
Centre for Economic Demography
Lund University School of Economics and Management
P.O. Box 7080
SE-220 07 Lund, Sweden 

www.ed.lu/publications/Lund-Papers-in-Economic-Demography/

Oceans Apart - Internal Migration in a 
Small Island Developing State: the case of 
Fiji
ANNA TEGUNIMATAKA, ANDRÉS PALACIO

LUND PAPERS IN ECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHY  2021:4

http://www.ed.lu/publications/Lund-Papers-in-Economic-Demography/


1 
 

 

 

Oceans apart 

- Internal Migration in a Small Island Developing State: 

 the case of Fiji 

 

Anna Tegunimataka & Andrés Palacio 

Centre for Economic Demography 

Department of Economic History 

Lund University 

 

Abstract 

Fiji is a Small Island Developing State (SIDS) in the Pacific Ocean, with relatively population 

mobility. In this context, we study the individual-level characteristics of Fijian internal migration. 

Hence, our contribution lies in investigating migrant selectivity and differences in migratory 

behavior of different subgroups of the Fijian population. Specifically, we focus on factors such as 

gender, age, ethnicity, and socio-economic status (measured by education and occupation). We 

utilize information on Fijian internal migration from four waves of census data collected between 

1976 and 2007. Our findings indicate that remote and rural-urban migrants are positively selected 

in terms socio-economic status. We also confirm that migrants between the age of 16 and 29 are 

more likely to migrate than any other age group, and we find women to be more likely to migrate 

than men, which can be linked to Fijian marriage traditions and increasing returns to education 

available for women in the urban areas incentivizing them to migrate. We also observe apparent 

ethnic differences in migratory behavior, with indigenous Fijians more likely to migrate than the 

other ethnic groups. However, this result is not stable over time, and in the latest census, remote 

Indo-Fijians have the highest likelihood of (remote)migration. This finding can be related to land 

leases not being renewed and ethnic tensions. 
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1. Introduction  

Globally the number of internal migrants by far exceeds international migrants, and the 

dominance of internal migration is especially notable in the global south (UN Department of 

Economic and Social Affairs., 2018). People migrate out of rural, remote areas, in avoidance 

of risk or in search of opportunity. The Pacific Island Countries (PICs) are often highlighted 

in connection to climate migration, but in addition to a fragile natural environment, families 

and individuals need to cope with high transportation costs between central and outer islands, 

poor infrastructure, lack of public services, legal or cultural barriers, poverty, and rapid 

population growth (Cabezon et al., 2019). As a result, many opt for leaving the outer islands 

for the sometimes safer, larger islands with better services and opportunities to increase 

individual and/or family income or to achieve higher educational attainment (Black et al., 

2011).  

So far, international migration from PICs has caught most academic attention, partly because 

remittances account for 30-50% of GDP in many of the island states, and because it has an 

apparent effect on population growth and composition in the Pacific (United Nations 

Population Fund Pacific Sub-Regional Office, 2014). Yet, internal migration within and 

between the PICs is the first step before external migration and accounts for the largest flow 

of people (Naidu & Vaike, 2016). A small but growing body of literature has examined 

whether the flow of people from remote outer islands and rural areas to coastal urban areas 

have a positive effect on the growth prospects and the structural transformation in these 

countries (Bertram & Watters, 1985; Naidu & Vaike, 2016; Sofer, 1993; Ward, 1961; Ware, 

2005),  although very little is known about the individual-level factors behind migration in 

PICs. Empirical studies of other contexts show a strong selectivity in internal migration, and 

that costs and risks associated with migration explain why it is often not the poorest and most 

vulnerable individuals that migrate (Massey et al., 1993; Todaro et al., 1969).  Income, 

education, gender, age, and ethnicity are important determinates of migration and should be 

studied to understand the complexities of internal migration, also in a PIC setting.  With 

increasing extreme weather events, internal migration is likely to grow in the foreseeable 

future and thus it is important to expand the knowledge on those deciding to migrate, and 

those staying behind.    

The Fijian case is noteworthy because internal and external migration has been unusually high 

compared to other SIDS (Small Island Developing states) and other Melanesian countries 

(Bell et al., 2015).  Suva, the largest city in Fiji and the second in the Pacific, has experienced 
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rapid growth of informal settlements.  The small island developing state is also in the front 

lines in the battle against climate change (Salem & Rosencranz, 2020). Fiji is moreover a 

typical SIDS, sea locked and remote with limited resources. Despite the high level of 

migration, rural poverty has increased from 21 per cent in 1970 to around 40 per cent in 2003 

(Gounder, 2013).  Ethnically Fiji is divided between two major ethnic groups, indigenous 

Fijians (iTaukei) and Indo-Fijians, and tension between these groups has led to a fragile 

political situation, with four coup d’états since the late 1980s. 

In this context, we want to add to the literature on internal migration in SIDS in general and in 

PICs in particular by investigating the individual-level characteristics of Fijian internal 

migration. Hence, our contribution lies in investigating migrant selectivity and differences in 

migratory behavior of different subgroups of the Fijian population. Specifically, we focus on 

factors such as gender, age, ethnicity, and socio-economic status (measured by education and 

occupation) and we utilize information on Fijian internal migration from four waves of census 

data collected between 1976 and 200712.  The census data contains information on place of 

residence five years before the census and allows us to assign a migration status to each 

individual and compare with stayers (non-migrants).  

Our findings indicate that remote and rural-urban migrants are positively selected in terms of 

education and skill level. We also confirm that migrants between the age of 16 and 29 are 

more likely to migrate than any other age group, and we find women to be more likely to 

migrate than men. This can be linked to Fijian marriage traditions and opportunities, as well 

as returns to education available for women in the urban areas incentivizing them to migrate. 

We also observe apparent ethnic differences in migratory behavior, with indigenous Fijians 

more likely to migrate than the other ethnic groups. However, this result is not stable over 

time, and in the latest census, remote Indo-Fijians have the highest likelihood of 

(remote)migration. This finding can be related to land leases not being renewed and the ethnic 

tensions around the coup of 2000. Many Indo-Fijians left Fiji as a response to political unrest, 

but a substantial part also changed location within Fiji. Finally, we find that the migrants 

(especially those from remote islands) are less likely to be employed, although those migrants 

that are employed tend to have white-collar employment. Part of the explanation may lie in 

the hierarchical system of the Fijian tribal society that regulates opportunities for specific 

 
1 Data is accessed through IPUMS International. Unfortunately, the 1966 and 2014 IPUMS census data do not 

provide migration data. 
2 Unfortunately, the 1966 and 2014 IPUMS census data do not provide information on migration status.  
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individuals and groups. For instance, access to land depends on an individual’s ethnic 

background and tribal belonging.  Moreover, direct costs of migration also matter as wealthier 

households may have better prospects of migrating.   

2. The Fijian Context  

Fiji is an archipelago of 330 islands spread in the heart of the Pacific Ocean, with a population 

of nearly 900.000 according to the 2017 census. Only 16% of Fiji’s landmass is suitable for 

agriculture and is found mainly along coastal plains, river deltas, and valleys. Agriculture and 

fishing are the backbones of the economy, but the share of the sector in GDP and employment 

has declined steadily since the 1980s3.  

Fiji became independent of the British Empire in 1970, but the core-periphery structure from 

colonialism remained. Thus, the spatial differences in living standards still reflect the 

distribution of the population, with the outer islands as the primary source of migrants since 

the 1960s (Sofer, 1993; Ward, 1961). Despite the high urbanization, (with 55% of the 

population urbanized in 2017 (Fiji Bureau of statistics, 2018)),  rural poverty doubled, and 

urban poverty tripled between 1977 and 2003 (Gounder, 2013).   

The Fijian administrative geography consists of 15 provinces, as shown in the map below 

(Figure 1). Ba, Naitasiri, and Rewa are the most populated provinces, containing around 59% 

of the total population. Rewa province hosts the capital, Suva, and the Ba province, the other 

two larger cities, Nadi and Lautoka. Suva has around 77.366 inhabitants and accounts for 9% 

of the total population. The outer regions are Bua, Macuata, Cakaudrove, Lau, Lomaiviti, 

Kadavu, and Rotuma account for around 21% of the total population. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3 see Figure A in the appendix 
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Figure 1.  Map of Fiji, with regions  

 

Source: Fiji Bureau of Statistics (2018) 

Access to most land (almost 90 %) depends on clan membership, the mataqali. For the 

iTaukei (indigenous Fijians), the land offers not only livelihood; it is also the source of 

traditional and spiritual belonging. There is a communal responsibility of taking care of the 

land for the ancestors and ensuring the sustainability of the land for descendants (Knapman 

and Walter 1980). Traditional Fijian society is strongly hierarchical. The different mataqali 

are ranked and differentiated by occupational status. Certain anthropologist even referred to 

traditional Fijian society as a cast society (Knapman & Walter, 1980).  The chiefs decide on 

production and regulate it (through, for example, taboos on fishing and harvesting), and they 

order the necessary workforce. Each village has its redistributive system on a small scale, but 

it relates to other villages in the more extensive system on a district level. Fijian villages have 

male-line primogeniture, and women marry out. With urbanization and increasing inter-island 

migration, distinct ethnic enclaves have emerged in urban centers. For instance, in Suva, 

distinct communities are living under customary arrangements (vakavanua). They keep ties 

with their home island, including remittances, communication, and migration (Mohanty, 

2006). Events are organized to raise the needs of the village and socializing children into the 

village community.  

Most Indo-Fijians are ancestors of laborers brought from India between 1879 and 1916 by the 

British colonial government to work in mines and sugar preproduction. To this day, Indo- 

Fijians remain the primary workforce in the sugar industry.  However, with an increasing 

number of land leases not being renewed by the iTaukei landowners since the early 2000s, 
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Indo-Fijian farmers have increasingly left farming (Voigt-Graf, 2008). Compared to iTaukei 

communities, the Indo-Fijians settles wherever land is available (often by leasing from 

iTaukei landowners) in a more scattered manner. Their communities are also looser in the 

social hierarchy, and their everyday life is not structured by kinship ties as in iTaukei villages 

(Nakamura & Kanemasu, 2020). Education has long been the favorite driver of social 

mobility by Indo-Fijians  (Naidu & Vaike, 2016),  although the socio-political situation in Fiji 

has placed them in an increasingly marginalized position. As a result, emigration is the 

preferred option for many Indo-Fijians, and skills and qualifications are essential to qualify 

for acceptance by other countries. Although emigration has undoubtedly increased in recent 

years, Indo-Fijians have been leaving Fiji for over 20 years.  

3. Previous research  

Previous studies on internal migration in developing countries show that migration in general 

is highly selective on age, gender, and education (Lall et al., 2006; Elizaga, 1972; Speare & 

Harris, 1986) and other areas such as health, (Lu, 2008) or ethnicity (Auwalin, 2020). The youth 

are more likely to be landless and unemployed at origin and can moreover expect a higher 

reward to migration than older individuals. Earlier studies indicates that  female migration often 

is less prevalent than male migration and primarily linked to marriage, which is related to social 

norms restricting their employment outside their home (see White & Lindstrom, 2005.)  

However, many recent studies have seen changing gender patterns of migration (Camlin et al., 

2014). Factors such as better infrastructure, access to technology, education, and employment 

in secondary towns and cities also create incentives for young women to migrate and has led to 

a feminization of internal migration in many developing countries  (Bilsborrow, 1992; Camlin 

et al., 2014; Islam, 2013).  For temporary migration, streams are often still dominated by men, 

but as streams become more stable and organized, women tend to follow (White & Lindstrom, 

2005).  Numerous studies also show a strong selectivity on education (Bernard & Bell, 2018), 

urban employment can be an essential pull factor for both the highly skilled and the low skilled 

(Lall et al., 2006).   

There have been relatively few studies on internal migration in the PIC’s compared to other 

developing regions. Fiji, however, has been the subject of most empirical studies of internal 

migration in the region. Before independence, Ward (1961) estimated that almost one-third of 

all Fijians lived away from their home villages. The migrants were predominantly men and 

between the age of 15 and 29. The primary source of migration was the outer islands, where 
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land was in short supply4. Once migrants settled in Suva city, for instance, there were not 

many incentives to go back. The main drivers of migration were age, employment, education, 

release from communal duties, and urban amenities.  

Later studies have additionally found ethnic differences. Using more detailed census data, 

Nair (1980) added that the probability for migration had increased for both ethnic groups 

everywhere, with the provinces of Rewa (where Suva is located), Ba (an area of sugar cane 

plantations and mines) as the largest recipients. While 94 percent of Indo-Fijian households 

declare themselves to be permanent migrants, only 60 percent of indigenous Fijians would do 

so. The reason being that Indo-Fijians do not own land as indigenous Fijians do under the 

traditional authority of village chiefs. 

Bedford, (1989) contended that the failed land reform of 1985 to provide access to the Indo-

Fijians was behind the massive outflow of skilled labor. The coup d’etat in 1987 lead to 

significant out-migration and unofficial sources indicate that over 100,000 left Fiji. Almost 90 

percent were Indo-Fijians. Mohanty, (2006) estimates that the average migration doubled after 

the coup in 2000, to almost 6000 migrants per year between 2000 and 2003. That implied the 

loss of more than 3800 professionals, technical and skilled workers since the coup in 2000. In 

other words, more than half of the stock of middle and high skilled workers, in particular 

teachers (Voigt-Graf, 2003).  

Internal Fijian migration has been on average male-dominated, but the gender gap between 

male and female migrants has narrowed over time as urban centers became places of 

opportunity for employment and education (Naidu & Vaike, 2016). Fijian marriage customs 

would also influence female migration. Traditionally the wife moves to the husband’s village 

after the wedding, and since marriage between individuals origination from different regions 

or different islands is common, female migration is expected (Nabobo-Baba, 2006).  

4. Theoretical foundations  

Todaro et al., (1969) argues that the individual decision to migrate relies on expected personal 

economic benefits. Assuming free choice and full access to information, individuals usually 

go to places where they can earn the highest wage. These places are usually equipped with 

infrastructure and information that reduce the additional costs of migration, and therefore the 

 
4 The provinces of Kadavu, Ra, Tailevu, Lau, Lomaiviti, Serua and Bua were the main source of migrants to 

Suva, Vatukoula, Lautoka and Nadi 
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incentive to migrate would disappear as rural-urban wages equalize between places. Similarly, 

Becker, (1962) makes the case that individuals with higher education can (dependent on labor 

demand at destination) expect higher returns from migration and are more likely to migrate 

than individuals with lower education. However, empirical evidence is mixed, as both high-

skilled and low-skilled individuals are most likely to migrate, although for different reasons 

(Lall et al., 2006). Highly educated individuals with specifics skills are rewarded through 

better jobs and higher earnings if they migrate to urban areas, while the low-skilled move to 

find a manual job and avoid unemployment in the countryside (Keung Wong et al., 2007).  In 

general, younger individuals are also more likely to migrate than older because a longer life 

expectancy usually translates into expected positive returns from migration. Moreover, in 

traditional male-breadwinner societies, male labor migration is dominating, as they expect to 

provide for the family while women stay behind and take household tasks (Ullah, 2017). 

Migrants can also self-select on other ‘traits’ that may be unobservable (Constant & Massey, 

2003; Heckman, 1979).  It can be specific abilities and attributes that result in a higher 

likelihood of migration. Even amongst similar individuals in terms of age, gender, and 

education, there may be potential differences in characteristics that affect the decision to 

move (Nakosteen & Zimmer, 1980).   

The above-described neo-classical cost/benefit approach to migration has been challenged for 

various reasons (see Massey et al., 1993) It has been criticized for making unrealistic 

assumptions about potential migrants having perfect information, making rational decisions, 

and having full access to markets. Similarly, it neglects that migrants are not always free to 

make their own decisions, which can be determined by war, colonial legacies, cultures and 

customs, and global inequalities (Baines, 1990).  Rural to urban migration is often also 

affected by contextual factors, such as economic and institutional settings that affect the 

willingness and possibilities of migration. The strength of local economies and the availability 

of jobs in the urban areas also affect the likelihood of migration, but also institutions such as 

land ownership regulation can be essential push factors if rural populations are displaced (Lall 

et al., 2006). 

 Demographic change is moreover a dominant factor behind internal migration. During the 

demographic transition, mortality declines before fertility, and it does so first in urban areas. 

Higher fertility in rural areas leads to an excess supply of labor, which may be the source of 

labor for growth in the urban sector (Lewis, 1954). The urban sector relies on industry and 

services to have higher productivity than agriculture, which is the main occupation in rural 
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areas. The differences in productivity between both sectors have been confirmed in historical 

and contemporary economies and create incentives for rural-to-urban migration. Rural-to-

urban migration is an essential part of the economy's structural transformation and the 

subsequent reduction of poverty (Timmer, 1988).   

Moreover, it has been suggested that the individual cost/benefit approach needs to be 

expanded as the decision to migrate can be influenced by families and communities. People 

act as a collective to maximize income and minimize risk. Hence sending a family member to 

find urban employment would be a joint decision (Massey et al., 1993). Often younger 

individuals are chosen for migration by the broader family and are expected to send 

remittances in return (Azam & Gubert, 2006). Family ties and social networks are also 

important determinants of migration destinations and can explain whole chains of migration. 

An already established network at a destination reduces costs and risks for those arriving later 

(Skop et al., 2006), and when knowledge accumulates, the  process of migration becomes 

self-perpetuating, thereby increasing movement along specific routes (Massey et al., 1999). 

This community-oriented approach is called New economics of labor migration (NELM) and 

emphasizes the impact of migration on sending communities, mainly rural communities 

dependent on agriculture (Taylor, 1999).  Analyzing the incentives for migration under this 

framework of NELM, the traditional push factors are more likely to affect youth and men.  

The well-being of those staying behind is also affected by internal migration. There is a loss 

of income in the short run as individual family members migrate, but this is compensated by 

remittances sent back to the family. The reason for migration is essential in this regard. If 

labor is the primary motive for migration, the family back home is likely to gain additional 

income (de Brauw & Harigaya, 2007). If instead education is the main reason, there is likely 

an associated cost for the family. Also, the direct monetary costs of migration are of different 

importance to different households and individuals. Similarly, wealthier households may have 

more opportunities to stay at the origin as they have more funds available even in difficult 

times. At the same time, migration can be costly, especially in the short run, which would 

mean that wealthier individuals and families have better possibilities of migrating.  

5. Hypothesis 

We aim to discover what characterizes the typical Fijian internal migrant. We compare remote 

migrants and rural-to-urban migrants with stayers at origin focusing on age, gender, ethnicity, 

and educational and occupational status, thereby uncovering possible differences and/or 
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inequalities between the sub-population groups. The theory and previous research highlight 

the importance of individual-level characteristics and the selective nature of the migration 

process. Thus, we expect (1) individuals that anticipate higher gains from migration (such as 

those with higher education) are more likely to migrate, (2) the profile of migration of both 

remote and rural migrants favors the youngest age groups because they have the highest 

returns to education and better prospects for employment, (3) a gendered pattern of migration, 

that over time has become more driven by females, (4) Indo-Fijians are more likely to migrate 

than iTaukei because of educational selectivity and restricted access to land, and finally, (5) 

migrants tend to have better employment prospects and skill level than stayers at origin.   

6. Data  

Fijian census data  

To test the above-described hypotheses, we apply four waves of Fijian census data collected 

in 1976, 1986, 1996, and 2007. Data was collected using systematic sampling of every 10th 

dwelling with a random start. A dwelling is defined as detached housing not used as a shop or 

factory and not joined with any other dwelling, and a household is defined as those who 

usually eat together and share the costs of food. The working sample contains around 50.000 

individuals above the age of 16 and is distributed among urban, rural, and remote locations. 

Respondents were asked in which province they lived in 5 years earlier and together with their 

current location their migrant status is assigned.  

Variables  

Most internal migrants in Fiji originates from remote or rural places and migrate to the larger 

cities and towns and thus, the focus on our analysis lies precisely on these migrants.  To 

explore characteristics of remote- to -urban and rural-to-urban migrants we make separate 

analysis for remote migrants and rural migrants and use migration status as a binary outcome 

variable.  Remote migrants are individuals that originate from areas (mainly islands) that 

require costly air travel or lengthy travel by boat to reach larger cities and towns. Rural 

migrants are individuals originating from rural provinces, with shorter distance (possible by 

bus or car) to the urban centers 5. Stayers remotely serve as the reference category for remote 

migrants and rural stayers serve as the reference category for rural migrants. We compare 

remote and rural to urban migrants as there may be differences in terms of migrant selectivity 

 
5 All migrants included have migrated to urban provinces, thus all other migrants are excluded from the analysis.    
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since remote migration is long-distance and rural migration is here defined as shorter distance. 

All individuals with migration status in our data live in one of the urban provinces, (which 

includes the four largest cities in Fiji Suva (Rewa), Lautoka and Nadi (Ba), and Labasa 

(Macuata)) at the time of the census, and originate from the rural provinces (provinces  

without any more prominent cities located in the two main islands of Fiji: Viti-Levu and 

Vanua-Levu), or from the remaining provinces defined as remote. Table 1.  show the share of 

individuals in the data that live in each province at the time of the census.  

Table 1. Share (%) of population Fijian provinces6.  

 1976 1986 1996 2007 Total 

Urban      

Ba 32.6 30.9 30.8 31.4 31.3 

Naitasiri 10.3 12.7 16.1 19.7 15.4 

Rewa 16.6 14.2 13.1 11.8 13.6 

Macuata 8.2 10.9 10.7 8.8 9.7 

Cakaudrove. Bua 8.2 7.7 7.5 7.7 7.8 

Rural      

Nadroga or Navosa 7.8 8.0 7.4 6.8 7.4 

Tailevu 6.1 6.2 6.0 6.1 6.1 

Ra 4.1 4.3 3.8 3.5 3.9 

Remote       

Kadavu, Lau, Lomaiviti, Rotuma 6.0 5.3 4.7 4.1 4.9 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 

Population in numbers      

Source: IPUMS international 

 

We include categorical control variables for age (youth: 16-24, adults: 25-65, seniors: 50-64, 

and retired: 65+) and ethnicity (iTaukei, Indo-Fijian, other). We apply a dummy variable for 

gender, and due to very few individuals with a university degree, we apply a dummy 

variable also for education (0, less than secondary,1 secondary and above). Employment 

consists of two groups 1) Employed and 2) Unemployed or Inactive as well as skill level, 

denoted by the values 0) Blue-collar job and 1) White collar job7.  In all models we control 

for civil status and the number of children in the household.  Table 2.  below shows the 

variable means.  

 
6 Since data applied is regionally based, the urban category includes individuals that live in rural areas, but closer 

to the four largest cities in Fiji (Suva, Lautoka, Nadi, and Labasa). 
7 This variable is constructed based on the ISCO classification. See appendix table A.  
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Table 2. Variable means  

  Remote Migrants  Remote stayers Rural Migrants  Rural stayers 

Age  

Youth (16-29) 56.19 45.37 56.38 44.74 

Adult (30-49) 29.14 37.35 30.95 37.24 

Seniors (50-64) 10.72 12.30 8.54 12.94 

Retired (+65) 3.95 4.97 4.13 5.08 

Ethnicity 

iTaukei 62.45 52.44 57.40 56.48 
Indo-Fijian 30.33 39.40 39.84 37.11 
Other 7.23 8.16 2.76 6.41 

Gender 
Male 48.88 50.65 46.63 51.02 
Female 51.12 49.35 53.37 48.98 

Civil status 
Single  50.50 37.99 45.02 39.74 

Married 49.50 62.01 54.98 60.26 

Number of children  

No children  59.79 46.64 54.92 47.45 
1 18.44 17.67 18.25 16.97 
2 10.22 14.14 11.78 14.00 
3+ 11.54 21.54 15.06 21.58 

Education 
Less than Secondary  73,59 78,36 76,07 78,46 
Seconday and above  26,41 21,64 23,93 21,54 

Employed 
No  54.91 47.11 53.36 47.27 
Yes 45.09 52.89 46.64 52.73 

Occupation type 
Blue collar 50.06 65.23 53.18 63.02 
White collar 49.94 34.77 46.82 36.98 

 

Period of study 

The four censuses used in this study together cover 40 years of important Fijian political and 

social development. Fiji went from being a British colony at the beginning of our study period 

through times of political unrest and ethnic tension.   

The first census applied was collected in 1976, which was six years after Fiji’s independence 

from Great Britain in 1970. Much of the post-colonial history of Fiji has been politically 

unstable, but until the late 1980s, the overall political course of Fiji can be defined as directed 

more towards unity and multicultural society (Kant, 2019).  

One year after the second census took place in 1987, the Fijian election resulted in a coalition 

between the Indo-Fijian dominated National Federation Party and the Labour party (with 

strong trade union support). Their power was overthrown only a few weeks later through a 

coup d’état. The objective was to increase the protection for iTaukei rights, and especially 

land rights. With a second coup later the same year, a new constitution was introduced that 

resulted in indigenous Fijian political dominance, while also enhancing the legislation 

protecting Fijian land (Kant, 2019)..  
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In 1999 the first Indo-Fijian prime minister, Mahendra Chaudhry, was elected in Fiji. This led 

to strong protests from Fijian nationalists that culminated in another coup d’état in 2000, 

which was accompanied by extensive looting and destruction of Indian-owned businesses in 

Suva and resulted in a military take-over. This was followed by an interim government calling 

for a general election that took place in 2001, which resulted in a victory for the nationalist 

Fiji United party.  The data of the final census was collected in 2007, which means that those 

defined as migrants in this census were individuals migrating around the times of the coup 

d’état of 2000 and the political instability that followed. 

Descriptive patterns 

Table 3 shows the group distribution of migrants and stayers in the four censuses and 

indicates a decline in the share of remote and rural stayers over time. In this table we include 

urban dwellers. These are individuals that live in the urban areas and are not migrants (i.e.  

they lived in the same urban location five years prior), hence we see an increasing share of 

this group over time.  

Table 3. Group distribution of migrants and non-migrants over time  

 1976 1986 1996 2007 

Remote Migrants 3.16 2.5 3.03 3.28 

Remote Stayers  14.28 16.15 15.38 12.92 

Rural Migrant 3.98 3.21 3.01 2.64 

Rural Stayers  18.05 18.36 17.08 16.49 

Urban Dwellers 60.54 59.78 61.5 64.67 

Total in % 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Pop in numbers 26,832 36,504 41,470 49,364 

Source: IPUMS International  
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Figure 2. Share of each group of migrants and non-migrants with completed secondary education. 

 

Source: IPUMS International, Fijian census data 

Figure 2 shows a remarkable educational expansion between the data waves. In 1976, the 

share of individuals with completed secondary education in all groups was below 10% (and 

even below 5% in most cases). The gap in education between groups was marginal. By 2007, 

the share of individuals with completed education among remote (39%) and rural-urban 

migrants (41%) is higher than that of urban dwellers (33%). In contrast, and despite an 

improvement, remote and rural stayers keep the lowest education shares compared to other 

groups. Thus, the gap in education between migrants and stayers persisted during the period 

despite migration from remote and rural areas to urban areas. In general, stayers have fewer 

years of education than migrants, indicating education being a critical pull factor.  

7. Empirical Methods  

Census data are cross-sectional which implies methodological limitations. We cannot address 

endogeneity in migration and the nature of the data does not capture repeat migration or 

identify migrants from previous waves, which means that our stayers might also be migrants, 

however, from previous waves of migration. Still, the main flows of migration in Fiji 

originate from rural or remote areas and fewer migrate in the opposite direction, which indeed 

reduces this potential problem.   Nevertheless, analyzing differences between migrants, and 

non-migrant groups must be made with some caution. Moreover, we cannot control for 

environmental-related changes that may cause migration, as this is data that is not available at 

this point.  
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We aim to examine the main determinants of remote and rural-to-urban migration at the 

individual level. Thus, we use migration status as an outcome variable in a logistic regression 

(1=remote migrants and rural-urban migrants, 0= stayers). P is defined as the probability that 

Y=1.  Xi is a vector of individual-level variables, Hi denotes household-level variables, and Ti 

denotes census-year. 

ln(
𝑃

1−𝑃
)=β+ β1X1 + β2H2+ β3T3  (1) 

We compare remote and rural to urban migrants as there may be differences in migrant 

selectivity and since remote migration is long distance, and rural migration is defined as short 

distance. We include categorical variables for age (youth: 16-29, young adults: 30-49, senior 

adult: 50-64, retired: 65+), gender (men and women), ethnicity (iTaukei, indo-Fijian, other), 

education (less than secondary and secondary), marital status(single and married)., 

employment status (employed (0= Not employed, 1=Employed) and skill level (0=Blue 

collar job, 1= White collar job)8.  

8. Results 

Patterns of migration 

The main results of the analysis are displayed in tables 3. The table includes 6 different 

models. For models 1,3 and 5, the outcome variable is binary, 1=remote migrants, 0= stayers 

remotely9, for the remaining models 2,4 and 6 the outcome is binary, 1= rural migrants, 0= 

rural stayers10.   

We set out to test four hypotheses in the empirical analysis. From theory and previous 

research, we expect Fijian migration to be selective on education, which is confirmed by 

results in Table 3. We see a higher likelihood for remote migration for those with secondary 

education and above (OR 1.178) and likewise rural migration (OR 1.222). We also confirm 

selectivity based on age, with people between 16 and 29 as the reference category. In general, 

adults, seniors and retired are less likely to migrate. However, we see a difference in age 

pattern when comparing the odds between remote and rural migrants: and find a somewhat 

higher selectivity on age for shorter distance migration (rural-to urban).  

 
8 Type of occupation is only available for 40% of respondents.   
9 Excluding rural to urban migrants and rural stayers.  
10 Excluding remote migrants and remote stayers. 



16 
 

From theory we expected a gendered pattern of migration and we see that women in Fiji are 

more likely to migrate than men, especially if the migration is long-distance, as in Model 1 

(remote migrants). We suspect that remote migration is less driven by common urban pull-

factors and more related to traditional marriage customs with women marrying out and strong 

social networks through the mataqli. The proximity to urban areas for rural migrants instead 

reduces the cost of migration for both men and women, which leads to smaller gender 

differences for rural migrants.  

Comparing different ethnic groups, we see a higher likelihood of remote migration for 

iTaukei than for Indo-Fijian (OR 0.682), but a non-significant difference between the groups 

for rural migration.  This result goes contrary to our expectations as we anticipated Indo-

Fijians being more likely to migrate than iTaukei because of educational selectivity, restricted 

access to land and ethnic tensions. On the other hand, we learned about the strong mataqali 

ties of the iTaukei group which could explain why remote migration is driven by the iTaukei. 

Strong tribal ties can lead to chain migration from remote areas to the urban centers due to 

strong social and tribal networks that links individuals from the remote islands to individuals 

in urban areas. Indo-Fijians live under a looser social hierarchy and thus tribal belonging 

would not be a pull factor for them.   

In Models 3 and 4 (Table 3) we introduce a variable that denotes employment status, and we 

clearly see that remote and rural migrants are less likely to be employed compared to stayers. 

One possible way to explain the pattern of remote and rural migrants being less likely 

employed than stayers would be to argue that migrants have a lack of networks at the 

destination and thus it would take time to find a job at the new destination. This may, in part 

be true, but knowing the Fijian context and looking deeper into the data reveals a different 

story.  Table B in the appendix shows different types of occupations for the migrants and 

stayers and here it is clear that migrants are less likely to be employed in agriculture than 

stayers.  Fijian agricultural work mainly consists of small-scale fishing and small-plot 

planting to cover family needs, and a lot of what is in the census denoted as employment in 

agriculture is this type of small-scale farming. Agriculture is in Fiji also very much related to 

access to land and since most Fijian land (89.75%) is iTaukei land (see section 2) migrants 

will have limited access to land and in turn fewer opportunities for agriculture.  

In this line, we look only at those employed and compare the type of employment/occupation 

(Models 5 and 6). We observe higher odds of white-collar jobs for migrants compared to 
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stayers (which was expected due to previously shown patterns of educational selectivity),  and 

that remote migrants are more likely to have a white-collar job than rural migrants.  

Table 3. Migration status in Fiji, pooled census data (1976, 1986, 1996, 2007), Logistic regression model 

 

  

***P<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, Models control for civil status, number of children in family, year. For full estimates see 
appendix Table B 

 

Table 4 display interaction effects of important variables with the aim of exploring the above 

patterns further. To investigate  interaction effects of gender and ethnicity, we introduce these 

two variables in models 1 and 2. We learned from table 3 that females are more likely than 

men to be both urban and remote migrants and that iTaukei are the most likely remote 

migrants. From the interactions we see that, compared to iTaukei men, female iTaukei have 

higher odds of being remote migrants, whereas Indo-Fijian men and women experience the 

opposite. We, once again,  connect the higher likelihood of migration for iTaukei women to 

indigenous Fijian marriage customs, where women usually move to their husband’s village 

after marriage. For shorter distance migration (rural migration) we see a higher likelihood for 

   (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

  Remote Rural Remote Rural Remote Rural 

Education  
Less than secondary  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.   
Secondary and above 1.178*** 1.222*** 1.223*** 1.256***   

  (0.0450) (0.0475) (0.0473) (0.0495)   

Age 

Youth (16-29) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Adult (30-49) 0.865*** 0.801*** 0.896*** 0.805*** 0.849*** 0.824*** 

 (0.0349) (0.0316) (0.0365) (0.0322) (0.0523) (0.0484) 

Seniors (50-64) 0.854*** 0.605*** 0.863*** 0.605*** 0.742*** 0.504*** 

 (0.0457) (0.0346) (0.0464) (0.0348) (0.0704) (0.0510) 

Retired (+65) 0.647*** 0.692*** 0.605*** 0.668*** 0.516*** 0.487*** 

 (0.0512) (0.0534) (0.0489) (0.0521) (0.110) (0.102) 

Gender 

Male Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Female 1.228*** 1.116*** 0.995 1.119*** 1.105* 1.165*** 

 (0.0353) (0.0374) (0.0351) (0.0395) (0.0661) (0.0657) 

        

Ethnicity 

iTaukei Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Indo-Fijian 0.682*** 1.046 0.673*** 1.040 0.829*** 0.977 

 (0.0234) (0.0331) (0.0232) (0.0332) (0.0451) (0.0485) 

Other 0.706*** 0.385*** 0.694*** 0.383*** 0.757*** 0.390*** 

 (0.0428) (0.0352) (0.0426) (0.0353) (0.0719) (0.0534) 

Employment status 

Not employed   Ref. Ref.   
Employed   0.746*** 0.824***   

   (0.0267) (0.0295)   
Skill Level Blue-collar job and      Ref. Ref. 

 White collar job     1.765*** 1.456*** 

      (0.0957) (0.0749) 

Observations  53,377 57,702 53,043 57,367 23,104 25,561 
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both iTaukei and Indo-Fijian women, compared to iTaukei men, which can be related to 

higher returns to education in the labor market.   

We further investigate ethnic patterns by interacting education and ethnicity in models 3 and 

4. The reference category here consists of iTaukei with less than primary education. We see 

that both iTaukei and Indo-Fijian rural migration is driven by education, although education 

seems to be a stronger driver for Indo-Fijians, as seen for both remote and rural migrants.  For 

the iTaukei educational selectivity is found only for rural migration. These results indicate 

that there are other drivers of iTaukei remote migration than education, whereas education 

seem to matter for both remote and rural Indo-Fijian migration.   
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Table 4. Migration status in Fiji, Interaction effects, pooled census data (1976, 1986, 1996, 2007), Logistic 

regression model 

   (1) (2) (3) (4) 
  Remote Rural Remote Rural 

Age 

Youth (16-29) Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

Adult (30-49) 0.897*** 0.804*** 0.907** 0.809*** 
 (0.0366) (0.0321) (0.0371) (0.0323) 

Seniors (50-64) 0.864*** 0.605*** 0.868*** 0.609*** 
 (0.0465) (0.0347) (0.0468) (0.0350) 

Retired (+65) 0.604*** 0.669*** 0.601*** 0.671*** 
 (0.0488) (0.0521) (0.0487) (0.0523) 

Employment status 

Not employed Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

Employed 0.743*** 0.831*** 0.723*** 0.823*** 
 (0.0267) (0.0299) (0.0260) (0.0295) 

Education  

Less than secondary  Ref.  Ref.    

Secondary and above 1.222*** 1.257***   

 (0.0472) (0.0496)   

Gender 

Male   Ref.  Ref.  

Female   0.989 1.119*** 
   (0.0349) (0.0395) 

Ethnicity x Gender 

iTaukei x Male Ref.  Ref.    

iTaukei x Female 1.028 1.079*   

 (0.0439) (0.0467)   

Indo-Fijian x Male  0.717*** 0.973   

 (0.0353) (0.0455)   

Indo-Fijian x Female 0.651*** 1.189***   

 (0.0341) (0.0577)   

Other x Male  0.677*** 0.440***   

 (0.0584) (0.0537)   

Ethnicity x Education 

iTaukei X Less than secondary    Ref.  Ref.  

iTaukei X Secondary and above    0.938 1.324*** 
   (0.0487) (0.0669) 

Indo-Fijian X Less than secondary    0.513*** 1.049 
   (0.0216) (0.0381) 

Indo-Fijian X Secondary and above    1.233*** 1.335*** 
   (0.0653) (0.0754) 

Other X Less than secondary   0.938 0.547*** 
   (0.0669) (0.0617) 

Other X Secondary and above    0.437*** 0.310*** 
    (0.0485) (0.0474) 

Observations   53,043 57,367 53,043 57,367 

***P<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, Models control for civil status, number of children in family, year. For full estimates see 
appendix, Table C.  

 

Time patterns  

The data applied in this study cover a turbulent time in Fijian history with political unrest and 

ethnic tension. From previous studies, we know that both the coup d’état in 1987 and the one 

in 2000 led to increased Indo-Fijian mobility. Our time period also encompasses times of 

educational expansion and urbanization in Fiji. Thus, we break down our multivariate results 
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above into periods, according to census year, to see potential changes in our variables over 

time.  

Figure 3. shows differences between the same age categories as in Table 3, for remote 

migrants. In figure 4a. there is an interesting change for individuals with secondary education. 

In the earliest census they are equally likely as those with primary education to be migration 

out from remote areas, but in the later censuses, they are more likely. This indicates an 

increasing importance of education as a driver of migration over time, which indeed can be 

related to Fijian educational expansion, as seen especially between the 1976 and 1986 census.   

We see a clear selection of youth into migration, especially in the later census.  Gender 

patterns as shown in figure 3c, also remain stable across all four censuses. Women in remote 

locations are more likely to migrate than men. For ethnicity in figure 3d we however see 

interesting changes over time. There is a significant change for Indo-Fijians. In the 1976 

census, Indo-Fijians were the least likely of the ethnic groups to migrate from remote 

locations, whereas in 2007 they have the highest likelihood. If this is a reflection of the 

political and ethical unrest in post-colonial Fiji is hard to say with this data, however, there is 

a clear change for this group over time. Another explanation can lie in the fact that internal 

migration is the first step for international migration.  Around 89% of the emigration process 

is of Indo-Fijians between 1987 and 2004 (Mohanty, 2006). The patterns of increasing Indo-

Fijian migration over time is also somewhat reflected in Figure 5, when we study rural 

migrants, but to a lesser extent. 

Taking a closer look at the remaining factors for rural migrant in figure 5, we see similar 

patterns as those for remote migrants. We see that education matters more in the later 

censuses and that women drive migration, a pattern that seems to be stronger in the later 

censuses for rural migrants.  We moreover see strong selectivity based on age that remain 

stable over time.   
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Figure 3. Migration status in Fiji, Remote migrants census data (1976, 1986, 1996, 2007), Logistic regression model, for age groups, gender, ethnicity, education. 
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Figure 4. Migration status in Fiji, Rural Migrants, census data (1976, 1986, 1996, 2007), Logistic regression model, for age groups, gender, ethnicity, education 
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9. Conclusion 

Since colonial independence, Fiji has been a country of high population mobility. Increasing 

urban employment, educational expansion, and structural changes in the economy, have 

together with political unrest and ethnic tension been proposed as important drivers of 

migration in this small pacific nation. Furthermore, climate change and an intensifying 

occurrence of extreme weather events have made internal migration more attractive for some. 

This study contributes to our knowledge of Fijian internal migration by examining migrant 

selectivity and differences in the likelihood of being a migrant for different sub-groups of the 

Fijian population.  

Based on theory and previous empirical evidence, we expected the typical Fijian internal 

migrant to have a higher level of education and to be younger than non-migrants. This is due 

to an anticipation of higher returns of migration for younger and better educated individuals. 

Our results confirm these expectations, and we find strong selection in terms of education and 

age for both remote and rural migrants. We furthermore see that the importance of migration 

as a driver of migration increases over time, especially between the first two censuses.  

Previous research also has shown gendered patterns of internal migration. While earlier 

studies predominately find that migration is driven by males, there has been a feminization of 

internal migration in more recent years.  We find women being more likely to migrate in Fiji 

(in the case of remote migration). We can link this to the Fijian-specific context and the 

marriage customs of Fiji where women are expected to move to their husband’s household 

(Nabobo-Baba, 2006), but also opportunities and returns to education available for women in 

the urban areas incentivizing women to migrate. 

We also find clear ethnic differences in migratory behavior. We expected that Indo-Fijians 

would have a higher likelihood of being migrants dure to limited land access and ethnic 

tensions. Instead, we found that indigenous Fijians are more likely to migrate compared to the 

other ethnic groups. This is likely driven by the strong social connections through the 

mataqali ties for the iTaukei group. This finding is especially strong for remote migration and 

here the strong tribal ties link individuals from the remote islands to individuals in urban areas 

through for example remittances. Individuals from the remote places follow first movers and 

take the same routes of migration (Massey et al., 1999). Indo-Fijians have no tribal belonging 

and the connection between individuals in different islands may be less strong.  
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This result is however changes over time, and in the latest census remote Indo-Fijians have 

the highest likelihood of migration, which indeed can be related to the ethnic tensions around 

the coup of 2000. Many Indo-Fijians left Fiji as a response to the political unrest, but a 

substantial part also changed location within Fiji. Our study show that the migratory patterns 

of Fiji’s two major ethnic groups are driven by different factors. Indo-Fijian migration seems 

to be driven mainly by educational prospects in the urban areas and possibly also by political 

unrest, while iTaukei remote migration seem to be linked more to the traditional villages 

systems and the mataqali networks. Rural iTaukei migration, on the other hand, seems more 

related to more ordinary urban pull factors.   

In our study, there is a strong indication that the internal migrants (especially those from 

remote islands) are better off than other groups.  They have higher educational attainment and 

are more likely to be in white-collar employment.  These findings are according to the 

theoretical expectations as we expect highly educated individuals with specifics skills to be 

rewarded through better jobs and higher earnings if they migrate to urban areas. Theory also 

tells us that migrants can self-select on unobservable traits (Constant & Massey, 2003; Heckman, 

1979). It can be certain abilities and attributes that can be related to specific talents or abilities 

that can result in a higher likelihood of migrating but also a higher likelihood of getting a 

good education or a highly paid job (Nakosteen & Zimmer, 1980).    However, individuals are 

not always free to make their own decisions, as further mentioned in the theory section, and 

contextual factors such as colonial legacies, inequalities, and culture (Baines, 1990) may 

affect individuals’ likelihood of migration.  The hierarchical chiefly system of the Fijian 

society will increase opportunities for certain individuals and groups while limiting the 

opportunities for others. Related to this is the availability of land that depends on an 

individual’s ethnic background and tribal belonging.  Moreover, direct costs of migration also 

matter as wealthier households may have better prospects of migrating.   

The positive selection of migrants in many domains indicates inequality of opportunity in Fiji, 

where younger, more prosperous, and more capable individuals migrate, leaving more 

vulnerable groups behind.  This finding can be the subject of discussion in light of climate 

migration, which is expected to increase in the future due to raising sea-levels and extreme 

weather event.  The inequalities in migration may increase the vulnerability of communities 
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directly affected by climate change since individuals with abilities to help protect and rebuild 

communities might have left in search of urban opportunity. 
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11. Appendix 

Figure A. Sectorial shares of GDP, Fiji 1980-2020 

 

Table A. Construction of outcome variable denoting level of occupation, ISCO 

ISCO Outcome varible  

Legislators, senior officials and managers 1=white collar 
Professionals 1=white collar 
Technicians and associate professionals 1=white collar 
Clerks 1=white collar 
Service workers and shop and market sal 1=white collar 
Skilled agricultural and fishery worker 0= blue collar 
Crafts and related trades workers 0= blue collar 
Plant and machine operators and assemblers 0= blue collar 
Elementary occupationsArmed forces 0= blue collar 
Armed forces 0= blue collar 
Other occupations, unspecified 0= blue collar 
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Table B. Level of occupation, ISCO, group-differences 

ISCO 
Remote 

migrants 
Stayers in 

remote islands 
Rural-urban 

migrants 
Stayers in rural 

areas 

Legislators, 
senior officials 
and managers 

4% 2% 3% 3% 

Professionals 15% 5% 13% 4% 

Technicians and 
associate 

professionals 
8% 2% 7% 2% 

Clerks 10% 3% 8% 4% 

Service workers 
and shop and 
market sales 

13% 5% 15% 11% 

Skilled 
agricultural and 
fishery worker 

21% 50% 17% 50% 

Crafts and 
related trades 

workers 
11% 9% 12% 8% 

Plant and 
machine 

operators and 
assemblers 

8% 7% 11% 8% 

Elementary 
occupations 

9% 16% 12% 10% 

Armed forces 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Other 
occupations, 
unspecified 

1% 0% 2% 0% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



31 
 

Table B. Full estimates for Table 3. 

           

   (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 VARIABLES Odds ratios Odds ratios Odds ratios Odds ratios Odds ratios Odds ratios 

Age 

Youth (16-29) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Adult (30-49) 0.865*** 0.801*** 0.896*** 0.805*** 0.849*** 0.824*** 

 (0.0349) (0.0316) (0.0365) (0.0322) (0.0523) (0.0484) 

Seniors (50-64) 0.854*** 0.605*** 0.863*** 0.605*** 0.742*** 0.504*** 

 (0.0457) (0.0346) (0.0464) (0.0348) (0.0704) (0.0510) 

Retired (+65) 0.647*** 0.692*** 0.605*** 0.668*** 0.516*** 0.487*** 

 (0.0512) (0.0534) (0.0489) (0.0521) (0.110) (0.102) 

Ethnicity 

iTaukei Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Indo-Fijian 0.682*** 1.046 0.673*** 1.040 0.829*** 0.977 

 (0.0234) (0.0331) (0.0232) (0.0332) (0.0451) (0.0485) 

Other 0.706*** 0.385*** 0.694*** 0.383*** 0.757*** 0.390*** 

 (0.0428) (0.0352) (0.0426) (0.0353) (0.0719) (0.0534) 

Gender 

Male Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Female 1.128*** 1.216*** 0.995 1.119*** 1.105* 1.165*** 

 (0.0353) (0.0374) (0.0351) (0.0395) (0.0661) (0.0657) 

Civil status 

Single  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Married 0.822*** 1.055 0.847*** 1.070* 0.857** 1.026 

 (0.0324) (0.0414) (0.0339) (0.0426) (0.0567) (0.0646) 

Number of 
children  

No children  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 
 

0.976 0.962 0.988 0.975 0.976 0.803*** 

1 (0.0455) (0.0449) (0.0465) (0.0458) (0.0763) (0.0623) 

2 0.705*** 0.752*** 0.715*** 0.763*** 0.763*** 0.723*** 
 

(0.0409) (0.0415) (0.0418) (0.0423) (0.0685) (0.0617) 

3+ 0.527*** 0.630*** 0.531*** 0.640*** 0.663*** 0.684*** 

 (0.0307) (0.0341) (0.0311) (0.0349) (0.0579) (0.0551) 

Education  
Less than secondary  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.   
Secondary and above 1.178*** 1.222*** 1.223*** 1.256***   

  (0.0450) (0.0475) (0.0473) (0.0495)   

Employemnt 
status 

Not employed   Ref. Ref.   
Employed   0.746*** 0.824***   

   (0.0267) (0.0295)   
Skill Level Blue-collar job and      Ref. Ref. 

 White collar job     1.765*** 1.456*** 

      (0.0957) (0.0749) 

 Observations 53,377 57,702 53,043 57,367 23,104 25,561 

 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1      
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Table C.  Full estimates for Table 4. 

 

   (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Age 

Youth (16-29) Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

Adult (30-49) 0.897*** 0.804*** 0.907** 0.809*** 

 (0.0366) (0.0321) (0.0371) (0.0323) 

Seniors (50-64) 0.864*** 0.605*** 0.868*** 0.609*** 

 (0.0465) (0.0347) (0.0468) (0.0350) 

Retired (+65) 0.604*** 0.669*** 0.601*** 0.671*** 

 (0.0488) (0.0521) (0.0487) (0.0523) 

Civil status 

Single  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

Married 0.847*** 1.069* 0.848*** 1.071* 
 (0.0339) (0.0425) (0.0340) (0.0426) 

Number of 
children  

No children  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

1 0.987 0.976 0.996 0.973 

 (0.0465) (0.0459) (0.0470) (0.0458) 

2 0.715*** 0.764*** 0.728*** 0.761*** 

 (0.0417) (0.0424) (0.0426) (0.0422) 

3+ 0.531*** 0.641*** 0.549*** 0.638*** 

 (0.0311) (0.0350) (0.0322) (0.0349) 

Employmen
t status 

Not employed Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  Ref.  

Employed 0.743*** 0.831*** 0.723*** 0.823*** 

 (0.0267) (0.0299) (0.0260) (0.0295) 

Education  

Less than secondary  Ref.  Ref.    
Secondary and above 1.222*** 1.257***   

 (0.0472) (0.0496)   

Gender 

Male     
Female   0.989 1.119*** 

   (0.0349) (0.0395) 

Ethnicity x 
Gender 

iTaukei x Male Ref.  Ref.    
iTaukei x Female 1.028 1.079*   

 (0.0439) (0.0467)   
Indo-Fijian x Male  0.717*** 0.973   

 (0.0353) (0.0455)   
Indo-Fijian x Female 0.651*** 1.189***   

 (0.0341) (0.0577)   
Other x Male  0.677*** 0.440***   

 (0.0584) (0.0537)   

Ethnicity x 
Education 

iTaukei X Less than secondary    Ref.  Ref.  

iTaukei X Secondary and above    0.938 1.324*** 

   (0.0487) (0.0669) 

Indo-Fijian X Less than secondary    0.513*** 1.049 

   (0.0216) (0.0381) 

Indo-Fijian X Secondary and above    1.233*** 1.335*** 

   (0.0653) (0.0754) 

Other X Less than secondary   0.938 0.547*** 

   (0.0669) (0.0617) 

Other X Secondary and above    0.437*** 0.310*** 

    (0.0485) (0.0474) 

Observations 53,043 57,367 53,043 57,367 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1    
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