they find that in the Dominican Republitiere the political and economic

situation is much poorer, ‘migration (is) a moreamatic, less carefully planned move,
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with the purpose of ensuring family subsistencthamabsence of viable opportunities in
the home country’ (Sana & Massey, 2005: 512). ln@lominican case, more migrants
become permanent US residents, remittances aretsengreater variety of relatives
(i.e. are not just configured around a strong forigousehold’), and continue even after

the migrant settles permanently in US.

Besides the desire for individual income gain og #ittempt to self-insure against
household income uncertainty, there are other tiomdi that influence the decision to
migrate and, above all, that shape the decisigetpetuate migration across time and
space (Lesthaeghe & Kaa, 1986; Kaa, 2004). Natwork Theory of Migration
highlights the role of social relationships in &g migration phenomena (Boyd,
1989). Interpersonal ties, such as kinship, fribimlsand shared community origin,
between migrants, former migrants and non migratioorigin and destination areas,
are likely to increase the likelihood to migrate i(edividual and household level). This
is so because this form of social capital lowers ¢bsts and risks of movement and
increases the expected net-returns to migratiordgia 2006).These issues of social
capital embedded in migration are not captured daynér theorists of migration,
including the famous Harris-Todaro Model of migoatiMendola, 2006). Furthermore,
migration is conceived as a dynamic and cumulgihenomenon in that when it occurs,
socio-economic contexts at origin are altered mway they lead to further migration
(Deshingkar & Start, 2003). In this sense, the comyn observed effect of social
networks raise the likelihood of the next wave ofgmtial migrants electing to move,
enhancing geographic concentration of migrant'gins (Todaro, 2006). Ultimately,
according to the cumulative causation theory, #iémerpetuating nature of migration
may overcome the economic motivations (suggestedhbyneoclassical economic
theory of migration) that originated it, reducing the rluen of control variables for

migration policy concerns (Deshingkar & Start, 20B8llegrino, 2003).

From the above analysis one can see that there iany single theory that can

appropriately explain why people migrate. ThisIdobe due to the fact that people
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move for various reasons which eventually affe& tverall migration process and
therefore, the development of a single migratiogotly. As stated earlier, although a
single comprehensive theory is unattainable, westltecharged with the crucial task of
explaining why people migrate especially in a dartontext and how migration as a
livelihood strategy is beneficial to rural peoplesending households. The theory that
was adopted for this study was the one that stogheh chances in helping us
understand and explain the population movementhimwitheir wider social and
economic context i.e. in the context of sustainablal livelihoods. For that case, the
perspectives of the New Economics of Labour MigrafNELM) theory seem to better
fit into the context of this study, in the sensattit views migration decisions to be
taking place within the larger domain of the howdeéhather than the individuals. The
theory also highlights the notion of migration aedittance and the possible effects of
remittances to the households at the places oiholigemittances are invested back can
contribute to the improvement of the householdtgssefolio and therefore enhance the

household’s ability to sustain its livelihoods.

2.4 The migration process
2.4.1 An overview

In literatures the discussions on migration andbalization often tend to involve
international migration; so much so, that the tenngration has become synonymous
with international migration. Yet, in many coungieinternal migrationi.e. that which

occurs inside the borders of a country, is actuallymore important both in terms of the
numbers of people involved and the resulting fldwemnittances. This is especially true
of countries with marked regional inequalities, lsitnot limited to the developing

world.

It should be remembered that as hinted previousig, study is mainly focused on
voluntary migration for earning a living outsideetblace of origin. It does not include
displacement caused by development projects, cbratid civil unrest, movement due

to schooling and marriage. Nor does it attempt ravide a comprehensive view on
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trafficking in human beings, which has become gesthn its own right. However, the
divisions between migration for work and other ldnaf migration are not watertight,
and several forms of migration for work are akin ttafficking in human beings,
especially in migration involving vulnerable andesf marginalized groups, such as
women, children and ethnic minorities. Some aspettmigration that overlap with
trafficking might therefore be touched upon.

However, it is better to acknowledge that any disaan on internal migration patterns
and trends is severely hampered by the paucityatd @Kothari, 2002). Even where
national data on demographics, occupations andriascexist, short-term movements
for work are not captured adequately (lvan, 2008)is creates an enormous gap in
understanding migration and partly explains theklaaf interest and political
commitment to address it. For this reason, marth@important trends discussed below
are highlighted through case studies (often undedéy relegated to the category of
anecdotal evidence) rather than large-scale surveys

2.4.2 Broad patterns of internal migration
2.4.2.1 Internal, and circular and seasonal migratin

In the literature, it is well acknowledged thatemtal migratory flows are diverse and
complex in terms of their patterns which includeit direction (rural-rural, rural-urban,

urban-urban and urban-rural); their compositionr{raely, women only, entire families,

children only, and ethnic minorities) as well agithduration (seasonal, circular and
permanent). Many of these exist side by side, arednot uncommon to find in a single

village several different kinds of migration stremarthat have evolved separately
according to historical patterns of employment,iaonetworks between source and
destination areas, and the demand for specifitsgklleshingkar & Natali, 2008).

For example in Bangladesh, migration is an integeat of the livelihood strategies of
poor people (Deshingka, 2005). In a three-yearystudthe livelihoods of the extremely
poor in 16 villages by Proshika-one of the large&Os in Bangladesh, funded by the
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U.K. Department for International Development (DFIDfound that 110 of the 294
respondents had migrated. While 51 respondentstiatdthey had benefited in some
way, others spoke of theft, difficulties for thdsé& behind and tough living conditions
at the destination (Khan & Seeley, 2005). On thelehmigration to urban areas has
been rising for some time, first to the urban infat sector and, more recently, to
garment manufacturing units. Also in a study oéinal migration in Bangladesh (Afsar,
2003), based on the analysis of data sets genelatethe United Nations, the
International Labour Organization (ILO) and the Bladesh Bureau of Statistics,
showed that all types of migration had increasepghicantly. Rural-urban migration
was found to account for nearly two-thirds of ougration from rural areas, while
rural-to-rural migration accounted for ten per cehtout-migration from rural areas,
compared with 24% migrating abroad. The latestmegs by the Coalition for the
Urban Poor of migration into the capital of Dhakaicate a 6.3% annual increase in
migration. Dhaka is the most common destinationabse it offers greater work
opportunities. Most people look for work in the m@nt industry, rickshaw transport

and the domestic sector.

Furthermore, circular migration and commuting fraummal to urban areas in Indonesia
has been documented since the 1970s (Hugo, 2008l Wdonesia had relatively low
levels of inequality due to more equal access mal land education, differentialsave
increased in the 1990s and appear to be driviregriat migration to some extent. Also,
the Viet Nam Living Standards Surveys show a rapatease in seasonal migration
over the course of the 1990s (de Brauw & Harig@&@94). According to Anh (2005),
spontaneous inter-provincial migration occurredthree major directions during the
1990s: north to north, south to south, and nortbotath, while migration from the south
to the north was not significant. This reflects thel effect of the south-eastern areas
and central highlands of Viet Nam in terms of ecuoiw development and natural
endowments. A migration survey was carried out h®y government of Viet Nam in
2004 in eleven major migrant-receiving cities amdvices covering 5,000 migrant

households and an equal number of non-migrant holde The survey showed that
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nearly 63 per cent of the migrants had moved forkwand to improve their living

conditions and would go back home after the work exer (Deshingkast al, 2006b).

Temporary and circular movements for work in thensitional economies of Asia,
present a good example of internal migration. Theersuasive evidence from several
locations across Asia that population mobility egeased at an unprecedented rate in
the last two decades. Internal regional inequalitemd uneven development that
characterize many Asian countries today (Balisa&amucanes, 2005; Kanbur &
Venables, 2005) are important drivers of ruralHougration. Foreign direct investment
and export-oriented industries have benefited smg®mns more than others and attract
cheap labour from underdeveloped rural areas. €hace and construction sectors are

also magnets for workers (Balisacan & Ducanes, 005

Among the transitional economies, in 2005, Chind tine fastest growing economy in
the world and also the highest level of economequality in East Asia (Balisacan &
Ducanes, 2005). Such internal regional different@ge been acknowledged to be an
important cause of migration, especially sincerthd-1990s (Song, 2004). The number
of internal migrants has increased dramaticallyr ¢dlve past two decades from about 26
million in 1988 to 126 million in 2004, a majoritgf whom are circular rural-urban

migrants who retain strong links with their rurahfily.

2.4.3 Cross-border migration

Even though this study is designed to deal witlerimal migration, this sub-section
presents a slight departure from tradition intemajration to also cover some types of
cross-border migration, even though these are ¢lieally international movements.
Deshingkar and Natali (2008) observed that theeiggicross-border migration needs to
be viewed together with internal migration, esplcifar countries that are separated by
porous borders and populated by people who arerlually very similar in language
and culture.
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The inclusion of these types of migration is alspartant because people living at the
borders with neighbouring countries may find it fmueasier to crossover between
neighbouring countries for earning a living thaeytimay do for the rest of the world
(Ellis, 2003). Mostly, the borders (of neighbowuatries) in question are often highly
porous, and the journeys undertaken are not véigreint from those within the country
of origin (Deshingkar, 2005). Also, in some cagesmn be difficult to establish when,
in fact, a traveller crosses international bordé&igally, borders often cut through the
habitations of ethnic groups where their free mosets across the region predates the
drawing of colonial frontiers or the emergence mdependent nation states and the
creation of international borders and concomitagutations governing immigration
(Deshingkar, 2005). For instance, in the case o$tVdrica, as Adepoju (1998) notes,
seasonal and short-term migrant workers regard thevements as simply an extension

across national boundaries of internal movemerdsodnural-rural migration.

Ratha and Shaw (2007) assert, on the basis ofadatesnstructed by the University of
Sussex, that almost 80 per cent of South-Southatnigr takes place across the land
borders of adjacent countries and appears to doetween countries with relatively
small differences in income. However, official &ts cannot capture the vast numbers
of undocumented cross-border migrants. An analp$issxamples of cross-border
migration in Africa and Southeast Asia will serwe itlustrate the similarities with
internal migration and the rationale for considgrooth types of movements within the

same framework.

In Southeast Asia, Thailand has emerged as therrdagtination for migrants in the
entire Greater Mekong Sub-region (GMS). As Thailarmvn population has aged and
the economy has grown, the demand for foreign labas increased, especially for low-
skilled labour. Thailand currently hosts an estedat2.5 million migrants from

Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar (Maltoni, 2006) withrhye80 per cent in an irregular
status (World Bank, 2005). Thousands of bordersemassfrom Myanmar flow into the

Thai border town of Mae Sot every year. Most ofnthare looking for economic
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opportunities and are not eligible for refugee u®atAn estimated 50 per cent of Mae
Sot’s 80,000 migrant workers from Myanmar do noteharoper work permits, which
leaves them open to abuse from unscrupulous bossest, of whom run garment
factories (British Broadcasting Cooperation [BBCgWS, 26 February 2007). Many
others, especially women, commute on a daily bisim Cambodia to Thailand for
petty trade, domestic work or agriculture, as the tountries share a very long and
porous border. Men tend to migrate farther afiedd &or longer durations (Godfrest
al., 2001; Ramachandran, 2005).).

2.4.4 Who participates in migration?

In literature, there is no consensus on exactly wiigrates. It is rather accepted that
population mobility, temporary or permanent, rurgban or rural-rural, is a routine part
of life in agricultural contexts. For instance, i&ll(2000) observed that adverse
circumstances combine with inadequate social st livelihood security to make
the poor highly vulnerable to food insecurity ariley adverse effects from risk, shocks
and stress. Therefore, the poor are most likelyemuire livelihood diversification
strategies such as migration. However, he ackngeedhat the poor are a diverse
group, with differential access to resources astitirtions, and therefore have different

capacities to undertake livelihood strategies achigration.

It is conceived that moving from one place to aeothas economic and social costs
(Kothari, 2002; Todaro, 2006) and requires a cet@arel of human, physical, social and
economic capital, thus the option of moving is aailable to all amongst the poor. For
this case, they contend that migrants are not dorarsample of the overall population
but they have some kind of capital ownership antes&ibility different from people
staying put (deciding not to move). This suggelséd for someone to migrate he or she
must have one form of capital assets or anothematter how meager it is (Skeldon,
2002a). For example, the economic theory focusasigration as an individual rational
choice (Todaro, 2006). In this theory, labour miigmra is modeled in the context of

inter-sectoral i.e. two sector (rural-urban) wagesme inequality. That migration
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decisions are made by rational self-interestedsiddals looking for higher paid work in
urban areas and that migration occurs if the ecoandmanefits in terms of expected
wages at urban destination-accounting for risknatfal spell of unemployment-exceed
economic costs of moving and of foregone wagesirat origin (Todaro,2006). In this
context rationality implies that individuals whoeannovative, the better-off, the better
educated, skilled, and with labour market expeeehave a comparative advantage in
job search at destination labour markets, and fivereare more likely to migrate
(Skeldon, 2002b). Thus, migration is seen as atede rather than random process, and
whilst migrants 'self select' in this way, the salmgic of rationality implies that non-
migrants (or the worse-off) do not move becaus# tt@mparative advantage lies in
staying (Tunali, 2000).

Furthermore, according to the Human Capital Migrafl heory, migrants’ self-selection
is driven by factors such as the education lewglssage, risk taking capacity, capacity
to face new situations, entrepreneurship, and @tlin{Kothari, 2002). This is so
because these individual characteristics increlsediscounted income (or expected-
income) differential between migration and non-ratgm status, thereby increasing the
propensity to move out (Taylor & Martin, 2001). Mower, financial and opportunity
costs of migration can be substantial. Difficultindinancing initial costs may present
an effective barrier to movement, so that the ed@émobility may remain limited even
in the face of significant potential gains (Luc&§05a). This leads to the widely
accepted argument of the ‘migration hump’, accaydio which at low levels of
development there is little migration, but as depetent (with income and wealth)
rises, so too does migration (Faini & VenturinD9B). At a micro level, this entails that
the poorest people in rural areas often lack tlsewees to migrate, and those who
migrate are members of better off households, imgeof land ownership, assets,
productivity and social networks (Skeldon, 2002édwever, findings from a research
conducted by De Haan, Brock and Coulibaly (disctisseéDe Haaret al, 2002) in two
villages of Mali, in West Africa revealed contraggipictures on who migrates between

the better-off and less better-off households. $healy found that in the village of
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Dalonguebougou migration was common to househblalsranked in the middle group
of better-off. The less well-off households had éewnigrants. The livelihood strategies
of better-off households, by contrast, meant thigration was one of a range of options
in which labour could be invested. On the othendjain the second village of
Zarodougou, even though migration was related faraved livelihoods at the time of
research, the first migration for example had neerb a better-off household. A
respondent, whose household became one of the bétte the village, was the first to
migrate out of the village. He left with the helphis cousins, but his migration later on
contributed to building up the household’s posit{anbetter one) to what it was at the
time of research.

It is not surprising to find that historically magron was dominated by single men (de
Haan, 2000), but things are changing and femimmmatif migration is now occurring
(Mendola, 2006). “Autonomous female migration” ipleenomenon used to explain the
situation in which women are migrating independethd not just as accompanying
spouses (International Organisation for Migrati@Nl], 2005). This form of migration
has increased and become more socially acceptab&uth Asia (Siddiqui, 2003).
There is some evidence suggesting that there heas déeminisation of migration also
in South America as well as in Africa (CELADE/CEPA000; IOM 2005; Adepoju
2005 cited in Lucas 2005b). The 1999 Labour Foree/&y in Ethiopia showed that
roughly 55% of all migrants were women. Davis andntéfs (2001) tackle the
migration-and gender issue explicitly testing a bemof hypotheses to explain female
international migration decision from Mexico withspect to male. Typically, the role of
networks, asset ownership and rural developmeneapio have uneven effects on the
migration behaviour of men and women, and they di$er in case of internal or
international moving (see Katz in CUREMIS 11, 2008mpirical evidence, although
still scanty, validate the importance of includiggnder differences when studying
internal and international migration (Katz in CUREMI, 2003).

47



The increased feminization of migration is belietedhave been driven by two main
factors. On the one hand, the improved access roélés to education and training
opportunities has enhanced their employabilityhie trganized labour market, locally
and across national boundaries (Adepoju, 2006), dutthe other hand, women have
also been obliged to seek additional income-gemgratctivities to support the family
due to the loss of male employment following stuuak adjustment policies. But also
those who are not married (could be divorcees,lsingthers, widows etc) and who
cannot take up professional jobs due to their tewdl education and the skills they
posses, tend to migrate in search of better livelids so as to take care of the families
they head or oversee (Deshingkar & Natali, 200&)e@oju (2006) notes, for example,
that the traditional pattern of migration in suli&ean Africa-male-dominated, long-
term and long-distance-is rapidly changing as nwoenen migrate. Women in West
Africa work mainly in the informal sector, whichlesss affected by economic recessions
compared to the wage sector, where most male mgveork. As the formal job market
becomes tighter many families are relying on wonteaarn money. Baht al, (2003)
draw on research in six case studies in Mali, N&gand Tanzania and point out that the
great increase in female migration in Africa ineet years is linked to employment
opportunities as domestic workers in urban cerdres new international tourist resorts.
They also highlight that due to increasing inconweptial amongst women from
migration, women’s migration is increasingly acedype socially in as much as it
contributes to their family’s household income tigb remittances (Acharya, 2003;
Anh, 2005; Brycesost al.,2003; Posel, 2004).

Additionally, age factor is arguably another imaott variable to be considered when
studying migration and especially on who migrateg,often ignored or rather forgotten
(Beyrer, 2004, quoted in Kiell & Sanogo, 2002; Skel, 2002a). Interestingly, in some
studies the age factor has revealed interestindinfys. For instance, demographic
characteristics of rural labour migrants in Bangktd as discussed in Hossain (2001)
shows that migrants generally are relatively younghis study, out of 1176 migrants

that were studied, distribution shown that the migjaf them were very young at the
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age of their first time migration. Most migrants reef ages between 20 and 24 years
(29.5 %), followed by those having age between b8 49 years (21.6%). The
proportion of migrants remarkably decreased witlraased age group. Only 9% people
migrated at their age of 35 years and above andtd®% migrated before reaching the
age of 15 years. The average age at the timestfrfilgration was 22 years. However,
female mobility decreases more rapidly with agetiarmore, the in-depth surveys on
migration between 1996 and 2001 in Ethiopia foumat female migrants outnumbered
male migrants in five sites and were equal at therotwo. The same study also found
that female migrants were on average younger thale migrants whereby those aged
between 15 and 35 years have the highest propetosityigrate (Anarfiet al, 2007;
Black et al., 2004; Deshingkar & Natali, 2008) than other categoriescdding to
Deshngkar and Start (2003), for women, maritalistéd more important than for men in

determining rates of migration.

This detailed analysis on who migrates leaves nga@gtions unanswered. For example,
if migration is a self-selective process, how dibeserve as a livelihood strategy for the
rural poorest of the poor, what happens to theresseducated segment of the rural
population, what about the disabled, the elderlpm&n with many dependants and
children and if is a selective process, what is ¢herall impact (in terms of asset
accumulation or impoverishment) of migration on tkending households and

communities? Seeking answers to these questionstaed literature hidden migration

related concerns forms the foundation of this nedestudy.

2.5 Remittances and outcomes (impacts) of migratio

2.5.1 Remittances
The topic of remittanc8sin recent years has become more popular in iatemal

migration studies compared to internal migrationaymbe due to the fact that

® Remittances are transfers of funds by migrantsiitters”-who are living and working away from home
typically to their families who are still living itheir home rural areas (Enrique & Ro, 2007:20).
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international migration is attracting more attentidue to both the rate and volume of
remittances that have increased exponentially @snithks to development in developing
countries (Enrique & Ro, 2007). However, there some literatures which explore the
issue of remittances in internal migration as wélbr example, Deshingkar and Natali,
(2008) observed that remittances are an importdhtianal or even principal economic
resource for poor rural households worldwide, eghem to smooth income flows and
to invest in assets and human capital. Yet, inteeraittance flows are seriously under-
reported, especially flows through informal chasnehlthough generalizations are
risky, there is some evidence to support the vieat tnternal circular migrants often
bring back more money than the remittances sentehbynpermanent migrants. For
example, Van der Geest’s study in Ghana (2003)ddbhat seasonal migrant earnings
amounted to about 7% of total household income B4# of the total cash income
(while remittances from permanent migrants abroadoanted for 3% and 5%,
respectively). Other contributions included foothtltes and payment of school fees.
Rural-urban migrants usually send money, and muat migrants are more likely to
send food. As a cash earner, seasonal labour moigratas more important than

livestock production and the sale of food crops.

It is acknowledged that remittances from internaration are difficult to estimate due
to the importance of in-kind transfer. In additido the standard problems of
measurement, it is also difficult to separate thetgbution of internal migration from
other sources of household income, since a sersiogehold often has different types
of sources of income. Despite of the difficultyrimeasuring internal remittances, some
researchers have tried to estimate it. For instancBangladesh, the Coalition for the
Urban Poor (CUP) estimates that migrants in Dhakaitrup to 60% of their income to
relatives. For the receiving households, remittarprevide up to 80% of the household
budget (Deshingkar & Natali, 2008). A recent studythe poor Indian state of Bihar,
from where very large numbers of migrants leavevtok in small industries all over
India, also found very high levels of remittanceasoag circular migrants. These

migrants, who are away for eight to nine montha year leave mainly to earn and send
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money back home, and migration is part of thediele planning of extended families.
When the sons reach an age where they can begiigtate, the fathers stay at home to
look after the family farm (Deshingkat al.,2006a).

Furthermore, following some estimates, it is argtleat rural-urban remittances range
around 12-15% of the rural income for Asia and édriAmong a random sample of
older Matlab residents (50+) in 1996, Kuhn estirdateat the net transfer from sons
living in urban or overseas destination accountad1B8% of the total income for all
households and 27% for migrant sending househd{dér(, 2000). Estimates from
destination suggest themporary migrants send around 40% of their urlbaomes to
rural households, which increases to 64% for mammegrants but declines to 27% in
the case of unmarried ones (Afsar, 2000a). Givahdahmarried temporary migrant had
left his spouse and children at the place of oritirs variation in size of remittances is
understandable. However, the opposite holds ircdse of garment factory workers as
the younger, never married and recent migrant antio@g send more remittances than
older, ever-married and long-term migrants (Afef01a). The intensity of social ties
and the types of responsibilities that migrantsr lseorigin and destination influence
migrants’ remittance behaviour. Table 2.1 presemislences (from Bangladeshi) on
how the magnitude of remittances can be affectednigration status and age. For
example, sons who lived in the city with their agygl families contributed less than
their siblings who lived alone in the city (Frankeng & Kuhn, 2001).
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Table 2.1: Average remittances and migrants (remsittoy migration status and age

Average Remitters Remittances as Migrants by sex

remittances (Tk.) (%) % of income* (Total No.)
Migrants Male Female Male Female Male Female MalBemale
Long- term migrant 1033.3 600.0 51.4 334 34.125.8 35 37
Recent migrant 625.0 457.1 36.8 20.0 39.3 39.6 38 35
All 874.2 535.0 43.8 26.4 38.5 29.6 73 72
10-19 462.5 525.0 12.9 125 38.6 454 31 32
20-29 880.0 507.1 73.5 40.0 31.4 247 34 35
30-39 1250.0 750.0 50.0 40.0 29.3 211 8 5
Others
Long- term migrant 1450.0 214.0 83.3 50.0 29.911.0 12 14
Recent migrant 1200.0 - 400 - - - 5 -
All migrant 1411.1 214 70.6 50.0 34.6 11.00 17 14
20-29 1450.0 250.0 42.8 25.0 32.10 8.30 14 12
30-39 1357 167.0 50.0 40.0 46.5 13.2 12 10
All age group*** 1411.1 214.0 46.2 31.8 346 .1 26 22

* Income here refers to average monthly wage andthip overtime

*** There were 12 migrants/respondents who belontgeti0-19 and 40+ age groups but as they did
not remit in the past year, were not representéhigntable.

<<Tk (Taka)-Bangladeshi currency

Source: Afsar (2001a:14)
2.5.2 Impacts of remittances at the household lelve

The lives of the poor are variously shaped by thgiqular sets of vulnerabilities that
they experience and the repertoire of decisionsicels and options that they can pursue
are similarly diverse. Migration is a central lilelod strategy for many poor
households which, in common with other livebld strategies, is ‘facilitated or
constrained by relations within and between ttsititions of household, community,
state and market’ (Moore, 2001). However, the ingaatcomes/consequences of
internal migration and remittances from it remamclear. For instance, Afsar (2003)
points out that migration provide material benefited/or detriments for migrants and
their families as Figure 2.2 portrays. Essentitilg figure shows that the household’s
vulnerability context is the main reason for a hehadd to choose either to migrate or
not, and the outcomes of its decisions are eitheeased vulnerability context and fall
into poverty or reduced vulnerability and move ait poverty. The outcomes of
migration are influenced by a range of factorsudeig gender, space, time, migration

context and the strength of social capital amongyamits.
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Figure 2.2: Household vulnerability context, migpatdecision, and outcomes of
migration

Household status Migrate Fall into poverty
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-Status of household assets
-Status of household income
N Move out of
Lad

-etc \ Not mlgrate poverty

X i 4

Hh vulnerability context Hh migratidecision Migration outcome:
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Source: Researcher’s construct

Even though it is difficult to prepare cost-benditalysis from existing studies on
internal migration as they seldom provide data osts (Skeldon, 1997), still earlier
analyses questioned the significance of remittanteése household budget as well as
their impact on poverty reduction (Lipton, 1980)aiy scholars still maintain that
migration is mainly a distress phenomenon that gtegies poverty ((Breman, 1985 &
1996; Blessing, (2005) on Ethiopia and Reddy (1980)ndia). However, they rarely
examine the counter-factual proposition, i.e. wihaise people (migrants) would have
done in the absence of the opportunity to migrate] what their life prospects would

have been in their villages.

Recent case studies show that even small migraomngs can contribute to household
well-being (see for example, Deshingkar & StartO@0on AndhrePradesh and Madhya
Pradesh; Deshingkat al., (2006) on Bihar; Haberfeldt al., (1999) on Rajasthan and
Dayal and Karan (2003) on Jharkhand). For instaimcBangladesh, like in many other
developing countries, migrants’ households in rarals use remittances predominantly
(from internal migration) for consumption (Afsa@3). Existing evidence suggests that
consumption expenditure alone constituted betwdh 8nd 90% of the remittances.
Advancing further the significance of remittanceghe livelihoods of rural households,
Afsar (2000b) notes that in a country like Bangkigenhere half of rural households
live below the poverty line, priorities on consuiopt expenditure can be viewed as
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consonant with ‘basic needs’ approach to developmeithout this the situation of

families of migrants would have been worse off. kiog beyond the horizon, it is also
argued that increased consumption expenditure hyrami households can trigger
investment by other households or firms to meet deimand, which may create income
multipliers in migrant-source economies (Taylor99Q Existing estimates from panel
data on rural households in Bangladesh, (Hosstal., 2002) suggest that remittances
contributed 12.8% to the household income and aha®% increase in income would
lead to 6.5% increase in the demand for food itefhese include mainly vegetables,
fruits, fisheries and livestock, indicating strong®tential for the expansion of market

for rural processing, storage, trade and transpontactivities.

They also estimated that trade and business eistespaiccounted for 22% of the rural
non-farm (RNF) employment and nearly 43% of theome generated from the RNF
sector between 1987 and 2000. Nearly three-fiffnth@se enterprises were agriculture
related. The remainder were involved in the comsibn materials, transport, garment,
grocery, suggesting the spread of employment acdnie generating opportunities, a
probable multiplier effect of remittances that nee¢d be confirmed through further
research. From the existing data, one can saytbatysavings and funding from friends
and relatives constituted around four-fifths of timatial capital invested in those
enterprises. It is suggested that future reseane$t mddress how much of the savings
are generated from the remittances. However, egigstimates (Hossagt al., 2003)
also suggest that income gains from business arentist unequally distributed source
of income, followed by services and non-rice adtize, benefiting the higher income

groups more than others.

Afsar (2003) reveals that at household level remiés can be used for other uses such
as house repairs, including extensions, buildind erpand business in construction
materials but also gives rural families protectioom natural calamities. In addition, it
yields production and storage benefits. Apart frgmgsical materials, remittances can be

invested in creating household’s human capitalhm form of educational and health
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investments. For example, it is argued by AfsaO@ahat in Bangladesh, around 40%
of temporary migrants’ families also used remitesto educate children and treat sick
members. Existing studies (Afsar, 2001b) revealest remitters among the RMG
(Ready-Made Garments) workers, predominantly seohawy directly for family
maintenance and education of siblings. School erent rates among members of
migrants’ families in rural areas is greater coregawith age cohorts of non-migrant
families (Rahmaret al., 1996). Productive use of remittances to purchasgatron
equipment, to establish shops and other businedseshow up in the survey data and
case studies (Kuhn, 2000).

2.5.3 Impacts on the source economy

The development and poverty reduction impact ofittances remains disputed, but
there is ample evidence to support the argumertrémaittances can lead to overall
economic development.

On the one hand, remittances have often been se&lisaqualizing” because receivers
are typically better off than their fellow village(Deshingkar & Natali, 2008). It is
known that migrants usually come from poor regioakhough not necessarily the
poorest regions, and that they are often poor bttt poorest of the poor since the
poorest lack even the most basic resources (ébgutainformation, social networks)
needed to migrate (de Haan, 2005). Moreover, tierevidence that the degree of
inequality in remittances-receiving villages wikmend on the actual use of remittances.
An empirical study by Barham and Boucher (1998Nisaragua adopts a “counter-
factual approach” (i.e. the observed income distidm is compared to a counter-factual
scenario without migration and remittances) to wetee the impact of remittances on
inequality. The study highlights that conclusiorepeind on the way remittances are
treated in the analysis: when they are used abstitue for home earnings, they tend to
increase income inequality in the receiving comrynwhile, when treated as an

exogenous factor, they decrease inequality.
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Principally, internal migration is often consideradsource of intra-village inequality

because better-off villages and villagers learstfiand are able to avail new job
opportunities whereas the extreme poor groups areerglly excluded from such

opportunities (Skeldon, 1997). However, this negapicture should not be generalised
because empirical research also suggests thausagioups have benefited in different
ways, depending on types of opportunities. Moreanggration allows the migrants and
their families to improve their family’s resourcade and human capital (Afsar, 2003).
By drawing on the Bangladeshi context, the diffied associated with separating
incomes from other sources and internal remittarases their impacts for the same
households have been discussed earlier. Therevatenees which suggest that the
impact of remittances at areas of origin indicdtespositive contribution in poverty

alleviation, generating greater and diversified Eywment opportunities through

multiplier effects, and strengthening both matesatl human capital (Deshingkar &
Natali, 2008). At the place of destination howeexisting evidence suggests growing
inequality between the rich and the poor. In a itudjnal study on migration conducted
in Dhaka city in Bangladesh, Hossash al., (1999) indicated worsening of income
distribution between slum and non-slum residenttumS dwellers, who were

predominantly migrants from rural areas, earnedratane-third of the income of non-
slum households in 1991; this declined to one-fifti998. The bottom 40% saw their
income drop from 17% of the income of non-slum letdds to 11% while the top 10%
increased from 27% to 42%. The gini concentratiatioy a measure of income

inequality, was estimated at 0.53, a staggeringease from 0.39 in 1991.

However, not only urban inequality is limited tccome distribution but also leads to
stunted development of human capital of poorer canities. In Bangladesh context for
example, although the enrolment rate of their aghods in slum and squatter
settlements in Dhaka city rose from 41% to 58% ketw1991 and 1998, more than
40% of the children remained out of school. Litender, then, that Hossaet al.,

(1999) found that nearly one-third of children iret10-15 years age group from slums

and squatters were in the labour force; the ina@deof child labour remained almost
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unchanged between 1991 and 1998. In their resed$sainet al., (1999) found that
participation in higher education was almost negleggfor young adult slum dwellers as
Table 2.2 shows.

Based on educational achievements, it is argued“ttialow-income households the
mobility from low to high-income occupations thrdudnuman capital formation is
limited” (Hossainet al.,1999:14). Thus, although the urban population Hseen ahead
of the rural population on both poverty and sodelopment indicators generally, the
urban poor in general and migrants in particulad fit difficult to sustain economic
gains in the long run, due to intra-urban ineqgyailit income and delivery of social

services.

Table 2.2: Enrolment rate for household memberadgygroup and slum-non-slum
residency of sample households in 1991 and 1998

Area Age group Enrolment rate (1998) Enehirrate (1991)
Male Female Total Male Female Total
Slum 6-10 66.7 67.2 66.8 48.9 53.7 514
11-16 44.0 43.5 43.8 29.8 35.0 325
17-24 3.0 1.7 2.4 5.1 3.9 5.2
Non-slum 6-10 92.3 97.9 95.3 94.4 91.1 92.7
11-16 97.1 90.7 93.8 93.0 90.9 92.0
17-24 64.7 59.1 61.5 65.9 52.6 59.7

Source: Hossaist al, (1999: 14)

While on the one hand the study have looked atuakty effects of migration and
remittances of source communities, on the otherdhsome benefits on the source
economies have been highlighted by some researchersexample on the basis of
research in Bangladesh, Afsar (2003) reveals #maittances help to expand business in
agricultural products and construction material@mRtances also help to generate
savings, the major source of capital in the absefidestitutional credit on easy terms.
She believes that migration and remittances havigonated the land tenancy market in
rural areas: the proportion of tenant farmers iaseel from 42% to 57% between 1988
and 2000, and the land under tenancy cultivatige to 33%, which was 11% more than
in 1988. Studies conducted in Thailand by Guesf8)%how that remittances are an

important supplement to household income and hawveltplier effect on the economy,
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with many major items of expenditure, such as cootibn materials and labour,
procured locally. Anh (2003) draws similar conctuss based on data from Bangladesh,
China, Viet Nam and the Philippines. Cai Fang (300dtes that migration contributed
16% annually to the growth in China’s GDP in recgmars (Cai Fang, 2001, quoted in
De Wind & Holdaway, 2005). Similarly, the ILO studyn internal migration in
Indonesia (2004) concludes that migration to urlaaeas can be associated with

macroeconomic growth.

2.5.4 Costs of migration

Even though it has been previously explained tha difficult to prepare cost-benefit
analyses from existing studies on internal migratis they seldom provide data on costs
(Skeldon, 1997), still some researchers have mahtmestimate the costs that may be
incurred by migrants. For instance, Kuhn’'s qualia study (2000) provides some
insights. He points out that while travel costs apgortunity costs of internal migration
depend on the distance between the origin andndgisin and types of job, it ultimately
also depends on the strength of migrants’ socipltalaat destination and origin. He
asserts that active support and cooperation fractalsoontacts at destination minimise
the costs of moving. Afsar (2000a), found that ¢hia five permanent migrants,
irrespective of whether they were slum or non-stiwelling, and one in two temporary
migrants received wide ranging assistance, whiclcluded free or rented
accommodation, help in looking for jobs, finandialp, and so on.

Furthermore, the difficulties of preparing cost-bffnanalyses of migration arises from
the nature of study methodologies employed as #alk. instance, not only existing
studies on migration fail to provide data on migmatcosts, but also they usually do not
cover both the migrants’ places of origin and degton, which is necessary to prepare
cost-benefit analyses (Afsar, 2003). In most migrastudies, remittances are used to
explain the benefits of migration to sending hoaddty however, this measure is
contested by some researchers. For example, asgaaiHugo (1991) “remittances do

not represent the total economic losses or bengefaseas of origin since such elements
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as transmission of skills, status and experienicsy bf ideas, loss of economic and
political leaders and social disruption can infloerdevelopment in the area of origin”
(p- 45). In addition, second and third round mlikipeffects are often neglected in the

impact of internal migration literature in the coyn

2.6 Study conceptual model

This study proposed to use the basic conceptedbthframework (ref. section 2.2.4) as
the main building block of this study which areeigtated with the perspectives of the
“New” Economics of Labour Migration (NELMapproaches/theory (ref. section 3.1.2)
which is the anchor theory of this study to expléie relationships amongst the various
variables to be studied. On the one hand, as st#tdeer the NELM approach/theory
recognises the household as the unit of rural-agtation decision-making according to
the incentives and constraints it faces (Deshingk&tart, 2003). The New Economics
of Labour Migration (NELM) framework of analysis @grésses the multiplicity of
factors which underlie the decision to migrate #mel possible effects of migration on
migrant origin households/areas (Taylor, 1991). t@nother hand, from the livelihood
framework context, sustainable livelihoods are edd through access to a range of
livelihood resources which are referred to as ®Ss¥ ‘capitals’. Moreover, the things
that people do by using the asset base owned @ssed in pursuit of a living are
referred to in the livelihood framework as liveldtb‘activities or strategies’(Ellis, 2000;
Chambers & Conway, 1992; Scoones, 1998).

In this study, migration as a livelihood divers#ion strategy opted by rural households
was considered to be one of the activities ruralsebolds in Makete and Iringa Rural
Districts of Njombe and Iringa Region undertakeonder to enhance their living. It is
proposed that rural-out migration opens up acaessdategory of activities that are to
varying extents remote from the resident househ®tdording to Ellis (2003), people’s
livelihood efforts conducted in order to improvesithliving result in outcomes: higher
or lower material welfare (human capital), reducadraised vulnerability to food

insecurity (physical capital), improving or degraglienvironmental resources (natural
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capital), and so on. Equally important, this cohtegplies to rural-out migration (the
subject under study) undertaken by rural househdldsay as well result into improved

or worsened livelihoods of sending households.

These two approaches/frameworks i.e the sustaitigblénoods framework and NELM
framework of analysis have been adapted for thidystiue to the fact that the main aim
of the study was to assess the outcomes of rutalkugration as a livelihood
diversification strategy to the rural sending hdwdds. Since in NELM context the
decision to migrate is done by the household aedaht that migration as a livelihood
strategy may have positive or negative outcomethéolivelihoods (asset capital) of
sending households, the relationships amongst wte key concepts in the study
necessitated the adoption of the two approachass, THased on the relationships of the
variables established in these two approachessttity conceptual model as displayed

in Figure 2.3 was developed.

Figure 2.3: Study conceptual model
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From the conceptual model in Figure 2.3, it carséen that there are two stages/phases
of analysis (Phase | and Phase Il). For the fitgisp of analysis, the investigation
focuses on the relationship between household cteaistics, and societal factors active
for migration, and migration decision. The main e®@m was on how household
characteristics, and societal factors active fogration influenced migration decisions
at household level. In this stage migration deacisivas the dependent variable
(construct) to household characteristics and salcfectors active for migration (the
independent variable constructs). The investigatvas on the household characteristics
that might push the households’ decisions to mignaand societal factors active for
migration was studied to be able to describe tloeetal factors that “push” people out of
their rural setting to destination areas. The sdcstage of analysis was involving the
establishment of the existing relationship betweggration and the five household
assets. The main concern here was to determineutiemes of rural-out migration i.e.
if positive (migration improves household assetehas if negative (migration worsen
the household asset base) onto the five capitetsasis this phase, migration was the
independent variable while the five household asgeésent the dependent variable

constructs.

The assumption in these analyses was that the me®f rural-out migration to
sending households varies and changes with timéhdnbeginning, migration may
deprive the household and rural economy of labohichv may result into negative
outcomes in the short run, but in the longer tefmemittances may be invested back
may improve productivity, create assets and implaxgsehold incomes, thus sustaining

rural livelihoods.

2.7 Variables for phase | analysis

2.7.1 Dependent variables

As explained earlier and as portrayed in Figure (R6 the study conceptual model),
there were two phases of analysis. Phase | wasg/zauhlstatistically and thus the

relationship between dependent and independentblas were determined. The
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dependent variable for phase | analysis was thesdimids’ rural-out migration

decisions, that is whether the household choseadoate or otherwise, it was categorical
and dichotomous. Those households whose membesg ¢b migrate were assigned 1
value, and those that chose not to migrate (nomamighouseholds) were assigned 0

value.

2.7.2 Independent variables

Independent variables for Phase | analysis we identified. Independent variables
were divided into two groups which involved houddhoharacteristics and societal

factors active for migration.

Household characteristics

The analysis of household characteristics comprisied variable attributes, which
involved the size of household (number of househwoleimbers), ages of head of
households, education level of heads of househatasital status of heads of
households, sex of heads of households and ocouapati the household. Table 2.3

provides further information.

Societal factors active for migration

Societal factors active for migration were dividetb two categories which included
availability of jobs and the utilities provision dnfrastructure development at origin.
For this case, the analysis on societal factoigeatdr migration comprised two stages.
The first stage of the analysis of availabilityjobs at origin comprised nine variable
attributes  which included; off-farm activities,vdistock keeping, employment in
public/private sectors, non-farm (self-employedsuwal labouring, enterprise related
jobs, factory jobs, working in development projeatsl driving related jobs. The second
stage of analysis of utilities and/or infrastruetudevelopment at origin comprised
eleven variable attributes which also included litpueural roads, water dams, irrigation
schemes, internet café, rural telecenters, rutabhry, piped water, market places,

community centers, animal dips and electricity.
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These variable attributes both for, household atarstics and societal factors active
for migration were mixed between categorical anah-ocategorical variables. The

information for the attributes identified, how theyere defined and measured under
each variable category is presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Variables, definitions and levels of sweament

Variable Definition Measurement

Household characteristics

Number of household members Household size ambitgosition Scale measured
(Number of household members in a
household)
Ages of head of households Age of head of househaoldars Scale measured
Education of heads of households The highest eiduedtevel obtained  Ordinal measured
by the head of household
Marital status of heads of Whether the head of household was ~ Nominal measured
Households married or single, where married = lor
single =2
Sex of heads of households Whether the hhh is fealale headed Nominal measured

(patriarchy/matriarchy hh), where male

=1, or female = 2
Main occupation of the household The main sourdeooeholds’ income  Nominal measured
Land available for agriculture The size of agriotdl land owned by  Scale measured

the hh in acres
For societal factors

Available jobs Kinds of jobs (farm, non-farm) awadile Nominal measured
in the rural areas

Utilities and/or Infrastructure Types of infrastructures or utilities Nominal measured

development available at origin, e.g roads, electricity,

market places, etc.

2.7.3 Premises for the variables

The following were the premises upon which the tdieation of various variables for
different analyses/objectives was based:

i). Household size
The number of household members might have so mmapgcts on households decision

to migrate or to stay. Households with a higher benof members are more likely to
send out more (or some) of its members unlike thesowith few numbers. For

example, households with husband, wife and a coaplehildren, are more likely to
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send out children while parents remain back to e of the remaining household’s
property. But for households with only husband aife, they are less likely to send out
more migrants because they are very much constrdipehe number of people to send
out.

ii). Age of the head of household

Age of household head might have so many impactsooisehold deciding to migrate.
In migration studies, the age of the head of hoolskis considered to be an important
factor when it comes to migration decisions andeesfly if a migrant is the head
him/her-self. It is believed that age of the hehdausehold can make a difference when
it comes to migration decisions and also it aftéet number of household members as
well as the number of migrants per household. Hoolsls whose heads are young are
more likely to have no migrants while those withtana and aged heads of households
are more likely to have migrants and especially whrégrants are the children of the
head of household. Logically, this sound correntsiat early ages couples may still
have children who are in school and not ready tgrate, but as the couple matures and
aging takes place, the chances of their childrempteting their studies and start

migrating increases.

iii).  Sex of heads of household

The sex of the head of household might have smiti impacts on households’
decision to migrate. Female headed householdsasdikely to send out migrants (if a
migrant is the head) compared to their counterpgarthe literature, it is argued that
migration in Sub-Saharan African countries, mignatis restricted to women. Also
potential migrants are more likely to stay if theatd of household is a female, simply
they may decide to stay and look after the head @odide necessary support than
migrating away from home.
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iv). Marital status of head of household

Marital status of heads of households was anothaabe considered important to be
analysed for household characteristics. Maritalstaf head of household might have so
many impacts especially when a migrant is the hefdabusehold. In the literature it is

widely acknowledged that married people are ldgd\lito migrate compared to single.

The psychological effects of separation betweenristircouples are important factors

that deter married couples from migration.

V). Education level of heads of households

In migration studies the level of education attdibg the head of households stands for
the education level of the household when it contes defining household
characteristics. The education level of head ofskbold indicates the kinds of job
opportunities that may be available for the heathaiseholds to engage into and thus
the earning that the head of households may earrth® household’s survival. In
principle heads of households who have attaineldenigducation levels are most likely
to engage in well-paying jobs compared to thosehwdw levels of education
attainment. This simply means that if the earniagghe result of education levels are
low, there are possibilities that other househotaniers may be forced to migrate out
in order to maximise the earnings in order to lmoseuseholds’ financial constraint for

the households.

vi).  Available jobs

Availability of jobs at the place of origin plays amportant part in migration decisions.
Throughout the literature, it is acknowledged tmabstly, people migrate due to
economic reasons which means, difficult means ohieg income for households’
survival forces people to move elsewhere searcfondpetter life. For that case, it is
believed that if jobs that could ensure the earrohgncome for rural people were
available in rural areas, the rate of out migratmuld have declined. The available job
attributes that were taken into consideration idelll vehicles related, working in

factories, working in development projects, workimg enterprises, casual laboring,
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employment in public/private sector, non-farm satiployment, off-farm wage and
livestock keeping.

vii). Land issues

Due to the importance of land in people’s day tg tees, it might have so many
impacts to migration decisions to households. Laad regarded an important factor in
determining out migration because the main econactiwity of residents in these areas
of study was farming, and for someone to do thmitag, they needed to have access to
land. If land resources become scarce in one egs@ents in that area tend to look for
other means of survival. For this reason, it wasntkxd important to investigate if land

availability had any bearing on household’s mignatilecisions.

viii).  Infrastructure development and utilitiesguision

Infrastructure development and/or utilities proersiis another societal factor that
features most in the literature and which might éhawajor impact on rural-out
migration. The level or the unavailability of centanfrastructures and/or utilities may
lead to people moving out of their rural settingpessally if those particular
infrastructures and/or utilities are linked withcame generating opportunities. For
example, the absence of electricity which mightibed for establishing small industries
which in turn may lead to employment creation & #tosence of water which might be
used for irrigation farming especially growing gneesgetables which are mostly traded
in urban areas, may limit rural people’s opportesitfor making a living or for
expanding their income earning sphere. As a rdbely may opt to leave their rural
areas in search of opportunities of which if certafrastructures or utilities were
available in their places of origin, these oppoitiaa would be available and thus no or
less rural-our migration would be evident becausgpfe would be engaging themselves
with various income generating activities as a ltesti developed or availability of
certain infrastructures or utilities. The varicattributes of infrastructure development

and/utilities considered was rural roads, water gjamigation schemes, internet café,
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rural telecenters, rural library, piped water, nedrglaces, community centers, animal

dips and electricity.

2.8 Phase Il analysis

Phase Il was analyzed qualitatively and thus ditl nequire such categorization of
variables as for phase | analysis. In Phase |l ¢imdy association between household
asset portfolio which included social capital, ficeal or economic capital, physical
capital, natural capital and human capital and atign and remittances from it was
established. In livelihood studies, the livelihosttategies opted by households and
individuals tend to have differing outcomes to tieisehold that put these assets into
use. In this phase the purpose was to establisthethmigration and remittances from it
had positive or negative outcomes to the househaktset portfolio. Essentially, how
remittances from migration were used to build theeh portfolio of the household was

of major concern.

Since this study was aimed at assessing the outcofmiral-out migration (being one
of the household livelihoods strategies) to theanability of rural livelihoods, it was
assumed that migration and remittances from it hrase varying outcomes to different
types of households assets. The outcomes of nograti households assets impact
would be assessed in terms of how migration hacmesdd or built or improved the

households’ asset stock owned, accessed and/oreddy households.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

The chapter covers various issues mainly are @nduction, the description of the
study areas, description of the research/studydedescription of the units of analysis,
aspects of population, sample and sampling proesdurtypes of data and data
collection procedures and sources, validity agldhbility of data, ethical issues, data

analytic strategy and phases of data analysis.

3.2 Description of the study areas

The study was conducted in Makete and Iringa RDisfricts of Njoluma and Iringa
regions. The basis for choosing Makete and Iringal ras the study areas was purposive
because the researcher was certain that the angld wmvide the best information to
achieve the objectives of the study. The choseasargere typical rural areas in
Tanzania where rural-out migration has been pradthry the residents for centuries (as
evidenced in chapter one). In short, rural-out atign in Njoluma and Iringa Regions
dates back during the penetration of colonial edipin in the ninetieth century
(Mbonile, 1995). During the colonial era, Maketedalringa Rural districts of were
earmarked as labour reserve areas by the Germamestdiblished plantations along the
coast and in the northern part of the country. dswhese plantations which required
high labour for cultivation and therefore laboursita be obtained from various parts of
the country to provide labour in these plantatiokiskete and Iringa districts were
among earmarked labour reserve areas. It was fngsrtime when rural-out migration
officially begun to be practiced in these areas] antil to date the residents of these

areas are still migrating out of their villages ¥@rious reasons.

Moreover, the two regions have benefited with tihespnce of various activities (at
large scales) especially in the agricultural andustry sectors where the natives are

supplying their labour in the form of salaried eoyges. These activities include large
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tea plantations, exotic tree plantations (Sao Hiiest Plantation), Dabaga farms and
food processing factories which are found in thgiae. For the reasons, the people of
Iringa Rural and Makete districts were most likedybe moving (out-migrating) from
their home villages to work in these investmentutih others could still move out to
Iringa town and other neighboring towns or evenfudgher towns such as Dar es
Salaam, Mbeya, Dodoma and so on. The followingiaestdescribes of individual

districts of study.

3.2.1 Makete District

Makete district is located at the southern end joflina region, about 112 kms from the
Regional Headquarters. It lies adjacent to the INort shores of Lake Nyasa, separated
by a steep escarpment, stretches slowly into theerlaand flatter lands of Njombe
Region (formerly Njombe District) on the Eastermlesi Moreover, the district lies
between latitudes 685’ and 0840’ South of Equator and longitude®838’ and 3430’
East of Greenwich. The district is bordered by Mjoa District in the East, Mbarali
district (Mbeya Region) in the north, Ludewa andkéad\yasa on the south, while
Rungwe district is located on the Western sidehefdistrict. The District covers a total
surface area of 5,800 sg. km. of which most af imibuntainous with steep hills, ridges,
valleys and escarpments (Makete District CouncilD[B4, 2008). The arable land
available for agricultural production is 4,195 sgqsk Out of the arable land (4,195 sq.
kms) in the district, only 371 sg. km. is actuathyltivated annually, living 3,824 sq.
kms. lying idle due to the fact that either thd soinfertile or is used for grazing or is
edges and river beds or belongs to investors fgaga farm and Kitulo Game Reserve)
(MDC, 2008).

Administratively, Makete District is divided into divisions and 17 wards (as they are
indicated in annex 2) with a total of 97 registevéthges. lkuwo division covers about
21 % of total land area of the district, followegt bkwama and Lupalilo divisions
which cover 20 % each, Matamba division covers 18/goma division covers 11 %

and Bulongwa division has the smallest land arethé district covering only 9 %
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(MDC, 2008). The District Executive Director (DEDy the chief executive of the
council, who is assisted by various heads of departs (HOD) at district level, Ward
Executive Officers (WEQO) at Ward level and Villageecutive Officers (VEO) at

village levels.

The District has two main ethnic groups namely:d@rand Wanji, of which about 98 %
are Christians. The Wanji occupy the northern pdrthe district, while the Kinga
occupy most part of the district. Moreover, wittie Kinga, there are sub-ethnic groups
called Mahanji and Magoma. In addition, the distiscalso occupied by small groups of
Nyakyusa and Sangu in Mfumbi and Kigulu Wards (Mak®istrict Executive
Director’s Office [MDEDO], 2007).

The population of Makete district, contrary to atléstricts of Iringa region (where it
formerly belonged) has experienced an insignificaotvth. The district average rates of
intercensal population growth for the period of 89371988 and 1988 — 2002 showed a
drastic decrease from 1.2 % to 0.2 %, respectivibly,reasons being assumed to be
deaths and out-migration. According to the 2002 uktpn and Housing Census the
district recorded a total of 105,775 inhabitantsipared to 102,312 inhabitants counted
in 1988 Population Census marking, a slight inaezs3,463 inhabitants only (3.4 %).
However, the projections for 2007 indicate that thstrict has a total population of
114,777 (MDC, 2008).

Comparing with other districts of Iringa region (gvk it belonged, data for Njoluma
Region are not available yet), Makete districthe smallest rural district in terms of
land area and according to the 1988 census resulias the second least populous
district after Ludewa. However, a different trendsaobserved in the 2002 Population
and Housing Census, such that the district becdmaeldast populous in the region
contributing only 7.1 % (105,775 total numbers woihabitants) of the regional
population followed by Iringa Urban district whidontributed 7.1 % with a total of
106,371 inhabitants. Between 1988 and 2002 thedistad a relatively lowest growth
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rate of 0.2 % compared to the regional growth cte.6 % and national average of 2.4
%. Makete district, with an average population giignof 33 persons per sq. km. is
considered as moderate densely populated disbropared with other rural districts of
Iringa region. The population density of Maketetmts being slightly above the regional
average of 29 persons per sg. km; it ranked thambkedly populated rural district in the
region. Among other reasons, the population densftyMakete district is mainly

affected by its relative small land area rathenthg the number of residents. Moreover,
the decline in population growth has also influehttee population density of the district

to remain almost the same as it was in 1988 (32opsrper sq. kms.).

A similar trend of population variability was obgsed at the division level as well.
According to the 1988 population census, Bulongwad b population density of 30.1
persons per sq. km. and was considered the moselgepopulated division in the
district, followed by Lupalilo (one of the researatea) which had 21.4 persons per sq.
km. while Matamba (another research area) was dere the least densely populated
division with 13.5 persons per sq. km. However, #@2 population and housing
census shown surprising results, it was shown Metamba was indicated the most
densely populated division with 24.5 persons perkeg Bulongwa was indicated the
second populated while Lupalilo was the third wAthpersons per sg. km and Ukwama
was the least populated with only 9 (nine) perspes sq. km. This population
variability within the district could be suggestintge presence of some internal
processes taking place including internal or extenmigration, deaths and births. These
results also show that some divisions were favobseiternal migrants than others due
to various reasons. For example, while Ukwama wisvhich has the largest land area
of about 1,187.7 sq. km, had the lowest populatiensity of 9 persons per sq. km in
2002 compared to that of 17.3 persons per sq. kh9&8, Matamba which has the third
largest land area of 1,038.9 sg. km had populatensity of 24.5 persons per sq. km in
2002 compared to 13.8 persons per sg. km in 1988 aBulongwa which has the
smallest land area of about 518.2 sq. km, had e¢bersl highest population density of
24.2 persons per sg. km in 2002 compared to th80df persons per sgq. km in 1988.
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These results indicated that within these two censeriods some divisions suffered
reduction in their population size while othersfertdd the increase. For instance, while
Bulongwa lost 24.4 % of its population, followed Matamba which lost 23.5 % and
Ukwama which lost 5.1 %, Lupalilo and Magoma Dieiss experienced population
increase. It was asserted by district officiald théernal migration was the major factor
for this population variability than other natucaluses such as deaths and births. Some
of the factors contributing to these internal moeats were mentioned to include search
for availability of arable land, economic infrastture and improved social services
(MDC, 2008).

Due to geographical area and population size, Maklétrict has the second smallest
number of households in the region (formerly be&a)g In the year 2002, the district
had a total number of 105,775 inhabitants anda &6t27,762 households, equivalent to
8 % of 346,815 households in the region. Given gbpulation size and number of
households, in 2002 the district had the smallgstage household size of 3.7 in the
region compared to that in 1988 which was 4.6. Hhmiews that there was a general
decline in the district average household size Wwitiould be contributed by deaths and

out-migration among other things (MDC, 2007).

Moreover, a larger segement of the population aB@u of the district workforce is
employed in substance agriculture. HIV/AIDS pandem@mong others has in recent
years become the highest cause of death and has stegative impact to morbidity
and mortality such that the orphaned and widowezsreecorded were the highest in the
region accounting for 4.6 % and 6.2 %, respectivEhe health status of Makete people
is also observed in other proxy heath indictorshsas Infant Mortality (82 per 1000
infants), Children under five years mortality (186r 1000 U5 children), HIV/AIDS
prevalence rate (0.7 %), Doctor/population (11,8@@ple per doctor) and Hospital
bed/population (245 patients per bed).
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Roads were the main mode of transportation of gaodspeople within and outside the
district of Makete. Therefore, road transport wassidered one of the key sub-sectors
responsible for the sustainable development anderppweduction in the district.
Compared to other districts in the region, Makestridt has a total road network of 785
kms. The Tanzania Road Authority (TANROAD) maintigbout 233 kms. The road
network in the districts that are maintained by ¢katral government and are classified
as Trunk and Regional roads, while those that amtained by the district council are
called district and feeder roads; the rest of noetsvorks are called village roads and are
mostly maintained by villagers. Since the distisclocated at the periphery in the north-
western side of the region together with its topphy and weather condition, these
might have contributed to making the road netwookdition to remain in poorer

condition with higher degrees of roughness, potigoéind erosion.

Furthermore, according to the 2002 population amilising census report, the
information on literacy for individuals aged fivears and above for Makete district was
the lowest compared with other districts in theilaegaccounting for 69 %. However,
literacy rate among male heads of household wdshi@0 %) than that of females (55
%). With regard to education status, National Sar(énsus of Agriculture 2002/03
revealed that the number of heads of householdsimary education was the highest
in the district 53 %, followed by those without edtion 43 % and those with secondary
education were 3 %. Whereas only 0.2 % had postrsiacy education while those with
adult education was only 0.8 %. The report alsavglabthat radios were the main asset
owned by most households in Makete district (52 Bdljowed by iron (23.4 %) and
bicycles (16.0 %) (National Sample Census of Adtice, 2002/03). However, an
insignificant proportion of households (3.4 %) owneheelbarrows, 1.2 % owned

vehicles, 1.2 % mobile phone and televisions/videos

3.2.2 Iringa Rural District
Iringa Rural District is located at the extremethern end of Iringa region. The district

is situated in such a way that it surrounds theidted Head quarters where Iringa

73



Urban District is found. The district lies betwelatitudes 8 55" and 16 30" south of
the Equator and between longituded 83" and 36 55' east of Greenwich. The district
is bordered with Iringa Urban and Kilolo distriats the East, Mufindi District in the
south, Mbarali District (Mbeya Region) in the Westd South West and Morogoro
Region in the North. The district covers the swfacea of about 20,576 sg. kms which
is equivalent to 35% of the total regional surfatea compared to that of Makete
District which covers 4,128 sq km equivalent to @#4he regional surface area (Iringa
Region Socio-economic Profile [IRSEP], 2007).

Administratively, Iringa Rural district is divideohto 6 divisions, 20 Wards and 119
registered Villages. According to the 2002 popuolatand housing census, the district
had a total of 245,623 residents, a total of 56 J6@2seholds and an average household
size was 4.3 (National Bureau of Statistics [NB2D03). The District Executive
Director (DED) is the chief executive of the counaiho is assisted by various heads of
departments (HOD) at district level, Ward Execut@®#icers (WEO) at Ward level and
Village Executive Officers (VEO) at village level.

The dominant indigenous ethnic people mostly foumthe district are the Hehe who
account for over 80%, the remaining 20% is mairdynposed of the Bena who are
mostly migrants from Njombe District and the Kingho are migrants from Makete and
the very small proportion of the Pangwa, Kisi anérnda who are migrants from
Ludewa District (IRSEP, 2007). The population afidga Rural District has experienced
gradual growth over time. The 1967 national popoitatensus which was the first of
the comprehensive census, a total of 226,124 itdnatki were recorded, this was
followed by the 1978 census where a total of 29D M@re recorded, likewise in the
1988 population census a total of 362,137 was r@sorded and in the 2002 (the most
recent) a total of 245,623 in habitants were reedrd he last census records showed a
decline in the population, but in actual sense txs not the case. The figure was
arrived at after Kilolo area was separated as dependent district which recorded a
total of 203, 982 inhabitants. The two districtsdmaa total of 449,605 inhabitants.
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Despite the overall district population increade, District average growth rate fell from
2.3 % in 1967/78 to 2.2 % for 1978/88 and furthewd to 1.6 % for 1988/2002. These
results revealed that the mean average annual ggapulgrowth rates for Iringa Rural
District have been on a steady decline like thatthed region (the same trend of
population growth rate was reflected in other distas well) since the 1967/78 inter-
censal period. For the 2002/2012 period, the pojomagrowth rate for the district is
projected to reach 1.1 %, thus suggesting furtkelime (IRSEP, 2007).

Moreover, with increasing district population, thepulation density has also been on
steadily increasing from 1967 to the projected 20Ebr example in 1967 when the
population was 226,124 its population density wgseBsons per sgq. km and this has
been on the increase until the projected 14 pergensg. km in 2012. This increase in
population density indicates that in the futurer¢heill be a higher demand of land for
agricultural activities, since the land resourcemains fixed while the number of
persons per sg. km keeps on rising. During theystisit it was found out that currently
land for agriculture is not a problem, at leastrgy®rson has got accessibility to land.
However, it was also found that with the immigrafsm other areas and youths
graduating to maturity, there were indications ihahe near future land availability for

agriculture and other purposes will be a major eomdor the rural people.

To a greater extent, the district is endowed watvofable climate for farming activities.
Climatically, the district is divided into threeimlatic zones, the highlands zone, the
midlands zone and the lowlands. The highlands fieseat an altitude of 1,600 - 2,700
metres above sea level and it covers the eastegefof the district. In this zone, the
temperatures are normally below°C5during winter seasons with rainfall ranging
between 1,000 to 1,600 mm per annum, falling inirgle season from November
through May. The dry and cold season occurs dfterdin season and it lasts from June
to September. This is the time when farming at#isiare put on hold waiting for the

following farming season. It is this period whigtnder most Iringa rural residents idle
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and thus those who are mobile opt for temporarseasonal out migration for seeking a

living elsewhere away from their villages.

The midlands zone lies at an altitude of 1,200M,600m above sea level and covers
the central part of Districts but it also extenddvufindi, parts of Njombe, Ludewa and
Makete districts. In this zone, temperatures rafigmm 15°C to 20C, with average
rainfall of between 600 and 1,000 mm per annum. [btwands zone has an altitude of
900 meters tol, 200m above sea level and it cahersow lying northern part of the
Iringa Rural district along the Ruaha River. Tenaperes vary between %D to 28C
with low rainfall ranging between 500 and 600 mm @enum. This is the driest area in
the district, the two wards (Kihorogota and Nzitmat were sampled for study are found
in this zone. During field work (in the month of dust), it was really dry, even cattle
keepers in the area were migrating to other areasdarch of water to their animals.
The major concern of the residents that we had @porunity to talk to was water
problems in the area. There was no water dam, Batcess to tap water (which was
available at least once in a week) or natural ggrifResidents reported to be getting
water from the valleys were they used to dig dowithie sand and sometimes from the
stagnant water that had settled in the previous saason. Whether this lack of water
could lead to households’ migration decisions Wélrevealed in chapter five on results

and discussion.

The district’s total land area is estimated to bmuad 1,989,750 ha, of which the total
arable land is estimated to be 480,000 hectared42¢). The remaining land is utilized
for forest reserve (140,429 ha), forest plantatiogas (5, 671 ha), wildlife reserve area
(1, 153, 667 ha, 58%), tsetse fly infestation gf#®5848 ha) and others (159,135 ha).
However, by 1997/ 98 to 2004/05, the total averag= under cultivation was only
161,488 ha or 33.6% of the total arable land wdtsvaeted, which means the remaining
66.4% of arable land was untouched. The largexigstion of the district’s cultivated
area is owned by peasant farmers who cultivatevanage area of 1.4 hectares per
household (IRCO, 2006). These figures indicatesiththe district there are still a large

76



arable land resource that is lying idle and whetpuires development in order to realize
its production potential through crop productiother by improved peasant farming or
commercial/mechanized farming. In other words tHegaes about land availability in

the district indicate that to a large extent laondld not be a major factor for people to

migrate out of their rural areas.

Like in many rural areas of developing countrié® llTanzania, agriculture is the main
source of income for the districts’ residents amdural soils still support growth of
various crops. Although soils have potential topgrpa variety of crops, many areas in
the district have infertile soils especially in higainfall zones. The soils in these zones
require application of fertilizers, otherwise crgiplds become poor. Agricultural inputs
are brought into the region and sold to farmers lojpwerse group of individual stockists
and private crop marketing companies dealing wottatco, tea and coffee purchases.
Due to high demand of fertilizers, it has been atine that the demand has always
exceeded the supply. For instance for the peridal//B8 to 2002/03 the total yearly
average supply was estimated to be 5,381 tone®atite period 2004/2005 the amount
supplied increased to 5,726 tones. It is howeveknawledged that the amount of
fertilizers supplied in all periods did not suffittee needs of farmers as many could miss
completely or were able to get part of what theyted ( the actual amount need was

not established).

Moreover, another factor which makes many farmersuse fertilizers despite their
need to do so are the high prices set by stockistslarge farmers who sell them to
small scale farmers. To many small scale farmeesgants) the prices are very high
such that they cannot afford to buy them. But m&edously, the late availability of
fertilizers to farmers makes it even worse as itlhely availability of particular types of
fertilizers is very crucial for their use. For exale during the research, farmers
suggested that it could be better for fertilizersdoe sold in their localities and made it
available in all seasons so that they can use thérmmnever they want to do so,

especially for fertilizers which have to be appliadthe time of planting. Types of
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fertilizers that are mostly used by farmers in thgrict includes TSP/DAP applied at
planting time for crops such as maize, round petatnd horticulture crops (tomatoes,
cabbage and onions), CAN/UREA fertilizer appliedtaeg dressing for crops such as
maize, paddy, tobacco and horticultural crops amK Nertilizer which is applied at

planting time for tobacco and tea crops. Theseltsefave shown that land is available
in plenty but continually losing its fertility anthus declining production potential. But
also, fertilizers are supplied in less amount camgato requirements, prices are
unaffordable to many and poor timing of fertilizavailability. All these agriculture

related problems can lead most households (beingerdient on agriculture) to

becoming unable to produce enough for their homeswmption as well as for cash
income which eventually could lead to opting rurat- migration as an alternative

livelihoods strategy.

Furthermore, it was found that by the year 200%etlveas some industrial activity going
on in the district especially small-scale industrand some medium scale enterprises.
These small and medium scale enterprises werenablvied with the processing of
agricultural and forest products whose raw mate@aé available locally. In total there
were 415 of which 10 were for carpentry, 390 wernerhilling businesses, and 7 were
for oil processing, no any tailoring enterprise vi@snd in the district. In light of this it
was found that since most of the enterprises weial sand medium sized, they mostly
employ family members in order to minimize runniogsts, for that case they have
limited capacity in absorbing huge unemployed humesource. Thus their contribution
in reducing idle labour especially when farmingssee are over is very minimal such
that rural out migration remain the main availallleelihoods strategy to most
households.

As described in previous sections, the districtameconomic activities are agricultural
and some industrial related activities. Road trartsp the district is one of the key sub-
sectors responsible for the district’s sustainaeleelopment and poverty reduction. The

sub-sector potentially stimulates and facilitateivery of agricultural inputs into the
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districts and delivery of district’'s products to nkets. By the year 2005, road network in
terms of road classification the majority was cosgm of trunk roads which covered

169 kms, roads maintained by the district coveg@ &kms and roads maintained by the
region covered 178 kms. By year 2005 out of thal twad network of 1075.6 km that

covers the entire district, there were only 70 (%) of tarmac road, 428 kms (40%)
of gravel road and 577.6 km (53%) of earth roallesE figures indicate that most of the
road network was either gravel or earth road whretans that the larger part of the

district is impassable throughout a year.

In short, this section has briefly described theib&atures of the study areas that may
have direct or indirect impact to households’ miigradecisions. However, to ascertain
whether the factors described in this section adnoadly lead to household migration

decisions will be revealed later.

3.3 The research design

The design for this study was cross-sectional ajntim survey a cross-section of
households in Makete and Iringa Rural Districtdriofga region in order to investigate
the outcomes of rural-out migration on the livebds of the sending households. This
research design was considered the most approjfeateuse the study was aiming at
obtaining an overall picture of rural-out migrationtcomes to the households from a
cross-section of the study population as it stoasl i was) at the time of the study
(Babbie, 1989). According to Kumar (2005), a stdegign is discussed based on three
different perspectives or criteria, which include thumber of contacts with the study

population, the reference period of the study &edniature of investigation.

The advantage of this design over the others watdttivas simple to apply in the sense
that it only involved deciding what a study wantedfind out, identifying the study

population, selection of the sample and contactimg respondents to find out the
required information. Drawing on this advantages gtudy design involved only one

contact (involved one visit) with the study popidat simply because the study at hand
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was intending to investigate the outcomes of rauimigration to the livelihoods of the
sending household at the time of investigation modthe change that has happened or
that will happen in future. Taking into account tmember of contacts with the study
population, the design was the most advantageoeisatliers (e.g. longitudinal designs)
with regard to the questions of budget constraimi &hD study timeline. More
importantly, cross-sectional studies are essentatlalytical studies of which this was
part of it (Babbie, 1989). However, the main limtida to this research design is its
inability to measure changes in a phenomenon awer, which was not the aim of this

study anyway.

3.4 Unit of study/analysis

The unit of enquiry for this study was householfisx@ categories i.e. migrant and non-
migrant households. Unit of study is simply thetdar example individual, household,
corporation, or whatever about which informatiorreguired in a research project and
that becomes the main referent point in the amnal{Bictionary of Sociology, 1998). It
is argued by some researchers (e.g. Trochim, 20@6pne of the most important ideas
in a research project is the unit of enquiry/uritanalysis The unit of analysis is the
major entity that we analyze in our study (Chuichid lacobucci, 2005; Craig and
Douglas, 2000; McGrath, 1996;;; and Trochim, 2006).

This study adopted a modified household definitsnput forward by Agesa and Kim
(2001:12) and Hossain (2001:8), that a househdld thwelling unit where a group of
persons usually live together in the same homeoorpound (commonly referred to as
the “extended” African family) and takes food fra@mmon kitchen and are bound by
ties of kinship in that they are answerable toghme household hedd his definition
includes those who live outside the village buimlahe household to be their own.
Persons of this category work outside the villaged often send remittances. Such
persons are called migrants or the migrated memobkrthe household and such
households are known as migrant household (Hoss#0]1). This households’

definition fits exactly to Tanzanian context bubhés also included household members
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living outside the household who claims to belomg that household. Without
incorporating household members living outside dguld be difficult to associate
migrants with sending (migrant) households. Fot dase this definition was adopted
as the working definition for this study becausprdperly links migrants and sending

(migrant) households which could be suggestingehatting behavour of migrants.

3.5  Target population, sample, and sampling procedes

For this study, the targeted population includédhaliseholds (being our study units) in
Iringa Rural and Makete Districts of Iringa regiorhe study units were all surveyed
households which included two categories, housshaith migrant and those without
migrants. This means that the study sample wasrdfeowm this study population of

households.

According to the 2002 Population and Housing Cenksuya Rural District had a total
number of 56,682 households which were found invaéds which in total made up the
district. Additionally, on average each administatward had a total of 2,834
households. For Makete district, the 2002 Poputasiod Housing Census revealed that
the district had a total of 27,672 households whvehe found in the total number of 17

wards, and on average each ward had a total 08 hé@seholds.

From these statistical data it was extremely uhfilleat this study would have enough
time and financial resources to survey all housgsh@und in the area. For this reason it
was paramount to select a few or the segment oétilety population which would be
subjected to the investigation which constitutesiibset of the population, thus a sample
to this study. As stated earlier on, accordingh®2002 Population and Housing Census,
Iringa Rural District had a total of 56,682 houddlsp out of which it was anticipated
that a sample of 216 would be selected for invaitg. Since there was a sampling
frame of 20 wards in Iringa Rural District, two \Vdarwere randomly selected for
investigation. A simple random sampling techniqnewn as fishbowl draw sampling

technique (Kumar, 2005) was employed to seleckthes wards. It followed that since
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the population of wards was small, the approach twasumber each ward using
separate slips of paper for each ward, all thes slipre put into a box, and then picked
them out one by one without looking and replacenuertit the number of slips selected
equaled the number of wards to be investigatedwe.wards. Moreover, based on the
same 2002 housing and population census it wamastl that each ward in Iringa
Rural had a maximum of six villages. For that cd86% of the total villages (i.e. six
villages) for each ward were selected for the itigaion and this resulted in a total
number of 12 villages from the two wards which weselected for this study.
Furthermore, according to the same 2002 housidgpapulation census in Iringa Rural
District each village had approximately 360 housafoout of which 5 % (equal to 18
households per village) was to be systematicallgrti@-randomly) selected for
investigation. The systematic sampling proceduckfigue relied on a village register
were households were listed in no particular oatet thus households were selected at
regular intervals through that register list. T®cedure involved determining the
random start household which was th&' bdusehold in a list and then proceeded with
the selection of every f0household onwards until the required number ofskbolds

was achieved.

However, it is important to hint out that in thetwad survey only 187 households were
surveyed in Iringa Rural District. The reason fot achieving the required sample size
in this district was that at the beginning of datdlection in Nzihi Ward (28 August
2009) a fire tragedy occurred which burnt some exttichostels of ldodi Secondary
School (in the neighbouring ward) in Iringa Ruraktiict and claimed the life of 12
girls (students). Most of the fire victims origiedtfrom Ismani electoral constituency
and Nzihi Ward. Due to the mourning and burialhatiés which were going on in the
area, it was unavoidable to skip some of the hotlssswere earmarked for a survey.
All earmarked 12 villages were surveyed except thatnumber of households varied
from village to village. However, in order to commsate the skipped households in
some villages and the fact that in some villaggsatiearmarked/anticipated households

were available for interviews, the missed househaldre compensated by interviewing

82



more households in the next villages to be surveyleidh led to not abiding to the pre-
determined sample size of 18 households per villdgesome villages the number of
interviewed households was above while to someas Wwelow that pre-determined
sample size per village. In villages where more detwolds than expected were
surveyed, additional households were chosen aribytraith the help of village leaders
without following the systematic sampling rules. d@king other villages (the
replacements) to be surveyed after the exercisestasidd was not a viable option due to
the difficulties in the logistics involved from thistrict to village level. However, this
approach did not affect or compromise the credibdf the findings of this study since
the information obtained from the arbitrary seldcteouseholds was the same as the
ones that could be obtained from the missed holdghas there were no significant
variations amongst the surveyed households thatd ceubstantially influence the

findings.

Furthermore, based on the 2002 Population and HguSensus, Makete District had a
total of 27,672 households out of which 90 housgholvere earmarked for
investigation. For Makete, we had a sampling fraxh&7 wards out of which two (2)
were randomly selected for investigation. The s@awhbowl draw) sampling technique
that was employed for Iringa Rural District wasoaépplied for Makete to obtain the
two wards. By taking into account the same 2002uRdion and housing Census it was
estimated that each Ward in Makete District hadaaimum of seven villages. For that
case in order to achieve the sample size (90 hold®Hor Makete District, six villages
from each ward were randomly selected for invetigaresulting to a total number of
12 villages from the two wards being picked. Bagsedhe 2002 Housing and Population
Census in Makete District, each village had appraxely 150 households out of which
5 % (equal to 7.5 or approximately 7 householdsvpiaxge) were randomly selected for
investigation. This made a total of 84 householtat twould be sampled for

investigation.
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In total for the two districts the study had argatied to investigate a sample size of 300
(three hundred) households but due to some indeitaibcumstances a total of 272
households (91% achievement) instead was actualhgstigated. The missed 28
households could not affect the results as wethascredibility of the findings, since
there were no significant variations amongst thiages in the same Ward of the same
district which could make significant change of tlesults. According to Comrey and
Lee (1992), 91% sample size achievement is coresiderbe statistically adequate for a
survey study.

3.6  Types of data, their sources, and collectiorr@gcedures

In order to be able to answer the research queséind thus achieve the objective of the
study, it was paramount to gather information atbtire research problem/question at
hand. Data used in this study were mainly pringaia, though in the social research
this could be complemented by other data types lwlaie secondary and tertiary
(Blaikie, 2004). Primary data were generated dlected directly from the field by

visiting and interviewing the selected householls;information obtained was the first-
hand information. The interview schedule was thgomeeans or instrument of data
collection from respondents since the interviewpgcesses involved face to face
contact between interviewees and interviewer. Thesrary data were obtained from

the structured interviews with heads of househotdeir representatives and also from

semi-structured interviews with village officials.

The main advantage of using interview schedule wasnable all interviewees to be
given exactly the same context of questioning, Whit turn would reduce response
variations from different respondents on similarespions. In order to achieve this,
interviewers were reading out questions exactly enthe same order as they were
printed on the schedule. Questions were very dpea&ifd very often they offered the
interviewees with fixed range of answers (closedeeihquestion) and very seldom some
few questions offered the same interviewees wéhilile range of answers (open ended

guestions). However, interviewees were given flgixybin answering questions as well
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as in seeking clarification when the question askexd not well understood by a
respondent. In order to obtain valid informationoatbthe sampled household, one
respondent from each household were intervieweegladd of households were the most
preferred to respond to our questions due to tpesitions of having more and
appropriate information about the household thaybady else, but in circumstances
were the head was not available or was not aldbe toterviewed, any available member

who was ready and able to offer the required in&drom was interviewed.

3.7 Validity and reliability of data

3.7.1 Issues of internal validity

Validity is a key issue of concern in research glesir research study. It is defined as
‘the degree to which the researcher has measuratihethas set out to measure’ (Smith
2010:106). While according to Kerlinger (1973: 45f)e commonest definition of
validity is epitomised by the question: Are we measy what we think we are
measuring, according to Robson (2002: 93), validstyconcerned with whether the
findings are ‘really’ about what they appear todi®ut. Moreover, Babbie (1990: 133)
on the one hand writes that ‘validity refers to gheéent to which an empirical measure
adequately reflects the real meaning of the congegér consideration’, Bryman (2001:
72) on the other hand writes that validity refeydhe issue of whether an indicator (or
set of indicators) that is devised to gauge a qoin=lly measures that concept. From
these definitions and explanations one could satwalidity is all about whether the
research investigation provided trustworthy answette research question for which it
was undertaken and whether it provides these assuseng appropriate methods and

procedures.

Some of the major sources of validity threats twatld have applied in this study related
to instrument soundness and construct soundnessdKw2005). Instrument threats
emerges from the instrument not measuring whatag designed to measure while

construct threats emerges from the way questioascanstructed, leading to biased
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responses or leading to vaguely responses fronomegpts (Aday, 1996). One of the
causes for this problem is for the researcher aotnlg a clear theory or hypothesis to
guide questions construction (Aday, 1996). Two mdthwere used to minimize threats
that could emerge from instrument and construciditgl Instrument validity was

mainly established through logic. Implied herethat each question was justified in
relation to the objectives of the study it was mited to achieve. Furthermore, to
minimize biasness or vagueness arising from poostcacted questions, pre-testing of
the research schedule was done to ensure the apgesiere capturing the information
required. Also during interviews, interviewers weyaraphrasing questions to allow
respondents understand better what were requiredinofher, but also respondents
themselves were allowed to paraphrase questionsrder to suit their level of

understanding without compromising the qualityniiormation sought.

3.7.2 Issues of external validity

While internal validity (as explained previouslyfers to the approximate truth of
propositions, inferences, or conclusions, ¢éxérnalvalidity refers to the approximate
truth of conclusions that involve generalizationkre specifically, external validity is
the degree to which the conclusions in a particstlady would hold for other persons in
other places and at other times (Kumar, 2005). @athpand Stanley (1966:) proposed
the commonly accepted definition of external vajidhat “External validity asks the
qguestion of generalizability: To what populatiorsgttings, treatment variables and
measurement variables can this effect be genedidliz§p. 154]. It is argued that the
main criteria of external validity is the procedsgeneralization, and whether results
obtained from a small sample group, can be extemdadake predictions about the
entire population (Experiment Resources, 2008).

A threat to external validity of any study is arpnation of how one might be wrong in
making a generalization. In this context, the thresor threats to external validity and
the three ways one could be wrong includes pe@idees or times. Generalizability of

the findings of this study to other areas beyondkéfia and Iringa Rural Districts was
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considered an important aspect of this study. Tihairfgs of this study having come
from only some parts of two districts in Tanzan@uld pose a danger of not being
generalizable to other districts and/or in otharmtoes. While they can be generalizable
to the two studied districts, they might not bet@other district in Tanzania due to the
fact that the determinants of mifration may diffeetween districts and regions.
However, as far as rural-out migration in Tanzamgaconcern, the problem of
generalization is likely to be very minimal becatise conditions that apply in these two
districts are more likely to apply to other distsiovithin the country. Another way that
was used to reduce the threats of generalizabiity the use of random and systematic
(partial sampling) sampling techniques in househ{ddmple) selection and the
assurance that majority (91%) of sampled househekjsondents participated in the

study, which suggest that participant householdpalit rates were kept low (9%).

3.7.3 Reliability of data

The word reliable means that something is deperdabd that it will give the same
outcome every time. In research reliability ref@rshe consistency of measurements, or
the degree to which a research instrument measueesame way each time it is used
under the same condition with the same subj&tsittleworth, 2009). In short, it is the
repeatability of the measurement. A measure isiderexd reliable if a person's score on
the same test given twice is similar. Threats thate facing the reliability of data in
this study were mainly the respondents’ abilityrécall durations of stay of migrants,
remittances from migrants and costs of varioustasgey possessed as well as the
genuineness of their responses and others ofkleHor this reason, one way to address
the problem of recall period was to limit the infation that was sought to the past two
years but respondents were given flexibility toatt@ven longer periods than that.
Another way was to visit the respondents in theideholds whereby they were able to
consult some household members in case they hgdtfen anything, but also to make
the interview environment more natural to the wiewees. This helped some

interviewees to consult some documents in ordezdall certain information and also to
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enable the interviewers to physically see somehefthings that were reported by the

respondents.

Regarding the genuineness of the information pexyidt is possible that interviewees at
times may want to impress the interviewer by prmgdanswers that may seem to be
appealing to the interviewer/researcher or justtvariinish and go. To minimize such

problems, first of all target households were infed a day in advance so that they
could plan for the interview. Mostly heads of hdudds were the most preferred
respondents because of their position in the haldshbut in cases were heads of
households absent or unable to be interviewed sodyeblse were selected for the
interview. Additionally, interviewers were askeddiwve interviewees enough flexibility

that would involve some breaks in between the wer sessions when the interviewee
would request for it or when interviewers would senthe need. In this regard,
interviewers were asked to treat the interview isessas informal as possible to allow
the high degree of interaction between the inte&veg and interviewers. This was
aiming at providing enough room for the interviewée recall some of the things they

had forgotten or seek consultations form other Bbakl members.

Moreover, interviewers were insisted to be respéehd patient without showing any
signs of being in hurry or that the respondent @& g too much time to respond to a
simple question. More importantly on the issuerotifulness, the information provided
by households were compared with the general oresded by key informants (mainly
village leaders), and mostly they looked similanisTprovided some assurance that the
information collected from households was closeh® reality of the situation being

addressed.

3.8 Ethical issues

According to the American Heritage Dictionary oéthnglish Language, Fourth Edition
(2000:201) “ethical means being in accordance withaccepted principles of conduct

that are considered correct and that govern thdwarof a given profession or group”.
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Most professions working with people such as Britigsychological Society (2000),
British Sociological Association (n.d.), British #aciation of Social Workers (1996),
and American Psychological Association (1992), tention a few have established
overall codes of ethics for conducting researcttheir fields. In the social sciences a
number of ethical considerations that describesystem of ethical protections have
been created to try to protect or to strike a badabetween the researcher’s right to
know against the participants’ right to privacygmity and self-determination (Robson,
2002). These ethical considerations includes thecipte of voluntary participation,
seeking informed consent, the possibility of cagsinarm to participants, and
maintaining participants confidentiality and anorityn{Blaikie, 2004; Bryman, 2001;
Kumar, 2005).

Before the data collection phase begun Mzumbe Usityeprovided an introduction
letter to the researcher introducing him to thehadties where the research were
planned to be conducted that the research wasypamehcademic study and was for the
benefit of contributing to the existing body of kwledge in Tanzania and elsewhere. On
arriving at the head quarters of the districts Whicere selected for investigation, the
researcher introduced himself to the district adties by providing the introduction
letter from Mzumbe University. From the Districtduke quarters, the researcher was
provided with an introduction letter to the locahtlers of the administrative Wards were
the research would take place. From the head gqaarfehe administrative Wards, the
researcher was provided with another introductedtet to the village leadership stating
exactly the essence of the research and the durtte researcher had anticipated to
spend in their villages. This was aimed at prowgdiaelevant authorities from the district
level to village levels, of the research to be ngkiplace in their area but more
importantly to enable the research team obtain ededsistance from village authorities
such as locating sampled households and initialodioiction of interviewers to

respondents that would build rapport between tleegarties.
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According to Bryman (2001), it is considered unedhito collect information without
the knowledge of participants (or subjects), andirthexpressed willingness and
informed consent. In regard to this study, respatgdérom participating households
were made adequately aware of the type of infoonatought from them, why the
information was being sought, what purpose it wdwédput to, how they were expected
to participate in the study, and how it would dihewr indirectly affect them. The
consent was sought verbally and without pressuigngfkind. To make sure happened,
interviewers did not start straight away (forgoglsag consent) with interviewing, all
interview schedules were printed on the cover pagfh a statement of seeking
interviewees consent (see Appendix ii) and allrineavers were instructed or required
to go through it prior interviews. It clearly stdtéhat interviewees had the right not to

respond to any question they felt not comfortakité.w

Some of the information (such as marital statuspnmes, age and possession of certain
types of assets) sought had some elements of pasiethical dilemma in the sense that
they were regarded (by the researcher) as sensitizenfidential to some people and
thus a kind of invading their privacy. Howeverwias crucial to seek such information
as not asking for such information it would haverémnpossible to pursue this study
and be able to contribute to the body of knowledgeorder to reduce the threat posed
by asking sensitive information, respondents wézarty and frankly told of the type of
information they were going to be asked, and sigifictime was given to them to decide

if they wanted to participate without any majoruedment or otherwise.

Another threat that was anticipated was the pdggibif the research causing ‘harm’ to
participants in anyway. Harm in the social sciente®lves such things as physical
harm, loss of self-esteem, stress, discomfort,eapxharassment, invasion of privacy, or
demeaning or dehumanising procedures and inducibgas to perform reprehensible
acts (Bailey 1978: 384, Diener & Crandall, 1978). I®liberate measures were taken to
ensure the possibility of causing harm to respotsdemms reduced to a greater extent.

One way of reducing the risk was to seek respostamnsent for every question
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thought to bear the risks of harming respondentslso interviewer were encouraged to
treat the interview exercise as informal as poss{sl a way of normal talks) so as to
reduce the risk of anxiety amongst respondentsthisdhelped to reduce the barrier

between interviewer and interviewees.

Sharing information about a respondent with otlierpurposes other than research is
considered highly unethical (Bell, 2008). In ordex guarantee the participants
confidentiality, all respondents were assured tiatinformation they provide would not
be made available to anyone who was not directiplired in the study and also that
they would remain anonymous throughout the studyreddver, the on the cover page of
every interview schedule was printed with a statgnmen maintaining respondents’
confidentiality and anonymity which was read befte interviews commenced. The
promise of confidentiality made respondents comfidand cooperative during the

interviews.

While some researchers provide incentives to ppaints for their participation in a
study, feeling this to be quite proper as partiotpare giving their valuable time for the
interviews, others think that the offering of inéuntents is unethical. However,
according to Kumar (2005), most participants do pentiicipate in a study because of
incentives, but because they realize the importaftke study. Therefore, giving small
gifts as token of appreciation after having obtdirtee information required is not
unethical. From the outset of this research stitdyas planned not to give respondents
promises of any gifts in any form as a compensdiortheir participation in research.
For every households surveyed, village leadersnmadik it clear during the introduction
that this research was purely for academic purpasdghat no money or gift would be
given. This aimed at avoid motivating respondentsnfimpressing the researcher by
providing false information which could lead to @carate findings. The final ethical
issue related to this research was the researdhiessiess. As Kumar (2005) observes,
bias is a deliberate attempt to hide what one loamd in the study or highlight

something disproportionately to its true existeri@aring this research, the researcher
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sought to be as objective as possible and to mairgahigh level of professional

integrity as a basis for future research.

3.9 Data analytic strategy
3.9.1 Overall basis for data analysis

The process of data analysis mainly involved aesesf steps such as, entering data into
a computer analysis software (often known as datay) check for errors or data
quality (known as data cleaning), and carry outcdpB8ve data analysis to capture
gualitative aspects of the research variables &eduse of inferential statistics to
generalize the results from the sample to the watiedy population. In the course of
data analysis, the main question that guided tlaéysis process was whether there exist

association or correlation between the researdablas and if yes, of what degree.

The overall bases for analysing data for this stwdye the research questions and the
propositions that were put forward in sections &amd 1.7 of chapter one. The
triangulation approach to data analysis methods clwhincluded descriptive,
guantitative/statistical and qualitative methodsrevemployed. These analyses were
guided by the two overall assumptions, firstly ttie# household’s decision to migrate
was a function of household characteristics antetadactors active for migration, and
secondly that the status of household asset basa Waction of the outcomes of rural-
out migration to households. The general approaclafialysing data was based on the
research questions and the model of the study tagguirements. For that case data
were analysed based on the requirement of a platicesearch questions which
ultimately led to achieving specific objectivestbé study. The qualitative data analysis
was based on information from the qualitative datd sometimes from quantitative
data from both households’ respondents (open-endg@stions) and from
community/village key informants (leaders). The lgatve analysis involved searching
for types, classes, sequences, processes, patiemakples from the collected data. The
aim of this process was to assemble or reconsthetdata in a meaningful or

comprehensible way so as to make a complete stargfat. Hence, in analyzing these
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data, emerging themes and sub-themes was devdlopeldtion to the main variable(s)
addressed. Furthermore, quantitative data were alsalysed solely based on

guantitative data/responses from a survey of 21@&éloolds.

3.9.2 Descriptive analysis

Based on the background information presented é phevious section, objective
number one was achieved by answering researchiguggine and two. The essence
was to determine the pattern of rural householdsrees of income/livelihood and
based on this pattern be able to too determineihpartant do Makete and Iringa Rural
people value rural-out migration as their livelidooption or strategy. The information
collected from surveyed households was analyseelypdescriptively whereby a list of
various sources of income was prepared and resptmeeere required to rank them
accordingly. The results from these rankings gawdear picture of which among the
listed sources of income was ranked their maincgand which one was the least and
thus the pattern of their income/livelihoods stggtevas determined. But also, from
these ranking results, the value that rural peafikched to rural-out migration as their

source of income and thus as their livelihood diferation strategy was determined.

3.10 Phases of data analysis

3.10.1 Phase 1 analysis

i) The variables involved and the mode of analysi

The second objective was achieved by answerin@relsequestion number three. The
essence was to determine if (the variables) holgetaracteristics (which were family
size; education of the household; gender of theséloold head, agricultural land owned
by the household and the number of household mesrdmhilt person(s)); and societal
factors active for migration (perception of jobsagability and perception of utilities
and infrastructural development) could really deiee if the household would choose

to migration or not. The central guiding questibat was being answered here was
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“Which of the selected determinants of migratioregict the households’ migration

decisions or households’ migration decision behax?o

In stage one analysis, there were two independamdhbies (constructs) which included
household characteristics and societal factors@dtir migration converging to a single
(dichotomous) dependent variable which basicalpived only households’ migration
decisions. In this phase of analysis, the strectdithe relationship among the variables
depicted the convergent one i.e. it was a convérgigacture amongst the variables.
Each independent variable (construct) had an intgp® impact or effect on the
dependent variable (construct) which was househaoidgation decisions (i.e. whether
the household chooses to migrate or otherwiseeSime relationship involved multiple
and mixed independent and a single categorical ke variable, multivariate data
analysis method logistic regression was deemedopppte to analyze this sort of
relationships among the variables. The reasontioosing logistic regression analysis
was that in such a convergent structure, sevedajp@ndent variables (the dimensions of
each determinant of migration decision) were ptatic a single (dichotomous,
categorical) dependent variable, in this case Humlde’ migration decision i.e. several
(mixed) independent variables and a single dichotmsn (categorical) dependent

variable.

Based on the choice of employing logistic regmssnalysis for phase one analysis,
the estimation procedure employed a logit modelrevtiee binary (categorical or non-
metric) dependent variab¥took the value 1 if the household chose to migaaie the

value O if the household chose otherwise. The phasedel for analysis was specified

as follows:
1

1 4+ e—(botbix1i+boxzi+ -bnxn;)

P(Y) =

P(Y) = Probability of Y occurring (household dsing to migrate or otherwise),
b, = a coefficient (or weight) attached to that pcbati e = the base of natural logarithms
b, = regression coefficient of the corresponding \@&ax, by= a constant;

X1 = a predictor variable
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More specifically, the vector X consisted of ex@tory variables/independent variables
(as listed above) thought to proxy the determinahtsigration, while vector § b,...by
consisted of the estimated regression coefficiesus] the vector joconsisted of the

constant.
The simple expressions of the models of analysipliase | was as follows:

Objective Two (a)y Migration decisions (Migrate/Not migrate) =5 (hh
characteristics: family size, education of the bander of the
head hh, land owned by the hh, and occupationeohH).

Objective Two (b): Migration decisions (Migrate/Not migrate) = (FPerception
of societal factors: jobs available in the areadlavailable for
agriculture and utilities and/or infrastructure d®pment,

i) Rationale for choosing the model (Logistic regsion analysis) for analysis

As stated previously, in a situation like this wdéine outcome variable (i.e. households’
migration decisions) is non-metric or is categdrarad dichotomous while the predictor
variables are mixed i.e. both metric and non-mglogistic regression was deemed the
most appropriate multivariate data analysis teammitp handle their relationship. The
reason for choosing logistic regression analyssseed of others was based on the fact
that logistic regression bears many similaritieshwsimple or multiple regression,
however the main difference is that while normajression predicts the value of an
outcome variable (Y) from a predictor variable cany predictor variables (Xs), logistic
regression predicts the probability of an outcoMgdccurring given known values of
predictor variables (Xs). Despite the similaritiestween linear regression and logistic
regression, there was a good reason why lineaessigm could not be applied directly

to a situation like this in which the outcome valeawas categorical or non-metric.

By having categorical outcome variable, it meart tthe main assumption of linear

regression which says that for a model to be ateuhere must be a linear relationship
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between variables was already violated (Berry, 1983s suggested by Fields (2009)
that one way of getting away with this problem @sttansform the data using the
logarithmic transformation. In other words, in tlaealysis, this transformation was a
way of expressing a non-linear relationship amdrmguariables in a linear way. Based
on this principle, in essence, by employing logisthodels, multiple regression
equations (models) were expressed in logarithmimgecalled logit, and thus the
problem of violating the assumption of linearity svavercame. But also while linear
regression uses the measure dJf Which is the Pearson Correlation between the
observed values of the outcome and the values qieeldby the regression model to
assess how well the model fits the data, logisgtgression uses the log-likelihood (-
2LL) measure which compares the observed and peedi@lues to assess the fit of the
model. Based on log-likelihood statistic it followsat large values of the log-likelihood
statistic indicates poorly fitting statistical mdsldbecause larger values of the log-
likelihood statistic indicate more unexplained oladons. One use of this log-
likelihood measure was to compare the state ofgsstic regression model against a

baseline model (state) i.e. when only the conssainicluded in the model.

iii) The analytical procedure

In order to perform the analysis so as to achidwe ihtended objective, Predictive
Analytical Software (PASW) version 18 formerly knowas SPSS was employed to aid a
method of logistic regression analysis known asvéod stepwise (the Forward: LR
Method). By employing the forward stepwise methbé, conclusion on which variables
were the good predictors of households’ migratienislons was reached after a couple
of steps. The first step begun with a model theluided only a constant and then added
a single predictor variable to the following sutes steps based on a specific criterion.
In order to continue adding variables into the madier the baseline model, a criterion
which was the value of the score statistic anddtel of significance had to be fulfilled.
All variables which had the highest values of scetatistic and that were highly
significant atp <.05 (the cut-off point for significance level) meconsidered to have

met the criterion and thus were selected for inclusnto the model stepwise. This

96



means that all variables, whose significance leyaisbability level) were greater than
.05, were assumed to be insignificant and therefgme not considered for subsequent

analysis.

As explained previously, by employing logistic reggion analysis (forward stepwise
method), it means that a forward stepwise methalrequested and so the initial model
was derived using the constant in the regressioaten. In this regard (i.e. in the first
step), the analysis produced an-iteration historyabular form) for the baseline model
which was telling us about the model when only tdoastant was included (i.e. all
predictor variables were omitted). This table repreed the fit of the most basic model
to the data. Essentially, this iteration historgiaated the value of the Log Likelihood (-
2LL) of this baseline model which was very largel #merefore indicated the poor fitting
of the model (because only the constant was ind)lve To determine if the
inclusion/addition of other predictor variables the successive steps the model was
better predicting the outcome variable, this -2Laswexpected to decrease continuously

at each step a predictor variable was added istontbdel (see Table 5.9).

Moreover, the step one analysis (when only a cohgtaadded into the model) produced
another output (also in tabular form) called thasslfication table which showed a
contingency table for the model in this basic stétben including only the constant, the
computer based the model on assigning all particigasurveyed) households to a
single category of the outcome variable (in thisecall participating households were

assigned to a “NO” response to migration).

The analytical software did not do this arbitrarilyecause it was crucial to try to
maximize how well the model predicted the obserdath. The software predicted that
every household belonged to the category (of ougjam which most observed cases
fell. As such, it was better to predict that alluseholds did not choose to migrate
because this resulted in a greater number of dopredictions. This classification table

showed that there were 179 households which chasetan migrate (non-migrant

97



households) while there were only 93 householdschvithose to migrate (migrant
households). By assigning all participating housg$hto a ‘NO’ response to migration,
it means it had predicted that all household hachigvants or had chosen not to migrate
(which was not a correct prediction), which resdilte 0% classification accuracy for
households which chose to migrate, and 100% clea8dn accuracy for those
households observed not to choose to migrate. deckrthis classification table by
providing the overall accuracy that the model odiye classified participating
households. When other variables were added irgontbdel, the same output (the
classification table) was produced but at this ticid not assign all participating
households to one category, instead they were attyrelassified (as migrant and non-
migrant households) accordingly (refer Table 5This value was measured in %ages,
and in order to determine if the newer model (adidaing a new predictor variable) was
improving at predicting the outcome variable, th&due was expected to continually

increase at each step (stepwise).

Furthermore, the analysis produced another outptahular form to present a summary
of model variables in the equation (when only tbestant was included i.e. no variable
included yet). This table output presented a numobstatistics whose values would tell
us if the inclusion/addition of a particular predicvariable at a particular step would
make any significant contribution to the predictp@ver of the model. These important
statistics included theb-values, the Wald statistic (which had the Chi-3qua
distribution), the significance (probability) leyednd the odds ratio (Exp(B). If the b-
value was positive with a significant Wald statistalue afp <.05 and Exp (B) greater

than 1 (one), this would mean the addition of tleev predictor variable into the new
model was potentially making a significant conttibo to its predictive power (See

Table 5.1).Therefore we would conclude that the new addedabbgi was a good

predictor of households’ migration decisions.

Furthermore, the analysis produced another outputtabular form) labeled score

statistics for predictor variables not in the mobeth when only a constant was added
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into the model (baseline model) as well as when atimgr variables (predictor) was
added into the model. This output was produced vamahysing each construct variable
which included household characteristics, avail@ieopportunities including land and
societal factors active for migration. Essentialyesented in this output were the
manifest (constituent) variables for each constusstable mentioned above and they
were presented alongside their score statisticegaind their significance levels (See
Table 5.8). This output also presented an ovetalissics (also known as residual Chi-
Square statistic for all the variables not in theded). It was in this output were the
criterions (mentioned previously) for adding moegiables into the model or not was
observed. If this (residual chi-square) was sigaiit atp < .05, this was telling us that
the coefficients of the predictor variables nottie model were significantly different
from zero. In other words it was telling us ttia¢ addition of one or more of these
predictor variables (variables not in the basetmalel) to the model would significantly
affect its predictive power. On the other handhd bverall statistic was insignificantat
>.05 (i.e. residual chi-square significance levatl tbeen greater than .05) this would
mean that none of the predictors/variables (vaemllot in the baseline model or in the
subsequent models) were significantly differentrfrpero and it would have meant that
forcing all of the variables excluded from the Besemodel into the model would not
have made any significant contribution to its pcde power and therefore we would
have concluded that none of them were a good poediz migration decisions and thus
our analysis would have ended here. However, ferstudy in all three analyses (i.e. for
household characteristics, available job opportesiand societal factors active for
migration), the overall statistic value was showié significant, thus telling us that for
all the three analyses there were variables taddediinto the models that would affect
its predictive power. At this stage the variableatthad shown to be significant were
identified and were added into the model (stepwisdgst their predictive power to the
model (Table 5.8).

In summary, the logistic regression analysis stepwibrward method (Forward: LR

method), begun with a model in which only a const@as included. The most critical
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output to decide on the presence of variables tadaed into the model in the following
consecutive steps was the summary of variablesnnibte model. The decision criteria
regarding which variables were to be added intortioelel were the values of score
statistics and significance levels for the valuesin the model (baseline model). For all
variables with higher values of score statisticsciwiwere significant at p <.05, were
selected to be included into the model. The cotesiused to decide whether the
addition of a new predictor variable was improvihg predictive power of the newer
model included the continually declining value o llikelihood (-2LL), the continually

increasing classification %age of the participatirmuseholds, the b-value, the Wald
statistics and its significance level as well as ¥alue of the odds ratio (Exp(B). The
procedure explained in this section was repeatestyetime a list of the factors

constituting a determinant factor of rural-out naigpn i.e. attributes of household
characteristics, available job opportunities andities and/or infrastructures was

subjected to the analysis.

3.10.2 Phase Il analysis

Objective number three which was about assessm@ukcomes of rural-out migration
on the asset stock of the sending householdsoi.establish if rural-out migration has
any potentiality in enhancing the asset stock efd¢énding households. Objective four
which also was about determining the social outeofeural-out migration to sending
households and the sending communities at large,ashieved by answering research
guestion number four which sought to know the damisicomes of rural-out migration
to the sending households and communities?

However, it is hereby acknowledged that due to sdiffieulties in measuring some of

the household assets based on their nature, itdeasied appropriate to qualitatively
analyze the data for this stage. Basically thigesttocused on whether migrants had
remitted anything back home (in cash or in-kinélthey had sent any cash back home,
how was that cash used by the household to bsildsiset portfolio, and if they had sent

any non-quantifiable materials how did they conttébto build the asset portfolio of the
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household in question. The relationship betweerratimn as a livelihood strategy and
household asset portifolio is depicted in the feolleg Figure 3.1 which has been

extracted from the study conceptual model.

Figure 3.1: Model for phase Il analysis

PSC <
FNC |
/ l
Migration P HMC |
NTC
f

Source section 2.6 (Study conceptual model)
Key:

Hh-household; PSC-Physical capital (asset); FNGukeral capital (asset); HMC-
Human capital (asset); SOC-Social capital (asset)NI C-Natural capital (asset)
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS ON THE PATTERNS OF RURAL
LIVELIHOODS DIVERSIFICATION STRATEGIES

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the study hen gatterns of rural livelihoods

diversification strategies and discusses themrmia With the study objective number one
which was about to examine the pattern of livelt®strategies amongst the rural
people in the study area in order to establishettient to which rural-out migration is

considered an important income sourceof househtilfisst starts with a description of

the sample. This is followed by an examinatiorthef pattern of livelihoods strategies
amongst the rural people in the study area andetttent to which the households
considered rural-out migration was an importankellhoods/income diversification

source for them.

4.2  The sample and its characteristics

i). Sex distribution

Table 4.1 shows that 217 (80%) were headed by madids 55 (20%) by females. The
age range of heads of households varied from 1¢eafs to over fifty years. The largest
(33%) group of heads of households was in the egegng 31-40 years. Amongst these
272 heads of households, 209 (77%) were marrietev@d (23%) were single (never
married, divorced and widows/widowers). The mayorie. 239 (87%) of the heads of
households had primary education, while only 15 )(6%&d secondary education or
above and 18 (7%) had never attended school iey. fad no formal education. In
addition, of the 272 surveyed households, 217 (86f&spondents were the heads of
households while the remaining 55 (20%) other membepresenting the heads of
households. For example, in this category of gr&tives, 33 (60%) were wives of

the heads of households and 22 (40%) were sonaughters of heads of households.
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The data for this study having come from such aedasample, this provided some

assurance that the information given was reasorsalyrate.

Table 4.1: Summary of households' characteristics

Characteristics Attributes Frequency Percentage
n=272 100%
Sex of heads of households Male 217 80
Female 55 20
Ages of heads of households (yrs) 10-20 2 1
21-30 40 15
31-40 90 32
41-50 72 27
>50 68 25
Marital status of household head Married 209 77
Single/divorced/ 63 23
widow/er
Education levels of household head Never attendedd 18 7
Primary school 239 87
Secondary school 14 5
Others 1 1
Representation status of Heads of households 217 80
respondents
Representatives of heads 55 20
of hh

(i) Information on migrations/migrants

Information on migrants per household was obtaivesked on the responses given with
regard to whether the household had a migrant orTiie results revealed that 93(38%)
households out of the total 272 surveyed had migrare. they were migrant
households, while 179(78%) of them did not haverarits i.e. they were non-migrant

households.

a) Distribution of migrants per household
Table 4.2 shows that households with 1-2 migrargsevthe largest group, 68(73%),
followed by households with 3-4 migrants, 22(23%)d then households with five and
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above migrants were 4 (4%). In total there werer®@ant households with a total of

187 migrants.

Table 4.2: Number of migrants per household

No. of migrants No. of households

Total no. migrants

Percent of households

(n=93) (n=187) (100%)
1 41 41 44
2 27 54 29
3 16 48 17
4 6 24 6
5 4 20 4
b) Distribution of migrants’ sex, ages, and mariséhtus

Table 4.3 shows that out of the total 187 migrab®s, (57%) were males while 80 (43%) were

females. Ages of these migrants varied, rangiogfa minimum of 12 years (one migrant) to a

maximum of 64 years (one migrant). The largest grafumigrants was in the age range of 21 to

30 years, while the smallest group was in the agge of 10-20 years which had only two

migrants. The modal year for migrants were 28 veetetal of 15 migrants had migrated at this

age. In total, 137(73%) migrants were single wB¢27%) migrants were married.

Table 4.3: Summary information for migrants

Characteristics Attributes Frequency Percentage
(n=187) (100%)
Sex Male 107 57
Female 80 43
Ages of migrants 10-20yrs 37 20
21-30yrs 90 48
31-40yrs 42 22
41-50yrs 16 9
>50yrs 2 1
Marital status Single/divorced/ widow/er 137 73
Married 50 27
Education level Never schooled 8 4
Primary school 146 78
Secondary school 28 15
Others 5 3
Physical capability Able bodied/ minor physical iamment 186 99
Major physical impairment 1 1
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Occupations at origin Students 34 18

Farming/livestock 31 17

Off-farm (agricultural) 33 18

Non-farm wage (non-agricultural) 51 27

Non-farm (self-employment) 38 20
Reasons for migration Economic 153 82

Other reasons 34 18
C). Migrants’ education levels, physical capabibtyd migration reasons

Table 4.3 shows that migrants with primary educatwere the largest group with
146(78%) followed by those with secondary educatiad above 32(17%), and those
who had never attended school were 9(5%). In amdgitf all 187 migrants, 186(99%)
were able bodied or with minor physical impairmérdt could not prevent them from
engaging into any activity and only one (1%) hathaor physical impairment needing
assistance to move on his wheel chair. Lastly, 3f fnigrants who migrated due to
economic reasons, 98 (59%) of them were males V@hil&11%) were females. That is,
within male migrants, 87% had migrated for economgasons while within female

migrants 74% had migrated for economic reasons.

4.3 Patterns of rural livelihoods strategies

The objective of examining the patterns of livebds strategies amongst the rural
people in the study area was to establish the extewhich rural-out migration was
considered an important income source to the sedidypuseholds. The analysis was
guided by two general research questions “whathés gattern of rural livelihoods
strategies opted by households in the study ar@aa@™how important do Makete and
Iringa Rural people value rural-out migration ineith livelihoods diversification
strategy?” The main proposition for this analysas that rural-out migration plays an
important role as a major livelihoods diversificatistrategy amongst the households in
the study areas, which would be verified by manydetolds opting it, with a higher
number of households sending out migrants implyiay attached a higher value to it

as a livelihood strategy and vice versa.
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Essentially, the patterns of rural livelihood wergamined from two perspectives:
firstly, the relative position that a source of éifnoods or income was ranked
determined its importance as a source of liveliimedme to that household. Generally,
the one that was ranked higher by the majorityoafdeholds was interpreted as the main
source of income/livelihoods and the one that rdrikev to the first one was interpreted
as a secondary source and so on. Secondly, tHismgawas done to see how diverse
rural livelihoods are. That is, this ranking expkd the extent to which rural households
depended on a diversified portfolio of activities their survival (how they practiced

livelihood diversification).

The determination of patterns of livelihoods diviécation strategies (i.e. which strategy
was regarded the first and which one was the seaopdrtant and so on) was not
guided by any theoretical bearing; rather it wast ja characterisation of household
activities. However, there are various theoriescllguggest that the behaviour of rural
households to depend on a multifarious activitees iresponse for coping with both
poverty and income variability (Ellis, 2000). Foxaenple, in the literature it is

acknowledged that in Sub-Saharan Africa rural hbolsls often use these rural
livelihoods diversification strategies to smoothanome variability and consumption
(see, e.g., Carter, 1997; Fafchamps, 1992; Reaetoml, 1992;; Udry, 1995;).

Diversification of incomé sources has been put forward as one of the sieateg
households employ to minimize household incomeabdity and to ensure a minimum
level of income (Alderman & Paxson, 1992). Reardbal., (1992) observed that in the
failure or near absence of consumption and cropramce markets, and given the
shortcomings of an ineffectual “social net”, houslds must turn to income

diversification. As a risk strategy, income divécsition is usually taken to imply a

trade-off between a higher total income involvingajer probability of income failure, and a

lower total income involving smaller probability afcome failure. In other words, risk-averse

households are willing to accept lower income foeager security (Ellis, 2000). Empirical

" Income diversification refers to the allocatiorpobduction assets among different income-
generating activities, whether on- or off-farm amwh-farm.
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studies by Carter (1997); Fafchamps (1992); Reaetlah, (1992); and Udry (1995) from some
countries have supported the hypothesis that incdinersification is linked to lowering risk.
For that case, it is acknowledged that for the nitgjof poor rural households and individuals,
farming on its own, is unable to provide a suffitieneans of survival and for this reason most
of them are found to depend on a diverse portiafiactivities and income sources (Ellis, 2000).
This indicates that diversification of livelihood¢rategie$ and income sources is a norm for
rural households such that very few of them, if,acgllect all their income from only one
source, hold all their wealth in the form of anggle asset, or use their assets in just one activit
(Barrretet al, 2001).

The results from this analysis are presented ieTéld. The nine sources of income/livelihoods
considered most important practiced in the studgsmere listed and respondents were required
to rank them according to their importance to tbadeholds. As stated previously, the income
source that ranked number one by the majority gpoadents was inferred as the most important

and the ones that ranked lower were inferred tegoendary.

Table 4.4: Households' sources of income and hewere ranked

Main source of incon Household' ranking this source as numk Percentag
one (n =272) (100%)
Agriculture 17t 64
Petty busines 29 11
Livestock keepin 25 9
Poultry keepin 14 5
Casual labot 13 5
Wage & salarie 8 3
Rural enterprise 4 1
Remittance fron
migration 2 1
Forest produss 2 1

The results in Table 4 .4 show that out of the &i&eyed households, all of which responded
to the question, rural-out migration and remittanfrem migration ranked as 8th (the last but
one) source of income/livelihood. This meant that of 272 households, only two (2)
households (1%) reported migration and remittanftes it to be their major source of

8 Rural livelihoods strategies mean a compositioadativities that generate the means of rural haniseh
survival.
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income/livelihoods. Figure 4.1 presents the pattefrivelihoods strategies undertaken by

Makete and Iringa Rural people.

According to the responses obtained from migraniskbolds, these results seem to contradict
with what was expected of migration. As explainedbection 4.2, 84(90%) migrant households
out of 93 allowed their members to migrate expegctilem to be economically supportive to the
remaining household. This means that householdsaations of sending out migrants were
that remittances from them would be a viable optfon minimizing household income
variability and ensure a minimum level of incomedahus reduce the households’ income

constraints.

Figure 4.1: Patterns of livelihood strategies (searof income)
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But Table 4.4 shows that most households (64%Redragricultural activities as the
main activities that provided most of their constiomp and cash income, followed by
petty business (11%), livestock (10%), and so drhese results have revealed that
migration is not a major source of livelihoods sgges that is valued by the people in

the study areas.

Whether the low ranking of rural-out migration saegts that it lacks potential for
enhancing/improving households asset base/stouak, Idading to its impoverishment,
and whether these results suggest that rural-ogtation could not play an important

role in minimizing household income variability andnstraint, and thus not valued as
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an important source of households’ livelihoods tetgees or households’ income
diversifying strategy, will be found out later whpresenting and discussing results on
outcomes of migration to households’ assets. Howexery surprisingly, despite the
low ranking of migration as a source of livelihoadisersification, people in the two
research areas are still migrating especially tmmemic reasons. The results revealed
that a large proportion of migrants of about 152%3 had migrated to various
destinations due to economic reasons while onl{1886) had migrated due to other

reasons.

As for the second question regarding how importdakete and Iringa Rural people
valued rural-out migration in their livelihoods disification strategy, the results have
shown that the livelihoods of the surveyed housghalere diverse, implying that
households were reliant on a diverse portfolio afvities, which included farm, off-
farm, non-farm and migration. Table4.5 presengsrésults of the selected first twenty
cases/households (as an example) indicating hovindbheeholds were dependent on a
diversified portfolio of activities. From the tablé was shown that no any single
household depended on a single source of livelihoodncome. Still out of this
livelihood diversification, Iringa Rural and Maketpeople seem to be valuing
agricultural activities and non-farm self-employrme@more than other sources because
they are the ones that provide them with most efrtearnings. These findings were
very much congruent with the empirical evidencegsented previously on the

livelihoods diversification behaviour of rural hamlds in Sub-Saharan Africa.
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Table 4.5: How selected household ranked theifiiweds portfolio

Hh/  Agricultural Animal Poultry Casual Forest Petty Rural Wages Remittances
cases keeping keepinglabour products business enterprises&
salaries

1 2 3 . . 1

2 1 .

3 1 . 2

4 1 2 3

5 2 1 4 3

6 1 2 3 .
7 3 2 . . 1 4
8 . . 2 1

9 1 2 3 .

10 2 1 3 4

11 1 . 3 2

12 2 1 4 3

13 1 2

14 1 2 : .

15 1 3 2

16 1 . 2

17 2 3 1

18 3 2 4 5 1

19 1

20 2

Interestingly also, these results concur with whas reported in the 2007 Makete and
Iringa Rural Districts profiles that agriculture ntmued to be the main source of
livelihood for the residents of the two districtStom these districts’ profiles, the
agricultural sector in Makete employs about 92%the district workforce while in
Iringa Rural District the sector employs about 96f4he district's workforce. The two
districts mainly produce maize, paddy, wheat, svpetatoes, round potatoes and beans
as food crops while coffee and pyrethrum (which gieduced in small quantities) are
cash crops. For example, during 1997/98 and 2004/@fze production accounted for
about 53 % of total volume of major food crops lested in Iringa Rural District
followed by round potatoes (27%) (Iringa Region @aissioner's Office [IRCO],
2006). In Iringa Rural District, maize is also regd as a cash crop since production
surpasses consumption. The agricultural sectdmartwo districts contributes over 75%
to the regions’ economies and as stated previdusiymploys a larger proportion of the

total working population in the two districts.
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It was found that in both districts, crop produntlevels are still very low mainly due to
the employment of inferior agricultural implementtse usage of traditional agricultural
methods, pest problems, soil exhaustion and incrglgssoil infertility. Unlike in Iringa
Rural District where farmers are dependent on itidudertilizers, the use of this farm
inputs is not common in Makete despite most ofsitd being volcanic. People still
believe that the usage of industrial fertilizersudoquicken the process of their soil
becoming more infertile and thus force them to wryfertilizers of which only few can
afford (MDC, 2007). However the researcher assuthas proper education on the
usage of industrial fertilizers should be giventh®e residents since application of
industrial fertilizers would be appropriate in orde improve crop yields both for home

consumption and for cash earning.

Other challenges facing households regarding gaimaximally from agriculture even
if the sector has continued to be the main soufdevelihoods for Makete and Iringa
Rural households include, unreliable market outlespecially for maize, a poor
transport network in the districts for the haulageagricultural produce, low prices
offered to farmers for their produce particularhaize, and difficulties in accessing

credit facilities for agricultural inputs by peasérmers (IRCO, 2006).
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CHAPTER FIVE

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FOR THE DETERMINANTS OF
RURAL-OUT MIGRATION

51 Introduction

This chapter presents and discusses the main detans of households’ rural-out
migration decisions. The chapter represent phasetthe analysis as portrayed in the

study conceptual model.

5.2 Determinants of rural-out migration

Throughout the literature, it is acknowledged tihare are multifarious factors that may
determine whether a household would choose to saharigrants or not. These are
divided in two categories: household charactegséind societal factors. Based on the
literature that has been consulted so far, mogslieduhave listed factors that may
determine rural-out migration, but none of thenthi® best of my knowledge has gone to
the extent of statistically testing the significanof these variables in determining

migration decisions, which is the core of this gtud

In this study, under household characteristicse fattributes were identified which

included household size, age of the head of holdehmarital status of the head of
household, sex of the head of household, and edudat/el of the head of household.
Societal factors active for migration were dividégko two sub-categories: job

availability in the sending areas (including laadyd infrastructural development. As for
societal factors, the sub-category of job availgbiad a total of nine attributes, which
included off-farm activities, livestock keeping, plmyment in the public/private sector,
non-farm (self-employment), casual labour, worleirerprises, work in factories, work
in development projects, and vehicle (driving) tetaiworks. Under utilities and/or

infrastructures, eleven attributes were identifiddch included rural roads, water dams,
irrigation schemes, internet café, rural telecenteural library, piped water, market

places, community centers, animal dips, and etgtri In order to arrive to the
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conclusion of which factors were the determinarithauseholds’ rural-out migration
decisions, two steps of analysis were involved:cdpes8ve analysis of the predictive
power of determinants of migration using cross-laton analysis and statistical
analysis, which used logistic regression.

5.2.1 Descriptive predictive power of migration

This section aims at providing an overall picturetioe determinants of rural-out
migration decisions simply through descriptive gsel. To achieve this aim, cross-
tabulation was conducted to establish the prediatelationship between the (attributes
of) determinants of rural-out migration and houseésorural-out migration decisions.
The presentation that follows begins with determgnihe predictive power of attributes
of households’ characteristics over migration deos, followed by determination of
the predictive power of attributes of societal dmst active for migration over

households’ migration decisions.

5.2.1.1 Predictive power of migration for househdls’ characteristics

The hypothesis guiding this analysis on househbbltacteristics was that households’
rural-out migration decisions were dependent orsbbald characteristics i.e. there was
a positive association between households’ mignataecisions and household
characteristics.

Cross-tabulation analysis between households’ ridgradecisions and the first two
household attributes (i.e. size of households/nurobéousehold members and age of
head of household) was performed. Because of hawiagy variables under this
construct, the results of the rest of the variableder household characteristics are not
presented in tabular form to avoid congesting théifigs with a lot of tables. Table 5.1
presents the results of cross-tabulation analgsislf variables whereby the Chi-Square
values alongside their corresponding probabiliele (for each variable) were used to
determine the significance between the two vargabdeshow their predictive power to

households’ migration decisions.
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)] Household size and households’ migration deaisio

Table 5.1 shows that as the number of householdbmennwas increasing, the number
of households sending out migrants was also incrgad-or example, when the

household size was between one and two househattbars, only four households sent
out migrants, but when the household size incredasedbetween three and four

household members, the number of households tltaséat out migrants increased to
nine and when the number of household members etagebn five and above, the total

number of households that had sent out migranteased to eighty (80).

Table 5.1: Household size and households' migratiance

Migrated households Not migrated households Total

Household size  1-2 4(4%) 10(5%) 14(6%)
3-4 9(10%) 71(40%) 80(29%)

>5 80(86%) 98(55%) 178(65%)

Total 93(100%) 179(100%) 272(100%)
)(2 28
P .000

At the same time, households without migrants #iglseemed to increase at a
decreasing rate (which can be translated as décggasith household size. At larger

family sizes of five and above household membergrant households had increased to
86% while non-migrant households had increased (Bcreasing rate) to 55%. That is
as the household size increased, the number ofeholds choosing to migrate also
increased while the number of households choosigonmigrate decreased. This trend
indicated the presence of a positive associatiotwden the household size and
households’ migration decisions, which showed thatvariable household size had a
predictive power to households’ migration decisiofisis relationship is also suggested
by the Chi-Square value and the level of signifegarThis implied that households with
larger sizes (higher number of household membeaad)rhore family labour such that
they could easily dispense with the ‘additional’ ‘surplus’ labour in the form or

migration.
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To verify this finding further, an analysis seekitagfind out if there was a relationship

between the household size and the number of mgeT household was performed.
The results in Table 5.2 showed that even thoughrétationship between the two

variables showed to be positive in the sense thditoasehold size was increasing also
the number of migrants per household was increashigrelationship was not as strong
as one would expect (Table 5.2).

Table 5.2: Household size and number of migrants

Number of migrants

1-2 3-4 >5 Total
Household size 1-2 4(100%) 0 0 4(100%)
3-4 9(100%) 0 0 9(100%)
>5 57(71%) 20(25%) 3(4%) 80(100%)

Total 70(75%) 20(22%) 3(3%) 93(100%)
2 5

X

P .30

From these results one would expect a househdigeobr more household members to
have more migrants than the rest. But, this wasadlgtnot the case. For example, the
results in Table 5.2 revealed that out of 80 hoakishwhich had between five and
above household members, only 3(4%) of them haddivmore migrants, 20(25%) had
between 3-4 migrants, and 57(71%) households hadeba one and two migrants i.e.
households with between one and two migrants wene ithan those with larger family

size. In more simple terms, household size wasan&ey factor for the number of

migrants per households. The Chi-Square value @nassociated level of significance

prove that the relationship between the two vaesas insignificant.

Furthermore, this insignificant relationship betwede two variables could also be
verified by the information provided in Table 5.8daFigure 5.1 which basically
presents summary information about the househakl (sie. total number of household
members) per household, the total number of (miyrhauseholds, and the highest

number of migrants for that particular type of hetusid.
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Table 5.3: Household size, number of householdsantber of migrants

Household Size Number of households Highest numbetigrants
2 4 1
3 3 2
4 6 2
5 14 4
6 19 4
7 16 4
8 11 3
9 9 5

10 4 5
11 3 2
12 2 3
14 1 1
15 1 1

Figure 5.2: Relationship between household sizeséioolds and migrants
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From Figure 5.1, one sees that while the housesiakl was increasing, the number of
migrants per household increased to a level of gramis for 13 households which had
between 9 and 10 household members, after whichntimaber of migrants fell

regardless of the increasing size of households. flinther confirms the above findings

(that the number of migrants was not related tcskbold size).

iM). Age of head of household and household’s ntignadecisions
The association between age of head of househaldmagration decisions was also

sought. This analysis was guided by the propositibat households’ migration
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decisions largely depend on the ages of heads wddhomlds in question. The essence
was to determine the percentage/proportions of dtwalds which chose to migrate or
otherwise as the age of head of household changetdsed). Table 5.4 presents the
results for cross-tabulation analysis of age ofdhe& household and household’s

migration decisions.

Table 5.4: Relationship between age of heads ofdtmid and households' migration

decisions
Household’s migration Total
decisions
Migrate  Not migrate

Age of head of household (yrs) 10-30 9(10%) 33(18%) 42(15%)

31-50 46(50%) 16(65%) 162(60%)

51-70 32(34%) 24(14%) 56(21%)

71-90 6(6%) 6(3%) 12(4%)
Total 93(100%) 179(100%) 272(100%)
b 20
P .000

Results in Table 5.4 show a slight positive relslip between ages of heads of
households and households’ migration decisionss Téiverified by the increasing

percentages (proportions) of households which chmseigrate compared to those that
chose not to migrate as the ages of heads of holdseincreased to certain extent.
However, at advanced ages of heads of househbkisjumber of households choosing
to migrate or otherwise seems to be indifferentesehfindings was somehow not in
support of the proposition made previously thatdhe of heads of household plays a
greater role in households’ migration decisions.cd&mse one would expect that
households whose heads had advanced age wouldsendgrants more than the rest,

however this was found not the case.

Furthermore, the relationship of the age of heatiaafsehold and household size was
established through cross-tabulation analysis. dilmewas to find out if age of head of

household had any account on size of householdmbar of household members. The
results are presented in Table 5.5a which showss hbaseholds whose heads were

within the age group of 31-50 years were the ondk wthe highest number of
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households members i.e. a total of 40 households fie and above household
members, followed by the age group of 51-70 yeatls 80 households with five and
above household members. The most interestingniindias that at both extreme ages
of heads of households i.e. at early ages (10-38yeand later ages of heads of

household (71-90) years there were few househofdbaes.

Table 5.5a: Relationship between age of headsuddtwlds and household size

Household size Total
1-2(n=4)  3-4(n=9) >5(n=80) (N=93)
Age of heads of households 10-30 2 2 5 9
31-50 2 4 40 46
51-70 0 2 30 32
71-90 0 1 5 6

Finally in this aspect, the relationship betweer afjheads of households and number
of migrants per household was established. Thenessgas to find out if the age of the
head of household was a contributing factor tortimaber of migrants that a household
can send out. The relationship established wadifi@rent from the one established
between age of household members and householdrsites aspect it was also found
that to some extent there is a relationship betwbentwo variables though weak and
insignificant as Table 8.5b shows.

Table 5.5b: Relationship between age of head o$éloeids and number of migrants

Number of migrants Total
1-2(n=70) 3-4(n=20) >5(n=3) (N=93)
Age of heads of households 10-30 7(78%) 2(22%) 0(09®(100%)
31-50 37(80%) 9(20%) 0(0%) 46(100%)
51-70 21(66%) 9(28%) 2(6%) 32(100%)
71-90 5(83%) 0(0%) 1(17%) 6(100%)

That is, from the table, the results shown thahasage of heads of households advances
so the number of migrants per household increapdd the age of 31-51years which is
the peak, thereafter it starts to drop. Howeves, ttost surprising finding was that no
any household whose heads had age of between &0e381-50 years had between five

and above migrants, but the same number of migraerts found for households whose
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heads had age ranging between 51-70 and 71-90. yidegeasons for this trend were

not established and therefore this could suggestdustudies on this aspect.

The same analytical procedure was performed for thenaining household
characteristics variables. These included sekeaids of households, whose results
showed that male headed households (26%) were hkedg to send out migrants
compared to female headed ones (8%) though thesésravere insignificantyf = 1,
p=.50). Education showed that households with low lewdlschooling (i.e. no formal
education, primary education and adult educatiohp iormed a greater part of the
sample (97% of 93 migrant households), were infitisé place by 96% likely to have
bigger families of more than 5 members per househompared to those with higher
levels of schooling (i.e. secondary and above). datt indicated that they were also
more likely to send out migrantg(= 10,p =. 05). As for marital status, married heads
of households were the majority (77%), and 83%heht had larger families of more
than 5 members per household compared to unmahnoedeholds. These results on
migration decisions indicate that there are greelances for the married to send out
more migrants than the unmarried ongs=23,p =.008).

5.2.1.2 Descriptive predictive power of societahttors for migration

The hypothesis guiding this analysis was that hooisis’ migration decisions was
dependent on societal factors active for migratige. the availability of job
opportunities and utilities or infrastructure dey@hent such as water dams, electricity ,

and the like were in a position to influence houdé!s migration decisions.on

The results on these variables were based on holdséhesponses to general questions
including for example whether the household peexiv the absence of a particular job
opportunity could lead to people/household memltersnigrate out of their rural
setting; whether lack of infrastructure or utilgieould have been the cause, and so on.
However, it is important to remember that previgugl was found that the majority of
migrants were allowed by their household to move ©his suggests that the responses
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given by households on questions related to jobiladbility, utilities and/or

infrastructure and so on were based on what affebwmth the migrants and their
household members. This means that householdgimesp on the effects of availability
of job opportunities, utilities and/or infrastruotu development, and the like over
migration decisions were a reflection of what wobkl the migrants’ responses since
migration was a household decision based on thet@nts it faced. Therefore using
households’ responses for analysing available jppodunities and infrastructural
development provides valid results as actual detemmts of rural-out migration

decisions.

i). Availability of job opportunities and househslanigration decisions

Initially, a frequency distribution table indicaginhow households responded to the
guestion ‘whether the unavailability of a certaypée of job opportunity contributes or
does not contribute to rural-out migration’ wasgaeed and the results are presented in
Table 5.6.

Table 5.6: Households' responses on the availabilifob opportunities and households'
migration decisions

Availability of job Contribute to migration  Does not contribute to | do not know
opportunities migration
Migrant Non  Migrant Non  Migrant Non migrant
hh migrant hh hh migrant hh hh hh
Vehicles related 5(2%) 17(6%) 76(28%) 174 (64%) 0 0
Factories 82(30%)  121(44%) 10(4%) 56(21%) 1(0.4%) (199
Development 91(33%) 67(25%) 0 108(40%) 2(1%) 4(2%)
projects
Enterprises 90(33%) 26(10%) 2(1%) 152(56%) 1(0.4%) 1(0.4%)
Casual labour 93(34%) 96(35%) 0 79(29%) 0 4(2%)
Employment in 86(31%) 15(6%) 5(2%)  158(58%) 2(1%) 6(2%)
public/private sector
Non-farm self- 82(30%)  139(51%) 10(4%) 34(13%)  1(0.4%) 6(2%)
employment
Off-farm wage 93(34%)  166(61%) 0 10(4%) 0 3(1%)
Livestock keeping 14(5%) 2(1%) 79(29%) 174(64%) 0 (198)
N = 272

Table 5.6 reveals that all (272) surveyed househoésponded to this question, a

response of 100%. The results showed that forohll gpportunities, households had
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mixed responses from the context that for eaclomtortunity, the responses were that
to some households its absence or its limited ab#itly contributed to rural-out
migration while to others, it did not i.e. it haed mmpact to households’ migration
decisions, with a small proportion of householdyirga they were neutral. More
importantly, the results in Table 5.6 revealed thatween 88% and 100% migrant
households responded that the absence of all ptheicategories (with the exception of
livestock keeping and vehicles driving related jobentribute to rural-out migration. In
short, from the experience of migrant householisse data suggest that the absence of

job opportunities at origin contribute to rural-guigration decisions.

A sample of cross-tabulation results for the firgd attributes/variables i.e. non-farm

self-employment and casual labouring are presant@dbles 5.7 and 5.8, respectively.

Table 5.7: Non-farm self-employment and househaldgtation decisions
Does the absence of non-farm self-employment & to

migration? Total
Yes No Don’t know
Hh with migrants 90(97%) 2(2%) 1(1%) 93(100%)
Hh with no migrants 131(73%) 42(24%) 6(3%) 179(100%
Total 221(81%) 44(16%) 7(3%) 272(100%)
P 23
p <.01

Results in Table 5.7 show that out of 272 househak?1(81%) responded that the
absence of non-farm self-employment contribute tagration while 44(16%)
households said that it does not contribute, wi{@26) did not know. However, an
interesting finding was that majority of non-migrdmuseholds (73%) perceived that
the absence of non-farm self-employment had a megdiearing on households’
migration decisions (i.e. the absence of non-faeffremployment does lead to more
migration). This makes a total of 221(81%) out lué 272 surveyed households which
responded that the absence of non-self-employneawl o rural-out migration. Also, a
total of 42(24%) non-migrant households respondied the absence of non-farm self-

employment does not lead to households choosingdmte.
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Table 5.8 presents the results on the relationséipeen households’ perception of the

absence of casual labour as a job opportunity andéholds’ migration decisions.

Table 5.8: Casual labour and households' migratemisions

Does the absence of casual labour contribute goatibn?

Yes No Don’t know Total
Migrant hhs 92(99%) 0(0%) 1(1%) 93(100%)
Non migrant hhs 147(82%) 29(16%) 3(2%) 179(100%)
Total 239(88%) 29(11%) 4(1%) 272(100%)
Pa 18
p <.01

Results in Table 5.8 show that out of 272 househd@89(88%) of them responded that
the absence of casual labour contributeed to muralnigration while 29(11%) said it
does not contribute, with the remaining 4(1%) sdid not know whether it could
contribute or not. Again for this aspect, theselltesvere suggesting the presence of an
inverse relationship between unavailability of addabour as a job opportunity and the
households’ migration decision. That is, the lessesual labour is available in the

society the higher the rate of rural-out migrati@tisions and vice versa.

The same analytical procedure was performed for rreaining variables under
available job opportunities which included vehidigsing jobs, working in factories,
working in development projects, working in enté&sps, employment in public and/or
private sector, off-farm wage and livestock keefiog wages). The final results for the
availability of job opportunities showed that outrone attributes, only three, which
were non-farm (self-employed), casual laboring, entérprise related jobs indicated to
have significant predictive power over househofdgjration decisions i.e. their absence

does lead to rural-out migration decisiogs<(11,p <.01).

iM). Utilities and/or infrastructure development@households’ migration decisions

For utilities and/or infrastructure developmentevein variables were identified and
subjected to cross-tabulation analysis and Chi-&qtest. In the first place, surveyed
households were asked if they knew some of thditfasisuch as internet café, rural

telecenters, rural library and community centersl @nthey were present in their
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localities. A good proportion (85%) of them respeddto know them and their
importance in communication and information shamng the remaining 25% appeared
not to be aware of them, though they were quiakniderstand what these were and what
role they play in people’s lives. A number of théseilities were found to be present in
some areas in varying proportions. For examplet pesple in Makete District seemed
to know internet café because they are availablklakete town which is the district
head quarter and one internet café was found aarktzd Ward head quarter (centre). In
Iringa Rural District, they were found to be presanNzihi Center and Ismani Centre.
Other infrastructures/utilities that were identfiencluded availability of quality rural
roads, availability of water dams, availabilityioigation schemes, availability of piped
water, availability of market places, availabilif animal dips and availability of
electricity. Under this strand of determinants wfat-out migration, the hypothesis was
that households’ migration decisions were dependénitilities and/or infrastructure
development in the area. A sample of cross-talmratesults for the first two variables

i.e. irrigation schemes and electricity are preseim Tables 5.9 and 5.10 respectively.

Table 5.9: Irrigation schemes and households' iggraecisions
Does the absence of irrigation scheme contrituteigration?

Yes No Don’t know Total
Migrant hhs 87(94%) 5(5%) 1(1%) 93(100%)
Non-migrant hhs 130(73%) 48(26%) 1(1%) 179(100%)
Total 217(79%) 53(20%) 2(1%) 272(100%)
e 18
p .000

From Table 5.9, the results show that out of 27@skbolds, 217(79%) responded that
the absence of irrigation schemes contribute taatimn while 53(20%) of them said it

does not, with the remaining 2(1%) being neutrdleSé results were suggesting the
presence of an inverse relationship between theamaiability of irrigation schemes

and the households’ migration decision. That ie,dbsence of irrigation schemes was
perceived as the contributing factor to migratiare do its importance to rural people’s
life. The main reason given was that presence rafation schemes/facilities enables

irrigation farming opportunities especially duringpe dry seasons; if this was
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implemented at a larger scale could absorb thdatheur force during these seasons and
could lead to reduced out-migration. A more dethiiescussion on this is presented in

the discussion of results section.

Likewise, Table 5.10 presents the results for ectabslation results between

households’ perception of the absence of elegtriégihd households’ migration

decisions.
Table 5.10: Electricity and households' migratiegeidions
Does the absence of electricity labour contritbatmigration?
Yes No Don't know Total
Migrant hhs 93(100%) 0(0%) 0(0%)  93(100%)
Non migrant hhs 156(87%) 22(12%) 1(1%) 179(100%)
Total 249(92%) 22(7%) 1(1%) 272(100%)
z 17
p .000

Results in Table 5.10 show that out of 272 houskEh&49(92%) responded that the absence of
electricity contribute to migration while 22(7%) us®holds responded that the absence of
electricity does not contribute to migration ané tiemaining 1(1%) household did not know
whether it could contribute or not. Similar to ghr@vious variable (i.e. irrigation scheme), these
results were suggesting the presence of an invelatonship between households’ perception
on the presence of electricity and their migratil@tisions. These results were suggesting that
the absence of electricity was a contributing fatachouseholds to choosing to migrate. In other
words, the availability of electricity in rural a® might have slowed down the rate of people
migrating out of their rural areas due to its effemn other economic activities. This is discussed

in detail in the next section of results discussion

The same analytical procedure was performed forehgining variables under infrastructural
development which included quality rural roads, ilaglity of water dams, availability of
internet café, availability of rural telecentersaiability of rural library, availability of piped
water, availability of markets (market places),ikklity of community centers, and availability
of animal dips. The final results for utilities dadinfrastructure development revealed that out
of eleven attributes, only four came out significand appeared to have predictive power to
households’ migration decisions. These includedh(whieir Chi-Square values and probability
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levels) irrigation schemeg?(= 18,p <.01), electricity = 17,p <.01), marketsyf = 15,p <.01)
and water damg = 10,p <.01)

From cross-tabulation analysis and the use of Ghée values and with their probability levels,
three attributes from household characteristiagettattributes from available job opportunities
and four attributes from infrastructural developmesre identified as having more predictive
power on household migration decisions (as dematestrabove) than the rest. The overall
summary of the results for all variables under ezatkgory of proposed determinants for rural-

out migration that was tested for predictive poweer households’ migration decisions are

presented in Table 5.11.

Table 5.11: Summary results for predictive powevarious factors over households'

migration decisions

Household characteristics

Chi-Squarey() value

P value (significance level)

Number of household members 48 .000
Sex/gender .50 .50
Marital status of household heads 6 .33
Age of heads of household 20 .000
Education of household heads 10 .04
Job opportunities Chi-Square)(’) value P value (significance level)
Off -farm activities 2.704 .26
Livestock keeping .690 71
Employment in public /private sector 1.863 .39
Non-farm (self-employed) 23 .000
Casual laboring 18.40 .000
Enterprise related 10.80 .005
Factory related 3.13 ..203
Development project related 3.192 .203
Vehicle related .666 72
Utilities and Infrastructures Chi-Square)f) value P value (significance level)
Quality rural roads .350 .839
Water dams 10.144 .006
Irrigation schemes 18.02 .000
Internet café .81 .70
Rural telecenters 3.240 .198
Rural library 1.55 46
Piped water .92 .34
Market places 14.691 .001
Community centers 3.203 .202
Animal dips 2.0 454
Electricity 16.833 .000

N = 272

By using the frequency distributions, Chi-Squaréues, and probability/significance

levels as the main decision criteria, all factaasiables with higher Chi-square values
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and whose significance levels were less than 108, cut-off point for the level of
significance, were descriptively identified to bigrsficant determinants of rural-out
migration. These results suggest that while soneéoifa descriptively showed to be
strong determinants of households’ migration deosi some showed to be weak or not
at all determinants of households’ rural-out migmatdecisions (as demonstrated by the
above analyses).

However, in order to confirm which factors amongis¢ constituents of household
characteristics and societal factors active forratign (those listed and descriptively
analysed previously), further testing was condudtedrerify beyond doubts on the
validity of the above results by employing a moodust analytical techniques of
guantitative or statistical analysis which involvéte use of a multivariate analysis
technique called logistic regression analysis.

5.2.2 Statistical determination of rural-out migrétion

This section presents results on statistical detextion of the determinants of rural-out
migration. The analysis involved both migrant amd-migrant households which made
a sample of 272 surveyed households. Section 3.8hapter three presented the
analytical procedure/methodology for carrying oagistic regression analysis. All
variables or factors listed under each categoth®fdeterminants of rural-out migration
(i.,e. household characteristics, availability ob jopportunities and utilities and/or
infrastructure development) in the previous sectegmardless of which ones had shown
to have predictive power over households’ migratiatisions were involved in this
analysis. The essence was to find out if the viegatetermined descriptively to have
predictive power over households’ migration decision the first test would be the

same as the ones determined by logistic regressiotherwise.

In the first step of logistic regression analysisall variable categories (i.e. household
characteristics, availability of job opportunitiesd infrastructures and utilities) we
begun with a model that included only a constasitpfved by the addition of a single
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predictor variable to each of the following threefour successive steps based on the

two specific criteria (score statistic and sigrafice level as detailed in Table 5.12).

Table 5.12 in the first place presents the resoftdogistic regression analysis or
summary information for variables not in the equabaseline model when only a
constant was added into the model for householdactexistics, for available job
opportunities, and for utilities and infrastructutevelopment. Based on the decision
criteria explained in section 3.9.1, higher valaéthe Overall Statistics (OS) and lower
values of significance levels (i.p. <.01) for household characteristics (OS = B3,
=.000); for available job opportunities (OS = 8,= .000); and for utilities and
infrastructure development (OS = 8+ .000) indicated that in each category of these
determinants of migration there were some varialbieh if added into the model could
have potentially made significant contribution t® predictive power over households’
migration decisions. Likewise, based on the samteria all variables (under
households characteristics, available job oppaditsi and utilities and/or
infrastructures) with higher values of score st&tiéSS) (labeled score in Table 5.12)
and corresponding lower values (less than .0pi01) of significance levels (labeled
sig. in Table 5.12) were the ones that showed tee Hagher predictive power to

households’ migration decisions over others. Ta&hl@ presents more information.

Table 5.12: Variables not in the baseline models

Household characteristics Score df Sig.
Step 0  Variables Age of household head 15 1 .000
Sex of head of household .50 1 .485
Marital status of head of household 13 5 .003
Education level of head of household 10 4 451
Number of household members 27 1 .000
Overall statistics 53 12 .000
Available job opportunities Score df Sig.
Step 0 Variables  Land availability 1 1 244
Working off-farm 3 2 .249
Livestock related jobs 1 2 .650
Formal employment 2 2 .394
Fishing related 1 2 .690
Self-employment 22 2 .000
Working in enterprises 10 2 .006
Vehicle related 1 2 724
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Working in factories 5 2 .101

Working in development projects 3 2 197
Casual labour 19 2 .000
Overall statistics 63 21 .000
Utilities and infrastructure development Score df Sig.
Step 0 Variables  Rural roads .40 2 .839
Water dams 10 2 .006
Irrigation schemes 18 2 .000
Internet cafe 1 2 .669
Rural telecenters 3 2 .198
Rural library 2 2 462
Piped water 1 1 .337
Market places 15 2 .001
Community centers 3 2 .202
Animal dips 2 2 454
Electricity 17 2 .000
Overall statistics 68 21 .000

Based on the above mentioned criteria, it was faimadl for household characteristics,
there were three variables: number of household lreesn(SS 3*= 15,p = .000), ages
of heads of householdg®E 15, p = 000) and marital status of heads of househafds (
13, p = .003) that indicated could make significant cimittion to the predictive power
of the model. Factors which indicated that theyldauake significant contribution to
the predictive power of the model over househahdigjration decisions for available job
opportunities were non-farm self-employmerft£ 22, p = .000), casual labougq= 19,

p = .000) and working in enterpriseg € 10,p = .006). For utilities and infrastructure
development, they were irrigation schemgs=(18,p = .000), electricity = 17,p =
.000), market places (marketgf£ 15,p = .001) and water damgE 10,p = .006)

These variables were added into the stepwise modé&tst their significance to the
prediction of the outcome variable i.e. househglusosing to migrate or otherwise. The
results for this analysis are presented in Talll&.8By employing the forward stepwise
method, the conclusion was reached that three blasg&or household characteristics
(i.e. number of household members/household sges af heads of households, and
marital status of heads of households); three bkasafor available job opportunities
(i.e. non-farm self-employment, casual labour amatkimg in enterprises); and four

variables for utilities and infrastructure develapr (i.e. irrigation schemes, market
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places, electricity and water dams) were iderdifie be the only good predictors of

households’ rural-out migration decisions.

Table 5.13: Summary results of logistic regressinalysis on the good predictors of
rural-out migration

Household characteristics -2LL Classification %age b Wald df Sig. Ep(B)
Step @ Constant 349 66 -.655 26 1 .000 1.520
Step £ No. of members 322 68 .290 24 1 .000 1.337
Step 2 Ages of heads of hh 313 70 .032 9 1 .003 1.032
Step 8§ Marital status of 301 72 .016 11 5 .050 1.015
hhh
Available job opportunities -2LL Classification %e b Wald df Sig ExB)
Step 8 Only a constant 347. 63 -.638 25 1 .000 1.00
Step 2  Self-employment 323 65 1.43 15 2 .001 4.2
Step 2 Casual labour 307 67 1.00 19 2 .000 3.0
Step 3 Enterprises 294 68 20 7 2 .025 4.00
Infrastructures and utilities -2LL Classificatiorage b Wald df Sig. BXB)
Step 8 Constant 349 65.6 -1 26 1 .000 1.520
Step ? Irrigation schemes 328 65.8 402 18 2 .001 1.669
Step 2 Market places 308 65.8 19 14 2 .001 2
Step 8 Electricity 294 66.2 19 10 2 .008 3
Step 4 Water dams 280 73.5 1 11 2 .003 1.76

The conclusion that these variables (in Table 5W8&je the only good predictors of
households’ migration decisions was based on skeesdtaria which included the log
likelihood ratio (-2LL), the classification percege, the variable coefficienb)( the
Wald Statistic (which has a Chi-Squagé) (distribution) and its significance levep (
value), and the exponential EXB) as presented in Table 5.13.

5.2.3 Criteria for good predictors/determinants ofrural-out migration

In order to conclude that the variables presente@lable 5.13 were good predictors of
households’ rural-out migration decisions, a numtfedecision criteria were used (as
described previously). The log likelihood (-2LL) lwas were the first criterion to
indicate whether the variable was better fitting thodel. For example, in step 0 when
only a constant was added into the model (baseiliogel) the -2LL values for the three
categories of determinants of migration were vemrgé: 349 for household

characteristics, 347 for available job opportusitieand 349 for utilities and
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infrastructure development. These higher values2bt indicated that the model was
poor in predicting the outcome variable (the largex values of -2LL, the poor the

model prediction and vice versa).

However, after the stepwise addition of variablesmf household characteristics,
availability of job opportunities and utilities amafrastructure development (ref. Table
5.13) into the model, the -2LL values changed byre®@sing progressively. For
example, for household characteristics it changewh 322, to 313 and to 301 when the
variables such as number of household members cidesds of household and marital
status were added into the model respectively.available job opportunities, the -2LL
values declined from 323 to 307 and to 294 whefieseployment, casual labour and
working in enterprises was added into the modelr &tlities and infrastructure
development, the -2LL values declined from 3283®&, to 294 and to 280, when the
variables irrigation schemes, markets, electrieityl water dams were added into the
model respectively. This sustained decline in thee likelihood ratio (-2LL) value was
suggesting that at each step when a variable wdedadto the model, the newer model
was getting better and better at predicting theaut variable i.e. the household’s
migration decision, and therefore indicating theste variables were good predictors of

rural-out migration with regard to this criterion.

The second criterion was the classification pergmtof the participating/surveyed
households (ref. Table 5.13 column labeled clasgifn percentage). This classification
percentage value indicated how well (accuratelg)rttodel predicted group membership
or more specifically, how well participating/suresly households were assigned to the
two categories of the outcome variable i.e. thoseskholds choosing to migrate or
otherwise. Contrary to the -2LL value criterion winideclined progressively every time
the variable was added into the model, the clasgitin percentage value increased
continuously. For instance, for household char&ties the classification percentage
(Y%age) value rose from 66% (when only a constastimzolved) to 68%, to 70% and to

72% when the variables number of household membges of heads of household and
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marital status of heads of households were addtx tie model respectively. For
available job opportunities this value rose from¥%3when only a constant was
involved), to 65%, to 67% and to 68% when the \@#es non-farm self-employment,
casual labouring and working in enterprises wasdddto the model, and for utilities/
infrastructure development this value increasethfi.5% (when only a constant was
involved), to 65.8%, to 65.8%, to 66.2% and to ¥8.&hen the variables constant,
irrigation schemes, markets, electricity and watams were added into the model
respectively. This sustained increase in the dlaabn percentage value indicated that
at each step when a new variable was added intmtitel, the overall accuracy of the
newer model at predicting the outcome variable getting better or rather improving
than it was in the previous step. In other wortlg, more predictor variables we added
into the model (stepwise), the more accuratelymadel was at predicting the outcome
variable and vice versa. This suggests that thahlas added into the model were good

predictors of household’s rural-out migration demis (the outcome variable).

The third criterion was the use of estimates ferdbefficients l§-value) of the predictor
variables included in the model at each step. G-kalue was the values we needed to
replace in the regression model/equation to estabthe probability that a case
(household) fell into a certain category i.e. chtwsenigrate or otherwise. The values of
b (labeledb in Table 5.13) simply represented a change irotlieome variable resulting
from a unit change in the predictor variable. Iis ttase it represented the change in the
logit (probability) of the household to choose tograte associated with a one-unit
change in the predictor variables. The positiveusal ofb (ref. Table 5.13) for all
variables in the case of household characterisdics)able job opportunities and utilities
and infrastructure development were indicating ttieseb coefficient values were
significantly different from zero. This meant tteteach step when a predictor variable
was added into the model, the probability that ibasehold would choose to migrate
increased. In other words, a change in any of thdigtor variables was associated with
the change in household’s rural-out migration dents (i.e. whether to migrate or

otherwise). Therefore, this criterion further comfed that variables added into the
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model (those listed in Table 5.13) made a sigmific@ntribution to its predictive power
over household’s migration decision and thus theyewthe good predictors of rural-out

migration.

Furthermore, other important criteria used in thisalysis to decide about good
predictors of the outcome variables were the Wtdtissic (labeled Wald) and its level
of significance (labeled Sig.) in Table 5.13. ThealtV statistic had a Chi-Square
distribution and was telling us whether theoefficient for the predictor variables was
significantly different from zero. Statisticallyag already hinted above), if the
coefficient is significantly different from zercei. it has a positive value, it is assumed
that the predictor has a significant contributionthe model on the prediction of the
outcome variable. As explained previously, allialles had positive values bfand
Wald statistic values which were highly significaaitp <.01 (only two hadp <.05),
suggesting that the variables had potentially madsignificant contribution to the
predictive power of the model to household’s migratdecision. These criteria further
confirmed that the above listed variables (Tablé3b.were good predictors of

household’s rural-out migration.

The last criterion to be considered was the vafubeodds ratiq(Exp(B). Statistically,

if the odds ratio of a particular predictor varealg greater than 1 (one) tlitis indicates
that a change in that variable increases the atldgp(obability) of the outcome variable
to occur. Table 5.13, (column labelé@gxp(B)), shows that all predictor variables (for
household characteristics, available job opporiemitand utilities and infrastructure
development) had odds ra{i(Exp(B) values of greater than 1. These results imply tha
the addition of predictor variables to the modet¢ath step increased the probability of
the model to predict that the household would chdosmigrate. For example as the age
of heads of households increased, so did the dddspfobability) of the household to
choose to migrate.
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Interestingly, it can be seen that these resulte wet much different from the ones
obtained by descriptive analysis (by using freqyettistributions and cross-tabulation
analysis ref. section 5.2.1.). However, there waBght deviation whereby, descriptive
analysis had suggested that marital status of bEhdusehold had no predictive power
to household’s migration decisions and that edonagvel of heads of households had
strong predictive power. As a matter of fact, bingsvarious criteria, logistic regression
analysis showed that marital status of heads ofsdimnids could potentially make
significant contribution to the predictive power thie model to household’s migration
decisions while education level of heads of houkEh@ould not. Since logistic
regression is a multivariate data analysis teche@pud more powerful and was deemed
the most appropriate in handling such depend-inudgr® variable relationship than
cross-tabulation, can be concluded that the exfltthe latter analysis verified the
former ones and therefore marital status of heatt®wseholds was accepted as a good

predictor of migration.

These analysis results could be summarised in plsiformula as follows:

Rural-out = f (Household characteristics + societal factorévadior migration)

migration

decisions

ROMD = f (Hh characteristicsavailability of job opportunities, utilities andfrastructure

development)

ROMD = f (No. of Hh members, ages of Hhh, maritatiss of Hhh)}+ (self-employment,
casual labouring, working in enterprisesfirrigation schemes, market places,
electricity, water dams))

Key ROMD=Rural-out migration decisions; Hh=HouseholdihtHousehold head

In conclusion, the results of these analyses rede#ihat out of all five identified
variables which constituted household charactesst{i.e. number of household
members, age of household head, marital statusoo$dhold heads, education and
gender of household heads), only three variablese Wweund to be important in
predicting households’ rural-out migration decisiomhese variables were number of
household members, age of the head of householdnaridtal status of head of

household. For available job opportunities, outesf variables (ref. Table 5.12), only
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three variables: non-farm self-employment, casaldlring and working in enterprises
were found to be good predictors, while for uttiand infrastructure development out
of eleven variables (ref. Table 5.12), only fouriables which were irrigation schemes,
market places, electricity and water dams that wetend to be good predictors of
household’s rural-out migration decisions. This nethat these ten variables in total
were the ones found to be the most important in shely area for determining

households’ migration choice.

5.3 Interpretation of the findings

The results in sub-section 5.2.1 have shown thaingnmousehold characteristics, three
variables: number of household members, ages afshefahouseholds and their marital
status, were good predictors of households’ mignatilecisions. For available job
opportunities three attributes non-farm self-empient, casual labouring and working
in enterprises were found to be good predictorsaniseholds’ migration decisions, and
irrigation schemes, market places, electricity eader dams were variables found to be
good predictors of households’ migration decisidos infrastructure development

construct. These results are discussed in thigoseas follows.

i). Number of household members

The results show that households with a higher muraobmembers had greater chances
of sending out more migrants as compared the ontbsfew numbers. This is logical
because, for example, households with husband,amidea couple of children, are more
likely to send out children while parents remairckdo take care of the remaining
household’s property. But for households with ohlysband and wife, they are less
likely to migrate because they are very much cairséd by the number of people to
send out, this more or less follows the “surplusola theory® (i.e. households with
larger sizes that is many household members cgenke some of its members for

searching a livelihood elsewhere). On the othedHawever, it was found that it is not

® An economy is said to have surplus labour or disggliunemployment if it is possible to remove & par
of its employed labour force without causing a fialaggregate output (Basu, 1987)
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always the case that households with higher nurobdrousehold members to have
higher number of migrants. For example, it was tbuhat a household with nine
members had five migrants while the one with elewveasehold members had only one

migrant.

These findings suggest that there are other fattoc®nsider such as ages and sex of
household members when it comes to migration dewsiat household level. This
means that households with higher number of houdenhembers most of whom are
within school ages is likely to have less migramksle households with relatively lower
number of household members who have completedapyischool or as old as above
school age are more likely to have more migrantsmpared to the former case.
Nevertheless, these results have shown that holadsahith higher numbers of members
enjoy comparative advantage of sending more migraminpared to the ones with fewer
members. More importantly, this study found thatigehold size is more relevant when
it comes to the number of migrants to send outhmersehold rather than whether a

household should choose to send out migrants or not

Throughout the literature, it is conceived that $ehold size is a crucial factor for
households’ migration decision. For example, de rHa@005); Kothari, (2002);

Mendola, (2006) argue that households with largerilies are more likely to send out
(more) migrants compared to those with fewer hoolsemembers. The results of this
study with regard to households’ migration decisidaking into considerations the
household size or the number of household membeesnsto concur with these

arguments.

i). Age of the head of household

The results on the determinants of households! muwamigration decisions presented
in Table 5.11 show that age of the head of housela@s a significant factor for
determining households’ migration decisions. Thesmilts were telling us that age of

the head of household can make a difference whesnies to migration decisions since
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it affects the number of household members as a&lthe number of migrants per
household. Households whose heads are relativeiggey mostly within the age range
of 20 to 30 years were most likely to have fewembers and thus less number of

migrants compared to households whose heads ave #imse age ranges.

It was very interesting to find that at both exteeends of age of head of households
(i.e. at very young age and at very old age), thexe fewer migrants per household. On
the one end these results were suggesting thaeasge of head of household increases
so the probabilities of having more migrants inseeaOn the other end however, the
situation is better explained by the informationtaied from surveyed households
which revealed that at both extreme ends of ageeaél of households, households have
fewer dependants in terms of children of househmddds i.e. at lower age, head of
households are still young to have higher numbechiliren. Likewise, at latter ages
children are grown up and already established tbein families (away from their
parents) which leads to these households whoseshasx very old to have few
household members. Logically, this seemed soundimge at early ages couples are
having children who are still in school and notdgdo migrate, but as the couples
mature and aging takes place, the chances ofchidlren to mature and start migrating
increases and thus the young the head of houssebdide fewer the migrants and vice
versa. Likewise, the results revealed that as ges @f heads of households advance
above sixty (60) years the number of migrants perskholds decline. For example, for
households whose heads had 61 years to 86 yearmigaants ranging from one to
three (1-3).

Findings from this study have verified that houddbavhose heads were younger or
very old were most likely to have less dependdetsd€r number of household members
or if very old most of their children have estabéd their own households) and
therefore more likely to have less people to seumd But also at one extreme ages of
head of households, great care is required to &tée them, for example at very old

age, heads of households can hardly provide theeselith daily requirements, for that
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case they need someone to look after them. Theltés those who had migrated comes
back to take care of their elderly parents and ¢hisld lead to having less number of

migrants from households whose heads are very old.

iii). Marital status of heads of households

Results in Table 4.3 on the summary informationnegrants have shown that 73% of
migrants were single while 27% were married. Thasportions between married and
single migrants indicated that there were morelsimggrants (which included never
married, divorced and widows) than married migrar@arprisingly, there were no
migrant married women. It was found that maritakss of migrants is more important
especially when a migrant involved is him/hersbé tead of the household. But the
results in Table 5.13 which presented the summesylts of logistic regression analysis
on the good predictors of rural-out migration, ismevealed that it is much easier for
single heads of households to migrate than mafieads of households. The main
reason for this was that married men have more lyamssponsibility compared to
singles and also the psychic of separation for iedirouples is very high compared to
non-married migrants, thus resulting to more mdrngen deciding to stay rather than

move out.

Moreover, during the field study it was learnt than are the principal bread “earners”
in most households in the study areas. Since woanercustomarily not suppliers of
their households, when they become heads of holgsehad are required to become
“bread earners” for the entire household, moshet¢ women heads (which are mainly
divorcees, never married and widows) find it difficto provide the daily supplies to
their families which result into worsening of ecamo situations in their households. In
the effort to curb harsh economic conditions inrtheuseholds they decide to send out
some household members expecting them to be sigptwtthe household. It was also
found that indirectly, sending out some memberthefhousehold is a way of reducing

household dependants so that the meager resowaiésbe might be used to carter for
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the remaining household. In this way the maritatust of heads of households plays

major roles when it comes to rural-out migratiogidiens.

Furthermore, during the field study in some ardawas revealed that most single
mothers heads of households had decided to mig¢hataselves leaving behind their
dependants especially children with their grandpirer other relatives. Since to large
extent poor economic conditions at household awriegolevel was the main cause for
sending out migrants (ref. Table 4.3 of section guB sectionii,), equally important
single mothers out-migration was triggered by haabnomic situation in their
households and since they were the only main beaaders, they could not meet the
requirements of their families, thus they were éokdo migrate. Their expectations at
migration were that they would be economically safipe to the remaining household
members/dependants. It is most certain that ifethesmen were married, their husbands
would be the ones to bear the responsibilities rofviding the requirements for the
households (like many other households in the rekeareas) but since they were not,
they had to bear the responsibility themselves wied them to choosing to migrate
out. This is another crucial way how marital stattibeads of households especially for

women could determine migration decisions.

From the findings of this study, it was very obwsdhat migration was male dominated
(married and not married) and these findings seerbet congruent with de Haan’s
(2000) observation that historically migration wasminated by men but things are
changing and feminization of migration is now oectg. As seen previously however,
the results have shown that all women migrants vedteer singles, divorcees; single
mothers and widow, and none of them were marriddleatime of migration. This also

shows how migration decisions can be determinechéytal status of migrants heads of
households and therefore seem to be in agreem#ntwvat IOM (2005) found out in

what they called “autonomous female migration” thabmen were migrating

independently and not just as accompanying spousésis study it was found out that

women were migrating independently not because werg allowed by their spouses to
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do so but because they were not in marriage. Inetéaind Iringa Rural Districts, it is
socially/culturally unacceptable for a married waonta migrate away from home while
leaving a husband home that is why in this studyamp married woman had migrated.
As suggested by Adepoju (2005); CELADE/CEPAL (200@M (2005)that there is
some evidence suggesting the presence of femmmsatimigration in Africa, this study
is another evidence to show that feminization ofnation is taking place in Africa
particularly in Tanzania. It is however, acknowleddy Lucas (2005b) that Africa still
has the lowest proportion of female migrants (aspeeially married women) of any

major region in the world.

vi).  Available job opportunities and infrastructure demaient

As explained previously, a total of eleven infrastures were identified (refer Table
5.12) but it was only four infrastructures which reeefound to make a significant
contribution (i.e. they were good predictors ofamme variable) when added into the
model. These are irrigation schemes; market plaglestricity and water dams (refer
Table 5.13)

The World Bank (2001) asserts that electricityne of the important infrastructures that
can induce industrial growth in otherwise laggingwidlincome rural economies.
Howeer, the National Sample Census of Agriculture 2002403nsed that only 0.4% of
households in the research areas (i.e. Makete ramghIRural Districts) had access to
electricity. Information from the field revealedat due to lack of electricity as the main
source of energy in research areas for instana¥ lmp was found the most common
source of lighting energy in Makete district, wii% of total households using this
source of energy, followed by hurricane lamp (438 paraffin lamp (5%), other
sources such as solar, gas or biogas and firewoae wsed by very few (2%)
households in the district. Also, as was repoitethe 1997 Makete District Socio-
Economic Profile (MDSEP, 1997) and supported by tieédd data, firewood had
remained the most prevalent source of energy fokiog and was depended upon by
98% of households in the district, followed by dwal and bottled gas (one percent
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each) and only an insignificant number of househalsked crop residues as a source of
energy for cooking. Information from the field reded that none of surveyed
households declared to use modern and/or envirotaierendly sources of energy for
cooking such as electricity, solar energy, biogad kBvestock dung. No doubt these
findings suggest that deforestation and depletionatural vegetation for collection of
firewood and charcoal has greatly contributed te tlestruction of the nature and
ecology of the district(s). The low rate of houdekcaccessing electricity was a signal
to the kinds of economic activities that househofday be engaged in for their

livelihoods.

The results of the analysis presented previoustarty revealed the responses of
surveyed households that electricity in their ar@gagal electrification) is a significant
contributory factor to rural-out migration. The maeason for this was the fact that rural
electrification provides a primary stimulus for aurdevelopment through industrial
growth. It was found that once there is industgabwth in rural areas, rural-out
migration can be reduced to a greater extent ascm increase the availability of job
opportunities locally which most of migrants go lemk for elsewhere/in other areas
(mainly in urban settings). For example, in MakBlistrict and some areas of Iringa
Rural District, timber harvesting and processingsviaund to be done manually by
traditional means of pit-sawing. With electricigmployment of power machinery for
timber harvesting and processing can be a vialdenative, and this can increase job
availability and also can raise productivity andpmwve working conditions. World
Bank (2001) asserts that rural electrification gsinvith it expectations for progress and
a better future. In this way, the availability deericity in the areas of study was
deemed/perceived an important contributory factomtigration. Moreover, people’s
perception was also that availability of electsiait their (rural) areas could profoundly
improve their village life. As explained previouslgnost households in the research
areas were dependent on fuel wood and other waditimeans as their sources of
energy. In this case it was found that with eledlyj for instance electric lighting would

expand the productive and social hours in the Ogysing electricity major channels of
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communication and information dissemination mayalailable to many and in turn

various channels of communication such as radidgelevision may provide accessible
and affordable entertainment and education on wvarnssues. Furthermore, it was found
that electricity in the research areas could haweuaial role to play in the spread of
irrigated farming through the use of electrical evgbumps, which in turn can improve
agricultural growth, improve production, improvensamption and ultimately raise

household income through selling of agriculturabduce. This brief discussion shows
how and why electricity was perceived by surveyeddeholds as important factor for

households’ rural-out migration decisions.

During field work (in the month of August, 2009)pst parts of the research areas were
very dry, even cattle keepers in the areas wereatmg to other areas for search of
water and pastures for their livestock. The mamoern of the residents interviewed
was water problems in the area. There was no wiger, in Kihorogota and Nzihi
Wards of Iringa Rural District, few households hactess to tap water (which was
available at least once in a week or after seweeslks or months), as a result most of
households in this area were dependent on natprialgs which were also drying out.
The majority of the residents reported to be ggttiater from the valleys where they
used to dig down in the sand and sometimes frognata water that had settled in the
previous rain season. Respondents and key infoem@nlage leaders and other
influential people in the area such as teachera@ally in Kihorogota Ward reported
that during the dry season they never eat vegetabilece they can't grow them due to
lack of water. They reported that using tap watergrowing vegetables or any other
activity apart from ‘home consumption’ was a puaisle offence according to the
relevant local government bylaws. These findingsficmed what the analysis revealed
that lack of water both for irrigated farming (gation schemes) or dam water (for
various uses) in these wards especially duringsdgsons where basically there are no
major farming activities which leads to most of ttural labour force being idle was a
good reason for out-migration. This explains whyvas perceived by the surveyed

households that lack of irrigation scheme and wadens was major contributory factors
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for migration. Most of the surveyed households &ag informants suggested that if
irrigation water and/or water dams was availallesould have been used by the idle
manpower during non-farming seasons to grow vetgsadnd other water consuming
related activities such as brick making which couddp to improve household income.
In this way, the availability of water in the resgaareas could play a significant role in
reducing rural-out migration since a number of meoearning opportunities could be

generated locally.

Lack of markets or common and formalized markecgsato market and sell rural

households’ agricultural produce was found to betlar important factor that

contributed significantly to rural-out migratiorofn the research areas. This finding was
mainly based on the information obtained from syedehouseholds and key informants
that markets are important for agricultural growaid sustainable development. They
revealed that lack of markets, or poor accessdsdmarkets that exist, not only affects
farmers or small holder producers locally in ruaa¢as, but it is also a drain on the
potential of the entire country. They suggested tihe@ating local and national markets
and improved access to them, would allow speci#izaand diversification into new

agricultural products that would make profits faral households, decrease household

poverty and increase consumption and eventuallyaetiunger.

These findings suggest that access to marketafor products, inputs and other goods
and services would allow scope for specializatiod division of labour. For instance,
the small stock keepers may then produce a maikesaiplus of animals or poultry,
meat, milk or eggs for sale to others, who prodfamd crops and other goods or
services that may be bought by the livestock pretsicThe scope for specialization in
production as a result of markets, may allow insee&n productive efficiency and
general growth of incomes. It is argued by the \W@&ank (2001) that by specializing in
particular activities, people gain experience aadome more efficient: "practice makes
perfect". Furthermore, if food can be bought, selfficiency is no longer necessary, so

some individuals can specialize in non-agricult@etivities. Even for the very poorest,
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landless individuals, the labour market may providpportunities for gainful
employment in agriculture or in other non-agrictaduactivities. Non-agricultural
activities may include house building, bicycle nepacrafts such as weaving, dress-
making, food processing, firewood and charcoalrsglifood retailing and local brewing
and distilling which is the most common businesghie research areas. Since these
activities are highly labour intensive, it meanatthabour is the main input. As they
expand, local opportunities for local employmenbvgrrapidly. The rural non-farm
sector may produce improved housing which is a mejpenditure of prospering
farmers, local furniture, local garments, and at fudsrural services. This also creates
market for goods and services produced locally iemgtove money circulation within

the local economies.

Furthermore, the importance of these non-agricalltactivities in contributing to rural
employment and incomes (on average of about 40%inishasized in the literature on
rural livelihoods (e.g Ellis, 2000). Ellis observéuat the demand for the goods and
services from the rural non-farm sector is saidéelastic with respect to incomé&his
means that as farmers' incomes rise, their expeediton products of rural non-farm
sector increase more than proportionately. Thuagasulture grows, the rural non-farm
sector grows even faster than agriculture and as@® in its importance to the rural
economy, and thus rural markets expands and besastainable. Ultimately, this can
lead to reduced rural-out migration since incommieg opportunities are available
locally such that people are not forced to movewlgre to look for them. Basically,
these might be the major reasons for surveyed hold® to perceive that lack of job
opportunities and developed infrastructures (asntified in Table 5.13) could
significantly contribute to rural-out migrationshat is why the results in Table 5.6 on
the households’ responses on the availability df gpportunities and households’
migration decisions showed clearly that majority%@ of surveyed households strongly
responded that the absence of non-farm self-emm@aymontributes to higher rates of
rural-out migrations. The interesting finding wabkatt majority of non-migrant

households (73%) also responded that the absencenefarm self-employment had a
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positive bearing on households’ migration decisiofisis makes a total of 221(81%)
stated previously out of 272 surveyed householdstwiesponded that the absence of

non-self-employment lead to rural-out migration.

However, a small proportion (24%) of surveyed hbotds, especially non-migrant
households responded that the absence of non-ffrereployment does not lead to
households choosing to migrate. One of the reakonihis response could be the fact
that since they had no experience of sending ogtants, they were exactly not aware
whether the absence of off-farm self-employmentsdeally lead people to move out of
their rural areas. But the main reason for suchaese could be based on the fact that to
these households, non-farm employment was not &algmoi.e. maybe they were
engaged in one form of off-farm self-employmentaoiother, and therefore could not
perceive the availability of non-farm self-employmhas one of the contributing factors
to rural-out migration decisions. Generally, theulés presented in Table 5.7 proposed
the presence of an inverse relationship betweemthdability of a job opportunity (in
this case non-farm self-employment) and the houdshmigration decision. This also
suggests an inverse relationship between the twiablas, thus the overall impact of
this relationship to the society is negative sirtbe absence of non-farm self-
employment will lead to more people leaving thealuareas of their residence to

elsewhere and this may lead to reduced rural labor.

5.4  Testing for multicollinearity

Existence of multicollinearity could not be ruledt@mong the variables involved in the
analysis. If not checked, multicollinearity can sautthe decomposion of the effect of
some variables that are correlated with otherdcditf such that those with the main
effect may become insignificant. Multicollinearitgxists when there is a strong
correlation between two or more predictor variabtes regression model. The same
way as multicollinearity can affect the parametsfrsrdinary regression model, logistic
regression is just as prone to the biasing efféthe collinearity and it was essential to

test for it following a logistic regression anabygixercise. To check the existence of this
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problem, the variables identified (by logistic reggion) to be good predictors of rural-
out migration were tested. Two collinearity diagtcs were employed which involved
the variance inflation factor (VIF) and the tolecanstatistic which is basically the

reciprocal of VIF (1/VIF). The results of the test presented in table 5.14.

Table 5.14: Collinearity diagnostic results of ¢eod predictors of rural-out migration

Collinearity statistics

Tolerance VIF
Household characteristics No. of members 561 1.783
Ages of heads of hh 575 1.740
Marital status of hhh .614 1.630
Available job opportunities  Self-employment 324 3.086
Casual labour 721 1.387
Enterprises .841 1.189
Infrastructures Irrigation schemes 448 2.234
Market places 910 1.099
Electricity .531 1.883
Water dams .623 1.605

Since the main chosen criteria for assessing ealfity was the tolerance statistic values
and the VIF values, then it follows that accordiegthe suggestion put forward by
Menard (1995) a tolerance value less than 0.1 dlmedainly indicates a serious
collinearity problem. Likewise, Myers (1990) alagggests that a VIF value greater than
10 is a cause for concern. From Table 8.14 thdteeskiows that the tolerance values of
all predictor variables involved in the test ar@wa0.1 and those of VIF are below 10.
It seems from these results (values) that thermian issue of collinearity between the
predictor variables. These results show that tlseli® obtained previously in section

5.2.2 (presented in table 5.13) are reliable ones.
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CHAPTER SIX

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FOR THE OUTCOMES OF RURAL OUT-
MIGRATION TO HOUSEHOLD ASSETS

6.1 An overview

The purpose of this study was to assess the outaheural out-migration as a
livelihoods diversification strategy to the sendmguseholds. In achieving this aim, the
study adopted the asset pentagon (livelihoods)aagpr (DFID, 1999a) which recognise
five capital assets that a household owns or hessacto; and the New Economics of
Labour Migration (NELM) approaches/theories (Deghier & Start, 2003) which
recognise the household as the unit of decisionimgakccording to the incentives and
constraints it faces. By using the asset pentaggmoach, the study was looking at
whether rural out-migration could enhance the ihadds of the sending households by
contributing to the development of the various esg§eapitals) that households own or
have access to. In livelihood approaches, livelihairategies (such as rural-out
migration) are undertaken in order to achieve ihadd outcomes which include
increased income, improved well-being, reduced endhbility, improved food security,
and more sustainable use of natural resource kg 2000). In this study the five
assets owned or accessed by the households inclodethn capital which was
considered to be the most important of all and a@sut people who are both the object
and subject of any strategy undertaken, (it refetoeskills, education, health and so on);
natural capital which (which referred to land, wateees and so on); financial/economic
capital (which included money, savings, loan accelséms and so on); physical capital
(which included production investment goods andoro); and social capital (which

referred to networks and associations and so on ).

The asset status of the households and how thigisging over different time periods is
critical to the household’s enhancement of itslihaods. It is generally conceived that

the higher the level and the more diverse the assghed by the household are, the

146



greater its capacity to manage risk and cope wttlss i.e. the less vulnerable it is, and
therefore the more sustained its livelihood isi¢ilP003). The earnings obtained from
migrating, and the remittances sent back by migraottheir families are critical to
maintaining or raising the level of other asse®rirsys, land, equipment, livestock,
education of children, and so on. Rural-out migrathot only helps migrants to send
home remittances but also it widens their socidoeks and consequently increases
their social capital. Also, throughout the literaut is acknowledged that in order to
move out of poverty, poor rural households haviateease the assets they own or have
access to, so that they can deploy productivelgrater to generate higher incomes.
Moreover, numerous studies, for instance, Elli9@%ave observed that by using the
asset approach, moving out of poverty is a cunugdabrocess, often achieved in tiny
increments. Assets are traded up in sequencexémn@e, chickens/or poultry to goats,
to cattle, to land; or, cash from non-farm incoméatrm inputs to higher farm income to
land or to livestock (Ellis & Mdoe, 2003). It issal well established that a critical
constraint slowing down or preventing such ‘virtaapirals’ is the inability to borrow
or to generate cash (often discussed under theepomt credit market failures). This
study proposes the connection here that earningenattances from rural-out migration
therefore can play a crucial role in initiating amdstaining such asset cumulative

processes.

6.2 Migration attributes

This study considered rural-out migration as thesetold’s survival strategy as well as
accumulation strategy. In this respect the studyedi at assessing the outcomes that
rural-out migration might have to sending housesdldough the actual contribution of
migrants for creating or improving household assatsh as widening their social
networks, to supporting agricultural activities arapening up new non-farm
employment opportunities. It was anticipated thome from remittances sent back
home by migrants would enable households to inweflsirm and non-farm activities and

entrepreneurial endeavours which may in turn creatployment opportunities for other
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villagers. Other ways that migrants were anticigatecontribute to households and the
development of their place of origin was throughiemtive donations of time, business

networks, investments and the transfer of skilliuce, knowledge and experience.

However, this study recognised the fact that mitgravere not expected to contribute or
remit uniformly to their remaining households. Itasv assumed that migrants’
contribution could be affected by factors (migrateattributes) such as migrants’ places
of migration or destinations, duration of stay, aodcupations at destinations.
Information on these attributes of migration walemted and the results are presented
in Table 6.1a. The results and discussion for tharidbution of migration to various

household assets are presented thereafter.

Table 6.1a: Migration attributes

Variable Attribute No. of migrants %age
(n=187) (100%)

Destinations Urban areas 140 75
Rural areas 47 25

Duration of stay 1-4 weeks 9 5
1-6 months 16 9

7-12 months 10 5

>1yr 152 81

Reasons for migration Economic 168 90
Other reasons 19 10

Results in Table 6.1a show that 140 (75%) out efttiial 187 migrants had migrated to
urban areas (to cities, municipals and towns) wiil 40 (21%) had migrated to rural
areas. Furthermore, the results (figures not showiable 6.1a) shown that out of 140
urban migrants, 86 (61%) were male and 61 (39%@g\iemales, while out of 47 rural
migrants, 27 (57%) were males and the remaining3) females. Of these migrants,
most of them (81%) had stayed for more than one whde only 19% had stayed for a
period of between 1-12 months. Having more migrantsvzing to urban areas as
compared to rural areas signified the potentiatifyurban areas in attracting rural
population probably due to vibrant economic adtgitfound there which acts as pull

factors to them. This is supported by the resutimfTable 6.1a which show that a large
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proportion of migrants (90%) of the 187 had migdafeom their destinations due to
economic reasons while only 10% had migrated duethber reasons. None of the
migrants had crossed borders to neighbouring cesntor search of better livelihoods.
The main point drawn here is that urban migrat®m@ominant over rural one due to
reasons mentioned previously and thus economimmnsawere the major motive for

most households to send out migrants.

Migrants were engaged in different occupations batthorigin and destination. The
essence was mainly to find out what were migrantsupations at destinations which

would suggest migrants’ earnings at destinatiotld 8.1b provides more information.

Table 6.1b: Migrants' occupations

Nature of occupation Number of migrants at origin Number of migrants at
(N=187) destination (N=187)
Students 34(18%) 15(8%)
Farming/livestock (wage) 31(17%) 13(7%)
Off-farm (agricultural) 33(18%) 12(6%)
Non-farm wage (non-agricultural) 51(27%) 65(35%)
Non-farm (self-employment) 38(20%) 82(44%)

Table 6.1b shows that at origin, migrants wereaged in various occupations such as
farming/livestock keeping (17%), off-farm (agriaudal related) (18%), non-farm wage
(non-agricultural) (27%) and non-farm (self-emplam) (20%) and 34% were
students. At destinations however, migrants weigaged into the same kinds of jobs
but at varying proportions compared to the orighinom the same Table 6.1b, it is
obvious that the number of migrants per occupatiaegory at destination decreased
compared to origin with the exception of two (namAai wage, non-agricultural and self-
employment). For instance, the number of migramgaged in non-farm wage (non-
agricultural related activities) increased from 2@%origin to 35% at destination, while
non-farm (self-employment) increased more thandwrom 20% at origin to 44% at
destination. These results tell us that migran$ $kifted from the occupations they
were engaged in at the origin to the two typesogipations which were non-farm wage
(non-agricultural) and non-farm (self-employment) destination. Whether this

occupational shift had an impact on their earniagsvhether it made them different
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from what they originally were or whether it enabtbem to remit at home as expected
will be revealed when presenting the results onotlteomes of migration to household

assets.

Furthermore, the results on the analysis of migoacupations at destination presented
in Table 6.1b previously, was also telling us ttte# two sectors at destination were
attracting more migrants than others. Accordingthte responses obtained from the
surveyed households and key informants was thaetkads of occupations were the
easiest to get compared to professional ones wigighired high levels of education
attainments. From Table 6.1a it shows that migrargee engaged in low paying jobs
which could be suggesting their low educational i@stment i.e. low levels of
education (low human capital) such that it was mtnyebarrier to professional and better
paying jobs. In simple terms the results shows tharants were switching from
agricultural related activities at origin to nondagltural activities at destination.
According to sending households and key informathts kinds of occupation migrants
are engaged in at destinations are mainly low gaighs such as selling hand held items
“machingas”, working in shops (shop keepers), hohskpers (maids), bar maids,
conductors in commuter buses, feeding animals,tipgrcrops (for wages), weeding,
harvesting especially for those who migrated toalruareas where large farming
agricultural activities takes place such as Usange farms, and so on. None of the
migrants were engaged in public/private sector egmpent both at origin and

destination.

Another interesting finding was that the numbetthadse who left home for schooling
was found to be 34(18%), but it was only 15(8%) wieye in school at the time of field
work. It was later found that the other 10% hadttgdi school for work. In this way
migration had contributed to school dropout andréfege depletion of households’
human capital. Generally, since there were no majmnges in the occupations

migrants were engaged in at origin and destinatmoigration could certainly not add
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value in terms of occupational advancement, suggekiw or no earnings that could be

obtained from them.

In order to get insights on how rural-out migratmontributed to build up various assets
owned or accessed by the households, firstly haldetwere asked if they owned or
had access to a certain type of asset. Secondigeholds were asked if migrant(s) had
contributed anything to the creation or maintenancelevelopment of that particular
asset at least within the past one year. For thse,cthe following section focuses on

these issues and forms the core of the study.

6.3  Migration contribution to households’ assets

a). Human capital

Human capital attributes addressed were mainlyssaitd knowledge, health status of
the household and educational investments or aefients. In order to get insights of
the outcomes of rural-out migration to these hunsapital attributes, a series of
guestions were asked on each of them. All of traas#butes/variables were included
because of their importance in the pursuit of Ivabd strategies or because of their
necessity for people to make a reasonable liviigne main assumption guiding the
analysis was that if half or more of the migrands! ltontributed (i.e. if half or more of
the sending households said migration had conag@jusomething in building or
maintaining particular capital assets of the sempthiouseholds, then migration would be
regarded as having shown potential for enhancinglifioods of the households
concerned; otherwise not. Then the subsequentiquoetst this effect would be how
much was contributed. The following section preseht contribution of migration to

various attributes of households’ human capitaktam this framework.

i). Migration contribution to skills
In order to know whether migration had contributechousehold skills development or
not, respondents were asked to respond to a qunestido whether migrants had sent

back home any money which could be invested inttare skills development. Also

151



they were asked if there were any skills acquingdnigrants due to migration that could
be used to enhance the livelihoods of the remaihmgsehold. As mentioned in earlier
sections, out of 272 surveyed households, only 83séhold were found to have
migrants, so the households of interest for thidige were the 93 migrant households
whose total number of migrants amounted to 187 moidthe total (272) surveyed

households. When responding to the question “hashtusehold benefited/gained in
anyways in the form of skills brought back by a raig member”, a total of 13(14%)

out of 93 total migrant households responded tetgained some skills while a total of
80(86%) households responded not to have gained.cbmposition of the kinds of

skills gained is presented in Table 6.2a as follows

Table 6.2a: Type of skills gained by migrants

Type of skills gained No. of households benefitdd 13) Percentage (%)
Carpentry 7 54
Driving 4 30
Cookery 1 8
Animal keeping 1 8

From Table 6.2a, one could see that in terms disgkained from migration, it was only
a small proportion of them (less than"y4hat had benefited from migration. Since the
number of beneficiary households was far below Hhiaéf total number of migrant
households, this means our assumption was not miethés means migration could not
potentially contribute to building a household’'sntan capital. It was further revealed
that migrants had acquired these skills as a re$uhlie occupations they were engaged
in at destinations (i.e. in the industry that hadabed them). Moreover, the information
obtained from the households showed that the s&iiguired were completely new
since, at origin, the migrants concerned were fesraad had no any other skills. In this
case, at an individual level, migration had sligltbntributed to building human capital;
but not at household level. In a way, this had shawndirect relationship between the

nature of occupation at destination and skills thaght be acquired by migrants.
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iM). Contribution to health status of the househol

When respondents were asked whether for the pasyear there was any household
member (at home) who had suffered any illness prynwhich required to spend
money for treatment, out of 93 migrant househot$s(63%) responded to have had
members that needed assistance in getting treatesbime illness while 34 households
(37%) responded not to have any suffered membens. ificidents of household
members falling sick varied from one householdriother and for the purpose of the
study only the first two incidents were considerdt also the kind of sickness differed
from one household to another and within the hoolskland this had the implication for
the amount of money required for treatment andefoee the amount to be contributed
by a migrant member(s). The (most common) typesiakness included high and low
blood pressure, coughing, delivery, eye problereser, fire burn, flu, hand injury,
HIV/AIDS, insanity, lame, leg injury, leukemia, naala, stomach operation, pneumonia,
respiratory tract problems, running stomach, skiiseakes, stomach problems,

tuberculosis, asthma, headache, heart problemsyamads.

To get insights of how migration had contributedthe betterment of the household
health status, the 59 households whose memberfslhad sick were asked if there were
an incidence where they had contacted a migrantbeerto help with the treatment
expenses of the suffering household member. Oubfmigrant households with
suffered household members only 15(25%) respondetatve sought and received
assistance from their migrant members while 44(7%%)seholds responded to have
sought but not received any assistance. Thes#seatiwwed that it was only a quarter
(25%) of total households with suffered memberg thed received assistance from
migrants while three quarters (75%) sought forstasce but could not be assisted. This
number of households benefited from migration adalls far below the assumption
made earlier (i.e. below halfway of total migraoubkeholds that sought assistance from
migrants). Once again, this shows how migration dad potentially contribute to
building up the health status of sending househ@dsce there were several incidences

household members had fallen sick, respondents frese households were further
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asked how often migrants were approached for heut of 15 households which
responded to have received help from migrants,(1) of them responded to have
contacted and received assistance from migrantsy éwvee a household member fell
sick while five (5) responded to have receivedsiaaice from migrants once in a while
when a member of household fell sick.

Furthermore, 44(75%) households which had respond®dto have received any
assistance from migrants were further asked what rasons for their migrant
member(s) failing to assist with the treatment exges of the sick members were. All 44
households responded to this question and it wasdfahat 26(59%) households
reported to have informed the migrant(s) but thalefl to assist on the grounds that
they were willing to assist but they had no monk3(27%) households responded to
have informed migrant members who simply promigeddsist but they did not , and
6(14%) households responded to have informed trgrami but never received any

assistance and did not know what might have beznrethsons for them not to assist.

iii).  Contribution to education support

With respect to assets in rural areas in particslame of the positive ways that earnings
and remittances from migration could strengthereliinoods was by investing in
education which could result in better prospectstfe next generation (Francis &
Hoddinott, 1993; Hoddinott, 1994). By investing education, rural people and their
generations could be enabled to explore variousmppities given that they could
acquire certain levels of education beyond primiemel. Because of low levels of
education attained by most rural people, migrariasfthese areas found themselves
securing very low paying jobs, e.g. feeding animatdling hand-held items in urban
areas (machingas), and getting employed as hougerbgmaids), as bar maids, and
others of the like, given that they could not afféte compete for better paying jobs that
required a bit of professionalism.
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For that case, this study found that it was impurt®d assess how migration had
contributed to education investment in household# had sent out migrants or in
households where migrants had originated. In ggethsights of migrants’ contribution

to education investments, various areas which migreould have contributed to were
first identified, which included school uniformsdanther clothing, school and tuition

fees, pocket money, books and other materials,dbaarcharges, transport charges,
school building and maintenance charges, exammd#es, and other costs (if any).
Information on migrant’s contribution to educatietatus of sending households were
collected and analysed whose results showed th@B8ahigrant households responded
to have had requested assistance from migrantapposgt them on various education
requirements but it was only 20(22%) households tiyaorted to have benefited from
them. Again according to the assumption made eathe total number of households
benefiting from migrants’ contribution was far beldalf (less than ¥4) of the total

sending households. These results on the wholeestagtjthat migration had little or no

potential of contributing to building up this cagdiaisset.

For instance, out of 93 migrant households, 28(30%dhem responded to have had
requirements for uniforms and other clothing. Or tontrary it was only 10(11%)

households that reported to have received migraotstribution for uniforms and other

needs. The amount required for this category wawdssn Tshs. 8,000/= and Tshs.
100,000/= while migrant contribution ranged fromh3s1,000/= to Tshs. 100,000/=.
For the household that needed the total amounsb$.12,500/= for uniforms and other
clothing, migrant’s contribution was Tshs. 1,000fthe total requirement. This meant
that migrants’ contribution was 40 %. For the hdwde whose migrant contribution

was Tshs. 100,000/=total requirement for this acategvas Tshs. 100,000/=. This meant
that migrants’ contribution was 100 %.

In terms of migration contributing to provision s¢hool and tuition fees it was found
that 23(25%) households out of 93 migrant househalelsponded to have had

requirements for school and tuition fees. Howevemnvas only 9(10%) households
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which responded to have benefited from migrantsitioution. The contribution from
migrants ranged between Tshs. 6,000/= out of theimed amount of Tshs. 12,000/= to
Tshs. 60,000/= out of the required Tshs. 110,000this case the contribution from
migrants was about 50-55%. These two cases shdvet¢dnigrant contribution was
more than half the total amount required. Thesa ddiowed that even though the
number of contributing migrants was very small, #mounts they contributed were

substantial in meeting households’ needs in tipgets

Likewise, in terms of migration contributing to tipeovision of pocket money it was
found that only nine (9) i.e. 50% of the householdsl benefited from migrant
contributions out of 18 households which respontledhave requirements in this
category. The lowest contribution was Tshs. 60,0004 household that required Tshs.
100,000/=, in this case the contribution was 60%ilevthe highest contribution was
Tshs. 140,000/= for a household that required T4i80,000/=, in this case the
contribution was 78%. But also, six (6) househotdsponded to have received
migrant’s contribution for books and other materialut of 16 households which
responded to have had requirements for these it€ms.this case the contribution
ranged from the lowest of Tshs. 8,000/= (44%) fdroasehold which required a total
amount of Tshs. 18,000/= to the highest of Tsh®€),d@/= for a household which
required a total of Tshs. 100,000/=, in this cagecontribution was 100 %.

For the rest attributes/categories of this capitalet, the following were the results; For
boarding charges only one (14%) household had hedejut of seven which reported
to have had requirements and the contribution vi8$ §.e. Tshs. 40,000/= out of the
total required Tshs. 80,000/=); for transport cleargnly one (5%) household had
benefited out of 20 which reported to have had irequents and the contribution was
100% (i.e. Tshs. 84,000/= out of the same requirdd) school building and

maintenance, only three (23%) households out ofedm had benefited whereby the

contribution was 100% (Tshs. 10,000/= out of thensarequired); and lastly for
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examination charges only two (20%) households éuem had benefited whereby the
contribution was 100% (Tshs. 10,000/= out of theesaequired).

These particular results showed that various haldehof the total 20 households
(22%) which responded to have benefited from miggarontribution for educational
support, benefited in various aspects. Generalhg tesults indicated that the
contribution from migrant (s) to be very minimaldamsignificant and thus migration
lacked potential for enhancing the livelihoods dfe thousehold. To individual
beneficiary households however, migrant’'s contitoutin supporting education
investment or achievement at origin was significdiis is attested by the Chi-Square
statistic whose value was 30.20 and highly sigaiftcatp <.05, these results suggested
that to those households which had benefited froigramts, rural-out migration had
potentially made significant contribution to sustadiousehold’s livelihoods through

supporting various aspects of education.

Lastly, it was important to find out if the varioa#tributes of migration had any bearing
on how migrants had contributed (migrants remittse@aviour). In order to achieve this
aim, the relationship between whether a migrant@) contributed to households’
education investment i.e. households’ human assegpital (representative of other
household assets) and each type of migration attrivas established through cross-

tabulation analysis. Table 6.2b of presents mdnmation.

Without taking into account of how much was conitédadl by a migrant, it was revealed
that to some extent migration attributes had aibgam how migrants had contributed.
For example, out of 20 households which responddtatve received education support
from migrants, 12 (60%) of them had migrants inambareas while the rest had
migrants in rural areas. In this case, the placeigration or destination area mattered,
in the sense that urban migrants are more likehgtoit than rural ones probably due to
the fact that in urban areas there are better gagpportunities than in rural areas.

Likewise, out of the same 20 households which weckeducation support, 16 (80%) of
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them had migrants who had stayed out for a periothare than a year while only
4(20%) had stayed a period less than that. Thesvaés suggesting that duration of stay
(at destination) was an important factor for migreemitting behaviour i.e. the more a
migrant stays, the more the possibility of remgtin

Table 6.2b: Migrants' contribution (remittance babar) and migration attributes

Variable Attribute Benefited Non- Total
Hhs (n=20) benefited (n=93)
Hhs

Destinations Urban 12(60%) 63(86%)  75(81%)
Rural 8(40%) 10(14%)  18(19%)

Duration of stay 1-4 weeks 2(10%) 7(10%) 9(9%)
1-6 months 2(10%) 6(8%) 8(9%)
7-12 months 0(0%) 3(4%) 3(3%)
>1yr 16(80%) 57(78%)  73(79%)

Education Never schooled 1(5%) 4(6%) 5(5%)
Primary 17(85%) 62(85%)  79(85%)
Secondary 1(5%) 5(7%) 6(7%)
Others 1(5%) 2(3%) 3(3%)

Sex Male 13(65%) 48(66%)  61(66%)
Female 7(35%) 25(34%)  32(34%)

Occupations at

destinations Students 0(0%) 2(3%) 2(2%)
Farming/livestock (wage) 1(5%) 7(9%) 8(9%)
Off-farm (agricultural) 2(10%) 3(4%) 5(5%)
Non-farm wage (non-agricultural) 8(40%) 32(44%) (48%)
Non-farm (self-employment) 9(45%) 29(40%)  38(41%)

Sex of migrants was another important attributednsider when evaluating migrants’
remitting behaviour. The results revealed that ofitthe same 20 household that
benefited from educational support, 13(65%) reaks@me support from male migrants
while the rest (35%) received it from female migsaThis aspect also was telling us
that sex of migrants had an effect on migrant remgitbehaviour that male migrants are
more likely to remit something compared to the feEa®aThe reasons for female migrant
failing to remit as expected were given by surveyegrant households to be due to the
nature of jobs they took-up at destination. It i@snd that they were engaged in very

low paying jobs such as house maids and bar/lcaa blub maids. It was learnt that in
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these kinds of jobs most of them were not paidhgyrtmasters and those few who got
paid, their income was too little to the extennof affording their homeward fare if they

needed to do so.

But one of the interesting finding was that outteé 20 households that benefited from
educational support, 17(85%) had migrants engageamn-agricultural activities (those
engaged in wage or self-employed) while only 15% Inaigrants employed in the
agricultural sector. These results suggested Henature of occupation at destination
was a major factor for migrants to remit. The resalso reflected what could be the
reasons for migrants to switch between occupati@isorigin and destination) as
observed previously. Thus migrants engaged in mpitdtural occupations were more
likely to remit than those in the agricultural sectThis could also be an explanation of
why more migrants were moving to urban areas tharutal areas. Most interestingly
was to find that none of the migrant householdpaeded to have received contribution
from student migrants. This was due to the fact thase students were supported by
their families for their studies and being in sdhtiiey were not earning anything to
send home. For that case, one would be doubtéuktident was found to remit in order
to support his/her family in any aspect. This disdher confirmed that the nature of

occupation at destination highly determined theramts’ remitting behaviour.

The last important aspect was to find out if ediecabf migrants mattered in migrants’
remitting behaviour. Out of the 20 households whilménefited from educational
support, 17(85%) had migrants who had primary etilmca 1(5%) had secondary
education, 1(5%) had never schooled and 1(5%) d&hals of education. This was
mainly due to the fact that majority (78%) of allgrants had primary education. For
that case it is not surprising to find the remstere almost all primary education
holders. In more specific terms, education of riggavas more of a constant than a

variable.
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b). Financial capital (assets)

In this study, economic or financial assets of letwadds were defined to include
attributes such as cash, savings facilities (typed number of savings facilities
accessible to households e.g. bank accounts), @it ¢acilities (number and credit
facilities accessible to household) and claims (permand quantities of claims that
either institutions or individual owe the householth order to get insights of the
outcomes of migration on various attributes of letwdd assets, migrant households
were asked to respond to questions as to whetbgthidd access to the above mentioned
facilities and if a migrant member had in anywajpbd the household to get access to
the facilities. For example, households were askéxbre were any members who were
operating bank accounts and if a migrant memberHepled to open and/or run the

account.

The results showed that out of 93 migrant househadtich responded to this question,
it was only 6(7%) households which had bank acesuhtee (3) households from each
district. But due to the importance of this infotina about how rural people accessed
financial services, it was of interest to know fromhich wards and villages these
households were coming from. It was found thatttinee households in Makete district,
two of them were from Lupalilo ward in llevelo abldjabwa villages. These villages are
located not very far (around 25-30kms) from Makeigtrict head quarters where the
National Micro Finance Bank had its branch. The hemusehold from Makete District

was from Matamba ward in Ndapo village, a villageated very far from the district

head quarter (=>100 kms one way). The remainingetihouseholds were from Iringa
Rural district, two were from Ismani Tarafani vidka of Kihorogota ward while the last

one was from Nzihi village of Nzihi ward. This disution of households assessing
bank services basically were suggesting that mofil@ancial services in the study areas
and possibly many other rural areas in the counéime missing or rather inaccessible by

the poor rural households for the reasons explaieeeunder.
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From the field, it was found that the slow rateusing banks was caused mainly by the
long distances between where the banks were logatadhly in towns) and the rural
areas. This could be translated into higher trarssts which if included to other costs
involved to opening and running bank accounts, teadiral people using other unsafe
traditional ways of keeping the little money thegvh. But also it was learnt that rural
people had less cash to deposit in banks, sineeanomic terms any banked money is
idle money, therefore these rural people had r® maibney to keep in the banks. When
responding to the question whether migrant mempédd contributed to the opening
and running of the bank accounts, out of the sph@@iseholds with bank accounts, only
one (1) household responded to have received saneyronce from a migrant member
to maintain or run the account. This household fn@® Makete district, Lupalilo ward
in llevelo village and the amount received was Baiemn Shillings 50,000/=. Finally,
when responding to the question as to why migraete not sending money for them to
open and maintain bank accounts, most of them nelgabthat migrants had no money
to send back home. However one respondent fronarlad ward responded by posing
a question that if migrants could not send back dnanoney for taking care of the

remaining families, how could they send money teefieeep in the bank account?

The immediate conclusion from these findings waat tlmigrants were not getting
sufficient money to keep themselves at destinal®ralone something to send back
home. This suggested that if migrants were earaimgugh such that they were able to
send substantial amounts of money to their honmese twould be possibilities for rural
households to use formal financial institutionsliianks to keep their money where it

could gradually grow through earning interest.

Furthermore, the study wanted to know the form&trahtive ways that people of
Makete and Iringa Rural district could be savingithmoney. In that regard,
respondents were asked to respond to a questittnvesether there was any household
member who was a member of any Savings and CrediDierative Societies
(SACCOS). Throughout the literature, it is acknadged that savings and credit
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organisations are the most efficient rural finahoiatitutions for poverty alleviation. It
is in these organisations where poor rural peopk @ovided with small loans
(microcredit) to help them engage in productivevaats or grow their tiny business. It
is also through these organisations rural poor e less access to formal financial
institutions like banks build the habit of savingsmaking some small savings which in

turn help them to loosen their financial constraintthe future.

Responding to the above question, the results dhdhat only two (2) respondents
responded to have had members in these organisatdile the remaining 91
responded not having any member in the organisatMnen these findings were linked
to the ones about having bank accounts, the pigtaseobvious that these people solely
depended on unsafe traditional ways of keeping theney. However, it was learnt that
this slow rate of people joining SACCOS was du¢hm fact that throughout the entire
26 villages surveyed, it was only one SACCOS whislas found operating
unsatisfactorily in Matamba Ward in Ngoje Village Makete District. This SACCOS
was under Lutheran church but very few (only twedple interviewed had joined it due
to lots of controversies in the way it was managéu rest of the villagers did not have
joined any credit organizations since there weneento join to. In fact in Nzihi Ward
(Iringa Rural) people said they were no longerrgdeed in joining SACCOS as they
could recall losing their money on two incidenceshte former two organisations which
collected money from them as entry fees but Idterdfficials disappeared with their
money. In this way they lost trust to these kinfl®rganisations. For that case it was
found that migration could not help their housebolw join and maintain their
membership in these organisations due to the Fattthere were no organisations to
join while at the same time migrants were not segdnoney back home.

Finally, it was concluded that if there were SACCt0Soin and migrants were earning
something to send back to their families, it cobkdvery possible that the number of
those households with members in these organisatimuld have increased and this

would have increased the possibility of migraticentributing to building financial
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assets through credit and savings organisationsthab case, if the environment was
favourable there would have been some great pateftr migration to positively
contribute to the building of household financiaket through contributing to joining
and maintaining their membership. Having membersito fully operational SACCOS

could eventually loosen the financial constraimisrig most rural households.

Moreover, in an attempt to get insights of therakai(one of households’ financial asset)
of the household, respondents were requested pomdsto a question as to whether
there were any institutions or individuals that dwany money to the respective
household. It was found that eight (8) househalds of 93 migrant households
responded to have owed institutions and individualfie amount of money owed to
these households ranged from Tanzanian Shillingdq)l1200/= to Tshs. 175,000/=.
However, it was further found that migrant membehad contributed nothing to the
money that institutions and individuals owed to #ight (8) households. These results
suggested that migration did not contribute anytowhe claims that households owed
various institutions and individuals and thus ueald contribute to household’s

livelihoods.

Additionally, the study wanted to get an idea if Kdee and Iringa Rural people had
saved their money in non-productive assets sudmplksand jewelry (another form of
households’ financial asset) and if migrants haectrdouted for the possession of these
items. The results were not much surprising as rdrtbe 93 migrant households that
responded to this question had received any canioi from a migrant member. The
main reason we could draw out of this was thatehtsns are very expensive for rural
households to afford and probably less valued itkairban areas but also migrant
members mostly those in urban areas could not $emd back to their families in form
of gifts. Thus, the study concludes that migrarasl Imot contributed in building the
financial asset of households by enabling them ggsssiny wealth in savings in non-
productive assets such as gold and jewelry whidime of need could be transformed

into cash to meet various the households’ needs.
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C). Natural capital

The main natural capital attributes that were askld at household level were basically
the natural resource stocks from which resourcedland services useful for livelihoods
are derived. These included land, wildlife (e.gldwanimals, beekeeping and fish
farming), and environmental resources (e.g. typa$ guantity of trees planted, soil
erosion control measures etc).

In order to get insights of how migration was adléuild the natural asset stock of the
household, respondents were first asked to respora question as to whether the
household from where respondent came owned landobrIn order to capture the
contribution of migration to the land owned by theusehold, respondents who
responded to own land were asked what was the nefamsquiring that land, in this
case three options were given where respondents required to choose from, these
included inherited, purchase/bought, through vélatistribution and hiring. If it was
acquired by purchasing, then that is where we wbtgdnow if the migrant member(s)
had contributed to that acquisition. Secondly, oeslents were asked if throughout the
entire land owned by the household there argsarea that required to be improvedider

to raise its productive potential. And if it wasufa that there were some areas which required to
be improved, respondents were asked if they redjimguts which need money or other material
for their acquisition andf migrant members had contributed any howathieving this
objective. Lastly, respondents were requestedspomd to another type of questions in order to
get the insight of how migration hadntributed towards the ownership of any wild ar#apt

by the household. In this case respondents weredaigkheir households were keeping wild
animals and if migrant member(s) had contributealcgquiring and keeping them.

Responding to a question as to whether the houselvated land, it was found that all 93
migrant households owned lanticourse though at varying levels ranging from 1 acre
to 26 acreswhile on averagéouseholdswnedaround three (3) acres per household.
None of the households reported tave sent out migrants due to lack of land for
farming activities, in othewords land was not &ontributing factor for rural-out

migration. Amongst them, 55 reportedhave purchased whole or part of the land they
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owned and had contacted migrants for assistancthéopurchase while the remaining
38 households had inherited it from their pareHhiswever, out of 55 households that
had purchased land, only six (11%) households tegdio have received assistance
from migrant member(s) to purchase the land in tpesand the amount contributed by
migrants varied from Tshs. 5,000/= to Tshs. 150;000hese results depicted that rural-
out migration could not potentially make any sigraht contribution to land owned by
households. In more specific words, there was rientiality for rural out migration to
build the household’s natural resource base thrdagh ownership.

Moreover, 43 households (46%) out of 93 migrantsetwlds responded to have had
land portions which required improvement in orderdise its production potential. The
kinds of land improvement needed were mainly soilsi®n control measures which
included mulching, construction of terraces andhg of trees. Out of 43 households
which required land improvement, ten (10) househatuilched their areas of which
only one household (10%) was assisted by a migraerhber who contributed Tshs.
20,000/= (10%) out of Tshs. 200,000/= which wasuneg. Also, 12 households
responded to have constructed terraces in the ggamfeimproving land for raising its
production potential, but it was only one (8%) hetusld which received assistance from
a migrant member who contributed Tshs. 10,000/= ajuthe total Tshs. 20,000/=.
Lastly, only four (4) households which had plantezks as a way of controlling soll
erosion and none of them had received any assestimom their migrant member(s).
These results showed us that rural-out migratiomdit potentially make any significant
contribution to land improvement in order to raitseproduction potential. This meant
that there were no potential for rural-out migratim build the household’s natural
resource base through land improvement practicestmes. None of the surveyed

migrant household was found to keep wild animaisiay.

Generally, all households which had sought assistaftlom migrants for either
acquiring or improving land status when respondmthe question as what could be the

reasons for migrants not to contribute, nine (Qdaholds responded to have contacted
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migrants, but they responded back not having mdoegend back home while the
remaining 34 responded to have contacted migramtadsistance but there were no
response and due to lack of funds they failed tthédarequired land improvement. As a

result they continued suffering from the conseqesraf soil erosion.

d). Social capital

In this section, the main aim was to examine howration was able to contribute to
build social capital (asset) for the householdsow@ins. In this study social capital
resources were defined as networks which includeivarks that individual people
establish with others, membership in groups, somddtions, and access to wider
institutions in society, upon which households @eholds members) draw in pursuit of
livelihoods (Carney, 1998). In this study socigbital was measured by how household
members had secured and maintained their membeistop various groups and
organisations. It is believed that by having mersbigr into different groups and
organisations, household members meet/interactatitér people, they exchange ideas,
they learn new things from other members, theyngtieen their social interaction
through which the households get included in thae$p at large and so forth. People
use these networks to reduce risks, to accesscssyvio protect themselves from
deprivation, and to acquire information at lowansaction costs (Ellis, 2003Jhus,
through networks of this nature, households maytgetnhance their livelihoods at
different levels. For that case, anything thalose aiming at improving a household’s
inclusiveness in the society at large, was assuimdx® building its social capital and
thus improving its asset stock (Carney, 1998)hla tegard migration was examined to
find out if it had contributed any how to enablingusehold members join and maintain
their membership into various groups and orgamsatifrom which they could draw

social resources.

In order to get the insights of how migration hawhtcibuted to building the social
capital by enabling household members join and tasirtheir membership in various

social groups, a series of questions were askeasso tap the information required.
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Identified groups and institutions that househokehmbers could join and enhance their
social capital included village councils, commiteender village councils, political
parties, religious related groups, social welfar@ugs, self-help groups, merry-go-round
and family related associations. This list howewveais by no means an exhaustive but
just a representative of the social groups thatsé@bolds can join. In this regard,
respondents responded to questions like whethee there members in the household
who had membership into any of the groups and asgtians mentioned above, and if it
was found to have members who had membership taltbee mentioned associations,
they were then asked if migrant members had can@th anything for them to join.
Furthermore, they were asked what the main motiae or reason for them to join into
such groups and organisations with the aim of kngwivhat kind of benefits the

households got from being members of social groups.

Table 6.3 presents the results on the respongée tabove questions with regard to the
number of households which had membership in variotganisations, number of
households which had received contribution fromramg¢s for their members to join
into relevant groups and organisations, and withar@ to the motive or reasons for
joining into particular group or organisation. Frofable 6.3, the results on the
membership of households into various groups agdrosations were not very much
different from those of other capital assets disedsbefore. While it was obvious that
households had joined into various groups and @sgtaans, the contribution from
migration to build this particular capital assetsswery minimal or rather insignificant,
such that only two (2) out of 93 migrant householdsch had joined various groups
and organisations had received assistance fromantignembers for joining/maintaining
their membership. While social welfare (communigséd groups), wo/men related self-
help groups, political parties and religious redatggoups were the most groups which
attracted many surveyed migrant household to jojntlie rest of the groups did not

attract much attention to these households.
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The possible reason for these former groups tadthigher attention was probably due
to the fact that they are most famous groups/osgdioins/institutions in rural areas and
the benefits that members draw from these groupade helping one another in time of
difficulties e.g sickness, funeral, burial serviceg. which are not different from those
found in other groups which attracted lower at@mtiAlso the benefits that households

draw from various groups were found to be similaoagst many groups

Table 6.3: Membership of households into variowsigs and organisations

Organization/group No. of hh Migrant contribution Motives for joining
joined

93 1(5,000 out of Social gains-93
Social welfare 10,000/=)
Women/Men 56 0 Social gains-56; personal gains-12
Political parties 46 0 Social gains-42, economiagd &

personal gains-3
Religious 32 1(10,000 out of Social gains-27; personal gains-3 &
25,000/=) Economic gains-2

Village council 13 0 Appointment(i.e. no clear nvetj
Family related 6 0 Social gains-6(family adhesiws)e
Merry-go-round 5 0 Social & economic gains-6
Committee under 4 0 Social gains-4
village council
SACCOS 2 0 Social and economic gains

However, the very fundamental finding from Tabl& @vas that migration did not
contribute substantially to improve households’amty to access social resources. For
example, while 32 of them had joined religious tedlagroups, it was only one (3%)
household which reported to have received migrantribution as subscription fee of
about Tshs. 10,000/= out of Tshs. 35,000/= and(d%@® out of 93 migrant households
that had benefited from migrant contribution of 3sk2,000/= out of Tshs. 3,000/=

required for annual membership fee for social welfgroup.

Moreover, another finding was that the majorityedpondents especially in groups and
organisations which had attracted higher attentbmany households, responded to
have joined these groups mainly for social gainghag main motive or reason. The
main explanation for this could probably be thableyng a member in a particular group

especially those which had a social orientatiore gained in so many ways. For
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example, if a member of the household fell sickiers of the group contributed some
money for the treatment of the sick person. Equalien a group member lost one of
the household members, the group members borespensibility of providing food for

the affected household and catered for the fursmmadices. So they viewed being out of
social groups (non-member) as being solitary ondpesolated from the rest of the
world, with no hope. None of the surveyed migraotigeholds were found to have no
membership in any organisation. For that case,go@imember into an organisation was
very vital to these households and this was tellisgthat building and strengthening
social capital through membership into groups arghmisation played a key role in

improving the livelihoods of the relevant houselsold

In totality, these results were suggesting thagalraut migration had not potentially
made any significant contribution to householdsnijuy into wider institutions.
Consequently, there were no potentialities for Irupat migration to build the
household’s social resource/capital base througlhsdimlds joining and maintaining

their membership into various wider institutions.

e). Physical capital

Physical capital attributes which were addressedieunhis construct (variable) were
basic household infrastructures which included gpant facilities, shelter, energy,
communication facilities, water systems and produncequipment, and other means that
enabled people or households to pursue their higelis. This list was by no means
exhaustive of all assets that would form physisskss; rather it was a representation of
the major items that would form this type of adselbe found in any rural household. In
order to get an insight of the contribution of naiion to this household asset, all of the
above mentioned household infrastructures weresssdeone after another and the
contribution from migration to the creation and/oraintenance of the asset was
identified and assessed. To some infrastructuresctintribution of migration was
magnificent but to some it was very insignificaBut the main objective was not to

calculate how much migration had contributed tddig this capital asset; instead it
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was to assess the outcomes of migration to builthegcapital asset in terms of how
many households had benefited from migrants’ cbuation against those that did not

benefit.

I. Contribution to transportation

In order to get insights of the contribution of maigon to the provision and maintenance
of transport services to the household, a listrafgport facilities were identified and
respondents were required to respond as to whetagwere present in their household
and whether migrant(s) had contributed to their usgtion and maintenance.
Transportation facilities included bicycles, tritg®, motorcycles, cars/vehicles, donkey
carts, tractor and trailer and wheel barrows owhgdhe household concerned. The
results revealed that none of 93 migrant househwldee found to own tricycles,
cars/vehicles, motorcycles, and tractor and tmilSmce these transport facilities are the
ones used in other areas for transporting peopledgand harvests from the farms and
for other transport needs, their absence in thelystwreas portrays the extent of
transportation problems in the research areas assilgy this could also apply to other

rural areas of developing countries and Tanzardasive.

For example, in one of the villages surveyed byrtame Ukenza (in Lupalilo Ward)
when the villagers want to rush the sick to thepitas (about 15 kms from the village)
they use local methods of carrying the sick ongheulders, respondents claimed that
because of this situation many patients espeqgmtignant/expecting mothers have lost
their lives due to delaying getting to hospital.eTimajor transport facility which was
found in most households was bicycles. A total tf (33%) households out of 93
migrant households were found to own bicycles amel lmousehold (1%) was found to
own a donkey cart all of which were acquired bycpasing. However, none of these
households had received contribution from migrar@ntoer(s) for acquiring these
facilities. The only explanation for migrants nantributing to acquisition of transport
facilities was that when migrants were approactwdagsistance some would say they

had no money to send back home while others waidgtikeep quiet and others would
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promise to assist but never assisted. This mightuagesting that either the earnings
migrants got at destination was not enough to sustemselves and send back home
for keeping the remaining household i.e. for pusohg transport facilities, or if they
were getting enough earnings to remain with soméngsa, then there were no
willingness to remit home. However, this is theaamhere this study would propose
further research to study migrants remitting bebawni More importantly this study
found that most migrants were self-employed or eygd in very low paying jobs and
which were very much informal such as street vepdih goods, feeding animals for
food and little pay by the end of the month andecthof the like, these kinds of
engagements at destination did not enable migtantemit anything back home. This
could initially possibly explain the reason for pocemitting behaviour amongst
migrants. These results shown that migration hatdpotentially made any significant
contribution to household’s transportation serviees therefore suggesting that there
were no potentialities for rural out migration taild this component of household’s

physical capital asset.

ii. Contribution to shelter

Another attribute of physical capital was sheltdrichh basically meant buildings or
houses where household members find their shé&Xerthis aspect, the main concern
was on how migration had contributed to buildingibes (if the members were living in
own built houses), purchasing houses (if membens Weing in purchased houses),
renting houses (if members were living in rentedides), but also if migration had
contributed to the repair and maintenance of hobsés purchased and/or rented. The
results shown that out 93 migrant households, 8&sdwolds (91%) reported to live in
own built houses, six (7%) households reportedv® in inherited houses from their
parents while two (2%) households reported toilivpurchased or bought houses. None

of the households were found to live in rented bsus

Moreover, the results showed that out of 85 housish@hich were living in own built

households, only seven (8%) households had recawattibution from migrants to
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build their houses. The minimum amount contribubgdmigrants was Tshs 20,000/=
(8%) for a household which required a total of TsPB0,000/= while the maximum
amount contributed by migrant was Tshs. 1,500,0q6626) for a household which
required a total of Tshs. 2,500,000 /= for buildiagliving house. None of the
households reported to have received assistanoe fn@rant(s) for maintenance and
repairs of their houses. These results were telismghat migration had not potentially
made any significant contribution to household’slr provision and therefore there
were no potential for rural-out migration to buitdis component of household’s

physical capital.

iii. Contribution to energy supply

Another attribute of physical capital that was @dded in this section was energy
supply. It was assumed that energy in its varifmems could play greater role in
enhancing the livelihoods of rural households. UWnités attribute various forms of
sources of energy were identified and includedtetety, solar energy, biogas, cooking

gas, fuel wood, charcoal and kerosene.

The results showed that all 93 migrant househadgented to use fuel wood as their
main source of energy. Like in most rural area3arizania, fuel wood in the areas of
study was locally available mostly free (by justllecting from the wood lots
surrounding the villages) or very cheaply wherewds difficult to get them free.
Households used firewoods mainly for cooking and leating up during winter
seasons. So their cheap and easy availability haaneed the survival of many rural
households. Also, out of 93 migrant households(18P6) households reported to use
charcoal as their source of energy and these wareeholds which were closely located
to the head quarters of the four Wards. This was tduthe fact that these areas were
semi-urbanised and therefore instead of fire woduchvwas not easily available in
these areas, they used charcoal as their soura@okiing energy since it was the most
traded in these localities than fire woods. Moegoit was also found that 85 (91%)

households out of 93 migrant households were faangse kerosene as their source of
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energy supply. Kerosene was used for two purpogessome it was used for
supplementing charcoal for cooking while for thejon#y surveyed households it was
used entirely for lighting (providing light) the m@s at nights.

More importantly, it was only seven (8%) househotig of 85 households which
reported to use kerosene that had received asstsfamm migrants to facilitate the
availability of kerosene for home consumption. Thi@imum amount contributed was
Tshs. 10,000/= to the household which requiredtoii@ amount of Tshs. 15,000/= in
this case migrant contribution was 67% while theximam amount contributed was
Tshs. 30,000/= to the household which requiredta tf Tshs. 60,000/= which in this
case the migrant’s contribution was 50%. There weranigrant contribution for the
availability of fuel wood and charcoal. The resuiso showed that none of migrant
households were found to use electricity, solargnebiogas and cooking gas as their
source of energy. These results were actuallyntgllis that migration had failed to
potentially make any significant contribution tapision of energy to households. This
meant that migration had no potential for enhancungl livelihoods by building this

component of physical capital through providingrgyedo households.

iv. Contribution to water provision/supply

Another attribute of physical capital that was added under this household capital
asset was water resources. Essentially, the maineco was on how migration had
contributed to the availability of water to the Betold. In order to achieve this aim, a
number of water sources were listed of which redpats were required to provide
information if they own or had accessibility to theand whether migrant members had
contributed to their acquisition or accessibilithe water sources included water piped
into plot or dwelling, public water tap, tube wdélisrehole with pumps, protected dug
wells, protected springs, unprotected dug wellfgysj river/ponds/streams, rain water,
water tanks/vendors and bottled water. Respondiniget question “Does this household
use/own/have access to one of the above mentioatst sources?” The results showed

that all 93 migrant households responded to begustirieast one of the water resources
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mentioned above. Specifically, 50 (54%) househoédponded to be using public tap
water which was accessible by paying user feeg22%) households responded to be
using water piped into household plots or dwellind8%) households were using water
from protected dug wells; 3 (3%) households welagugvater from rivers, ponds and
streams; 2 (2%) households were using unprotecteyl wiells/springs and 1(1%)

household was using stored/harvested rain water.

No household responded to be using the remainiog $ources of water. However,
interestingly the results revealed that only twéo}2of all 93 migrant households (i.e.
9% of all tape water users) had received contriioufrom migrant member(s) in order
to access public tap water i.e. for paying user Teese results showed that most
surveyed households were accessing tap water. Tiiimam migrant contribution was
Tshs. 2,000/= (40%) for a household which requaedtal of Tshs. 5,000/= for paying
user fee and maximum migrant contribution was T$08,000/= (100%) which was the
whole amount required by the household to get #pewater into the plot/dwelling.
These results again were suggesting that ruralvoigration did not make any
significant contribution to the building up of tht®emponent of physical capital of the
household through water resource provision. Thiamh#éat rural-out migration had not
shown any potential for enhancing the livelihooflsuval households through building

up this particular attribute of physical assetapital.

V. Contribution to communication facilities

Communication services or facilities were also added under this household capital
asset. Mainly the facilities assessed under thigate were equipment for information
sharing and communication, which included radietgvision sets, mobile phones and
fixed/landline phones. Respondents were requiredgpond to a question as to whether
they owned these facilities and if migrants hadtigbated to their acquisition and
maintenance. Out of 93 migrant households, 91 (938%)em responded to own at least
one of the communication and information sharingiigpent listed above. More
specifically, 59 (65%) households responded to omobile phones while 31 (34%)
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households reported to own radios and one (1) holge(1%) reported to own

television set. No single household reported to éwed phone lines.

The results revealed that two (3%) out of 59 hoakishwhich reported to own radios
reported to have had received assistance or catibibfrom migrant members for their
acquisition. Migrant contribution was Tshs. 12, 80@er migrant and all of them had
contributed 100%. (i.e. the total cost for the osdivas Tshs. 12,000/= per radio). Also,
three (10%) households out of 31 which reportedwm mobile phones had received
contribution from migrant members for their acqtisi. The contribution from migrants
was as follows; Tshs. 20,000/= out of the totalt @isTshs. 40,000/=; Tshs. 80,000/=
out of total cost of Tshs. 85,000 and the last Bbokl had received 100% contribution
from migrant of about Tshs. 85,000/=. These resukre telling us that as a whole the
contribution of rural-out migration was very margirsuch that it was insignificant to
the acquisition and maintenance of the communicafexilities and thus had no
potential to promote rural-livelihoods for rural dseholds. However, for those
households which received migrant’s assistancejag obvious that this contribution

was significant at individual household level agaaded by the results above.

However, it was important to find out that the higlmber of rural people owning and
using mobile phones was a sign of reduced digitalded between rural and urban
populations. These rural people reported to be gudimeir mobile phones for
communication with relatives, friends and with Imesis partners for instance for getting
prices of various agricultural products in urbaeaar so that they could be able to set
reasonable prices for their produce in rural arbese importantly, this study was made
easy because all initial communication with villageghorities was done through mobile
communications from the Ward headquarters. Dueong ldistances between villages
and their physical/geographical locations and fiffecdlty in transport from one village
to another, mobile phones have become the majonsnefcommunication in these
areas. Rough estimates showed that the rate off nsibile phones in these areas was

even higher than in most parts of urban areas.tlkar case facilitating these rural
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households to acquire and manage the usage of enpbibnes through migrant’s
contributions not only would have enabled commuiocato become easier but also
would have improved rural household’s livelihoodsl dhus showing some potential for

accelerating changes in rural areas in all aspédife.

V. Contribution to production facilities/equipmenputs

The last attribute to be assessed under this cmtbs{physical capital/assets) was
production facilities which included production gguent and agricultural inputs. The
essence was to assess the contribution of migrati@ssets which were used to create
cash directly or indirectly by creating items whiwbuld be later converted into cash for
the household. For example, shops create cashtlditec selling items to customers
while power saws are used to produce timbers whtdr are sold to create cash for
households. Production facilities included handshogen ploughs, power saws, sewing
machines, shop/kiosk, pit saw blades, spraying mash milling machines, fishing
equipment, fertilizer distributors, planter & hastieg machines, incubators, power
tillers, animal feeding & milking machines, handlimg & coffee pulping machines,

fertilizers, improved seeds, herbicides and pel&i

In order to get insights of the contribution of maigts to the ownership of particular
production assets, respondents were subjecteccta@e of questions. For production
equipment respondents were required to answer whétle household owns a certain
asset and whether the migrant member(s) had catgdbto their acquisition. But for
agricultural inputs, households were required tewaan if in the past two seasons they
had used certain agricultural input and whetherramgmember(s) had contributed to
their acquisition. The results showed that alln®8rant households responded to own
hand hoes, and there were between one to severpapbhsuseholds. This asset was the
one owned by all migrant households because moshevh were peasant farming
households whose main farming implement was haed bod also possibly due to its
low purchase price per hoe of between Tshs. 3,0@0D/Fshs. 6,000/= relative to other

farming implements.
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However, the results revealed that only six (6%ydetolds out of all 93 migrant
households reported to have received contributimra migrants for hoes acquisition.
The contribution varied from Tshs. 2,000/= (57%) dhousehold which required Tshs.
3,500/= to Tshs. 10,000/= (100%) for a householdcwirequired a total of Tshs.
10,000/= to purchase a hoe(s). Moreover, four (1d&b of 29 households reported to
have received migrant contributions for purchagerglizers, while two (8%) out of 24
households reported to have received migrant dnntans for purchasing improved
seeds. The rest equipment and inputs were reptrteel used by households but no any
contribution from migrant members was obtainedtfair acquisition. These included
oxen ploughs (7 households), power saws (4 houdghokewing machines (3
households), shop/kiosk (2 households), pit sawddda(2 households), spraying
machines (1 household), herbicides (3 householu$)pasticides (2 households). Other
production equipment (especially machines) wasomoted by any household, probably
due to the nature of farming systems which werentydraditional and small scale and
thus did/does not require high mechanisation asd #ie cost of purchasing or hiring
them was not affordable to most rural householties€ results were showing that rural-
out migration had not made any significant contiiu to the acquisition and/or access
to production assets/facilities for the householdserefore, this meant that there were
no potential for rural-out migration to enhance likielihoods of the rural households by

contributing to build up this component of capaaket of rural households.

With respect to asset creation, accumulation anchtereance in rural households and
rural areas in totality, this study has found miigmra to have contradicting outcomes
with other existing empirical researches which hakiewn migration to have diverse
positive ways of enhancing households’ asset fdmtf@and thus livelihoods

enhancement. Some of the various positive ways é¢hatings and remittances from
migration can strengthen livelihoods have been dotaninclude; investment in land, or
land improvements, including reclaiming previoudggraded land (Tifferet al, 1994

provided ‘The Machakos, Kenya Case Study’ as onthefbetter-known examples of

this); purchase of cash inputs to agriculture ¢hiebour, disease control etc), resulting
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in better cultivation practices and higher yiel@s(ter, 1997); investment in agricultural
implements or machines (water pumps, ploughs gtegstment in education, resulting
in better prospects for the next generation (Fsar&iHoddinott, 1993; Hoddinott,

1994); and investment in assets permitting locah-faom income to be generated

(bicycle taxi, motorbike, milling machine, kioskcdEllis, 2003))

6.4 Voices of respondents about the outcomes of alrout migration (Social

outcomes of rural-out migration

In general, results on the outcomes of rural-ougration to rural household assets
showed to be very marginal revealing that nonéhefltouseholds had their asset stock
growing as a result of rural-out migration. Inilyathe assumption was that if half the
total number of migrant households had benefited odumigration this would mean
migration would have contributed significantly tailol up a particular household asset.
But if it would be less than half the total numbar migrant households that had
benefited out of migration, this would mean insigaint contribution and this would
mean migration had no potential to enhance thditiweds of rural households. On this
basis, these results meant that to the majorityigfant households, the expectations of
sending out migrants that they would be suppotivihe remaining of the household at
origin were not met. Therefore, rural-out migrat@s a rural-livelihood diversification
strategy has shown no signs of having any potefdgraénhancing or sustaining rural
household’s livelihoods. And thus, at the momemalrout migration is not a viable or
reliable rural livelihood diversification strategilore importantly the results showed
that migration attributes as listed in Table 6.1 hm impact on the way migrants

contributed in building various household assets.

In general, no any single household which resportbedits life had changed to any
better due to remittances from migration. Mostlyigration was associated with the
deteriorating social and economic conditions of tmasgrant households. This is
verified by migrant households when responding gu@stion “how migrant households

were comparing their economic conditions before aftdr migration (sending out a
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migrant)”, the results revealed that 25(27%) hook&hresponded to have gotten better
off; 11(12%) households responded to have remaatmulit the same; and 57(61%)
households responded to have worsened off. Howewere of the gotten better off
households could associate their situation (imprey&) with the contributions from
migrants; instead all 25(100%) households could@ate their improved situation with
the household being able to undertake various eumna@ctivities such as animal
husbandry, farming, small business and so forthichvhfted up their income level.
These results were in a way confirming what wasébin section 4.3 of this report in
which migration ranked theé"8ut of nine household livelihood strategies, megrhat
as a livelihood strategy it was less depended ugpyohouseholds for their survival.
Also, of the 68 households which responded that #emnomic situation had worsened
off or remained about the same, 19(28%) of thenoa@ated their situation with the
declining households’ incomes caused by continuedr gcrop harvests, prolonged
drought, poor prices for their agricultural produae well as the absence of other
economic opportunities; 4(6%) of them said theimews and what migrants were
sending home were not enough for the householdmrave economically; and
45(66%) responded that their situation was contethtto by the declining household
income, migrants not being helpful as they wereeeig, poor harvest due to prolonged
drought and pests, poor prices for their agricaltyproduce, as well as lack of viable
economic activities. This analysis was further @omhg how migration did not
contribute substantially to improve the livelihoodfsthe sending households at large

and therefore shown not to be a viable livelihoptan at least for the time being.

Voices of the surveyed migrant households as weelihase of non-migrants and key
informants clearly associated rural-out migratioithwdevastating outcomes both at
household and community or society level at largdigration was associated with
withdrawal of human resource (especially the youfinem households and villages
which led to reduced production both at householtisociety level. For instance, in the
village of Ugabwa in Makete, key informants reveateow severely the village was

affected by youths’ out migration, as the followiexgerpts demonstrate.
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In this village out-migration is highly practicethainly undertaken by the youths
such that if you would want to formulate two fodithieams for the youths of
secondary school entrant age (14-18yrs), you wooldfind them because all of
them have migrated out to seek for a living elseahe

Such concerns were also raised in all other vidagad were the basis of blames about
out migration as a source of reduced productionoatsehold level, resulting in further

retardation of development at society level agdlewing excerpts illustrate.

Migration is not good as it drains youth labour oot our households which
remain suffering due to lack of productive humasorece, at village level. All
activities which require volunteering are thus harenl” (Ugabwa, Makete).

Rural out migration reduces productive human reseuat household and
village level which should have been the main supgfiacdevelopment activities”
(Ukenza, Makete).

Rural out migration is not encouraged because itims resourceful and
productive human resource from the villages andramg households suffer
reduced farming labour” (Lupalilo, Makete).

Non migrant households are better off than migranes because migrant
households lack labour force for productive actagtwhich mainly help many
households to fight hunger and poverty” (Kipelangfa Rural).

Migration is not supported because it drains albguctive human capital and if
not checked only elders will remain in the villagése main contributing factor
for out migration is the missing job opportunities our rural areas”
(Usagatikwa, Makete).

Development activities at village level are in jaagy as many youths who are
vibrant at doing these jobs do migrate away, sinet the remaining people who
are old cannot do the jobs like youths” (Nzihiniga Rural).

By having many migrants in the village it means opaoty production and
economic position of respective households areamgdr, but also development
activities at village level such as construction szhools, dispensaries, rural
roads etc are hampered” (Uhominyi, Iringa Rural).

Moreover, migration was associated with high ratéschool dropouts especially in

primary schools. Also the health sector has beeiousdy affected as a result of out
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migration. The following excerpt from key informanh Kihorogota Ward, Nyamihuu
Village, Isupilo Hamlet (Iringa Rural) demonstrates

In this village rural out migration has proved tave negative effects due to the
fact that in 2002 the village primary school hatbgal of 320 pupils but now (i.e.

during the interview in August, 2009) the schoas batotal of 117 pupils. Most

pupils have followed their parents who migratedrpanently elsewhere to seek a
living. Other pupils are quitting school after thgbarents migrate and the

remaining pupils/families lack support to make thesntinue with studies. The

same applies to village dispensary, our villagepdissary that was built by the

government to meet our health needs, is now soffetie lack of patients

because a large proportion of the population hagrated. This is a kind of

resource wastage for development projects like ehetich end up being

redundant. There are possibilities for government teduce its assistance to
projects initiated in rural areas such as rural watand health projects as the
larger population segments which are the main tafgéthese projects) migrate

to other places.

Furthermore, it was learnt that rural-out migratwas highly associated with family
abandonment and the spread of the killer disea¥@AHDS in the area. Citing some of
the negative effects of migration, most interviewsaliseholds and key informants
revealed that married migrants abandoned theirliissrand migrants were the ones who
brought the disease in the area and caused thengemaoliseholds to suffer the loss of
their beloved ones, as the following excerpts destrate.

Worst of out-migration is that married men abandioeir families which remain
behind suffering from their absence. Also, mostramity come back home
suffering from diseases especially HIV/AIDS, whagpletes the household
resources in treating the patient. But also thpgead the disease to the rest of
the population. There is a saying which says “thent on foot they came back
carried on bicycles”. Meaning that migrants are magng out of the villages,
they go walking on their own feet, but they comekld@ome carried on bicycles
while suffering from HIV/AIDS” i.e. they cannot Wwabn their own. (Kidamali
Village, Nzihi Ward (Iringa Rural)).

Rural out migration is not encouraged because afram draining resourceful
and productive people from the villages and houkkhanost migrants come
back affected by the killer disease, HIV/AIDS. Woenough is that when
migrants’ wives stay long after their husbands havgrated, they start going
out with men in search of means of taking carehefkids and the remaining
families. This results in some of them to get tef@evith HIV, which in turn they
spread it to their young babies and to their hustsawhen they came back. So,
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migration is seen as the major cause of the spodalle virus”. (Ismani Village,
Kihorogota Ward, Iringa Rural).

Migrant married men leave their families sufferingghat they earn does not
allow them to remit back home, basically nothingsitalmost nothing that is

obtained from out-migration. School pupils lackibagquirements as a result of
which they dropout. After the husbands have migrated their households are
faced with harsh economic conditions, women (whmaie the only bread

earners) live miserable life, and in order to swes/they are forced to go out with
men for some token to take care of their familMsty unfortunately, in the

process they catch the virus which becomes devagtat the entire household”.

(Matamba Village, Stendi Hamlet (Makete District)).

The VEO of Ismani Tarafani village, Iringa Rurattbrly expressed his discontent about
rural-out migration that if the government woulklelito enact a law to prohibit rural-out
migration, he would support the law a hundred pdrdde said migration has caused his
leadership to bear the burden of looking after anghwhose parents were migrants and
died of HIV/AIDS as soon as they returned home tlilwde who died at destination. The

following excerpt demonstrates in details.

...I would support the law because most migrants dome& home suffering and
when they die they leave orphans, while otherse@ajly men) when they

migrate they abandon their families which it becenaeburden to the village

authority. Currently under my leadership (villagathority), we are taking care

of 190 orphans some of whom have lost one parenothers both. Some
parents died at destination but others died afteeyt had come back home
suffering. One of the many cases in this villagevieen a lady migrated to

Mwakaleli in Mbeya. She came back home with 3 kidsse fathers were not
known. She and her kids stayed with her parenéskidis grandparents) but she
had already contracted the disease. She is now isidded and has added a
burden to the already impoverished household whialow getting poorer than

before she migrated. We have many of these catsgoriour village! (A VEO-

Ismani Tarafani).

In general, these excerpts clearly demonstrate mogvation instead of becoming a
livelihood diversification strategy it has becoméligelihood devastatichstrategy. In

simpler words, rural-out migration had more detritaé¢ effects to society and sending
households compared to the benefits accrued frorviwever, it should be remembered

that previously it was found that most migrant rehds had allowed their household
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members to migrate mainly due to economic reasergecting that they would be

supportive to the remaining household, the expectathat have never been realized.

This study was further interested in finding outywhmigration had such devastating
outcomes to society and sending households, theeholds kept sending out some of
their members i.e. why has migration continueddgftacticed? The following excerpts
present some of the interesting responses fromeholds and key informants with

regard to the above question.

...as parents, we let children and/or other houselmkinbers to migrate or
move out because staying at home will frustratenths they have nothing to do
here” (Ugabwa Village, Makete).

“...as a household, we allowed our household membenigrate because we
did not have gainful economic activities that woalttupy our children. So by
letting them stay in the village or home doing imghcould be a source of social
disorder in the village”. (Mikong'wi Village, Iring Rural).
From these responses, this study found that magrami the study areasas undertaken
not because it was the best next household livetihetrategy as it was shown
previously in literature (e.g. Deshingkar & Nat&008; Deshingkaet al.,2006a; Ellis,
2000, 2003; Enrique & Ro, 2007;), it was rathersgor undertaken on the basis of
“the lesser of two evils princigleln this case, surveyed households were faceld ait
very serious choice in their hands; they had tamsbdetween two evils when trying to
do good. Their choice was based on ttveo bad choices available to them i.e. staying
idle in the village or migrating out. In their sdfion they saw that migrating wasn't as
bad as staying idle. As a result the lesser ewilmigrating-out was chosen instead of
staying in the villages the evil that was seendmbgreater threat to households and the

society at large.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

7.1 Overview

This final chapter is presented in five sectiorect®n one presents the summary of the
major findings as linked to the study objectivesserarch questions and propositions;
section two presents the relevance of the findiregg] section three presents the
conclusions of the study. Section four presentspbiécy implications of the study,

section five presents the major limitations of 8tady as well as suggests areas for

future research.

7.2 Summary of major findings

7.2.1 The sample and its characteristics

The sample and its characteristics were presemteghapter six of this thesis. It was
found that 80% of the total surveyed 272 househalel® male headed while only 20%
were female headed. Age of these heads of househatgied from 13years to above
fifty years of age. However, the largest group eddis of household (33%) was found to
fall within the age group of 31 — 40 years of adest (77%) heads of households were
married while the remaining 23% were single (i.ever married, divorced and

widows/widowers). Moreover, data on heads of hookish education attainment

showed that the majority of them (87%) had primaducation, 6% had attained

secondary education or above and the remainingopiiop of 7% had never attained

any formal education. It was also found that of tibtal 272 surveyed households, 80%
of respondents were heads of households whereasett&ning 20% of respondents
comprised of other household members who represehte heads of households (i.e.

they included wives, sons and daughters).

Data on migrants were obtained from migrant housishdi.e. households with
migrants), and it was found that out of the tof&2 2urveyed households, 179(78%) did

not have migrants i.e. they were non-migrant hoolsishwhile 93(38%) had migrants
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i.e. they were migrant households which in total 187 migrants. Migrants were found
to be unevenly distributed amongst migrant housishsuch that 41 (44%) households
had one migrant each; 27 (29%) households had fantgyeach which made a total of
54 migrants from this category, and this was fotmdbe the household category with
highest number of migrants; 16 (17%) households Badigrants each; 6 (6%)
households had 4 migrants each and lastly 4 (448dtwlds had 5 migrants each. Most
(57%) migrants were males while 43% were femalebpse age ranged from a
minimum of 12 years of age to a maximum of 64 yedrsge, with the modal age of 28
years of age (with a total of 15 migrants had megaat this age). The data further

shown that 137(73%) were single migrants while 39¢2were married migrants.

Furthermore, it was found that migrant’s educati@itainment was not different from
that of households they had originated. It was €btivat most (146(78%)) migrants had
attained primary education, this was the largestgifollowed by those with secondary
education and above 32(17%), and those who had at&ned any formal education
were 9(5%). With regard to physical capabilitywés found that 186(99%) migrants
were able bodied or with minor physical impairméwdt could not prevent them from
engaging into any activity and only one (1%) haaiaor physical impairment needing
assistance to move on his wheel chair. It was weugh interesting to find that even
though rural people are said to be mostly farmatsprigin migrants were found to
engage themselves into various occupations sucHaasing 31(17%), off-farm
agricultural 33(18%), non-farm wage/non-agricultural (27%), non-farm/self-
employment 38(20%) and 34 (18%) were students befograting.

7.2.2 Rural-out migration is regarded as an importat livelihood diversification
strategy by the people in Makete and Iringa Rural Dstricts of Iringa Region

The determination of the pattern of rural livelilngodiversification strategies amongst
the rural people in the study area in order tolbdista the extent to which rural-out
migration was considered an important livelihoodsedsification strategy/income

sources to the households was accomplished in ehdptsection 4.3. Even though
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several studies have shown rural people to bentedia diversified portfolio of activities
(e.g. Ellis, 1998, 2000, 2003; Weldt al, 2001), none of them have attempted to
analyze how these people prioritise these acts/ibig establishing the pattern in which
they are undertaken. Moreover, apart from acknogitegithat rural-out migration is one
of the livelihood diversification strategies, noaethe studies even in other countries
have paid attention to establish the extent howededent rural households are to
migration in relation to other livelihood strategithey undertake. This study therefore
presented an empirical analysis of the pattern hef livelihoods strategies and
established the extent migration is considerednaportant livelihood diversification

strategy.

The study found that the people in study areasnareh reliant on a diversified portfolio
of activities, in this aspect it concurs with otlstudies (e.g. Ellis, 2000; Weldi al,
2001). However, the study in particular found teaen in the same environment
(locality) rural households do prioritize livelindcstrategies differently i.e. a strategy
valued by one household to be number one, doeseauaissarily mean should be valued
by the next household in the same way. This stodyd out that of the nine livelihood
strategies (refer section 4.3), various householdthe research areas ranked them
differently according to the way they regarded themportant to their household. It was
found that farming activities was ranked number bwelihood strategy by the most
(175(64%) out of 272) households; followed by pditxsiness (non-farming activities)
29 (11%) households and so on up to rank numbaét &g in which rural-out migration
was ranked by 2(1%) households as their numberhosehold livelihood strategy.
These findings were actually telling us that eveough migration was undertaken by
some surveyed households, as a matter of fact st wea regarded as their important
source of livelihoods i.e. its contribution as aise@ of income to households was not
very much valued by the people in the study arbasnore specific terms this study
found that households by ranking migration the last one livelihoods diversification
strategy, they were actually telling us that thewyld live without, unlike for strategies

like farming or non-farming activities.
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7.2.3 Households’ rural-out migration decisions aredetermined by a particular
set of internal and external factors (called deternmants of migration)
The determination of the decisive factors for htwasds’ rural-out migration was dealt
with in section 5.2.2 of chapter five. Initiallyalstudy found that lives of the poor rural
households are variously shaped by the particutss of vulnerabilities that they
experience and the range of decisions, choicesoptidns that they can pursue are
similarly diverse. This section was driven by tleed to understand why some amongst
the rural poor households choose to migrate wtithers choose not to. Impliedly, we
were examining the reasons why some householdsotiomigrate (choose not to
migrate) in an environment characterized by migratirhus, in this regard it was found
that there are specific social and economic charatics which allow some households
to participate in migration but at the same timevpnt others from participating in
migration. In total they form what we have calldéa tways in which “the household
environment” shapes the decision to migrate. I8 tase we explored and highlighted
how these internal and external household enviromsigape decisions about migration.
More specifically, we argue that migration as likebd diversification strategy for
many poor households, like any other livelihoodtstgies, is facilitated or constrained
by relations within and between the institutionshofisehold and community (Moore,
2001, p. 6). This study branded these internalextternal household environment which
shape decisions about migration as determinantsigfation which we divided into
household factors/characteristics and societalofactSocietal factors were further

divide into available job opportunities and utdgfinfrastructure related factors.

In the first place we applied descriptive analysisletermine the predictive power of
various attributes of each factor (internal andemdl to household) responsible for
shaping households’ migration decisions. To achtbigaim, cross-tabulation analysis
was conducted to establish the predictive relatigndetween the (attributes of)
determinants of rural-out migration and househotdgjration decisions. In this case by
using the frequency distributions, Chi-Square valwnd probability/significance levels

as the main decision criteria, all factors/variabhgth higher values of Chi-square and
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whose significance levels were less than .05, theoff point for the level of
significance, were descriptively identified to bigrsficant determinants of rural-out
migration. As a result it was found that for housldhcharacteristics three factors were
identified which included household size/numbethofisehold membersy{(=48; p=
.000), age of head of househojd £ 20;p = .000) and education of head of household
(x> = 10; p = .04), for available job opportunities threeibtites were indentified these
are non-farm (self-employed)*= 23;p = .000), casual labouring%= 18.4;p = .000)
and working in enterpriseg( = 11; p = .005) and for infrastructure development
irrigation schemesy{ = 18.02;p = .000), electricity ¢ = 17;p = .000), market/market
places £° = 15;p = .005) as well as water damg € 10;p=.006) were identified.

Secondly, in order to confirm which among the htites of internal and external factors
of migration were the actual determinants or deeigactors for households’ migration
decisions a more robust analytical techniques ahttative or statistical analysis was
performed which involved the multivariate analyshnique called logistic regression
analysis. Based on various criteria (such as lkglitiood ratio (-2LL), classification

percentage, the b-coefficient, the Wald statidgeel of significance/probability level

and the odds ratio ([pXB)) for good predictors of rural-out migration, imetend it was

found that three attributes for household charasttes, three attributes for available job
opportunities and four attributes for utilities amdfrastructure development were
identified to be the most significant/good predistdeterminants of migration. In
particular household size, age of head of houselhold marital status of head of
household were indentified from amongst the housishoharacteristics attributes, for
available job opportunities non-farm (self-employn)e casual labouring and working
in enterprises were identified and for infrastruetaevelopment significant attributes
included irrigation schemes, market/market plaedsctricity and water dams. It was
later found that the significant/good predictors roigration determined by logistic
regression analysis were the same as those detatrdescriptively, thus showing the

reliability of the findings.
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7.2.4 Rural-out migration has no potential to enhaoce or improve the livelihoods

of the rural people or has no potential to improverural households’ asset

portfolio/base
The analysis of the outcomes of rural-out migratimn sending households was
accomplished in section 6.3 of chapter 6. At filse study analysed the various
attributes of migration, it was found that most raiggs 79% (147/187) had destined to
urban areas whereas only 21% were found to hawedddo rural areas. In this case it
was found out that by having more migrants movimgrban areas as compared to rural
areas signified the dominance of urban areas iaciittg more rural population may be
due to vibrant economic activities found there Wwhécts as pull factors to them. With
regard to reasons of migration, it was found thigrge proportion of migrants (90%) of
the total 187 had migrated from their sending atkesto economic reasons while only
10% had migrated for other than economic reasonseMf the migrants had crossed
borders to neighbouring countries for search ofebelivelihoods i.e. cross-border

migration was not practiced.

Moreover, the study found out that most migran®4$ had stayed for more than one
year while only 19% had stayed for a period of lesw 1-12 months. The findings
revealed that at destinations migrants were engagedhe same kinds of occupations
like those at the origin however at varying projmors. For instance it was found that the
number of migrants engaged in non-farm wage (norc@tural related activities)
increased from 27% at origin to 35% at destinatwhile non-farm (self-employment)
increased more than twice from 20% at origin to 4&t%lestination; farming activities
17% at origin and 7% at destination; off-farm wag@% at origin and 35% at
destination and so on. None of the migrants wesadao be engaged in public/private

sector employment both at origin and destination.

Secondly, the study used descriptive analysis sesasthe contribution of migration to
building the five household capital assets whiatluded human capital, social capital,

physical capital, financial/economic capital andunal capital. In this case the study
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assessed how much was contributed by migrantsettesr maintain and/or develop a
particular household capital asset. In this analifsivas assumed that if half of the total
migrants had contributed to build certain assetai$ regarded that migration had shown
potential to contribute to that asset otherwise hothe end it was surprising to found
that migration had not significantly contributediioild/create, maintain and/or develop
any capital asset. It was found that the main ma®op migrants not meeting the

expectations of sending households of being ecataiyisupportive to the remaining

household, was that migrants were not able to reatk home. It was found that most
migrants are engaged in low or poor paying jobdestination where they are paid very
poor or not paid at all. These render migrants lentbsustain themselves at destination
leave alone remitting back home. Even though rtimmehas been practiced by many
households in the research areas, it has never @agesignificant contribution to

enhancing the livelihoods of sending households.

On the contrary, rural-out migration was found te associated with devastating
outcomes to sending households and society at.l#rgeas found that migration was
associated with family abandonment especially farriad migrants, reduction of
households’ productive power, school drop-out sithee remaining school pupils lack
necessary requirements such as school fees, usifeten spread of diseases especially
HIV/AIDS since it was reported that migrants are tnes who come with the diseases
which they spread to the rest of the society (ieven more dangerous for married
migrants). It was also found that migration wasoaigged with the huge burden of
orphans and children living in harsh conditions ethare looked after by the remaining
households and community leadership. On the whataJ-out migration was found to
have caused more harm (had more devastating gffextsending households and

community than the benefits that was thought of it.

7.3 Conclusions

The conclusions in this section are based on thecties of the study and on the

analysis of the variables conceptualized in thenéaork. The study concludes that
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households in the research areas were very mu@ntredn a diversified household
portfolio of activities. This fact was reached aftealizing that none of the surveyed
households were found to collect all their incoment any one source, hold all their
wealth in the form of any single asset, or usertassets in just one activity. However,
these livelihoods diversification never came like accident instead it was learnt that
multiple motives prompted households and individuato diversify their
activities/income sources. Households diversifiatb ivarious activities (strategies)
mainly as a result of diminishing or time-varyingturns to labor or land and from
market failures (e.g., for credit) amongst manyeath (i.e. individual factors of
production faced diminishing returns in most pradgcactivities). It is believed that in
cases where returns to productive assets varysatiroe (e.g., land, labor or livestock
across dry and wet seasons) or among individuatisiwa household or households
within a community, individuals, or households vekhibit diverse assets, activities and
incomes even if there is complete Ricardian spieeigdn™ according to comparative
advantage (Webét al, 2001).

In economic terms, these households rationallycated assets across activities
(livelihood strategies) to equalize marginal returin the face of quasi-fixed
complementary assets (e.g., land) or mobility kasrio expansion of existing (farm or
nonfarm) enterprises. For these poor rural housshdhis typically meant highly
diversified portfolios with low marginal returns; desperation-led diversification as put
forward by Barrettet al, (2001). However, these households did not difyers
haphazardly, instead they followed a particulatgyataccording to which activity was
giving them better returns amongst the many (fa& purpose of this study nine
livelihoods strategies were identified). From tlogtfolio analysis view point, the results

shown that the share of agriculture accountedbout64%, non-farm self employment

Y The concept of the comparative advantage is tratduntry has the ability to produce a particgtaod or service
at a lower opportunity cost than another countmgytwill fully specialize in producing that goods apposed to
producing a broad array of goods. In Ricardiandrtgbory; this country will then trade with a diffat country that
specializes in the production of another good eviee. In this model, trade is mutually benefidial all partners
(Giovann, 1985).
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(petty business) for 11% and so on to migrationciwhaccounted for about 1% in

decreasing order. Further observation of the datsealed that farming activities

(agricultural and animal husbandry) are survivalchamisms pursued mainly by all

surveyed households but not viewed as an oppoyttivat farmers engage in as a choice
because in the rural area the main householdhived strategy is agriculture. Non-farm

activities such as petty business which seem t@ beay to accumulate wealth and
reduce poverty was found to be mainly a choice et households due to entry

constraints associated with it that most househadd$d not afford to break.

Interestingly however, in this pattern of housebbllivelihoods activities, rural-out
migration ranked very low indicating that it wasither serving as survival,
accumulation nor coping strategy/mechanism of tbhesbholds, thus they could live
without. The main conclusion drawn in this sect®that the poor rural households and
individuals tend to concentrate on livelihood stgses (farm, off-farm and non-farm)
with low entry constraints for instance small sdaleming (hand hoe based), gathering,
charcoal making, fire wood collection, farm wagettp business (selling local brew or
kiosk), rural-out migration and so on with the maim to satisfy own demand for
diversity in consumption. This conclusion promptsaarchers to the understanding of
the challenges which prevent the rural poor frongaging in more remunerative

livelihood activities e.qg. better paying rural-onigration.

This study also concludes that rural-out migraticaditionally have been seen as a
mechanism for enhancing the security of elihoods for rural households i.e.
households choose to migrate because they perteatethere are better livelihood
options elsewhere and they either want or dne® diversify or change their
livelihood base. In this case migration playsignificant, if not central, role in
livelihood strategies of the poor and thus migratienerally take places in response to
the circumstances, actual as well as potentialp@nceived, with which people are faced
both in their households and home communities. IRuramigration was by no means a

predictable or homogeneous form of action and thesurred in response to a wide
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range of factors which affected households diffdyeand to which they did not

necessarily respond in identical ways.

The results revealed that motivation was an importdaracteristic of migration, a
decision which is dominated by ‘push’ factors or tine hand and which is primarily
shaped by ‘pull’ factors on the other hand. Whitech of the migration literature

suggested that migration is ‘development-inducédc@owell & de Haan, 1997) and

reflects uneven development, it was clear thatetlae different levels of motivation

which shape the decision to migrate which are maieand external to the household.
Whilst many migration motivational factors were ntiéed as being the presence of
uneven development and the increase in inequabgéseen regions, and within them,
most rural-out migration were found to be unidirecal that is movement was from
deprived rural (study) areas to those which wenegieed to offer greater economic
opportunities. As a result of this we had more eooic migration and more specifically
on labour migration and employment than other foofnsiigration (i.e. harsh household

economic conditions were the main push factor tgration).

However, even though household poverty (househotsbn@mic status) and

unemployment (available job opportunities) greaglyshed’ people to migrate, such
economic conditions were insufficient for explaigwhy particular households chose to
migrate rather than others. It was found that imgp¥rom one place to another had
economic and social costs and required a certarl & human, physical, social and
economic capital, thus the option to migrate wasavailable to all rural households. In
this case, the filtering effect of so-called ‘olz$¢s’ to migration meant that the
characteristics of those households which chosei¢oate were specific or selective in
terms of, for example, household size, age of lddwuseholds, marital status of head
of households. But also other factors externalowskholds were into play, these mainly
involved societal factors (economic factors) whislere divided into available job

opportunities and infrastructure development. Hoavewhile household characteristics

were directly affecting households’ migration dems, societal factors had indirect



effects. The households’ perception about the itapee of a particular societal factor
(available job opportunity and infrastructure dexpshent) in enhancing its livelihoods
was a key in deciding whether its absence or lidnsiepply could lead to its decision to

migrate or otherwise.

The overall conclusion is that mostly economic miigm is mainly motivated by “push

factors” on the one hand (sending area) and “@dtdrs” on the other hand (receiving
area). However, in an environment that is highlgrelsterized by migration (such as in
the study areas) there are great possibilitiegndirfg some individuals, groups or entire
households deciding or forced to stay or are letifd or not choosing to migrate

despite of the need to do so. This means that migttbe pull and push factors that are
sufficient to explain households’ migration deci®o In this case household
characteristics which are proposed by this studyetdhe most important determinants
of migration are also into play. As stated previgughis resulted into filtering effect of

the ‘obstacles’ to migration which means that tharacteristics of those households
which migrated were specific or selective in temfisfor example, household size, age
of head of household, sex of head of household exhetation. For that case many
households do not move not only because of systamtcstructural reasons but also
because of individual household that reflectedrtbgperiences of exclusion or adverse
incorporation. Thus migration decisions of migramd non-migrant households alike
are deeply embedded in specific economic and soelaional contexts surrounding

them.

Finally, this study concludes that migration, defiras a spatial separation between the
location of a resident household or family, and onenore livelihood activities engaged
in by family members, is a central feature of tieelihoods of the majority of
households in low income countries. The findingshas study shown that migration of
household members to take advantage of differiag@®al patterns of farm production

elsewhere (rural-rural migration) and of non-faroig in the off-season (rural-urban
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migration) are routine responses of householdfienrésearch areas to the seasonality

problem.

The study also concludes that despite some of tineeged households in the study
areas do send out some of its members elsewheeafioing additional income, none of
the household was found to have benefited sigmifigdrom migration and remittances
from it. None of the five household assets (hunmmysical, financial, natural and
social) studied were found to have been createghaved and/or maintained as a result
of the contributions from migration. It was foundat even though households have
continued practicing migration expecting that itulbbe economically helpful to the
sending households, this expectation has never bemised. Contrary to migrant
households’ expectations, rural-out migration wasnfl to have more detrimental
outcomes to sending households as well as comrasniiigration was found to be
associated with the spread of HIV/AIDS as resulfashily abandonment by married
migrants, school drop-outs, under utilization ofvemment funded development
projects, and reduced household/community prodeiciuman resource, erosion of
morals especially amongst the youths, increasimgbau of orphans and children living

in harsh conditions and many others.

Even though there are evidences that migration camtribute positively to the
livelihoods of sending households elsewhere, imgliRural and Makete Districts, rural-
out migration did not seem to be of any good te¢heouseholds. People reported that
the reasons why they keep sending out householdoerasmvhile knowing that it won'’t
work for better, was due to the fact that duringf@arm seasons most human resource
in the areas finds itself lying idle with less opjpmities to engage them, as a result they
decide to let them go. They think and believe twathaving a vast majority of idle
youths in the areas may render them vulnerabladosbcial behaviour such as theft, use
of drugs, prostitution and so on. As a result tloegide to let them try their luck
elsewhere though they know success history is notheir favour. For that case,

households in these areas choose to migrate natged is the next best alternative for
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their livelihoods it was rather chosen or undenake the basis ofthe lesser of two

evils principlé. In this case, surveyed households had two batteh available to them

i.e. staying idle in the village or migrating out.their situation they saw that migrating
wasn't as bad as staying idle. As a result thestesgil i.e. migrating-out was chosen
instead of staying in the villages the evil thatsweeen to be of greater threat to
households and the society at large. For this dase,study strongly concludes that
rural-out migration currently does not seem to @y potential as a households’
livelihood diversification strategy, instead it @effmore as a households’ “livelihoods

devastation” strategy.
7.4 Contribution to knowledge

This study was based on the debate existing ifitdrature (as explained previously)
with regard to the outcomes of migration to sendingseholds and areas. While some
studies on migration such as Carter (1997); Frafditoddinott (1993) and Hoddinott
(1994); Tiffenet al, (1994);, have shown how migration and remittarfces it have
more benefits to sending households and communitees can help to reduce
vulnerability and poverty for rural people, othetsch as Deshingkar and Start (2003)
and Kothari (2002) have attempted to display hogration may have more detrimental
outcomes than benefits. This study augment to dbisate by arguing that rural-out

migration in the study areas was found to have rdetemental outcomes than benefits.

However, the study goes a step further by argumag the outcomes of migration are
context specific. Thus, if people migrates to folimel sectors whose payment systems
are known and regulated, migrants are likely teeasonable income and be to remit
back home and contribute to building up househalsisets. But in an environment
characterized with insecure jobs were migrants atoknow what exactly they will be

engaged in at destination, they end up taking jolbse payment systems are
determined by sloppy employers whose interestsnaagimum profit making at the

expense of poor job seekers (mainly rural-out mmtga In such circumstance
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employees (mainly migrants) are poorly such thdteitomes a nightmere for them to
remit back home, as a result migration is defigit@lost likely to end up having more

detrimental outcomes than benefit as found outigmgtudy.

Moreover, the study contributes to knowledge bywshg how diverse portfolio of
activities was to the people in the study areagnBfough the study concurs with other
researchers such as Ellis (1998, 2000, 2003) arfub\&teal, (2001), that people in rural
areas are found to be reliant on diversified ptdfof activities, this study distinguished
itself by establishing the pattern in which thes#ivities are undertaken. This study
therefore presented an empirical analysis of thtepaof the livelihoods strategies and
established the extent to which each strategy wasidered an important livelihood
diversification strategy to the household. In tbése, the livelihood strategy that was
giving the household more returns was highly ptized than the subsequent ones and

therefore valued as the most important over others.

Furthermore, the study contributes to knowledgehigplighting the limitations of the
study. The study observes that if some other reBees would want to conduct a study
of this nature by adopting the same modologicar@ggh, they should be caucious of

some of the issues or limitations to this study #ra presented hereunder.

First, the study used cross-sectional primary dHbt&. cross-sectional study design was
ideal because the research period was only onehnzomd the study areas were visited
only once for data collection. Within the giveneasch period, it was possible to study
the prevalence of rural-out migration and its @eto the remaining/sending rural
households. It was an overall picture of rural-augration that was sought and its
outcomes to remaining households as it was atithe of the study. Among the key
variables which were being observed were the outsoaf rural-out migration mostly
resulting from remittances and other social conereqges of rural-out migration. The
results lead to interesting insights, but parthafse would require a substantially longer

periods of observations to determine pattern ohgkgin the households’ asset stock) in
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relation to time. In order to achieve this aim wwid be appropriate to use longitudinal

study design.

Secondly, the study was limitated by the methodplimg measuring the duration/time
migrants had stayed at destination, how much rangds was sent home by migrants
and how these were used. The study purely usedl seoaey methods for obtaining
these important informations which may give roomr fEther overestimation or
underestimation of the above mentioned attribuléss is because most households did
not keep records of when migrants had left themés, how much was sent back and
how many times and how the remittances were spemrder to avoid such problems,
the study proposes that reseaches of this natarddskemploy data collection methods
which will allow researchers to visit the study ptgiion more than once and thus
collect recorded information on the items listedyious. In this way, one may minimise
the problem of reporting incorrect information rigisig from recall survey methods

which are prone to overestimation or underestimadiomigration information.

Thirdly, the study was limited by having multifan® variables to analyse especially
with regard to the outcomes of migration to the dehwlds’ assets. Five capital assets
were identified which had a number of sub-varialdeme of which were measurable
while others were not amenable to measurementdyi@ty the outcomes of migration

on one or two particular types of household assetdd be more appropriate as this
could easen the following up of the contributionnufyrants to varios household assets,
instead of studying all five household assets ateomvhich may be prone to

oversimplification of the analysis.

More important also, the study contributes to kremigle by highlighting areas for
further research in this field of rural-out migmti and the outcomes from it. Even
though literatures have shown that labour migmatiespecially from rural areasis a
pervasive feature of economic development, yeteths much more to learn about

individual and household migration behaviour, aisdibtential outcomes on people and
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communities left behind. Knowledge gaps are duefiist place to the lack of

appropriate data to understanding the multi-facegration patterns. Large scale
(longitudinal) socio-economic surveys need to becstired so that they can capture
different forms of migration phenomena, includiregnporary and seasonal rural out-
flows. There is also the need for better data onittances and their use, family chain

and networks, migration histories, return migratéom lifecycle data.

This study also contributes to knowledge by sugaggsthat there is the need to
distinguish between different typologies of maitigwn, systematically studying internal
migration along with international migrationsdamigrant returns. Migrants from
rural areas have been often considered as employed off-farm activities, without

disentangling specific features of migrant and nogrant labourers. Moreover, the
element of return of migrants is a key socio-ecoicoeffect on those who remain at
home. Mapping out various types of movement, andyéng them in a simultaneous
framework, can improve our understanding of theeptl virtuous or adverse impacts

of migration on rural development in local commigst

Furthermore, the study suggest that identifying tbonditions which stimulate the
productive use of (temporary and permanent)ittances is an area for further
research. Keeping in mind that migration doewt always mean economic
abandoning, examples of productive investmeofs (temporary and permanent)
remittances in rural areas should be studiedinderstand where and how this has
occurred. Key components in such studies shouldsf@n (i) the nature of substitution
or complementarity among productive inputs; (ighanges in the technology
involved; (iii) government policies, which may batal in linking migration to

productive investments (and ultimately development)

Lastly, the study contributes to knowledge by sstjgg that that the impact of rural
out-migration on source areas depends on how mtiegjrare to local labour markets,

local production markets and national. This implieat mass departure of agricultural
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labourers from one region may induce movement tofrom neighbouring areas.
Moreover, adjustments in agricultural productioritgras induced by migration may
depend on the degree of openness of thel émomomy to national trade. The
information derived from further studies on thesess-market effects can be used to

identify appropriate complementary interventions.

7.5  Policy implications

7.5.1 Policy priorities focusing on livelihood divesification strategies

This study has shown that in the past it has dfesn assumed that farm output growth
would create plentiful non-farm income earning appaities in the rural economy via
linkage effects. It has however been shown thatabsumption is no longer tenable; for
many poor rural families, farming on its own is bleato provide a sufficient means of
survival, and the yield gains from technology aisplhying signs of levelling off,
particularly in those regions where they were nusimatic in the past. The tendency
for rural households to engage in multiple occugpetiis often remarked, but few
attempts have been made to link this behaviour sysiematic way to rural poverty

reduction policies.

A diverse portfolio of activities contributes toettsustainability of a rural livelihood
because it improves its long-run resilience in faee of adverse trends or sudden
shocks. In this respect, individual and family likeods display similarities to larger
social and economic groupings up to the level & ¢#ktonomy at large. In general,
increased diversity promotes greater flexibilitycéese it allows more possibilities for
substitution between opportunities that are inidechnd those that are expanding. The
causes of the adoption by rural families of divieedi income portfolios are better
understood than their policy implications. Consadiens of risk spreading, consumption
smoothing, labour allocation smoothing (migratiotrgdit market failures, and coping
with shocks can contribute to the adoption, andotdin over time, of diverse rural
livelihoods. However, livelihood diversity resuits complex interactions with poverty,

income distribution, farm productivity, environmeahtonservation and gender relations
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among the many that are not straightforward, aedsametimes contradictory between
alternative pieces of case study evidence, assthidy has demonstrated. In this case
genuine rural poverty reduction policies need tobe&er informed on the nature of
these interactions. For example, this study foumalt trural-out migrants diversify
through migration in less advantageous labour ntaitken they would be expected, i.e.
in casual, part-time and unskilled work. Theseifigd are related to the asset status of
the poor (e.g. low human capital) and barriersrtyeresulting from low assets (need
for skills, ability to navigate bureaucratic hugletc.). It is possible that facilitating the
poor to gain better access to opportunities (aréate their own opportunities) may turn
out to be substantially more cost effective for gy reduction than attempting,

artificially, to support particular sectors or ssdetors of rural economic activity.

This study has clearly demonstrated that all siegidyouseholds were highly dependent
on a diversified livelihood portfolio of activitieshich was not occurring by accident as
already demonstrated above instead they aim foiedcly the positive outcomes of
diversification which include seasonality, risk wetlon, asset improvement,
employment effects, credit and asset effects. Tthesremoval of constraints to, and
expansion of opportunities for, diversification dherefore desirable policy objectives
because they might give individuals and househwidse options to improve livelihood
security and to raise their own living standardsctSpolicy objectives should focus on
increasing the role of the state in particular @it sub-sectors, nor on manipulating
prices and costs in order to achieve specified ao&s. Rather, it should focus on
improving the institutional context of private dgoin-making by, for example, reducing
risk, increasing mobility, minimising barriers tmtey (e.g. licensing regulations for
small business), and ensuring fairness and traaspgarin the conduct of public
agencies. More importantly they should focus onlifating the poor to improve their
assets (human, physical, financial, natural anéta§pand to make use of those assets to

best effect.
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In order to achieve those aims, an appropriate ohigolicies which might be highly
context-specific are highlighted, but to a greatdent some general principles are likely
to hold:

i). Human capital policies

From the education levels of migrants and the egmithey get as a result of their
education levels has been revealed to be the roastilmuting factor for them not being
supportive to their households. The significanceedfication, both formal academic
education and workplace skills, for improving lilelod prospects is established by a
great number of studies, and poverty is closelp@ated with low levels of education
and lack of skills. There is little doubt that rufarmal education is under stress in the
study areas as in many parts of the country as agelh other countries. The demand
made on educational systems by rising populatisr@nie important factor, the cost of
updating educational materials another. Parentafribuitions to the upkeep of schools
are increasing, with inevitable implications fofferential access that excludes those
unable to meet such contributions. This makes itapbrthat if we want to raise the
education level in rural areas and consequenthgpacts from it, more sustainable
innovative approaches to educational delivery bage level should be a priority in the

future.

ii). Infrastructure development policies

The results also revealed that infrastructure agreent was another important factor
for households to choose to migrate. Infrastruttdesilities have a potentially

important impact on rural poverty reduction by etnitting to the integration of national
economies, improving the working of markets, spegdhe flow of information, and

increasing the mobility of people, resources antputs. As with education, future

infrastructural provision will require innovative pproaches to provision and
maintenance. Reliance on central government ankdoadproject finance from donors
cannot be depended upon to keep existing infrastreitn good repair or to make heavy

investment in new infrastructure. Decentralisatimay, arguably help to bring the
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prioritisation and the financing of rural infrastture closer to rural communities
themselves. Privatisation of infrastructural sugnglilike electricity and water both for
home consumption and irrigation may help to rearhate rural areas more than under

government monopolies.

iii).  Credit provision policies

Access to credit by many households in researcasai@ setting up small business
aiming at improving household incomes was a mathack for households to diversify
in more lucrative livelihood options. Credit prows is already, deservedly, a priority
area of micro-policy in the rural sector of thisuotry. However, more emphasis should
be on the methodologies of how the majority ru@mpcan easily and fairly access these
credits. More viable and working lending methodasgsuch as small-scale group
lending schemes aiming at enabling individuals hadseholds to widen their income
earning options might be the best option. In tlseaech areas it was found that there are
no many different models and experiments in micexit provision from which to
adapt and to choose appropriate elements for kaations. Credit policy should not
only, however, be about micro-credit schemes, nanyhich depend heavily for their
sustainability on the continued involvement of NGOgere is a need for state
intervention to facilitate the spread of rural ficsal institutions that are self-sustaining
on the basis of savings and loans organised acmptdi conventional banking criteria
and strictly responsible to the laws of the countrythe research areas some NGOs
attempted to provide credit but ended up frustgaifients and they just varnished
courts free. This requires more effort from cengalvernments to put in place the
appropriate regulatory and guarantee provisionswioalld encourage the formation of

such institutions and ensure confidence in thetheniong term.

iv). Enabling environments for grassroots initiativ
The study revealed that no any single small-scaterprise was found existing in the
total 24 surveyed villages. Lack of employmentmtegprise regardless of their size was

regarded by many households as the contributingprfdor out-migration. Even after
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nearly two decades of market liberalisation, it asmistake to assume that an
environment that facilitates the establishment maléscale enterprises especially in
rural areas is now in place. The local level polioptext often remains inimical to self-

employment and start-up business. Local enterpgsek as carpentry, food processing
and so forth, often arises ‘outside’ the regulatione. as an unrecognised informal
sector activity, and depends on paying off locdicils to allow continued operation.

Any business wishing to register formally therefdeees widespread reluctance to
dismantle regulations, or speed up the procesdiagmications. It is in this sense that
reform (in terms of efficiency, effectiveness, sparency and fairness of state
operations), although proceeding at different speedlifferent countries, is still in its

early stages. One of the biggest challenges ietars the switch from antipathy to

supportiveness in the relations between public agtnation at local levels and private,
non-farm, productive activity in rural areas. Thare also problems emerging from lack
of capital for starting up businesses, this problsminked with the credit issues

discussed previously. Other non-financial probleénag impinge on the establishment of
small-scale enterprises in rural areas includenassi knowhow among the already in
business or business aspirants. All these issugsreestate intervention to support the

rural people.

V). Targeting and safety nets

The study revealed that migration has had more dlatrag effects to sending
households and communities than benefits, sucltlibae households and social groups
can easily survive through government interventignmeans of targeting and safety
nets provision. The purpose of targeting is to mlevsafety-net support for those
vulnerable households and rural social groups #mat most vulnerable to ‘shocks’
especially those resulting from migration that couéad to insufficient food or
destitution. These shocks at household level malude deaths of migrant members
mainly as a result of HIV/AIDS, female migrantsurgting back home with pregnancies
and children that add burden to already impoveddmeuseholds and so on. Indicator

targeting might work by identifying vulnerable hebt®lds and social groups (such as
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impoverished households, landless, old, disabled) thought most likely to require
support. Self-targeting may work by providing wagegood in return for work at levels
that can enable the poor and vulnerable houselaoldsocial groups to survive, but that
are not so high as to be interesting for the beitiern effect, self-targeting approaches

may provide a diversification option for those niegdo diversify to survive.

This study acknowledges that these five policy staegeting sending areas - education,
infrastructure, micro-credit, enabling environmeantsl safety nets - are of course not by
any means the only policy themes worth pursuingelation to promoting sustainable
rural livelihoods diversification. Some combinatiohthem is worthwhile featuring in
any current government list of micro-policy priceg that aim at promoting and

sustaining rural livelihoods diversification.

7.5.2 Policy priorities focusing on migrants’ sendig and destination areas

This study has presented evidences to supportrthen@nt that for many poor rural
people around the world migration is a way of ldad has been for centuries. It is very
likely that migration, especially circular migratiowill continue either until the gap
between different regions narrows down or untildibans in the sending area become
so similar to destinations such that populationseh@o need to move out altogether. It
was shown that in many Asian countries for exampigyation is an integral part of the
livelihood strategies of poor people. That migmatican benefit poor people, poor
communities and developing countries. Migration kalp individuals and their families
to increase their income, learn new skills, imprtwar social status, build up assets and
improve their quality of life. For communities ermagjon can relieve labour-market and
political pressures; result in money being sent @dgoommonly known as remittances);
increase trade and financial investment from dastns; lead to positive destination
activity such as remittances; promote social arldigad change and lead to the eventual
return by successful migrants to invest in the@aarof origin. The reason as to why do
people choose to migrate is simply to take advantgjobs elsewhere, to use their
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skills better, or more importantly because thewe faiv opportunities to earn a living

where they are/live.

While we saw that migration in Asian countries ltastributed substantially to the
welfare of sending households and communities,vais not the case in the study areas
of Makete and Iringa Rural District. Instead of naigon bringing with benefits as they
narrated above, it bring suffering, sorrow, frustna and despair to sending households
and communities at large. However, it is well doemted in Asian countries such as
China, India, Indonesia, Bangladesh etc, migrantssemto work into high labour
intensive production and services such as labdengive manufacturing, construction
and urban services which are attracting large nusnbemigrant workers from under-
developed regions. It was also learnt that thesdaamal or quasi-formal sectors of the
economy which have formal legal, rules and procedor recruitment, employees’
protection and reward/remuneration. While it is possible to say that all migrants
from Makete and Iringa Rural Districts had movediritormal employment with no
legal employing framework, we can certainly sayt tlhsurveyed households had their

migrants in these sectors.

The main reason for migrants failing to remit backne as expected was reported to be
poor payments they receive for the work they ddestination which are mainly poor
paying ones such as house helpers, bar maids, laf@eters, selling shops etc. From
these jobs, what they earn is very insufficient togir up keep leave alone remitting
back home. It was also found that some of themnatepaid for various reasons. In
general we can conclude that the working environmfar migrants is very
unfavourable. This study proposes some policy piésr which if implemented
migration might become a viable household liveléi®aliversification strategy. These
may include (but not limited to), a large numbenogrant support initiatives which can

be broadly classified into five categories:
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() The social protection approach

This model might aim at providing a range of sulzgid support services. It may aim
reducing poverty and vulnerability by promotingi@gnt labour markets, limiting risk
exposure and enhancing the capacity of migranfwdtect themselves against hazards
and the interruption or loss of income. First aodemost, the government need to
recognise that migration is a livelihood strategythe rural people. Under this approach
the government may introduce the system of regmgeall potential migrants in their
areas of origin and issue them with special idgrtdards through local government
bodies; may create job information centers inrtheeas of origin, creating awareness
on rights on issuing identity cards to potentiagrants, may assist with negotiating
wages with prospective employers, means of commating back to local authority
should need arise and may help in accessing goestnpnogrammes (such as education
and training). The rationale of having the sociatgction model/approach in place is
that poor migrants cannot fend for themselvesainob market that is dominated by
labour market intermediaries and employers who st®nger, better informed and
connected than they are. Migrants are in favougasernment support to reduce their
vulnerability, but are unlikely to be in position to pay for such services on a
full-cost recovery basis immediately. The servipesvided may enable them to access
better jobs, reasonable payments (in accordande th& government regulations) and

reduce the level of uncertainty and harassmentlhiegtface in the job market.

(i) The market-based approach

This model may work with existing labour metrpatterns and offers services on
a cost recovery basis. This initiative may prevskills enhancement and certification
programmes, advice and information on jobs, and hebrkers to link up with
government schemes on insurance and workers traida or help to establish unions
for workers in non-formal employment. Under thisdab the initiative implementers
may work within the existing industry and labourrked structures, i.e. recognizing that
capital and labour are highly mobile and that @dfitdustry relocate where cheap

labour is available. They may also recognize thahaority of for example casual
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industrial workers are not listed on the emplogimeegisters of industries and are
recruited by intermediaries (locally known as “didJawho are not accountable to
anyone under the existing law. In this case theveeit government section may take on
responsibility for the welfare of workers, even ugh by law it would be the

responsibility of the industry and employers.

(iif) The labour union approach

This might be well known as rights-based approatbr better implementation of
labour laws and the regulation of labour flows. Bregnts of rights-based approach
believe that unionizing migrant workers goes a laray towards realizing their rights,
strengthening their bargaining power in the marketl preventing exploitation. The
government may initiate the establishment of urfimanmigrant workers who work in
various fields with the main objectives of regulgtithe supply of labour as an
oversupply of labour lowers the bargaining powemajrants. But the union can also be
the safe spots for migrant workers in their workjplgces in case they are abused or

exploited in any way.

(iv) The rehabilitation approach

In the research areas some form of migration seémbd mounting to a form of human
trafficking where migrants (especially young boysdagirls) were lured by the
traffickers (people/relatives who come to villagegick them) with false promises that
they will be well paid at destination and oftert lefoney (given to them by traffickers)
to their parents on the ground that their childwel repay the “traffickers” once they
start getting their pay. It was learnt that veryoutunately they end up repaying through
punishing work schedules, abuses and harassmentShetir movement is restricted at
the work site, and wages are well below the legaimum. In addition, women and
children are also exploited in various ways, anthg conditions are appalling. In such
situations the government together with migramatié unions and other human rights
activists with the help of police force should cootlraids on various work sites to

release and rehabilitate bonded migrant workers.
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(v) Providing migrant-friendly financial services

Poor migrants carry remittance money themselvesaaigdeat risk. Most of them live in
poor and unsecure accommodations which threatersrttedl amount of money they
earn. Carrying money everywhere they go and edpeamtheir work places where
most of them are employed in manual jobs, the pdi#giof losing their money is very
high. Recognizing this threat facing migrants maynmpt state/semi-state owned banks
or even some private banks to see the need forgmesgi special financial
services/products targeting migrants as specialomess with special needs. These
banks may not only be helpful for keeping migram&iney but also for helping them to

send money back home.

The study concludes by proposing to the policy enako see the need of recognizing
the importance of migration for poverty reductiardalevelopment. Policy should aim
to ease the hardship of migrants and facilitatexldle labour force in the short term in
order to distribute the benefits of growth as eyead possible. But there is a need to
build human capabilities over the long term so fieiple who currently have to depend

on such livelihood strategies can diversify intorencemunerative options.
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LIST OF APPENDICES

I: Summary of key variables in the model

Constructs Variable Indicator What measures
Household Family size No. of adult males Size and composition
characteristics No. of adult females of hh
No. of children
No. of dependants
Education of hh The highest educational level Educational status of
obtained by the member of the hh
hh (mainly hhh or)
Occupation of the hh The main source of Income ofMain source of living
the HH
Sex of the hhh Sex type of the hhh Whether theitihh
Male/female headed
(Patriarchy/matriarchy
hh)
Land owned by the hh Amount of agricultural Land Landholding
Owned by household ownership
Migrant Education of a migrant Education level attainecaby Human capital level
characteristics migrant of migrant
Occupation at origin Pre-migration occupations Eypment
opportunities
available

Age of migrant

Age at first migration Which age gps of a
population are

involved in migration

Sex

Gender composition of Gender involvement
migration in migration

Marital status

unmarried, divorced, married d@wn family

Physical capability

widowed responsibility
Able bodied person Ability aflling
labour

Societal factors

Land available for

The size of agricultural land  Land scarcity

active for Agriculture owned by the hh
migration Available jobs/pre- Kinds of jobs(on farm, non- Available
migration occupations  farm) available in the rural employment
areas opportunities at origin
Infrastructure Types of infrastructures The contribution of
development available at origin infrastructures to
migration
Migration Migration patterns The various migration styles The nature of
attributes chosen by rural households  migration or
households migration
behaviors

Place of migration

ditractiveness of a
destination area to
various migrants

Where do people migrates to

Occupation at destination  Quality and quantity of

engagements at destination

The availability of
jobs at destination
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Duration of stay or
migration duration

The nature of
migration adopted by
the household

Period migrated

Number of migrants

Total number of migrated
individuals in a household

Number of migrants
involved in migration
per household

Human capital

Household education

Educational investments done ntribation to
educational
achievements of the
hh

Skills

The kinds of skills
necessary for the hh to
make a livelihood

Type of skills acquired
resulting from migration

Knowledge gain

How the hh became
aware of the various

The types of knowledge that
household members have
gained as a result of a migrant issues surrounding
member them

Hh Health status

Investments made for the goodhe contribution to
health of the hh members the betterment of the
hh health position.

Physical Transport facilities No. and type(s) of transport  Possibility of
capital facilities purchased movements of people
between places
offering different
income-earning
opportunities
Building(s) No. and type(s) of investments Conversion of non
made in the provision of shelterproductive physical
assets to productive
one.
Energy Type(s) of investments made ifPossibility of
the provision of energy for the diversifying rural
hh activities especially
from farm to non-
farm
Communication facilities  No. and type(s) of investits  Transferability of
made in the provision of information between
communication services to the rural centers and
hh remote settlements
Water supplies No. and types of investments Labour time saved for
made for the provision of water search of water and
to the hh
Production No. and type(s) of production Investment in assets
equipment/agricultural  equipment or agricultural permitting local farm
implements implements purchased and non-farm income
to be generated.
Agricultural cash inputs  Type(s) of agriculturakba Better cultivation
inputs purchased practices and higher
yields
Financial Cash Stocks of money to
capital which the hh has

access
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Credit facilities No. and type(s) of credit

facilities the hh has access to

Stocks of money to
which the hh has

access
Savings No. and type(s) of savings the Stocks of money to
hh owns or has access to which the hh has
access
Claims No. and quantities of claims theStocks of money to
owing to the hh which the hh has
access
Natural capital Land No. acres/hectares purchased Amount of land
purchased

Wildlife keeping
kept

No. and type(s) of wild animalsBiological resources

that are used by hh to
generate means of
survival

No. and types of trees planted

Environmental resources

Biological resources
that are used by hh to
generate means of
survival

Type(s) of sail erosion control
measures done

Investment in land or
land improvements
for improved soill
productivity potentials

Social capital

Networks

Kinds of networks established

Spatialledse
potential means of
support when past
favors are reclaimed.

Membership in groups
the hh has joined

No. and type(s) of membershilmclusiveness of hh in

society at large

Kinds of social relations
established

Social relations

Community and wider
social claims
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II: Survey questionnaire

MZUMBE UNIVERSITY
(CHUO KIKUU MZUMBE)

Tel: +255 023 2604380/1/3/4 P.O.BOX1,
Fax: +255 023 2604382 MZUMBE
Cell: +255 0744 694029 MOROGORO, TANZANIA

E-mail: mu@mzumbe.ac.tz
Website: www.mzumbe.ac.tz

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ASSESSING THE POTENTIAL OF RURAL- OUT
MIGRATION AS A LIVELIHOOD DIVERSIFICATION STRATEGY  TO RURAL
PEOPLE: THE CASE OF IRINGA, TANZANIA

August 2009
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS TO THE HOUSEHOLD TO BE INTERVI EWED

CONVEY THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION TO THE RESPONDENT

This research has selected at random several hanHoeiseholds in the district to ask them
guestions about rural-out migration, its benefitedéor disadvantages. The responses provided
by the households will help the research to dravidv&onclusions with regard to the
contribution of rural-out migration.

Your household was randomly selected as one o€ ttiogrhich the research questions will be
asked from a list of all of the households in thiea.l therefore, would like to ask you some
guestions as a responsible member of this househbleise questions will take some time to
complete and therefore | would appreciate your grate. | want to assure you that the
information you provide will be treated with higlrdidentiality by the researcher and that
under no circumstance will the information be u$edany purpose other than meeting the
objectives of this study.

Before | start, do you have any questions or isetemnything which | have said on which you
would like any further clarification? Otherwise, ynbproceed with interviewing you?

230



PART ONE: BASIC HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION

a). Identification of Household

1. District

2. Ward

3. Village

4. Street/Hamlet

5. Household Identification Number

6. Age of Head of Household

7. Gender of HHH Code: 1=Male; 2=Female

8. Marital Status of HHH Code: 1: married; 2. wido®. widower; 4. divorced, 5.
Separated; 6. Never married.

9. Education Level of HHH Code: 1= primary; 2=sedany; 3=adult education; 4=college
education;
5=Vocational; 6=university education

10. Name of the Respondent

11. Sex of the Respondent Code: 1=Male; 2= Female

12. Age of Respondent

13. Relation of the respondent to theCode: 1=the same (The HHH); 2= wife; 3= husband,;

Household Head 4=Son/daughter; 5= other specify

b). Size and Composition of Household
i). Total number of household members................coooveininn .

ii). Current members living in the household

Ser. Sex Age | Education Marital Status Occupation Relation to HHH
No 1=Male, 1=Single, 1=Wife, 2=Child, 3=Grand
2=Female 2=Married, Child, 4=Brother, 5=Sister,

3=Widow, 6=Hired Labour,
4=Widower, 7=Daughter in-law, 8=Son
5=Separated, in Law
6=Divorced

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Code:

Rel. to HHH:

Education: 1=adult education, 2=university educgti®= in university education, 4=college educatibnin

college education, 6=vocational training, 7=in wamaal training, 8=finished secondary school,
9=in secondary school, 10:zimary school, 11=in primary school, 12=never atezhdchoc

Occupation 1=Student, 2=Farming/livestock keep8sff-farm wage (Agriculture), 4=Non-farm Wage (Non
Agriculture), 5=0ff farm Se-employed, 6=No any occupation, 7=0thers Sp
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iii). a). Did any member of the household live adéshome during the last year for more than a nfIlYES, 2=NO, if yes
go to table below,if{No go to section

No | Sex | Age | Marital Rel. to Educati | Physical Destination | Occupation Period Purpose | Occupation at
M= status head of HH on Capability | (code €e) At home Outside (Code Destination (code i)
1 (code a) (code b) (code | (coded) 1=City, (Code f) home h) 1=Student,
F=2 1=Single, 1=Wife, c) 1=able 2=Municipa | 1=Student, (Code g) 1=to 2=Farming/livestock
2=Married, 2=Child, bodied, |, 3=Town 2=Farming/li | 1=1-4 seek a keeping,
3=Widow, 3=Grand Child, 2=minor Council, vestock Weeks, 2=1-| living, 3=0ff-farm wage
4=Widower, | 4=Brother, physical 4=Semi keeping, 6 Months, 2=other | (Agriculture), 4=Non-
5=Separated, | 5=Sister, impairme | Urban, 3=0ff-farm 3=6-12 s farm Wage (Non-
6=Divorced 6=Hired nt, 5=Rural, wage Months, Specify | Agriculture), 5=0ff
Labour, 3=major 6=Neighbou| (Agriculture), | 4=Years; farm Self-employed,
7=Daughter in- physical ring 4=Non-farm 6=No any occupation
law, 8=Son in impairme | Country, Wage (Non- 7=0thers Specify
Law nt, 7=others Agriculture),
4=major 5=0ff farm
physical Self-
impairme employed,
nt needs 6=No any
assistance occupation,
, 5=others 7=Others
Specify
1 Primary | Secondary
2
3
4
5

Code C:1=adult education, 2=university education, 3= iniuversity education, 4=college education, 5=in cgkeeducation, 6=vocational training, 7=in vocatidna
training, 8=finished secondary school, 9=in secondschool, 10=primary school, 11=in primary schod2=never attended school
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iii b). (1). Has any member who lived outside timise to seek a living come back? 1=Yes,
2=No; (for whatever response go to b.4 below)
(2) if yes how frequent............ 1EEvery month, 2=twice a year, 3=Once in year,
4=0nce in two years, 5=once in three years and apov
(3) if never came back, what is the expected nedlate...............................
(4). For whatever response in (1) above give
(=5 TS0

iii ¢). How did this/these household member (syé&al= allowed, 2= not allowed (ifot
allowed got to gn. iii (n) otherwise proceed below).

iii d). If allowed, was there any consensus amdmghtousehold members to let him/her/them to
leave? 1=Yes, 2=No.

iii e). If no consensus was reached, please expldiat happened for him/herithem to
JEAVE? ..ottt ettt et e e e ee e et te e e e eaaannee e e aneaeeeeeeeanraeaeeeaanes

iii f). If there were Consensus for him/her/thengave, how was it reached? Did the household
members hold any meeting to discuss whether tot dram/her/them permission or

iii h). 1). Did this/these household member(s) hafermation of the possibility of getting an
opportunity to enable him/her/them earn a livingl@sgtination 1=Yes, 2=No.
2). If yes, how did they get this information? ........ceecee i,

iii 1).(1). Were there any costs involved for hiraffthem to be able to reach at the destination?
1=Yes, 2=No.
I (2). If Yes how much was required (in TShS).......cccmmriiiiiiiiiiiii i
I (3). How was this amount raised/obtained...............ccceeee i i,

iii j). Why did the household decide to allow tipisrson seek a living elsewhere and not
SOMEDOAY EISE?....iiiiiieie e

iii k). (1). Were there any contractual agreemeagitveen the household and the migrant member
about the returns earned from his/her engagemelgstination? 1=YES; 2=NO.
(2). If yes, what was the kind of agreatB@..............cccccceeeiiiiiiiin e,

i ). (1). According to your opinion, do you ttik the agreements are honoured by the migrant?
1=YES; 2=NO.
(2. If NO, what do you think are the reasons faot honouring the
o Y0 £=ToT0 0= 1 ES PR

iii m). If this person left without the consenttbe household members, what is the stand of the
household with regard to him/her?...........coemmeeeeeiiiiieie,
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¢). Household income sources

In this section we would like to ask you some gio@st about your household’'s sources of
income. The purpose is that we would like to untei how important income diversification
is to your household.

i). Use the following table to collect the relevantormation regarding income received from
the following sources. Please rank them in ordémgbrtance(rank: the first (1) to be the most
important source and so on)

No Source Typeltype of activities Rank Amount Pef Amount per
Month (Tshs) Year (Tshs)

Selling Agricultural Products/Farming
Selling Livestock (Domestic Animals)
Selling Poultry (Domestic Birds)
Casual labour in the community
Casual labour involving seasonal migration
Selling of forest products

Petty businesses

Rural enterprises

9 Beekeeping

10 | Fishing

11 | Wages and Salaried Employment

12 Remittances

(N[O |WIN(F

13 Gifts
14 | savings
15 | interest

16 | pension
17 | rental of property
18 | Other specify:

Enumerator: First pose the open questiban give the categories if the respondent does not
answer!

d). Landholding ownership (Land tenure system)
In this section we would like to ask you some qguestabout land availability in this area that
might be used for agriculture or for other purposes

(). First | would request you to tell us the awdility of land for agriculture or for other
purposes in this ared=Easily Available; 2=Available with difficultieg=Not available at all

i). How is land distributed/acquired amongst tlesidents? 1=Inherited, 2=Sold by owners,
3=Distributed by Village authorities, 4=0Others SfgcC................ccoeeeninnnn.

iii). (1). To what extent those systems of landuasitjon allow equal distribution of land among
the residents2=to a large extent, 2=moderately, 3=Not at all.
(2). If No, what are the reasons for notvihg equal accessibility to the

JANALL ...
iv). (1). Do you (this household) own land in tlisea (or some where else)? 1=YES or
2=NO.
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(2). If No, how do you survive? If Yes go to @nd (vi) below
v). 1). To what extent is the land owned by thedetwld enough to cater for the needs of this

household2=to a very large extent, 2=moderately, 3=Not all.

2. If it is not enough what do vyou do to compeesatfor

(0123 (o] | o PRSP RRPPO
vi). For the land that you own, what cost was imedl for its acquisition, putting it into use, for
which uses and what wasl/is the source of fundsaéguisition and putting into use? Use the
table below to collect relevant information.

the

No. | Land use Amount Total CostCont. from a| Contribution from
Migrant other Sources

1 Total land owned

2 Acres rented in

3 Acres rented out

4 acres farmed in the past year

5 acres not farmed in the past year

6 Acres for gardening

7 acres with planted (exotic) treeg

8 acres with woodlot

9 acres for grazing animals

10 | acres with other crops (specify,

Vii (a). For the entire land that you own or haweess to, are there places which require land
improvement practices in order to raise its proumcpotential? 1=YES, 2=NO.
Vii (b). If yes, use the table below to collecterehnt information:

Contribution From Othe
sources

=

No Type of Improvement | Est. Total Cost Migrant Contribution
(Tshs)

Soil Erosion Control

Mulching

Terraces

Planting Trees

A | WIN| -

Others

PART TWO: HOUSEHOLD ECONOMIC POSITION (Assets owned by the household)

In this section we would like to ask you some goest about your household’'s economic
position. The purpose is that we would like to ustind which factors contribute to shaping the
economic position of your household. Which of tbiofving listed items does your household
own or has access to?

No.

Asset/items owned

No.of
items
owned

How asset
acquired
(Code a)

EST.
Total
value

Cont. from
migrant(s)

Cont.
from
other
sources

Asset/ltem
used for
(Code b)

Livestock

cattle

goats

shee|

dogs

ghIWIN|F-

chickers
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6 pigs

7 donkyes

8 turkyes

9 ducks

10 | rabbits

11 | Beehive

12 | Wild animal 1

13 | Wild animal 2

14 | Wild animal 3

15 | Wild animal 4
Transport Facilities

16 | biycles owned

17 | Tricycles

18 | cars owned

19 | motorcycles

20 | donkey carts

21 | Wheel barrow

22 | tractors owne

23 | Trailer for tractors
Production Assets

24 | Shop(s)

25 | Oxen ploughs

2€ | milling machines

27 | Sewing Machine

28 | Hoes

29 | Spraying machine

30 | Fishing net and other
equipmen

31 | Fertilizer distributor

32 | Harvesting and threshing
machine

33 | Incubator

34 | Power Tiller(s

35 | Animal Feeding machine

36 | Milking machine

37 | Hand milling machin

38 | Coffee pulping machine

38 | Power saw(s

40 | Pit saw blades
BUILDINGS

41 | Houses Bui

42 | House (Purchased)

43 | House Repair and
Maintenance

44 | House Rent
Other Asset:

45 | Electric/gas stove

4€ | Iron (Charcoal or electri

47 | Refrigerator or deep
freezer(s)

48 | Lantern:

49 | Cooking pots, Cups, other
kitchen utensils

5C | Compute

51 | Mosquito net

52 | Water pumping s
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53 | House(s

54 | Solar panels

55 | Tables

56 | Beds

57 | Cupboards & Wardrobes

58 | Bookcase

59 | Sofa/couches

60 | Radios owned

61 | Television sets

62 | Mobile phones

63 | Wrist watches

64 | Clock(s)

65 | Other Specify
Code a: 1=Purchased; 2=Trapped; 3=Inherited; 4teRleb=given as gift; 6=0Others........................
Code b: 1=Domestic, 2=Business, 3=Personal, 4F0O®IBECIfY..........ccociiiiiiiiii i

PART THREE: CONTRIBUTION OF MIGRATION TO HOUSEHOLD GOODS AND
SERVICES

i). Contribution in Education
1. i). Has this household received any educationapsupgrom a member(s) who left to
seek a living elsewhere? 1=Yes, 2=No.
ii). If Yes, use the following table to collectfammation on this question:

No | Type of Support No. of Total amount | Amount of From Other

beneficiaries | Required support froma | Sources
migrant

1 Tuition fees

2 Books &other materials

3 Uniform including Other clothin

4 Boarding fees

5 Transport costs

6 School building or maintenan

7 Extra tuition fees

8 Examination fee

9 Pocket Money & Shopping

10 | Other Expenses

2. a). Has the household gained in anyways fronmskills and knowledge brought back by a
migrant member? 1=YES and 2=NO.

b). If YES, what are the kinds of skills and knoslide gained by the household so far? (e.qg.
carpentry, cookery, driving, farming, animal keepietC)...................oooevnnn.

iif). Contribution in Health
3. a). For the entire period the household memizer been away, is there any household
member (at home) who suffered any iliness or ifjuty¢ YES; 2=NO.

b). Has there been an incidence whereby a migrant mess# money to help “you” (this

household) with health care expenses when one af lyousehold member fell sick? 1=Yes,
2=No. (If No. go to 3d).
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c). i). If yes, how often this has been happenitig@very time a family member falls sick,
2=0nce in a while, 3=0ther specify

c). ii). If yes, use this table to collect the relat information:

Sickness Nature of suffering| How much How much from

Incidences required a migrant(s)

How much from
other sources

d). If No in 3b above, what might be the reasohs™Ve have not been informing him/her,
2=We inform him/her but fails to respond due tcdkla¢ money, 3=Simply s/he does not respond.

iii). Water Supplies

4). For this household to access various sourcestsr mentioned below, how much costs was
involved, and what were the sources of funds tottheecosts involved? Use the following table
to collect the relevant information:

No | Type of Water Facility Number| Total Cos Contriio | Contribution | Facility Used
n from a from other for
migrant sources 1=Domestic;
2=Business,
3=Botfr
1 Piped into Dwelling
2 Piped into Plot/Yard
3 Public Tap
4 Tube well/Borehole With
Pump
5 Protected Dug Well
6 Protected Spring
7 Unprotected Dug Well/Springs
8 River/Ponds/Streams
9 Rain Water Collectio
10 Water Tank(s)/Vendor(s)
11 Bottled Water
12 Others Specify
iv). Energy Supply

5). What is the main source of energy for this letiatd, how much cost is/was involved and

what were the main sources of funds? Use the taldellect responses accordingly.

Type

Rank in
ascending
order

Total Cost

Contributio
n from a
migrant

Contribution
from other
sources

Used for
1=Domestic;
2=Business
3=Bott

[EnY

ELECTRICITY

Electricity (Installations

Electricity (Monthly Bills)

Electricity Maintenance(charges

SOLAR ENERGY

Solar Power (Installation)

Solar Power (Maintenanc

BIOGASS
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Biogas (installatior

Biogas (Maintenance)

Cooking Gas

Fuel Wood

Charcoal

~No|gbd

Kerosene

Animal dung

8| Others Specify

v). Agricultural Inputs

6). What are the quantities and values/cost of caljural inputs you use in crop
production/agricultural activities, at least ovkee tpast 12 monthgThis refers to agricultural

cash expenditures; also refer to assets owned bgdimld).

No | Type Number/| 1=Purchased | Total | from a from Remarks
Amount | 2=Hired Cost migrant | other
sources
1 Seed
2 Herbicides
3 Fertilizers
4 Manure (Animal & Poultry
Dung)
5 Pesticide
6 Labour
7 Others Specit

PART FOUR: JOB OPPORTUNITIES AVAILABLE IN THE AREA

In this section we would like to request you td tel the kinds of job opportunities available in
this area. These are the kind of activities fronichtpeople in this area earn their income (that is

people work there and get paid).

1. Which of the following listed items are availabh the area and your household members

engage in to earn a living?

No | Type of opportunities

Availability
1=Abundant, 2=Average,
3=Very little, 4=Not at all

Off-farm wage (farm related work, but not workiog own farm)

livestock keeping (for payment)

Employment in private or public sector

fishing related activities

Off-farm self-employment (Running a shop, sewétaghes etc)

Available enterprises ( e.g timber related, mgli etc)

Driving vehicles and tractors

Available factories

OO |N|O|OTB|WIN|F-

Working in Dev. Projects in the area

10 | Casual laboring

11 | Other Specify

12 | Other Specify
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PART FIVE: UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMEN T

1). Madam/Sir, | would request you to tell us abitvatroads status that connects this district and
neighbouring ones.

Type of Roads Roads Roads Roads Bridges

Infrastructure | connecting Connecting Connecting Connecting
Village to Ward to Ward | District to District to
Village Districts Region

Code Code a Code a Code a Code a Code b
1=Present, 1=Present, 1=Present, 1=Present, 1=Present,
2=absent, 2=absent, 2=absent, 2=absent, 2=Good,
3=Passable/a 3=Passable/a | 3=Passable/a | 3=Passable/a | 3=fairly good,
year, year, year, year, 4=Poor,
4=Impassable a | 4=Impassable a 4=Impassable a 4=Impassable| 5=Worse:
year year year a year

Responsible | Code c Code c Code ¢ Code ¢ Code c

Body 1=Central 1=Central 1=Central 1=Central 1=Central
Government, Government, | Government, | Government, | Government,
2=Regional, 2=Regional, 2=Regional, 2=Regional, | 2=Regional,
3=District 3=District and | 3=District and | 3=District and | 3=District and
4=Local 4=Local 4=Local 4=Local 4=Local
Government, Government, | Government, | Government, | Government,
5=0thers 5=0thers 5=0thers 5=0thers 5=0thers
Specify Specify Specify Specify Specify

2). If no roads or roads are not passable througlagear or bridges are not fit for human use,
what do you do when you want to move from one &peanother at times when they are not
PASSADIE?.... .ottt ————————
3). which of the following infrastructure whose abseitgour areas could contribute to people
leaving the rural areas?

No | Type of infrastructure 1=Yes/Could contribute of
2=No/Could not contribute

Water Damgfor irrigation, domestic use, for animals gtc
Irrigation schemes

Internet Café

Rural Telecenters

Rural Library(s)

Water Pipes (operational/non-operational)

Market places

Community Centers fdqr conferences, celebrations, det
together etg

9 Animal Dips

10 | Electricity

11 | Other please specify

N0 WIN|F

PART SIX: HOUSEHOLD FINANCIAL, NATURAL AND SOCIAL C APITAL
INFORMATION
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In above responses, we have seen how much hagheeeontribution from a migrant in terms
of cash money. Now we would request you to tebhiuthe following few things:

1). a) Does the household (any member of the tmmlde operate current or savings
account? 1=YES, 2=NO.

(b). If Yes, for the household (member) to open arantain the bank account was there any
contribution from a migrant? 1=Yes, 2=No.

c). If yes, please explain how the migrant conte{contributes to opening and running the

DANK @CCOUNL... ...t e e e

2. a). Over the past 12 months, did household gisteany gifts (in cash or in-kind, include
Ceremonial Expenditures) to any individuals/institns? 1=YES; 2=NO

2. b). If yes, use the table below to collect thlevant information:

No Amount | Type of gift Total Value Contribution Contribution from
1=Cash; 2=In-Kind from migrant(s) | other sources

1

2

3

3a). Are there individuals in the household whavweeee members of any self-help group?
1=YES; 2=NO.
b). If YES, how did they finance their membershis® the table below to collect the following
information:
No | Type a group No. of HH Total amount Cont. from Cont. from
Members required(Code a) Migrant Other sources
member

Women's/Men's Group
Merry-Go-Round
Youth-Related
Religious-Related
Family-Related

6 Social Welfare Groups
4a). Are there individuals or institutions that othiess household any money? 1=YES; NO=2.

QB WN|F-

b). If yes, how much do they owe this householte(ahtively, how much does the household
have in outstanding debt)? Use this table to cbileevant information

No | Institutions/Individuals | Total amount Contribution from Contribution from
Indebted Migrant(s) Other sources

AWIN|F
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5a). Is the household having any wealth in saving®n-productive assets such as gold and jew&lignyES, 2=NO.

5b). If YES in 9a above, how much does the houskhale in savings (Alternatively if you decide &l shese items today, how much
would you sell them)? TShS......coo i e

PART SEVEN: HOUSEHOLD AND WIDER INSTITUTIONS

1. Is there any member (members) of your houselibtilhas membership in any organization? 1=YES;Q4RNNO go to gn. 2b
below, otherwise continue as follows:

2. a). If YES, please provide as with the followinfprmation;

Organization (Code as appropriate) No. of HIRosition held | Motive for | Perception on | Impact on| Amount Code| Code
members | (Code a) joining usefulness household required for | (f) (9)
(Code b) (Code ¢) (Code d) | (Code €)

1=The Village Council

2=Committee Under The Village Council

3=Political Parties

4=Civil Society Organization

5=Farmers Cooperative Organization

6=Saving And Credits Organization

7=Religious Groups

8=Social Welfare Groups

9=0Others (Specify)

Code a: 1=Member; 2=Leader;

Code b: 1=Economic gains, 2=Social gains, 3=Petgaias, 4=Requirement by the village governmenOthers (Specify);

Code c: 1=Very useful; 2= Useful; 3=Not Useful; Udo not know;

Code d: 1=Impact on access to resources, 2=Impativelihood, 3=Impact on knowledge and skills shgitransfer, 4=Impact on information flow, 5=Impam
Network Creation, 6=Others (specify);

Code e: 1=Entrance/joining fee, 2=Annual subsaipfee, 3=Others (Specify)

Code f: Contribution from migrants

Code g: Contribution from other sources
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2b). What are the reason for not joining into any
(o]0 F= 101 57= 11 0] o AP

3. When you compare the status of your househditdend after a member left to seek for a
living elsewhere, would you say your household is;

1=Better of 2=About the San 3=Worse of
4. If your household has remained about the sanma®morsened off, could you please tell us,
what might be the contributing factors to that
RS LU= 110 3 1 U UPUURRRR

5. a). If improved/ gotten better off, would yousasiate this improvement with assistance
received from a migrant member? 1=YES; 2=NO

D). I YES, NOW. .. e e e e

6. What are your opinions about rural-out migra®i@o you support the idea of (promoting)
rural-out migration or not? 1=Support; 2=Not Supp8=Neutral (If supports, go to gn. 9

below).

7a). If the government want to enact a law which priohibit people from leaving their rural
areas to seek a living elsewhere, would you sughertaw or not? 1=YES; 2=NO.

70). FOr either reSPONSE, QIVE MBASONS. ... ..cuiiitie it teee et et ee it aemee et eteeeee e eaeenenanes

8a). Apart from all the good things your househiddgaining from migration (a migrant
member(s)) are there any bad (disadvantages) thsggiated with migration? 1=YES; 2=NO.

8b).If Yes, what are these disadvantages of hagingember(s) leaving to seek a living
elsewhere?

1.

2.

3.

8c). There are incidences where people leave timines to seek a living elsewhere while
healthy but they come back home suffering from gpe of iliness. Has this household ever
experienced incidences? 1=Yes, 2=No.

8d). If Yes, how many times you have faced SUCRIBTICES?...........cccvvveiieeeeiieeieeee e,
8e). In such incidences how much cost did the Hmlde incur for treating the
victim(s)/sufferer(s)/ the SICK PEIrSON(S)?...cuueueuurrriiiiiiiiiieiiirireeeee e e e svrrnre e e aaaaeas

9). What are your comments regarding people leath®jr rural areas to seek a living
Bl BN ? o

Thank the respondent for his/her precious timespond to our questions. Remind him/her that
the information s/he provided will be treated wlitigh confidentiality by the research team and
that under no circumstance will the informationused for any other purpose than meeting the
objectives of this study.

8888888888888 THE END 8888888888888
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