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ABSTRACT

The study has identified the factors, responsibterdral-urban migration, based on 120 sample medpats each
of migrants and non-migrants, spread over theidistf Mahabubnagar district in Telangana state,ebyploying the
largest model. The study has highlighted the inguar¢ of rural development programs like MGNREG/At tare being
implemented by the government with a view to prevamployment and income for the rural populationthie country.
It has also shown that, for both migrant and nogramt households, agriculture was the major sooféecome, and their
consumption expenditure was more than the produatipenditure. It has also been observed that, atibgr has a
positive impact on income, expenditure and netreg/bf migrant sample households. The regressialysia has shown
that, a one unit increase in the age of househeddtlincreases the probability of migration of fanmilembers, by 0.81 per
cent. The probability of migration of family memisiecreases by 0.003 percent, with one unit incrigelsefore-migration
income of a household. The odds ratio for familgeshas indicated that, with one unit increase milfasize, the
probability of migration of family members’ increasby 8.7 percent. There is a negative relationsbtpreen migration
of family members and income from agriculture. Asfarm income of a household increases the prdibalof migration
of its family member decreases. The odds ratimfbfarm income implies that, with one unit increasa off-farm income

of a household, the probability of migration dese=saby 0.018 percent.
KEYWORDS: Migration, Logit, Variable Inflation Factor, Oddsafo
INTRODUCTION

In India, migration is mostly influenced by socistructures and pattern of development. The devedopm
policies of the state governments have not beem abtheck the process of migration. Uneven deveéoy is the main
cause behind migration (Sarde, 2010). Also thealmdigriculture has become non remunerative. Migmaith India is
predominantly to short distances, with around 6@¢a of the migrants changing their residencehiwitheir district of
birth and 20 percent within their state, while teet move across the state boundaries. In the Jaf@nregion, 72 percent
population lives in the urban areas and are matalycentrated in Hyderabad; The Human DevelopmemoReof
Telangana State indicates that, 39.6 percent afotiaéhouseholds are living below the poverty lifbe district wise data
for Mahabubnagar region reveals that, the percermtfgouseholds below the poverty line were max@hi(52 percent) in
Kalwakurthy, followed by Bejenepally (37 percemflakthal (37 percent) and Wanparti (29 percent). Hnrbevelopment
Report of Telangana State has also revealed thabfden migrants from other districts of the st&d Hyderabad, nine

migrants are from Kalwakurthy, Bejinepally Makthahd Wanparti mandalas.. The decisions of rural élonisls to
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migrate, are determined by a combination of pugth puil factors. In view of this, the present papes identified the
factors responsible for rural, urban migration le tMahabubnagar district of Telangana State andalsasstudied the

impact of rural development programs like MGNREGA.
Database and Methodology

Rural-urban migration being a traditional phenomeirothe State of Telangana, it was selected pirplysfor
the present study. Among the ten districts in tléafigana, maximum migration is from Mahabubnagstridi. Hence,
Mahabubnagar district was selected purposefullpniithe district two models were randomly selectétbm each
selected Mandal, three villages and from eachgallaen migrant and ten non-migrant sample respuadeach were
selected randomly. Data on the various aspectsigifation were collected, by using well-designedestifies. The data

pertained to the year 2015-16.

To identify the determinants of rural-urban migpatilogit model was fitted, which was of the form:=8, +

BiXi1 + BoXip Feeeeiiiiiiannn. BiXian +p ------ (1)

The model was estimated by using SPSS softwareirtiependent variables in the model are: age o$dloaid-
head ( AGE_H); education (EDU_H) of respondent;ifasize (F_SIZE); net cropped rea (NCA); beforggration non-
farm income (BM_INC_NF); before migration off-farincome (BM_INC_OF), income from agriculture (INC A)
proportion of area under fruit crop to field crddM_AFR); proportion of area under food grain crepsiet cropped area (

BM_AFG) ; and relative at destination of migratiasma dummy variable.
RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

The composition and size of family of sample hootdh presented in Table 1 revealed that, the diZamoily
was larger (5.26) in non-migrant than migrant hbwdds. It was due to the fact that, most of the-nogrant families
were joint-families and therefore, their family esizvas large. Among the family members at nativegldhe average
number of earning members was more in case of mtigi&02), than non-migrant (2.38) households. Tdusld be
attributed to the fact that, in case of migrant deholds children usually stay with them. The numiienon-earning
members at native place was higher in non-migra@8) than migrants (1.42) households. The compaosdf migrant
members constituted 1.98 males and 1.58 females.e@ming members accounted for 37.36 percentewlah-earners
were 62.64 percent. The higher percentage of namramembers could be because of migration of @emming females
and children. The average age of the migrant haldemanged between 53.2 and 39.5 years, whichded all members,
staying at native place and migrated. The averggeoh non-migrant sample households was 48.5 yd&éis. indicated
that, migrated member included more youths. Theagmeage of non-migrant sample households wasHassof family
members of migrants, at native place. It was bexati® composition of non-migrant sample househividsided more
number of children as compared to migrant familielse educational level of migrant and non-migraoudeholds at
native place varied from 5.44 to 6.28, with an agerof 5.86. The educational level of migrant memslveas relatively
high (8.31). The average size of landholding waggéi in non-migrant households (1.64 ha), than amghouseholds

(1.37 ha), with overall average size being 1.51 ha.
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Table 1: Demography of Sample Households

Particulars Category of household
Migrant | Non-migrant | Overall
Composition of Family
Number of family members | 4.44] 5.26 | 4.85%
(A) Family Compassion At Native Place
(i) Male 2.30 2.44 2.37
(i) Female 2.14 2.82 2.48
(i) Earners 3.02 2.38 2.70
(iv) Non-earners 1.42 2.88 2.15
(B) Composition Of Migrant Members
(i) Male 1.98 - 1.98
(i) Female 1.58 - 1.58
(i) Earners 1.33 - 1.33
(iv) Non-earners 2.23 - 2.23
Age (Years)

(a) Family compassion at native place  53.18 48.50, 3.231
(b) Migrant members 39.51 - 39.5]
Education (Score)

(a) Family compassion at native place 5.44 6.28 6 5.
(b) Migrant members 1.37 - 8.31
Size of holding (ha) 1.37 1.64 1.51

The information about migrated family members, pnted in Table 2, revealed that, more than 44 pefethe
total family members had migrated to urban are&® domposition of migrated members indicated thatcentage of

migrated children was highest (47.5 percent), fedd by males (45.5 percent) and females (40.6 pgrce

The average income, expenditure and saving pattesample households was worked out and is predente
Table 3. It is revealed from Table 3 that, the majources of income were agriculture, wage earrsagyice & trade and
business for both migrant and non-migrant respotsddrhe income of migrants before migration contaid 65.41 per
cent from agriculture, 21.18 percent from servicetr&de, 13.41 percent, from wage earnings. Thiscated that,
agriculture was the main source of income for mgsample households (before migration). The tomme of migrant
respondents (after migration) increased to Rs.39,®Bich was Rs.27,143 before migration, depicinchange of 46.37
percent. After migration the contribution of agttcwal income to total income of migrant sample $eholds, increased to
78.63 percent, which was mainly due to increas@déome from horticultural crops and livestock aitiés. The percent
change in income from fruit crops and livestockmties was observed to be 53.43 percent and 23ef@ent, respectively
over the income of respondents (before migratiblfgwever, income from crop production after migratideclined by
61.1 percent, over that of before migration. Tleigealed that, there was a shift in cropping pattérsample households,
after migration. The sample households might havested the additional income, generated througiration in fruit
crop production and livestock activities. The cidmttion of financial assistance from migrated merske total income

was estimated to be 7.70 percent.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.6586 - This article can be danloaded from www.impactjournals.us




S. Narasimha&nBhyrava Murthy |

Table 2: Extent of Migration

Particulars | Average Number of Migrants
Males
(a) Average number of male members 3.08
(b) Average number of male migrated 1.40
(c) % of male migrated 45.45
Females
(a) Average number of female members 2.54
(b) Average number of female migrated 1.03
(c) % of female migrated 40.55
Children
(a) Average number of children 2.38
(b) Average number of children migrated 1.13
(c) % of children migrated 47.48
Total
(a) Average size of family | 8.00
(b) Average number of members migraied 3.56
(c) % of members migrated 44.50
Average period of migration (years) 14.33

In the case of non-migrant sample households, geeamnual income from all the sources was Rs. 81,28
which Rs.35987 (87.16%) income was derived fronicagiure, followed by 7.78 percent, from servicelah68 percent,
from trade and business. Among different agricaltuactivities, income from horticultural crops wasaximum
(Rs.10390/-), followed by livestock (Rs.4967/-) aorbp production (Rs. 4095/-). The total expenditaf sample
households included production expenditure and lfasxpenditure. The family expenditure includedritelike food,
education, entertainment, healthcare and religfonstions. The production expenditure of samplesetwlds, before
migration was Rs. 4478 (20 % of total expenditund)ich increased to Rs.5036 (21 percent) after aign.

The consumption expenditure of sample households R& 17924 (80 percent of total expenditure), feefo
migration. Among different items of consumption erditure, the proportionate expenditure on food masimum (60
percent), followed by religious functions (18 perge The proportionate expenditure on educatiortergminment and

medical expenses was negligible.

Table 3: Income, Expenditure and Net Saving Patterof the Sample Households (in Rs.)

Sl. No. Particulars Befcl)vrlég|ra£1fter Non-migrant | Overall
1. Income from agriculture
a Crop production 9354 3639 4095 5696
pp
(b) Fruit crops 6373 9778 10390 8847
(c) Livestock 2028 2510 4967 3164
Total atbic 17755 | 31241 35987 28328
(65.41) | (78.63) (87.16) (78.57)
. 3639 | 1146 156 1647
2. Off farm income (Wages) (13.41)| (2.88) (0.38) (4.57)
. . . 5749 | 4282 5144 5059
3. Non-farm income (service & business) (21.18)| (10.78) (12.46) (14.03)
4, Remittances from migrated family members (?;0768) - (12053?)
Total income 1+2+3+4 27143 39730 41288 36053
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5. Production Expenditure
@) Crop production 3497 | 3207 | 5237 3980
(15.61) | (13.12)| (15.64) (14.86)
(b) Fruit crops 600 1152 | 11190 4314
(2.68) | (4.71) | (33.41) (16.11)
© Livestock 381 677 1054 704
(1.70) | (2.77) | (2.77) (2.63)
Total atbic 4478 | 5036 | 17481 8998
(19.99) | (20.60)| (52.20) (33.60)
6. Expenditure
(@) Food items 13443 | 12671 | 11398 12504
(60.01) | (51.84)| (34.03) (46.69)
(B) Non-Food Items
i Education 218 833 370 474
' (0.97) | (3.41) | (1.10) (1.77)
ii Entertainment 4 39 29 24
(0.02 | (0.16) | (0.09) (0.09)
iii Healthcares 228 341 213 261
(1.02) | (1.40) | (0.64) (0.97)
iv Others 4031 | 5523 | 3999 4517
(17.99)| (22.60)| (11.94) (16.87)
Total atb 17924 | 19407 | 16010 17780
(80.01) | (79.40)| (47.81) (66.40)
Total expenditurg 5+6 22402 | 24443 33490 267797
7 Net savings 4741 15286 7797 9275

Note:Figures within the parentheses are percentagesaio

The total consumption expenditure of sample migtamiseholds (after migration) was Rs. 24,443/- fwhic
showed an increase of 9.11 percent, over that @dréamigration. The proportionate expenditure oondfdtems of
households (after migration) was about 52 percghizh showed a decline of 5.74 percent, over tfidedore migration.
The proportionate expenditure on education, entertant, healthcare and religious functions incrdaseRs. 833, Rs. 39,
Rs. 341 and Rs. 5523 after migration. The foregamnglysis revealed that, family expenditure of dammpigrant
households followed the Engle’s law of family exgitare. The net savings of sample migrant househiefore and
after migration) were Rs. 4741/- and Rs.15286kpeetively; showing an increase of about 220 péramrer that of
before migration. The expenditure pattern of nogramt sample households showed a different trend.oDthe total
expenditure the non-migrants spent 52.20 percesitpraduction expenditure and 47.80 percent, as ucopson
expenditure. Among the different items of consumptexpenditure, expenditure was maximum (34 peyoamtfood
items, followed by religious functions (12 percenihe proportionate expenditure on education, &itenent and
healthcare was negligible. The proportion of highductive expenditure of non migrants was becaageculture was the

major source of their income.

Table 4: Parameter Estimates of the Logit Model

Explanatory variable | Estimated Coefficients| Standard Error | Wald Statistics | Odds ratio | Probability
Age H 0.0328 0.0118 7.7221 1.0333 0.50818
BM_ INC_ NF -0.0001 0.0000 25.5032 0.9999 0.4999)
F_SIZE 0.3536 0.0581 37.0585 1.424% 0.58749
INC_A -0.0003 0.0000 62.6945 0.9997 0.4999p
BM_INC_OF -0.0007 0.0001 32.0532 0.9993 0.49983
Constant -1.8336 0.6494 7.9722
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-2 log Likelihood: 149.870, Goodness of fit: 280606
Cox & Snell -R: 0.658, Nagelkerke —R0.878

The foregoing analysis has revealed that, for fmhmigrants and non-migrants respondents, agnieulvas the
main source of income, and their consumption experdwas more than the production expenditurdnalt also been
observed that, migration has a positive impact mmome, expenditure and net savings of migrant sarhplseholds.
Log it model was used to identify the determinasftanigration. The dependent variable (migratiomon-migration) had
the values of 1 or 0, depending upon migration @n-migration of family members. Ten explanatoryiables (nine
continuous and one dummy) were included in the mdde coefficient of contingency revealed thagrthwas no strong
association among the explanatory variables. Othe@hine explanatory variables hypothesized tluémfce migration in
the study area, five were retained in the equatiban Backward Wald method was employed, for anslyEe multi-co
linearity was tested by variable inflection fac(®lF) which revealed that, there was no strong eission, among the

explanatory variables. The results of log it regi@s are presented in Table 4.

The goodness of fit of model was 280.066 and thimg2ikelihood ratio was reduced from 665.03 t®B¥O0.
The Nagrlkerke Rwas observed to be 0.878, which indicates that,miimber of sample observations was correctly
predicted by the model. The coefficients would aeffl the impact of the explanatory variables onliliko®d of the
respondents being migrated. A positive coefficiamireases the probability of migration, whereasgatiee values
decrease the predicted probability of migrationu§,ithe negative numbers relate to odds less tlaarid probabilities
less than 0.50 (Joseph et al., 2009).

Age variable was positively associated with the migmatbf family member. As the age of Household-head
increased, the probability of migration of familyembers increased. The odds ratio for this variedlealed that, one unit
increase in age of household-head increased thabpility of migration of family member, by 0.81 gent. Income before
migration had a negative impact, on the probability of migmat With increase in the before-migration inconfeao
household, the probability of migration of familyember decreased. The odds ratio for this variablgied that, the
probability of migration of family member decreadsd0.003 percent, with one unit increase in befargration income
of a household. Family size turned out to be pasitindicating that, there is positive associati@mtween migration of
family members and size of family. As the size arhfly increased the per capita income of the hoalsetlecreased and
the household faced the problems of livelihood.réfae, the family members had to migrate in seaffch job, in urban
areas. The odds ratio indicated that, with one ingitease in family-size, the probability of migeet of family members
increased, by 8.75 percent. There was a negatilatioe between migration of family member and ineornom
agriculture. The odds ratio for this variable rdedathat, as the income of household from agricalincreased by one
unit, the probability of migration decreased byQ@Qpercent. It was observed that, there was a ivegetlationship
between off -farm income of the household and ntigna As off-farm income of a household increadéé, probability of
migration of family member decreased. The odd® ri this variable implied that, with one unit iease in off-farm
income of a household, the probability of migratdecreased by 0.018 percent. It means that, ifanffr income of a rural
household increases by about Rs.10,000 per anienprobability of migration of family members wilecrease by 18
percent. This highlights the importance of ruraelepment programs like MGNREGA, that are beinglengented by

the government, with a view to provide employmeart ancome to the rural population in the country.
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CONCLUSIONS

The study has highlighted the importance of rurabedopment programs like MGNREGA, that are being
implemented by the government, with a view to pdevemployment and income to the rural populatiorihé Telangana
state. It has also shown that, for both migrant mmglmigrant households, agriculture is the maure® of income, and
their consumption expenditure was more than thelywotion expenditure. It has also been observed thigiration has a
positive impact on income, expenditure and netreg/bf migrant sample households. The regressialysia has shown
that, one unit increase in the age of household:hie&reases the probability of migration of famihyembers by 0.81
percent. The probability of migration of family mbaer decreases by 0.003 percent, with one unit aserén before-
migration income of a household. The odds ratioféonily size has indicated that, with one unit g&se in family size,
the probability of migration of family members ieases by 8.7 percent. There is a negative relaijprizetween
migration of family members and income, from agitiste. As off-farm income of the household increagbe probability
of migration of its family member decreases. Thdsodhtio for off-farm income implies that, with oneit increase in off-

farm income of a household, the probability of ratgyn decreases by 0.018 percent.
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