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Abstract
		To understand the migration behavior of rural youth it is essential to how they perceive migration. Based on data collected from 160 respondents aged 18–35 years, the study explores both positive and negative attitudes which shape migration choices. Findings reveal that 80.63% of rural youth exhibit a positive attitude towards migration, influenced mainly by the desire of improved employment opportunities, education, healthcare, and overall quality of life. Conversely, 19.37% of respondents express a negative attitude, valuing rural lifestyle, closeness with family, cultural stability, and affordability. The study explains the results using push–pull migration theories, highlighting how unstable agricultural income, poor infrastructure, and fragmented landholdings push youth towards cities, while urban amenities act as powerful pull factors. The study concludes that while migration is perceived as a step toward progress, many rural youths remain attached to their communities. Policy and interventions focusing on rural infrastructure, entrepreneurial skill development, and market linkages are essential to reduce distress migration. This paper contributes to migration studies by offering an in-depth examination of rural youth perspectives in Eastern Uttar Pradesh towards migration, a region where agricultural distress and socio-economic challenges significantly influence migratory behavior.
INTRODUCTION
Migration, particularly rural to urban migration, has emerged as a key socio-economic trend in India. The steady movement of people from villages to urban areas reflects structural challenges in rural areas, including limited livelihood opportunities, agricultural distress, and inadequate infrastructure (Kundu, 2017). For youth, who represent the most dynamic and mobile section of the population, migration is often seen as a step to personal and professional growth. Urban areas provide better employment, healthcare, education, and lifestyle facilities, which act as powerful pull factors (Deshingkar & Farrington, 2009). However, migration also weakens the rural communities, leads to overcrowded cities, and creating new social and economic imbalances in villages.
Eastern Uttar Pradesh is one of the most densely populated and socio-economically backward regions in India, and agriculture is the primary source of livelihood which also suffers from fragmented landholdings, frequent crop failures, and unstable income. Such structural problems push rural youth towards urban migration (Srivastava, 2011). Yet migration is not simply an economic necessity; it is also shaped by social perceptions, aspirations, and attitudes. Therefore, understanding the prespective of rural youth towards migration is crucial for designing balanced and developmental policies. The study seeks to explore these perspectives by empirically analyzing the opinions of 160 rural youth from Eastern Uttar Pradesh.
The significance of this research lies in its contribution to migration studies by focusing on the subjective experiences of rural youth. Most of the existing literature was focused on economic determinants of migration, but fewer studies have explored how youth perceive migration in terms of personal growth, community ties, and long-term aspirations. By addressing these gaps, the study highlights the complexity of migration attitudes and need for rural development strategies that align with youth expectations and development.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
The study adopted a descriptive research design to analyze the perspectives of rural youth towards migration in Eastern Uttar Pradesh. The region was selected due to its high population density, fragmented landholdings, and historical significance as a source of out-migration. The study covered a sample of 160 respondents, aged between18 to 35 years, drawn from various villages through purposive random sampling.
Data collection was carried out using a structured questionnaire that included both closed and open-ended questions. The questionnaire covered questions related to socio-economic characteristics, prior migration experience, and perception statements regarding migration which were mesured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree (SA) to Strongly Disagree (SDA). The instrument was pre-tested and refined for clarity and reliability.
The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics such as frequency, percentage, and mean scores. Garret Mean Score (GMS) analysis was used to rank the determinants influencing migration. The responses were further categorized into positive and negative attitudes towards migration. Data triangulated with secondary literature was also undertaken to validate findings. Ethical considerations were observed throughout the study. Respondents were informed about the purpose of the research and assured of the confidentiality of their responses. The research design thus ensured both rigor and ethical integrity.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The results are organized into (i) item-wise responses reflecting both supportive and opposing views on migration and (ii) an overall attitudinal distribution. Item statements were measured on a five-point Likert continuum and later grouped into four categories i.e. Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (DA), and Strongly Disagree (SDA)—for clarity in reporting. Findings are interpreted with reference to classic and contemporary migration theories (Lee, 1966; Harris & Todaro, 1970; de Haas, 2010).
Item-wise Attitudes towards Migration
Table 1 presents item-wise responses that reflect positive orientations toward migration. Together, these items reflect the economic, educational, and personal gains from rural to urban migration. The response indicates that most youth associate migration with improved job access, skills and exposure, and the capacity to secure a better future for their families. The findings are consistent with Tripathi et al. (2018).

Table 1: Countervailing (Positive) Attitudes towards Migration
	Statements
	SA (f)
	A (f)
	DA (f)
	SDA (f)
	Total

	I believe that migration can provide better job opportunities and an opportunity to progress in urban areas.
	58 (44.96%)
	68 (52.71%)
	3 (2.32%)
	0
	129

	I feel that migration can broaden one's perspective and lead to professional growth.
	43 (33.33%)
	64 (49.61%)
	16 (12.40%)
	6 (4.65%)
	129

	I am aware of the challenges which come with migration, but I feel that it can help me achieve my goals.
	38 (29.45%)
	73 (56.58%)
	12 (9.30%)
	5 (3.87%)
	129

	I believe that migration can contribute to the development of my career and help me achieve my dreams.
	27 (20.93%)
	70 (54.26%)
	21 (16.27%)
	11 (8.52%)
	129

	I am open to the idea of leaving my hometown for quality education, better healthcare facilities, and for being skilful.
	46 (35.65%)
	76 (58.91%)
	7 (5.42%)
	0
	129

	I feel that migration can help me build a better future for myself and my family.
	51 (39.53%)
	63 (48.83%)
	12 (9.30%)
	3 (2.32%)
	129



4.2 Countervailing (Negative) Attitudes towards Migration
Another set of statements reflected doubts about migration, including concerns about lifestyle costs, pollution, and the importance of family and community bonds in rural areas. These responses illustrate that even among a predominantly pro-migration youth, cultural ties and place-based attachments remain strong and continue to influence choice for migration (Skeldon, 2012; Tumbe, 2018).
Table 2: Countervailing (Negative) Attitudes towards Migration
	Statements
	SA (f)
	A (f)
	DA (f)
	SDA (f)
	Total

	I prefer staying in my village instead of moving to urban areas, as my village provides better environment which is required for healthy living.
	11 (35.48%)
	19 (61.29%)
	1 (3.22%)
	0
	31

	I’m not interested in living a fast-paced, polluted and stressful life that is generally associated with the urban areas.
	17 (41.93%)
	14 (51.61%)
	0
	0
	31

	I believe that rural areas offer less adulteration in edible items which are mostly prevalent in the urban areas.
	7 (22.58%)
	22 (70.96%)
	2 (06.45%)
	0
	31

	I believe that my rural community has potential for growth and overall well-being, so migrating is less attractive than abandoning my roots.
	6 (19.35%)
	22 (70.96%)
	3 (9.67%)
	0
	31

	I think that the cost of living in urban area is too high when compared to rural area.
	9 (29.03%)
	20 (64.51%)
	2 (6.45%)
	0
	31

	My presence with my parents is important to support my family, especially as they grow old.
	11 (35.48%)
	19 (63.29%)
	1 (3.22%)
	0
	31



4.3 Overall Attitudinal Distribution
To construct an overall attitude profile, item responses were grouped into a binary classification reflecting pro- versus anti-migration dispositions. The results (Table 3) show that four-fifths of the youth carry a positive orientation toward migration, while nearly one-fifth prefer to remain in rural areas.
Table 3 Overall Attitudinal Distribution
	Sr. No.
	Particulars
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1.
	Positive Attitude towards migration in Rural Area
	129
	80.63%

	2.
	Negative Attitude towards migration in Rural Area
	31
	19.37%

	
	Total
	160
	100.00%



The finding of mostly positive attitudes is consistent with the Harris–Todaro framework, which explains how urban earnings and value of education motivate rural youth to consider migration, but it also align with current perspectives that emphasize aspirations and life-course transitions among youth (Harris & Todaro, 1970; de Haas, 2010; World Bank, 2018).
5. Discussion
The results reveals two contrasting views among rural youth in Eastern Uttar Pradesh, a strong aspirational pull toward urban opportunities exists alongside with notable attachments to rural place, family, and culture. This dual view suggests that migration cannot be explained by a single reason it has multi-causal interpretations of migration, beyond purely economic push–pull framings. First, the majorities agreeing that migration enhances access to employment and education reflect the relevance of wage and human-capital theories proposed in the Harris–Todaro tradition (Todaro, 1969; Harris & Todaro, 1970). Second, responses that emphasize professional growth, exposure, and life improvement indicate that youth frame migration as part of a broader project of self-development, consistent with an ‘aspirations-capabilities’ perspective (de Haas, 2010). Third, the concern and preferences for rural environmental quality, affordability, and duties toward parents underlines the social ties behind migration choices (Skeldon, 2012; Tumbe, 2018).
Interpreting these findings in the regional context, Eastern Uttar Pradesh is characterized by fragmented landholdings, agricultural uncertainty, and limited non-farm opportunities, these conditions that tend to increase the ‘push’ from rural areas (Srivastava, 2011). Simultaneously, urban areas offer perceived upward mobility through formal and informal employment, skills, and credentials, acting as a powerful ‘pull’. Yet, because of high living costs, pollution, and social alienation in cities are notable barriers, many youth articulate conditional migration: they are willing to move if suitable opportunities arise, but remain rooted in their villages otherwise. This pattern is consistent evidence of circular and seasonal migration, where youth maintain strong ties to origin communities while leveraging urban income streams (Deshingkar & Start, 2003; Kundu, 2017).
The results also align with studies that identify family strategies and intergenerational expectations as key mediators of youth migration. The strong agreement on statements relating to parental support obligations suggests that migration decisions are negotiated within households, managing care, responsibilities and needs with income goals (Stark & Bloom, 1985; White & LindstromF, 2005). In term of policies, this implies that interventions must go beyond only job creation and also include social protection, affordable housing, and safe working conditions to make urban transitions less risky, while simultaneously improving rural services to reduce distress migration.
Comparatively, the magnitude of positive attitudes observed here (≈81%) is higher than some all-India survey evidence that points to more mixed preferences among rural youth in less dynamic regions. One plausible interpretation is that our study population have relatively high educational attainment and reported exposure to non-farm work may perceive stronger returns to migration than national average (NSSO, 2010; ILO, 2015; World Bank, 2018). However, the presence of a substantial minority (≈19%) with clear reservations is consistent with research that documents the enduring value of rural amenities and the role of cultural identity in residence choices (Lipton, 1980; Skeldon, 2012).

6. Conclusion and Policy Recommendations
This paper examined rural youth perspectives on migration dynamics in Eastern Uttar Pradesh. Data from 160 respondents shows that the majority of the sample hold a positive orientation toward migration, based on expectations of better employment, education, and living standards. Simultaneously, a meaningful proportion articulate reservations rooted in family obligations, environmental preferences, and the high living cost of urban city life. The coexistence of these motivations underscores that migration decisions among rural youth are aspirational yet conditional, economically informed yet socially embedded.
Policy action should cover both dimensions. First, reduce distress migration by stabilising rural livelihoods, invest in agricultural risk mitigation (e.g., climate-resilient cropping, insurance), expand rural non-farm enterprises, and improve local education and health infrastructure. Second, recognise that some youth will migrate by choice; to make such mobility safer and more productive offer accessible skill training, information on job markets, portability of entitlements, affordable housing, and decent work protections in destination cities (World Bank, 2018; ILO, 2015). In the medium term, strengthening rural–urban connectivity and fostering secondary towns can distribute opportunities more evenly and accommodate circular migration patterns (Kundu, 2017; Tumbe, 2018).
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