
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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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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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.  
 







14 
 

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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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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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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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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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% 
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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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