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Abstract 

This research is rooted in the increasing in-migration rate, the incidence of poverty, and the 
issue of the marginalization of indigenous people in Papua. By conducting secondary data 
analysis of SUSENAS 2018 data, this study aims to compare the socioeconomic situation of 
the migrants and non-migrants. The findings enable the further identification of marginali-
zation under the social exclusion framework. The initial results show that the natives face 
socioeconomic disadvantages when compared with the migrants in terms of education, oc-
cupation, and income. Meanwhile, the demography dimensions—such as age, sex, marital 
status, and residential area—become reference variables that facilitate further comparative 
analysis of the socioeconomic status of migrants and non-migrants. 

Furthermore, the analysis of the social exclusion in terms of the income, service, and 
participation dimensions demonstrates that non-migrants have been socially excluded in 
these three dimensions. Hence, exclusion has led the natives into marginalization. This mar-
ginalization has become structural and has not occurred as a direct result of in-migration 
events to Papua; however, the migrants’ superior education enables them to achieve a better 
livelihood than the natives, thus exacerbating the marginalization process. Therefore, this 
study suggests focusing affirmative action on non-migrants by improving their education and 
skill levels and opening up the labor market to improve the well-being of the Papuan people. 

Relevance to Development Studies 

This research contributes to studies on poverty and internal migration in developing coun-
tries. Moreover, it makes a contribution to the limited literature on social exclusion and intra-
provincial migration in Papua from the social studies perspective. 

Keywords 

Internal Migration, Poverty, Social Exclusion, Papua, Indonesia 
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Chapter 1  
Introduction 

1.1 Background 

As one of the demographic processes, migration always relates solely to the change in pop-
ulation composition. The impact of migration on development issues has been disparaged, 
although ‘migration … is the result of imbalances in development, but also influencing de-
velopment’ (Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002, pp. 3–5). It introduces 
either benefits or disadvantages into development progress. Thus, some studies find that 
migration plays an essential role in poverty, inequality, and social structure changes 
(Goldscheider, 1987, pp. 674–675; De Haan, 1999, pp. 1–3; White, 2016, p. 1). 

The migration wave influences the dynamics of poverty. Migration can presumably al-
leviate poverty (De Haan, 1997, pp. 26–27; Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 
2002, pp. 3–4) because it links with the migration motive that in the economic view is the 
effect of the inability to gain wealth and resources in the host city (Goldscheider, 1987, pp. 
680–682; De Haan, 1999, pp. 26–27). Poverty becomes a push factor for people to move to 
the destination city. Many studies prove that the migrants who have resources, skills, and 
education can use these abilities in the destination region to secure a better life (Fuller, 1981; 
De Haan, 1997; Jivraj, 2011). In some countries, however, migrants also face disadvantages, 
and they cannot improve their lives because they are marginalized from society (Cobb-Clark 
and Hildebrand, 2006; Berti et al., 2014; Bárcena-Martín and Pérez-Moreno, 2017). This mar-
ginalization is usually due to their lack of skills and education and their inability to integrate 
with the locals. Thus, the capacity of migration to alleviate poverty depends on the charac-
teristics of the migrants and the opportunities that they encounter in the destination city (De 
Haan, 1999, p. 27). 

Like links between migration and poverty, links between migration and inequality func-
tion in two directions. Although inequality in the host city motivates people to migrate, this 
migration could also increase inequality in the destination city (Deshingkar, 2006, p. 90). The 
disparities relate to the ‘political, economic, and socio-cultural institutions, which are crucial 
to how the distribution of wealth, power and opportunity within societies’ (Deshingkar, 2006, 
p. 93). They also raise the question as to which group of people has better opportunities (De 
Haan, 1999, p. 27). The grouping of those who have and those who do not have opportuni-
ties leads to the segregation of locals and migrants. Moreover, unequal opportunities engen-
der changes in the social structure. They modify 

… economic production, consumption patterns, labor markets, household and family net-
works, political power and authority structures, and other social, economic, and political as-
pects (Goldscheider, 1987, p. 676).  

Therefore, the impact of migration cannot be underestimated in development because it af-
fects the social and economic life of society. 

Although migration institutes positive impacts related to livelihood (De Haan, 1999, pp. 
30–31), it is essential to analyze who gains the benefits from migration. The regulation of 
power, wealth, and opportunity is crucial in creating an inclusive environment as well as in 
decreasing poverty and inequality. Migration policy, however, is mostly overlooked from an 
economic perspective (Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002, pp. 15–16). 
The migration regulations ignore the social and political effects that might accompany the 
economic effects. Therefore, understanding the comparison of the socioeconomics of 
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migrants and natives in specific circumstances is crucial to the formulation of policy for pov-
erty reduction and development (Goldscheider, 1987, pp. 692–693; Deshingkar, 2006, p. 97). 

The history of migration in Indonesia is divided into three critical periods, which are 
before, during, and after colonization. Before the expansion from the Netherlands, Indonesia 
had not yet formed into a country and was still separated into empires. Migration related to 
economic motives (Hugo, 2006, pp. 55–57), mainly aimed at finding new territory. It also 
related to the trade route and to finding new resources that could generate economic benefits. 
Meanwhile, under the colonization regime, the Netherlands introduced the kolonisatie, or col-
onization program, in 1905 to redistribute the population from the most dense islands (Java 
island) to other islands (Fearnside, 1997, p. 553). In this period, the motive underlying mi-
gration was not only to regulate the population density, but it was also intended to fulfill the 
labor market needs outside Java island (Setiawan, no date, pp. 1–5). In addition, migration in 
this period represented an effort by the Dutch empire to expand its territory in Indonesia. 
Between 1905 and 1941, this program migrated approximately 190,000 people from Java 
island to other islands (MacAndrews, 1978, p. 461). 

After the independence period, the official government of Indonesia in 1950 announced 
a continuation of the migration program named transmigrasi, or the transmigration program 
(MacAndrews, 1978, p. 462). In this period, transmigration aimed to move people from high-
density areas to low-density cities as an effort by the state to intervene in the uneven devel-
opmental progress in Indonesia. This program tried to regulate the population distribution 
to induce the acceleration of the underdeveloped regions in Indonesia (Ministry of 
Manpower, 2016), where the main destination islands are Sumatera and Borneo.  

Furthermore, in 1963, Papua officially joined Indonesia, and the government added Pa-
pua as a destination in the transmigration program. Transmigration to Papua had a different 
motive than transmigration to other destinations. Due to the freedom issue and instability 
situation, the transmigration program to Papua was initially intended to strengthen national 
security (Fearnside, 1997, p. 556). Although there was an incomplete record of the first wave 
of the transmigration program, it migrated active and retired military personnel to Papua 
(Fearnside, 1997, p. 556). From 1986 to 1989, however, there were approximately 98,500 
families in the transmigration program who were distributed to several major cities in Papua 
(Budiardjo and Liong, 1988, p. 52) to prevent rebellion in Papua. At the same time, Papuans 
perceived the influx of Javanese migrants to Papua as new colonialism by the Javanese 
(Gault-Williams, 2019, pp. 33–34): The administration jobs were mostly handed over from 
the Dutch to the Javanese (migrants) instead of to the locals (Budiardjo and Liong, 1988, pp. 
vii–viii). 

The influx of unorganized (also called spontaneous) migrants who migrated without 
government assistance, however, was also inevitable. Their motive to migrate to Papua was 
economic (Budiardjo and Liong, 1988, pp. 46–47), in that the migrants sought jobs, particu-
larly in mining (Gietzelt, 1989, pp. 204–205). Overall, the population census of 1971 indi-
cated that the population of Papua was 923,000 and that 96 percent of the residents were 
native-born (Elmslie, 2017, p. 2). The data from Badan Pusat Statistik (National Statistic Of-
fice, BPS), however, show that the in-migration to Papua increased in the period from 1971 
to 2015 (Figure 1.1). Papua also became attractive to settlers for job opportunities (BPS, 
2018a). The BPS recorded that the in-migration rate to Papua in 2017 was 16 percent (BPS, 
2018a). Meanwhile, the transmigration program moved 200 families, or 865 people, during 
2016 and 2017 (Kemendesa, no date). As Budiarjo and Liong (1988, p. 46) estimated, the 
number of migrants has increased significantly and changed the ethnic composition. The 
latest population census in 2010 recorded that non-natives constitute almost one-third of the 
population in Papua (BPSDM, 2013, p. 30). 
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Figure 1.1 

Number of In-Migrations to Papua, 1971-20151 

 
Source: National Statistics Office (BPS, 2016a, 2016b) 

Although intra-province migration in Indonesia is a common event, such migration af-
fects Papua more severely than it affects other provinces. The ultimate reason for this cir-
cumstance is the self-determination issue that has not yet been resolved, hence the sustaina-
ble conflict. Also, 

… ethnic distinctiveness between the Papuans and the Indonesians, as perceived by the Pa-
puans, has been accentuated by the Papuan identification with Blacks, in a global as well as a 
pan-Melanesian sense (Gietzelt, 1989, p. 210). 

The Malay Mongoloid race dominates in other Indonesian regions. Other people who mi-
grate to Sumatera and Kalimantan may be able to integrate easily because they have similar 
race characteristics. By contrast, the appearance of the migrants in Papua is different to that 
of the locals. This distinctiveness also causes discrimination and marginalization of Papuans 
by the natives (Gietzelt, 1989, p. 210).  

Nonetheless, the Indonesian government has tried to accommodate the situation in Pa-
pua by issuing otonomi khusus (otsus), or the special autonomy law. This law, which was issued 
in 2001, regulates the capacity of the regional government to design affirmative action pro-
grams to reduce poverty in Papua (Mollet, 2011, p. 233). The implementation of otsus, how-
ever, has been quite unsuccessful because of the inability to manage the funds involved 
(Mollet, 2011, p. 241). This law, which aims to promote better lives for indigenous people, 
has failed to fulfill their needs, and the migration flow has continued to influence the situation 
in Papua. Although the issues of poverty and inequality have always been prioritized on the 
government’s agenda, relatively little attention has been paid to segregation and the margin-
alization of indigenous people as a result of in-migration. Migration status could be a deter-
minant variable in formulating effective affirmative action policies; therefore, knowledge de-
rived from the comparison of the socioeconomic status of migrants and natives in Papua 
could be crucial to tailoring related policies and interventions for poverty reduction and al-
leviation. 

 
1 The in-migration is defined of people who have different current residential place with the born-
place (BPS, 2019a) 
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The purpose of this research is to analyze the gap between the socioeconomic situation 
of migrants in Papua and that of native-born people in Papua. This analysis is an attempt to 
underline the significance of migration and how it should be considered in reducing poverty 
and inequality, improving well-being, and creating an inclusive society. In particular, this re-
search assesses the extent to which migrants have marginalized the natives in Papua.  

1.2 Research Question 

Does in-migration to Papua marginalize the natives? 

Sub-questions: 

▪ How does the socio-economic situation of the migrants in Papua differ from that 
of non-migrants in Papua? 

▪ To what extent the social exclusion in Papua? 

1.3 Chapter Outline 

This research paper is presented in six chapters. After this introduction chapter, chapters 2 
and 3 elaborate on the concepts underlying the research in this paper. The second chapter 
provides a literature review, which examines previous studies on internal migration from a 
comparative perspective. It also presents the analytical framework that is employed in this 
paper. The third chapter specifies the data source and methodology. This chapter covers the 
description of the SUSENAS survey as the data source of the research and the statistical 
method used for measuring the socioeconomic indicators and social exclusion. It also de-
scribes the justification for and limitations of the research. 

The fourth and fifth chapters intend to answer the research question of this paper. The 
fourth chapter adopts a comparative perspective concerning the socioeconomic situations of 
the natives and migrants in Papua, while the fifth chapter analyzes whether the natives have 
been marginalized because of the influx of migrants to Papua. Finally, the sixth chapter pro-
vides a conclusion regarding the theories and findings presented in this research paper. 
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Chapter 2  
The Nexus of  Migration and Social Exclusion 

2.1 Literature Review: The Links of Migration and Socio-
Economic Situation 

Early studies of native and migrant’ socio-economic situations have established the existence 
of segregation between migrants and natives. This logic has given rise to narratives of the 
differentiation of the living situations of the migrants and the natives. Balan (1969) argued 
that understanding the structural condition of a society was crucial when exploring the dif-
ference between migrant and native socio-economic situations. He noted that, in Latin 
America, the occupation distribution of the migrants varied in several urban cities, and the 
variation depended on the migrants’ origin (Balan, 1969). Similarly, Fuller (1981) emphasized 
the importance of migrants’ origin in his study and found that urban migrants tended to have 
a better life than other migrants compared to the urban natives. However, this approach 
tends to generalize the characteristics of certain types of society and ignore the characteristics 
of the migrants themself.  

Characteristics of migrants can lead to an understanding of who migrates and the moti-
vation of migration. Lee-Ying (1978), in Malaysia, conducted a comparison study using the 
education and occupation dimensions. In her study, the locals tend to be marginalized by the 
influx of migrants because the migrants come with better education and can be employed in 
better position compared to the natives (Lee-Ying, 1978). The positive impact of migration 
for the migrants has been captured in the study by Chowdury et al. (2012) that found that the 
migration to Sylhet City in Bangladesh is related to poverty, and migrants rely on the assump-
tion that migration could improve their lives. The study found that the migrants have a better 
livelihood and increase their wealth and assets because of the migration (Chowdhury et al., 
2012). This outcome happened because the migrants were able to take advantage of oppor-
tunities in their new home. These studies are important to gather a foundation for a compar-
ative study within the migrant-natives narrative. 

A study on migration effects then developed and focused on economic deprivation that 
might be faced by the migrants. Butcher and Dinardo (2002) used census data to compare 
the income differentiation between migratory status and gender in the United States. The 
study revealed a larger wage differentiation between males and females than between natives 
and migrants (Butcher and Dinardo, 2002). Meanwhile, in Canada, Nakhaie (2006) and Li 
(2008) found that people from outside Canada tended to have a lower income. Both studies 
utilized census data from different periods to analyze the income gap between migrants and 
natives and showed that the immigrants face disadvantages due to income disparities 
(Nakhaie, 2006; Li, 2008). A further result showed that the gap was quite high and educa-
tional attainment did not affect the situations (Nakhaie, 2006; Li, 2008). 

Other discrepancies are shown in terms of wealth and assets in each migratory group 
status. Similar to the studies mentioned above, the pattern in the developed country shows 
that immigrants tend to be deprived of wealth and assets (Cobb-Clark and Hildebrand, 2006 
in the United States, 2009 in Australia; Sinning, 2007 in Germany). Some studies show a 
difference in subjective well-being (Shamionov, Grigoryeva and Usova, 2013 in Rusia; Liu et 
al., 2017 in China) and subjective quality of life (Bălţătescu, 2007 in Europe; Shamionov, 
Grigoryeva and Usova, 2013 among Russian migrants) between the migrants and natives. In 
general, migrants have lower well-being and quality of life compared to the natives. Betz and 
Simpson (2013) in Germany showed that migration events in Germany brought about 
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positive impacts to the natives. However, different patterns were shown in Cornwall, the 
United Kingdom, where the natives did not experience any benefit from migration (Williams, 
2008) and found that in-migration is one of the structural reasons for the poor condition in 
Cornwall. Meanwhile, in Costa Rica, in-migration from Nicaragua creates stagnation in the 
poverty reduction strategy (Gindling, 2009). These studies revealed that the problems be-
tween migrants and natives start from the failure of integration and subsequent segregation 
between the migrants and the natives. 

As a part of the socio-economic situation, some scholars have examined the poverty 
incidence rate and using quantitative methodology, found that in European countries, the 
poverty incidence is higher in migrants than in natives. De Bustillo and Antón (2011) applied 
the concept of monetary deprivation to a household survey in order to analyze the difference 
between the migrants and locals in Spain. They found that the immigrants were in more 
severe poverty than the locals and that the poverty deprivation was caused by the immigra-
tion flow that led to segregation in the labor market (de Bustillo and Antón, 2011). A similar 
approach applied in 30 European countries (Bárcena-Martín and Pérez-Moreno, 2017) found 
that poverty among immigrants was generally faced across the entirety of Europe. Mean-
while, Martinez and Ruiz-Huerta (2014) published a comparative study on poverty among 
migrants and natives using a multidimensional approach in Italy. The study found that the 
poverty gap between the natives and the migrants was quite high, the gap influenced by the 
household characteristics, particularly access to the labor market and social protection 
(Martinez and Ruiz-Huerta, 2014). 

The development of poverty studies has brought a new perspective with the term “social 
exclusion”. Under a social exclusion framework, migration study can analyze the disad-
vantages of the migrants in a broader perspective. Interestingly, Martinez and Ruiz Huerta 
(2014) used this framework in a study to complement the result of their work with Europe 
2020 indicators and found that the occupation variable has a high impact on minimizing the 
risk of poverty and creating an inclusive society (Martinez and Ruiz-Huerta, 2014). In Italy, 
Berti et al. (2014) studied the exclusion of the immigrants in terms of financial deprivation 
from a multidimensional perspective. Using the official household survey, they argued that 
the immigrants faced substantial disadvantages in poverty (Berti et al., 2014).  

A study conducted by Wu (2004) analyzed urban poverty and social exclusion in cities 
in China using quantitative methodology. He utilized macro-economic data and found that 
one of the excluded groups in Chinese cities is rural migrants (Wu, 2004). In further investi-
gation, he found that exclusion is caused by the hukou problem where the rural migrants are 
not considered to be official residents; hence, they could not get access to the labor market 
and services (Wu, 2004). In addition, he found other factors, such as lack of education and 
skills, that play a crucial role in the exclusion of rural migrants in China (Wu, 2004). Using 
data from the 2012 China Labor Dynamics Survey, Zhong, Xu and Piquero (2017) applied a 
social exclusion framework to analyze victimization of the rural migrants. IThe study exam-
ined victimization by asking about the respondents had been victimized by crime, and the 
result of this research shows that rural migrants have a higher risk of criminal victimization 
compared to locals (Zhong, Xu and Piquero, 2017). 

A different pattern appeared in Tibet, where exclusion and marginalization have grown 
despite the economic growth. By combining a macro-quantitative perspective and a qualita-
tive field study, Fischer (2008) argued that in-migration to Tibet might have marginalized the 
local Tibetans in terms of economic development. To understand the exclusion in Tibet, he 
argued that ‘… exclusion as structural, institutional, and agentive processes operating within 
inequality and relative deprivation’ (Fischer, 2014, p. 373). He also stated that comparing 
exclusion is not merely a deprivation, and the comparison needs to be in a similar category 
to give a broad perspective of exclusion (Fischer, 2014, p. 373). In an earlier study, Fischer 
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and Zenz found that the under-presentation of Tibetans in public employment recruitment 
is a failure of affirmative action and enhances the marginalization of Tibetans (Fischer and 
Zenz, 2018).  

In Papua, Indonesia, Upton (2009) conducted a study about the migration effect in Pa-
pua under Indonesian sovereignty. He used historical analysis and utilized population census 
data from 1960 to 2000. He found that the locals had a lower socioeconomic status compared 
to the migrants (Upton, 2009). In two districts in Papua, he concluded that the natives faced 
marginalization because of the influx of the migrants.  

The findings above highlights the importance of comparative studies of migrants and 
natives in many perspectives. This research aims to go further in the analysis of the socio-
economic situation between migrants and natives. This study not only tries to capture the 
comparison between the migrants and natives but also to examine the social exclusion in 
Papua context and to investigate the existence of marginalization due to the influx of the 
migrants.  

2.2 Theoretical Framework: Internal Migration and Social 
Exclusion 

2.2.1 Internal Migration: Definition, Antecedents, and Impacts 

The development has had an impact on population change. As a result, migration takes up 
more of the public attention than fertility or mortality (White, 2016, p. 1). Migration is de-
fined as 

… a move from one migration-defining area to another (or a move of some specified mini-
mum distance) that was made during a given migration interval and that involved a change of 
residence. A migrant is a person who has changed his usual place of residence from one mi-
gration-defining area to another (or who moved some specified minimum distance) at least 
once during the migration interval (United Nations, 1970, p. 2). 

Similarly, Bhagat (2008, p. 1) defines migration as a change of place of living across an 
administrative border; however, population movement is a crucial dimension because it can 
describe the social and economic dynamics from a demography perspective. This renders 
migration a complex variable, hence:  

Migration is a process that is conditioned by people’s expectations, aspirations, and goals for 
a better life, while at the same time, it can compromise people’s living conditions, personal 
sense of security, and communal ties (Collins and Ley García, 2014, p. 598). 

It is, however, crucial to analyze whether the movement has occurred internationally or in-
ternally within a country. The distinction between internal and international migration is a 
crucial factor because it can be used to analyze the political factors that might affect the 
migration event (King and Skeldon, 2010, pp. 1640–1641). Consequently, the distinction is 
not only categorical, but it will also affect policy making (King and Skeldon, 2010, p. 1620). 
In international migration, the politics of migration relate to the intra-country relationship, 
which is affected by international policy (King and Skeldon, 2010, pp. 1640–1641). Internal 
migration would be more related to national policy and regulation because the movement is 
within a border and without the need for an international documentary, such as a passport 
and visa (Rees and Kupiszewski, 1999, p. 553; King and Skeldon, 2010, p. 1621). Some stud-
ies even restrict internal migration to rural-urban migration (Todaro, 1978; Lucas, 1987), thus 
making it easier to distinguish from international migration. Internal migration, however, is 
not limited to a change of residential area type (King and Skeldon, 2010, p. 1629); it is more 
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about the movement from one region to another region within the administrative border of 
a country (Adepoju, 1998, p. 391; Castles, Haas and Miller, 2014, pp. 1622–1623). 

Internal migration plays the primary role of being a mechanism to redistribute people 
between places (Greenwood, 1997, p. 648). It enables people to access a place with better 
opportunities because the movement is usually primarily influenced by the economic motive 
(Adepoju, 1998, p. 388): Migration is an effect of the inability of the state to regulate and 
distribute opportunities for economic well-being (Todaro, 1978, pp. 8–11; Greenwood, 1997, 
pp. 32–33; Adepoju, 1998, pp. 388–389; Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 
2002, pp. 11–12; Deshingkar, 2006, p. 88). Hence, people migrate with the hope that they 
can improve their lives. Nonetheless, the motive underlying migration affects the situation, 
particularly in the destination city. Internal migration is critical to instigating cultural and 
political modernization (Kivisto, 2011, pp. 205–209), although this could also occur with a 
difference in the ethnic and gendered situation (King and Skeldon, 2010, p. 1634; Geiger and 
Pécoud, 2013, p. 371). Migration from a host city to a destination city with a similar socioec-
onomic or political situation would only be perceived as a spatial movement. 

Furthermore, Todaro (1978, p. 11) discusses the consequences of migration, linking the 
individual and society together. Although the decision to migrate depends on personal 
choice, it affects the personal life of the migrant, including that of the migrant’s family. For 
instance, some scholars argue that migrants can improve their financial situation (Todaro, 
1978, pp. 11–13; Chowdhury et al., 2012, pp. 128–131). Some studies have found that internal 
migration can be a means of alleviating poverty (De Haan, 1999, pp. 26–27; Deshingkar, 
2006, p. 88). The role of internal migration in poverty alleviation is as follows: 

First, internal migration stems from a broader base where smaller sums of money are evenly 
distributed to specific areas and poor families through internal remittances (rather than inter-
national remittances, which reach fewer people). Second, it is likely that internal migration will 
continue to increase at a faster rate than international migration. Third, internal migration 
involves poorer people from poorer regions and has a strong role to play in achieving the 
MDGs. Fourth, it is an important driver of growth in many sectors including agriculture, man-
ufacturing, construction, coastal economies and services (Deshingkar, 2006, p. 88). 

Such studies imply that internal migration opens up opportunities for migrants to improve 
their lives. Therefore, the function of opportunity in internal migration is crucial to raise the 
positive impact, but if opportunity distribution were unequal, poverty might be alleviated 
while inequality rose (De Haan, 1999, p. 27). Hence, inequality is context-based in relation 
to the integration of migrants and locals in the destination city. The inequality that occurs is 
not necessarily from an economic perspective but can also be from a social point of view. 
‘When migration alters the exercise of control over resources, migration may contribute to 
the process of structural differentiation’ (Goldscheider, 1987, p. 679). Therefore, structural 
differentiation affects not only migrants but also non-migrants (Castles, Haas and Miller, 
2014, pp. 40–41). 

2.2.2 Socio-economic Situation: Social Exclusion Approach 

Understanding the dynamics of society from within a social and economic perspective is 
crucial in development. Although it is merely an explanatory dimension that can be useful in 
analysis (Mueller and Parcel, 1981, p. 13), it also describes variation at the individual and 
household levels in society (Mueller and Parcel, 1981, p. 13; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2011, p. 4). Consequently, it explains access to resources, both socially and economically 
(Knight and Powers, 1984, p. 3). Thus, this measurement can be useful to analyze the power 
and privilege of both individuals and households in society. To ensure that this measurement 
can reflect the social and economic conditions in society, it should be multidimensional 
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(Alkire, 2011, p. 2). Baker (2014, p. 1) limits the socioeconomic indicators to education, in-
come, and occupation. Socioeconomics is a broad concept, and it can accommodate more 
than these variables. For instance, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2011, p. 3) notes that 
demography can also form a part of socioeconomic status, since demography might affect 
all the social and economic variables. 

Although socioeconomic status could be interpreted as social stratification, it cannot 
explain the mechanism of the situation itself (Mueller and Parcel, 1981, pp. 14–15). Hence, 
it would be easier to place the dimensions into a vague framework. The Australian Bureau 
of Statistics (2011, p. 3) cites social exclusion as one of the frameworks that could be used 
to interpret socioeconomic status. ‘Social exclusion, therefore, focuses on a person’s activi-
ties or actions, whereas socioeconomic status refers to a person’s access to social and eco-
nomic resources’ (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011, p. 3). Although the definition of so-
cial exclusion is varied and does not involve a consensus about the definition itself, it 
generally refers to inability to participate in economic, social, and political rights, which leads 
people or a group to be involved in the process of marginalization in society (Schierup, 
Krifors and Slavnic, no date, p. 206; Bhalla and Lapeyre, 1997, pp. 414–415; Haan and 
Maxwell, 1998, pp. 2–3; De Haan, 2000, pp. 25–26; Marlier and Atkinson, 2010, p. 285). The 
notion of social exclusion is accompanied by the aim of creating an inclusive society that ‘… 
overrides the differences of race, gender, class, generation, and geography’ (Marlier and 
Atkinson, 2010, p. 286), and it ensures that all people and groups have similar opportunities 
and access to society. 

Measuring social exclusion, however, is context-based, and it works differently in every 
region depending on the history, culture, and social structure (Haan and Maxwell, 1998, pp. 
2–3; Silver, 2015, p. 5). In addition, this notion also reflects relativity in that it is ‘relative…to 
the time and place’ (Burchardt and Le Grand, 2002, p. 31), although it covers similar dimen-
sions, which are economic, social, and political (Bhalla and Lapeyre, 1997, pp. 418–420; 
Silver, 2015, p. 5). With regard to individuals, ‘an individual is socially excluded if he or she 
does not participate in key activities of the society in which he or she lives’ (Burchardt and 
Le Grand, 2002, p. 31). Meanwhile, Babajanian (2012, pp. 2–4) links social policy and social 
exclusion and creates three dimensions. These three dimensions are excluded from income, 
services, and participation, but they still cover the economic, social, and political aspects 
(Babajanian and Hagen-Zanker, 2012, p. 3). Babajanian proposes that income, services, and 
participation relate to each other and that exclusion from one dimension leads to exclusion 
from the others (Babajanian and Hagen-Zanker, 2012, p. 3). It is still important to note, 
however, that an individual’s exclusion from one dimension is enough to state that he or she 
is being excluded socially (Burchardt and Le Grand, 2002, p. 31). 

Furthermore, social exclusion becomes essential because it can be used to conduct an 
analysis that extends beyond the analysis of poverty alone. It can be used see the multidi-
mensionality of poverty and to analyze whether it engenders exclusion (Scutella, Wilkins and 
Horn, 2009, p. 10). For instance, a wealthy individual who could not participate in political 
activity might have faced deprivation and a poor situation in other dimensions, and this con-
dition might have led him or her to social exclusion. This framework cannot capture agency 
context in it, such as ‘… whether the excluded individual would like to be included’ 
(Burchardt and Le Grand, 2002, p. 32), but it is about focusing on the exclusion process, 
which can facilitate an examination of the factors that engender segregation in society 
(Kabeer, 2000, p. 84). It is ‘a useful way to think about social policy because it draws attention 
to the production of disadvantage through the active dynamics of social interaction’ (Kabeer, 
2000, p. 84). It enables social policy not only to overlook income disadvantages but also to 
overlook disadvantages in terms of marginalization, vulnerability, and the causality factors 
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(De Haan, no date, pp. 29–31; Haan and Maxwell, 1998, p. 5; Scutella, Wilkins and Horn, 
2009, p. 10). 

2.3 Conceptual Framework 

Socioeconomic status is a result of the integration and acculturation of migrants in the host 
country (White and Johnson, 2016, p. 76). The socioeconomic level of migrants and natives 
provides a basic description of the people who migrate and the position of migrants and 
non-migrants in the region (Balan, 1969, pp. 4–5). Assessing socioeconomics from the mi-
gration perspective is defined in four dimensions, which are presented in Table 2.1 and relate 
to migrants' selectivity (Balan, 1969; Lee-Ying, 1978; Fuller, 1981). 

The first dimension is demography. This dimension consists of four indicators, which 
are age, sex, marital status, and residential area (Balan, 1969; Lee-Ying, 1978; Chowdhury et 
al., 2012). Age and sex are fundamental indicators that could explain the variation within the 
population (Lee-Ying, 1978, p. 37). In addition, age, sex, and marital status indicate migration 
motives (Chowdhury et al., 2012). For instance, in family strategy, migration will be initiated 
by the man, who will be followed by his spouse after he has settled in within the destination 
city (Lee-Ying, 1978, pp. 37–38). Family plays a role as a bridge between individual and com-
munity that could help the process of integration between migrants and non-migrants 
(Goldscheider, 1987, p. 687). Also, gender aspect on migration study is crucial, 

The inclusion of women in the analysis of migration should not be, however, solely as ap-
pendages to male migrants; our questions should go beyond why women migrate, whether 
they differ from male migrants, and whether they accompany men in search of jobs 
(Goldscheider, 1987, p. 691). 

Meanwhile, the residential area is required to give a brief indication of the initial situation of 
the living area chosen (Balan, 1969, p. 5). It could indicate where migrants usually move and 
how their chosen residential areas affect their lives and the lives of the natives who resided 
there before them. 

In determining the age category for a migration study, it is reasonable to apply the life-
course transition framework. This framework proceeds from the link between the age profile 
and the migration decision (Bernard, Bell and Charles-Edwards, 2014, p. 214). This frame-
work divides age into four primary stages of life, which are ‘education completion, labor 
force entry, union formation, and first childbearing’ (Bernard, Bell and Charles-Edwards, 
2014, p. 214). Hence, the age categorization starts with the category of 0-14 years old; people 
in this age range are considered children. The next category, 15-22 years old, relates to the 
higher education completion age, although compulsory education in Indonesia only lasts for 
nine years, consisting of six years of primary school and three years of lower secondary 
school. The labor force entry phase starts at 23 years old, and the first child-bearing phase is 
considered to start at 30 years old. The official retirement age in Indonesia is 55 years old, 
although many elderly people work beyond this age to fulfill their needs. 

The second dimension is education (Balan, 1969; Lee-Ying, 1978; Chowdhury et al., 
2012). This dimension is essential for analyzing perceptions of access and opportunity (Lee-
Ying, 1978, pp. 39–40). It is described in terms of literacy rate and school attainment varia-
bles. While the literacy rate merely regards the necessary ability to read and write, Lee-Ying 
(1978, pp. 39–40) states that people with higher school attainment tend to migrate. This 
relates to their perception that they will find a better opportunity in the destination city. It 
also links to the third dimension, which is occupation (Balan, 1969; Lee-Ying, 1978; 
Chowdhury et al., 2012). This dimension is key to the socioeconomic situation (Lee-Ying, 
1978, pp. 40–42), since it relates directly to livelihood. In addition: 
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The key factor for understanding the socioeconomic position of migrants once they are in the 
city, and their differential advancement over time, lies in the types and amounts of occupa-
tional opportunities open to them as compared to those open to the natives (Balan, 1969, p. 
9). 

Hence, this dimension could be embodied in the indicators of working status and main in-
dustry. These indicators relate to the particular type of job that migrants and natives have the 
required skills and education to perform (Balan, 1969, p. 9). In addition, these indicators 
could highlight segregation in terms of opportunity in the labor market. 

The final dimension to describe socioeconomic situation for comparative analysis of 
migrants and natives is income (Balan, 1969; Lee-Ying, 1978). This dimension can be as-
sessed through the indicators of average expenditure and poverty status. Analyzing average 
expenditure is an approach to uncovering the income variable (De Haan, 1997, pp. 41–42). 
Average expenditure is dependent on education level and job position. For instance, migrants 
might have higher average expenditure, which indicates higher income due to their educa-
tional attainment; thus, they can occupy higher positions in the labor market (De Haan, 1997, 
pp. 41–42). Indeed, income also has a link with poverty status, since income is a leverage of 
welfare status. 

Table 2.1 
Socio-economic Dimensions and Indicators 

Dimension Indicators Category 

Demography Age 0-14 years old 

  15-22 years old 

  23-29 years old 

  30-54 years old 

  55-69 years old 

  70+ years old 

 Sex Male 

  Female 

 Marital Status Never Married 

  Married 

  Divorced 

  Widowed 

 Residential Area Living in Urban Area 

  Living in Rural Area 

Education Ability to read and write Able to read and write 

  Not able to read and write 

 School Attainment Did not complete compulsory education 

 
 

Completed compulsory education (primary 
school and lower secondary school) 

  Completed upper secondary school 

  Graduated from university 

Occupation Working status Working 

  Unemployed 

 Main industry Working in formal non-mining sector 

  Working in formal mining sector 

  Working in informal agriculture sector 

  Working in informal mining sector 

 
 

Working in informal non-agriculture and 
non-mining sector 

Income Expenditure Expenditure below 60 percent of median 
expenditure 
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Expenditure above 60 percent of median 
expenditure 

 Poverty Living below poverty line 

  Living above poverty line 

Source: composed by author 

While socioeconomic dimensions will be useful for the comparison needed, other di-
mensions need to be compiled to assess social exclusion. In terms of the notion of migration, 
social exclusion has been seen as a structural constraint (Deshingkar, 2006, p. 88; Castles, 
Haas and Miller, 2014, pp. 39–40) because it could limit people’s migration; however, it is 
the effect of the migration itself. Specifically, social exclusion is the cost of society responding 
to migration events (Constant and Zimmermann, 2013, pp. 28–29). This makes social exclu-
sion a crucial framework for analyzing the effects of migration (Schierup, Krifors and Slavnic, 
no date, pp. 234–235); however, there is no consensus regarding the indicators that could be 
used to measure social exclusion. The chosen indicators should fulfill five principles: They 
should be context-based indicators with a clear explanation that is unbiased, reliable, com-
parable, flexible, and accessible (Marlier and Atkinson, 2010, pp. 288–289). The indicators 
applied for the social exclusion framework are essential to face the multidimensionality of 
exclusion (Silver, 2015, p. 5). Although some studies have defined indicators that might be 
useful to assess social exclusion, it is essential to use indicators that fit the context (Silver, 
2015, p. 5).  

In principle, it is right that national debates should evolve in ways which reflect local realities. 
… [different] definitions lead to different policies, and that adjudicating between the para-
digms may circumscribe policy choices (Haan and Maxwell, 1998, p. 2). 

Babajanian (2012, p. 3), in his concept of the dimensions of social exclusion, places 
social exclusion into three main settings, which are summarized in Table 2.2. First, exclusion 
from income measures economic deprivation as a crucial key factor in avoiding exclusion 
(Bhalla and Lapeyre, 1997, p. 419). This is because the income dimension is critical to ful-
filling needs to access adequate services (Babajanian and Hagen-Zanker, 2012, p. 4). In a 
specific context, the economic dimension aims to assess people's access to goods and ser-
vices (Bhalla and Lapeyre, 1997, p. 418). It sees how people become excluded from society 

because their income is inadequate to fulfill their needs or ‘an income markedly lower than 
that customary in the society’ (Haan and Maxwell, 1998, p. 2), although it is also important 
to note that exclusion from income concerns more than wealth. It is not merely because of 
the inability to access economic resources; this is because it can also relate to cultural deval-
uation (Kabeer, 2006, p. 68). For instance, 

… excluded groups often do poorly in land distribution not only because they cannot afford 
to buy or claim land but also because they are not permitted to do so on caste grounds. 
(Kabeer, 2006, p. 68) 

Hence, it is critical to add that exclusion from economy also covers the situation in which an 
individual is precluded from ‘participation in economically … valuable activities’ (Burchardt 
and Le Grand, 2002, p. 31). This is because, from a broader perspective, inclusivity related 
to the economic dimensions means that people can access resources to improve their well-
being and livelihood opportunities (Kabeer, 2000, p. 84, 2006, p. 69). Thus, a better assess-
ment of economic exclusion might be achieved by relying on relative poverty and access to 
the labor market. Relative poverty indicates the inability to access goods and services, while 
unemployed status indicates the inability to participate in economic activity in the commu-
nity. 

Services exclusion, however, is driven by governance, public policy, and institutions 
(Babajanian and Hagen-Zanker, 2012, p. 3). Institutional context and social protection play 
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an important role in this dimension, which indicates people’s access to services that should 
be provided by the state. Babajanian (2012, p. 4) mentions ‘limited access to services, includ-
ing healthcare, education’. This dimension aims to create balance with the social aspect of 
exclusion so that the situation is not exclusively analyzed from the economic perspective 
(Atkinson, Marlier and Nolan, 2004, p. 51). In addition, ‘indicators need to be developed as 
a matter of priority … access to public and private essential services such as health and edu-
cation’ (Marlier and Atkinson, 2010, p. 60). 

Meanwhile, the final dimension, participation exclusion, is linked with the various pro-
viders that could improve capacity and create participation (Babajanian and Hagen-Zanker, 
2012, p. 4). Participation, in this context, is crucial to allow people to be included in society. 
This dimension is complicated because there are many interpretations of it; however, Berman 
and Phillips (2000, pp. 334–335) define this form of exclusion as the inability to access the 
community. Bosniak (2005, p. 452) notes that citizenship as a form of identity in the national 
context also has the dimensionality of rights, legal status, and political activity. ‘To term 
membership in nonnational communities, organizations, and groupings as ‘citizenship’ is to 
legitimize these entities’ (Coutin, 2000, p. 587). Hence, legalizing citizenship is one way to 
avoid exclusion (Coutin, 2000, p. 587). This definition highlights the importance of citizen-
ship documents, since these are mandatory to access government services in Indonesia.  

In addition to exploring exclusion from participation, ‘social exclusion is cumulative in 
nature, making it difficult to escape, particularly when constant exposure to risk compro-
mises … safety’ (Gaetz, 2004, p. 430).  

Issues of unequal power and resources are translated at a material level into, for instance, 
urban fortresses for the rich, no-go public zones for the poor, and an extensive apparatus of 
social control to regulate human interaction and social activity (White and Sutton, no date, p. 
84). 

Since exclusion from participation includes participation in the neighborhood (Berman and 
Phillips, 2000, pp. 334–335), creating a safe environment is crucial to create inclusive society 
(White and Sutton, no date, pp. 83–85). 

Table 2.2 
Social Exclusion Indicators 

Dimension Indicators 

Exclusion from income Expenditure under 60 percent median expenditure 

 Unemployed 

Exclusion from services Never attended school 

 No health insurance 

Exclusion from participation No residential document 

 Suffered from crime 

Source: composed by author 

Although Babajanian (2012, pp. 3–4) focuses on the links between these three dimen-
sions of social exclusion, they are not necessarily always connected. For example, people who 
are excluded from income are not necessarily excluded from participation or services, alt-
hough people can be excluded from these three dimensions. Hence, instead of analyzing the 
relation between these three dimensions, it is important to analyze the number of depriva-
tions at a particular threshold to gauge the depth of exclusion (Burchardt and Le Grand, 
2002, pp. 34–35). 
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2.5  About This Research 

In the previous section, it becomes evident that the comparative study of migrants and na-
tives in terms of socioeconomic indicators has been extensively explored. Many studies have 
found that the socioeconomic status of migrants is significantly different from that of natives, 
and this is caused by the failure of integration of migrants and non-migrants. The difference 
between migrants and non-migrants in terms of socioeconomic status has thereby engen-
dered social exclusion. Studies related to migration and social exclusion in Papua, however, 
remain limited. The current research explores how differences in migration events can estab-
lish the differences between migrants and natives. It also aims to determine whether the 
migrants have marginalized the natives in Papua. The information from this type of research 
is needed to improve subsequent policy responses. 

In summary, this chapter has discussed the relevant concepts concerning internal migra-
tion and social exclusion. It has also explored the association between internal migration, 
differences between migrants and non-migrants, and social exclusion. In addition, this chap-
ter has presented earlier studies that have applied the socioeconomic status and social exclu-
sion frameworks within the internal migration concept. It is, however, important to note that 
similar connections in this study could generate different results because the situation in Pa-
pua is different to the situation in other regions mentioned earlier in this chapter. Consider-
ation of this situation can inform the appropriate application of affirmative action to the 
vulnerable group who face exclusion as a result of the influx of migrants.  
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Chapter 3  
Methodology 

3.1 Methodological Approach: Quantitative Approach 

This study is guided by internal migration and social exclusion theory. It employs a quantita-
tive research methodology, which is the most appropriate method because it can allow for 
exploring whether internal migration causes social exclusion in Papua. In general,a  quanti-
tative research methodology is suitable in research with aim:  

… (a) the identification of factors that influence an outcome, (b) the utility of an intervention, 
or (c) understanding the best predictors of outcomes … It is also the best approach to use the 
test a theory or explanation (Gower and Shanks, 2014, p. 20). 

In addition, quantitative methodology is driven by the positivist perspective that social 
reality is constructed through facts and that it can be explained by theory (Firestone, 1987, 
p. 16; Bryman, 2012a, pp. 13–15).  

Although quantitative methodology is considered a conventional research method 
(Gower and Shanks, 2014, p. 20), quantitative methods are more systematic than qualitative 
methods (Bryman, 2012a, pp. 41–42; Gower and Shanks, 2014, p. 21; Albers, 2017, p. 8). 
This is because quantitative methods should follow certain rules and procedures, meanwhile, 
qualitative methodology is more flexible (Gower and Shanks, 2014, p. 21). At the same time, 
the limitation of quantitative methods is that these methods merely generalizes the situation 
within a population (Bryman, 2012a, p. 41), meanwhile, qualitative methodology examines 
individuality and it can capture the complexity of individuality in society (Gower and Shanks, 
2014, p. 19). Hence, a qualitative methodology would be useful if the aim of this research 
were to determine the grounded theory behind the research. Nonetheless, this research at-
tempts to apply the social exclusion framework to society in Papua. A quantitative method-
ology is therefore more suitable than a qualitative method.  

3.2 Data Collection: Secondary Data 

For the purpose of this study, this research uses secondary data. Although many studies in 
social research elect to use primary data for its flexibility, using secondary data also has many 
benefits, which are that ‘extremely large-scale, long-term and official datasets also carry a 
certain authority …’ (Gorard, 2002, p. 235), not to mention that, using secondary data can 
minimize both costs and time (Gorard, 2002, p. 234; Bryman, 2012b, pp. 312–313). In addi-
tion, secondary data usually involves quality control and a well-established procedure to en-
sure the validity of the sampling method, response rate and collected data (Bryman, 2012b, 
p. 313). 

Collecting migration data in Indonesia, however, is challenging. There have been few 
data collection-focused studies related to migration in Indonesia. The first possibility for a 
data source is population registration data, which can record individual movements. Regis-
tration, however, is a self-obligation, thus, migration data derived from this source might be 
under-rated. Other potential data sources for this research are population census data, inter-
censal survey data and the Indonesia Family Life Survey (IFLS) data. All of these potential 
sources encompass data on migration and socio-economics, however, all of these sources 
are out of date, since the latest population census was conducted in 2010, the latest intercen-
sal survey was conducted in 2005, and the latest ILFS was conducted in 2014. 
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This study analyzes a dataset from a cross-sectional annual household survey, namely 
Survei Sosial Ekonomi Nasional (SUSENAS, Social Economy National Survey) which was con-
ducted in 2018. The data were produced by Badan Pusat Statistik (BPS, National Statistics 
Office), which is the only official government survey and census in Indonesia. The sample 
was distributed evenly among 29 districts/municipalities, with a sample size of 11.040 house-
holds. This can be estimated to the district/municipality level (Papua, 2012, pp. 1–2). The 
sampling procedure that was used for this survey consisted of two stages. The phase of strat-
ified sampling consisted of three stages for the sampling procedure, in which the sample was 
proportionally stratified by residential area, welfare status, and household school attainment 
based on the population census of 2010 (Papua, 2012, pp. 4–5). Meanwhile, the data collec-
tion was performed through direct interviews, and the data were processed in the district 
regional statistics office (Papua, 2012, p. 5). In 2018, the response rate for SUSENAS 2018 
in the Papua Province was 98 percent, therefore the clean data that were published consisted 
of 10.826 households (Papua, 2012, p. 5). 

3.3 Method of Analysis 

It has been already stated that the main objective of this study is to explore the possibility of 
the marginalization of natives due to migration events. For this purpose, this study will use 
SPSS 25.0 for the students to perform exploratory data analysis. Generally, exploratory data 
analysis presents broad possibilities, enabling the researcher to understand the data presented 
in many ways (Tukey, 1977, p. 3). In addition, this method aims to discover any patterns in 
the data (Behrens, 1997, p. 132; Gelman, 2004, p. 765; Albers, 2017, pp. 108–109).  

Exploratory data analysis, however, can take many forms in, such as, a statistical sum-
mary (average, median, variance), a frequency distribution table, or various graphs (Albers, 
2017, p. 109). In terms of a comparative study, however, summary on the distribution will 
be more suitable (Tukey, 1977, p. 102). This is because the comparison should be able to 
analyze the data in terms of similar measurements and concept (Tukey, 1977, p. 110). Hence, 
this research applies the use of ratios within each category to make all categories comparable. 

The use of exploratory data analysis enables for a data investigation where in the analysis 
could yield thoughtful insight. It gives a broad and insightful understanding to allow for 
answering the research questions (Behrens, 1997, pp. 131–132). Instead of testing a hypoth-
esis, which is a popular notion in statistics, this methodology emphasizes an open probe 
(Tukey, 1977, p. 3). The application of exploratory data analysis, however, is accomplished 
through the use of tables and graphs (Behrens, 1997, p. 131). Hence, the exploratory data 
analysis will not analyze the statistical significance, instead, it will scrutinize the broad range 
of the data itself (Behrens, 1997, p. 131). Consequently, ‘exploratory data analysis can never 
be the whole story, but nothing else can serve as the foundation stone--as the first step’ 
(Tukey, 1977, p. 3).  

3.4 Operational Concept 

The variables used for the analysis and their respective sources of information are as follows: 

▪ Population: This research applies the population concept established BPS. ‘Popu-
lation includes all residents of the entire geographic territory of Indonesia, who have 
stayed for six months or longer, and those who intended to stay even though their 
length of stay was less than six months’ (BPS, no date a). The geographic territory 
in this research is Papua. 
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▪ Household: The concept for household is ‘a person or group of people living in 
part or whole [of a] physical building or census, [they] usually live together and eat 
from one kitchen’ (BPS, no date b).  

▪ Internal Migration: For this variable, this research applies the life-time migration 
concept. ‘If the place of birth or the place of last residence is different from the 
place of enumeration, a person is defined as a migrant’ (Bhagat, 2008, p. 92). Hence, 
a person born outside Papua is assessed as a migrant, while people born in Papua 
are assessed as non-migrant. This specifically refers to question 602 of the 
SUSENAS questionnaire2: “Where was the province of the respondent’s place of 
birth?”. 

▪ Residential Area: This variable is classified into urban and rural types. The variable 
is determined by the identification section in question 105: “Urban/rural classifica-
tion?” 

▪ Age: ‘The age should be rounded down. In other words, the age refers to the re-
spondent’s latest birthday’ (BPS, no date a). This variable refers to question 407: 
“What is the respondent’s birth date?” 

▪ Sex: This variable pertains to question 405: “What is the respondent’s sex?” 

▪ Marital status: This status depends on the law (including tradition, religion and the 
state) (BPS, no date a). This indicator refers to question 404: “What is the respond-
ent’s marital status?” 

▪ Ability to read and write: Generally, the question regarding education is directed at 
people aged over 5 years old, however, the ability to read and write refers to the 
ability of people to write and read in Latin and/or Arabic and/or another language. 
This corresponds to the “yes/no” answers from questions 609 through to 611: 
“Can you read and write simple sentence from your daily language in Latin/Ara-
bic/other forms?” 

▪ School attainment: This variable depends on the highest academic certificate that 
the respondents have earned. This question refers to question 615: “What is the 
highest academic certificate that the respondent owns?” 

▪ Working status: The indicators for occupation are directed to people aged 10 years 
old and over. Questions 801 through to 803 elicit information on the working status 
indicator, and working status refers to the activity undertaken a week ago. In addi-
tion, people who are only temporarily unemployed are considered to be working.  

▪ Main occupation industry: This indicator intends to explore information on the 
main industry of the working respondents. This indicator refers pertains to question 
804: “What is the main industry of the place where the respondent worked during 
the past week?” 

▪ Expenditure below 60 percent median expenditure: This indicator corresponds to 
the summary of the respondent’s expenditure for food and non-food categories3.In 
addition, this indicator determine whether the expenditure of the individual falls 
below the 60 percent of median. 

 
2The questionnaire can be found in Appendix 12. 
3The questions about consumption (food and non-food) were asked using the COICOP (Classifica-
tion of Individual Consumption by Purpose), as published by the United Nations Statistics Division 
(UNSD). In this paper, however, in this paper, the questionnaire attached in the appendix 13 only 
includes the summary part. 
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▪ Poverty status: This indicator refers to the total expenditure of the household. 
Hence, to decide whether the household is poor, this is compared to the poverty 
line in each district4. 

3.5 Limitation 

Some limitations of this study should be noted. First, since the study uses the secondary data, 
the indicators may be limited to the available data. Second, due to the nature of a quantitative 
study, this study may fail to capture the other variables that are not covered in this study. 
Third, although the words “non-migrants” and “natives” are used interchangeably, this concept 
refers to people who were born and grew up in Papua. In addition, the concept of natives in 
this research does not link directly with the ethnicity concept, hence, the non-migrants in 
this research may include indigenous Papuans and people from other ethnicities who were 
born in Papua.  

Despite the above mentioned of limitations, however, this study will contribute to the 
study of poverty in Papua. In addition, this research also aims to fill the literature gap, 
wherein there is a lack of research on social exclusion in Papua. 

 

 
4The poverty line by district can be found in Appendix 11. 
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Chapter 4  
The Socio-economic Comparison: Characterizing the 
Migrants and the Locals 

This chapter presents the data and findings on the characteristics of the migrants and the 
locals based on SUSENAS 2018. This chapter focuses on the examination of who the mi-
grants are and how they are socio-economically different from the locals. To facilitate the 
comparative analysis, the proportions used in this chapter are the relative percentages within 
each category 

4.1 Demography Dimensions: Who is Who? 

In 2018, the population in Papua was projected to reach 3.4 million people (Table 4.1). With 
respect to migratory status, the population was still dominated by 83 percent natives. Only 
17 percent of the population was born outside of Papua Province. Although migrants con-
stitute the minority, they play an essential role in the dynamics of life in Papua.  

Table 4.1 
Population by Migratory Status, 2018 

Migratory Status Frequency Percent 

Native 2,758,930 83 

Migrant 549,202 17 

Total 3,308,132 100 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

Since people of a young age tend to migrate more than the elderly, the age composition 
in a region can affect the migration rate (Plane, 1993, p. 376). From a broader perspective, 
though, age is the underlying variable with which to analyze the timing of migration (Bernard, 
Bell and Charles-Edwards, 2014, pp. 216–217). For instance, in Papua, migrants dominated 
the family age category (30-54 years old: 54 percent, Table 4.2). Meanwhile, the labor entry 
age category contained the second highest proportion of migrants (23-29 years old: 16 per-
cent). Migrants were predominated in the productive age groups, which supports the initial 
assumption that migrants come to Papua to look for a job (Budiardjo and Liong, 1988, pp. 
46–47). Migration in this context helps the migrants to create economic stability in their lives, 
individually or within the family. 

Table 4.2 
Proportion of Population by Age and Migratory Status, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group Native Migrant 

0-14 years 36 8 

15-22 years 14 10 

23-29 years 12 16 

30-54 years 32 54 

55-69 years 5 12 

Above 70 years 1 2 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Eight percent of the migrants, however, were children (0-14 years old), who may have 
migrated with their familie. The relatively high proportion of productive age migrants com-
pared to the relatively small proportion of child migrants signifies that the dependence bur-
den of migrants was relatively low. By contrast, within the natives’ category, children domi-
nated the population (36 percent). Meanwhile, only 32 percent of the natives belonged to the 
family age category, 12 percent belonged to the labor entry age group. Such a children adult 
ratio detones a relatively high dependency burden within the natives. Consequently, the adult 
natives needed higher income to enable them to fulfill all their family members’ needs.  

Nonetheless, the proportion of elderly people in the migrants group is also remarkable. 
Although migration to Papua began many years ago, the percentage of elderly migrants (aged 
over 70 years old) remained relatively small (two percent). This is suggests that migrants may 
come and stay for a long time, but they do not expect to live permanently in Papua. Even, 
the migants who followed the transmigration program did not settle forever in their sites 
(Gietzelt, 1989, p. 208). Meanwhile, the proportion of older people (55-70 years old) in the 
natives’ group (6 percent) was low compared to the proportion of older people in the mi-
grants group (12 percent). Even among the natives, the elderly (aged over 70 years old) only 
constituted one percent of the population in Papua. This may relate to the health situation 
in Papua, since the average life expectancy in Papua is only 65 years old (BPS, 2019b). 

Figure 4.1 
Population Composition by Sex and Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

 
Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

Regarding sex composition, the population in both categories was dominated by men 
(52 percent in native category, 55 percent in migrant category, Figure 4.1), although the pro-
portion of female migrants should not be neglected. They play a prominent role in the care 
economy, particularly, since female migrants are subjected to accompanying their husbands 
(68 percent, Figure 4.2) as the family integration strategy in the household (Nyberg-Sorensen, 
Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002, p. 8). Related to this situation, women may lack auton-
omy, since their decision to migrate often depends on their husbands’ migration. Six percent 
of females, however, were the head of their household. This proportion might not be high, 
but it could contribute to transforming and restructuring the labor force composition in Pa-
pua (Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-Pedersen, 2002, p. 8). For instance, job creation 
in Papua should also consider women and their ability to enter the labor market.  
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Figure 4.2 
Percentage of Female Migrants by Status in Household in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

 
Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

In relation to marital status (Table 4.3), the remarkable figure is that the migrants were 
dominated by married people (70 percent). Marital status is one of the important variables 
to people consider in deciding whether to migrate. This figure also substantiates the afore-
mentioned observation that women and children often migrate to reunite with family. Mean-
while, within the natives category, people who had never married predominated (54 percent).  

Table 4.3 

Proportion of Population by Marital Status, Sex and Migratory Status, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group 

Native Migrant 

Male Female Male Female 

Never Married 30  24  17  8  

Married 21  21  37  33  

Divorce 0  0  1  1  

Widowed 1  2  1  3  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

Meanwhile, in terms of residential living area, the percentage of natives living in urban 
areas remained higher (17 percent) than the percentage of migrants (10 percent), but most 
of the migrants lived in an urban areas (Figure 4.3). People’s residential area can indicate their 
ability to access to social and economic resources (United Nations, 2018, p. 99). This is be-
cause urban areas usually have a better infrastructure and job opportunities than rural areas. 
Elmslie (2017, p. 6), in his report, mentions that settlers choose to live in urban areas in the 
hope of securing a better economic opportunity. By living in urban areas, migrants ensure 
that they can access better jobs for the sake of their livelihoods. At the same time, they can 
also access better education and healthcare facilities than they could if they were in a rural 
area.  

By contrast, the proportion of natives living in rural areas was relatively high (66 percent, 
Figure 4.1). The natives tend to live in rural areas because their livelihoods depend on agri-
culture and forestry (Elmslie, 2017, pp. 1–6). As part of the transmigration program, how-
ever, some migrants still settle in rural areas, where the soil is conducive to agriculture 
(Elmslie, 2017, p. 6). The government provides assistance to migrants within the transmigra-
tion program,  

Each transmigrant family, as well as receiving a house, land, and the means to cultivate it, has 
the chance in some cases to sell their labour or produce on agricultural estates being developed 
in conjunction with the transmigration programme (Gietzelt, 1989, p. 206). 
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Figure 4.3 
Population Composition by Migratory Status and Residential Area in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

 
Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

Transmigration to Papua is portrayed as a success story because it can increase economic 
growth. For instance, Merauke district, which has been famous as a transmigration destina-
tion, has won awards for being the only integrated rice estate in East Indonesia (Republika, 
2015). The government claims that the ability of Merauke to be the highest producer of rice 
is as a result of the transmigration program. At the same time, the highland areas of Papua 
— such as Yahukimo district and Jayawijaya district, which are dominated by natives— have 
higher proportion of agriculture households than the Merauke district (BPS Provinsi Papua, 
2014, p. 34), however, they have been unable to elevate their economy to the extent that 
Merauke has.  

4.2 Education Dimension: Educated and Privileged 

Figure 4.4 
Population Composition of People Aged Five Years and Over by Migratory Status and Literacy in Papua 

Province, 2018 (in percent) 

 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

The education dimension tends to describe people who have higher abilities. For instance, 
the ability to read and write is the simplest form of education. In the minimum specification 
to enter a formal job, the ability to read and write is a necessity. Figure 4.4 illustrates that 97 
percent of the migrants were able to read and write. By contrast, only 70 percent of the 
natives were able to read and write. Further investigation, however, revealed that 14 percet 
of the illiterate people in the natives category were adults (people aged 30-54 years old)5. 

 
5 Tables is presented in Appendix 1 
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Meanwhile, eight percent of native children over five years old were also not able to read and 
write.   

Conversely, in relation to the earlier statistics, school attainment among migrants was 
better than school attainment among the natives. Education selectivity in migration is crucial 
because migrants expect to have better lives in the destination city. With superior education, 
migrants have a higher possibility of securing a better job than locals (Lee-Ying, 1978, pp. 
40–41) or having a better position for their occupation. Hence, migrants tend to arrive with 
superior education. The proportion of mirants who had completed upper secondary school 
was 33 percent (Table 4.4). Thirteen percent of the migrants had even graduated from uni-
versity. Hence, it is safe to assume that migrants use their educational background as their 
capital to secure good job (Goldscheider, 1987, p. 685). 

Despite the generally high school attainment among migrants, there were still 37 percent 
of the migrants who had not completed compulsory education. These migrants, in this con-
text, might have believed that their skills that could help them to secure jobs, particularly in 
informal education (Gietzelt, 1989, p. 208). Since the natives dominated low education at-
tainment, this may ceate a competitive atmosphere. It seems that the natives lacked access to 
education. There were 74 percent of the non-migrants who had not completed compulsory 
education. Lower levels of both literacy skill and school attainment among natives may be 
attributable to the fact that education is not seen as a priority among native villagers (Mollet, 
2007, p. 160). In addition, the lack of teachers in remote areas become another reason why 
natives have limited access to education (Mollet, 2007, pp. 158–159). Few non-migrants be-
longed to the higher categories of school attainments. This situation could establish a com-
petitive climate in which natives are pitted against migrants, although the two groups cannot 
be compared because they have different levels of access to education. The natives are thus 
at disadvantage, since it would be more difficult for them to apply a formal job than it is for 
the migrants. 

Table 4.4 
Population Composition by School Attainment and Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

School Attainment Native Migrant 

Did not complete com-
pulsory education 74 37 

Completed compulsory 
education (primary 
school and lower sec-
ondary school) 10 17 

Completed upper sec-
ondary school 12 33 

Graduated from univer-
sity 4 13 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author  

4.3 Occupation Dimension: Who Has a Better Livelihood? 

In the occupation dimension, the data reveals the composition of the population aged 10 
years old and above by their main activity (Table 4.5). The data indicates that the migrants 
were dominated by workers (64 percent), while only 33 percent of the migrants were engaged 
in other activities such as attending school, unpaid domestic works, or other unspecified 
activities. In further investigation, women were predominated in “Others” category of main 
activity6. This supports the earlier observation that many women migrate to Papua to 

 
6 Data available in Appendix 2 
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accompany their husbands. The percentage of working women, however, cannot be dispar-
aged. Almost 21 percent of the migrant workers were women. In terms of the people in the 
“Looking for Job” category, however, they were distributed evenly among three age catego-
ries7, which are 15-22 years old, 23-29 years old, and 30-54 years old.  

Table 4.5 
Composition of Population Aged 10 Years Old and Above by Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018    

(in percent) 

Main Activity Native Migrant 

Working 57 64 

Looking for Job 3 3 

Others 40 33 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

Although the percentage of working people was higher in the natives category group (57 
percent), it was still low compared to the percentage of working people in the migrants cat-
egory. This may relate to the education dimensions, where migrants are at a distinct advantage 
courtesy of their education. As was the case among the migrants, women predominated in 
the “Others” category of main activity among the natives, although almost 36 percent of 
female natives had been able to enter the labor market. The most remarkable note within the 
natives’ category is the proportion of people aged 0-14 years old who were attempting to 
enter the labor market (three percent). This phenomenon did not occur among the migrants.  

Furthermore, Table 4.6 presents the composition of working people by migration status. 
While migrants predominated in the formal non-mining sector (49 percent), non-migrants 
predominated in the informal agriculture sector (79 percent). This presumably relates to the 
residential living area, where the natives mostly lived in rural areas. Hence, this situation is 
driven by the labor market for villagers, which usually leads them to the agriculture sector. 
Another remarkable note is the fact that the mining sector was dominated by migrants, and 
there only an insignificant number of non-migrants had been able to enter the mining sector. 
Although mining contributes significantly to economic activity in Papua (BPS Provinsi 
Papua, 2018, p. 601), it proves unable to absorb local people in the labor market. 

In this dimension, the migrants were therefore better situated in terms of both working 
status and occupation. The superior education level of the migrants resulted in their ability 
to access better formal job (50 percent) while the natives were limited to jobs in informal 
sector (84 percent). 

Table 4.6 

Composition of Working Population by Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Main Occupation Native Migrant 

Working in formal non-
mining sector 16 49 

Working in formal mining 
sector 0 1 

Working in informal agri-
culture sector 79 15 

Working in informal min-
ing sector 0 1 

Working in informal non-
agriculture and non-min-
ing sector 5 33 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author  

 
7 Data available in Appendix 3 
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4.4 Expenditure Dimension: Who Are the Poor? 

Regarding the expenditure dimension, the first indicator is analyzed with respect to the 
threshold 60 percent of median expenditure. In general, median expenditure in Papua Prov-
ince in 2018 was Rp. 916.718 per capita per month8. This is relatively high compared to the 
poverty line in Papua in 2018, which was Rp. 518.811 (BPS Provinsi Papua, 2019). The mi-
grants, however, had a higher median expenditure (Rp. 1.811.115) than the natives (Rp. 
988.055); hence, the migrants may have a higher possibility to climb out of poverty. Further-
more, Table 4.7 presents the composition of population by expenditure: 

Table 4.7 
Population Composition by Expenditure and Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Median Expenditure Native Migrant 

Below 60 percent of me-
dian 36 7 

Above 60 percent of me-
dian 

64 93 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author  

In general, the migrants predominated in above 60 percent of median expenditure (93 
percent), while only 64 percent of the natives belonged to this category. Thus, there were still 
36 percent of the natives who were at a disadvantage in terms of the expenditure indicator. 
It is important to note that 15 percent of working natives faced this disadvantage9. Similarly, 
in terms of poverty, the proportion of people living below the poverty line was higher within 
the natives group (Table 4.8). This indicates that working status is not necessarily reflected 
in income. This situation was also faced by the migrants, but only in relatively small numbers 
(four percent). In addition, migrants may enjoy a higher income than natives. This situation 
is driven by the fact that migrants have better jobs. Agriculture may not provide a high in-
come for natives Another reason for this situation may relate to the aforementioned depend-
ency burden faced by the natives.  

Table 4.8 
Population Composition by Poverty Status and Migratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Poverty Status Native Migrant 

Below poverty line 33 5 

Above poverty line 67 95 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author  

4.5 Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter mainly aims to answer the sub-question of the research in this paper, which is 
“How does the socioeconomic situation of migrants in Papua differ from that of non-mi-
grants in Papua?”. This question, however, leads to an understanding of the characteristics 
of the migrants who come to Papua. It also offers insight into the factual situation of the 
natives. Demographic comparison is useful for comparing the population based on age, sex, 
marital status, and residential area. Regarding the age comparison, the migrants were domi-
nated by people who were at a productive age and could enter the labor market in Papua; 
however, the migration to Papua seems to be temporary, since the proportion of elderly 
migrants was relatively small. This shows that migrants tend to return to their hometown on 

 
8 Data is available in Appendix 4 
9 Data is available in Appendix 5 
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reaching retirement age. Meanwhile, the natives display a different pattern in terms of age 
structure, which leads to the conclusion that the natives have a higher dependency burden 
than the migrants.  

Moreover, with regard to sex and marital status, both the migrants and non-migrants 
were dominated by men. These indicators emphasize the fact that female migrants predom-
inantly arrive with the intention of accompanying their husbands. Single female migrants, 
however, also arrive, albeit in small numbers. Single female migrants are likely motivated by 
the same desire as male migrants, who migrate for a better livelihood. Meanwhile, the resi-
dential living area characteristics indicate that migrants tend to live in urban areas. By con-
trast, non-migrants tend to be villagers. This situation is important to consider in analyzing 
the labor markets they can enter. Some migrants still settle in rural areas due to the transmi-
gration policy, but their lives in these rural areas might be better than the natives’ lives in 
these rural areas because the government has prepared ready-to-use land for their livelihood. 

Related to educational attainment, migrants tend to be better educated than natives. This 
might be because access to education in their hometown is better than it is in Papua. Conse-
quently, the literacy rate among the Papuans was significantly lower than the literacy rate 
among the migrants. This situation relates to the ability to access the labor market in Papua. 
In 2018, the proportion of working people among migrants was higher than the proportion 
of working people among non-migrants. Within the natives group, there was even an indi-
cation of worker children, since a small proportion of children reported looking for a job. 
The disadvantages of the natives do not end here: The migrants tended to work in formal 
sectors, while the non-migrants predominantly worked in the informal agriculture sector. 
This situation relates to the residential living area of the natives. The most remarkable finding 
in this dimension is the inability of the mining sector, which is the highest contributor to 
Papua’s economy, to absorb local people in the labor market. The inability to secure a better 
occupation places natives at a disadvantage when it comes to generating income. Hence, the 
poverty rate among the non-migrants was higher than the poverty rate among the migrants. 

The differences between migrants’ and natives’ socioeconomic situation have created 
segregation. The gap between migrants and natives with respect to education, career, and 
income is too great to be ignored. Although migrants are not intentionally stealing opportu-
nities from non-migrants, the advantages that migrants bring from their hometowns (in 
terms of the education dimension) give them better opportunities to access better lives.   
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Chapter 5  
Are the Natives Excluded from Development? 

This chapter discusses the findings pertaining to the exclusion of natives based on SUSENAS 
2018. As such, this chapter’s focus will be on the examination into what socio-economic 
factors has led non-migrants to be socially excluded. 

Table 5.1 presents the exclusion in the Papua Province in 2018. The exclusion is meas-
ured by a comparison of all the people in Papua, although the exclusion analysis will be 
focused particularly on the natives. In addition, the exclusions were measured using six indi-
cators within three aspects. The table also presented the division of gender in order to analyze 
the exclusion related to the aspect of gender, in addition to characterizing it with the socio-
economic status10. The specific explanation regarding the exclusion of each dimension and 
indicator will be analyzed in this section. 

Table 5.1 
Distribution of Natives’ Excluded Individuals by Exclusion Domain in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Social Exclusion Domain 

Native 

Male Female 

Exclusion from Income   

Expenditure under 60 percent median 
expenditure 15  15  

Unemployed 13  22  

Exclusion from Services   

Never attend school 13  15  

No health insurance 6 6 

Exclusion from Participation   

No residential document 23  22  

Suffered from crime 1  0  

Source: Susenas 2018 (calculated by author) 

5.1 Exclusion from Income: Economically Left-Out  

Social exclusion in terms of an economic context relates to the inability to access adequate 
income (Haan and Maxwell, 1998, p. 2). In 2018, the survey found that 30 percent of non-
migrants were being excluded in Papua in terms of expenditure (table 5.1). This indicates 
that the proportion of people in Papua who were unable to relative better income in society 
and had a threshold of 60 percent from median expenditure. The exclusion among the adults 
aged 30-54 years old were quite high (10 percent), even though this was a phase where they 
should have stability in their economic life.  

This economic instability within the adult group also relates to the exclusion of the de-
mographic for children (0-14 years old; 12 percent). Such a finding could be indicative of 
children poverty, when children suffer from economic exclusion because they live with an 
excluded adult. In addition, this situation links to the fact that three percent of the native 

 
10 Table is available in Appendix 6 
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children are looking for a job11. This situation, thus serves a warning for the vulnerability of 
children and the effect of inter-generational poverty. 

However, an essential factor that might also cause the exclusion seen in this indicator is 
the residential area itself. The proportion of excluded natives in rural area was 29 percent, 
while in it was only 2 percent in the urban area. The uneven access and opportunity between 
city and village living could thus have brought about the high impact seen on the exclusion. 
Even so, workers in the informal agricultural sector, a dominate field when living in villages, 
was the predominant group to face exclusion as compared the workers in other sectors. 

On a broad overview, the exclusion from having decent income within the female na-
tives was similar when compared to the men. This is despite the fact that, ‘gender and racial 
origin interact with immigrant status to produce complex interactive effects on earnings’ (Li, 
2008, p. 305). It signifies the possibility of female workers having lower income compared 
to the men. Furthermore, it demonstrates the inevitable fact that women face difficulties in 
accessing the labor market, since the proportion of women working is significantly lower 
compared to men12. The data also shows that the excluded women natives can only could 
get a job in the informal agricultural sector. This then leads to problems, regardless of 
whether they are being excluded because of their job, or excluded in general, which affects 
their job. Despite this, agriculture is a main source of livelihood for people in rural area. 

In addition to the findings, 28 percent of natives in Papua were excluded from the labor 
market (Table 5.1). Similar to the expenditure exclusion, excluded natives predominantly 
lived in a rural area and they were of productive age (15-64 years old)13. As such, the factor 
that affect the situation might be in the lack of job creation in rural areas. This is a common 
problem in rural areas, since job opportunities in the rural area are mostly in stemming from 
agriculture and as such, they cannot absorb the labor supply. 

Yet, the lack of job creation in villages does not directly motivate the natives to move 
into the city. The natives might choose to still live in their village and to not migrate to the 
city because the jobs available in the city might need certain skills and educational qualifica-
tions. Hence, the labor market in the city is dominated by migrants.  

It is often stated that ‘immigrants take jobs from the natives’ and that ‘they depress wages’ of 
native population … In general immigrants complement the skills of indigenous labour that 
often could result to increased demand for native labour, especially if the sector relies heavily 
on immigrant labour (Messkoub and Etxezarreta, 2007, p. 135).  

Meanwhile, the most remarkable notes in this exclusion type were people with the ability to 
read and write (29 percent), which was higher than illiterate people (6 percent). This situation 
is presumably due to the inability of the literate to access jobs they expect, since some people 

tend to look for ‘ … actual job opportunities [rather than] for potential employment’ 
(Goldscheider, 1987, p. 682). 

Moreover, women are exposed to a worse level of exclusion in the labor market (22 
percent; Table 5.1). In general, the culture might be a factor that influences the situation. 
This is as women, are more likely to do domestic work, particularly in rural areas. This is also 
supported with the data that 16 percent of female in rural area could not enter the labor 
market. In addition, 13 percent of female who had expenditure that was above 60 percent of 
median expenditure were still excluded, and 14 percent of women who were not poor faced 
similar exclusion. Hence, the inability to access wealth does not necessarily mean a circum-
vention of an exclusion in occupation. 

 
11 Result is presented in Chapter 3 
12 Result is presented in Chapter 3 
13 Table is available in Appendix 7 
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5.2 Exclusion from Services: Lack of Accessibility 

The first indicator in exclusion from services is related to education. Table 5.1 shows that 28 
percent of Papuans have never attended school. While 14 percent of adult natives (aged 30-
54 years old) never attended school, high attention also needs to be given to the fact that 
there were eight percent of natives of schooling age (5-22 years old) that never attended 
school14. In details, the proportion consists of 6 percent of children aged 5-14 years old and 
2 percent of 15-22 years old. This indicates the inability of native children to get access to 
education, despite education being an entitlement. Also, it is an investment for their future, 
and will allow them to get better jobs, as, for instance, people who have a lower educational 
attainment find it harder to enter the labor market. This consequently leads to people with 
little to no education having a lower position than people with higher education levels.  

Similar to exclusion from income, Papuans who are excluded from accessing education 
also live in rural areas (26 percent). This situation has resulted from the topography of Papua 
where many sub districts still lack school facilities. However, some Papuans in the urban area 
are also not able to get access to education. In the conventional view, this situation might be 
a result stemming from income disadvantages. Also, education plays an essential role in im-
proving well-being and preventing a poverty trap. Nonetheless, in Papua, the situation is a 
bit different, because the percentage of people who has income advantages (20 percent) who 
were excluded were higher than people with income disadvantages (13 percent). Besides, 
people with non-poor status (21 percent) also have a substantial excluded proportions when 
compared to the poor (11 percent). The anomaly in this situation might be related with the 
unavailability of school facility in some regions. Hence, people might not be able to access 
the education not due to their inability to pay the service but because of the condition. As a 
result, people that are excluded from education, are mostly unable to read or write (22 per-
cent) and working in informal agriculture sector (23 percent). Meanwhile, with regards to 
gender, women tend to be excluded, and this situation might be grow due to more culturally-
based region. 

Furthermore, the exclusion from services also covers the inability to access health care. 
To assess the situation, the used indicator is a deprivation tied into health insurance. The 
health insurance in Papua consists of Jaminan Kesehatan Nasional (JKN; National Health In-
surance), Jaminan Kesehatan Papua (JAMKESPA; Papuan Health Insurance), and private 
health insurance. Meanwhile, JKN works in cross-subsidy, and JAMKESPA is fully-paid by 
the government. However, people who can access JAMKESPA are from the indigenous 
Papuan segment only. Hence, with this scheme, Papuan people should have an easy access 
to the health insurance. However, Table 5.1 proves that the proportion of natives excluded 
from the possession of health insurance is at 12 percent. In general, the exclusion from the 
children age group was higher15, and it might be because of the needs to take care the insur-
ance is ignored. In addition, the availability of public health service in Papua that can be 
accessed freely by children make the needs to register with health insurance become generally 
neglected. Meanwhile, people who have never been married also seems to be easily excluded 
(8 percent). This indicates that the importance of health insurance is considerably higher for 
families.  

In addition, natives who lived in villages also tended to be excluded (8 percent). This 
situation might be caused by the lack of knowledge in the importance of health insurance 
and the lack of access to health facilities. Nonetheless, people with wealth advantages (higher 
income or non-poor) were also seen to have a higher exclusion rate (8 percent in each 

 
14 Table is available in Appendix 8 
15 Table is available in Appendix 9 
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category). This situation might be driven due to the health services itself, as people might get 
better service when they access the facilities without insurance (self-funded). It is thus safe 
to imply that the advantages group was voluntary excluded in this dimension. 

5.3 Exclusion from Participation: The Forgotten  

The residential document is an essential indicator to see the participation of the citizen in 
society. It also enables the citizen to access the services provided by the states. Table 5.1 
shows that 45 percent of the natives do not have a residency document. This is despite the 
fact that the document is essential for one’s proof of nationality. In addition, the document 
is crucial for the application of health insurance or social protection. Thus, this deprivation 
from participation could result in their exclusion from the state services. It also restricts the 
ability of the citizen to gain benefits from the state. In this situation, it is also vital for the 
government to ensure that the residents of the city have the right to get access to social 
protection. 

By characterizing excluded people by their lack of a citizenship document, it is known 
that the excluded natives were predominantly living in rural area (47 percent)16. It is thus safe 
to imply that the exclusion is caused by the lack of knowledge in terms of the usefulness or 
the advantage of having the document. It is also supported by the facts that the excluded 
population had not finished compulsory education (37 percent). Also, since they were also 
dominated in informal agriculture sector worker, they do not have any need for the docu-
ments. Hence, the citizen document is not considered to be a priority for them. 

Furthermore, analyzing the safety from crime exclusion, the number of natives excluded 
in this indicator was one percent. This means that in general, the safety indicator in Papua 
was relatively good. It is important to note that SUSENAS 2018 is a self-reported individual 
survey. Thus the data on the criminal may be under-reported because people may feel 
ashamed to admit they were a victim on crimes. 

5.4 Level of Exclusion 

Table 4.2 presents the composition of excluded population by the level of exclusion. The 
level of exclusion is applied for an age threshold of 10 years because of the exclusion from 
the labor market. As such, it is restricted to people aged above 10 years old, in order for the 
restriction to be able create an unbiased generalization of the situation.  

Calculating the number of different dimensions on which individuals are excluded is not 
meant to imply that exclusion on each dimension is equally serious, nor even that exclusion 
on two dimensions is twice as bad as exclusion on one dimension. Rather, the multiple di-
mension score is an indication of the extent to which ‘excluded’ groups overlap (Burchardt 
and Le Grand, 2002, pp. 35–36) 

In general, excluded people in Papua was predominantly excluded on one indicator (34 per-
cent) and two indicators (39 percent). Meanwhile, there are significantly small number of 
people who overlapped in the exclusion of whole indicators. This phenomenon refers to an 
assumption that the exclusion facing the natives and how it differs relates to their individual 
situation (Burchardt and Le Grand, 2002, p. 36). 

Table 5.2 
Composition of Excluded Population Aged 10 Years Old and Above by Level of Exclusion in Papua 

 
16 Table is available in Appendix 10 
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Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Level of Exclusion Percentage 

Excluded on 1 indicator 34 

Excluded on 2 indicators 39 

Excluded on 3 indicators 23 

Excluded on 4 indicators 3 

Excluded on 5 indicators 1 

Excluded on 6 indicators 0 

Source: Susenas 2018 (calculated by author) 

5.5 Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter sought to answer the main research question, “Does in-migration to Papua 
marginalize the natives?”. To answer of this question, the investigation begins by exploring 
the social exclusion on three dimensions: exclusion from income, service, and participation.  

On the first dimension of exclusion from income.The paper tried to explore people who 
unable to access better livelihood. In general, in terms of having an exclusion of relative 
expenditure, there were 30 percent of non-migrants who were excluded in this indicator. 
This is generally caused by the fact that the residential living area did not bring an advantage 
to their situation. The situation was even worse among female natives. The unevenness of 
opportunity between men and women, both in urban area and rural area grows when looking 
at the the marginalization of people in villages and for women. This dimension also tries to 
capture the inability of the labor force to access labor market. As a result, in stark similarity 
to exclusion from income, women and people who lived in villages faced the worst exclusion. 

On the second dimension, the situation differed slightly. The exclusion from education 
access and health insurance was more likely was caused by the unavailability of the facilities. 
For instance, with regards to the exclusion from education access, it was mainly caused by 
the lack of education facilities. Meanwhile, people may be excluded from health insurance 
possession due to lack of knowledge. It is safe to assume that the lack of facilities and 
knowledge of the services (in this case, education access and health insurance) is the main 
reason for the exclusion. This dimension also shows the presumably voluntary exclusion, 
and how it is caused by the low quality in facilitation. 

On the third dimension, which is exclusion from participation, the exclusion of citizen-
ship document was quite high. This situation needs more attention, because this exclusion 
relates to the ability of people to access services from the state. Meanwhile, the situation in 
Papua is quite safe, which was shown through the exclusion from the safety indicator being 
low. 

To conclude, the exclusion of natives is caused by structural reason. This is mainly 
caused by the disadvantages that often fester due to their circumstances, such as the, uneven 
development between urban and rural areas. 
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Chapter 6  
Conclusion 

6.1 Conclusion  

Although its role has been disparaged, migration plays a crucial role in the demographic pro-
cess and could thereby influence development (Nyberg-Sorensen, Hear and Engberg-
Pedersen, 2002, pp. 3–5). For instance, in Indonesia, the government applies internal migra-
tion policy—namely, transmigration—that aims to create even population density with a 
view to intervening in Indonesia’s uneven developmental progress. Papua, as a part of Indo-
nesia, participates in the program, serving as a transmigration destination option. The influx 
of migrants to Papua is also attributable to Javanese migrants, who migrate voluntarily 
(Gault-Williams, 2019, pp. 33–34), and contribute to the high number of migrants. 

The difference between non-migrants and migrants in terms of racial structure, however, 
has made it even more difficult to achieve integration. The influx of migrants to Papua has 
engendered several issues, such as economic competition and marginalization. The flows of 
migration that keep coming assume that the situation in Papua is worse due to the migration 
flow. Hence, under the social exclusion framework, this research uses SUSENAS 2018 and 
attempts to answer the question as to whether the in-migration flow to Papua has marginal-
ized the native. The social exclusion framework can capture the causal factors of segregation 
in society (Kabeer, 2000, p. 84). In addition, examining the multidimensionality of socioeco-
nomic disadvantages within the society will be useful in the policymaking process (De Haan, 
no date, pp. 29–31; Haan and Maxwell, 1998, p. 5; Scutella, Wilkins and Horn, 2009, p. 10). 

Applying exploratory data, the study begins with a comparative study of the migrants 
and the natives. The results reveal that natives face disadvantages in the education, occupa-
tion, and income dimensions. Most of the natives who live in rural areas encounter disad-
vantages because they lack opportunities and accessibility. Furthermore, since the migrants 
are generally better educated, they have better literacy and school attainment than the natives. 
Consequently, the migrants can access better job opportunities, while the non-migrants face 
difficulties when attempting to enter the labor market. There is even an indication of child 
workers among the natives group. The most remarkable finding in this dimension is the 
inability of the natives to access jobs in the mining sector, which is the highest contributor 
to Papua’s economy. Natives’ inability to secure better occupations places them at a disad-
vantage when it comes to generating income; hence, the poverty rate among non-migrants is 
higher than the poverty rate among migrants.  

In further investigation, this research attempts to explore the exclusion of the natives in 
terms of income, services, and participation. The initial findings revealed the inequality within 
Papua and the many disadvantages faced by the natives. This situation has also led to mar-
ginalization of the natives in the income, services, and participation dimensions: The ex-
cluded natives predominantly live in villages; living in villages has marginalized their access 
to income, services, and participation. Meanwhile, in the education dimension, migrants ar-
rive with the advantage of being better educated and derive many benefits from this. Unlike 
these migrants, natives are at a disadvantage in the job market due to their lack of education. 

To sum up, the marginalization of the natives in Papua by all means exists; however, 
this marginalization has not occurred because of the influx of the migrants. The marginali-
zation is driven by structural factors, such as the lack of skill to fulfill labor market demands 
or the lack of labor market variation in villages. Although the in-migration to Papua has 
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inevitably exacerbated the situation, the non-migrants would remain at a disadvantage even 
without the wave of migrants. 

6.2 Policy Recommendation 

Although the influx of migrants does not constitute marginalization, the lack of education in 
the natives’ group has made them left behind the migrants. The affirmative action, e.g. in-
vesting education and skills for natives, may bring many benefits. It could open new oppor-
tunities for the natives to get a better life. In addition, optimization of rural development 
might minimize the discrepancy of socio-economic of villagers and urban. Furthermore, it is 
imperative to conduct further study on the social exclusion that are covered others dimen-
sions, e.g. participation in politics. It will help in designing the future policy on creating an 
inclusive society in Papua. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 
Proportion of Population of Aged 5 Years Old and Above by Age Group, Literacy Skill and Migratory Status 

in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group Native Migrant 

Literate   

0-14 19 5 

15-22 14 10 

23-29 10 16 

30-54 23 54 

55-69 3 11 

70+ 0 1 

Illiterate   

0-14 8 1 

15-22 2 0 

23-29 3 0 

30-54 14 0 

55-69 2 1 

70+ 0 0 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

 
Appendix 2 

Proportion of Population Aged 10 Years Old and Above by Working Status, Sex and Migratory Status in 
Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group Native Migrant 

Male   

Working 37  47  

Looking for Job 1  2  

Others 14  7  

Female   

Working 21  17  

Looking for Job 1  1  

Others 26  27  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 3 
Proportion of Job Seeker Aged 5 Years Old and Above by Age Group, Sex and Migra-tory Status in Papua 

Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group Native Migrant 

Male   

0-14 3  -    

15-22 24  18  

23-29 18  19  

30-54 11  22  

55-69 0  0  

70+ -    -    

Female   

0-14 1  -    

15-22 20  13  

23-29 15  15  

30-54 9  11  

55-69 0  1  

70+ -    -    

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

 
Appendix 4 

Summary Statistics of Expenditure in Papua Province, 2018 (Rupiah per capita per month) 

Statistics Value 

Mean 1 124 696 

Median 916 718 

Minimum 128 756 

Maximum 14 251 488 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

 

Appendix 5 
Proportion of Population Aged 10 Years Old and Above by Relative Expenditure, Working Status and Mi-

gratory Status in Papua Province, 2018 (in percent) 

Age Group Native Migrant 

Male   

Working 19  4  

Looking for Job 1  0  

Others 15  2  

Female   

Working 38  60  

Looking for Job 2  2  

Others 26  31  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 6 
Characteristics of the Natives who were Excluded from Expenditure, 2018 (in percent) 

Characteristics Male Female 

Age Group   

0-14 6  6  

15-22 2  2  

23-29 2  2  

30-54 5  5  

55-70 1  1  

70+ 0  0  

Marital Status   

Never married 9  8  

Married 6  6  

Divorced 0  0  

Widowed 0  1  

Regional Type   

Urban 1  1  

Rural 15  14  

Literacy Skill   

Literate 11  9  

Illiterate 4  5  

School Attainment   

Did not complete compulsory educa-
tion 12  12  

Completed compulsory education (pri-
mary school and lower secondary 
school) 2  1  

Completed upper secondary school 1  1  

Graduated from university 0  0  

Working Status   

Working 10  5  

Looking for a job 0  0  

Others 4  8  

Main Occupation   

Working in formal non-mining sector 2  0  

Working in formal mining sector 0  0    

Working in informal agriculture sector 15  8  

Working in informal mining sector 0  0  

Working in informal non-agriculture and 
non-mining sector 1  0  

Poverty Status   

Poor 14  13  

Non-Poor 1  1 

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 7 
Characteristics of the Natives who were Excluded from Labor Market, 2018 (in percent) 

Characteristics Male Female 

Age Group   

0-14 6  5  

15-22 4  5  

23-29 1  3  

30-54 1  7  

55-70 1  1  

70+ 0  0  

Marital Status   

Never married 11  10  

Married 1  10  

Divorced 0  0  

Widowed 0  1  

Regional Type   

Urban 4  5  

Rural 8  16  

Literacy Skill   

Literate 12  17  

Illiterate 1  5  

School Attainment   

Did not complete compulsory educa-
tion 8  16  

Completed compulsory education (pri-
mary school and lower secondary school) 2  3  

Completed upper secondary school 2  3  

Graduated from university 0  1  

Expenditure   

Below 4  8  

Above 8  13  

Poverty Status   

Poor 4  7  

Non-Poor 9  14  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 8 
Characteristics of the Natives who were Excluded from Education, 2018 (in percent) 

Characteristics Male Female 

Age Group   

0-14 6  5  

15-22 4  5  

23-29 1  3  

30-54 1  7  

55-70 1  1  

70+ 0  0  

Marital Status   

Never married 11  10  

Married 1  10  

Divorced 0  0  

Widowed 0  1  

Regional Type   

Urban 4  5  

Rural 8  16  

Literacy Skill   

Literate 12  17  

Illiterate 1  5  

Working Status   

Working 10  5  

Looking for a job 0  0  

Others 4  8  

Expenditure   

Below 4  8  

Above 8  13  

Poverty Status   

Poor 4  7  

Non-Poor 9  14  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 9 
Characteristics of the Natives who were Excluded from Health Services, 2018 (in percent) 

Characteristics Male Female 

Age Group   

0-14 3  3  

15-22 1  1  

23-29 1  1  

30-54 2  1  

55-70 0  0  

70+ 0  0  

Marital Status   

Never married 4  4  

Married 2  2  

Divorced 0  0  

Widowed 0  0  

Regional Type   

Urban 2  2  

Rural 4  4  

Literacy Skill   

Literate 4  3  

Illiterate 1  2  

School Attainment   

Did not complete compulsory educa-
tion 4  4  

Completed compulsory education (pri-
mary school and lower secondary school) 1  0  

Completed upper secondary school 1  0  

Graduated from university 0  0  

Working Status   

Working 3  2  

Looking for a job 0  0  

Others 2  3  

Main Occupation   

Working in formal non-mining sector 1  0  

Working in formal mining sector 0    0    

Working in informal agriculture sector 4  3  

Working in informal mining sector 0  0  

Working in informal non-agriculture and 
non-mining sector 1  0  

Expenditure   

Below 2  3  

Above 4  4  

Poverty Status   

Poor 2  2  

Non-Poor 4  4  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 
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Appendix 10 
Characteristics of the Natives who were Excluded from Citizenship Services, 2018 (in percent) 

Characteristics Male Female 

Age Group   

0-14 9  9  

15-22 3  3  

23-29 3  3  

30-54 7  7  

55-70 1  1  

70+ 0  0  

Marital Status   

Never married 14  11  

Married 9  10  

Divorced 0  0  

Widowed 1  1  

Regional Type   

Urban 2  2  

Rural 22  20  

Literacy Skill   

Literate 14  11  

Illiterate 8  10  

School Attainment   

Did not complete compulsory educa-
tion 18  19  

Completed compulsory education (pri-
mary school and lower secondary school) 2  1  

Completed upper secondary school 2  1  

Graduated from university 0  0  

Working Status   

Working 16  9  

Looking for a job 0  0  

Others 5  10  

Main Occupation   

Working in formal non-mining sector 2  0  

Working in formal mining sector 0  -    

Working in informal agriculture sector 25  15  

Working in informal mining sector 0  0  

Working in informal non-agriculture and 
non-mining sector 1  0  

Expenditure   

Below 10  10  

Above 13  12  

Poverty Status   

Poor 9  9  

Non-Poor 14  13  

Source: (BPS, 2018b); calculated by author 

 

  



 41 

Appendix 11 
Poverty Line in Papua Province, 2018 (Rupiah) 

District/Municipality Poverty Line 

Merauke 345965 

Jayawijaya 409846 

Jayapura 549489 

Nabire 579470 

Kepulauan Yapen 600161 

Biak Numfor 528498 

Paniai 465658 

Puncak Jaya 589022 

Mimika 762184 

Boven Digoel 452723 

Mappi 301237 

Asmat 354478 

Yahukimo 379628 

Pegunungan Bintang 511229 

Tolikara 371589 

Sarmi 472720 

Keerom 597230 

Waropen 632478 

Supiori 434625 

Mamberamo Raya 666886 

Nduga 331445 

Lanny Jaya 451802 

Mamberamo Tengah 375753 

Yalimo 320971 

Puncak 611369 

Dogiyai 477674 

Intan Jaya 606138 

Deiyai 561857 

Kota Jayapura 944479 

Source: (BPS Provinsi Papua, 2019) 
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Appendix 12 
Questionnaire of SUSENAS 2018 (Core Module), 2018 
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Source: (BPS, 2018b) 
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Appendix 13 
Questionnaire of SUSENAS 2018 (Core Module), 2018 
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Source: (BPS, 2018b) 
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