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Introduction

‘ Despite a vast body of literature dealing with ‘marginality?,

* “*shantytowns!, 'squatter settlements' and the like, interpretations of

' “the nexus between migration and marginality are as divergent as are the

‘ variegated inferences derived from the concept of marginality’itselfs
At the present; it is possible to contrast. statements attributing all -

‘of urban marginal growth to migration with others affirming that mxgrants
constltute but a small minority of the entire urban.marglnal populatlon.
Yet, in light of the fact that a geometrically-ascending proportion of
the rapid growth of Latin American cities is being ascribed to the
concentration of population in marginal sectors;;/ analysis of the
dynamics and components of urban marginal growth has come to represent

- a matier of considerable urgency.

The primary purpose of the present paper is to evaluate avallable
evidence, formulate hypotheses and indicate needed research and sources
- of data with reference to the specific problem of the relationship
between migration, ‘urban marglnallty and ecological. stratlflcatlon.

Mi katlon and Mar:'

The first problem encountered in any proposed analy51s of the 1nterplay
between migration and marglnal;ty derlves frcm.the vagarles of establishlng
a cogent analytic and operatlonal deflnltlon of the term 'marglnallty'

1/ For instance, Turner asserts that whlle Latin Amerlcan cltles have
- grown at an anmial rate of 5 to 7 per cent in recent decades, marginal
barrios have grown at a rate of 10 to 15 per cent., Consequently,
marginal populations today represent some 25 per cent or more of all
~urban populations. Turner presents the case of Lima as a typlcal
© ‘example. In 1940, Lima had some 5 per cent of its population in
marginal sectors; this has now reached one-quarter of the total”
populatlon. Should present rates of growth persist, Turner affirms
that in twenty years time, no less than 65 per cent of Limals
s inhabitants will live in marglnal sectorss (Cfe J.C. Turner — - -
fla marginalidad urbana- calamldad Q soluc;én?" Dgsarrollo Ecohdmico,
-3 (3"’&-)3 9, 19660 g N w.....,..w»-:» et
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Although it is not our purpose to present a formal discussion of the miltiple
definitions of marginallty and their ‘respective problems; it nevertheless : .
becomes imperati?e, in llght of significanxly distinet possibilities, to ‘ |
specify which brand of marginality we will be dealing with in this eontext.
To this bnd, we will review briefly the various alternatives and clarify
the particular focus of the present analysise. C o
\ Originally introduced. into- the social sciences to depcte an. attribute
| ofrthe individual person - the marginel.man or, the marginal personality -
i thg-tenm.uas subsequently transformed and extended to characterize attributes
5 of thevSOCiAl”graup.' But, even if we:disregard the earlier psychological
i '”intgrpretations 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 approgcbepzﬁo the
definition of social marginality and finds their common denominator to lie
] in a shared notion that marginality is a lack of integration into something
wa - which. samething ‘varies 'with the nature of proposed solutions to the | -
problem of marginality. He proposes the adoption of still another, more
' generalized approach, one which views marginality as the end-product of a
historical process of conflictive and discontimuous integration within and
between global 3001et1eség/ ; - Lo : :
. The proliferation of conceptual definltions ébv1ously finds. an echo
in the anarchy reigning over the domain of operational indices of marginallty.
Indeed, the analytlc dlfficultles derive from the fact that: ex1st1ng
formulatlons were largely elaborated belatedly in response to the problems
created by the ad~hoc emplrical approaches which were first applied to the
phenomenon of marginality. As matters stand now, according to the criteria
employed in the localization and delimitation of marginal populations,.the
o absolute slze, composatlon, characteristica and dynamics of the latter vary
, enermously. < _ Lo , o
"\ u" why is it that, despite the reams of material on - 'marginality' in ‘ .
recent years, acceptable 1nformation on the sxze and dynamica of the urban -
marginal populat;on in a given city or country remains scarce? The ansyer -

;/ ' Anibal Qn;jano "Notas ‘sobre’ el concepto de- marginalidad social®,
= " -CEPAL, Octubre; 1966 (minéo). o
Jwould appear




would appear to lie in the continuing discrepancy between theoretical and
operational ‘research which still plagues the field of marginality. In
capsule form, it can be stated that systematic theoretical frameworks
increa‘singly consider marginality to be fundamentally a structural
phenomenon, it is expressed in the social, political and economic
institutional sectors of society since these. give form to the. cent.ra.l
framework within which various modes of partn.clpatlon in all societal
institutions will be defined.y ‘

. By contrast, most of the field research on 'marginality' bas:.cally
deals with partlesl 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 stratae 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 lowerwstrata muclei are assumed to incorporate most of the
soéial. groups who share the conditions associated with marginality in other
more systematic analytic approaches.

Is such .an assumption justifiable? It would appear that the analytical
and operational linkages between !structural?! and 'ecological! marginality
are insufficiently defined for this assumption to be made. The problem
ultimately resolves itself in the following dilemma: on the one hand, the
ecologibal perspective has to assume that the irhabitants of given
residentlal clusters are all marginal, with respect to whichever J.nstltuta.onal
sectors are being considered. The structural: approach, however, defines

social groups as marginal, not in terms of residential clustering, but in
terms of their participation and belonging into basic 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 migration and marginality,

3/ Central expressions of this conception can be found in: Anibal Quijano -
"Redefinicién de la dependencia y proceso de marginalizacién en América
Latina®", CEPAL, 1970 (mimeo). José Nun - "Sobrepoblacidén relativa,
ejército industrlal de reserva y masa marginal®, Revista Latinoamericana
de Sociologfa, ppe 178-237, No. 2, 1969, Miguel Murmis ~ "Tipos de
marginalidad y posicién en el proceso productivo", Revista latino-
americana de Sociologfa, ppe 412-421, N° 2, 1969,

/for example,
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for examplo, we are faced m.th a slt.uatien wherein the absolute .and -
proportionate numbers of margihal pqpulation in a given city ar group. of
cit.ies is snb,ject to question simply because no viable consensus has as.
vet been. reached on what constitutes a marginal ‘groups - What w do possess
is partial J.nformatlon from various ¢ities on ic e ted low
strata clusters and we w:.ll address ourselves to.this restricted domain. in \
the subsequerrh present.ation. T TR

Indeed, for better or for wox'se $ most ei' the resgearch which provides
information relevant to the . present objectives Has actually- dtilized an .
explicit or implicit ecological framework, By thia is generally meant, a
focus on the physical presence of muclei of sub-stendard dwellings in which
reside the l‘owest_ sogio-economic stréta -of the urban-population. Beyond
this basic though indefinite characterigation, additional criteria vary
but generally.-include something about housing conditions,. location,
accessgibility, and absence of basi¢c communal services.. :

v Cognizant of the multi-dimensional nature of  structural marginﬂlty
and of the discrepancy between "ecological® and Ustructural® marginality,
the following _pagegi 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 from 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:dower.strata
growth in Rio de: Janeiro; the nature and quality of availablg data .in this
: city permt 4 more exhausbive examination. of the. questions raised in the
lnltia.l section. , For clarlty's sake, it. should be mentioned that,.
throughout the mbsequent discussion, when we are forced to utilize .

‘the term 'marglnality' we are in fact.dealing with eoolpglcally- -
delimited lower strata populationss. . . S
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~I. MIGRATION -AND ECOLOGICAL. STRATIFICATION: TWO PERSPECTIVES

The concept of ecological marginality has undérgone internal
modifications over time and with these evolutions, the role which migration
has been accorded in the spread of urban sha.ntytovms has s:mul‘baneously
been altereds S ’ > : ’

In tracing the role played by migration in these growth processes,.
it will be heuristically useful to-distinguish bétween two chronologically-
sequential perspectives which have been piut forth., DBecause 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 twe pesitions since each embodies an
assemblage of characteristic views towards urban marginality and its origins.

1. &gga&;on and ggrig‘r_l_era.l ahantxgowns _

Earller analysts, prompted. by the mushroommg of sha.ntytovms in
Latin Amerlca.n cities immediately following World war II tended to equé.te
urban marglna}.;ty with peripheral belts of shantytoms on the edge of
ma jor cities. 4 I;eripheral‘lands were seen to bé more accessible in the
competltlon for res:.dentlal space and consequently, could more easily be

bought or mvaded by people of meager resourcess These shacktowns were
| basically envisaged as an ancmalous form of urbazi growth théreby giving
rise to the concepts of 'urban cancers!, 'misery belts!, 'incubators of
dlsease and social disorganlzauon' ete. - Lastly: (and more relevantly
for the purposes of the present pa,per) » per:.pheral m:.sery belts were
believed to be ‘populated largely through the mass influx of rural-to
urban mlgrants whose characterlstlc mlgratory trek con31sted of a move
from the farms directly to the urban periphery. ‘ ‘

More spec1fa.ca.lly, it was generally agreed that intensive rural to
urban migration (varlously fomented by technological advances in agriculture,
deteriorating -agricultural productlon,‘. the population explosion, leftist
agitation, or, to all of these, dependiﬁg on the 'observér"s viewpoints and
platform) resulted m an overcrowdmg of avallable urban housm,g. The
recent arrlvals to the city were transposed rural dwellers who la.cked the

/financial resources,
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3/ ,l Quoted in Gs Rosembluth ~ “la. participacién de las poblaolones margi»
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financial resources, the aptitudes and ipclination to compete for housing ‘ .
space in the established urban areas. Prodded by these circumstances,
migrants. set up their own -rural-type: makeshift‘dwallings on the‘urban

(1}

,fr1ngs whereln their assimilation into-the urban culture and economy. -
could be more gradual. and therefore. less d1sruptive.5/_For instance, one .

of the earlier DESAL publications defined the poblador (who wae implicitly
identified with the urban fringe) as “a marginal element in society who

_has gratgg from rural areas-to the clty and who wages a constant struggle
.to: integrate himself 1nto societyh.= :

. Several investzgatlons of the marginal. clusters' campos;tlon in lavger

’citle; 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 Janeiro shewed that«migrants-representedxél per cent of the entire
favela populationg moreover, more than half of the native Carioca favelados
were less than 10 years of age therehy suggestlng that most natives were
actually born te mlgrants after the latter's arrival in Rio and that therefore
marginal growth was indeed traceable almost solely to migratlon.é/

Simllarly, a comprehensive social and economic census of Iima's
barriadas was undértaken in 1956, At first glance, the results of this
survey would appear to detract from the argument that marginal populationél
are largely composed of migrants since of all barriada résidehté, 52 per cent

4/  The foregoing represents a condensation of views expressed in the
following documents: Alejandro Portes - Quatro Pobldciones, Informe
Preliminar sobre situacién y asplraclones 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 Internatlonal
Development, 3 (1), 1967~68," Ramlro ‘Cardona Gutiérresz - "Migracidn,
urbanizacién y marginalidad" in Urbanizacién y Marginalidad, Asociacién

~ Colombiana de Facultades de Medicina, Bogotd, 1969, pps 63-87.
‘wWilliam Maugin — "Latin American squatter settlements. a problem and
‘& solution®, Latj R ; , R (3)e 65<98, Summer: 1967,

nales en el crecimiento urbano" CEPAL, po 11. .

&/ ~ Alberto Passos Guimaraes - ”As favelas do Distrito Federal" R ev1§§a *
Brgsileira de Estadistlca, 1a (55) zw..zeo, 1953

/wefé born
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were born in Lima. GCloser scrutiny, however, revealed that most of”these
" natives were under ten years of age and hence the children of'migrants.
Indeed, when analyzed in terms of heads of families, data on migratory
status- showed that 89 per cent were actually born in the provinces, most
,of them in the mountain regions - 3
A rumber of other studies around this time followed the same lines
of reasoning and consistently arrived at the conclusion that m;grants
constitute the great majority of marginal populatlcns. From this premlse,
it was but a short logical stepfio the conclusion that the ultimate solution
to the problem of-urban marginality lay in: a) preventing further migration,
' b) 'eradicatlng' existing marginal settlements and replacing them with
centrally-organized housing projects, L

;gdxreet;méfratlon to gerlpheral shantxgown

In a more recent perlod, 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 /

‘,iesidents and the specifics 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 gamt from central city areas to interstitial zones, city dumps, river :
banks, hillsides and- otherwlse undesirable, inaccessible or unused land areas. f
From such developments, the concept of marginality became more: /
inclusive and,,paradox;qally, somewhat more ambiguous; that is, by expanding
the notion of marginality to include the residential and socio—economic
characteristics of marginal people, greater scope was posited without a
-concomitan§,ciarification of operational definitionse With respect to our

v José Matos Mar - "Migration and urbanization: the barriadas of Lima - an
example of integration into urban life®, in P.M. Hauser (ed) -
'Urbanization in latin America, UNBSCO, 1961.

8/ Cf. Mangin (op.cit.), ppe 86=90. Cf. also studies in Wayne A
Cornelius, Jre. — "The political sociology of cityward migration in
Latin America: toward empirical theory", in F, Rabinowitz and
F. Trueblood (eds.) - Latin Amerlcan Urban Annual, Vol. I, Sage
Publications, Calif. 1970. |

/particular problem
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particular problem apea,zﬁhe,géuaal‘n;xps4bgtwgen=migxatipnfand;marginaiity e
has undergone re-examingtions Gloser attention to two independent variables *

- duration of residence and rural-urban origin of migrants - has gradually.

~led to the reallzation that marginal. settlemenhs, 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 gpriing up through highly
organ;;ed invasions of terrain. - Moreover; it was realized that. peripheral
vesidents first established their much-decried makeshift dwellings.not as: -

; .8 transitional step towards eventual re-integration into.the recognized city

but ag a necessary first step towards the goal of gradual housing improvement
and residential permanency. Lastly, it was accorded that,~in;order to
participate in an invasion of this type and to r351st the multi-faceted
attempts at dlslodging ‘them from secured terraln, 1nd1viduals nust have
attained an appreciable level of urban sophistications :

In accordance with these perspectives, when the relationship between
migration and peripheral shantytowns was re-investigated, -it was found that
although most of the adult population cohtimied to be constituted by migrants,

| very few of tham had come directly to these marginal settlements from rural
' areas., Indeed, in most cases, a significant proportion of these ‘fesidents

were migrants from other towns and clties and’ mcst had been 11ving in the
city for-upwards of-ten years- ' : o o
For instance, in a 1962 survey of the callampas in Santiaga repbrted
by Rosenbluth, 4t was found that’ 70.per ‘cérit of the entire’ gg&}égpg
population had been born in'Santiago; as in the otter previouslyamentlbhédy
surveys, it wis found that imore than half of the natives were children under
15 years of age but, by contrélling for duration of résidencé;'this*survey
was able to demonstrate why migrants had so meny native children - simply
because they had been living in Santmago for considerable time periods.'.<»
Indeed, of the mlgrants, only 6 per cent had arrived 1n Santlago 1n the
three year perlod preceding the 1962 survey, another 29 per. cent had arrived -
at some time between 195059 and, the remaining 65 per cent. had been 11v1ng .
in Santlago for more than thirteen years. . I

Y Guillermo RosenBluth - “Problemas socio-econémicos de la marginalidad
¥y la integracién urbana®, CEPAL, pp. h&-SA. ,

/Corroborating and
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Corroborating and expliciting thiSzevidence,'g;national'investigation
of 'harginality’ carried out in Chile by the Consejeria Nacional de Promocién
" 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 perc¢entage of migrants who had come to the marginal
settlements from urban 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 areé.;g/ ‘Unfortunately,
no -further specifieations 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 Mmarginal residents" are
not recently-arrived rural migrants.;;/

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 previousaly resided in an urban area prior to
coming 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 Bogot4.at least four years Wefore taking up residence in the
two settlements.;g/

10/ Consejeria Nacional de Promocién Popular ~ Encuegta Nacional Socio-
econdmica én Pbblaclones Marginales, Vol. 2, table A~k, Dec. 1968,

11/ This conclusion.is further corroborated by Portes! study of four
. poblaciones in Santiago which showed a high proportion of mnatives
complemented by a high proportion of long~time residents who had

migrated to Santiago in the distant past. Cf. Alejandro Portes ~(op.cl o)

PPe 16—20 .

12/ R. Cardona - (opecits.) ppe 68~70. Similar flndlngs are reported for
Bogotd by Flinn and his associates. (Cf. J.L. Flinn - "Rural to urban

nigration: a Colombian case", Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin,

RP Noe. 19 W.L. Flinn and James We Converse - "Eight assumptions
concerning rural~urban migration in Colombia: a three-shantytown test¥®,
Land Economics, Vole 46, noe Ly, ppe 456-466. 1970

/In Guatemala
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In Guatemala City, Cuevas notes that the residents of ma.rglnal , L
settlements coxnprlse some 10 per cent of the city's population and that = .. +

) three-quarters of them have previously resided in other parts of the cit,y.‘u/
In: Venezuela, -shantytowns are reported o comprise about 35 per cent of '

the population of Caracas and. 50 per cent of that of Mara.calbm Raw .
demonstratea that most rancho residents are migrants but that practically
all of then ca:me from barrios within the.city. itself, not from the
contrysa.de.y*/ Corroborative evidence on this ppint is reported by: Ma;ngin :
for. -such a wide range of cities as Rio de Janeiro, Barranquilla; Panama
Cit.y -and Montev:v.deo.l R : : L E -

~ In short, whereas earl:Ler studies emphasz.zed a one~to-one relationshz.p
between a mass riral exodus and the origin and growth of urban marginal
settlements on the periphery, several investigations in- the last decade .
would portray -a.significantly different gituation, '

Beginning with a more encompassing definition of marglnallty and = -
controlling for -such independent, variables as rural-urban origin a.nd,duration -
of residence, available data would point to the following patternss Firstly,

.peripheral shantytowns continie to be populated in large part by migrahts
but their proportions are decreasings- Secondly, the migrants:liviné in =
peripheral shantytowns do:not came directly from rural areas but rather

a great majority have had ﬁrior experience in urban living both in other
 towns.and cities and in. d;x.fferent sectors of their present &ity of residence.
Concomitantly, . the migrants liv;.ng in outlying marginal settlements had

been llvmg :.n the clty for gome time prior to teking up res::.dence on the

fringe.

;L}j ;M.Cu Cuevas ~ "Andlisis de’ tres éreas ma.rginales de la c:.udad de
' Guatemala' in: Problesias de'la Urbanizacién en Guatemala, Ministem.o
‘de Educacién. Cited in william Mangin opyci o) Pe. o .

o Talton Ray = "The political life of a Venezuelan barrio" (mmeo)

cltedlnMangin Q‘ZP....__.-Ci )P' 68‘ )
CLS e (op.ci )p- 6€. . o B )
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“3, 'Problems in the two perspectives

~ The two contfasting appfoeChes.outlihed here are decidedly
ovefsimﬁlified'yet‘correspond, on the importantiiSSues, with
verifiab;e trends ihvthe investigatien of marginality and migretion.
Yet, this second (and presumably more accurate) visiex of the problem
immediately begs the question - if‘peripheral'shahtytowns include but
a very small proportionief reeent arri#alé in the city, wﬂere do the
incoming waves of migrants establlsh t}u':zmselves‘7 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 —-marglnallty relation is that of establlshlng the initial
urban foothold of migrants while they are supposedly acqplrlng the means
and the degree of urban know-how which w1ll permit them to eventually set
up residence on the perlphery.

One answer to this question whlch has been put forth is that recent
arrivals are funnelled directly to the deteriorating and therefore least
- expensive residential sections of the centrel city. Such a move purpoftedhy
permits the recent migrantkto'find lodgings in keeping with his meager
resources whlle at the same tlme prov1ding easy access to the centrallyu
located sources of unskllled tran31tory employment.

Dietz notes, for 1nstance, that in Lima, the most readlly ~ available
menial and unskilled jobs are to be found in the center of the c1ty, '
espec1ally around Ia Parada, the spranllng downtown wholesale markets -
"Liv1ng in such a locale allows a mlgrant to become’ acculturated to an
urban way of life. Such acculturatlon may include many necessary and’
profound steps if the individual is to succeed and survive in the city:
he may have to learn what it means to live in a money economy when his
previous experlences have been largely with subsistence agriculture. He
may have to learn, or gt least to improve, his Spanish, change his dress,
and become accustomed to what is llkely to be an entlrely new way of
working, living and thinking". 18/

16/ Henry Dietz - "Urban squatter settlements-in Peru; a case hlstory and .
analysis", Journal of Inter—Amerjcan Studies, 11 (3), July 1969,

PDe 360—3610
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In such a perspective, the ansuer that recent arrivals are customarily
channelled to inexpeﬂéiee centrelly—loceted-houeing‘mekee considerable
logical'seﬁse;' Unfortunately, empirieel evidence is too ekeﬁchy'to permit
verification of thls plausible argument. Perlpheral shantytowna and |
squatter settlements have ever been a more attractlve site for investlgation
and scant attention has been paid to other types of lower-strata eettlementea
Several 1mpre331onlst1c statements would bear out the pattern of direct

- migration to the decaying central c1ty and Cardona reports that three-

quarters of the peripheral shantytown resident mlgrants wh;ch he surveyed

in Bogoté had establlshed thelr first residence upon arrival in the eity .

in rented centrai city rooms or houses.*Z/ Asldes frem this 1nvestigatlon,

however, satlsfactory data are altogether lacking. .
~ In light of the foreg01ng, we can state that the most plau51ble _3

hypothesis now available concernlng marglnellty and mlgratlon is that

recent lower-strata mlgrants, particularly if they proceed from small

towns and rurdl areas, establish their residence in the IOWbrent centrol

city areas where they will have accees to the most readilyaavailable o

unskilled jobs; several years thereafter, ‘having become accustomed to 4

the ways of city llfe, to the vagarles of bureaucratic procedure or to

the merits of group organlzatlon, they become candldates for a move to

the peripheral shantytowns where they hope to set up a permanent rent-free

hcme.

The’ assumptlon underlying this perspective of course ie that 1n the
competitlon for resldentlal space, the least—equlpped 1nhab1tants are ;g.
shunted of f towards the 1east des&rable areas. Conseouently, perlpheral .
shantytowns are imp11c1tly rated above other marglnel residential sectors.g;
Is this assumption readlly justlfiable or 1s it merely a convenient '
explanatory 1nstrument? -

In Santlago, Roeenbluth mede an extensive listlng and cla531f1cation
of marglnal pcpulations, and pointed to three pr1nc1pal categor;es of
marginal nuclei = the conventg;los, the callampgs and the pobnggi§n sub-urbana
(or, semi-segregated urban nuclei) The conventillos are centrallyblocated

17/ = Cardona - (gp.cit i')s PPe 69=72¢ Lo e e
S i e e mﬁ,ff”/ih 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 fattors as type of housing,
a#ailability of urban services, overcrcwding, access to place of work
and stability, Rosenbluth actually finds that one type of peripheral
settlement, the call s, are.a decidedly inferior residential habltat
by comparison to the central conventillos -—/ ’ ‘
To what extent does this relative ecological sealing prevail in
other Latin American cities? Again, available data are deficient in this
respecte In a recent survey of Lima, the entire city was subdivided into
five more or less homogeneous strata and con31derable use has been made
of this scale for analytic purposesa*g/ However, both the lowest two 1evels,
which are commonly-identified with marginal residential sectors, include
_péripheral~as well as centrally-located sectors; moreover, neither 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 constitueht sub-groups.
To be sure, various investigations have reported the existence of a
hierarchy among marginal settlements as well as among the inhabitants of
these settlemehts. - On Rio's morres, 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 ofsthe hills; more accessible and more
amenable~to-construction terrains at lower levels resulted in higher land
vaiues and, on the basis of the same criteria; the uppermost favela éhacks‘
were inhabited by thehpoorestwfavelados.gg/ Martins and Cardoso also indicate
a clearly-visible stratification system in the favelas of Rio and Sao Paulo

~ Rosenbluth - "Problemas «»«" (op.cit.), chapters 3 and 4.

'Cf. for instance, Vicleta Gonzalez de Villacorta — "Perd: mlgraclén,
educacidn -y fecundidad en los estratos sociales bajos de Lima Metro-
politana", Santiago, 1970 (mimec). Repdblica del Perd, DINEC -

Encuesta de. Inmlgragggg, Lima Metropolitana (varlous numbers).

20/ SARIACS - "Aspectos humanos da favela carioca", O Estado de Sao Paulo
. special supplements ).and 2, April 13 and 15, Sao Paulo, 1960. . -

EE

/which result



_which result in differential behavioural and sttitudinal 'patterns
among the various strata.gl/ : S

| ~_Turner, generalizing from his experlences in several Latin Amcrlcan

nc1tles on the west coast distinguishes between marginal settlements in .

.terms;of the;r-potentialltles for growth«andsimprovement (incipient vs.

‘semi-provisional and provisional, and, improving vs. stagnating and

deteriorating) as well as ~in‘17e_mis: of the functions they perform for

their inhabitants (bridgehead,vs,»cénsolidatiOn).gg/;DESAL5formulated

a typology of poblaciones in Chile grouping them in ascendent order.
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 obher institutionssS - :

A1l of these criteria and their resulting classiflcatory ‘schemes. have
an obvious utility but from our point of view in trying to asess the nature
and direction of migratory flow to the urban marginal population, the main
problem is that precious little information is available concerning the
- 'relative composition of the various classes of marginal populations. We
.attempted verifying the commonly-held notion that recent migrantb are more
likely to be directed towards the least desirable residential areas in the
central city while acquiring the urban savo;gwfaire for an eventual move'
to the supposedly superior housing on.the periphery.’ But, upon examining
availablegevidence,iit‘uas found that in at least one city, Santiago, the
central city marginal clusters.are pet the lowest rﬁng on the residential
‘scéieibywzones. Comparable city-wide irformation for othertcitieé‘ﬁaé not
) uncovered by the present research. - ' SR ‘

, . Hence, in the absence of .further systematic ev1denca concernlng ‘the
residential distribution of migrants by origin and by.duratlon,of residence,

21/ C.Z, Martins and F.H. Cardoso — "La- favela: estrdtlflcacién 1nterna ¥
partlclpacién polftica", Seminar on Marginality in Latin Amer;cg, .
" sponsored by BID and PLANDES Santiago, Novembur 1970. .

< JuCs Turner - “Uncontrolled urban settlement. problems and policies"
'r01ted in Rosenbluth - “La partl¢1paci6n... (og.cl ), pp. 11~lh.

/the notion
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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 scale. ' : ‘

Given these ¢ircumstances, 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 excepticnale As a
result of the heated public debate generated by the rapid growth of favelas
in Rie ‘during the years immediately following world War 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 197¢) and the extensive information contained therein can
further be complemented by aspecial survey carried out in 1965. The nature
of these data, coupled with the importance of Rio de Janeiro among Latin
American cities plus the prominence of its favela population, lend particular
interest to a case study of migration's relation to favela growth in that

city.gg/

2L/ To-be sure, the Rio data cannot be considered as representative

.of other cities. 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 beccmes
less meaningful to discuss 'center! and t'periphery! than in a city
which has the potential of expanding in ever-increasing circles
around a basie nucleus.

/II. MIGRATION .



I rruqamlom.m THE GROWTH OF FAVELAS -IN RIO DE JANETRO

:‘ As early as the 1880'5, the prolifefatzon of slums’ wmthin the city
ﬂtof Rio de Janeiro gave rise to urgent public debate. - At that time, ‘the

; poorest population was sheltered in sprawling collective dwellings in the
very center of the clty. During the early years of the 20th century, the
cpening of the Avenida Central (later, Avenida Rio Branco) in the heart of
the central bu31ness district caused the demolition of some two to three.
thousand bu;ldmngs 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 relat1Vely ‘well-organized and inexpensive
transportation system.. : v ‘

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 agricuitural economy and
, the;development'6f’urban-indu5trial 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 work, that is,
vertical expansion on hills and mountains and, invasion of vacant lowlands.

This complex of interrelated economic difficulties gave rise to the
modern favelas and our concern here will be with their recent” growth dynamlcs.
lore specmflcally,'we will exapine the size and location of favela
populations, their differentlal growth by geograph;cal sectors, the
residential distrlbution of- migrants and the contribution of migratlon
to favela growth.' K ‘ ' '

1. S‘ze a’d 'ocat‘on of favel s.s'

Despite the. superiorlty of: available 1nformation on Rlo's favelas,
the exact size of the favela population at any one time cannot be affirmeds
At least twelve surveys proposing to investigate the number of favelas and
favelados in the city were carried out between 1948 and 1965; starting out

/with varying
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with varying operational definitions, these surveys often arrived at
incompatibleYfindings.gé/

Evaluating these various data sources, it can be asserted that the
three primary surveys to be utilized in this section represent only the
minimum number :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;
moreover, 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 credite ’ ‘

a) TFavela growth 1950-65 - 7

The criteria defining a favela in the IBGE's 1950 census of
- favelas were fivefold: ‘
i) size: the agglomeration to be considered as a favela normally

exceeds 50 buildings or dwellings.:

ii) type of dwelling: the predominance of shacks and rustic
dwéllings usually constructed of galvanized sheets, planks
or similar materialse. '

iii) Juridical condition: construction carried out without benefit
of licenses or inspections, on land belonging to third parties
or whose ownership is unknowne.

iv) public improvements: absence in part or in whqle_bf lighiing,
telephones, sewers, and runnlng water. o L | '

>v)‘ urbanization: lacklng proper division-of streets, numberlng,

""feelng or rating system.gé/
U51ng these crlteria, the IBGE 1n 1950 recorded the presence of
58 favelas shelterlng 169 305 ijrhabitants corresponding to 7.1 per cent
of the cityts tobal population. According to an admission made by the
census directors, these'fesditg; because of methdologiéai'problems,

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

DPe 217-225.

26/ Cf. Guimaraes (gp.Cit.), ppe 250-251.

/cannot be
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cannot be considered as referring:to the totality .of: the city's favela
population; they include only those inhabitants of the. 58 favelas which
could be located and investigated.s ‘ ‘

"In 1960, the IBGE adopted the same criteria as. before, with the - -
exception that the minimum requisite number of dwellings was omltted.gg/‘
_ Partly as a result of this modified classificatory system,.the:iBGE;noted,
‘the existence of 147 favelas; these inclunded 337,400 inhabitants or, an
increase of almost 100 per cent. over the number of.fqvelados enhm@;ated
~ in 1950.  In comparison, the population of the entire city increased by -
only 39 per cent in the intéring,as a result of these differential, rates
of growth M"official" favelados increased their proportion of the total
population from 7.1 per cent in 1950 to 12,1 per cent in 1960 2

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 favelados was probably underestimated-ih proportions
similar to those omitted in 1960 In any case, this survey reported
327,800 favelados, an increase of 11 per cent over 1960.32/ This,
however, should not be interpreted as necessarily dindicating a decreasing
rate of favela growth since methodological considerations certainly
decreed the obtention of this minimal figure,

'27/ ‘Tvid, p..251.
28/ IBGE - Sincpse Preliminar ‘do Censo Demogréfico, 1260z Estado da
e Guanabara, 1960, Pe. Ve .. v
29/ IEGE - "As favelas do Estado-da Guanabara segundo o'cense de
1960", in Caracteristicas Demogrdficas e Sociais de Estude da
gpanabara, ‘Rio de Janeiro 1966. IBGE ~ Cense Demogréfice de
1960, Favelas de Estado da Guanabarg, Rio de Janeiro,. 1968.‘sa

30/ - Estado da Guanabara, Secreteria do Gavernw - Estudos Cariocas,
' Vol, 5, Mobilidade Pupulacional e Condigoes Socio~Economicas, .
Rio de Janeiro, 1965 (no paglnation). -

+'/b) Lacation’
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b) Locatien of favelas
Although the figures quoted above probably underestlmate the

true population of the favelas, the 1mpcrtant deflnitions and‘data,
collection procedures utilized therein remain unchanged. GConsequently,
the geographical distributien of favelas, and particularly the grewth ef
favelas in the intercensal period in the various census regions should be
coherent from one date to another. o '

'In 1950, as shown in table 1 and figuré 1, the msjority ef favelades
were located in three census zones: Tijuca, Litoral and Orla Norte ef
Guansbara Bay. The first two census zones are primarily residential sreas
while the third is a zone of industrial expansion traversed by most of
the main railroads and thoroughfsres. On the basis of information
relating to the éCological.function of each zone, it'is fair to assume
thot the favelss of the southern Literal and Orla Sul generally provided
housing for domestic'employees‘catering to the needs of the high and
middle class population of these residential areas, as well as
laborers for the construction boom being experienced by these zoneé.

The smaller favelas of the central region likelj pro#ided shelier,
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 favelades instslled in the’ more remote
zones of Tijuca, Meier and Orla Norte were, in all probablllty,
largely employed in the industrial and manufacturlng concerns
proliferating in the northern section of the city. o

As in evident from table 1 and figure 1, the favela populatlon
did not grow at the same rate throughout the city during the 1950-60.
decade., Generally, growth was 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 weré enumerated by the 1960 census.
Next came the Tijuca zone with an increase of 25,600, followed by the
Litoral with an increase of 20,700. 1In reiative terms, Madureira, a

/mixed industrial
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md xed industrial and lower-class res:dential .area,. had the highest
percentage growth (214 %) followed. by Orla Norte, Campo Grande and
'Jleuca - all of these being logated to the north ef. the central .
buéiness dlstrict. Mbreover, Amportant new growth was registered in 'u
' the northern peripheral areas of Iraaé and Anchieta as well:as on the ,
) Ilﬁa do GOVerned-r. . y : o
‘ Thus, decennlal growth rates shcw that favela development is l A
prepondexantly taking place on the northern periphery of the state. '
Thle notable 1ncrease in the northern areas can tentatlvely be
) _attributed to the saturatlanof the favelas in the southern and central
' zones and by the exhaustion of all open lands and accessible hills dn
that part of the city.. Additlonally, northern favela development ,
was probably.enhanced by the concentratlon of.mannfaetnrlng and,,
_industrisl concerns in that ares. : o
The trend towards perlpheral expansion of favelas in the northern
zone is confirmed by a recent map provmded by. COHAB. whlch is reproduced
in figure 2. Although not strlctly comparable to ‘the 1950 and 1960
censuses, the informatien shown therein agaln illuatrates accentuated
nerthern expansien. According te this map, in 1967, 51 per gent of
all favelados were establlshed in the Orla Norte and.in the distant,‘_
zones of Campe Grande, Madureira and Irapé whlle the Tiauna zone B
sheltered another 9 per cent. In contrast, the thoral, Orla Sul
and Center altogether contained only 16. per cent of the total -favela -
populatien, _ A R e
- In brief, from our study of the growth and location of favelas,
we conclude to 1ntensifiedshanty~town expans1on in the whole of Rie
de Janeiro; this expahsion is particularly. notlceable in the northern '
regions of the state as & consequence. of, the saturatlon of older sites
in. the southern zone and 1ntensification of 1ndustrial grcwth
attracting low—wage workers ‘to the northern sector.

+
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:rable 1 |
LOCA'I‘ION* dﬁ FAVEI.AS AND 'GROWTH RATES BY .CENSUS zom:s,
R 1950.1960 : :

o gzg:;s Lol 190 1950 increase  Increase
RN Sy r PR IRV N 195060 1950-60

. 1 | L:Lt.oral 55 906 '35 22 20 68L 59
2. orla Norte” W1s0 . 39679 ; 7Le  lal
3 Orla Central 12177 10 230 R 19
. a " Orla Sul ma2s 7876 };339' 43
5e Tijuca 63567 - 3790 25637 68
6s  Meler 43722+ 30 559 13 163 43
. To Madureira 6 497 201 L 426 214
;.“8, . Canpo Grande U 353 5938 8 415 U2
9. Iraj - 8 950 - 890 -
10,  Anchieta 30 - 307 -
11. Iihas 6 408 - 6k -
Total 3BT 42 169505 167 907 2

Sources: IBGE ~ Censo Demogrifico, Distrito Federal, 1950; IBGE - Ceneo

Demografico, 1960 -~ Eavegs do E@ado da Cuanabara, Rio de Janelro,
1968.
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Figure 2 - LOCATION OF FAVELAS CLUSTERS, 1967 *

Group Location No., of Favelas Population

1,2,3 - Litoral and Orla Sul - 51 190,800

4,5 <« Orla Central and I. Governad, 14 27,400

6.7.8 - Orla Norte = . ) L8 281,700

9.10 - Tijuca, Meier - - 28 853000

11 - Medureira, Iraj4, Anchiéta 23 85,600

12,13 -

Jacarepaguid and Campo Grande 17 . 36,700
1L,15 S _ | -

e, 15 |

Source : COHAB, Map of Favelas, 1967



Whatever-the relatlve merlts of prev1cusly—cited figures on total
size of the faveia population, one fact’is unqnestionable, namely that
the number of people liv1ng in Rio's lower strata, sectors is growing
rapidly. In demographic terms, what accounts. for ﬁhe increment of
favela pepulation? Because ‘of the imprecise and changing nature of
favela doundaries, it is evzdently imp0551ble to formulate intercensal
migration estimates, nevertheless pertinent 1hformation on the role
played by migration in favels growth can be gained by comparlng data en
the state of birth of favelados at verious dates.n .

In 1950, more than 61 per cent of Rio's: faveiados were born else~
where than in Rio., By contrast, in the city of Rio de Janeiro, migrants
made up- only 40 per cent of the’ total populatlon.al/ In terms of:.
origin, @s shown in table 2, migrants from the neighboring states uf
Ri¢ de Janeiro and Minas Gerais constltuted 28 per cent and 17 per cent,
respectively, of enumerated favelados in 1950, The relatively smali
but adjacent state of Espirito Santo at this tlme contributed as much
as did the entire Northeastern region, both yieldlng in the vieinity -
of 6 ‘to 7 per cent of all favelados. The larger but more distant state )
of Bahla contributed some 2 per cent of 211 favelados while all the other
states of Brazil together yielded another 2 per cent. S
o As can be seen from table 2, two significant changes eceurred
. between 1950 and 1960 in the composition by birthplace of the favela
population. Firstly, by 1960, the proportion of all féyeladosfborn
- elsewhere than in Rio had dropped nine percentage points; nevertheléss ’

o the. migrants again constituted a mnch larger pr0port10n of favelados than

‘5of the cmty‘s populatien st the same date since only 38 per cent of all
Rio's’ resldents were migrants as of 1960 as compared to 53 per cent of all
_faveladOS.

oy

'31/, The background information on the total populatlon of Rlo de
 Janeire which is presented here and in subsequent pages is taken i
from Yartine (ops cit.) especially chapters 3 ond 5, B

/Table 2




- 25 -

Table 2. 4
' PLACE OF BIRTH OF THE FAVELA POPULATION, 1950, 1960 and 1965

Place of Birth . . 1950 . . 19%0 . 1965
Rio de janéiro (éity)ﬁ ‘ ’f*;“  38,7 - 4742 ' »5i¢k¢
All Others : 6L . s2e 4846
Bahia 1.8 o 2.2 | 2.7

Minas Gerais | 1645 11L4 o 9.0
Emﬁﬁ¢08mﬁ0ﬂ o | 7.1 lue‘ ; 3J

Rio de Janeiro (state) 275 16.8 : T 1449
Northeast | 59 w0 150

Other states o 2a 22 25
Foreigners - : - A : " 140

Sources: IBGE — Revista Brasileira de Estatistica, 14 (55), 1953;
IBGE — Censo Demogrifico Favelas do Estado da Guanabara,
Rio de Janeiro, 1968 = - S » -
Guanabara State Survey, Vol. 5, 1965.

/Secondly 5. important
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Secondly, important alteratidnsuwére registered in the relative
contrlbution of. various states and reglons to Rio‘s favelas between .
1950—60; whlle the proportion of all favelados ccnstituted by migrants

- from the nearby states of -Rio-de Janeiro, Minas Gerais ‘and Espirito
< Santo decreased importantly, thit constituted by Northeasterns rose

from 6 to lh per cent, testlfying to the sweeping social, demographic

- and economic changes which shook the Northeast durlng the 19501s.

- These modifications by migrant origin are again reflective of changing
~migration patterns at the city level. ;
These same two trends per81sted to 1965 when native Cariocas

‘Jconstituted, for the first time, theAmajority of a1l favelados.‘According

to table 2, 51.4 per cent of the total favela population were nstives of

. Rio as of 1965. Since this change is of considerable significance, the
_ 1ncre381ngly 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

195060 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.

‘Conc¢omitantly, the propertion of favelados from the adjacent stites
of Rio de’ Janeiro, Minaa Gerals and Espirito Santo ccntinued to decrease.

favelados from each of these states was stillﬁrlslng..;Yet, the absolute
increase in the number of favelasdos from the Northeast was greater than
that from all other states combined during the 1950-65 period. ‘
Interestingly enough, the increase in the pfoportion of favelades from
the Northeast runs counter to the trend noted in the examinatien 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 nastive Cariocas

/and hence,



and hence, either to tho "eclassifibetion of other residential areas as favelas
or,,to mass movements of Cariocas from. other residential areas into the
favelas? Or is it due to internsl changes in the demographic structure

~of the favela population? . ,

The answer appears to be in the second alternatlve, more specifically
afromsthe'faet that a substantisl proportion of all native favelados are,
~i§_all\likelihood, born ‘to migrant‘parents,butwfegieterednae netive
Cariocas because born after their parents' arrival in the state, 1Indeed,
the mere scfﬁting of the comparative age struéiure of migfants and nen~
migrants in table 3 would tend to confirm this explanation since it
reveals that the great majority of Carioca favelades are in the yeungest.
age groups, while migrants are dlsproportlonably found 1n the central
age’ categories.’ Thus, for 1nstance, in each of the 1950, 1960 and 1965
" surveys, close to 70 per cent of 21l favelades born in Rio were less than
fifteén years old. By contrdst, the great ma jority of favelados “born
elsewhere than in RlO 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 follows:

1) It is first necessary to assume that the fertility rate (in this
case, the Child~i/cman Ratio) ef migrant and non-migrant favela women in the
childbearing age groups will be aﬁproximately equal, Since we are trying
to demonstrate 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 te be higher than
that of natives. This latter affirmaﬁion 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 that migrant
women in the age group 15-49 are predominant in the central childbearing

ages i.e. - in the age groups normally associated with high fertility.

/Table 3



AGE COMPOSITION OF RIO'S FAVELA POPULATION, BY PLACE OF BIRTH, - -
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Table 3

1950, 1960 and 1965

Place of Birth

“A‘gé" !"‘;950 i 1960 v.;',.i%s,

Rio

el Rio all | o AT

o 67.1
15~ 39 . 262

S e 300 68 Ll
60.2 22.2 - 588 25.5 56,3

©100,0 100,00 100.0 © 100.0°  100.0

Totai o 2.99.0

Sdugce :‘ kgevist)alBrasgveira de Estatistlca, JA (55), 1953;‘ IBGE -
- Ceniso Demiogrdfico, 1960, Favelas do Estado da Guanabara,

Rio de Janeiro, 1968; Guanabara State Survey, Vol. 5, 1965.

/2) Calculate
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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:tétal\of 26,850 childfenkaged O—A; for a’‘Child-Woman Ratio
of 583. of these 26,850 favela chlldren, 3 997 were mlgrants and ’
22,853 were natives of Rlo. ' : : ‘

3) Assuming that’ the Child-Woman Ratlo ‘of native women is equal
to that of favela women (cf, N° l 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 natlve ’
children aged O-4, and present in the favelas as of 1950. 4

L) 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 themsel?es'migrants,rthat is,Athey o
were born prior to their parents! arrival in Rio. Hence, 17,338
(i.es, 21,335 minus 3,997) native c¢hildren aged O-4 in 1950 were born to
migrant parents after their arrival in the city. This represents’

759 per cent of the 22,853 native chlldren aged Ouh and liV1ng in the
favelas as of 1950.

From these calculétfahs, we thus conclude that at least 75.9 per
cent of all O-4 favela childrén reported as natives of Rio in 1950 were
actualiy‘born to migraﬁt;parents. Performing similar calculations on
1960 datas,; we find that mlgrants account for 75.2 per cent of all native
children aged 0~h in 1960. Were we to possess irformation ‘on the- age~
speciflc fertlllty of migrant and native wonien, it is certain that,
given the older medlan age of migrant women, this proportlon could well
be ever 8C per cent.

Although these computatlons cannot be performed for’ 1955 and 1965,
the proportions computed for 1950 and 1960 are so similar (1.e., 75.9 per
cent and 75.2 per cent),thét 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 can be deduced

/that at
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;qthat at least 75 per cent of all native children forn 1n the favelas .

"fbetween 1945 and 1965 were in fact born. to migrant parents.,‘_

V These findlnge thus indlcate that the 1nereasing proportion of |
native Carlocas is attribubable, not to the mass movement of Cariocaa ‘
from other resldentlal areas into the favelas or to the reclassification
of other sites as favelas, but rather to the fertillty of migrant
fevelados after, their errival in Rio.ﬁ Indeed, Af we con31der the fact
that natlve Carlocas aged 0~A in 1950 will be aged 15-19 in 1965, and
that similarly, the Ovly age group in 1955 and 1n 1960 will be aged
10-1 and 5—9, respectiVely, in 1965, then it can be. deduced from. the
above computaflons that some 75 per cent of the O~A, 5-9, 10~1h and

5~l9 natives present 1n the favelas as of 1965 were the children of

migrant women., Thus, of the lh9,3hl natlve favelados aged 0-19 .
enumerated in the 1965 survey, at least 112 000 were born to mlgrant '
parents' this represents almost 60 per cent of all natlve favelados ) 
living in Rio at that date. In short, even elthout oon51dering the
mlgrant offspring aged 20 and over, mlgrants and their children made |
up some 80 per cent of all Rio's favelados in 1965. ,

Paradoxically, however, populatlon growth in the favelas is "”
1ncreasingly attributeble to natural increase ampung present favelados
rather than to in—movement from other states. Although it is 1m90381b1e
to calculate the relatlve contributlon of mlgratlon and natural increase
1n the total _growth of the favela population, it is nevertheless

:1nteresting to compare the growth rates of the natlve and mlgrant
favela populatlen. For 1nstance, 1t is of some. sxgnlficance that durlng
the 1950—00 perlod, the natlve population grew by 150 per cent while
that of migrant favelados grew by only 74 per cent; 81milarly in the
1960—65 perlod, the increase of native favelados was eleven tlmes

fgreater that that of. migrants. Moreover, the role of mlgrations per se

in fevela growth can be expected to decrease. rapidly in coming years -

as native favelados born to mlgrants in earlier years now. reach the .

ohlldbearlng age groups in larger numbers and produce a second generation -

of native favelados. ;v ‘ L L -
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3. Marginality and the residential distribution
of miggants

The prev1ous sectlon has demonstrated that migrants are dis«

proportionately represented in the favelas of Ric de Janeiro by compafison
to the entire city population., Nevertheless, it was also established
that the favelas ere progressively being populated by native-bOrn
‘residents although migrants have, in the past, been.respon51ble for the
greater share of favela growth. Winthih a larger perspective of the
migration process, it is now of some interest to ask - 1s the absorptlon
of migrants into marginal residentiil areas cheracterlstlc of the
majority of migrants? Do migrants tend to cluster in other areas as
well? What proportien of 211 migrants end up in the favelas? iHow does
duration of residence affect the migrants' sbility to compete fbr more -
desirable residential space?

In effect, the analysis of the 1nterplay between mlgratlon and
ecological stratification cannot be adequately investigated by referring
solely to information on the favela population since the latter procedure
threws no light on the relative ad justment of mlgrants to urban life. ,
Available information on Rio de Janeiro, though less complete than would
be desired (since ‘they do not permit discrimination of differences
between various classes of favelas) are nevertheless of unusual breadth
and quality in . this matter. : : )

For purposes of the aforementloned 1965 survey, the clty of Rlo
was sub—d1v1ded ‘into twelve zones. eleven of these correspond to falrly
well delineated ecologlcal areas while the twelth is comprlsed by all
of the clty‘s favelas, regardless of their location. Table 4 computed
from the survey's :information, shows the percentage of the: total population
and of mlgrants and non-migrants in each of the zones.

These census zones are, ev1dently, 1ess than homogeneous, yet
taking each as a. unlt, a ranklng order valld for the global populatlon
of each can nevertheless be established., In order to gauge the relative
"residential“desirability" of each census zone, a rough index was

/Table L
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Table 4 ) E
RESIDENTLAL DISTRIBUTION OF RIO-DE JANEIRO'S POPULATION, BY PLACE OF BIRTH, 19&49/
: Zone Véf residence b/ )
. Place of . . : P N ' L ] v . .
) R L e orla  “Jacas U S v
birth - Iito- Orla A L o 0rla T Madu- Campo . _ . Pave- . !
5 val  sup o Thuea.  Ilhas o Meler . . O vepan v Cramse TE 5, Tl
e RN - i : .- . ¥ : = . tral L gua ) : 4 N ’ L P ".:
. Rfo de Jansiro " ’ 7.8 ) TN 3 . 10.7 1.9 ) 1207 ‘ ”12014' ) 244 5.7 908 .16 70 8‘6 » 10040
A1 others B3 s s 25 0 b lok 27 b 74 106 5.2 . 139 . 100.0
Baba C a0 ;e B8 L5 B2tk 39 38 12 73 ks 13k 1000
linas Gerais 162 90 ez 16 iw : 9."6" 22 3.6 61 Ma N6 W8 1000 .
Esplrito Santo - n.é‘ . 5e2 105 . 2.0 {5.5 © 10.8 B 2 T 22 8.1 T9a2 134 195 * 100.0 ¥
Rfo de Janeirs =~ 98 68 94 o 24 M2 12 - L8 by - 8.6 12,3 . 68 148 ; 100.0
Northeast S0 B2 105 3. 743 3049 3.5 266 74 124 o kA B4 2000
Others o 20,8 . 11349 13 33 1z 88 34 5.8 5% &1 . 33 42 1000
Total 28 G2 Wb 24 M5 M 28 5l B3 T M 64 15 100.0
Source s Guahabara Sfa.ta‘ Smy.-wi 5e 198&. . A )

8/ Table refers to nativo ‘brazilians only. :
b/ The residentisl’ Junos are in rank ox-der t'x-am beat (oztreme 1ett) o worst (mbreme right).
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formulated based on residents!' average income.zg/ According to this
index; the best residential area is formed by the Litoral zone (which
includes the beach area centered on Copacabaha, Leblon, Ipanema; etc.),
followed by Orla Sul (Botafogo, Catete, Flemengo, Laranjeiras, Urca)
and“Tijuca.: The poorest residential areas sre formed by Campo Grande,
Iraja and lastly, the fovelas., This ranking order, reproduced in

table 4L, is necessarily approximative, yet it corresponds quite closely
with a popularly-acknowledge hierarechy of residential desirability and.
with the average advertised rental values in each zone.

" Pairing first the migrsnt 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 Cariecase Indeed, migrants have higher proportiens-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 Cariocecas in turn have higher
proportions of their population than migrants in each of the intermediary
and lower level residentisl areas, é2cept 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 aress.
As a mstter of fact, more migrants live in.the favelas than in any other
single census district. - ‘ ‘

Turning now to the residential disﬁribution of migrants from each,
of the several states and regicns, we. find.one group enjoying a distinct
advantagé over both native Cariocas amd fellow-migrants; this privileged
group is constituted by the residusl *Others" cetegory which is largely
mede up of migrants from the more developed Southern states, particularly
from the state of Sao Paulo. This group has better than one-third of
its total living in the two foremost residential aress and by for the
lowest proportion in the four least desirable sreas.

Of the remsining five migrant groups shown in table 4, 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 informstion on residents'’ average 1ncomg was taken from the
1965 Guanabara State{sleE - Rbave. )
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area:than in the favelaé‘z.But‘at the same time, all five groups have. .
a higher proportion of their respective totals living in the two most
exclusive residential areas than do native Cariocass. In .general terms,
migrantd from adjacent Espirito Santo appear to have the least faverable.
residential situstion in that they have the largest proportions living .
in the favelas anrd in the low-class residential .areas, , S

- Overall, the analysis .of residential distribution would thua
suggest that migrants are more likely to be accamedated in the two
extreme residential categories with non-migrants predominating in all
of the. intermediary. positions, To be sure, this conclusion is.subject
to the classic criticisms of the ecological approsch; more specifically,
it is possible that some of the migrants' residenti.l pre-eminence in.
better areas is due to the employment of migrants as dopestic employees
in these-districte,.

: Nevertheless, by the very magnitude of the mlgrant contingent in
the better residentiel aress, it is possible to assert that the
proportion of Such low-status migrant residents has to be'sma;l>-.or
else we would encounter more. llve-in domestic employees than other
categories of residents in the area, Moreover, the dispropertionate
. representation of migrants at both extremes of the residential scale is
consonant with data on the relative :income and educatien.of migrants
in Rio which indicate that migration is selective of the highest and
lowest socio-economic stnata. A -

How does the migrants! length of resldence in Rio de Janelro .
affect their residentiel adaptatien? 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 satisfactory
their socio~economic adaptations, we would expect earlier migrants te be
residing predominantly in the better residentisl areas. Computations.
based on duration of.residence data from the 1960 census were used to
teat this hypothesis. These: tabulations showed the length of residence

33/-.. 6fs Martine (op. cit.) chapter 5.
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of migrents to Rio in esch of the census zones as of 1960, Unfortunately,
the IBGE d1d not consider the favelss as a separate entity in these
partlcular tabulatlons and ‘hence favela-dwellers ‘abe included as part
of the pooulation of each of the other census zones. Hence the data
- presented in table 5 are not strlctiy comparaole to those presented in
the previous tables Névertheless, favela~dwellors congbltute bubt a
‘minor segment of each zone's pépuiation and consequently the previously-
elaborated ranking order of residential~zones, when’ regrouped inte-
. broader categories, should remain generally valid when using 1960
census information.

To test the hypdthesis that earlier higfants will predominate in
‘the better residential areas, census zones were delimited into three '
broad cgtegories 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 Jacarepagud, Rural, Madureira,
Campo Grande, Anchieta and Irajd. As shown in table 5, altogether
37 per cent of Rio's migrant population lives in the first group of
districts, 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
propertions of recent arrivals (i.e., those with less than two years
of residence in Rio) would be small in the first group 2nd 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, exasctly the
opposite patterns hold true. As of 1960, 43 per cent of sll recent
arrivels 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 migranté hsving 3t05 years of residence, 34 per cent of those with
8ix 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 MICRANTS ANOWG THE BE‘I‘TER INTERMEDIATE. AND vJORST
'RESIDENTIAL ZONES OF RIO.DE JANEJRO, BY DURATION .

OF RESIDENCE IN THE CITY
' (gercentgges)

Residential

Duratlon of Res:tdence in Rj:

to 2 3.5 610 ) |
. Zones years ‘years - years. years unknown Total
Better - 428 39,0 35,6 3669 - ¢ 3649
Intermediate  30u4  32i5  3ha2 382 3kl
dorst . .. 2607 285 . 36.2 2.8 29,0
Total- ~ '100.0 - 100.0

1000

gource: Guanabara State Survgz s Vol. 5, 1965,

/area s‘ included

T A A
AN 7

‘<,

o W




- 37 -

areas included 27 pef'cent’of'recent arrivals as compared to 29 per cent,

30 per cent and 30 per cent, respectlvely, of the cther three groups.
In short, the data presented in teble 5 reveal patterns in exact
contradiction to our hypothesis, ’ :

Two alternate explanatlons can be entertalned concernlng the
discrepancy between expected and actual re51dentlal patterns. Flrst,'
the patterns shown in table 5 might be attributable to methodologlcal
problems. In effect, it was noted above that none of the three zones
represented in this table is completely homogeneous and consequently, |
it is possible thet recent arrivals are sttl:.ng in the poorer areas of
the 'Better Residential Zones!, But, thls could only occur if elther.
a) new inferior re51dences are belng erected w1th1n the 'Better
Residential Zones', thus prov1d1ng housing for lower strata recent
arrivals, or, b) the more established residents of the poorer areas
within this zone sare yielding their places to recent arrivals in order
to take up residence in Zones II and 111,

In actuality, nelther of these alternatives merits much credlt. _
First, new lower=class housing is being erected almost exclusively in
Zones II end III, and secend, eveh favela'housing4is,mpre prized in
Zone I than elsewhere. Hence, to state that recent arrivals are
replacing more established residents in Zome I would still imply that
the former dispose of greater resources 1n the competltlon for space,

A second explanation which merits more serious attention is that '
recent mlgrants to Rio de Janeiro axe»progre381vely,be1ng selected more
from the middle and upper strata.then were their predecessors.r It is
interesting to note, for instance,:that_migrants_with six to ten'years
of residence in ihe city haveuresidentiel patterne which are Ver§
similar to these with 11 or more yeais of_residence in Rio. But the
three to five year residents have a s;gnifieantly 1arger,proportion'in
Zone I than did their predecessere and the-difference becomes evenA
more accentuated among the recent arrivals.

' /This finding
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This finding in turn has s logloal explanation. related to the
ecologlcal expansion of the city of Rio into the adgacent State of ..
Rio de Janeiro and thus into cotermlnoue urban areas not covered by
present census data. It is qulte posslble in this sense that recent. | ,
migrants from hlgher socio—economlc levels do tend to take up- residence o
in the better areas of the city while lower strata arriyals are belng
mcreasingly channelled out towards perlpherlcal sections of the
Greater Rio Area, that is, to resxdentlal areas located out, 31de the Do
scope of the present data. ‘Such an explanation would be consonant w1th
the prevmouely-elaborated lnformation on patterns of favela growth by
sectore (whlch shewed thet those secters loceted on the edge of the c1ty
have undergone greatest favela expansion), if it is assumed that thls
peripheral growth is overflowing into the adjacent state.

"Summary and conclusjons
"'Thé primary purpose of the present paper was to discriminate the - v
proportion ¢f urban msrginal growth which is attributable teimigretiont A i
Preliminary exsmination of available materials peinted to a'euBstautial
gap between empirical and theoretical approaches to the problem of
uarginafity. The latter, with 1ncrea31ng frequency, deal with marginallty
at the level of sccietal structures, deflning the phenomenon as an ‘
incomplete integration Jf social groups into the ceritral framework of
the society. To this "structural merglnallty", emplrical studies contrast
an approach marked by the fceus on ecologlcally~dellmuted clusters of )
lower~strats population which are’ defined & Erlori as "marglnal"f SRR
- The dxscrepancies between these two frsmeworks ev1dently hlnder
the investigation of substantive research questions such as the one
posed here. Our only alternative was té concentrate on ecological
streta and attempt to appraise the role of mlgration in the growth of
shantytowne in Latin American cities. In this respect, avallable
studies pointed to the 'existence of two dletinct currents of thoughts, B ’ .
expressed in two distinguishable chronological periods. Initially, . .
attention was directed to peripheral shanty towns (thus giving rise to .
the first usage of the term 'marginel' in the Latin Americon urban context);

/therein, observers
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therein, obsérvers generally coneluded that the rise and persistence of
these shanty-towns was attributeble almost solely to the influx of
rural migranfs.'-ln accordance, the ultimate solution to shanty-town
growth was held to rest in the prevention of further migration and
eradication of existing 'misery belts!.

: In a more recent perspective, the charascteristics of the 4
inhebitants of peripherél shanty-towns were duly noted in other areas'
of Letin 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-urban erigin, several studies indicated
that peripheral shanty-towns were not composed of recently—arrived ‘
rural migrants; thatmost of these peripheral populations did in fact
come from other urban areas or from other districts within the szme
city; that those migrants who did live in the peripheral shanty-towns
had considerable experience in city living and that settlement on the
outskirts represented, not a temporary shelter, but a move towards
permanency in urban life,

Such a formulation reises the question - what happens to recently
arrived migrants, particularly those from rural arezs? A current |
hypothesis would have it that recent arrivals generally find their way
into the deteriorating and crewded residential areas in the center of
the eity. This central location permits them easy access to centrally-
located sources of manualand transitory employment while socializing.
the migrantsviﬁto>the folkvays of city life., Presumably, after several
yearé in this eondition, the migrant obtains the means snd forges the
ability to establish a more permsnent résidence~on the periphery.

' In the absence of adequste informstion relsting to the size and
composition of lower-strata clusters in various areas of the city,
however, this explenation must remsin in the~form of » tentative
hjpotheéis. Moreover, the contribution of migration to the growth of
urban lower-strata clusters cannnot be satiéfactorily,ahswered as of
the present in most cities. Nevertheless, ‘in an,effort to assess the
role of migration in lower-strata growth in at least one city where
information is more complete, the case study of favela growth in Rie de

Janeiro was presented.

/The main
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.- The ‘main conclusion reached on the ba31s of Rio 1nformatlon can be
summerized as follows, First, with respect to the growth of favelas,

recent years have seen .an intensified development of shanty~towns in. the‘

northern regions of the-city; this is.occurring as.a result of the

saturation of older sites in the southern zone and. intensification bf o

industrial growth attracting low-wage workers to the northern sector.
Next, -in examining the demographic componénps of favela growth it was,
demostrated that until the -early 1960!'s, migrants made up the majority
of favelados. The proportion of migrants in the. favela population has :
been decressing steadily, however, such that by.1965, native Cariocas.
represented more than half of all favela—dwellers,

_ Nevertheless, this finding cannot be interpreted s1mply as a,
decressed rate of migratory flow to the favelas. Indeed, when trends
in demographic composition of the favela population are analyzed in
greater detsil, then it. is discovered that the great majority of native
favelados, who now make up more than half of the favela population are,
in effect, the children of migrants. We can thus conclude that migrénts
continue to be responsible fer the larger part of favela growth either
directly (through the influx of new migrants) or indirectly. (through
natural increase among earlier migrants),

Finally, given the preponderant role of migrants in favela
development, the question was asked = how do migrants in general fare
in the residential distribution across verious ecologlcal strata?.

Does residénce in the favelas constitute the pyplcalnpattern of m;grant
adjustment? - Actually, migrants are at lesst as well qffJas‘naﬁive'~ ‘
residents in terms of ‘residential distribution. That is, although -

they are over-represented in the favelas, they are also:disproportidnétely

found .in ‘the best residential areas of the city. 'In short, migrants-
are more likely to be accemsdated in the two extreme résidential ' |
categories 0f Rio while nmatives predominate in‘all,of/thé,inﬁermediapy
positions, -This disproportionate representation of-migran£s at both. .
extremes of the residential scale is cpnsonant with data on the relative
income ‘and education of migrants in Rio whichkindicatevthaﬁ,pdgration

is selective of the highest and lowest socio-economic, strata.

' /Analysis of
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Analysis of residentials distribution by length of residence in
the city wouid indicate that the better residential areas include an
incresasing proportion of receént migrants to the city. This can be
interpreted as signifying that the lower strats recent migrants are
progressively being shunted off towards peripheral sectors of the Greater
Rie Area, ‘

Taken collectively, these data on the favelas and on the residential
distribution of migrants in Rio demonstrate the value of collecting
separate informstion on the size, composition and characteristics of
the lower strata population in any given city. Not only do they provide
some indicatien of the significance of lower strata clusters in the
overall population but alse they permit us to assess the relative
growth dynamics of favelas in comparison to that of the general population.
Yet, coming back to our original point, it should be stressed that these
data do not touch upon the question of marginality, if we understand
this phenomenon to be defined in structural terms,

For the future, it would appear that if empirical data of this
nature is to be utilized in the complementation and verification of
existing theoretical frameworks (and thereby lend a greater sense of
reality to the former), then research would have to proceed at two
levels.,

In a first approach, it can be considered that ecologically-
identifiable lower—-strata clusters constitute a useful strating point
for the study of marginality because they incorporate most of the social
groups who share the conditions associated with marginality in other
analytic approaches. Hence, data on Rio's favelas, for instance,
constitute a useful starting point for the analysis of the dimensions
and dynamics of marginality since it can be assumed that they include
most merginal individuals and groups in that city. But, since not all
residents of such clusters are marginzl from the perspective of some or
all existing structural definitions of marginality, the identification
of marginal individuals and groups within the lower ecological strata
becomes & second stage operation requiring empirical information relating
tc the operational indices of whichever 2nalytic framework is being
utilized. ;
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