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malaria transmission but also spread drug-resistant falciparum malaria and war itself
can favour malaria transmission; its effect on agriculture and war management can
increase vector-breeding sites; destruction of housing can increase human-vector
contact; destruction of cattle can prompt zoophilic vectors to become anthropophilic
if their usual food supply is disrupted (Onori & Grab, 1980); and control measures
can be seriously diminished if health-care facilities are reduced or unavailable.

As a result of 15 years of continuous war, which displaced hundreds of
thousands of people, Luanda, the capital of Angola, underwent an unprecedented
population increase in the 1980s. This population movement resulted in a shift in
malaria endemicity in Luanda from hypoendemic to mesoendemic level within 5
years (Kanji & Harpham, 1992). As a cause of child deaths, malaria moved from
sixth to first place. Increasing parasite resistance to chloroquine also became a major
problem. This situation arose because of the enormous influx of displaced people of
low socioeconomic status into an environment with stagnant water reservoirs. The
population movements that increased malaria transmission in Luanda were long-
term circulation and migration from stable rural areas to an unstable urban area.

Intercontinental travel

The intercontinental transfer of malaria can occur through the introduction of
an infective vector into a nonendemic-disease area, as in so-called airport malaria,
or through the movement of a parasitemic person to a nonendemic-disease area, as
in imported malaria. Airport malaria is defined as acquired through the bite of an
infected tropical anopheline mosquito by persons whose geographic history excludes
exposure to this vector in its natural habitat (Isaicson, 1989). The incidence of these
cases is low and accounts for malaria transmission in industrialised countries, with
recorded cases of malaria in Europe (UK, Italy) imported from Africa. There were
also cases of outbreaks of presumed local mosquito-borne transmission in the US
imported from Mexico.

As travel is an imporrant form of movement, agreements are necessary to avoid
malaria transmission. In Latin America, the most satisfactory of these agreements is
the Southern Cone Pact involving Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Argentina and
Chile. Malaria is endemic in the first three and in a small area of northern Argentina,
but the greater part of Argentina, Uruguay and Chile are malaria-free. The 2005
Argentmcan MDGR (Argentina, 2005) notes that 75% of the malaria cases in the
country during the past three years were of Bolivian immigrants. The Pact provides
for the exchange of information on malaria and resources for its control. Elsewherein
the highly malarious areas of Latin America there are varying degrees of coordinated
malaria control along and across international borders. Coordination and control
are limited by political inaction and in some instances by political friction, these
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to deal with. However, all Targets and their indicators somehow show a relationship
with migration, in some cases more directly and in others in the broader context
of urbanisation.

With respect to Target 9 and its indicators 25-26 about forest and biodiversity, one
of the strongest impacts on global environment and its consequences for biodiversity
is tropical forest loss. Bilsborrow (2002: 75) states that “the annual stock of forest lost
was highest in Latin America in the 1990s (at 4.8 million hectares/year, compared with
3.7 and 2.9 for Africa and Asia)”. The annual rate of forest loss was largest in countries
like Costa Rica, where little of the original forest remains due to long-standing dense
human settlement. In the case of the Amazon forest, which represents a considerable
area of nine countries of South America and constitutes the world’s largest tropical

wilderness area, the peak of deforestation occurred in 2003 and 2004 when forest loss
reached 20,000 km? a year (Bremner & Bilsborrow, 2005).

Studies have shown that the main factors contributing to the loss of forest
cover are road building, agricultural colonisation (often involving slash-and-burn
practices), and logging. The tropical forest is not the only endangered ecosystem
and fortunately the earlier almost exclusive emphasis on the Amazon region has been

followed by a diversity of researches focusing other ecosystems in a multiplicity of
scales (Bremner & Bilsborrow, 2005).

In general terms, demographic dynamics can affect endangered ecosystems in a
number of ways, from the settlement of farms by new migrants to the search for timber
to build a house or for fuelwood. On the other hand, more indirect demographic
factors can also interfere, such as those related to the increase of agricultural goods
demanded by a growing urban population. In this case, a thorough understanding of
the urbanisation process in the LAC region is in place. Population increase reflected
in the urbanisation process in a given region must be considered and in this case
migration constitutes an underlying phenomenon.

The indicators of Targer 10 are explicit, since they refer to the proportion of
the population with access to water and sanitation in both urban and rural areas.
UNFPA (2003) informs that the proportion of people without access to improved
water and sanitation has been constant around 17%, despite the increase in the
total amount of those who had access in the 1990s. Bremner and Bilsborrow (2005)
reason that the achievement of Target 10 by 2015 means providing additional access
to drinking water and improved sanitation for 1.6 billion and 2.2 billion people,
respectively. Moreover, if the current growth in per capita consumption of water
continues, around two thirds of the world population would face moderate or severe
water scarcity.

Unsurprisingly, per capita consumption of water is unevenly distributed across
the world’s regions and between urban and rural areas. Indeed, there is an inverse
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correlation between water consumption and income on one side, and population
growth on the other. High income countries have high water consumption and low
population growth. The opposite applies to the less developed poor nations (United
Natcions, 2005).

This kind of relationship is directly influenced by the patterns of urbanisation
and spatial distribution of the population, but there are other less evident factors
related to urbanisation and migration. For instance, demographic changes in size and
age compositions as well as in urban or rural distribution impact water consumption
within households. Even the decrease in the mean number of people by household
could imply in a greater number of households in a given region. Moreover, a growing
population and changes in the mean household size certainly affect the demand for
food and the consumption of water for agricultural purposes. An improvement in the
efficiency of water consumption can mitigare the problem, but the rural population
may suffer from scarcity of water for their subsistence. In this sense, the provision
of services in remote and sparsely populated areas must be addressed taking into
account the trends in the spatial distribution of the population.

Whether the urbanisation process underlies the previous targets, the trends
of the urban population growth are forcibly embodied in the Targer 11 and its
indicators. As The challenge of slums: Global Report on Human Settlements 2003
by UN Habitat informs, the total number of slum dwellers was around 924 million
people in 2001, which corresponds to 32% of the world’s total urban population.
These figures are even more striking when one considers the status of the world’s
regions. In developing regions, 43% of the urban population are slum dwellers and
this number reaches 78.2% of the urban population living in less developed regions.

According to the UN Habirar report:

“C..) slums are a manifestation of the two main challenges facing human
settlements development ar the beginning of the new millennium: rapid
urbanisation and the urbanisation of poverty. Slum areas have the highest
concentrations of poor peaple and the worst shelter and physical environmental

conditions.” (UN Habitat, 2003)

In 2001, the LAC region had about 75.8% of the total population living in urban
centres, a figure much higher than the developing regions as a whole (40.9%) and even
higher than the developed region (75.5%). In contrast, the percentage of the LAC
population living in slums (31.9%) is lower as compared to the figure for the developing
region as a whole (43%t). To be sure, Latin America is placed in an intermediate
position in the global distribution of slums dwellers (Table 6). However, in absolute
numbers LAC still has 128 million people residing in slum areas (Figure 2).





http://www.unhabitat.org/programmes/guo/documents/-Table4.pdf
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One of the most notable demographic shifts of the last two decades is the decline in
migration rates in Latin America, especially rural-urban migration (Busso, 2006).
Consequences for urban growth and potential for improving quality of life will be
important to consider in the short-term fucure. On the other hand, the predominant
focus on rural-urban migration often hampers the correct appreciation of rural-rural
migration, which in many countries is the predominant form of spatial mobilicy
(Bilsborrow, 2002). Due to its high level of urbanisation, this is less true in the LAC
region than elsewhere, but the fact remains that in some Latin American countries,
such as Guatemala (IARNA/URL/IIA, 2006), rural-rural migration continues to be

important or even predominant.

In theory, migration affects both the areas of origin and destination, but research
on its effects in the areas of origin, where it might, for instance, alleviate population
pressure or, to the contrary, disrupt the existing social structure, are extremely scarce.
Preston (1998) suggests, for instance, that in the Camacho Valley of Bolivia out-
migration led to less intensive grazing and improvement of the environment. But in
the Peruvian Andes, Collins (1986) found that out-migration led to a depletion of
the labour force which made it difficult to maintain mountain terraces and thereby
aggravated soil erosion. In practice, the research focus has been on the effects of
migration in the receiving areas and particularly on the deforestation resulting from
migrant settlement in forested areas.

Analysing the factors causing deforestation in the tropics, Geist and Lambin
looked at 152 case studies, identifying whart they called regional scale, proximate,
and underlying drivers such as road construction, natural resource extraction,
agricultural colonisation, commercial agriculture, growth of urban markets, and
government policies. A number of studies that the authors examined identify single
primary causes of tropical deforestation, mainly shifting cultivation and population
growth. Various other analysis, on the other hand, associate deforestation with
multiple causal factors, revealing no clear distinct pattern.

In their framework, Geist and Lambin conceptualised proximate cause as:

“Human activities or immediate actions at the local level, such as agricultural
expansion, that originate from intended land use and directly impact forest
cover. Underlying drivers forces are fundamental social process, such as human
population dynamics or agricultural policies, that underpin the proximate
causes and either operate at the local level or have an indirect impact from the
national or global level.” (Geist & Lambin, 2002: 143)

As a generalisation, the authors argue that the most important causal factors for
deforestation at the underlying level are the economy, institutions, national policies
and remote influences driving agricultural, wood extraction, and infrastructure
expansion, at the proximarte level.
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Bilsborrow (2002) raises the question how a declining rural population can
affect the rural environment. One possible consequence of low densities is rural-
rural migration. In other words, rural population leaves areas with a scarce supply
of exploitable land to seek land elsewhere and poor people migrate to the frontiers
in search of land. In fact, three-quarters of the 20% poorest live on marginal land
in Latin America. This endeavour is facilitated by road construction, often driven
by multinational corporations in need of access to resources demanded by the

global marker.

“Once the poor have degraded lands in on area, they often migrate to other
marginal areas (such as tropical rainforest or semi-arid aveas) and deforest
and degrade those areas, creating a cumulative causation’ circle linking rural
poverty, deforestation, and land degradation.” (Bilsborrow, 2002: 76)

An additional problem is that the migration linked to deforestation can lead to
microclimate changes in rural areas of South America — even in the Amazon Basin,
implying in the reduction of agricultural potential,

Although the complex connections of migration and environment degradation
have particularities in each country of Latin America, the Brazilian case is illustrative
of some broader patterns. The occupation of the Brazilian Amazon began in the
1960s, when the national policies promoted a west- and northward expansion of
the economy. At that time, the country had high rates of population growth and
industrialisation was gaining momentum. The aim was to integrate the Amazon
region with the more developed areas, to provide access to land for a vast contingent
of landless peasants, and uphold the Brazilian presence in border areas.

The State of Ronddnia in the Northern region increasingly attracted people due
to several government-sponsored programmes offering free land and tax incentives for
cattle. Many obstacles such as transportation difficulties to marker the production,
poor soils, lack of land titles or long delays in getting titles, and lack of credir for the
small ranchers undermined the agricultural productivity in the Amazon frontier. As
a consequence, the settlers sold out their holdings or abandoned them, seeking new
ones in the rainforest to begin the clearing process again, or wenrt away to the larger
cities of the region. As a result, the larger farmers bought the small farmers’ lands
or even forcefully removed them, reinforcing the inequalities of land distribution

(Bilsborrow, 2002).

The Brazilian case is important in illustrating that even in a context of low rural
growth rate the rural-rural migration can stimulate deforestation. As Bilsborrow
(2002: 82) points out, it is through migration that natural increase propagares from
one ecosystem to the next:
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“While increasing rural population pressures cannot be considered a major
proximate cause of recent deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon (since the rural
population of the Amazon, as well as in Brazil as a whole, bas been declining),
this agnostic view disregard the effects of high fertility and population growth
in areas of origin of many of the migrants settlers to the Amazon.”

The high income and land inequalities and the relatively high fertility in Northeast
Brazil was a good example of pressures on the land in the recent past. However,
high population growth in Northeast no longer can be considered the main
determinant of migration to the Amazon Basin since fertility has rapidly declined
and migration to large urban areas in the Southeastern region has attracted the
majority of Northeastern migrants. In addition, the replacement of farms by large,
mechanised soybean plantations and in the changes in agriculeural technologies, as
well as misguided government policies subsidising cattle ranching up to the 1990s
also had an important role in this process.

Similar processes of migration to the rainforest frontier have been documented
in other countries of Latin America, like Guatemala, Ecuador, Panama, and Cosra
Rica. In Guatemala migration into northern Petén (the last agricultural frontier of
the country) led to the loss of half of the forest between 1950 and 1985 (Leonard,
1987). In this case, the high population growth in areas of origin may have played a
more important role on deforestation than that in Brazil. Moreover, the fragmentation
of agricultural plots has turned the sizes economically unviable and increased
unemployment set off migration flows from rural areas to Guatemala City or Petén.
Road construction and high immigration rates also occurred in Ecuador, where, in
the 1970s, roads were constructed to allow for the exploration of petroleum in the
northern Amazon provinces. As a result of the ensuing migration of landless families
from the densely-populated highlands — partially due to high fertility rates —, the
annual population growth of the Amazon region reached 8% in 1974-1982 and 6%
in 1982-1990. Deforestation, particularly in the Amazon, occurred at an annual rate
of 1.8%, the highest among seven Amazon Basin countries (FAQ, 1997). In a more
recent document, FAO (2001) restates the position of Ecuador as having the highest
rate of deforestation in Latin America.

Heckadon and McKay (1984) and Joly (1989) analyzed the case of Panama
while Schellas (1996) carried our a study in Costa Rica. In Panama, deforestation
took place along new roads, a process that exrended to near the Colombia border,
in the 1990s. In Costa Rica, the population of Sarapiquf grew fourfold berween
1963 and 1983 as a consequence of the migration to the new areas of colonisation
in the tropical forest region with the purpose to plant cash crops or grow cattle.
In this case, the forest cover decreased from 70% to 30%, while pasture increased
from 24% to 57% of the land area. Bilsborrow and Carr (2001) comment that
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the expansion of cartle ranching as well as cotton and sugar cane plantations in
lowland areas in southern Honduras. The government, in an effort to expand
exporting earnings, facilitated large commercial landowners to force smallholders
to migrate to adjacent mountain slopes, which in turn led to increased soil erosion
and flooding downstream.

In all these cases, the underlying driving forces of migration and deforestation
present multiple reinforcing factors related to economic, institutional, technological,
cultural and demographic determinants. Economic and institutional factors have
arisen in the majority of the regions around the world, but demographic factors were
particularly important in Latin America. Specifically, natural population growth is
said to have had little impact as a driver of deforestation. Studies of ecologically fragile
areas show that “there is immense geographical variation in population pressure,
which may bear little relation to population density” (Zaba & Clarke, 1994: 20).
But in-migration of colonising settlers into sparsely populated forest areas appears
to cause a substantial deforestation impact. To be sure, in-migration is part and
parcel of a broader process in which a causal interaction emerges from the road
construction associated with agricultural expansion or wood extraction, frequently
driven by policy and institutional factors, besides economic and cultural factors:

“In-migration and, to a much lesser degree, natural population growth drive
the expansion of cropped land and pasture in 47% of the cases in Africa and
Latin America (22% in Asia), concomitantly with other underlying drivers. ..
Expansion of pastures emerges exclusively from mainland South American cases,
in association with praocesses of both planned colonisation and spontaneous
settlement by colonist agriculturalists.” (Geist & Lambin, 2002: 149)

The effect may be particularly harmful in the case of frontier areas. Pfaff (1999),
in his county level study of the Brazilian Amazon region between 1978 and 1988,
concluded that migration into “empty counties” had significantly more impact on
the environment than the same absolute population increase in previously occupied
areas. Similarly, Cruz (1999), in her study of Costa Rica, attributed a major negative
influence to the migration of landless peasants to agricultural frontier areas.

The association berween migration trends and policies makes the attainment of
MDG 7 more difficult and the complexities of this relationship must be understood
in a broader sense. According to Bremner and Bilsborrow (2005: 6),

“If migration to the frontier and associated agricultural colonisation is ofen
a major proximate cause of forest clearing, then the ultimate or underlying
drivers of deforestation are those factors that lead to that migration. Included
among these drivers is the development paradigm characterizing the tropical
forest biomes as extractive sectors (e.g. petroleum, mining, or lumber). But the
migrants must come from somewbhere, and are influenced by various factors
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Incorporation into the destination community plays a role in each of these.
If a migrant is incorporated into the community, he/she can rely on community
members to satisfy the immediate, short-term needs of survival, so that his/her
actions may not be as detrimental on the environment if they have supporrt to invest
in longer-term outcomes. Poor migrants may be able to rely more on the community
for short-term help instead of making unsustainable decisions that endanger the
natural environment. More integrated migrants also have more access to appropriate
technology and local knowledge of the community’s resources. Finally, migrants that
are integrated into a community (for example, through marriage) may be under
sacial pressure to comply with local rules and regulations such as common property
regimes and make fewer risky decisions. For example, dynamite fishing may satisfy
immediate needs and supply many fish, but the individual may risk being scorned
by the community for the lack of regard for long-term sustainability of the reef and
thus avoid such actions. But the face that the “social connectedness”™ of small farmers
may be related to their migratory status is not universally acknowledged. Pretry and
Ward (2001), for instance, in their extensive literature review on social capital and
environmental management insticutions, do not mention it as a factor that may
interfere in the ease with which such institutions can be formed.

Turning toward the issue of urbanisation, Bremner and Bilsborrow (2005: 6)
point out that, despite the fact that rural population densities are declining as a
consequence of rural-urban migration, there are connections between urban and

rural population and environment dynamics that do not necessarily favour the
rural environment:

‘A major additional unanswered question is how urbanisation (the increasing
proportion of the population living in urban areas) forecast for developing
countries (UN, 2004) will affect forest cover and resource use. An inverse
relationship between urbanisation and forest cover loss can be postulated based
on the experience of the world's developed countries (FAO, 2000). While existing
LULCC research discusses the importance of the local context on deforestation
(Geist and Lambin, 2002), it provides little guidance for gauging the effects
of future urbanisation on forest cover in the developing world.”

If Target 9 must consider the urbanisation process as a whole, this process is
fundamental to the Targets 10 and 11, as discussed before. Moreover, even the
indicators 27 and 28 of targer 9 are implicitly related to rural-urban migration or
movements from small towns to larger cities since these movements tend to increase
the demand for energy (Bremner & Bilsborrow, 2005).

Considering that the LAC region has one of the highest percentages of urban
population of the less developed regions, the achievement of Target 10 will probably
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be facilitated by either the process of rural-urban migration, or by the movement
from small towns to large urban centres. According to The Millennium Task Force
for Water and Sanitation, 22% of the 2.6 billion people who do not have access to
basic sanitation live in urban areas. With respect to the water supply, 15% out of
one billion people without access to improved water supply live in urban areas. In
other words, the majority of people facing some kind of water and sanitation stress
do not live in urban areas. In effect, preliminary findings of the analysis of 43 low
and middle-income nations already available in UN Habitat (2006) indicate that
the provision of water and sanitation is of inferior quality in small urban centres,
especially those with less than 100,000 inhabitants.

In this regard, the strong contrasts of urbanisation and spatial distribution of
the population in the LAC region must be taken into. According to UN Population
Division’s estimates and projections (2004), the percentage of people living in urban
areas in 2003 and 2030 are, respectively 64% and 73% for the Caribbean, 69% and
78% for Central America, and 81% and 89% for South America.

The global trend of increasing urban settlements with less than 500,000
inhabitants hides the fact that some countries, particularly in the Caribbean, have
more than a half of the populatien living in a single city, i.e. 12 out of the 24 cities
in the Caribbean, Panama in Central America, and the Falkland Islands (Malvinas),
and Guyana in South America. Generally speaking, the smaller the territory, the
greater the concentration. Because of that, most of the large countries still have and
will keep having great proportions of the population living in smaller cities instead
in mega-cities. To a great extent, this demographic shift will be consequence of
migration. Where this process tends to be significant, migration will affect necessary
strategies, as providing clean piped water and adequate sanitation, a task often too
costly for small local communities. So, an additional challenge will be the assessment
of the living condition in an urbanisation process more geographically dispersed,
especially characterised by the presence of recent migrants.

UN projections indicate that three quarters of urban growth until 2030 will
take place not only in cities of under 500,000 inhabitants, bur also in cities with
populations between 1 to 5 million people. Migration flows will certainly feed those
growing areas. In more than half of the 29 case studies of cities throughout many
parts of the less developed regions covered in The Challenge of Slums: Global Report
on Human Settlements 2003 (UN Habitat, 2003), slum formation is expected to
continue, including in Latin America. The lack of information makes it difficult to
find detailed information on trends of slum formation in the LAC region, but the
case studies sought to provide a wide geographical representation as well as large
range of city sizes.
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removal, particularly in attractive areas to speculative building during mid 1960s;
and the subsequent legislative restrictions imposed on the building sector associated
with lack of finance resources towards housing investments. According to Xavier and
Magalhies (2003), berween 1930 and 1964, a serious economic crisis, speculative
growth of urban lands, a lack of an urban development policy, and the expansion of
mass transport forced low-income people to move to plots far away from their jobs.
The only available choice for migrants was periphery land with no infrastructure
whatsoever. During the 1950s the lack of housing became critical and the favelas
grew enormously. The population living in such areas reached almost 170,000
inhabitants. The next decade was marked by the prevalence of a slum removal
policy, but the number of favela residents had grown to 335,000. Escimates for the
early 2000s indicate the existence of 348 illegal subdivisions in the city with 40,000
households and 160,000 inhabitants (Xavier & Magalhies, 2003).

Ar present, the core cities of large Metropolitan Areas are suffering a decrease
in the demographic growth rates and no longer attract migrants as before. In fact,
the 1990s was a period characterised by the increased importance of metropolitan
peripheries — mainly in the Southeast Brazil — and medium sized cities as destinations
of migration flows. For the most part, the features pointed out by Xavier and
Magalhdes (2003) for Rio de Janeiro, such as decreasing population growth, increase
in the proportion of elderly population, and a significant predominance of women,
could be generalised to other large urban places in Brazil.

Locational factors are often overlooked in dealing with this issue of stum
settlements. Perlman (2004), for example, estimates that 20-40% of the slum
dwellers of Rio de Janeiro would be able to pay for formal housing, but instead prefer
to live in the slums due to their greater proximity to services and job opportuniries.
Even when facing joblessness, squalor, overcrowding, environmental hazards, and
diseases, most squatter and slum residents are better off than the rural poor on the
grounds that their access to public services faces fewer obstacles. Slum populations
may even experience considerable social and economic mobility. In a follow-up of
her early 1970s study on some favelas of Rio de Janeiro, Perlman found that 30 years
later about two thirds of the inhabitants that she could locate had moved either to
formal housing projects or to regular neighbourhoods.

Unlike Brazil and Mexico, migration constitutes the core of urbanisation in
Ecuador. In reality, the Ecuadorian urbanisation process is more recent if compared
with other Latin American countries. It has been said thar the Ecuadorian society is
not having much success to conceive and implement instruments to manage social
and economic development in order to provide jobs, housing, basic services and
infrastructure. As Carrién and Vdsconez (2003: 3) put it, “Ecuador is undergoing
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a sustained urbanisation process within a national context of state modernisation,
decentralisation, and privatisation.” As part of this context, a low rate of population
growth in rura] areas (0.7% in the period 1982-1990) is explained by migration
to urban areas. Despite the decline of natural increase, Quito and Guayaquil kept
growing at an average rate of 3.7% in the period 1982-1990 and their population
doubled between 1974 and 1990. Contrary to the cases of larger cities of Mexico
and Brazil, the phenomenon of low-income neighbourhoods in Quito is recent since
it started in mid-seventies as result of massive immigration. The authors inform that
this process was consolidated during the 1990s. It is known that in 1992 almost
173,000 inhabitants of Quito lived in slums. Despite some degree of disorganisation
generated by the informal settlements of Quito, these places:

“(...) have contributed to solving the problem of overcrowding and the lack of
housing in low-income areas, especially when considering that the popular housing
solution proposed by housing authorities have not involved the underprivileged
classes. Urbanisation, as well as the gradual construction of houses, are, at the
moment, the real alternative to the economic crisis facing the country and
affecting the low-income sectors.” (Carrion & Visconez, 2003: 12)

Different from Ecuador, the urban concentration in Peru is impressive and
since 1993 Lima became was 10 times larger (6,345,856) than the second Peruvian
city in population and economic importance, Arequipa (629,064). As in almost all
Latin American countries, there is more than one type of popular housing in Lima
and various subtypes. This is one of the few cities in Peru presenting important slum
zones, bur lack of data also applies here. According to (Riofrio, 2003: 4), “there
are no definite figures on the number of slums in Lima, bur it can be estimated
that berween 20 and 30% of the population lives not just in tenements in poor
conditions, but in deteriorated areas with tenements in poor conditions.” The
kind of new low-income settlements where people reside first, before constructing
and installing services, “have concentrated the bulk of the low-income immigrant
population who began to arrive in the 1950s. At present, they house low-income
families born in the same settlements or in other parts of the city” (Riofrio, 2003:
4). In other words, migration no longer appears to be an important driving force of
the slum formation in Peru.

Guatemala has 2 major poverty problem, and it is estimated that 60% of the
population of the Metropolitan Area is poor. Although there is no official classification
of the country’s low-income settlements, the precarious areas of Guatemala City were
estimated to be 232 settlements in 1991, residence of more than 700,000 people.
Unlike Mexico City, the slums, understood as all settlements of greater or medium
precariousness, have a clear socio-spatial segregation. Cerezo (2003: 8) informs that,
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link between causes and effects. Indeed, analysis of several studies show different
combinations of proximate causes and underlying driving forces in varying
geographical and historical contexts. The observed causal factors challenge the view
of the population growth as the main responsible for deforestation. Latin America
distinguishes itself from the other developing regions due to its agriculeural expansion
and in-migration of colonising settlers causing deforestation through increasing
population density. However, the analysis reveal that public and individual decisions
respond to national and global economic opportunities and/or policies, frequently

mediated by local-scale institutional factors. An important conclusion of Geist and
Lambin (2002: 150) needs to be taken into account:

As a major implication, case study—based evidence reveals that no universal
policy for controlling tropical deforestation can be conceived. Rather, a detailed
understanding of the complex set of proximate causes and underlying driving

forces affecting forest cover changes in a given location is required prior to any
policy intervention.”

At any rate, plans for further expanding road networks and agricultural production
in agricultural frontiers tend to encourage additional migration. Unfortunately,
this reality will mostly likely hinder progress towards the achievement of Target 9.
Moreover, tropical forests are the world’s most diverse biological lands and the future
loss of forest cover will also obstruct the conservation of biodiversiry.

As migrants must start their relocations from somewhere, the factors that trigger
migration are the ultimate drivers of deforestation due to this cause and thus it will be
essential to understand the roots of rural-urban migration. According the Chapter IX
of the ICPD PoA, a fundamental challenge is to reduce the role of the various push
factors as they relate to migration Aows. One such push factor, especially regarding
large countries of Latin America, is the fact that a considerable part of internal
migrants are poor rural or small cities inhabitants compelled to move away. Hence,
rural and urban settings need to share a more equitable economic development. One
possible way to meet this goal is encouraging development in rural areas through
sustainable agricultural practices, better environmental management, and policies to
ensure the absorption of the rural families.

The role of population change in the indicator for CO_ emission is not
direct because it deals with a per capita measure, bur the indictor of energy use
per unit of GDP does not set aside the role of rural-urban migration. In this case,
the attainment of target 9 will be more difficult inasmuch as the consumption of
energy in urban areas is much higher when compared to rural areas. Of course, the
effects of migration and spatial redistribution of population on energy use per unit
of GDP will vary between countries, depending on the adoption (or not) of policies
intending to improve the efficiency of energy use and consumption, as stressed by
Bremner and Bilsborrow (2005).



Migration and the Millennium Development Goals: Latin America and the Caribbean 83

Urbanisarion figures and UN demographic projections indicate the high
proportion of Latin-American inhabitants living in urban areas and the increase
of this proportion over time. However, as the UN Habitat report recognises, small
to medium ciry sizes tend to increase their sharing in urban population. Given its
physical extension, its heterogeneity in terms of population size, and its different
urban networks, it may be inappropriate to approach LAC as 2 whole using a single
rural-urban framework.

In this new global scenario, migration will certainly take place in both small
and large cities, implying in challenges of different nature and therefore in different
strategies to cope with them. According to the UN Habitat (2006), most of the
small urban centres' are facing rapid unplanned growth in a context of an inferior
and often non-existent basic infrastructure. At the same time, they serve as market
centres for their rural hinterland, strengthen rural-urban linkages and contribute to
national economic development. The report also states that urban centres of this size
are frequently locared ar trading routes, experiencing large population influx during
the day. This event makes the provision of basic urban services even more difficult
and pressures local authorities. In this sense, even small centres with well-covered
water and sanitation systems often present high levels of inequality. To some extent,
the aid assistance to the small urban centres has been overlooked. Small cities are in
disadvantage compared to larger urban centres and rural areas. The former is more
likely to receive loans for investment and the later is more likely to benefit from
grancs. To make matters worse, the cost of water delivery to individual household in
small towns tends to be prohibirtive.

Because of that, the UN Habitat report encourages pragmatic local response
to improve economies of scale through public/private partnerships and community
participation which can help reduce the cost of supply and increase the possibility of
cost recovery. The report recommends two solutions, one of them being an example
taken from South America cities — La Paz (Bolivia), Buenos Aires (Argentina), and
some smaller urban centres of Brazil and Peru. The recommendation considered
“condominial water supply systems” as a practice of sustainable solution for making
the delivery of water feasible. The system involves the participation of residents who
defray the costs of purchasing materials for connecting water into individual blocks
and households. Parauapebas in Brazil has been taken as a best pracrice. In sum,
the report states that the competence and capacity of local government to stimulate
support is an essential condition to accomplish this objective.

Migration to large urban centres could alleviate the problems of access to safe
water and sanitation faced by rural and small city residents. Bur it is essential to

1 For the UN Habitat's report, “small urban centers” have less than half a million inhahitants.
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take into consideration the expected proportion of slum population in the future.
Despite the fact that target 11 sets a specific minimum number of slum dwellers to
be reach by 2020, the amount of inhabirants living in such places will increase to
near 1 billion (United Nations, 2005) and the achievement of Target 10 necessarily
means providing a better standard of living for people living in slums. In this sense,

not only target 10, but also other MDGs are connected to the Target 11. The only
indicator specific of Target 11 is tenure security.

Tenuresecurity is sine qua non for the slum dwellers to improve their surroundings.
Access to other economic and social opportunities, such as credit, public services,

and livelihood opportunities will continue to be jeopardised without it. According
to UN Habitat (2006):

“Study after study confirms that, in slums where residents enjoy secure
tenure to land and housing — whether formal or informal — community-

led slum improvement initiatives are much more likely to be undertaken
and, in fact, succeed.” '

It is fully recognised thar the rapidity and size of the population flow to large Latin
American cities intensifies slum formatton, imposing serious constraints to ciry
planning and management in order to adequately cope with the massive population
influx. In addition, the current demographic shift and the new spatial redistribution
of the urban poor is a key factor for urban planning.

As Martine (2005: 1) mentions, precarious land tenure can be imputed to “the
failure to plan ahead, and the unwillingness to accept inevitable immigration and
growth in cities.” As consequence, the costs to provide slum dwellers with minimal
servicesand to reduce negative ecological impactsrise. Despite the necessary traditional
approach of concentrating efforts on the improvement of housing, infrastructure
and physical environmental conditions, these are only remedial actions. It is said
that it would be more efficient to supply slum dwellers with the urgent needs before
the consummated fact (Martine, 2005).

Finally, the UN Habirat report recommends a more comprehensive approach
to deal with the slum issue. In a broader sense, future policies must include the
question of urban poverty and employment opportunities, moving beyond the
physical dimension. In other words, the MDG 7 should be treated jointly with
other MDGs since it involves a wide range of aspects such as employment, income

generation, housing, food, health, education and access to basic urban infrastructure
and services (UN Habitar, 2000).

% Quoted from a UN Habitat background paper available at http://www.unhabitat.org/downloads/docs /Press_SG_visit_
Kibera07/5G%2013.pdf.
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