36

(EXEX)

EFEADY gAig AR

R E
(AL RBFD)

K BFgee 197550l A 198540 2 EEA D A D g HEM HE L 1S TR B
MR ARl HEEE ghao) BRI, EF A0 KA BLE F L, HE R ANBH AnBES
655% ool EFEA DS 655% vITHe) JEEEA DY MADBE} GREN HHOE HEste Hddh

1975 — 1980%F., 1980 — 1985%F F AR B9 &, %1l ¥ m@E < oh& Mkl Hal £ An 8 Hfol
e g yero o, 2 & Mitol [ Hif B¢ EHEA DK BME KBAAR ol g o ddd
ABRe pEe Byl iR wel 433 XRE Ko Fuh & MudlM FEEFACY HHAMWMNM
Eo LFEANY KRS NEH o2 BwmAl7 = e, EF Ao AREN RS 198055 71H R
Atk W E o] Fof 19804 o] F-oll vt E£FE AR E MinAIZIth, 53], 1980 — 19854 &<t JFEF AN 9
AOBEe] A, %11 9 mEH EEHRS BT M Hhiige] HRE ®AA BE iR A
EEAODHERY B2 gshe L8 EHo R PRSI, FEFE A Y BHT: O & HHS Yed s
EFEADY AOBE IA #uge EFADER s BES T, o2, EFANY AN
2 EE AN EhBg #REE e RS wmET.



WA N BETE T8 A % (1990

The Journal of The Population Association of Korea, Vol. 13, No. 1 (1990)

Migration and Distribution : A Critical Examination of the
Relative Deprivation Approach to Migration

Hunmin Kim

(Ewha Women's University)

1. Introduction

. Relative Deprivation with Extended
Reference Group

. The Concept of Relative Deprivation

. Migration Under Relative Deprivation

. Examination of the Properties of

Relative Deprivation in the Context
of Migration

VI. Summary

[ . Introduction

Developments in the theory of migration
during the past fifteen years have been predo-
minantly in the direction of expected wage
model. The overriding factor motivating mig-
ration is the desire to attain an absolute inc-
rease in real income. Utility (or satisfaction
or welfare) is derived from absolute level of
real income. Other perspectives on migration
that incorporate factors such as attitudes to-
wards risk, level of education and human capi-
tal in general, can be superimposed as they
tend to change the value of the absolute level
of income — now captured through expected
income or lifetime stream of income or other-
wise.

While a number of empirical studies partly
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link migration with distributional aspects (see
references cited in Lipton, 1980), theoretical
work on migration that explicitly deals with
the relationship between migration and distri-
bution needs further development. Some of
the studies that link migration and income
distribution do not deal with the distributio-
nal aspects as a motivation to migrate (Okun,
1968 : Kuznets, 1979 ; Lipton, 1980 ; Adel-
man and Robinson, 1977 ; Alonso, 1971 :
Stark and Yitzhaki, 1982). If we accept that
people migrate basically to improve their wel-
fare, the concept of welfare in these theories
of migration does not include relative position.
Since people do not compare themselves with
others, concerns for distributional aspects are
relevant only as some arbitrarily chosen pub-
lic goal.

In this paper, we examine the relationship
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between migration and income distribution
through the relative deprivation model of mi-
gration (Stark, 1984). By way of a critical ana-
lysis of the relative deprivation approach to mi-
gration, an extension to the theory is pre-
sented in order to capture the migration - dis-
tribution linkage more comprehensively. The
relative deprivation approach specifically inclu-
des distributional aspects both as causes and
consequences of migration and is linked to
a specific measure of social welfare.

First, the concept of relative deprivation will
be discussed. Then, in Section Il we discuss
some of the basic ideas in Stark’s model, and
in Section IV relative deprivation approach
with an extended reference group will be pre-
sented. In Section V implications on income
distribution from changes in relative depri-
vation resulting from migration are derived
through the examination of the properties of

relative deprivation.
II. The Concept of Relative Deprivation

The term relative deprivation first appeared
in THE AMERICAN SOLDIER (Stouffer, 1949),
a social psychology study of the American
army in World War II. The concept was later
defined more rigorously by Runciman(1966)
in his study of the perception of inequalities
in British society.

According to Runciman,

“-«A is relatively deprived of X when (i)
he does not have X, (ii) he sees some other
person or persons, which may include himself
at some previous or expected time, as having
X (whether or not this is or will be in fact

the case), (iii) he wants X and (iv) he sees

it feasible that he should have X". (p.10)

Interpreting “X” as income, relative depriva-
tion is clearly a case of interpersonal compari-
son of incomes. The comparison is made, not
necessarily with the entire population in the
nation, but with those in one's mental map,
a subgroup in a nation that is one’s reference
group.
Runciman specifies further that,

“The magnitude of a relative deprivation
is the extent of the difference between the
desired situation and that of the person desi-
ring it (as he sees it). The frequency of a rela-
tive deprivation is the proportion of a group

who feel it”. (p. 10)

In addition, a person’s relative deprivation
increases with the proportion of those in the
reference group who have X which he or she
does not have and wants to have.

Following Runciman’s definition, Yitzhaki
gave a formal mathematical expression of the
concept or relative deprivation (Yitzhaki, 19
79) :

RD(y) = ['" [1-F(2)] dz

where, RD(y,) is the relative deprivation of
individual i with income vy, F(z) is the cumula-
tive income distribution, and y* is the highest
income in that distribution. RD is a decreasing
function of income. For those with the lowest
income in the group, RD is at the maximum
which is equal to average income. As for the
part of cumulative income distribution below
v;, Yitzhaki defined it as the relative satisfac-
tion of 1+

RS(y) = [;" [1-F(2)] dz



Consequently, RD(y;) + RS(y;) = M, ave-
rage income."

Hey and Lambert (1980) later arrived at
an identical expression of relative deprivation
as above, starting with the definition of the
deprivation of a person with income y relative

to a person with income z as;

if y<z

_ 2y
D) = {707 i 1>,

Using Atkinson"s(1970) equation of the

1) According to Atkinson(1970),
Mg (y) = y,F(y;)—Hl F(z)dz
Yitzhaki defined relative satisfaction as:
RS(y) = [ [1-F(2)]dz
By substitution,
RS(y) = v, [1-F(y)] + Mg(y)
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Lorenz curve function, Yitzhaki showed that
the total relative deprivation in the society

Is :
TD = [}"RD (2) £(2) dz = MG

where TD is the sum of the relative depriva-
tions of all persons in the society, f(z) is the
frequency distribution of income, M is average
income and G is the Gini coefficient.”’ (Total
satisfaction in the society is M(1—G)).

The first term on the right hand side of the above equation is equal to the area A in the graph be~

low and the second term, area B.

Similarly, relative deprivation can be expressed as:

RD(y) = M{1-¢(y)] — v [1-F(y)]

RD as expressed above is the area C in the graph. Thus, M=A+ B+ C

Lotenz o 1

Curve : .

1 A

"% ancome

2) Again, from Atkinson,
MG=[1"[y.F(y) ~ Mp(y)1f(2)dz

Then, TD can be expressed as:

c T CoT - o Fny
T pap ) e ‘“‘
1
1

™= JZ*{M l1-¢G) I~y [1-F(y) ]} f (2)dz
= [M" Ly Fo) ~Mp (W] f(Ddz + [1" (M=)  (2)dz

= MG + 0 = MG
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Thus, the concept of relative deprivation
for the whole society can be quantified by the
Gini coefficient. The total relative deprivation,
MG, can be a policy target in trying to reduce
inequalities in the society.

Il. Migration Under Relative Deprivation

Applying the concept of relative deprivation
to migration, Stark(1984) formulates migra-
tion as being motivated by the desire to be
better off relative to a reference group with
which migrants associate. Unlike previous
theories which take only absolute betterment
as the motivating factor, the relative depriva-
tion model of migration holds that people co-
mpare their incomes to those of others in the
referent society. In this model, people consi-
der their relative income positions in the
group with which they associate when evalua-
ting their satisfaction or deprivation. They mi-
grate in order to improve their relative posi-
tions in their reference group, thus reducing
(increasing) their level of deprivation (satis-
faction). In other words, the decision to mig-
rate bears a functional relationship to the in-
come distribution of the particular reference
group.

Within an origin place, say a rural village,

those whose income are at the lower side of

the village income scale feel relatively depri-
ved enough to be motivated to migrate to ano-
ther place where they can earn a higher in-
come. The important assumption in this model
is that those who migrate retain the origin
society, the rural village, as their reference
group, regardless of their new location. By
earning a sufficiently higher income in a new
location, most likely a city, the migrants’ rela-
tive position in the income scale of their refe-
rence group is raised, thus reducing their re-
lative deprivation.

As the people at the lower end of income
distribution move out of the village, those who
remain feel more relatively deprived since the
relative frequency of people with higher in-
come in the village increases. Given the defi-
nition, RD(y) = ﬁ*[l—F(z)] dz, F(z) dec-
reases and 1—F(z) increases as people with
income y move out. Consequently, some of
those who remained will also migrate as their
relative deprivation increases enough to moti-
vate migration. The process continues until
only those who do not feel relatively deprived
enough to migrate remain in the village.”

If the decision to migrate follows the crite-
rion of whether RD(y) > RD(y) + d, where
y is average income of the village, then migra-
tion is motivated for those whose relative de-

privation is sufficiently greater —by more than

3) One can argue that relative position is not the only factor motivating migration. Other factors that are

considered to play significant roles can be incorporated through a utility function approach. As shown

in Stark (1984), the relative deprivation approach can be combined with the absolute income approach

by expressing utility as a function of both absolute income and relative deprivation associated with

that income. Since the major purpose of this paper is to analyse the role of distribution in migration

and the subsequent impact of migration on distribution, my focus is on relative deprivation throughout.



d"—than that of average income. As people
move out, RD(y) in the village decreases
—since y increases—inducing some of those
who remained to meet the criterion of being
motivated to migrate. In case of d = 0, only
those with the highest income will remain at
equilibrium, since their relative deprivation
is zero.”

The outcome of migration motivated by re-
lative deprivation, according to Stark, is atta-
inment of a“collectively preferred state” whe-
reby the villagers ultimately remaining behind
feel no relative deprivation, migrants are able
to reduce the level of relative deprivation they
felt prior to departure, and the urban reside-
nts either feel no change in relative depriva-
tion if migrants have the same income distri-
bution as that of the urbanites or feel less
relative deprivation if migrants are at the bot-
tom end of the urban income distribution
scale.

Applying the definition of total relative dep-
rivation in the society, TD = J:)* RD(z){(z)
dz, we can evaluate the impact of migration
on the society’s perception of inequalities or
relative deprivation. The relative deprivation
approach provides an important explanation
to some of the empirically observed pheno-

mena which the established migration theo-
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ries failed to predict: why migration is not
the highest from the poorest villages, why mi-
gration rate is higher from villages where in-
come distribution by size is more unequal,
and why from these villages the very poor
have the highest propensity to migrate ( Stark,
1984).

The relative deprivation approach offers a
novel explanation for the perpetuating ten-
dency of migration and for the persistence in
equilibrium of urban - rural wage differentials.
It also presents a new condition under which
migration would cease: while the urban rural
wage differential is a necessary condition for
migration, migration can stop even in the pre-
sence of the wage differential as long as those
who remain in the village feel no relative dep-

rivation, or close to it.

V. Relative Deprivation with Extended
Reference Group

One of the central concepts in the relative
deprivation approach to migration is that of
a reference group. The assumption is that vil-
lagers regard the village as their reference
group irrespective of their location. Even after
migrating they continue to relate to the remai-

ning village community as their reference

4) “d” can be interpreted either as a cost factor incurred in migration or as some perception discrepency

in that people think they have matched with average income when they are close enough (by “d”)

to it.

5) For a simpler version of migration motivated by relative deprivation, see Stark (1984). In this case,

people compare their income not to everyone else’s in the village but only to village average income.

They are relatively deprived and motivated to migrate if their income is less that y—d, where ¥ is

average income. The perpetuating process and the societal outcome in terms of deprivation is the same

as in the model presented above.
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group. Consequently, the relevant income sta-
tistic with which the villagers and migrants
compare their incomes is that based on the
incomes of those remaining in the village.
Thus, another assumption follows, although
not made explicit in Stark’s paper: those who
remain do not include migrants in their refe-
rence group and migrants do not include other
migrants in their reference group. In Stark’s
model of asymmetric reference group, only
a push factor causes migration.

We can extend this concept of reference
group by thinking of a case where the remai-
ning villager are engaged in comparisons not
only among themselves but also with former
village folks who migrated. This would be a
case of a closed reference group in that if
person A is in person B’s reference group,
B is also in A’s reference group (Yitzhaki,
1982). In this case, the relevant income statis-
tic is not a village characteristic but that based
on village income (incomes of those who re-
main) and the migrants’ new incomes.

Including migrants’ new incomes in the in-
come statistic that determine relative depriva-
tion, if the migrants’ new incomes are higher
than the highest village income —a possible
income level of the remaining villagers at
equilibrium — the relative deprivation of villa-
gers will have increased. Those in the village
with the highest income also become potential
migrants and migration does not reach an
equilibrium until all villagers migrate. Even
if the migrants’ urban incomes were not ne-
cessarily higher than the village highest in-
come, the equilibrium point would be at a hi-
gher income than as indicated in Stark’ s anal-

ysis.

Is it likely that villagers include migrants
in their reference group and compare the mig-
rants’ newly acquired status in assessing their
own position ¢ If the migrants’ reference
group consists of a community not on a geog-
raphic map but on their mental map, the re-
maining villagers could do so, especially in
cases where information about migrants is
available to villagers. It follows, then, that the
subsequent increase in the relative depriva-
tion of remaining villagers, that renders mig-
ration to perpetuate, is derived not only from
the remaining villagers’ income distribution
but also from the migrants based income sta-
tistic —a pull factor that is created after an
initial migration

One may question if the villagers have sulffi-
cient information on urban opportunities and
migrants’ successes. Many cases support that
they do indeed, especially in villages where
migration is perpetuating. Collingnon (1974)
indicates that rural people who remain are
as aware of urban opportunities as those who
actually migrate. He indicates that the ques-
tion to ask 1s not why migrate but why not
migrate. A relative_deprivation approach with
the villagers’ reference group extented to in-
clude the migrants may provide a clue to this
question. That is, people have both the remai-
ning villagers and the migrants in their refe-
rence group. Although migration may bring
higher incomes and improve their relative
position vis-a -vis the villagers, they do not
migrate because their relative position among
the urban migrants may get worse.

Another difference between the migrants
and the remaining villagers implied in Stark’s

work is in the dynamics of the income statistic



of the reference group they use in assessing
their relative positions. While the latter conti-
nuously adapt to the changes in the income
statistic of the villagers, the former only con-
sider “the base line situation — that which
prevailed in the village at the time of their
departure” (Stark, 1984; p. 479). As migration
induces increases in village average income,
those who did not initially migrate become
more relatively deprived and eventually mig-
rate to improve their relative position.

Do the migrants also feel greater relative
deprivation as their origin village average in-
come rises after they have left? If so, do
they seek yet another move to obtain a higher
income —a possible case of return migration
or repeat migration ? Or, do the migrants’
urban incomes increase at a matching pace
so that the increasing village average income
does not change the level of relative depriva-
tion migrants feel with respect to the village ?

If the migrants’ relative deprivation is also
affected by the changing village income as out
migration proceeds in the village of origin,
they will eventually compare their urban in-
comes to the village income at equilibrium,
or when migration has ceased. The migrants’
relative deprivation derived from the new and
higher village income at equilibrium would
have to be less than that which they felt prior
to migration, if Stark’ s assertion of a collecti-
vely preferred state is to hold.

Thus, an important question arises regar-
ding the urban income level and distribution
of migrants and their relation to the new vil-
lage income at equilibrium. Depending on this
relation, the final outcome of relative depriva-

tion approach to migration could be very diffe-
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rent from that contended by Stark.

Firstly. if migrants’ urban income is higher
than the village average income at equilibrium
and if those remaining in the village include
migrants in their reference group, the villa-
gers’ relative deprivation is certainly not zero,
but has increased.

Secondly, if migrants continue to compare
their position to the changing village income
and if their urban income is less than the vil-
lage average income at equilibrium, the mig-
rants’ relative deprivation is not certain to
be less than that which they felt prior to depa-
rture. The reduction in relative deprivation
the migrants can achieve is short lived and
as the village average income rises, the migra-
nts could end up at a deteriorated position
relatively.

In order to incorporate the above points,
relative deprivation is redefined whereby the

migrant are included -

RD(y) = aﬁ:\' [1—-Fv(z)]dz +
(1-a) [} (1-Fm(2)] dz

Fv(z) . cumulative income distribution in
village

y*v . highest income in village

Fm(z): cumulative income distribution of
migrants

y*m . highest income of migrants
0<a<1

The relative deprivation of individual i, in this
migration model, is a weighted combination
of the income statistics of both the remaining
villagers and migrants. In a village where no
migration has taken place Fm{z) is zero —
which is an unlikely situation to exist today.



44

The weight ‘a’ is likely to be a function
of time. Prior to migration, an individual may
have a much stronger affiliation to those in
the village, with ‘a’ close to 1. After migration
the affiliation towards the remaining villagers
may become weaker and, given a sufficient
time period, ‘a’ could become close to zero.

It should be noted that migration motiva-
ted by the desire to improve one’s relative po-
sition among the current and former village
folks requires that the destination place can
offer higher earnings. As in the expected wa-
ge model, higher earnings (whether a migrant
actually obtains them or not) is a necessary
condition for migration. If a city (destination
place) consists entirely of migrants and if a =
0.5, then it is a case of expected wage model,
a special case in relative deprivation model
of migration.”’

The RD above reflects the villagers evalua-
ting their relative position with respect to both
the villagers and the migrants. Even for a vil-
lager whose income is close to y*v, if his/her
level of income is at the lower end of Fm(z),
he/she could also have an incentive to migrate.

The expression of RD above also reflects
the migrants comparing their income to the
changing village income statistic and among
the migrants themselves. When an individual
migrates and earns a higher income, y’, RD
(y") will certainly be less than RD(y) for a
given value of a. Since 1—Fv(z) changes as
migration takes place, a migrant who is still

quite strongly affiliated to the village (large

value of ‘a’) could eventually have RD(y")
—with a new 1—Fv(z) —greater than RD(y)
which was his/her level of relative deprivation
prior to departure.

Thus, in this version of the model, it is not
clear whether migrants eventually do achieve
a reduction in relative deprivation which they
sought. Even if they do initially, their relative
deprivation could rise as the mean income
of the origin village rises. They could seek
another move if their relative deprivation is
greater than that before departure when they
were earning a lower income in the village.
Commonly observed patterns in migration
such as repeat migration and migration by
stages can be explained by this model.

The question remains regarding how the
relative deprivation of urbanites (as opposed
to migrants and villagers) are affected with
migrants coming into their community. Stark
asserts that urban residents’ relative depriva-
tion decreases or remains unchanged only if
the migrants end up at the bottom of urban
income distribution or if their income distri-
bution perfectly matches the existing urban
income distribution. Accepting that the former
case is more likely than the latter, how long
will the migrants remain at the bottom end
of urban income distribution ? Is the pace
of income growth of migrants in urban areas
slower or equal to that of the urbanites ? If
not, urban residents will start feeling greater
relative deprivation as migrants’ positions

improve faster than theirs. Are the migrants

6) This is because expected wage model of migration where only absolute income is considered can be

thought of as a case of migrating to improve one’s relative position in a reference group that includes

the whole rural and urban population, with equal weights attached to each.



included in the reference group of urban resi-
dents at all ?

To be able to answer these questions, we
need to know the relationship between the
migrants income and urban residents income.
We also need to know reference group forma-
tion of the urban residents. As Lipton (1980)
points out, “The impact (of migration) on dis-
tribution among townspeople is little known”
(p.3).

V. An Examination of the Properties of
Relative Deprivation in the Context
of Migration

In this part, the properties of relative depri-
vation and of relative satisfaction will be exa-
mined. In deriving their properties, the possi-
ble changes in relative deprivation or satisfac-
tion and the implication on income distribution
brought about by migration will be analysed.
The relative deprivation model of migration,
where both the villagers and the migrants are
included in the reference group, is used for
the analysis.

The relative deprivation (RD) and the rela-
tive satisfaction (RS) functions of a person
i with income y are defined by Yitzhaki (1979)

as the following :
RD(y) = [*" [1-F(2)]dz
RS(y) = | [1-F(2)]dz

RD(y) + RS(y) = M

where, y* is the highest income in the refe-
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rence group of i, F(z) is the cumulative in-
come distribution of the group and M is ave-
rage income.

From the above equations, it follows that ;

RD(y)) =M [1—p(y)] — y;[1-F(y)]
RS(V.) =YV [l—F(y,)] + M¢(y,)

where, ¢ (y,) is the value of the Lorenz curve.

The properties of RD(y,) are” :

1. The higher the income, the lower the
RD(y).

2. RD(y,) and RS(y) do not change when
income is transferred among those who are
all poorer than i or all richer than i (g (y)
and F(y) do not change).

3. The individual's deprivation decreases
when income is transferred from someone ri-
cher than she/he is to someone poorer (¢ (y,)
increases), provided that her/his rank in the
income distribution does not change.

4. An increase (decrease) in the income of
someone richer than individual i will not cha-
nge the latter’s satisfaction, but it will inc-
rease(decrease) her/his deprivation (Mg (y)
does not change, M changes). Correspondi-
ngly, an increase in the income of someone
poorer than individual i will increase the lat-
ter’s satisfaction and will not change her/his
deprivation.

As the first three properties are rather ob-
vious, only the fourth property will be proved.
Three following definitions are used:

F(y) = Ly,' f(wdu

7) Yitzhaki states the properties of satisfaction which are analogous to those of deprivation. Since migration

is motivated by deprivation, discussing the properties for deprivation is more appropriate for this study.
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¢(y) = /M f(y)i u f(wduy,
M= f‘v* u f(wdu,

0

where, f(u) is the frequency distribution of
income ranging from the lowest to the highest
income.

If those richer than y; get increased income,
f(u) to the right of y; changes, left of y, remai-
ning constant. Thus, F(y;) and Mg(y,) are co-
nstant. Consequently, RS(y,) as defined pre-
viously, is unchanged. Since average income
definitely increases, RD(y;) must increase.

If those poorer than y, get increased income,
provided that the rank of y; remains constant,
f(u) to the right side of y;, does not change.
Then,

Jy*u f(uwdu = Jﬂzi* u f(uwdu — in u f(u)du

0 0
= M[1- ¢(y))] remains the
same

Consequently, RD(y,), as defined previously,
does not change. With average income increa-
sed, RS(y;)) must increase.

We can think of the changes in income of
some people as being the result of migration.
From a village, if someone poorer than indivi-
dual i migrates and earns a higher income
than her/his village income, property 4 app-
lies. Applying property 4, individual i, who is

in the village, will experience an increase in

RS but no change in RD, provided her/his
rank in the income distribution remains the

same; that is, the migrant’ s new income does
not exceed the income of individual 1. Thus,
only those in the village with incomes less
than the migrant’s new incom will experien-
ce an increase in RD, perpetuating the mig-
ration process.

The above conclusion can be obtained by
employing the RD equation for migration mo-
del. The RD in the relative deprivation app-

roach to migration is:

RD(y) = a[' " [1-Fu(2)ldz + (1-a)

fy*m [1-Fm(z)] dz

yi

y*v
yi

Let RDv = [ [1-Fv(2)] dz,

and RDm= J'i‘,i*m (1-Fm(z)]dz
Then, RD(y,) = a(RDv) + (1—a)(RDm)

If a migrant’s new income is lower than
that of an individual 1 in the village, changes
in RD(y,) as the result of someone migrating
cannot be predicted. Whether RD(y,) will inc-
rease or decrease will depend on the value
of ‘a’ and the shapes of Fv and Fm. However,
if a migrant”s new income is higher than that
of the individual i in the village, the latter

will definitely experience an increase in RD.

Before Migration After Migration RDv RDm RD (yi)
Case 1 Vi <y ¥y, <V, ) ¥ ?
Case 2 Vi<V Vi >V T T i
Where, y;  income of person j in the village
yi . new income of j after migration

Vi - income of person 1 in the village



If y,>y; before j migrates, then only case 2
applies. Given the value of ‘a’ and Fv and
Fm, if there is a y; which experiences no cha-
nge in RD as others migrate, that y; will be
the equilibrium income level of the village for
migration to halt.

Now, in comparing the income distributions
of before and after migration, what can be
said of the relative deprivation and satisfac-
tion at each level of income and of inequa-
lity in the whole group ? Consider two income
distributions, F and G. Let rd(y) = RDg(y)
— RDf(y), where RDg(y) is the relative dep-
rivation of income y under the G distribution
and RDf(y) is the equivalent under the F dis-

tribution.” Then :
rd(y) = " [F(2) - G(2)]dz

Given that the two distributions have the
same mean income, the Lorenz curve for F(z)
is everywhere above the Lorenz curve for G
(z), if and only if rd(y) is nonnegative for
all y. The result, according to Hey and Lam-
bert (1980), is that :

“if two distributions have the same mean
and if their Lorenz curves do not cross, then
under the distribution whose Lorenz curve
is higher, there is [less relative deprivation]
and more relative satisfaction at each level
of income than there is at the same level un-
der the other distribution.” (Hey & Lambert,
p. 569)

However, if we were to compare the income

distributions before and after migration, the
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mean income is not the same for both cases.
In such cases, Hey and Lambert conclude the
following:

(1) If mean income is greater under F than
under G and if the Lorenz curve for F is ever-
ywhere above that for G, then at each income
level, there is more relative satisfaction under
F than under G. We can say nothing about
the relative deprivation, however. It will be
lower under F for income levels near the hi-
ghest income and higher under F for those
near the lowest income, than under G.

(2) If mean income is greater under G and
under F, and if the reverse Lorenz curve for
G is everywhere above that for F, then at each
income level, there i1s less deprivation under
F than under G. Nothing can be said of rela-
tive satisfaction levels. It will be lower under
F for income levels near the highest income
and higher under F for those near the lowest
income, than under G.

Safely assuming that mean income is grea-
ter after migration than before migration, and
confining the case to nonintersecting Lorenz
curves for before and after migration, we can
apply the above results (1) and (2).

If at each income level there is more rela-
tive deprivation after migration, then result
(2) holds and the post migration distribution
is G, with higher Gini coefficient than the dis-
tribution before migration, F.

If at each income level there is more rela-
tive satisfaction after migration, then result
(1) holds. The post migration distribution is

F, with lower Gini coefficient than the dis-

8) Hey and Lambert (1980) use satisfaction in their analysis but deprivation is used for greater relevance

to migration.
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tribution before migration, G.

In a migration case where result (1) app-
lies, what can be said of relative deprivation
at each income level 7 As mentioned earlier
it will be higher for some and lower for others
than before migration. The critical income le-
vel can be determined only from an empirical

study employing actual data.
VI. Summary

The relative deprivation approach to migra-
tion provides a solid theoretical and technical
basis for studying the relationship between
migration and distribution, or people’s perce-
ption of inequalities. In applying the relative
deprivation model, we can analyse the relative
deprivation of an individual — whether a mi-
grant or a remaining villager — as well as so-
cietal deprivation.

As was discussed above, the changes in re-
lative deprivation of an individual —whether
a migrant or a remaining villager— resulting
from migration depend on his/her relative
positions before and after migration. Condi-
tions under which an individual will experie-
nce increased relative deprivation were outli-
ned and it was noted that the decreases in
relative deprivation brought about by migra-
tion is not as one - directional or universal
as Stark (1984) contends.

Relative deprivation is directly linked to an
inequality measure, the Gini coefficient, enab-
ling us to examine sectoral, regional or societal
inequality. Depending on how each indivi-
duals’ relative deprivations were affected by

migration, we could end up with higher socie-
tal income but worsened income distribution.

The relative deprivation approach to migra-
tion indeed possesses much potential for fur-
ther theoretical development, as it was shown
in this section, and for empirical testing in
the area of migration. As to how “true” the
theory would be in the real world, the follo-
wing quote from Davis (1959) is applicable in

this case as well :

“Furthermore, we do not claim that the
theory is “true” in the sense that everything
now known about human behavior tends to
substantiate it. Rather, it is our belief that the
system of propositions in logically consistent,
has an empirical reference, and can generate
hypotheses for testing. Empirical studies of
the hypotheses may result in their rejection
or, more probably, their limitation to specific
circumstances and situations. However, we
belive that one of the advantages of such codi-
fication is that the assumptions can be confir-
med or rejected only when they have been
spelled out” (p. 280)
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