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MIGRATION, URBAN MARGINALITY AND ECOLOGICAL STRATIFICATION

Introduction

Despite a vast body of literature dealing with 'marginalityt, .
Ishantytowns?, !sqguatter setilements® and the like, interpretatioﬁégpff'f{lf }

the nexus between migration and marginality =are as divergent as are the
variegated inferences derived from the concept of marginality itselfo

At the present, it is possible to contrast statements attributing all

of urban marginal growth to migration with others affirming that migrants
constitute but & small minority of the entire urban marginal population.
Yet, in light of the fact that a geometrically-ascending proporiion of
the rapid growth of Latin American cities is being ascribed to the
concentration of population in marginal sectorsgé/ analysis of the
dynamics and components of urban marginal growbh has come to represent

a matter of considerable urgency.

The primary purpose of the present paper is to evaluate available
evidence, formulate hypotheses and indicate needed research and socurces
of data with reference to the specific problem of the relationghip
between migration, urban marginality and ecological stravification.

Migration and Marginelity; Definitional Problems

The first problem encountered in any proposed analysis of the interplay
between migration and marginality derives fram the vagaries of establishing
a cogent analytic ard operational definition of the term fmarginality?.

hv4 For instance, Turner asserts that while Latin American cities have

- grown at an annual rate of 5 to 7 per cent in recent decades, marginal
barrios have grown at a rate of 10 to 15 per cent. Conseguently,
marginal populations today represent some 25 per cent or more of all
urban populations. Turner presents the case of Lima as a typical
exsmple, In 1940, Lima had some 5 per cent of its population in
marginal sectors; this has now reached one~quarter of the total
population., Should present rates of growth persist, Turner affirms
that in tweniy years time, no less tham 65 per cent of Lima's
inhabitants will live in marginal sectors. (Cf. J,C. Turnew -
“TLa marginalidad urbana: calamidad o solucién?® Degarvollo Econdmico,
3 (34)s 9, 1966
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Although it is not our purpose to present a formal discussion of the mltiple
definitions of marginality and their respective problenis9 it nevertheless
becames imperative, in light of significantly distinct possibilities, to
specify which brand of marginality we will be dealing with in this context.
To this end, we will review briefly the various alternatives and clarify
the particular focus of the present analysis..

Originally introduced into the social sciences to denote an attribute
of the individual person - the marginal man oxr, the marginal personality -
the term was subsequently transformed and extended to characterize attributes
of the social groups But, even if we disregard the earlier psychological
interpretations and concentrate on marginality as a social situation, the
variety of possible interpretations is extensive. For instance, Quijano
distinguishes no less than seven more—or-less divergent approaches to the
definition of social marginality and finds their common dencninator to 1lis
in a shared notion that marginality is a lack of integration into something
- which something varies with the nature of proposed solutions to the
problem of marginality. He proposes the adoption of still another, more
generalizea approach, one which views marginality as the end-product of a
historical process of conflictive and discontimuous integration within and
between global societiesoé/

The proliferation of conceptual definitions obviously finds an echo
in the anarchy reigning over the domain of operational indices of marginality.
Indeed, the analytic difficulties derive from the fact that existing
formulations were largely elabnrated belatedly in response to the problems
created by the ad-hoc empirical approaches which were first applied lo the
phencmenon of marginality. As matters stand now, according to the criteria
employed in the localization and delimitation of marginal populations, the
absolute size, composition, characteristics and dynamics of the latter vary
enormouslyo

why is it that, despite the reams of material on 'marginality? in
recent years, acceptable information on the size and dynamics of the urban
marginal population in a given city oy country remains scarce? The answer

2/ Anfbal Quijano - "Notas sobre el concepto de marginalidad sociel®,
CEPAL, Octubre, 1966 (mimeo)o ~ '
/would appear
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would appear to lie in the contiming discrépancy between theoretical and
operational research which still plagues the field of marginality. In
capsule form, it can be stated that systematic theoretical frameworks
increasingly consider marginality to be fundamentally a structural
phencnenon; it is expressed in the social, political and economic
institutional sectors of society since these give form to the central
framework within which vaiious modes of participation in all societel
institutions will be definedaé/

By contrast, most of the field research on 'marginality? basically
deals with partial areal clusters defined on an a priori basis as marginal
when in fact they could more accurately be denominated as ecologically-
delimited lower socio—economic strata. This procedure is justified on
the basis that the ecological. sector represents a convenient domain within
which marginality is given a concrete form of expression., Egologically-
identifiable lower-strata miclei are assumed to incorporate most of the
social groups who share the conditions associated with marginality in other
more systematic analybic approaches.

Is such an assumption justifiable? It would appear that the analytical
and operational linkages between !structural? and fecological! marginality
are insufficiently defined fox this assumption to be made, The problem
ultimately resolves itself in the following dilemmas on the one hand, the
ecological perspective has to assume that the inhabitants of given
residential c¢lusters are all marginal with respect to whichever institutional
sectors are being considereds. The structural approach, however, defines
social groups as marginal, not in terms of residential clustering, but in
terms of their participation and belonging into basi¢ societal institutions,

Such ambiguities are evidently not conducive to the successful
unravelling of substantive research questions., = With respect to our
particular problem of the interplay between migrabion and marginality,

3/ Central expressions of this conception can be found in: Anfbal Quijano =
"Redefinicidn de la dependencia y proceso de marginalizacién en América
Latina®, CEPAL, 1970 (mimeo), José Nun = "Sobrepoblacién relativa,
ejército industrial de reserva y masa marginal?, Revista Latinoamericans
de Socioclogfa, ppo 178-237, Noo 2, 1969, Miguel Murmis — "Tipos de
marginalidad y posicién en el proceso productivo”, Revista Latino-
americana de Sociologfa, ppo 412-421, N°® 2, 1969,

/for example,



for example, we are faced with a situation wherein the absolute and
proportionate numbers of marginal population in a given city or group of
cities is subject to question simply because no viable consensus has as
vet been reached on what constitutes a marginal group. #hat we do possess
is partial information from various cities on ecologically—delimited lower
strata clusters and we will address ourselves to this restricted domain in

the subsequent presentation,

Indeed, for better or for worse, most of the research which provides
information relevant to the present objectives has actually utilized an
explicit or implicit ecological framework. By this is generally meant, a
focus on the physical presence of nuclei of sub-standard dwellings in which
reside the lowest socio—economic strate of the urban population. Beyond
this basiv though indefinite characterization, additional criteria vary
but generally include something about housing conditions, location,
accessibility, and absence of basic communal services. .

Cognizant of the multi-~dimensional nature of structural marginalily
and of the discrepancy between Pecological® and Ystructural® marginality,
the following pages will focus primarily on the role of migration in the
growth of lower strata residential clusters. In a first section, we will
draw on partial evidence frcm several countries and attempt to organize
these materials in terms of their findings. A second section will present
a more thoroughgoing case study of migration’s effect on lower strata
growth in Rio de Janeiro; the nature and quality of available data in this
city permit a more exhaustive examination of the questions raised in the
initial section. For clarity's sake, it should be mentioned that,
throughout the subsequent discussion, whea we are forced to utilize
the term 'marginality’® we are in fact dealing with ecologically~

delimited lower strata populations.
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I, MIGRATION AND ECOLOGICAL STRATIFICATIONg - TWO PERSPECTIVES

The concept of ecological marginality has undergone internal
modifications over time and with these evolutions, the role which migration
has been accorded in the spread of urban shantytowns has simultaneously
been alteredo

In tracing the role played by migration in these growth processes,
it will be heuristically useful to distingnuish between two chrorologically-
sequential perspectives which have been put forth., Becausez the perspectives
tend to overlap in the matter of both timing and exponents, this dichotomy
represents something of an ideal~typical oversimplification, yet it is
useful to distinguish between the tro positions since each embodies an
assemblage of characteristic views towards urban marginalivy and its origins.

1, Migration and neripheral shantytowns

Barlier analysts, prompted by the mushrooming of shantytowns in
Latin American cities immediately following World Jar II tended to equate
urban marginality with peripheral belts of shantytowms on the edge of
major cities. Peripheral lands were seen to be more accessible in the
competition for residential space and consequently, could more easily be
bought or invaded by people of meager resources, Thesa shacktowns were
basically envisaged as an anomalous form of urban growth thereby giving
rise to the concepts of ‘furban cancers!, misery belts?!, Uincubators of
disease and social disorganization?, etc. Iastly (and more relevantly
for the purposes of ths present paper); peripheral misery belts were
believed to be §0pulated largely through the mass influx of rural to
urban migrants whose characteristic migratory trek consisted of a move
from the farms directly to the urban periphery,

More specifically, it was generally agreed that intensive rural to
urban migration (variously fomented by technological advances in agriculture,
deteriorating agricultural production, the population explosion, leftist
agitation, or, to all of these, depending on the observeris viewpoints and
platform) resulted in an overcrowding of available urban housing, The
recent arrivals to the city were transposed rural dwellers who lacked the

/financial resources,



financial resources, the aptitudes and inclination to compete for housing
space in the established urban areas., Prodded by these circumstances,
migrants set up their own rural-type makeshift dwellings on the urban
frings wherein their assimilation into tne urban culture and economy

could be more gradual and therefore less disruptive¢g/ For instance, one

of the earlier DESAL publications defined the poblador (who was impliecitly
identified with the urban fringe) as ¥a marginal element in society who
has migrated from rural areas to the city and who wages a constant struggle
to integrate himself into society%,

Several investigations of the marginal clusters?! composition in larger
cities during the 1950%s provided an objective basis for the attribution of
urban marginal growth to migration. For instance, the 1950 census of favelas
in Rio de Janeiru showed that migranls represented 61 per cent of the entire
favela population; moreover, more than half of the native Carioca favelados
were less than 10 years of age thereby suggesting that most natives were
actually born to migrants after the latter's arrival in Rio and that therefore
marginal growth was indeed traceable almost solely to migrationdé/

Simiiarly, a comprechensive social and economic census of Lima's
barriadas was undertaken in 1956, At first glance, the results of this
survey would appear to detract from the argument that marginal populations
are largely composed of migrants since c¢f all barriada residents, 52 per cent

4 The foregoing represents a condensation of views expressed in the
following documents: Alejandro Portes - Cuatro Poblaciones, Informe
Preliminar sobre situacidn y aspiraciones de grupos marginales en el
Gran Santiago, Agosto, 1969. Daniel Goldrich, R.B. Pratt and
C.R. Schuller = ®The political integration of lower-class urban
settlements in Chile and Peru", Studies in Comparative International
Development, 3 (1), 1967-68. Ramiro Cardona Gutiérrez — "iigracidn,
urbanizacién y marginalidad® in Urbsnizacidn y Marginalidad, Asociacién
Colombiana de Facultades de Medicina, Bogotd, 1969, ppo 63-87.
wWilliam Maugin - "Latin American squatter .settlements: a problem and
a solution®; Latin American Research Review, 2 (3). 65-98, Summer 1967.

5/  Quoted in G. Rosembluth - "La participacidén de las poblagiones margi-
nales en el crecimients urbano” CEPAL, po 1l.

Alberto Passos Guimaraes — "As favelas do Distrito Federal®, Revista
Brasileira de Estadistica, 14 (55): 247-260, 1953,

2

/were born



were born in Lima, Closer scrutiny, however, revealed that most of these
natives were under ten years of age and hence the children of migrantsc
Indeed, when analyzed in terms of heads of families, data on migratory
status showed that 8% per cent were actually born in the provinces, most
of them in the mountain region.

A number of other studies around this time followed the same lines
of reasoning and consistently arrived at the conclusion that migrants
constitute the great majority of marginal populations. From thic premise,
it was but a short logical step to the conclusion that the ultimate solution
to the problem of urban marginality lay in: a) preventing further migration,
b) ‘eradicating’ existing marginal settlements and replacing them with

centrally-organized housing projects&é/

2o Indirect migralion to peripheral shantytowns

In a more recent period, the concept of ecological marginality has
evolved from its primitive connotations of peripheral shacktowns populated
by migrants to include the socio-economic characteristics of shacktown
residents and the specif.cs of their housing situation in which predominate
sub-standard dwellings and the deprivation of basic urban services and
amenities, By simple extension, the socio~economic conditions typically
noted in peripheral areas were discovered in other city zones - running
the gamut from central city areas to interstitial zones, city dumps, river
banks, hillsides and otherwise undesirable, inaccessible or unused land areas.

From such developments, the concept of marginality became more
inclusive and, paradoxically, somewhat more ambiguous; that is, by expanding
the notion of marginality to include the residential and socioc—economic
characteristics of marginal people, greater scope was posited without a
concomitant clarification of operational definitions. with respect to our

=

¥/ José Matos Mer - "Migration and urbanization: the barriadas of Lima - an
exarple of integration into urban 1ife®; in P.M. Hauser (ed) =
Urbanization in Iatin America, UN&SCO, 1961,

8/  Cfo Mangin (gpecite.), ppe 86=90, Cf. also studies in Wayne A
Cornelius; Jr. — “The political sociology of cityward migration in
Latin Americas toward empirical theory®, in F. Rabinowitz and
Fo Trueblood (eds.) - Latin Amerjcan Urban Anmial, Volo I, Sege
Publications, Calif. 1970,
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particular problem area, the causal nexus between migration and marginality
has undergone re-examination. Closer attention to two independent variables
= duration of residence and rural-urban origin of migrants - has gradually
led to the realization that marginal settlements, particularly those on the
periphery, are not necessarily populated by recent arrivals from the farms,

Indeed, examination of the process by which peripheral shantytowns
arise suggested that a great many of them had spriung up through highly
organized invasions of terrain. Moreover, it was realized that peripheral
regidents first established their much-decried makeshift dwellings no% as
a2 transitional step towards eventual re-integration into the recognized city
but as a necessary first step towards the goal of gradual housing improvement
and residential permanency. Iastly, it was accorded that, in order to
participate in an invasion of this type and to resist the multi--faceted
attempts at dislodging them from secured terrain, individuals nust have
attained an appreciable level of urban sophistication.

In accordance with these perspectives; when the relationship between
migration and peripheral shantytowns was re-investigated, it was found that
although most of the adul® population contimusd to be constituted by migrants,
very few of them had come directly to these marginal settlements from rural
areas. Indeed, in most cases, a significant proportion of these residents
were migrants from other towns and cities and most had been living in the
city for upwards of ten years.

For instance, in a 1962 survey of the callampas in Santiago reported
by Rosenbluth, it was found that 70 per cent of the entire callampa
population had been born in Santiago; as in the other previocusly-mentioned
surveys, it was found that more than half of the nativss were children under
15 years of age but, by controlling for duration of residence, this survey
was able to demonstrate why migrants had so wmany native children - simply
because they had been living in Santiago for considerable time periodse
Indeed, of the migrants, only 6 per cent had arrived in Santiago in the
three year period preceding the 1962 survey; another 29 per cent had arrived
at some time between 1950-59 and the remaining 65 per cent had been living
in Santiago for more than thirteen yearSdz/

9/ Guillermo Rosenbluth — "Problemas socio-econdmicos de la marginalidad
y la integracidn urbana®, CEPAL, ppo 48<54.
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Corroborating and expliciting this evidence, a national investigation
of harginality carried out in Chile by the Consejeria Nacional de Promocidén
Popular in 1968 showed that not only were Santiago!s peripheral marginal
settlements populated either by natives or by migrants who were long-time
residents of the city, but also that most of the resident migrants had
originally come from an urban area; in the 35 surveyed poblaciones of
Santiago, the minimal percentage of migrants who had come to the marginal
settlements from urben areas was 68 per cent. In most cases, this
proportion ran well over 80 per cent and in one poblacién, 98 per cent of
resident migrants had previously lived in an urban areaolo Unfortunately,
no further specifications by origin are provided in these tabulations so
that one can only surmise that a substantial segment of this previous urban
residence was in other districts of Santiago itself. In any case, this
would not detract from the central conclusion that "marginal residents! are
not recently-arrived rural migrantso;;/

Although comprehensive studies of marginal populations®composition in
a given city are difficult to find, evidence on this point from partial
investigations in several other cities would tend to corroborate the Santiago
evidence. For instance, in Bogotd, Cardona reports that a recent survey of
two peripheral marginal settlements revealed that: 1) some 85 per cent of
the migrant population had previously resided in an urban area prior to
coring to Bogotd, 2) only one-tenth of these migrants came to the shantytowns
under consideration within a year of their arrival in Bogotd, 3) one-half
had lived in Bogotd at least four years bBefore taking up residence in the
two settlement Se;_g/ '

10/ Consejerfa Nacional de Promocién Popular - Encuesta Nacional Socio-
econémica en Poblaciones Marginales, Volo 2, table A~k, Deco 1968,

11/ This conclusion is further corroborated by Portes! study of four
poblaciones in Santiago which showed a high proportion of natives
complemented by a high proportion of long~time residents who had
migrazzd to Santiago in the distant past. Cf. Alejandro Portes - {op.cit.)
PPo 16=20,

12/ Ro Cardona — (opeCit.) ppo 68-70. Similar findings are reported for
Bogot4 by Flinn and his associates. (Cf. #.L. Flinn — %"Rural to urban
migration: a Colombian case®, Land Temure Center, University of Wisconsin,
RP No. 19, wW.L. Flinn and James W, Converss — "Eight assumptions
concerning rural-urban migration in Colombia: a three-shantytown test®,
Land Economics, Volo 46, no, 4y ppo 456466, 1970,
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In Guatemala City, Cuevas notes that the residents of marginal
settlements comprise some 10 per cent of the city!s population and that
three—quarters of them have previously resided in other parts of the citydéé/
In Venezuela, shantytowns are reported to comprise about 35 per cent of
the population of Caracas and 50 per cent of that of Marasaibo; Ray
demonstrates that most rancho residents are migrants but that practically
all of them came from barrios within the city itself, not from the
contrysideaég/ Corroborative evidence on this ppint is reported by Mangin
for such a wide range of cities as Rio de Janeiro, Barranquilla, Penama
City and Montevideooéél

In short, whereas earlier studies emphasized a one-=to-one relationship
between a2 mass rural exodus and the origin and growth of urban marginal
settlements on the periphery, several investigations in the last decade
would portray a significantly different situation,

Beginning with a more encompassing definition of marginality and
controlling for such independent variables as rural-urban origin and duration
of residence, available data would point to the following patterns. Firstly,
peripheral shantytowns continue to be populated in large part by migrants
but their proporﬁions are decreasing. Secondly, the migrants living in
peripheral shantytowns do not came directly from rural areas but rather
a great majority have had prior experience in urban living both in other
towns and cities and in different sectors of their present eity of residence.
Concouitantly, the migrants living in outlying marginal settlements had
been living in the city for some time prior to taking up residence on the

fringe.

13/ M.Co Cueves — ®Anflisis de tres 4reas marginales de la ciudad de
Guatemala® in: Problemas de la Urbanizacién en Guatemela, Ministerio
de Educacién. Cited in wWilliam Mangin (op.cite.) po 68

14/ Talton Ray — "The political 1life of a Venezuelan barrio®, (mimeo)
cited in Mangin (gp.cit.) p. 68

,;2/ Wo Mangin = (OQoCito) Po 68,
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3. Problems in the two perspectives

The two contrasting approaches outlined here are decidedly
oversimplified yet correspond, on the important issues, with
verifiable trends in the investigation of marginality and migration.
Yet, this second (and presumably more accurate) vision of the problem
immediately begs the question.~ if peripheral shantytowns include but
a very small proportion of recent arrivals in the city, where do the
incoming waves of migrants establish themselves? Obviously, no one
would hazard the assertion that migrations to large cities are at a stand-
still nor that the latest arrivals are not somehow being accomodated in
the cities. Hence, one of the problems raised by the more recent formulation
of the migration — marginality relation is that of establishing the initial
urban foothold of migrants while they are supposedly acguiring the means
and the degree of urban know-how which will permit them to eventually set
up residence on the periphery.

One answer to this question which has been put forth is that recent
arrivals are funnelled directly to the deteriorating and therefore least-
expensive residential sections of the central city. Such a move purportedly
pernits the recent migrant to find lodgings in keeping with his meager
resources while at the same time providing easy access to the centrally-
located sources of unskilled transitory employment.

Dietz notes, for instance, that in Lima, the most readily - available
menial and unskilled jobs are to be found in the center of the city,
especially around La Parada, tne sprawling downtown wholesale market.
"living in such a locale allows a migrant to become acculturated to an
urban way of life. Such acculturation may include many necessary and
profound steps if the individual is to succeed and survive in the citys
he may have to learn what it means to live in a money econamy when his
previous experiences have been largely with subsistence agriculturse., He
may have to learn, or at least to improve, his Spanish, change his dress,
and become accustomed to what is likely to be an entirely new way of
working, living and thinking"e;é/

16/ Henry Dietz — "“Urban squatter setilements in Peru; 2 case history and
analysis®, Journal of Inter—American Studies, 11 (3), July 1969,

PDo 360@3610
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In such 2 perspective, the answer that recent arrivals ars customarily
channelled to inexpensive centrally-located housing makes considerabls
logical sense, Unfortunately, empirical evidence is too skebchy to permit
verification of this plausible argument. Peripheral shantytowns and
squatier settlements have ever been a more attractive site for investigation
and scant attention has been paid to other types of lower—straba settlements.
Several impressionistic s-atements would bear out the pattern of direct
migration to the decaying central city and Cardona reports that three-
quarters of the peripheral shantytown resident migrants which he surveyed
in Bogotd had established their first residence upon arrival in the city
in rented central city rooms or hOUS@So;Z/ Asides from this investigation,
however, satisfactory data are altogether lacking.

In light of the foregoing, we can state that the most plausible
hypothesis now available concerning marginality and migration is that
recent lower-strata migrants, particularly if they proceed from small
towns and rural areas, establish their residence in the low-rent centrol
city areas where they will have accegs to the most readily-available
unskilled jobs; several years thereafter, having become accustomed to
the ways of city life, to the vagaries of bureaucratic procedure oxr ©o
the merits of group orgenization, they become candidates for & move to
the peripheral shantytowns where they hope to set up a permanent renmt=free
home.

The assumption underlying this perspective of course is that in the
competition for residential space, the least-equipped inhabitants are
shunted off towards the least desirable areas. Consequently, peripheral
shantytowns are implicitly rated above other marginal residential sectors.
Is this assumption readily justifiable or is it merely a convenient
explanatory instrument?

In Santiago, Rosenbluth made an extensive listing and classification
of marginal populations, and pointed to three principal categories of
marginal nuclel = the conventillos, the callampas and the poblacién sub-urbana

(or, semi-segregated urban nuclei). The conventillos are centrally-located

17/ Cardona - {opscito), pPo 6572
/in the



in the oldest proletarian residential areas of the city while the two
other types of marginal settlement are located on the periphery. In this
particular instance, accounting for such factors as type of housing,
availability of urban services; overcrowding, access to place of work
and stahility, Rosenbluth actually finds that one type of peripheral
settlement, the callampas, are a decidedly inferior residential habitat,
by comparison to the central conventillosoig/
To what extent does this relative ecological sealing preveil in
other Latin American cities? Again, available data are deficient in this
respects In a recent survey of Lima, the entire city was subdivided into
five more or less homogensous strata and considerable use has been made
of this scale for analytic purposesoég/ However, both the lowest two levels,
which are commonly-identified with marginal residential sectors, include
peripheral as well as centrally=located sectors; moreover, reither provides
the fine type of discrimination which the present objectives would require.
In Rio de Janeiro, one can find special tabulations on the favelas both in
census and other survey materials but again no distinctions are made between
type and location by comparative composition of the constituent sub-groups.
To be sure, various investigations have reported the existence of a
hierarchy among marginal setbtiements as well as among the inhabitants of
these settlements, On Rio?s morros, for instance, the authors of the
SAGMACS study indicated a gradient in the socio—economic level of favela-
dwellers from the bottom to the top of the hills; more accessible and more
amenable-to=construction terreins at lower levels resulted in higher land
values and, on the basis of the same criteria, the uppermost fawvela shacks
were inhabited by the poorest faveladosogg/ Martins and Cardoso also indicate
a clearly=visible stratification system in the favelas of Rio and Sao Paulo

18/ Rosenbluth — "Problemas .o." (op.cite), chapters 3 and 4.
19/

Cf. for instance, Violeta Gonzalez de Villacorta = "Perd: migracidn,
educacién y fecundidad en los estratos sociales bajos de Lima Meixo-
politana®, Santiago, 1970 (mimeo). Repiblica del Pexd, DINEC =
Encuesta de Immigracién, ILima Metropolitana (various numbers).

20/  SAGMACS — "Aspectos humanos da favela carioca™, O Estado de Sap Paulo,
special supplements 1 and 2, April 13 and 15, Sao Paulo, 1960,

/which resullf
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which result in differential behavioural and attitudinal patterns

21/

among the various stratac

Turner, generalizing from his experiences in several Latin American
cities on the west coast distinguishes between marginal. settlements in
terms of their potentialities for growth and improvemert (incipient vs.
semi=provisional and provisional, and, improving vs. stagnating and
deteriorating) as well as in terms of the functions they perform foi
their inhabitants (bridgehead vs. COnsolidation)oggl DESAL formulated
a typology of poblaciones in Chile grouping them in ascendent ordex
according to the socio—=economic characteristics of their inhabitants;
the scale ranges from the callampas at the lowest level to the residential
clusters constructed by CORVI and other institutions&gé/

Al of these criteria and their resulting classificatory schemes have
an obvious utility but from our point of view in trying to esess the nature
and direction of migratory flow to the urban marginal population, the main
problem is thatb precioué little information is available concerning the
relative composition of the various classes of marginal populations. e
attempted verifying the commonly-held notion that recent migrants are morse
likely to be directed towards the least desirable residential areas in the
central city while acquiring the urban savoir-faire for an eventual move
to the supposedly superior housing on the periphery. But, upon examining
available evidence, it was found that in at least one city, Santiago, the
central city marginal clusters are rot the lowest rung on the residentiel
scale by zones. Comparable city-wide information for other cities was not

uncovered by the present researcho
Hence, in the absence of further systematic evidence concerning the
residential distribution of migrants by origin and by duration ox residence,

21/ Co.h, Martins and F.H. Cardoso — "la favela: estratificacién interna y
- participacién politica®, Seminar on Marginality in Latin America,
sponsored by BID and PLANDES, Santiago, November 1970.
22/ J.C, Turner = "Uncontrolled urban settlement: problems and policies”,
International Social Development Review, No. 1, U.N., New York, 1968,
pPo 107=128,

23/ Cited in Rosenbluth - "La participacibn..o® (opscito), ppo Il=lhs

/the notion



- 15 =

the notion of a central city clustering of recent migrants and of a gradual
shifting of these same migrants towards the outskirts over time remains a
plausible explanation but nothing more tangible., Moreover, with respect to
our central problem of the contribution of migrants to shantytown growth,
the data limitations are even more blatant if we attempt analysis on a
large scaleo

Given these circumsbances, we will concentrate on the relationships
between migration and the growth of lower-strata residential nuclei in one
city where available data sources are in many ways exceptional. As a
result of the heated public debate generated by the rapid growth of favelas
in Rio during the years immediately following wWorld wWar II, the Instituto
Brasileiro de Geograffa e Estatistica {IBGE) undertook, as part of its 1950
census programme, the preparation of extensive special tabulations relating
solely to the favela population. This procedure was repeated in 1960 (and
presumably in 1970) and the extensive information contained therein can
further be complemented by aspecial survey carvied out in 1965. The nature
of these data, coupled with the importance of Rio de Janeiro among Latin
American clities plus the prominence of its favela population, lend particulax
interest to a case study of migration’s relation to favela growth in thab

city 2

24/ To be sure, the Rio dats cannot be considered as representative
of other citiss. Topographical peculiarities have dictated that
the expansion of the city be restricted to growth within a 90
degree radius. Moreover, within this limit, a major mountain
range; the Serra da Carioca, divides the city into two unequal
parts and further impedes normal development. These features
have obvious implications for our study. For instance, it becomes
less meaningful to discuss %center! and 'periphery! than in a2 city
which has the potential of expanding in ever<increasing circles
around a basic nucleuso
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I1I. MIGRATION AND THE GROWTH OF FAVELAS IN RI0 DE JANEIRO

As early as the 1880%s, the proliferation of slums within the city
of Rio de Janelro gave rise %o urgent public debate. AV that time, the
poorest population was sheltered in sprawling collective dwellings in the
very center of the city. During the early years of the 20th century, the
opening of the Avenida Central (later, Avenida Rio Branco) in the heart of
the central business district caused the demolition of some two to three
thousand buildings and forced former central slum residents to relocate
on the periphery. The suburban movement of population in the early decades
of this century was favoured by a relatively well-organized and inexpensive
transportation system.

This system, however, was unable to accomodate the great increase of
suburban population which began in the 1930's, nourished by an influx of
migrants into the city as a result of a depressed agricultural economy and
the development of urban-industrial industry, Faced with an aggravated
housing and transportation problem in'a city which by nature of‘its location
and topography, could only expand unidimensionally within a 90 degree
radius, the growing lower strata population chose the only expedient which
provided inexpensive housing and accessibility to place of woxk, that is,
vertical expansion on hills and mountains and, invasiou of vacant lowlands.

This complex of interrelated economic difficulties gave rxise to the
modern favelas and our concern here will be with their recent growth dynamicsc
More specifically, we will examine the size and location of favela
populations, their differential growth by geographical sectors, the
residential distribubtion of migrants and the contribution of migration

to favela growtho

1. Size and location of favelas

Despite the superiority of available information on Riols favelas,
the exact size of the favela population at any one time cannot be affirmed.
At least twelve surveys proposing to investigate the mumber of favelas and
favelados in the city were carried out between 1948 and 19653 starting out

/with verying
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with varying operational definitionsy these surveys often arrived at
incompatible findings°éé/

Evaluating these various data sources, it can be asserted that the
three primary surveys to be utilized in this section represent only the
minimum munber of readily-visible and readily-identifiable favelas which
exist in Rio, Nevertheless, the survey criteria adopted for the delimitation
of favelas in these investigations have the merit of being uniform over time;
moreovery if we assume, as is reasonable, that the characteristics of the
non-enumerated population do not differ systematically from those of favelados
who were included in the tabulations, the resulting information is worthy
of credit,

a) Favela growth 1950-65
The criteria defining a favela in the IBGE!s 1950 census of

favelas were fivefolds
i) size: the agglomeration to be considered as a favela noxmally
exceeds 50 buildings or dwellings.
i) type of dwelling: the predominance of shacks and rustic
dwellings usually constructed of galvanized sheets, planks
or similar materials.

iii) juridical condition: construction carried out without benefit
of licenses or inspections, on land belonging to third parties
or whose ownexrship is unknown.

iv) public improvements: absence in part or in whole of lighting,
telephones, sewers, and running watero
v) urbanization: lacking proper division of streets, numbering,
feeing or rating system026
Using these criteria, the IBGE in 1950 recorded the presence of
58 favelas sheltering 169 305 inhabitants corresponding to 7.1 per cent
of the city®s total population. According to an admission made by the
census directors, these results, because of methodological problems,

25/ For further details on these surveys, their methodology and results,
cfo George Martine - Internal Migration and its consequences: the case
of Guanabare State, University Microfilms, Ann Arbor Michigan,

PPo 217=225,

26/ Cfo Guimaraes (opocito), ppo 250-251.

/cammot be
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cannot be considered as referring to the totality of the city's favela
populationy they include only those inhabitants of the 58 favelas which
could be located and investigatedeéZ/

In 1960, the IBGE adopted the same criteria as before, with the
exception that the minimum requisite number of dwellings was amitted02
Partly as a result of this modified classificatory system, the IBGE noted
the existence of 147 favelas; these included 337,400 inhabitants or, an
increase of almost 100 per cent over the number of favelados emunefated
in 1950, In comparison, the population of the entire city increaced by
only 39 per cent in the interim; as a result of these differential rates
of growth Pofficial” favelados increased their proportion of the total
population from 7.1 per cent in 1950 to 12,1 per cent in l960@é2/

Cur latest source of information on the favelas at the present time
is a sample survey carried out by the State of Guanabara in 1965, Therein,

the 1960 census classification of favelas was adopted and, as a consequence,

the total number of faveladns was probably undevestimated in proportions
similar to those omitted in 1960. In any case, this survey reported
327,800 favelados, an increass of 1l per cent ovar 1960022/ This,
however, should not be interpreted as necessarily indicating a decreasing
rate of favela growth since masthodologicel considerations certainly
decreed the obtention of this minimal figure.

21/ Ibid; p. 251,

28/ IBGE - Sinopse Preliminar do Censo Demogrdfico, 1960, Estado das
Guanabara, 1960, p. Vo

29/ IEGE - "As favelas do Estado da Guanabara segundo o censo de
1960%, in Caracteristicas Demogrdficas e Sociais do Estudo da

Guanabara, Rio de Janeiro 1966, IBGE ~ Censo Demcgrdfico de
1960, Favelas do Estado da Cuanabera, Rio de Janeiro, 1968,

30/ Estado da Guanabara, Secreteria do Governo = Estudes Cariocas,
Vol., 5, Mobilidade Populacionsl e Condigoes Socio-Egonomicas,
Rio de Janeiro, 1965 (no pagination),

/b) Location



=19 =

b) Location of favelas
Although the figures quoted above probably underestimate the

true population of the favelas, the important definitions and data
collectien procedures utilized therein remain unchangsd, Conssquently,
the gesgraphical distributien of favelas; and particularly the growth of
favelas in the intercensal pericd in the various ¢ensus regions should be
coherent from one date to another, ,
In 1950, as shown ih table 1 and figure 1, the majority of favelados
were located in three census zoness Tijuca, Litoral and Orla Norte of
Guanzbara Bay., The first two census zones are primarily residential arcas
while the third is a zone of industrial expansion traversed by most of
the main railroads and thoroughfares. On the basis of information
relating to the ecological function of each zopne;, it is fair to assume
that the favelas of the southern Litoral and Orle Sul generally provided
housing for domestic employees catering to the needs of the high and
middle class population of these residentiel areas, as well as
laborers for the construction boom being experienced by these zones,
The smaller favelas of the central region likely provided shelter
for lower class workers in service and commerce activities of the
central business district as well as for dock-workers in the nearby
port facilities, The numerous favelados instslled in the more remote
zones of Tijuca, Meier and Orla Norte were, in all probability,
largely employed in the industrial and manufacturing concerns
proliferating in the northerr. scction of the city.
As in evident from table 1 and figure 1, the favela population
did not grow at the same rate throughout the city during the 1950-60
decade, Generally, growth wss much more rapid in the northern part
of the state than in the more traditional favela zones of the south
and center. In absolute terms, the increase was highest in Orla Norte
where about 72,000 new favelados were enumerated by the 1960 census,
Next came the Tijuca zone with an increase of 25,600, followed by the
Litoral witn an increase of 20,700, In relative terms, Madureira, &

/mixed industrial
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mixed industrial and lower-class residential area; had the highest
percentage growth (214 %) followed by Orla Norte, Campe Grande and
Tijuca = all of these being located to the north of the central
business district, Moreover, important new growth was registered in
the northern peripheral areas of Irajd and Anchieta as well as on the
Ilha do Governador,

Thus, decennial growth rates show that favela development is
preponderantly taking place on the northern periphery of the state,
This notable increase in the northern areas can tentatively be
attributed to the saturationof the fawvelas in the southern and central
zones and by the exhaustion of all open lands and accessible hills in
that part of the city, Additionally, northern favela development
was probably ennanced by the concentration of manufacturing and
industrial concerns in that area, ’

The trend towards peripheral sxpansion of favelas in the northern
zone is confirmed by a recent map provided by COHAB which is reproduced
in figure 2. Although not strictly comparable to the 1950 and 1960
censuses, the information shown therein again illustrates acceptuated
northern expansion, According to this map, in 1967, 51 per cent of
all favelados were established in the Orla Norte and in the distant
zones of Campo Grande, Medureira and Irapd while the Tijuca zone
sheltered another 9 per cent. In contrast, the Litoral, Orla Sul
and Center sltogether contained only 16 per cent of the total favela
population, |

In brief, from our study of the growth and location of favelas,
we conclude to intensified shanty=town expansion in the whole of Rio
de Janeiros this expsansion is particularly noticeable in the northern
regions of the state as a consequznce of the saturation of older sites
in the southern zone and intensification of industrial growth

attracting low=wage workers to the northern secior,

/Table 1
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Table 1
TOCATION OF FAVELAS AND GROWTH RATES BY CENSUS ZONES,
1950-1960
Census Absolute A
Zones 1960 1950 increase Increase
| | 1950-60 1950-60
1o Litoral 55 906 35 222 20 68l 59
2. Orla Norte 111 540 39 679 71 861 181
3o Orla Central 12 177 10 230 1 9L7 19
Lo Orla Sul 11 215 7 876 3 339 43
5. Tijuea 63 567 37 930 25 637 68
6. Meier ‘ 43 722 30 559 13 163 L3
7. Madureira 6 l¢.9‘7. 2 071 b 426 214
8, Campo Grande 1, 353 5 938 8 L35 2
9. Irajé 8 950 = 8 950 =
10, Anchieta 3 077 = 3 077 =
11, Ilhas 6 408 - 6 408 -
Total 337 412 169 505 167 907 99

Sources: IBGE —~ Censo Demogrédfico, Distrito Federal, 1950; IBGE - Censgo
Demogrdfico, 1960 — Favelas do Estado da Guanabara, Rio de Janeiro,
1968,

/Figure 1
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2, Migration, favela composition and favela growth

Whatever the relative merits of previously-=cited figures on total
size of the favela population, one fact is unguestionable, namely that
the number of people living in Rio's lower strata sectors is growing
rapidly. In demographic terms, what accounts for the increment of
favela popﬁlation? Because of the imprecise and changing nature of
favela doundaries, it is evidently impossible to formulate intercensal
migration estimates; nevertheless pertinent information on the role
played by migration in fevela growth can be gained by comparing data on
the state of birth of favelados at werious dates.

In 1950, more than 61 per cent of Rio's favelado:s were born else=
where than in Rio. By contrast, in the city of Rio de Janeire, migrants
made up only 40 per cent of the total populationoéé/ In terms of
origin, @s shown in table 2, migrants from the neighboring states of
Rio de Janeiro and Minas Gerais constituted 28 per cent and 17 per cent,
respectively, of enumerated favelados in 1950, The relatively small
but adjacent state of Espfrito Santo at this time contributed as much
as did the entire Northeastern region; both yielding in the vieinity
of 6 to 7 per cent of all favelados., The larger but more distant state
of Bahia contributed some 2 per cent of all favelados while all the other
states of Brazil together yieclded another 2 per cenb.

As can be seen from table 2, two significant changes occurred
between 1950 and 1960 in the composition by birthplace of the favela
population., Firstly, by i960$ the proportion of all favelados born
elsewhere than in Rio had dropped nine percentage points; nevertheless
the migrants again constituted @ much larger proportion of favelados than
of the city's population at the same date since only 38 per cent of all
Rio!s residents were migrants as of 1960, as compared to 53 per cent of all

favelados,

g;/ The background information on the total population of Rio de
Janeiro which is presented here and in subsequent pages is taken
from Martine (op. cit.) especielly chapters 3 and 5,

/Table 2



Table 2

PLACE OF BIRTH OF THE FAVELA POPULATION, 19509‘1960 and 1965

Place of Birth 1950 1960 1965
Rio de Janeiro (city) 38,7 47.2 510y .
All Others 61,3 5208 486
Bahia 1.8 202 2.7

Minas Gerais 16,5 1.4 9.0
Espirito Santo 7.1 L8 3.5

Rio de Janeiro (state) 2745 16.8 1409
Northeast 5.9 14,0 15,0

Other states 204 2.2 205
Foreigners - Lok 1.0

Sources: IBGE — Revista Brasileira de Estatistica, 1k (55), 1953;

IBGE — Censo Demogréfico, 1960, Favelas do Estado da Guanabara,
Rio de Janeirp, 2968
Guanabara State Survey, Vol. 5, 1965.
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Secondly, important alterations were registered in the relative
contribution of various states and regions to Rio's favelas between
1950-60; while the proportion of all favelados constituted by migrants
from the nearby states of Rio de Janeiro; Minass Gerais and Espirito
Santo decreased importantly, that comstituted by Northecasterns rose
from 6 to 14 per cent, testifying to the sweeping social, demographic
and economic changes which shook the Northesst during the 1950's.

These modifications by migrant origin are sgain reflective of changing
migration patterns at the city level.

These same two trends persisted to 1965 when native Cariocas
constituted, for the first time, the majority of all favelados. According
to table 2, 51.4 per cent of the total favela population were natives of
Rio as of 1965, Since this change is of considerable significance, the
increesingly preponderant role of Cariocas in favela growth receive more
detailed attention below, For the present; looking at the composition of
the migrant population in 1965, it can be noted that, in conformity with
1950-60 trends, the proportion of all favelados constituted by migrants
from the Northeast continued to increase; hence, by 1965, this contigent
represented the largest of all migrant groups in the favelas,

Concomitantly, the proportion of favelados from the adjacent states
of Rio de Janeiro, Minas Gersis and Espfrito Santo continued to decrease,
It is important to note, however, that in absolute terms, the number of
favelados from each of these states was still rising. Yet, the absolute
increase in the number of favelados from the Northeast was greater than
that from all other states combined during the 1950-65 period,
Interestingly enough, the increase in the proportion of favelados from
the Northeast runs counter to the trend noted in the examination of
migration streams to the city of Rio; this would thus indicate that a
growing proportion of Northeasterners are finding their way into the
faveles.

Thus, over the 1950-65 period, the predominant trend evident in the
demographic composition of favela population related to the increasing
predominance of native Cariocas. How can this steady rise be interpreted?
Is it due to the worsening of living conditions among native Cariocas

/and hence,
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and hence, either to the reclassification of other residential areas as favelas
or, to mass movements of Cariocas from other residential areas into the
favelas? Op is it due to internal changes in the demographie structure

of the favela population?

The answer appears to be in the second alternative; more specifically
from the fact that a substantisl proportion of all native favelados are,
in all likelihood, born to migrant parents but registered as native
Cariocas because born after their parents' arrival in the state. Indeed,
the mere scruting of the comparative age structure of migrants and nons
migrants in table 3 would tend to confirm this explanation since it
reveals that the great majority of Carioca favelados are in the youngest
age groups,; while migrants are disproportionably found in the central
age categories. Thus, for instance, in each of the 1950, 1960 and 1965
surveys, close to 70 per cent of all favelados born in Rio were less than
fifteen years old., By contrast, the grest majority of favelados born
elsewhere than in Rio were in the 15-39 age groups.

These figures, taken by themselves, would already suggest that a
substantial proportion of Cariocas in the favelas are, in all probability,
the children of migrants. To test this hypothesis, some simple
calculations can be performed., The various steps involved in this
technique can be summarized as followss

1) It is first necessary to assume that the fertility rate (in this
case, the Child-ioman Ratio) of nigrant and non-migrant favela women in the
childbearing age groups will be approximately equal. Since we are trying
todemonstrate that migrants account for the majority of native births
in the favelas, this assumption is essentially conservative since in
actuality, the Child-Woman Ratio of migrants is likely to be higher than
that of natives. This latter affirmafion is based not so much on the
expectation that the usual native-migrant differential will hold true
in the favelas; but rather on the easily-verifiable fact thet migrant
women in the age group 15-49 are predominant in the central childbearing
ages l.e. — in the age groups normally associated with high fertility.

/Table 3
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Table 3

AGE COMPOSITION OF RIO!S FAVELA POPULATION, BY PIACE OF BIRTH,
1950, 1960 and 1965

Place of Birth

Age 1950 1960 1965
Rio all Rio all Rio T all
others others ,__otherg
0~ 14 6701 . 1701& 7301-& :—!-500 6803 11l.4
15 <~ 39 26,2 60,2 2262 58,8 25.5 56,3
1O 6.7 22.4 Lol 2602 6.2 32.3
Total 1C0.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100.0

Sourcess Revista Brasileira de Estatistica, 14 (55), 19535 IBGE -
Censo Demogrdfico, 1960, Favelas do Estado da Guanabara,
Rio de Janeiro, 1968; Guanabara State Survey, Volo 5, 1965.
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2) Calculate the Child-Woman Ratio for the total favela population.
For instance, in 1950, a total of 46,115 women in the childbearing ages
had borne a total of 26,850 children aged 0=, for a Child-Woman Ratio
of 583, Of these 26,850 favela children, 3,997 were migrants and
22,853 were natives of Rio.

3) Assuming that the Child-Women Ratio of native women is equal
to that of favela women (cf. N° 1 above), the number of children aged
O=4 born to native women as of 1950 can be calculated, Thus, if
1,000 favela women had 583 children, then 9,460 native favela women had
5,515 children, This is equal to 24,1 per cent of the 22,853 native
children aged O-4 and present in the favelas as of 1950,

4) ‘The remainder of all favela children aged O-4 (26,850 minus
5,515 or, 21,335) were therefore born to migrant women, But of these
21,335, some 3,997 children were themselves migrants, that is, they
were born prior to their parents! arrival in Rio, Hence, 17,338
(1.0, 21,335 minus 3,997) native children aged O-4 in 1950 wers born to
migrant parents after their arrival in the city. This represents
75,9 per cent of the 22,853 native children aged O=4 and living in the
favelas as of 1950,

From these calculations, we thus conclu&e that at least 75.9 pep
cent of all O=4 favela children reported as natives of Rio in 1950 were
actually born to migrant parents. Performing similar calculations on
1960 data, we find that migrants account for 75.2 per cent of all native
children aged O=4 in 1960, Were we to possess information on the age-
specific fertility of migrant and navive women, it is certain that,
given the older median age of migrant women, this proportion could well
be over 80 per cent.

Although these computations cannot be performed for 1955 and 1965,
the proportions computed for 1950 and 1960 are so similer (i.e., 75.9 per
cent and 75.2 per cent) that we can safely assume that at least 75 per
cent of the native children aged O=4 in 1955 and 1965 were also born
to migrant parents. In short; given the essentially conservative
assumptions on which these computations are based, it cen be deduced

/that at
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that at least 75 per cent of all native children forn in the favelas
between 1945 and 1965 were in fact born to migrant parents.

These findings thus indicate that the incressing proportion of
native Cariocas is attributable, not to the mass movement of Cariocas
from other residential areas into the favelas or to the reclassification
of other sites as favelas, but rather to the fertility of migrant
favelados after their arrival in Rio., Indeed, if we comsider the fact
that native Cariocas aged O-4 in 1950 will be aged 15-19 in 1965, and
that similarly, the O<4 age group in 1955 and in 1960 will be aged
10=-1L and 5-9, respectively, in 1965, then it can be deduced from the
above computations that some 75 per cent of the O<4, 5-9, 10=1L and
15=19 natives present in the favelas a3z of 1965 were the children of
migrant women. Thus, of the 149,341 native favelados aged 0-19
enumerated in the 1965 survey, at least 112,000 were born tec migrant
parents; this represents almost 60 per cent of all native favelados
living in Rio at that date., In shorit, even eithout considering the
migrant offspring aged 20 and over, migrants and their children made
up some 80 per cent of all Rio’s favelados in 1965,

Paradoxically, however, population growth in the favelas is
increasingly attributable to matural increase among present favelados
rather than to in-movemsnt from other states., Although it is impossible
to calculate the relative contribution of migration and natural inerease
in the total growth of the favela population, it is nevertheless
interesting to compare the growth rates of the native and migrant
favela population. For instance, it is of some significance that during
the 1950-60 period, vhe native population grew by 150 per cent while
that of migrant fevelados grew by only 7L per cent; similarly in the
1960-65 period, the increase of native faveiados was eleven times
greater that that of migrants. Moreover, the role of migraztions per se
in fevela growth can be expected to decrease rapidly in coming years
as native favelados borm to migrants in earlier years now reach the
childbearing age groups in larger numbers and produce a second generation

of native favelados.
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3. Marginality and the residentisal distribution
of migrantg

The previous section has demonstrated that migrants are dis-

proportionately represented in the favelas of Rio de Janeiro by comparison
to the entire city population., Nevertheless; it was also established
that the favelas are progressively being populated by native=born
residents although migrants have, in the past; been responsible for the
greater share of favela growth. Winthin a larger perspective of the
migration process, it is now of some interest to ask - is the absorption
of migrants into marginal residential areas characteristic of the
majority of migrants? Do migrants tend to cluster in other areas as
well? What proportion of sll migrants end uwp in the favelas? How does
duration of residence affect the migrants’ ability to compete for more
desirable residential space?

In effect; the analysis of the interplay between migration and
ecological stratification camnot be adequately investigeted by referring
solely to information on the favela population since the lattier procedure
throws no light on the relative adjustment of migrants to urban life,
Available informstion on Rio de Janeiro, though less complete than would
be desired (since they do not permit discrimination of differences
between various ¢lasses of favelas) are nevertheless oi unusual breadth
and quality in this matier,

For purposes of the aforementioned 1965 survey, the city of Rio
was sub=divided into twelve zones: eleven of these correspond to fairly
well delineated ecological areas while the twelth is comprised by all
of the civy's favelas, regardless of their location, Table /4 computed
from the survey's information, shows the percentage of the total population
and of migrants and non-migrants in each of the zones,

These census zones are, evidently, less than homogeneous, yet
taking each as a2 unit, a ranking order valid for the global population
of each can nevertheless be established., In order to gauge the relative
“residential desirability” of each census zone, & rough index was

/Table 4
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formulated based on residents® average incomgoég/ According to this
index, the best residential area is formed by the Litoral zone (which
includes the beach area centered on Copacabana, Leblon, Ipanema, etc.),
followed by Orla Sul (Botafogo, Catete, flamengo, Laranjeiras, Urca)
and Tijuca, The poorest residential areas are formed by Campo Grande,
Iraje snd lastly, the favelas, This ranking order, reproduced in

table L, is necessarily approximative, yet it corresponds quite closely
with a popularly-acknowledge hierarchy of residential desirability and
with the average advertised rental vslues in cach zone,

Pairing first the migrant and non-migrant blocs and comparing
tHeir residential distribution across various zones, we make the
discovery that migrants are, on the whole, apparently better off
than native Carincas. Indeed, migrants have higher proportions of
their population living in each of the four 'most desirable! residential
areas and their numerical superiority is particularly great in the two
most exclusive residential zones. Native Caricvcas in turn have higher
proportions of their population than migrants in sach of the intermediary
and lower level residential éreasg except in the Central zone and the
favelas, Interestingly enough, however, the migrants' preponderance in
the favelas is as large as it was in the most exclusive residential areas,
As a matter of fact, more migrants live in the favelas than in any other
single census district. '

Turning now to the residential distribution of migrants from each
of the several states and regions, we find one group enjoying a distinct
advantage over both native Cariocas and fellow-migrants; this privileged
group is constituted by the residusl "QOthers" category which is largely
made up of migrants from the more developed Southern states, particuwlarly
from the state of Sao Paulo. This group has better than one=third of
its total 1living in the two foremost residential aress and by for the
lowest proportion in the four least desirable areas.

Of the remaining five migrant groups shown in table L4, four have
thin largest contingents residing in the favelas and the fifth (migrants
from Minas Gerais) has a slightly higher proportion in the best residential

32/ This information on residents’ average income was taken from the
1965 Guanabara Stete Survey. (Cf. footnote 30, above,)
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area than in the favelas. But at the same time, all five groups have

a higher proportion of their respective totals living in the two most
exclusive residential sreas than do native Cariocas, In general terms,
migrants from adjacent Espirito Santo appear to have the least favorable
residential situstiom in that they have the largest proportions living
in the favelas and in the low—=class residential areas,

Overall, the analysis of residential distribution would thus
suggest that migrants are more likely to be accomodated in the two
extreme residential categories with non-migrants predominating in 3ll
of the intermediary positions, To be sure, this conclusion is subject
to the classic criticisms of the ecological approach; more specifically,
it is possible that some of the migranis’ residenti«l pre-eminence in
better areas is due to the employmen: of migrants as domestiic employees
in these districts.

Nevertheless, by the very magnitude of the migrant contingent in
the better residential areas, it is possible to assert that the
proportion of such low-status migrant residents has to be smell - or
else we would encounter more live-in domestic employees than other
categories of residents in the area, Moreover, the disproportionate
representation of migrants at both extremes of the residential scale is
consonant with data on the relative income and education of migrants
in Rio which indicate that migration is selestive of the highest and
lowest socic—economic strataoééf

How does the migrants?® length of residence in Rio de Jeneiro
affect their residentisl adaptstion? On the assumption that, all other
things being equal, the longer migrants have resided in the city, the
greater their level of skills and resources and thus the more salisfactory
their socio-economic adaptations; we would expect earlier migrants te be
residing predominantly in the better residential areas. Computations
based on duration of residence data from the 1960 census were used %o

test this hypothesis., These tabulations showed the length of residence

33/ Cf. Martine (op. cit.) chepter 5.
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of migrants to Rio in each of the census zones as of 1960, Unfortunately,
the IBGE did not consider the favelas as a separate entity in these
particular tabulations and hence favela=dﬁ@llers are included as pard

of the population of each of the other census zones, Hence the data
presented in table 5 are not strictly comparable to those presented in
the previous table. Nevertheless, favela-dwellers constitute but a
minor segment of each zoneis population and consequently the previouslye
elaborated ranking order of residential zones5’when regrouped into
broader categories, should remain generally valid when using 1960

census information.

To test the hypothesis that earlier migrants will predominate in
the better residential aveas, census zones were delimited into three
broad categories following the ranking order elaborated above. The first
category consists of the four best residential areas - Litoral, Orla Sul,
Tijuca, and the Ilhas. The second intermediate category is made up of
the districts of Meier, Orla Norte and Orls Central, while the lowest
level is made up of the districts of Jacesrepagud, Rural, Madureira,

Campo Crande, Anchieta and Irajé. As shown in table 5, altogether
37 per cent of Rio's migrant population lives in the first group of
distriebs, 34.1 per cent in the second, and, 29.0 per cent in the
¢third cluster,

If our hypothesis was to be borned out, we would expect that the
proportions of recent arrivals (i.e., those with less than two years
of residence in Rio) would be small in the first group and larger in
the other two. As length of residence increased, the proportion in
the first group should increase to the detriment of proportions in the
other two groups. Contrary to our expectations, however, exactly the
opposite patierns hold true., As of 1960, L3 per cent of all recent
arrivals lived in the first group; the proportion dropped to 39 per cent
for those with 3 to 5 years of residence and to 36 per cent among
migrants residing in Rio for six or more years., Conversely, the
intermediate group included 30 per cent of recent arrivals, 33 per cent
of migrants having 3 Lo 5 years of residence, 34 per cent of those with
gix or more years of residence and 35 per cent of those with 11 or more
years of residence in Rio, Similarly, the least desirable residential

/Table 5
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Table 5

DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANTS A}ONG THE BETTER, INTERMEDIATE AND wWORST
RESIDENTTAL ZONES OF RIO DE JaNEIRO, BY DURATION

OF RESIDENCE IN THE CITY
(Percentages)

Duration of Residence in Rio

Residential

to 2 2.5 6-10 11 =
Zones years years years years urknown Total
Better L2,8 39,0 35,6 35,6 36,9 36,9
Intermediate 30.4 3265 3o2 3408 38,2 3ol
Worst 2607 2805 3@02 2906 215-08 2900
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100.0 1000 100.0

Source:; Guanabara State Survey, Vol., 5, 1965,
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aress included 27 per cent of recent arrivals as compered to 29 per gepg,

30 per cent and 30 per cent, respectively, of the other three groups.
In short, the data presented in table 5 reveal patterns in exasct
contradiction to our hypothesis,

Tw#o alternate explanations can be entertsined concerning the
discrepancy between expected and asctusl residential patterns., First,
the patterns shown in table 5 might be attributable to methodological
problems. In effect, it was noted above that none of the three zones
represented in this table is completely homogeneous and conseguently,
it is possible that recent arrivals are stitling in the poorer areas of
the "Better Residential Zones', But, this could only occur if eithers
a) new inferior residences are being erected within the 'Better
Residential Zones', thus providing housing for lower strata recent
arrivals, or, b) the more established residents of the poorer sreas
within this zone are yielding their places to recent errivals in order
to take up residence in Zones II and IIIL,

In actuality, neither of these alternatives merits much credit.
First, new lower-class housing is being erected almost exclusively in
Zones 1I and III, and second, even favela housing is more prized in
Zone I than elsewhere. Hence, to state that recent arrivals are
replacing more established residents in Zone I would still imply that
the former dispose of greater resowrces in the competition for space,

A second explanation which merits more serious attention is that
recent migrants to Rio de Janeiru are progressively being selected more
from the middle and upper strata than were their predecessors. It is
interesting to note, for instance, that migrants with six to ten years
of residence in the city have residential patterns which are very
similar to those with 11 or more years of residence in Rio, But the
three to five year residents have a significantly larger proportion in
Zone 1 than did their predecessors and the difference becomes even

more accentuated among the recent arrivals,

/This finding
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This finding in turn has a logical explanation related to the
ecological expansion of the city of Rio into the adjacent State of
Rio de Janeiro and thus into coterminous urban areas not covered by
present census data, It is quite possible in this sense that recent
migrants from higher socio-ctonomic levels do tend to take up residence
in the better areas of the city while lower strata arrivals are being
increasingly channelled out towerds peripherical sections of the
Greater Rio Area, that is; to residential areas located out side the
scope of the present data, Such an explanation would be consonant with
the previously-elaborated information on patterns of favela growth by
sectors (which showed that those sectors located on the edge of the city
have undergone greatest favela expansion), if it is assumed that this
peripheral growth is overflowing into the adjacent stateo

Summary and conclusions

The primary purpose of the present paper was to discriminate the
proportion of urban marginal growth which is attributable to migration,
Preliminary exsmination of available materials pointed to a substantial
gap between empirical and theoretical approaches to the problem of
marginality. The latter, with increasing frequency, deal with marginality
et the level of societal structures, defining the phenomenon as an
incomplete integration of social groups into the central framework of
the society. To this "structural marginality", empirical studies contrast
an approach marked by the fotus on ecologically-delimited clusters of
lower-gtrata populacion which are defined & priori ss "marginal®,

The discrepancies between these two frameworks evidently hinder
the investigation of substantive research questions such as the one
posed here. Our only alternative was to concentrate om ecological
streta end attempt to appraise the role of migration in the growth of
shantytowns - in Latin American cities, In this respect, available
studies pointed to the existence of two distinct currents of thoughts,
expressed in two distinguisheble chronological periods. Initially,
attention was directed to peripherel shanty towmns (thus giving rise to
the first usage of the term marginal® in the Latin Americsn urban conbesxt);

/therein, observers
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therein, observers generally concluded that the rise and persistence of
these shenty-towns was attributeble slmost solely to the influx of
rural migrants. In accordsnce, the ultimate solution to shanty-town
growoh was held to rest in the prevention of further migration and
eradication of existing 'misery belts®.

In 2 more recent perspective, the characteristics of the
inhebitants of periphersl shanty-towns were duly noted in other areas
of Latin American cities and hence the role of migration in the growth
of lower strata clusters had to be re—examined, Controlling for
duration of residence and rural-urbsn origin, seve