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PREFACE

This study is concerned with the role of improved housing in altering

the spatial distribution of people between the rural and urban sectors of a
rapidly developing region. Economic theory has it that, under certain as-
sumptions, the optimal spatial distribution of people is found at the point
where the marginal productivity of labor is equalized. Since the productiv-
ity of labor is highly dependent upon the guantity of capital, the question
of optimal population distribution cannot be separated from the capital dis-
tribution analogue. Since governments allocate much of the capital in de-
veloping countries, public policy with regard to the spatial distribution of
capital investments is critically important.

The International Housing Productivity Study has been concerned with
estimating the benefits of improved housing going beyond consumption bene-
fits to include such items as increased productivity, improved health, better
educational performance, and others. To the extent that housing is a pro-
ductive investment--that is, to the extent that housing not only provides
consumption benefits but also expands production possibilities--then govern-
ment agencies would also want to incorporate consideration of these benefits
into the process of policy-making and implementation. The spatial distribu-
tion of housing is, of course, one dimension of the policy decision.

This migration study, however, excludes the consideration of housing
benefite such as productivity and health for two reasons. First, and fore-
most, the productivity aspects of housing are the center of attention in our
other studies; second, it is likely that the productivity returns to housing

investment in the rural portion of the Guayana Region (and most other rural



regions for that matter) are exceeded by some alternative investments such
as farming equipment and education in agronomy and related subjects. Hence,
consumption is the sole direct bemefit to housing considered in this paper.
But even if the only benefit of improved housing lies in its con-
sumption value, the spatial distribution of housing is still relevant, par-
ticularly for development programs such as the one implemented in the Guayana
Region of Venezuela. The reasoning behind this statement must begin with a
modification of the above statement of optimal population distribution. It
is true that output will be greatest when the marginal productivities of
labor are equalized, but when the cost-of-living and amenities vary from
place to place, then welfare optimization would require that marginal pro-
ductivities reflect these differences. Furthermore, according to this theory,
migration will take place when changes in productivity, cost-of-living, ameni-
ties, or others disturb the equilibrium. The adjustment process, however, may
sometimes be qpife costly as is implied by those who feel that many cities in
developing countries are "over-urbanized." If such is the case, then pro-
grams for retarding the flow of rural-urban migration may be desirable, and

improved rural housing is one possible method.

Leland S. Burms
Project Director
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I. INTRODUCTION

Descriptions and analyses of the causes and effects of rural-urban,
or, more generally, inter-regional migration, have attracted much interest:
;conomlstu stress the income equalization process; sociologists relate social
mobility to migration; political scientists, the new demands on the political
process; demographers, historians, and anthropologists, among others, also
contribute, though from different perspectives, to the analysis of migratiom.

lrehtive to the level

Alarmed by what some consider to be "over-urbanization'
of development, planners search for public policies which may inhibit or re-
direct migration flows--or allow for accommodation within the urban sector.

Much of the literature on migration, however, deals mainly with inter-
urban or inter-state migration flows in developed countries, whereas we are
concernad in this paper with rural-to-urban flows which characterize migra-
tion patterns in less-developed countries. The parameters of the explanatory
variables and probably the variables themselves for such migration flows may
vary from those used in models relevant to developed countries. For example,
the mean distance traveled by a migrant in the developed countries may be some-
what greater than that of the migrant in the undeveloped couniry- Moreover,
the dichotomy between the areas of out-migration and the areas of in-migration
is thought to be greater in the under-developed countries tham in the developed
corl.m'l:r:l.es.2 In the developed countries, for instance, population movements
occur in both cl:l.roct;iona3 whereas in the lees developsd countries one area

receives, while another area loses population. Few people leave the urban area

(except for temporary labor found in some countries) for the rural area.



For the purposes of estimation, moreover, these differences are megni-
fied by the disparities of data available. For example, the migration
specialist in ths United States can obtain recent estimates of population
flows and accompanying measures of economic levels which can then be meshed
into a model to explain net and gross flows. Such data is usually lacking,
incomplete, or inaccurate for the less developed countries. Therefore, small
samples, instead of national census data must vrovide the data in the latter
case, though the possible range of error in this data can rarely be estimated
or verified. The small sample also possesses an additional limitation in that
it is usually of little value or reliability in estimating or predicting macro-
population flows. Yet the small sample cam provide considerable detail con-
cerning the resocurces and choices made by the individual migrant.

In this paper we focus our attention on such a small sample, a sample
of migrants and non-migrants in the Guayana region of Venezuela. Though the
sample is too small for the analysis of population flows, it does allow for
more intensive examination of changes experienced by the migrants in compari-
son with the non-migrants. We have directed our attention to specific changes
in two areas of general welfare: wage income and housing. We ask: what were
the measurable changes in wage income and level of housing welfare experienced
by the migrants and non-migrants? That this objective parallels the traditional
analysis of migration should be evident; by comparing the measurable costs and
benefits received by the migrant with those obtained by the non-migrant, we
are also analyzing possible determinants of migratiom.

A unique factor in the Guayana case, however, offers a new opportunity
for comparative analysis: it is often assumed that changes in the standard
of living and economic opportunities occur only at the "center' or in the
urban area. In the Guayana, however, changes were also occurring in the rural



aector. In particular, the government was offering new housing on "easy terms."
Did this opportunity absorb potential or probable migrants to the urban area?
Bafore proceeding further with the analysis of the data, we shall describe
briefly the economic analysis of the migration decision in order to suggest

a theoretical perspective of the migration process that we are trying to

evaluate.



II, MIGRATION: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Perhaps the most frequently cited explanations of migration in develop-
ing areas are the "push" theory and the "pull" theory. According to the
"push" theory, circumstances such as extreme poverty are so severe in the
resident area that the people are pushed out without much consideration of
alternative opportunities. In an opposite fashion, the "pull" theory suggests
that people are pulled to some migration destinatior due to some especially
attractive features, and the migration decision is, in large part, independent
of the person's situation at the origin.

0f course, one can combine these two theories intc a single migration
model which predicts rates of out-migration using push factors and then allo-
cates the total migration volume to destinations as a function of pull factors.
A variant of this approach was successfully used by Lovry"in explaining inter-
metropolitan migration rates in the United States. Lowry's work, however, is
not likely to be of much help to those studying migration patterns in develop-
ing countries, where the dominant movement is the uni-directional ome from rural
to large urban areas.

A much simpler and probably more realistic unification of the push and
pull theories for studying migration in developing regions is the comparative
advantage model. According to this theory, which is receiving more frequent
attention in the literature today,5 nigration is simply a function of the bene-
fits and costs of living at the origin and possible destination. It is this
model which we will develop in more detail in the following paragraphs and
adapt to special circumstances of this particular study.

According to the coxparative advantage model, the migration decision
is viewed theoretically as the evaluation and comparison of the expected



change in net real welfare from migrating as opposed to not migrating. If
a positive change in real welfare is expected, the individual migrates; if
not, he does not migrate. Placed in the framevork of present values, the
real welfare "value,” V, of migrating can be conceived as the discounted

stream of expected net benefits less the costs peculiar to migration as

follows:
d -
vey [B B, B %
t=1 t t=1 t
(141) (1+r)

=

Let us aszume that benefits in time t, Bt' are equivalent to the income
receipts at the given location (i or j), while costs, ct. are equal to the
transportation costs associated with migration plus any other unique costs.6
We limit t to the expected life span (n), of the individual over which the
income streams are aggregated. The discount rate, r, provides the time pref-
erence valuation between consusption today and consumption tomorrow. Choosing
the appropriate discount rate raises both theoretical and empirical diffi-
culties, which are beyond the scope of this paper.7
The psychic and social benefits and costs of migration for the individ-
ual and society have been an important topic in migration literature. Accord=-
ingly, rural-urban migration is stimulated by such factors as the bright lights of
the city and the status implications of becoming an urban citizen rather than
a rural peasant. It is interesting to note that definition of "urban" includes
the synonyms "refined" and "polished" stemming from the latin root "urbanus."
However, the measurement of these factors is problematical, so we must forego
attempting to delineate the nature of psychic and social costs and benefits
and assume that the measurement of future real income streams is approximated

by the aggregation of future money income receipts. Nevertheless, one of the



presumed costs of migration--initial unemployment-~is evaluated by the
sbsence of income for that period. Changes in living costs are thought

to be another variabls in the migration process. They also merit attention
because differences in money income may diminish once they are adjusted for
changes in the cost of living.

The traditional procedure in accounting for variations in the purchasing
power of money income between different locations is to develop a cost-of-
living index in which the aggregate cost of similar items and quantities of
consumption goods (food, clothing, shelter, services), representing a "bundle"
of goods, are compared. For example, if we found that a comparable consumption
bundle cost $150 in the urban sector and $100 in the rural area, then using
the rural standard as base, the "real welfare" value of a 5,000 income in the
urban area equals $3,332 or (100/150) {5000). The difficulty common to this
analysis is that comparable "baskets" of consumption goods are often not avail-
able. Indeed, the migration move may be related to a desired change in style
of life so that the entire basket of goods to be compared changes. If 80,
there is very little one can say about changes in real welfare because not
only have prices changid, but also the goods to be compared. This is one of
the most serious problems in making rural-urban comparisons.

Another approach would be to assume that changes in the relative pro-
portion of income spent on various categories of goods represent positive or
negative effects. For example, a decrease from 80% to 60% in the amount of
income spent on food is assumed to be a betterment. The assumption is that
the greater the variety of consumption goods purchased, the "happier" the con-
sumer. Finally, a third approach avoids aggregation of changes in consumer

expenditures and simply describes separately particular components of these



expenditures. Our approach in this paper lies predominantly with the
latter, in that we attempt to isolate the changes in momey income streams
and in levois of housing welfare. By focusing on these two variables as ex-
planatory factors in the nigration process, we are implicitly assuming, it
should be pointed out,the following properties:

(1) That the discount rate, r, is the same for either migration
or non-migration;

(2) That the expected life span, t, is the same for either choice;
(3) That tramsportation and loss of property costs are zero;

(4) That all living costs other than housing are identical for
either cholce.

If we knew the evaluations made by each potential migrant of the real
welfare values or present values and, assuming a unique relationship between
such evaluations and migration behavior, then we could simply state that a
given individual, or group of individuals, will migrate or will not migrate.
However, since normally one has only 1imiged information on the magnitude and
scope of real welfare evaluations, one can only partially predict migration
choices or the probability that a person will migrate from i to j. We could
hypothesize that this probability, Mij’ is a function of the expected net real
welfare value of migration. Using the criteria of ressonableness and measur-
ability, several variables could then be used as proxies for the real welfare
evaluations. For the purposes of illustration, age, income, unemployment rates,
living costs and housing costs, could be suggested.

The real welfare evaluation of migration for an older person may be
Jess than that of the younger person because the older person expects a smaller
increase in future wages by moving to the city. Age itself may possibly be
an index of certain intangible costs and benefits of the migration move. The
older a person, the greater the disruption of social ties and thus the greater

the psychic cost of migrating.



A second explanatory variable of Hij' could be the ratio of future
income streams at location i to that at (Yi/Yj)' Also, if the prospect of
unemployment is valued more heavily by the potential migrant than a loss of
money income, the number of days of unemployment in a year, Ui/Uu, may be
relevant. Because of the special attention we wish to direct in this study
to changes in housing welfare levels and propensities to migrate, we propose
to partition the cost-of-living index described earlier into two variables:
(1) Non-Housing Cost-of-living Index (Ci/CJ); (2) Housing Welfare Index
(“1/33)' In sum, we postulate that the probability of migration is a function

of the following variables:

Hid = f(Agei, zYi/ zrj, ZUi/ zuj, ):ci/ ):cj. zni/ znj)

A bvasic property of this model is the comparative evaluations between
i and j (except for Age, of course). In the model, let us assume a positive
change in the housing welfare level at the site of origin, holding all other
variables constant (i.e., no change in employment or income). We ask, what
is the sensitivity of Hij to this change? This is the basic model we explore

in the case of Vivienda Rurale in Venezuela.



III. CIUDAD GUAYANA AND THE GUAYANA REGION

Ciudad Guayana is the established core of the resource rich Guaysna
region in eastern Venezuela (See Figure 1). The GuayamRegion and Ciudad
Guayana, in particular, are the focus of a major government sponsored re-
gional development program initiated in the 1950's. The Guayana is a sparsely
settled region, dominated by expanses of tropical forests interrupted occasioc -
ally by grasslands, treacherous rivers, and low mountain ranges. Although
agricultural potential is quite limited due to poor soil in most areas, the
region is well endowed with other natural resources including iron ore, bauxite,
gold, diamondc, several other nonferrous metals, and a large hydroelectric
potential. The Guayana is not connected to markets by railroads, but has
direct connection to the Atlantic Ocean via the deep channel Orinoco River
and highways provide inland access.

The city of Ciudad Guayana, located at the confluence of the Orinoco
and Caroni Rivers, exists as a series of settlements tisd together by an 18 mile
highway, with the town of San Felix on the east, the new steel mill on the
west, and the town of Puerto Ordaz lying midway. The thrae major employers
in the city as of 1967 were all connected with the iron ore deposits. The
three were the Orinoco Mining Company, the Iron Mines Company, and the SIDOR
Steel Mill, a modern, government-owned and operated producer of pig iron and
basic steel products. SIDOR employed approximately 6,000 people as of 1966,
the vast majority of whom were production workers.

The population of Ciudad Guaysna has grown rapidly in recent years,
rising from 4,000 in 1950 to 42,000 in 1961 and to 96,000 by 196?.8 As is the
cas? for most large lLatin American cities, the rate of population increase in
Ciudad Guayara, due primarily to rural-urban migration, is considerably greater
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than the increase in job opportunities. This creates numerous problems not
only in terms of sufficient consumption of food, shelter, clothes, etc., but

also in terms of an adequate supply of public goods and services.



IV. VIVIENDA RURALE AND MIGRATION CHOICES IN THE GUAYARA

The Venezuela government has instituted a rural housing program through
its Corporacion Venezolana de Guayana (CVG), a government corporation in
charge of the overall development program in the region. The progranm is
called Vivienda Rurale (VE) and approximately 2,000 houses were built by 1965
in the rural villages studied in connection with the research, though 43,186
houses have been constructed nationally. The VR houses are relatively low
cost, selling for Bs. 5,000 ($1,110) with a down payment of Bs. 100 and a
thirty-year interest free mortgage. However, the lowest income rural resi-
dents cannot afford this modest house. The houses are available for areas
with a population of from 200 to 10,000. Thus, persons living in the rural
towns of Guayana had a choice: they could buy a VR house or migrate to the
new boom town, Cindad Guayana. Of course, other alternatives also existed;
for example, migration to other cities (or arvas) or making no change in
housing or residence.

Diagramatically, the potential migrant at location i (in the rural
village sector) can (1) migrate to Ciudad Guayana at location j, (2) migrate
to other cities at location k, (3) stay at location i but acquire new VR

housing (n), or (4) stay at location i and not acquire new VR housing.
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In the Guayana case, we have no information on migrants from i to k
nor do we have information on migration rates from i to m or j. Instead,
we could only sample, at ons point in time, persons who have already chosen
one of the three alternatives. This sample provides us with data on income,
housing, consumption propencities, and reasons for migrating or not migrat-
ing.

We direct our attention in the remaindsr of this paper to amswering
the following questions:

(1) Were the eventual migrants distinguishable from the non-

migrants in their income and housing levels before migra-
tion?

(2) Who experienced the greatest change in income, housing

quality and housing coste; migrants, non-migrants, or VR
purchasers?

(3) Why did the migrants move to Ciudad Guayana, and why did
the non-migrants remain in the rural villages?

(k) Who feels stronger about improving their housing condi-
tion; migrants or non-migrants?

(5) Did the Vivienda Rurale housing program reduce migration
to Ciudad Guayana?



V. RESEARCH DESIGN

Before proceeding with the data analysis, we shall first describe some
of the basic characteristics of the sample selected.

Selection and location of Guayana Semples

The basic sampling design sought to obtain four samples of equal size
(50 respondents) differentiated by the following characteristics:

(1) Migrants to Ciudad Guayana who had never owned a Vivienda Rurale
(VR) house.

(2) Migrants to Ciudad Guayana who had previously owned a Vivienda
Rurale house.

(3) Non-migrants in the rural area not living in VR houses.

(4) Non-migrants in the rural ares mow living in VR houses.

However, it proved very difficult to locate migrants who had previously
owned Vivienda Rurale houelets9 so this sample was dropped due to the small size.
Instead, the "non~VR" migrants sample was increased in size to 91 respondents.
The non-migrant, non-VR, rural sample (henceforth simply called "rural" sample)
ended up close to the sampling design (52 respondents) as did the non-migrant
VR rural sample (or "VR" sample of 51 respondents).

While the migrant sample was chosen within the city of Ciudad Guayama,
the exact residentiml location of each respond:mt within the city was not
analyzed for the purpose of this paper. Furthermore, although the village
locations of the rural and VR samples are kmown, the sample sizes for each
village are not large enough nor complete enough to accommodate extensive
analysis of rural variations in levels of income and rates of migration to

the urban sector.
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Table 1 indicates the residential location of the VR and rural samples
and the sites of origin of the migrant sample. All of the VR and rural re-
spondents lived in towns along the E1l Dorado Road (See Figure 1) as did 88 of
the 91 migrants. Agriculture is the primary source of employment in these
towns and the strength of this sector is gene:ally declining.

TABLE 1

LOCATION OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS BEFORE MIGRATION

No. of No. of
Migrants No. of VR Non-VR, Rural
Town or Village to Cd. G. Respondents Respondents

Upata 2h 13 18
Sabanatica 1 13 8
Guissipati 6 7 1
El Palmer 6 13 21
El Callao 16 5 5
Tumeremo 10 o o
Miamo 3 0 0
El Dorado 2 0 o)
El Pao 15 0 0
Sta Barbara 1 0 o
El Peru 3 0 0
El Merey 1 0 0
Unlmovn 3 0 0

Total 91 51 53



VI. REASONS FOR MIGRATION

The primary question raised by researchers confronting the analysis of
migration flows has been to determine the causes of migration in order to
better deal with the associated rroblems. In the Guayana case, it is ap-
parent that the principal explamation of migration is much the same as *hat
found elsewhere: employment. Migrants to Ciudad Guayana were queried both
as to (a) why thuy left their rural residence end (b) vhy they moved to Ciudad
Guayana. Similerly, those in VR houses and in the rural sanple were also asked
as to (a) why they had chosen to remain in the rural area and (b) why they had
not moved to the city.

The most outstanding features of the responses is the consistency and
singularity of the answers given by migrants as compared with non-migrants.

By consistency we refer to the extent to which the ansver given by a respond-
ent explaining why he left his rural residence (or did not leave) agrees with
the reply by the same respondent to the question regarding why he came to
Ciudad Guayana (or did not come). By singularity we mean the extent to which
identical answers are given by all the respondents in the same sample. Table
2 shows the answers received by our three samples to the question as to what
were their reasons for migrating.

In the migrant sample, the greatest majority of respondents gave the
same answer to both questions. In the rural and VR samples, a rather low
number of respondents gave identical responses to both questions. The high
consistency rate of the migrant sample might be explained by the fact that
those who have already made the explicit choice to migrate, a choice which
requires a considerable investment of resources (i.e., moving of family, change
of job, etc.) are in a better position to offer consistent explanations of

16
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TABLE 2

REASONS GIVEN FOR MIGRATING OR NOT MIGRATING

Migrants Non-Migrants
Ciudad Guayana VR Sample Rural Sample

Reasons Rumbe: % Number % Number %
Work 135 74,1 27 26.5 18 17.3
Family 17 9.3 20 19.6 23 22.1
Own People 0 0 7 6.9 13 12.5
Housing 4 2.2 27 26.5 25 24.0
Schools 15 8.2 0 0 0 0
Distance to work 2 1.1 6 5.9 3 2.9
No Money 3 1.6 3 2.8 7 6.7
Health 1l 0.6 0 0 o 0
Sewers 1 0.6 0 0 0 0
Msc. b 23 12 B2 15 kb

Total 182 100.0 102 100.0 104 100.0

Note: Our total migrant sample consists of 91 respondents, the VR sample of 51, and
the Rural Sample of 52. Since we asked two questions to each member, we re-
ceived 182 + 102 + 104 = 388 answers. The two questions asked to members of
the migrant group were: why did you leave your rural residence? Why did you
move to the new city, Ciudad Guayana? The questions asked the non-migrant
workers were: why did you remain in the rural area? Why did you not move
into the city?

their behavioral choice than those who have not yet made the same choice. We
do not know to what extent those in the rural and VR samples have considered
migrating to Ciudad Guayana, so that to assume that they have ""chosen” not to
migrate may be misrepresenting what is really a situation of non-choice.

In addition to the consistency of the responses of the migrant sample
to the two questions regarding ressons for migration, the data reveals a con-
siderable homogeneity in the stated reasons: 74.1% of the sdgrant sample
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cited work or employment as the reason for migration. Only 2% gave housing
a5 the reason for migrating. For the non-migrant VR and rural samples, there
was a wide varioty of range or reasons given for not migrating, most of them
stressing "family," "work," and "housing" ressons. It is important to note
that the housing response rate was almost identical for the VR and rural
samples. We will return to this fact later. As indicated above, the con-
sistency in the responses of the non-migrant was very low. It is indeed quite
probable that some of those who have not yet migrated may still do so; the
earlier migrants may have given at an earlier date similarly vague answers
before migration. Once the migrant has moved, his rationalization of the
decision to migrate might be altered by his initial experiences in the urban
sector. Once in the city, for example, the fact rather than the expectation
of an income increase may provide additional rationalization in support of
initial decisions to migrate.

chooai_ng a Vivienda Rurale Houme

We have also attempted to dstermine the reasons why some psople in the
rural area have chosen to purchase Vivienda Rurale houses and why others have
preferred to remain in the rural area or moved to Ciudad Guayana. Since not
all respondents in the migrant and rural samples had an opportunity to obtain
a VR house, our ability to comment on this matter is somewhat limited. Only
22% of the urban migrant sample said that they had had an opportunity to pur-
chase a VR house while 50% of the rural sample had the opportunity. The
reasons for their decision not to buy a VR house display little agreement.
Table No. 3 shows the reasons offered by 51 retipondents. It could be con-
c¢luded from this data, that house financing and eatisfaction with current hous-
ing summarire the dominant explanations for non-purchase by rural respondents;



TABLIE 3

REASONS CITED FOR CHOOSING NOT TO BUY A VR HOUSE

Urban Migrants Rural Residents
Reasons Numbsr % Number %
Wanted to Migrate 2 8.0
Have & Good House 2 8.0 7 26.9
They would have destroyed ,
my house 1 3.8
Do not want commitments 1 3.8
Been in this house for years 1 3.8
No work here 1 k.0
Houses too far from work 3 12.0
Do not like houses 3 12.0
Family reasons 3 12.0 2 7.7
Lack of funde 1 4.0 6 23.2
To have a good house b 16.0
Did not complete arrangements 1 4.0 L 15.b4
Do not like site b 16.0 2 7.7
No answer 1 h,0 2 7.7
Total 25 100.0 26 100.,0

the urban migrants' reasons appeared too varied to supply us with ny con-

crete conclusions.

nggh of Residence

19

The residential stability of a population, or the length of time lived

at one residence, is one measure of change in a society.

length of residence statistics for the three Guayana samples. We would

Table 4 details the
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TABLE A4

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN PRESENT HOUSE

Migrants VR Rural
Length of Residence  Number % Number % __ Number %
Less than 1 year 30 33.0 19 37.3 2 3.8
1l - 2 years 30 33.0 10 19.6 b 7.7
2 = 3 years 12 13.2 10 19.6 3 5.7
3 = 4 years 2 2.2 3 5.9 6 11.6
b - 5 yoars 13 .3 6 11.8 ? 13.5
6 = 10 years o 0.0 1 2.0 10 19.2
10 + yoars 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 38.5
No answer b L3 2 3.8 0 0.0
Total 91 100.0 51 100.0 52 100.0

expect that the lowest rate of residential mobility would be found among the
rural area sample. Since property in the rural area is often a relatively
larger proportion and source of family wealth, and therefore an impediment to
mobility. Approximately 50% of the rural samples has lived in the same house
for five years or longer. Unfortunately, however, we do mot have directly
comparable figures for the Ciudad Guayana an. "R samples because by definitions,
both of these samples contain persons who have moved from their rural houses
within the past five years.

We can, however, offer some observations on the intra-urban mobility
rate of residential changes once the migrants are in the urban area. Table 5
shows a cross~tabulation of the length of residence in the curremt house with
the date of migration for the migrant sample. By matching the length of resi-
dence with an equal time period determined by the date of migration, we can



TABLE 5
YEAR OF MIGRATION AND LENGTH OF RESIDENCE OF MIGRANTS
Yoar of Migration

i::g:n:: fl%o £ # 1961% # 1962% #_ 196; # 196; _#1965%
Less than

1 year 6 6.6 6 6.6 3 3.3 2 2.2 L 4.b] 9 9.9
1 - 2 years 9 99 k& W4t 6 6.6 2 2.2 8 8.8

2 = 3 years 3 33 b kb 2 2,2 13 3.3
3 = 4 years 1 1.1 0 0.0 1 1.1

b = 5 years 000 I5 5.5 |

5+ years |8 8.8

No Answer 2 2.2 ) 1.1 2 2.2 0 0.0 ¢ 0.0 0 0.0
Total 29 319 20 22.0 1 154 7 7.7 12 13.2 9 9.9

then assume that the respondents located in the boxes shown in Table 5 are
still living in their first urban house, while all the other migrants are
now living in at least their second, if not their third home in the city.
Thus, from this data we can distinguish the sub-group of migrants for each
year of migration who are still living in their first urban houses. This is
shown in Table 6. For the analysis of changes in housing welfare, we treat
the 34 migrants still living in their first urban house as a separate sample
(*urban-rural house movers") in contrast to the 52 migrants no longer living
in their first urban house ("urban-urban house movers").

In closing, a comment should be made on the variation in the proportion
of migrants in their first urban house according to year of migration. Ve
might expect that a smaller proportion of the earlier migrants would still be
living in their first urban house; however, those who migrated in 1962 had
lower rates of "housing stability” than those who migrated in 1961 or 1960



TABLE 6

PERCENT OF MIGRANTS IN THEIR FIRST URBAN HOUSE

Number of
Migrants Percent of Migrants in
in First First Urban House by
Migration Migrants Urban House Year of Migration
1960 27 8 29.6%
1961 19 5 26.3
1962 12 1 8.3
1963 7 3 k2.9
1964 12 8 66.7
1965 9 9 100.0
Unknown ) —
Total 91 34 37 %

(8.3% versas 26.3% and 29.6% of previous year pigrents). Sampling variation

probably accounts for the 1962 dip in housing mobility.



VII. CHANGES IN INCOME: MIGRANTS AND NON-MIGRANTS

Inter-regional differences in the levels of income play a dominant
role in the explanation of migration flows both in theoretical models and in
descriptive studies. Similarly, in the case of Guayana, we hypothesized that
real and/or expected variations in wage income contribute to the direction and
intensity of the migration flows. As we have already emphasized earlier, we
are unable to directly relate changes in wage income to changes in nigration
flows, but we are able to explore (a) the pre-migration differences in income
between the three samples and (b) the extent that increases in wage income
were realized by urban migrants, in comparison with changes experienced by the
non-migrants.

Table 7 shows the data on annual wage incomes for the years 1962-65.

The figures for the migrants and VR residents are further disaggregated by
year of move and before versus after move income. Average income for 1965 was
derived by using the two monthly income observations available for the year,
averaging them and then multiplying them by 12. Hence, the 1965 average income
tigures are "estimations" only. Furthermore, since the income information was
given as family income, per worker income, which will be discussed later, was
obtained by dividing the family income observations by the number of persons in
a family who were employed during the relevant time period.

The migrant sample was heavily biased in favor of those migrants who had
found steady jobs in Ciudad Guayana, so the comparison of migrant and non-migrant
experiences does not give am accurate picture of the advantages or disadvantages
of migration. The comparative results should be interpreted as the difference

between not migrating, and migrat and se a stead



TABLE 7

Table 7a
MIGRANTS: ANNUAL MEAN FAMILY INCOME BEFORE/AFTER MIGRATION (BS)

Year of Move Family Income Before Move (BS) R Family Income After Move (BS)
1962 1963 1964 1965 1962 1963 1964 1965
1965 7,500 7,300 6,800 9 12,800
1%" 5’7w 6‘% 12 S’M 10,7(»
1963 8,000 _g 8,600 9,600 13,200
28 out of 91
Table 7b
VR SAMPLE: ANNUAL MEAN FAMILY INCOME BEFORE/AFTER VR PURCHASE (BS)
Year of Move Family Income Before Move N Family Income After Move
1962 1963 1964 1965 1962 1963 1964 1965
1965 7,600 8,200 9,300 20 10,100
1964 6,900 7,300 1 7+300 5,700
1963 3,800 8 4,400 4,300 6,500
39 out of 51
Table 7c
Rural Sample Mean Family Income N Mean Family Income
1962 1963 1964 1965
5,450 6,060 52 5,910 6,510

\ 4
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A simple overall comparison of pre-migration incomes and income changes
among the three groups is not possible since the proportion of migrants and VR
residents that moved in each year is different and since "pre~migration income"
is irrelevant for the rural residents. The average incomes of migrants and VR
residents can be compared for those subsets that moved in any given year and
these figures can be further compared to a properly calculated rural resident
figure. For example, the average before incomes of migrants and VR residents
moving in 1965 are calculated simply by summing the incomes of these groups for
the years 1962, 1963, and 1964 and dividing by three. The comparable ruralite
figure would simply be the average rural resident's income for the same three
years.

Table 8 displays average before and after family income levels for movers
TABLE 8

MEAN ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BEFORE AND AFTER MOVE FOR MOVERS IN 1963, 1964, and 1965 (BS)

Before After. Change

12§2 Movers

Migrant 7,200 12,800 5,600
VR 8,367 10,100 1,743
Rural 5,806 6,510 704
1964 Movers

Migrant 6,300 94350 34050
VR 7,100 6,500 -600
Rural 5,750 6,210 460
1963 Movers

Migrant 8,000 10,467 2,167
VR 3,800 5,067 1,267
Rural 5,450 6,160 720

L J
The after-move figure includes all income earned during the year of
the move.



26

in each of the three years (1962, 1963, and 196k) calculated in the above
manner. In all cases, migrant family income before moving is greater than
that for the ruralite, and in two of the three years the average VR resident
before income is above the migrants. The family income change of migrants is
quite dramatic and well above the change for both VR and rural residents in
all three years. In two of the three years, the income change of VR resi-
dents was greater than that for the rurul residents.

Any overall average computed on the data in Table 8 requires a weight-
ing scheme on the three groups of movers. Since the migrant group is so central
to the study, it might be argued that the weighting scheme should be taken as
the proportion of all migrants who moved in each of the three years. The aver-

ages computed in this manner are shown in Table 9a. The family income of

TABLE 9
MEAN ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BEFORE AND AFTER MOVE FOR ALL MOVERS (BS)

Table 9a
Migrant Proportion Weighting

Before After Change % Change

Migrant 7,01k 10,737 3,723 53.1
VR 6,682 7,298 616 9.2
Rural 5,694 6,294 600 10.5
Table 9b
VR Proportion Weighting
Before After Change £ Change
Migrant 7,111 11,349 4,238 59.6
VR 7,073 8,053 980 13.9
Rural 5,717 6,354 637 11.1

migrants before moving is highest and the rural residents before income is
lowest. The migrant-VR income difference is well below significance at the

«05 level, whereas the migrant rural difference is significant at the .10 level.



The income change of migrants is very large and highly significant at the .05
level, but the income change of non-migrants is very low and far below signifi-
cance at the .05 level.

Using the proportion of VR movers for each of the three years as the
veighting scheme, the average before income (as shown in figure 9b) of migrants
is slightly higher than that for VR residents and substantially higher than the
ruralites' before income. Both the migrants' and VR residents' before income
is significantly greater than that for the ruralites at the .10 level. The in-
come change results are very similar to the prior case.

We conclude from this data that there is probably very little difference
in the before-move family incomes of migrants and VR residents, and that the
before family income of these movers is probably somewhat above that for rural-
ites. Furthermore, the family income increase for migrants who secure steady
jobs in the city is quite high compared to the income increases of non-migrants.

How much of the urban-rural family income gap resulted from a money wage
difference, how much can be attributed to job level changes, and how much re-
sulted from changes in the number of family members employed? Lacking specific
data on pre-migration occupational levels, we cannot fully isolate the job
level effect; but the current occupational distributions by sector (as shown
in Table 10) suggest the direction of such effects. In the rural sector, %
of the household heads were engaged in agriculture as were 31% of the VR
counterparts. In the urban sector, agriculture is the employment source for
only 2% of the household heads, whereas the large steel plant cwned by CVG
employs the greatest proportion (31%).

An additional explanation for the income gap between the urban and
rural samples lies in the distinction between family and per worker income.

Migrants to the city increased their total money income because more members
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TABLE 10

1965 EMPLOYED OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD OF
GUAYANA RESPONDENTS

Occupstional Type Migrants VR Rural
Number % Number % Number %
Government: CVa* 29 31.7 1 2.0 3 5.8
Other 3 3.3 b 7.8 1k 26.9
Commerce 14 15.4 6 11.8 Vi 13.5
Agriculture 2 2.2 16 314 18 34.8
Mines 7 7.8 0 0.0 1 1.9
Transport 3 3e3 2 3.9 2 3.8
Private Industry 3 3.3 2 3.9 1 1.9
Education 2 2.2 3 5.9 0 0.0
Construction 2 2.2 0 0.0 o 0.0
Other: Services 14 15.4 5 9.8 0 0.0
Unclassified 9 9.9 7 13.5 1l 1.9
Not working 3 33 5 10.0 5 9.6
Total 91 100.0 51 100.0 52 100.0

‘Corporacion Venezolana de Guayana

of the family were employed. Thus, even if no rural-urban wage gap existed,
family money income would increase because more members of the family were
active in the urban money economy. As indicated in Table 11, the number of
vorkers per migrant family juwped from 1.37 before migration to 1.53 following
migration. The number of workers per family remained virtually unchanged for
the VR and rural families with the VR at 1.03 and the rural at 1.22 before

migration.



TABLE 11

NUMBER OF WORKERS PER FAMILY BEFORE (AFTER MIGRATION)
OR PURCHASE OF VR HOUSE (Bs)

1962--1965
Sample Before After
Higrlnts 1 ° 3? 10 53
VR 1.03 1.04
Rural 1.22 1.21

Holding constant the effect of variatioms in workers per family,

Table 12 gives annual mean per worker income for the three samples before and

after migration. The increase in migrant per worker income was 37% (whereas
TABIE 12

ANNUAL MEAN PER WORKER INCOME BEFORE/AFTER MIGRATION
OR PURCHASE OF VR HOUSE (Bs)

1962--1965
Sample Before After Change % Change
Migrants to City 5,118 7,017 1,899 37.1
VR 6,487 7,017 530 8.2
Rural L,667 5,202 535 11.5

‘This table was derived from the figures in Table Sa.

However, the resulting conclusions are unaffected by

choice of 9a versus Sb.
their family income increase was 53%) which is still significant (at the .05
level) and above the 9% increase for VR respondents and the 10% increase for
the rural respondents. However, contrary to the family income results, the
VR per worker income after moving is the same as the migrant per worker in-
come. Hence, migrant family income superiority over VR families after moving
is due entirely to the greater number of workers per fmily%o Furthermore, the
VR per worker income at the baginning of the period is significantly greater
than that for both migranteumd rural rcai.denta.lz



VIII. HOUSING IN GUAYANA: CHANGES IN QUALITY AND COST

In general, the trend in the Guayana samples was towards improvement
in housing quality irrespective of the urban or rural village location of
the house. However, the relative rates of improvement and the occupant's
evaluations of housing changes do vary. We shall first summarize the changes
in housing quality in terms of materials, facilities, and size, and then ex-
amine housing costs per square meter. Table 13 summarizes the distribution
of various housing characteristics for both the current and previous houses of
each respondent. As noted earlier, all 203 Guayana respondents were subdivided
into four samples as defined by the location of the current and previous houses
of the respondent; Urban-urban indicates that the current house is, and that
the previous house was, in the urban sector; Rural-urban shows that the previous
house was in the rural sector and that the current house is in the urban sector.
Similarly, rural-rural includes those respondents whose current and previous
homes were both in the rural sector; Rural-VR is the sample of respondents who
chose the VR housing, their former house being in the rural sector.

The types of materials used to build houses in the rural and urban sectors
of Guayana appear to be changing in the same direction. For example, cement
floors are replacing dirt in both the rural and urban areas. Although walls do
tend to remain predominantly wattle and daub in the rural sector, the trend is
toward zinc or cement walls, as usually found in the urban houses. VR houses,
however, represented a significant change in that they were constructed with
cement floors and walls in nearly all cases. Their roofs of asbestos or tile
also marked a departure from the zinc roof found on the average urban and rural

houses included in the samples studied. The sinc roof appears to have replaced
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TABLE 13

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS: CURRENT AND PREVIOUS HOUSES

Urban-~Urban Rural~to=-Urban
Characteristic House Movers House Movers
this house last house this house last house
Number % Number % Number % Number %
Floor:
cement 51 90 49 85 27 84 21 66
dirt 6 10 8 15 5 16 1n 34
wood —_— —_ —_— —_
100 100 100 100
Walls:
cement 17 30 8 15 14 43 5 16
wvattle & daudb 7 12 Ly 77 2 6 25 78
zinc 30 53 3 5 13 ko
wood l 2 2 3 2 6
masonite 2 -3 —_ 3 9 —_—
100 100 100 100
Rosf:
cement L 7 1 2 2 6
thatch 1l 2 8 15 8 25
zine 49 85 46 8o 28 88 24 75
asbestos 3 5 2 3 2 6
tile —_ —_— —_— —_—
100 100 100 100
Sanitation:
bushes 6 10 9 16 6 22 6 19
privy bs 8o Lk 77 21 66 23 75
indoor flush 6 10 L 7 4 12 2
septic —
100 100 160 Too
Kitchen:
ingide 52 93 Z:l”.g 68 27 9; 2; ‘;7
outside 2 3
Water:
inside 14 25 16 28 12 38 6 22
outside L3 15 41 72 20 62 26 __2§
100 100 100 100
Electricity:
yos 33 67 41 72 26 81 21 62
no 19 33 16 28 7 19 I 8

100 100 100 100



Characteristic

Floor:
cemsnt
dirt
wood

Valls:
cement
vattle & daudb
zinc
wood
masonite

Roof:
cement
thatch
zine
asbestos
tile

Sanitation:
bushes
privy
indoor flush
septic

Kitchen:
inside
outside

Water:
inside
outside

Electricity:
yes
no

Number

h2
8
1

15
35

n& s

25
16

TABLE 13 (continued)
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House Movers

this house
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16
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100
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Number

33
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%

67
30
J
100

24
76

= )
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Number

51
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17
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32
19

33
1?7

Rural-to-VR
House Movers

this house

%

100

Number

3
8
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the thatched roofs which, until recently, were used in the construction of a
substantiel minority of both urban and rural houses.

As for utilities, it is surprising that in some respects the urban
houses seem inferior to the rural non-VR house. Although it is generally
assumed that social overhead is more developed in urban centers than in rural
areas, only 30% of the Guayana urban houses studied had inside water taps,
vhereas 48% of the rural houses had this utility. Seventy-two percent of the
urban houses had electricity compared to 60% for the rural houses, but in both
sectors approximately one~third of the sample who moved to their last house
changed from non-electric to electric houses. Thus, both rural and urban
sample respondents showed overall improvement in utilities.

One major difference between the urban and the rural village house is
the location of the kitchen. In the rural sector, nearly a third of the houses
still had outside kitchens, while in the urban sector over 90% had inside
kitchens. 13 Sanitation facilities in both urban and rural samples remained
predominantly outside privies: the higheat proportion of houses (33%) with
indoor flush toilets appears in the VR sample.

It is in house size and cost that urban-rural differences are revealed
most clearly, which is a function, probably, of the more discrete measureaent
scales available for those characteristics (Table 14). On the average, the
mral house is 13% larger (89 square meters versus 77 square meters) than the
urban house. The VR rural house, however, is not significantly larger than the
average urban house. Whereas rural house dwellers (not in the VR) appear to
be increasing the size of their houses by house moves, those who chose VR
housing showed no significant change in living space.

As for housing costs, respondents in all samples generally estimated
the value of their present residence to be greater tham the value of their
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TABLE 14

HOUSING COSTS AND DENSITY

Sample Cost  Value  Size  Value Cost Density®
(Eo) (Eo, (gono, ‘p‘r goﬂo zper gono
Bas.) Bs.)
Urban-to=-Urban
House Movers
(n=57)
this house 3,912 5,518 73 75 sk 15
last house - 4,811 71 56
Rural-to-Urban
Houae Movers
(n=34)
this house 5,595 8,186 89 78 72 26
last house - 5,256 96 57
Rural-to-Rural
House Movers
(n=52)
this house 4,882 5,680 ol 67 52 19
last house - 4,830 86 ko
Rural-to-VR
House Movers
(n=51)
this house 4,851 5,067 78 vl 62 17
last house - 34293 8o 39

l'l'he number of square meters per person.

previous dwelling: those moving from the rural area to the city and those
moving into VR housing claimed increases in house value averaging 60-70%.

However, data on house values cannot alvays bhe interpreted as equivalent to

house cost. House values in this study were the owners' evaluation of the

market value of his house. The evaluation could have been based strictly on

the purchase price and, thus, the change in value would reflect the increased

cost of a particular house quality level between house moves (variations in

money prices) or changes in real quality differences; it could also be based

not so much on what the house will bring in the market but the owner's asking

price.
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However, assuming that house values bear some relationship to cost, we ad-
justed the house values for changes in house size (a rough proxy for house
quality) and found the change in the rural-to-urban average house value to be
no different from that experienced by house movers within the urban sector.
Though the absolute level of value per square meter was lower in the rural sector,
the rate of change was practically equivalent. This might indicate that hous-
ing costs are increasing at approximately the same rate in both the urban and
rural sectors. On the other hand, the rural-to-VR house value change when ad-
justed for changes in house size accelerates to a 100% increase. It could be
suggested that this confirms the weakness of using only house size as a measure
of quality. We have already seen that the VR houses did represent a signifi-
cant change in housing quality in terms of materials and utilities, though not
in size.

In terms of house cost, the chea.pestmhouae is the urban house of those
who have already acquired their second urban house. The most expensive house
is that of the new urban migrant. This decrease in cost after the f£irst urban
house could be explained by the fact that the urban dweller either (a) learns
how to economize on housing by improving his knowledge of local market condi-
tions, or (b) faces higher living costs in other areas-~-food and clothing--
and is forced to economize on housing. The new migrant, on the other Land,
suffers from a lack of information on arrival in the city and thus could spend
more on his urban house than the longer-term urban resident. It should be noted
that the average VR house costs approximately the same as the average rural
house (Bs. 4,851 to Bs. 4,882), but is almost 25% more than the urban house of
Urban~-Urban sample.

Finally, crowding (1.0., density or square meters per person) appears to

be nearly as great in VR houses as in some urban houses: intra-urban house



movers average 15 square meters per person in their current house and VR oc~
cupants average 17 square meters per person. However, it is somewhat surprising
that recent migrants to the urban area--or at least those who are still in
their first urban house--have the most favorable density rate (26 square meters
per person). This could explain why some of those who migrated several years
ago are still in their first house--a preference for space. Unfortunately, we
wre unsble to measure changes in housing demsity since the previous family size
was not obtainable. Though we have stressed differences in the density rates,
it should be obvious that all rates indicate "over-crowding" by the standards
set in United Nations publications and elsewhere.

While this summary of housing quality characteristics for the different
sectors has outlined the general types of housing found in the urban and rural
areas of Guayana, we have not directly evaluated changes in housing welfare.
Such an analysis would require the examination of either: (1) changes in hous-
ing quality per dollar of housing cost; (2) changes in housing cost holding the
quality of the housing constant. Implicit in this analysis, however, is the
assumption that housing quality can be indexed or measured along a single scale.
However, housing quality is a composite of many housing characteristics; one
house is not always superior in every respect to another house. While it mey
be true that one rarely finds an indoor flush toilet in a house with a dirt
floor, the more general case is a house with, eay, dirt floor and cement walls
in comparison with a house with cement floor and zinc walls. Consideration of
more than two characteristics further complicates the measurement of quality.
In general, it is extremely difficult to match houses of entirely the same
characteristics. On the other hand, if we match houses by cost, we are still
faced with comparing houses that are mixed in their quality components. Can

the qualities be combined into an overall index? To do so, one needs a judgment
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of which qualities are "worth more." To even "add up" scores of l=better, 2=
worse implies an equality of merit for each quality.

A third alternative is to simply ask the respondent for his evaluation
of whether his quality of housing has changed. In the next section we analyze
the responses to this question, including the evaluation by the respondents of
each type of quality change.

Evaluation by Guayana Respondents of Housing Changes

The 203 Guayana respondents were asked to compare, using the term "better,"
worse,” "same," a set of quality characteristics of their current and previous
houses. In addition, the respondents were asked to state whether the current
house was 'better,” 'worse," or "the same' as the previous dwelling. The over-
all evaluations by the respondents of "this house' in compsrison with the "previ-

ous house" are tabulated in Table 15. Owners of VR houses show the highest
TABLE 15

OVERALL EVALUATIONS BY RESPONDENTS OF HOUSES

Question: This house is better, worse, same as my previous house

Sample of House Movers Better Worse Same n __ No Response
Number % Numbor %  Number %

Urban~Urban 31 55.0 25 bs.0 0 9] 56 1

Rural-to-Urban 20 60.0 11 33.0 2 7 33 0

Rural~Rural 30 67.0 % 31.0 1 2 5 7

Rural-to-VR Ly 91.0 3 5.0 1 b 48 3

hetterment” evaluation (91%), whereas the intra-urban house movers had the
lowest evaluation (55% better).
The respondents' evaluations of specific quality changes between the

previous and current houses are summarized in Table 16. In order to m=atch the



EVALUATIONS OF HOUSING QUALITY CHANGES

TABLE 16

BY RESPONDINTS AND THE HYPOTHETICAL PLANNER

Urban-Urban House Movers (n=53 to 56)
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This House ouse s House

House Quality  Better % Pl. Ev. Worse % Pl.Ev. Same % Pl, Ev. n
Size ko 33 50 58 10 9 53
Floor Il 12 42 8 17 8o 56
Walls 35 27 53 53 2 20 56
Roof 28 23 25 3 47 74 56
Sanitation 21 21 Ly 12 35 67 56
Kitchen L6 27 35 22 19 71 56
Water k2 16 28 19 30 65 56
Electricity 35 21 32 27 33 52 56
No. of Rooms 20 Lo 52 49 28 11 55

Urban-Rural House Movers
This Bouse This House This House

House Quality  Better ¥ Pl. Ev. Worse % Pl, Ev. Same % Pl. Ev.
Size 56 26 L3 63 1 11 30
Floor 56 26 26 10 18 64 20
Walls L6 35 50 L6 b4 19 28
Roof 50 36 30 o 20 6L 30
Sanitation L4 21 13 13 L3 66 29
Kitchen 38 25 38 11 2k 64 28
Water 70 33 20 13 10 54 30
Electricity L8 26 16 9 36 65 31
No. of Rooms 41 27 48 39 11 55

Rural-Rural House Movers

This House This House Thie House
House 1it Better ¥ Pl. Ev. Worse % Pl, Eve. Same % Pl, Ev.
Size 67 56 2l 39 11 5 41
Floor hs 22 18 b4 37 74 Ly
Walls 36 20 25 2 39 78 Ly
Roof Lo 27 18 6 b2 67 L4
Sanitation 39 20 15 15 L6 65 L4
Kitchen 32 3 18 13 50 84 43
Water L6 27 16 11 38 62 43
Electricity 38 31 13 2 49 67 ﬁ

No. of Rooms 59 L7 27 31 14 78
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TABIE 16 (continued)

VR-Rural House Movers

This House This House This House
House Quality Better % Pl. Ev. Worse % Pl. Ev. Same % Pl. Eve n
Size 88 65 66 31 6 4 Ik
Floor 57 10 L2 0 1l Q0 47
Walls 82 71 2 6 16 23 4s
Roof 98 95 o} 0 2 5 47
Sanitation 70 4o 8 2 22 58 47
Kitchen 70 23 0 0 30 7 47
Water 47 27 12 6 41 67 47
Electricity 3h 10 b 2 62 88 u6
No. of Rooms 93 76 4 19 3 5 1Y

respondents' evaluations of each quality change with the actual change as de-
scribed in the previous section, it was necessary to impose an outside evalua-
tion of the actual quality change. In the case of house size, for example,
this is not too difficult to do (i.e., more space can be assumed to always be
better than less). For other changes, general knowledge of construction ma-
terials used in the Guayana housing was applied. The resulting evaluation
scheme, called "Planner's Evaluation,” is summarized in Table 17, where P =
"preferred to." By applying such an evaluation scale to the data summarized
earlier in Table 13 and by combining it with the respondents' evaluationy of
each quality change, e were able to develop the comparative percentage scores
of “"better," "worse!' and "same" shown in Table 16. For example, for the 53
Urban-Urban house movers, 0% considered the size of their current house to be
hetter" than their previous house, whereas only 33% of the houses appeared to
be "better" by the Planner's Evaluation. In general, the respondents found
more better/worse distinctions than the Planner's Evaluation could measure.
For examply, according to the Planner's Evaluation, one dirt floor is always the
figame" as another dirt floor. However, it is quite reasonable that the home
owner is able to distinguish between better and worse dirt floors. Thus,

though the Plamner's Evaluation often shows no change in housing quality, the



TABLE 17

PLANNER'S PREFERENCE ORDERING FOR EVALUATING
HOUSING QUALITY CHANGES

Quality
Characteristic Preference Order
Size larger house P smaller house
Floor Cement, terrazo, tile, wood 2} dirt 2
Roof Asbestos, tile P corrugated zinc P concrete P thatch
Walls Cement block P wattl. & daub P corrugated zinc
Sanitation Indoor flush toilet P septic tank P privy P bushes
Kitchen Indoors P outdoors
Water Piped indoor P other
Electricity Yes P No
Number of rooms More rooms P less rooms

l}_’ = preferred to

2No other combinations found in samples so preference ordering is only
in respect to dirt.

respondents were usually able to give better/worse evaluations.

The greater rate of housing quality improvement noted previously for the
buyers of VR houses is clearly evident also in the respondents' evaluation. For
each specific quality characteristic, the percent of respondents who stated
that the characteristic was '"better! in the VR house, was higher than for all
other samples, except in the case of water and electricity in which rural-to-
urban house movers expressed higher rates of betterment.

As a crude index of the overall rate of housing improvement, the nine
quality characteristics were combined into one index by simply averaging the
percentage scores for each characteristic by sample.ls This was done for both
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the respondents' percentage scores and the plnnnér'a evaluation percentage

scores. The results (Table 18) indicate that the averaged scores for the

TABLE 18
COMPOSITE EVALUATIONS OF HOUSING QUALITY CHANGES 1
_ Composite Percentage Evaluations
Respondent Planner
This House This House This House This House This House This House
Sample Better % Worse % Same % Better % Worse % Same %
Urban-Urban 36 Lo 20 25
Rural-to-Urban 50 21 28 23
Rural-Rural 4s 19 28 13
Rural-to-VR 71 9 4s 9

1The percent of respondents in each sample answering "better" or "worse' in

evaluating each of the nine quality characteristics were averaged over the
nine characteristics to obtain one percentage for "better' and one percent-
age for "worse." Similarly, the planner evaluations were also averaged.

See Table 16 for the nine characteristics and individual percentages.
respondents are roughly equivalent in their relative ranking by sector to the
overall evaluations, although their level is lower. The Planner's Evaluation
index displays even lower percentage scores of better/worse, but this is again
a function of the lack of discreteness in the planner's scaling. In sum, those
Guayana citizens living in the rural area who chose to buy a VR house did in-
deed secure the greatest increase in housing welfare, judging by their evalua-
tions and by our analysis of certain housing characteristics. Migrants and
rural respondents experienced a roughly equal increase in housing welfare.

Were there, however, significant differences in the housing standards of
the respondents before some migrated, some bought VR houses and some bought
other rural houses. To compare the housing levels, the data on previous houses
for the VR-Rural, Urban-Rural, and Rural-Rural samples were matched (See Table

13). Without more discrete measures of housing qualities, the results are
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somevhat mixed. Our qualitative conclusion, however, is that there was greater
similarity than difference in the quality characteristics of previous houses.
There appears to be a trend for VR respondents to have had slightly better
houses in at least three aspects (floors, sanitation, water), but urban mi-
grants on the average had better roofs. The rural sample does tend to show
lower standards of housing qualities in previous housing qualities.

If, indeed, the VR respondents could be shown to have had significantly
superior houses before purchasing VR houses, the question could then be raised
whether the decision to buy a VR house is related positively to one's current
housing welfare level (the higher the housing welfare level, the greater the
propensity of the respondent to buy more housing welfare). Of course, income
is also a determinant of housing welfare, but as we have already seen, the VR
sample had essentially the same family income level as urban migrants prior to
migration and both samples had significantly higher family income levels than
the rural sample. It could be said that both the VR house buyers and migrants
had higher propensities to choose new "things"--that is, a change of Job, a
move to the city, or a change of house~--whereas the rural sample respondents,
being already at the lower end of the income and housing scales had also a
lower propensity for such charges. Obviously, level of income must also be a
major explanatory variable for this difference; without resources one camnot
move or make new choices.

Nevertheless, VR housing did attract persons who had similar income and
housing levels to those who migrated. Whether these people were "potential'
migrants whose choice to take VR housing substantially reduced the likelihood
of their migrating is not easy to say. Certainly, some people who take VR
housing are very satisfied with their rural 1ife. The difficulty of deter-

mining who is and who is not a likely migrant would prevent the government
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from offering VR houses to potential migrants only (even if they wanted to
which is not likely to be the case). Whether it would be effective in re-
ducing migration depends upon the relatire importance of better housing to
the rural people, and it is to the question of propensity to consume better

housing that we now turn.



IX. PROPENSITY TO CONSUME HOUSING

Since a person's propensity to consume housing is a function of both his
preference, his income and the market price of a house; the "un-revealed" prefer-
ence for housing can be explored by hypothetically asking each respondent how
he would dispose of certain discrete increases in his income. Naturally, this
question is subject to the limitatims of any hypothetical question--the re-
spondent does not actually have to implement the action. However, since it is
extremely difficult to observe such choices being made in the market for many
various individuals, the above technique can at least approximate the range of
behavioral orientations.

In this study, the respondents were asked to describe how they would
totally expend two fairly large sums of money prizes, one of Bs. 20,000 (U, s.
$4,400) and the other of Be. 5,000 (U. S. $1,100). They were instructed that
they could spend the money in any way they chose. Since the prize sizes were
equivalent to about 2 years salary in the case of the Bs. 20,000 prize and
about 8 months wage income for the average respondent in the case of the Bs.
5,000 prize, they are not small increments in income. On the other hand, the
sums are not so great as to be beyond the realm of possibility. Moreover, we
should mention that since Bs. 5,000 is the approximate cost of a Vivienda
Rurale home and Bs. 20,000 could purchase a relatively comfortable house in
the urban area, the responses may be somehow biased by these two considerations.

It can also be questioned whether the respondents considered the prize
money as a windfall gain or as an increase in income. The windfall aspect is,
of course, implicit in our question, we did not suggest that the prize money
would be dispersed annually or over an extended period of time, but rather in
one lump sum, However, the respondent could nevertheless decide for himself

whether he wanted to use the prize for current consumption or for current
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investment, which brings future income. Thus, if the respondent wanted to
consider the prize as a permanent increase in income through investment earn-
ings, his response would reflect this. Similarly, the respondent might have
also considered the prize as an increase in his savings, so that his response
would indicate how he would spend his savings rather than his income.

One further comment on the interpretation of the question is needed.
That is, does ones response indicate how he would divide up the prize money
over the five choices available to him or his preference ordering of the five

choices, each of which would totally absorb the prize money. Judging by the

large number of "no answers" beyond a first choice (i.0., most of the respondents

could not name more than one or possibly two ways to spend the prize money) the

respondents were probably making mutually exclusive choices. (See the discussion

of response rates in the Appendix). Since the answers to the Bs. 5,000 prize

queation are more appropriate to the consideration of marginal propensity to

consume, only they will be considered in the text that follows. Responses to the

Bs. 20,000 prize question, which differ only slightly from the Bs. 5,000 re-

sponses, are given in the appendix.

Table 19 summarizes the major items of first choice among the three groups

of respondents when they were asked how they would spend a prize of Bas. 5,000
($1,100). By their responses, the migrants are much more current consumption
oriented, indicating that 63% of their first choices are for consumption goods.
Only 32.7% of the migrant responses were for investment items compared to 6l4.5%
for the VR residents and 52.6% for the ruralites. Investments in agriculture
and business recieved 4l.9% of the rural residents' responses, whereas the

comparable figure is 22.1% for migrants and 27.5% for VR residents.

Improving current housing is most important to the migrants, 48.2% of whom

voted for this item compared to only 22.1% for VR and 23.1% for rural residents.



TABLE 19

ANSWERS TO PRIZE QUESTION: 1ST CHOICE ON Bs. 5,000 FRIZE
Percentage of Actual Choices
Item Migrants VR Residents Rural Residents

Current Consumption
Housing (including

furnishings) 48.2% 22.1% 23.1%
Other 4.8 8.3 20.5
Total 63.0 304 43,6

Investments
Equity in House 75 28.0 0.0
Agriculture 53 15.4 20.5
Business 16.8 12.1 2.k
Education 30l 9.0 7.7
Total 32.7 64.5 52.6
Savings L3 5.1 3.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

The reason for the migrant's greater propensity to consume housing is somewhat
puzzling since the move to the city increased their income which enabled the
majority to obtain better housing in spite of the higher cost of housing in the
city. One possible explanation is given by Duesenberry's relative income hy-
pothesis, which suggests that ones propensity to consume is affected by visable
consumption levels of others, ceteris paribus. Accordingly, since the average
level of income and, therefore, housing consumption is much higher in the city
than in rural areas and since housing is so visable, migrants require much
better housing in order to preserve their relative pcsition in the commmity.
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The most important single item to the VR residents is paying off the
existing mortgage, which received 28% of the votes. This item is clearly
separate from housing consumption, since it does not represent an improve-
ment in housing. The motive for paying off the mortgage on the VR house
may simply stem from the desire to reduce the burden of monthly payments.
Alternatively or additionally, owning & home free and clear may have status
implications. Whatever the reason for wanting to pay off the mortgage, the
motive is different in nature from the usual investment motive, since in-
creases in value of the house accrue to the benefit of the owner whether or

not he owns the property free and clear.



X. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Sumsary

In the foregoing, we have analyzed data gathered on three groups of
respondents in the Guayana Region during the 1962 to 1965 period; (1) fami-
lies who migrated from rural villages in the Guayans Region (primarily along
the El Dorado Road) to Ciudad Guayana during the study period, (2) families
who lived in the rural Guayana villages and moved to Vivienda Rurale housing
during the study period, and (3) families who remained in non-VR housing in the
rural Guayana villages during the study period. The following summarigzes our
findings:

l. Seventy-four percen: of migrants migrated for reasons of work; only
2% migrated for housing reasons.

2. Twenty-four percent of the ruralites and 26.5% of the VR residents
did not migrate for housing reasons.

3. Of those migrants who said they had an opportunity to buy VR housing
(22%), only 8% declined because they wanted ¢o migrate. Of those ruralites
who said they had an opportunity to buy VR housing (50%), many did not for
iinancial reasons including 23% for "lack of funds" and 15% because they "did
not complete arrangements' (which is probably associated with "lack of funds").
Nearly 27% of the rural respondents did not take the VR house because they al-
ready "have a good house."

4. Income is positively associated with the yropensity for migration
and the acquisition of VR housing. The average family income of VR residents
and migrants before moving was quite similar and substantially above that for
non~VR ruralites. In these terms, migrants and VR residents seem to be similar

types.

LR
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5 The number of workers per family before moving was highest for
migrants and lowest for VR residents. Taking this factor into consideration,
VR resident per worker income before moving was higher than that for migrsats
with the rank of those remaining in the rural villages still last. Hence,
the working members of VR households would appear to have had the beat . ibs
in the rural sector and the ruralites that neither migrated nor took VR hous-
ing had the poorest jobs, although this is not readily apparent from our oc-
cupation data.

6. The migrants experienced the sharpest increase in both family and
per worker income during the study period. The increase for VR and rural
residents was very similar. The income of migrants increased so much that
their per worker income after migration had reached the VR resident's level
after moving. The fact that the number of workers per family increased for
migrants and remained virtually constant for the VR's caused the family in-
come of migrants to be well above that for VR residents after moving.

7. In 1965, thirty-four percent of the non=VR rural household heads
were engaged in agriculture as were 31% of the VR counterparts. In the urban
sector, agriculture was the employment source for only 2% of the migrant heads,
whereas the large steel plant owned by CVG employed the greatest proportion--
31%.

8. Those taking VR housing experienced the greatest housing improve-
ment during the study period. Migrants and ruralites experienced about the
same improvement in housing. The 1962 level of housing of VR residents was
perhaps slightly better than that for the rural and migrant samples.

9. Answers to the Bs. 5,000 prize question indicate that improved
housing is more than twice as important to the migrants than either the rural

or VR respondents. Forty-four percent of the rural responses favored investments
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in agriculture and business as compared to 27% for VR residents and 22% for

migrants. Increasing the house equity is most important to the VR residents.

Conclusions

In addressing the question: "Did the VR housing program reduce migra-
tion to Ciudad Guayana?," we find the evidence hazy, somevhat inconsistent,

" but in our judgment weighted towards the answer, "mot by an important amount."
The reasoning is as follows:

1. The overvhelming motive voiced for migrating is to improve ones job
and income situation in general rather tham housing in particular.

2. If talking a VR house reduces the likelihood of migration, then one
would expect (as per #1) fewer VR residents to give work as the reason for not
migrating as compared to non-VR rural residents. Concomittantly, one would ex-
pect more VR residents to give housing as the reason for not migrating. The
data indicate that the percentage of VR residents not migrating due to housing
is only slightly greater than the non-VR ruralites, and, contrary to expecta-
tions, work as the reason for not migrating is given much more frequently by
VR (26.5%) than non-VR residents (17.3%). This suggests that few of those who
took VR housing were potential migrants to begin with.

3, The higher per worker income coupled with fewer workers per family
for VR residents before taking VR housing may indicate that those who become
VR owners are already quite satisfied with their rural work situation. Further
support for the likelihood that VR residents were more satisfied with their
work situation is given by the prize question in which only 27% of the responses
were for business and agriculture investments compared to Li4¥ for non-VR rural-
ites.

4, Even granting the possibility that some of the VR residents were
potential migrants who changed their mind as a result of the better housing,
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these few would probably not represent sufficient justification for the entire
expense of the VR housing program which must serve rural people whether or not
they are poteniial urban migrants. To illustrate this point, suppose that one
out of five who take VR housing would have migrated without it whereas the
other four would have remained in the rural sector without it. This implies
that the cost of reducing migration by one household is five times the cost per
house of the VR program. Furthermore, not all rural-urban migration is undesir-
sble (if any is). The migration of those who are equipped to land and do land
a good paying job in the city could hardly be deemed undesirable. If skills are
related to income, our data suggest that those taking VR housing are most likely
to secure a good city job. Hence, the power of VR housing in reducing undesir-
able migration would be even smaller and the cost even greater than in our
illustration above.

Our overall conclusion, subject of course to our problems of data limi-
tations and interpretation, is that improved housing of the magnitude made
possible by the VR housing program in the rural areas of the Guayana Region is
not likely to have much affect on the ultimate urban-rural population distri-
bution. This conclusion is at odds with some recent theoretical work by
!l'cnla.rch:ls who suggests that improving rural amenities may be the best way of
reducing urbsn unemployment through its effect on rural-urban migration. Our
empirical work suggests that Todaro's theoretical model allows too much weight
to be placed on rural-urban amenity differences.

Our data indicate that the overwhelming force affecting migration is the
search for better work. Amenity factors are seldom mentioned. The optimal
distribution of housing is, therefore, probably best determined from thought ful
forecasts of future employment opportunities. If stemming the flow of urban

migration is deemed desirable, then the first order of business should most
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likely be investments that increase job opportunities in the rural sector
with housing investments following at a later date when the employment op-
portunities have proven stable. Interim housing for the newly employed may
easily take the form of simple-to-build temporary structures due to the
temperate climate of the Guayana Region. It should be noted that this con-
clusion may not hold in areas where harsh weather requires more substantial
dwellings for survival.

Finally, this research points once again to the great need for more
theoretical and, in particular, empirical research on rural-urban migration
as well as reverse migration from the cities. The forces which propel people
out of certain areas and attract them to others are widely debated but continue
to be poorly understood because validation is often lacking and judgments or
impressions are introduced where careful analysis is called for. If job op-
portunities is the major force attracting people to cities in developing
countries the role of the amount and quality of housing, infrastructure and
community services would seem to be of lesser importance--at least on the
surface. However, it is equally clear that when better paying jobs are avail-
able in cities the opportunity must be available for people who have made an
investment in migration from the rural areas to the cities to be supplied with
facilities that permit them to transform their income into a higher level of
consumer satisfaction. To some extent they may be willing to defer a higher
level of consumption, but not indefinitely. One may view the building up of
squatters' towns, urhan slums, lack of community facilities as being temporary
phenomena, but when they persist for decades they clearly create problems that
affect generations of people regardless of what conditions might be in rural
areas. Their persistence, of course, helps explain the concern that cities in
developing countries are '"over-urbanized."” This concept remains vague, which
means that we still lack a basic understanding of the social costa and benefits
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associated with migration to big cities. However, the concept does identify
gome of the crucial problems existing within cities without necessarily com-
paring them with those existing in the rural environs which tend to be more
diffuse and less concentrated. How to resolve the problems of visible slums,
uncertain property rights, insufficient or lacking community facilities and
services for people who have moved to cities presents a research task of con-
siderable magnitude. It also presents economic, social,and political challenges

that must be overcome.



APPENDIX

Distribution of Bs. 20,000 Prize

Table Al shows the percentage of actual choices by the respondents
in each of our three categories when the prize money was Bs. 20,000, Our
migrant sample expressed 18 different preferences for spending the Bs. 20,000
prize. Of all choices, buying or building & new house was the overwhelming
selection, receiving nearly half the number of votes. Establishing and/or
expanding a business was the second choice with 15.8% of all respondents
choosing it. We should note than under our classification of housing, all
items pertaining to housing are included, such as household furnishings, fix-

ing up the house, enlarging it, paying of the mortgage, etc.

TABLE Al

ANSWERS TO PRIZE QUESTION: 1ST CHOICE ON 20,000 Bs. FRIZE

Percentage of Actual Choices

Item Migrants Vr Residents Rural Residents

Housing (Including
furnishings and

equity) 2.9 32,0 26.8
Business 15.8 16.0 18.8
Education 10.1 12.0 10.9
Agriculture 8.5 b 22.¢
Savings 8.1 11.2 5.9
Misc. 14,6 4.4 14.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sk
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Rural residents living in VR housing made sixteen distinct types of
choices for spending the Bs. 20,000 prize. The first choice for expenditure
among Vivienda Rurale occupants was paying off the house they oocupiéd (19%).
Business received 16.1% and agriculture 14.4%. When all expenditures for
housing were considered, 32% of all choices revolved around housing. In
this group, less emphasis was given to new housing. The sizeable number of
preferences given to paying off the house, indicates the resident's willing-
mess to accept the responsibility of their debt to the housing authority.

Expenditures for education were slightly higher--12.0% for this group
than for the urban migrant group, 10.1%--and compared to the rural residents,
expenditures for educational purposes was not much higher (12.0% vs. 10.9%).
This may indicate that Vivienda Rurale residents elected to save twice as
often as other rural respondents. This greater propensity for saving among
the beneficiaries of the rural housing program suggests that these people
have a strong orientation to the future.

Vivienda Rurale respondents chose housing, business, education and
savings as objects of expenditure as often or more often than other rural
people. The principal difference lies in their turning away from agriculture.
When compared to the migrants, they placed less importance on housing as a
whole.

Seventeen specific kinds of spontaneous choices were made by rural
respondents in private housing. They were not identical with those made by
urban respondents. Not one in the group of 52 families chose to spend the Bs.
20,000 prize to buy a car, save the money to get married, to pay off debts, or
to pay off his house--categories mentioned by their urban counterparts.

On the other hand, they did choose expenditures not found on the urban

1ist, e.g., health, migration, giving up work, and travel. The order of
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preference for this group was different from urban residents. First choice
was sxpenditure for agriculture (22.8%), reflecting the rural residents' pri-
mary concern. Housing was less important among this group of 52 families.
Tying for second choice was buying a new house (20%) and establishing a busi-
ness (18.8%). These three categories, i.e., agriculture, buying a new house,
and business account for more than 65% of all preferences expressed.

Even when all the categories of expenditure for housing were aggregated,
they accounted for only 27%. This is actually less than the expenditure for
new housing alone among urban residents. The expenditures for business, edu-
cation, savings, and helping relatives were practically the same as for urban
residents. In effect, significant differences appeared only in the areas of
housing and agriculture. Among urban residents, housing is the primary pre-
occupation. Among rural residents in private housing, interest is divided

between housing and their major source of income, agriculture.

Reagggge Rates to Prixze Questions

Tables A2 and A3 summarize the response rates of our three samples to
the prigze question concerning the disposition of a prize of Bs. 5,000 and an
alternate prize of Bs. 20,000. The respondent for each family was asked to
give the first five preferences for spending the prize money, but very few
gave five responses. The response rates (i.e., the percentage that the actual
number of answers bears to the number of possible answers) to the Be. 5,000
prize were much less than that for the Ba. 20,000 prize, as one might expect.
The fact that the average respondent gave only 1.5 answers (i.e., 30% of 5)
to the Bs. 5,000 prize question Justifies our sole reliance on first responses

in the text analysis.



TABLE A2

RESPONSE RATES: Bs. 5,000 PRIZE

57

Number Number Number Number
Sample of families of people of possible answers _of answers %
Migrants 91 533 455 131 28.8
VR 51 298 255 78 30.9
Rural 52 347 260 78 30.0

TABLE A3
RESPONSE RATES: Bs. 20,000 FRIZE

Number Number Number Number
Sample of families of people of possible answers _of answers %
Migrants 91 533 455 2k7 5k.3
VR 51 298 255 125 k9.0
Rural 52 347 260 101 38.8
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See, for example, Urbanization in Asia and the Far East, Proceedings of
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Several specialists of lLatin American migration have discermed a stepping-
stone pattern to migrant behavior--small moves are made instead of long

distance moves. See Bruce Herrick, Urban Migration and Economic Develo
ment, (Cambridge: M. I.T. Press, 196§T——L_—"—‘E.

Gross migration flows in and out of a population center of political juris-
diction are usually some multiple of the resulting net migration flow.

Ira. S. Lowry, Migration and Metropolitan Growth: Two ical Models.
(Los Angeles: TUniversity of fornia, titute of Government snd Public
Affairﬂ) ’ 19660

See, for example, L. Sjaastad, "The Costs and Returns of Human Migration."
Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 70, No. 5, Oct. 1962, p. 12, and
Michael P. Todaro, "A Model of labor Migration and Urban Unemployment in
nga Developed Countries," American Economic Review, Merch 1969, pp. 138-
’

For example, the potential migrant may have to sell his rural propexrty at a
loss or even be unable to dispose of it.

It has been pointed out that the discount rate may vary inversely with in-
come levels; lower income groups, near the subsistence margin, place greater
perference on today's consumption. Thus, the discount rate would, in turn,
be a function of g Bi. The discount rate could also reflect the probabil-

t
t=1
ity or certainty of obtaining future income streams at the different loca-
tions.

U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Urban P in

Developing Countries, Ideas and Methods Exchange No. 61, p. as on,
D. Co: 1967); 1967 estimate from the May 1967 Preliminary Census, Center
of Educational Services, Ciudad Guayana, Mimeographed.

The smallness in number of migrants who were prior VR residents may be due
either to (1) the fact that only a small portion of ruralites live inm VR
housing (a fact which cannot be made precise due to the absence of rural
population data)or (2) the possibility that a few VR residents migrate be~
cause of their VR house or because they are pleased with other aspects of
their rural life. We will attempt to make some assessment of likelihood
of these possibilities from the data we have gathered.



10.

1l1.

13.

14,
15.

16.

The far greater number of workers per family is not likely a result of
larger families. At the end of the study period, the average family
sizes were: migrants - 5.9, VR - 5.8, and rural - 6.7.

The difference is statistically significant at the .10 level.

The difference is statistically significant at the .05 level.

However, many of the intra-urban house movers, or movers from one
urban house to another urban house, apparently had outside kitchens in
their previous urban house.

With no adjustment for quality differences.

Thus assuming, as noted earlier, that each quality characteristic is
equally important as every other quality characteristic.

Todaro, op. _c&.



