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~iS Australian National University monograph 
by Shashikant Nair makes an especially valuable con
tribution to the study of population mobility in 
Fiji. Unlike many other studies based on census 
data, Nair's study is based on primary field data, 
thus avoiding many of the limitations of the census 
data. The book by Nair is based on his MA thesis, 
and is divided into eight short chapters. The in
troduction deals with conceptual issues, indicates 
the objectives of the research, and posits five 
propositions designed to provide a focus to the 
study. 

The aim of the study was to examine the move
ment, experience of migrants in several areas of 
Fiji's capital city, Suva. Within this broad aim, 
four objectives were to be realized: the descrip
tion of the pattern of movement of rural migrants 
to Suva, an identification of the movement in terms 
of circulation or migration, identification of the 
temporal changes in the form of mobility, and iden
tification of differences and similarities between 
Fijian and Indo-Fijian mobility (pp. 3, 5). 
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After outlining briefly the historical context 
of population mobility in Fiji, the book explains 
the field methods and characteristics of the sur
vey population. The residential intentions of the 
interviewees are examined in chapter four, and the 
author shows familiarity with the criticisms often 
labelled against this technique. Using chi-squared 
tests of significance, Nair finds that Fijians and 
Indo-Fijians have significantly different residen
tial intentions: two-thirds of the Indo-Fijian 
heads of households indicated that they would 
remain in Suva the rest of their lives, while 
slightly less than a third of Fijian heads of house
holds felt so. 

Rural linkages of migrants are examined at some 
length in chapter five, and the general findings 
are that Indo-Fijians make more but shorter trips 
to their places of . origin, while Fijians undertake 
fewer, but longer trips to their rural villages. 
Fijians, moreover, maintain closer ties with their 
villages in terms of assistance to rural areas, 
visits for ceremonial occasions, and generally by 
feeling "at heart" that they are a rural people. 

Nair then examines the urban commitment of mi
grants and finds that no matter how one interprets 
the results, Indo-Fijians are much more committed 
to urban areas than Fijians, but that Fijians have 
a much greater urban commitment than is the case in 
other Melanesian societies. 

The major conclusions of the study, in terms 
of the form of population mobility, are presented 
in chapter seven. Nair notes that Indo-Fijian move
meqt is permanent, "by almost all criteria" (p. 66), 
while Fijian movement is more circulatory in nature. 
However, there is a significant element of perma
nent mobility among Fijians too. 

The major arguments of the book are summarized 
in the last chapter which also serves to draw out 
the major policy implications of the study. Nair 
urges the government to view migration in its wider 
developmental context, and to allow for greater 
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circulation o f p opu l a tion. He also urges the 
government to rec ognize the critical role education 
p l ays in migration a nd to review its educational 
locati on policy . 

Like most stud ies , Nair's study has some draw
ba cks , and in this section I draw attention to the 
more important of these as well as indicate its 
st re ngths. According to the study, ". . a migrant 
was defined as someone born outside the Suva urban 
area who had lived there for at least six months" 
(p. 19 ). This does not automatically mean a rural 
bo rn migrant, as one would expect at least some of 
Suva's migrants to be from other urban areas. In 
fact, approximately 15 percent of the populat~on pf 
the Suva urban area in 1976 were listed as urban born 
wh e n born in other urban areas (calculated from Special 
Tables prepared for the author from the 1976 popula
ti on census; see also Chandra, 1981). Indeed, the 
que s tionnaire does provide for non-rural born mi
gran ts in Suva, but it is not clear whether the 
mi g r a nts studied were all rural born. The title of 
the s tudy, however, implies that rural born migrants 
were s tudied. 

The study also fails to situate itself ade
quately in the total and very complex pattern of 
population mobility in Fiji. Rural-urban population 
mobility is only one facet of the total population 
mobility which includes significant rural to rural 
mobil i ty, as well as urban to urban and urban to 
rura l mobility. Furthermore, there is significant 
international population mobility, the most signif
icant components of which are labour mobility eo 
ne ighbouring New Zealand and Australia, and 
emigration to such countries as Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, and the United States. The data 
for establishing this larger, total picture of mo
bility exists could easily have been extracted 
from the last population census as exemplified by 
the analyses of Chandra (1981) and the Fiji Central 
Planning Office (1981). Nair makes some attempt 
to situate his study in t his larger framework, but 
the attempt is unsuccessful. 
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The study also neglects a vital component of 
population mobility - the motivations of the mi
grants. Surely, an awareness of the motivations of 
the migrants is vital for analysing their behaviour 
Na ir not only strengthens his study by examining the 
motivations of the migrants but also makes an im
portant contribution to the literature in Fiji, 
since no study to my knowledge, has been attempted 
to empirically establish the reasons for population 
mobility. 

It appears also that Nair's study down plays 
migration into Suva. Approximately three percent 
of the sample household heads had been in Suva for 
less than a year, and only about 23 percent of them 
had been in Suva for nine years or less. This con
trasts with the findings of the last census which 
found that between 1970 and 1976 alone, 35,000 
people from rural areas aged fifteeen years and 
over, migrated to Suva (Chandra, 1981: 340), and 
that the population of the peri-urban area of Suva 
more than doubled its population between 1966 and 
1976 (Chandra, 1981: 350). Moreover, Suva is 
the chief destination of rural to urban migrants. 
Between 1970 and 1976, for instance, Suva urban 
area absorbed 52 percent of all rural to urban mi
grants aged fifteen years and over (Chandra, 1981: 
340). -

Nair makes an attempt to relate his findings 
to others, and this is important for the growth of 
geographical theory as a whole. However, to be 
useful, comparisons should be between strictly com
parable studies and situations and studies should be 
followed up. Nair makes many inappropriate compari-
sons and does not follow up the conclusions emerging fr om 
these comparisons. For instance, Nair compares the 
urban commitment of Fijians with those of Papua New 
Guineans, but does not tell us whether the differ-
ences arise from the different cultural orienta-
tions of the two societies or from differences in 
degress of acquaintance with urban settlements. 

Two other comments on the literature base of 
the study come to mind. Nair has confined most 
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of his literature to African and Melanesian studies. 
However, given his interest in understanding the 
behaviour of Indo-Fijians and given also the 
Asiatic cultural heritage of Indo-Fijians, Nair 
should have examined the literature on population 
mobility in India and other areas where descendants 
of Indi?ns are found. His neglect of this litera
ture is damaging to his study. Studies, such as 
those of Cosal and Krishan (1975) in the collec-
tion of population mobility studies (which Nair 
mentions in another connection), or those by Connell, 
Dasgupta, Laishley, and Lipton (1976), are readily 
available and would have been useful to Nair's study 
in a number of ways. In particular, it would have 
shown that Fijians and Indians (in India) share a 
good deal in their mobility behaviour, and that 
both of these groups differ significantly from the 
behaviour of Indo-Fijians. For instance, both 
Fijians and Indians have a village pattern of ser
tlement, strong sentimental attachment to their 
villages, and regularly remit money to their vil
lages (see for the Indian evidence, Connell, et. 
a]., 1976, and Rempel and Lobdell, 1978). Indo
Fijians, on the other hand, are not as strongly at
tached to the place of their birth, and as Nair 
shows, do not usually remit money to their settle
ments. The significant variable here seems to be 
the pattern of settlement and the attendant social 
networks. These contrasts would have also stimulated 
many interesting questions. 

Nair's range of literature relating to Fiji 
is limited. Walsh's (1978) major study on squat
ters in Suva is not utilized, and no reference is 
made to the major studies of mobility by Watters 
(1969a, b). Similarly, I was surprised at the lack 
of reference to the very significant work by 
Belshaw (1964), and France (1971). Nayacakalou's 
doctorial work is referred to, but his most perti
nent earlier work (1955) is not used. The omission 
of Nayacakalou's work is specially damaging given 
that Nair was attempting to provide a culturally 
sensitive account of the mobility behaviour of 
Fijians and Indo-Fijians. 
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I also feel that much of the data gathered 
during the study could have been further analysed, 
not simply for the sake of analysis but as an aid 
to more precise analysis of questions suggested 
by chi-squared tests. For example, factor analysis 
of the data could have more precisely established 
the differences between the mobility behaviour of 
Fijians and Indo-Fijians, especially as this was 
one of the main objectives of the study. 

Finally, Nair does not adequately recognize 
the structural and administrative context of popu
l ation mobility in Fiji ( for a critique of the 
kind of approach adopted by Nair, see McGee, 1977). 
In particular, the increasing penetration of pre
capitalist modes of production in Fiji by the capi
talist sector under the aegis of the government, 
and its role in rural to urban migration, is not 
brought out. Neither is the critical role of Fijian 
Administration in explaining Fijian mobility brought 
out. Yet, the Fijian Administration is of special 
significance in explaining Fijian mobility because 
the Administration was committed to the preserva
tion of the agrarian, village nature of Fijian so
ciety, and its main thrust, expressed through the 
Fijian Regulations, was to prevent Fijian rural to 
urban mobility (see France, 1971; Roth, 19?3; 
Spate, 1959; Watters, 1969b). 

The study, however, does represent a valuable 
addition to the sparse literature on the topic. 
It is particularly useful because it is an empirical 
study and serves to complement the census-baseq 
studies that have characterized studies of mobility 
in Fiji. At the level of a Master's thesis it is 
competently carried out, subject to some of the 
reservations expressed. Nair is within reason, 
well aware of the relevant literature and has at
tempted to relate his findings to other research. 

Nair's study is also valuable because it is a 
study that is sensitive to the cultural context 
of mobility behaviour of the migrants. He 
has exploited to his advantage the fact that he is 
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a member of the society being studied. His study 
also straddles both the major ethnic groups in 
Fiji. He not only corrects the partial nature o[ 
the early studies which had concentrated on Fijian 
mobility, but serves to reorientate social sc i ence 
research towards studies of national issues· In 
past studies what has happened frequently was to st~dy 
issues in ethnic terms and thus exacerbate the ethnl c con
sciousness in Fiji. Finally, Nair brings to th is 
study a degree of humanism which had been los t in 
the wake of the quantitative revoluti on of the 
1960s. 

Thus despite the criticisms of the book thaL 
I have raised, Nair's book is a useful and welc ome 
addition to the literature on population mobil ity 
in the third world in general, and in Fiji in parti c
ular. This book should be read by all concerned 
with population mobility and urbanization. 
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