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We analyze class structures in Latin America from a sociological perspective, defining social
classes as labor market positions. We propose an adaptation of the Erikson-Goldthorpe-
Portocarero (EGP) class schema, which has become a standard in advanced industrialized
countries but presents some limitations in accounting for labor relations in Latin America. Then,
we use recent survey data for nine Latin American countries to delineate a map of current class
structures and explore the association between social class and social/economic conditions. Our
results indicate that class structures differ significantly not only between Latin America and
advanced industrialized nations but also among Latin American countries. There is also a close
association between class membership and socioeconomic conditions, including social protection
and the risk of poverty. These results suggest that a sociological approach to social class is still
pertinent to understanding the relationships among productive structures, labor markets, and
living conditions in Latin America.

En este trabajo analizamos las estructuras de clase en América Latina (AL) desde una perspectiva
sociolégica, que define las clases sociales como posiciones en el mercado de trabajo. Proponemos
adaptar el esquema de Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero (EGP), que es de uso generalizado en
paises de industrializacién temprana, pero tiene algunas limitaciones para dar cuenta de las
relaciones de trabajo en AL. Luego, usamos datos recientes de encuestas de nueve paises de AL
para delinear un mapa de las estructuras de clase y explorar la asociacién entre la pertenencia
de clase y las condiciones sociales y econémicas. Nuestros resultados indican que las estructuras
de clase no sélo difieren significativamente entre AL y los paises de industrializacién temprana,
sino también entre paises latinoamericanos. Existe ademds una asociacién estrecha entre la
pertenencia de clase y las condiciones sociales y econdmicas, entre ellas la protecciéon social y
el riesgo de pobreza. Esto sugiere que una mirada sociolégica a las clases sociales es todavia
pertinente para entender las relaciones entre las estructuras productivas, los mercados de
trabajo y las condiciones de vida en AL.

Sociological research on class stratification and mobility has reemerged in Latin America. After an initial
boom in the 1960s and 1970s (Germani 1963; Labbens and Solari 1961; Raczynski 1972; Balan, Browning,
and Jelin 1977; Mufioz and Oliveira 1973; Pastore 1979), followed by few developments during the 1980s
and 1990s, several studies have been published in recent years (Scalon 1999; Pastore and Do Valle Silva
2000; Leén and Martinez 2001; Benavides 2002; Torche and Wormald 2004; Torche 2005; Solis 2005;
Cortés and Escobar 2005; Espinoza 2006; Jorrat 2000, 2008; Costa Ribeiro 2007; Boado 2008; Torche
2014; Solis and Boado 2016). These studies have increased our understanding of class structures and
intergenerational class mobility patterns in the region.

Parallel to sociological research, economists have also developed a new interest in social class and social
mobility (Behrman et al. 2001; Gaviria and Dahan 2001; Ferreira et al. 2012; Lopez-Calva and Ortiz-Juarez
2014). There is an obvious overlap in research topics between sociological and economic studies. However,
integration and cross-disciplinary efforts are scarce. This is explained in part by disciplinary differences in
the theoretical approach to social class and mobility (Grusky and Kanbur 2006). Most sociological studies
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adopt a structural approach and define social classes as groups of similar occupational positions in the
labor market, under the assumption that these positions regulate access to unequal “reward packages” in
a multidimensional space of resources or “social rewards” (e.g., income, social protection, power, prestige)
(Wright 1997; Grusky 1994; Torche 2006). From this perspective, occupational mobility is interpreted as social
mobility. In contrast, economic studies define social classes as statistical strata in a distribution of income,
wealth, or other economic resources, or alternatively on the basis of patterns and levels of consumption. In
the economic approach, social mobility takes place when individuals or families experience changes in their
position in this distribution, across either a continuous scale or predefined thresholds that mark the limits
between strata (i.e., mobility from “poverty” to “the middle class”) (Fields and Ok 1996).

The sociological approach to social class highlights the role of occupational positions as institutionalized
entities that mediate between individuals and social rewards.! These structural foundations are obscured in
the economic approach, which focuses directly on the position of individuals or families in the distribution
of income, wealth, or other economic resources. On the other hand, a defining trait of the sociological
approach is that the association between class membership and living conditions is probabilistic, not
deterministic. Given that sociological classes are defined in the space of labor market positions, the extent
of this association depends on the correlation between these positions and distributional inequalities, a
correlation that is assumed by sociologists but not often empirically analyzed (Grusky and Kanbur 2006),
particularly in Latin America (Solis and Boado 2016).> Members of the same “sociological” class may be
located in different regions of the distribution of income or other economic resources and therefore belong
to different economic strata. This characteristic is problematic for economists, who are mainly interested on
directly describing inequalities in economic conditions, and therefore view the sociological approach as an
inefficient method to characterize such inequalities.

In summary, sociological class analysis emphasizes the structural foundations of social positions but
offers only an indirect approach to distributional inequalities. Consequently, the utility of class analysis
in studies of inequality depends on the strength of the empirical association between class membership
and the distribution of resources, both economic and not economic. The goal of this article is precisely to
demonstrate that a sociological approach to social class in Latin America not only is relevant to characterize
labor market positions and identify national similarities and differences in class structures but also
contributes to understand social and economic inequalities.

To achieve this, a first step is to discuss the concept of social class and its empirical implementation in the
Latin American context. In advanced industrialized societies, the Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero (EGP) class
schema (Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1979; Goldthorpe et al. 1982; Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992)
has become a standard among sociologists working in the field of social stratification and mobility. This
schema was developed initially for European countries but has been extensively used in other regions of the
world, including Latin America. Even when labor conditions in European labor markets have deteriorated
in recent decades, particularly among youth (Breman and Linden 2014; Blossfeld 2008), and some Latin
American countries experienced an improvement in labor conditions during the 2000s (Weller 2014), the
gaps between these two regions in terms of the heterogeneity of productive structures and the segmentation
of labor markets is still significant. Therefore, an important question is whether a class schema such as EGP
is appropriate to depict the specific features of Latin American class structures.

In the next section we briefly describe the EGP schema and discuss its main limitations to characterize
occupational positions in Latin America. This leads us to propose an adapted version of the EGP schema
that attempts to solve these shortcomings. We use this adapted schema to conduct an empirical description
of class structures and the association between social class and social conditions in nine Latin American
countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Uruguay), including
selected markers of social protection and monetary income.

The EGP Class Schema in Latin America: Limitations and Proposed
Adaptations

The EGP class schema was designed to analyze the process of class formation through social mobility in
Western European countries (Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1979; Goldthorpe et al. 1982; Erikson
and Goldthorpe 1992). The theoretical approach was, according to its creators, “in its inspiration rather

! This emphasis is illustrated by an early passage of Schumpeter (1955, 126) on social class and mobility: “Each class resembles a
hotel or an omnibus, always full, but always of different people.”

2 However, see Savage et al. (2013), Wodtke (2016), and Rose and Harrison (2014) for examples of recent studies that confirm the
persistence of important distributional inequalities by social class in advanced industrialized nations.
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eclectic ... drawn on ideas, whatever their source, that appeared to [be] helpful in forming class categories
capable of displaying the salient features of mobility among the populations of modern industrial
societies—and within the limits set by the (available) data” (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992, 35). In this
sense, even when the influence of Marx and Weber is directly acknowledged by the authors, the resulting
scheme should not be considered as a theoretical exercise but as an “instrument de travail” (Erikson and
Goldthorpe 1992, 46), a tool for empirical research.

The point of departure is the distinction of three major class positions: (1) employers, or those who hire
the labor of others; (2) self-employed without employees, or independent workers who neither buy the
labor of others nor sell their own; and (3) employees, or those who sell their labor to employers. In addition
to this primary division, a second major distinction is introduced among employees, between those who
are engaged in labor contract or service labor relations. This separation captures the differentiation in
labor relations among salaried workers in modern capitalism noted by sociologists such as Renner and
Dahrendorf, between the traditional working class, composed of manual workers with labor contracts
based on a short-term exchange of money for labor under conditions of direct supervision, and a service
class, composed fundamentally of managerial and supervisory staff and professionals who are engaged in
longer-term salaried relationships and often possess a higher degree of autonomy, some extent of delegated
authority, and specialized skills.

Two characteristics of the EGP schema are particularly important for our discussion. First, the key principle
of classification is the type of labor relationship. To be clear, the schema uses other characteristics (i.e.,
distinctions between manual and nonmanual or skilled and unskilled workers), but these distinctions are
either a proxy of predominant labor relationships in certain groups of occupations or a source of secondary
distinctions. Second, even when the EGP scheme was inspired on theoretical ideas, it was mainly guided
by contextual and practical considerations in two major respects: an evaluation of the predominant labor
relations in advanced capitalist societies and a series of empirical criteria of classification based on an “ideal-
typical” association between labor relationships and groups of occupations.

We acknowledge that labor relations must be the principal criterion for elaborating a class schema, but
we argue that labor relations are more heterogeneous in Latin America than in advanced industrialized
nations, and therefore the “ideal-typical” association between labor relationships and occupations described
by Goldthorpe and colleagues for these countries does not hold in Latin America for certain groups of
occupations.

Latin American Labor Markets, Limitations of the EGP Schema, and Proposed
Adaptations

Several studies in Latin America have adopted the EGP schema (Torche 2005; Costa Ribeiro 2007; Espinoza,
Barozet, and Méndez 2013; Solis and Boado 2016).? The use of this schema has been crucial to introduce
the “Latin American case” to the academic discussion on intergenerational class mobility taking place
in advanced industrialized nations. However, advances in comparability might have come at a high
price because this schema fails to adequately capture three important sources of heterogeneity in Latin
American labor markets: the distinction between formal and informal salaried workers, the heterogeneous
job conditions among self-employed workers, and the conformation of a separate class integrated by
economic and bureaucratic elites.

The distinction between formal and informal salaried workers derives from the important role of the
informal sector in the structuration of labor relations in Latin America. There are two predominant
perspectives of the informal sector (Portes and Schauffler 1993; Cortés 2000; Gasparini and Tornarolli 2009):
the structuralist or productive perspective and the regulationist perspective. The structuralist perspective
focuses on the heterogeneity in productivity levels among firms and defines informal workers as those in
low-productivity firms (Tokman 1992, 1995). This structural heterogeneity was initially described by Latin
American economists and structural sociologists such as Prebisch, Furtado, and Pinto (Di Filippo y Jadue
1976; Feito Alonso 1995; Pinto 1973) as a situation in which two economic sectors coexist, one with high
productivity, closer to that of advanced industrialized nations but unable to absorb the complete labor force,
and the other in which productivity levels are much lower and subsistence economic activities prevail. The
regulationist perspective emphasizes labor conditions and defines informal jobs as those that are not legally
or formally regulated and therefore do not offer job protection and benefits (Portes et al. 1989).

3 It must be noted, however, that most of these studies have used the seven-class version and not the more detailed ten- or eleven-
class version of the EGP scheme.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America 857

In this article, we adopt the structuralist perspective because we are interested on highlighting the effects
of Latin America's heterogeneity of productive units on class formation and labor conditions, including the
regulation of labor. Employers in the high-productivity or “formal” sector have incentives to offer relatively
better wages and labor conditions, to retain the more productive labor force, reduce conflict, increase skills
and, through these actions, increase productivity (Weller 2000, 33). In contrast, in the low-productivity or
“informal” sector, labor relations are not guided by productivity demands or an interest to retain skilled or
experienced workers but by supply factors and survival strategies. Labor relations are often embedded in
kinship, friendship, or acquaintance ties, and salaries, job benefits, and job security tend to be significantly
lower than in the formal sector.

Thus, we conceive the heterogeneity of productive units as a determinant of heterogeneous labor relations
and distributional outcomes, including the regulation of contracts, access to social security, and inequality in
wages (Chavez Molina and Sacco 2015). This association would be concealed if we adopted the regulationist
perspective, because indicators of labor regulation (e.g., a written labor contract, access to social security)
would be considered as a defining feature of class membership, not as a consequence of it.

The diversity in labor relations associated with structural heterogeneity is not captured by the original
EGP scheme. Among salaried workers, the EGP scheme considers only the distinction between “service” and
“labor contract” relations. We propose including an additional distinction between workers in formal and
informal firms. This distinction is particularly relevant for manual salaried workers, but it also applies to
routine nonmanual workers, and specifically to sales employees, where heterogeneity in productive units
and labor conditions is higher (Cortés and Cuéllar 1990).*

A second characteristic of Latin American labor markets is the heterogeneity in labor conditions among
self-employed workers. The EGP scheme divides self-employed workers in three groups: first, the class of
agricultural self-employed workers (IVc), a category originally devised to include independent farmers with
relatively high productivity levels in advanced industrialized nations, but in most Latin American countries
mainly comprises peasants in subsistence farming or with very low productivity levels. Second, independent
professionals, who are engaged in freelance service labor relations and therefore classified in the service
class. Finally, self-employed workers in nonagricultural positions (IVb).

In Latin America, class IVb incorporates a very heterogeneous mix of occupations. It includes specialized
manual workers who offer their services as freelancers, but also unskilled workers in a variety of activities,
such as street sales, food vending, or cleaning services, who are subject to insecure work conditions and often
engage in disguised precarious salaried labor relations. Unskilled self-employed occupations of this kind
have also been linked to the expansion of the informal sector, because they often represent an alternative
to the absence of employment opportunities (or at least well-paid opportunities) in formal firms. We argue
that labor conditions and remunerations are significantly different for skilled and unskilled self-employed
workers, and therefore suggest creating a division within class Vb to account for these differences.

Finally, we propose a third distinction at the top of the EGP class scheme (class I). In advanced industrialized
countries, the expansion and increasing heterogeneity of the higher service class has led some researchers to
suggest a subdivision between large employers and high-level managers, on the one hand, and professionals,
on the other. The arguments for this distinction have been that these two groups are engaged in different
labor relations, are subject to different mobility patterns, and even present contrasting political attitudes
(Giiveli, Need, and De Graaf 2007; Gerber and Hout 2004). This distinction is probably also important in Latin
America, where economic and political elites not only are more privileged in economic and social conditions,
but also separate themselves from professionals in patterns of social reproduction and intergenerational
mobility (Torche 2005; Solis y Boado 2016).

As a result of the previous discussion, we introduce several adaptations to the EGP scheme. These
adaptations are summarized in Table 1. First, we divide manual salaried employees (V+VI and Vlla) into
groups of formal and informal workers. We propose a similar distinction for lower-grade routine nonmanual
employees (I1Ib), a group comprising mostly sales workers. Second, we separate skilled or semiskilled from

4 The distinction between formal and informal workers was considered in previous proposals of class schemas for Latin America
(see, e.g., Portes 1985; Portes and Hoffman 2003; Chavez Molina 2013). However, these efforts were meant to generate ad hoc
classifications. The resulting classifications were incompatible both conceptually and empirically with the EGP scheme. An exception
is the work of Torche (2006), which uses the EGP scheme and evaluates whether it is necessary to incorporate a distinction between
formal and informal workers for the Chilean case, finally ruling out the incorporation of such distinction. Torche's decision is based
on the empirical finding of high mobility between formal and informal positions. Our decision to incorporate the distinction is
based on a different theoretical principle (the significant differences in labor relations and labor conditions among formal and
informal workers). Later, in the empirical section, we validate this decision with data about labor conditions.
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Table 1: Adjustments to the EGP social class schema for Latin America.

Original EGP class Criteria used for adjustment  Proposed subdivisions

a) Subdivision of salaried classes

V+VI. Skilled manual workers Structural heterogeneity Formal skilled manual workers
Informal skilled manual workers

Vlla+VIIb. Unskilled manual workers Structural heterogeneity Formal unskilled manual workers
Informal unskilled manual workers

[1Ib. Routine nonmanual employees, Structural heterogeneity Formal sales workers

lower-grade
Informal sales workers

b) Subdivision among self-employed workers

IVb. Self-employed workers Structural heterogeneity, Skilled self-employed workers
differentiation by skills and

work conditions Unskilled self-employed workers

c) Subdivision of the service class

I. Higher-grade service class Concentration of power and Large employers and higher
wealth managerial positions

Professionals

unskilled and self-employed workers. Finally, at the top of the class structure we distinguish large employers,
high-level managers, and professionals with employees from salaried and self-employed professionals. As we
have discussed, this adaptation creates a separate group for economic and bureaucratic elites.

In Table 2 we present a complete version of the adapted EGP schema. The schema consists of fifteen
groups collapsed into six “macro” classes: the service class, formal routine nonmanual workers, small
employers and independent workers, formal salaried workers, informal salaried and self-employed workers,
and agricultural classes. This schema is compatible either with a ten-class or a seven-class version of the
original EGP schema, thus allowing for comparability with other studies.

Data and Methods

We use data from household surveys conducted by national statistical offices. We defined three requirements
for inclusion of countries in our analysis: the data and documentation were available to the public; the
surveys were conducted in the period 2011-2015; and the surveys included sufficient information to
derive the proposed class scheme as well as selected indicators of social protection and household income.
Our final sample includes nine countries: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua,
Peru, and Uruguay. With the exception of Argentina, all surveys have a national geographic coverage. The
appendix presents the most relevant methodological characteristics of these surveys.

The adapted EGP schema was generated using information on the respondents’ current occupation,
occupational position, and size of the firm. We classified workers in the informal sector using as a proxy the
size of the firm, with a cutoff point of ten workers. This approach is frequent in empirical studies adopting
the productivist approach. Productivity levels cannot be assessed with standard household surveys, and
previous research has shown that there is a direct link between firm size and productivity in Latin America.®

The crossing of this information produced a comparable classification of the working population in each
country according to the schema presented in Table 2. We use this adjusted EGP schema to create a map of
class structures across Latin American countries.

> The privileged socioeconomic condition of political and economic elites is not fully represented in household surveys, because
members of these classes are more difficult to reach and, when they accept to answer questionnaires, tend to underreport their
income and wealth. This must be kept in mind when we empirically analyze the socioeconomic standing of these groups.

The size of the firm was proposed by ILO/PREALC (PREALC 1978) as a proxy of the informal sector in absence of data of other
characteristics of the firm. In relation to the productivity gaps, a study by the Economic Commission for Latin America and the
Caribbean (CEPAL 2010) indicates that the gaps in productivity levels between large and small firms are much higher in Latin
America than in advanced industrialized countries. For example, according to this study (CEPAL 2010, 102), the average productivity
of micro-sized and small firms in Latin America is equivalent to only 12 percent and 28 percent of the productivity of large firms,
respectively; in contrast, in European countries the respective average gaps are only 57 percent and 68 percent.

=
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Table 2: Adapted EGP schema for Latin America.

Original EGP class

Ten-class Seven-class
version version
Service class
Large proprietors (10+), higher-grade administrators, I [+
professionals with employees
Dependent or self-employed professionals I
Lower-grade administrators and professionals, technicians 11
Formal routine nonmanual workers
Routine nonmanual employees, higher grade (administration ME! Illa+b
and commerce)
Routine nonmanual employees, sales in large firms 1lIb
Small employers and independent workers
Small employers with <10 employees IVa IVa+b
Self-employed in skilled and semiskilled occupations IVb
Formal salaried workers
Skilled and semiskilled manual workers in large firms V+VI V+VI
Unskilled manual workers in large firms Vila Vila
Informal salaried and self-employed workers
Sales workers in small firms 11Ib [lla+b
Self-employed in unskilled occupations IVb IVa+b
Skilled and semiskilled manual workers in small firms V+VI V+VI
Unskilled manual workers in small firms Vila Vila
Agricultural classes
Independent workers in agricultural activities IVc IVc
Salaried and family workers in agricultural activities Vilb Viib

We propose to analyze class inequalities across two dimensions: social protection and income. Most
national household surveys collect information in these two dimensions. However, the specific questions
and methods of recollection vary significantly across countries. To maximize the number of countries
included, we restricted our analysis to a limited number of variables and indicators.

In the case of social protection, we focus on three variables: labor contract protection, inclusion in a
retirement pension program, and health insurance coverage. For labor contract protection, we classified
salaried workers according to whether they have a signed labor contract. In the case of retirement pensions,
we identified salaried workers contributing or not to a public or private pension fund.” The third indicator
(access to health insurance) is not restricted to salaried workers, because in several Latin American countries
individuals can have access to public or private health insurance either as a job benefit or through other
means.?

As regards monetary income, we work with the household per capita income. A methodological problem
is that our definition of social class is measured at the individual level, and therefore one household may
include working individuals with different class positions. On the basis of previous research (Solis and Benza
2013; Davies and Elias 2010), we assigned each household a class position according to the following set
of rules: For households with only one working member, we assigned the social class of that member. For

7 Most national surveys restrict their questions on access to pensions to salaried workers, but in some countries (Brazil, Chile, and
Mexico), these questions are asked of all respondents. In these countries we calculated access for all classes.

8 Unfortunately, in most national surveys it is not possible to establish whether pension and health insurance plans were public or
private, so we were unable to make this distinction, which is important to establish the role of the welfare state and the market in
distributional inequalities.
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households with two or more working members, we assigned the class of the member with the highest
monetary income. For households with no working members, we created a separate group of households
with no working members.°

We use the calculations of household income provided by the national statistical offices and included in
the microdata files. There are significant methodological differences across countries in these calculations.
For example, there is variation in the phrasing and scope of questions used to register the different sources
of income. There are also differences in reference periods, in the inclusion of different sources of income, in
the way tax deductions are managed, and in the use of explicit or implicit methods of imputation.

As Beccaria (2007) concluded after analyzing a previous round (1990-2004) of household Latin American
surveys, these methodological differences may significantly affect the comparability of estimations. However,
comparability problems are more likely to arise if we try to contrast absolute income levels rather than the
relative position of classes in the income distribution. For this reason, our analysis is based exclusively on
relative indicators of income.

The first indicator is the relative income share by social class. It is defined as the ratio of the proportion of
national household income received by households in a class to the proportion of households in that same
class. By definition, this ratio in the overall population is 1. A value larger than 1 indicates that a class is
receiving more income than it would receive were the allocation of income proportional to its population
size. Because relative income shares are adjusted both by the overall amount of income and by the size
of classes registered in each country, they can be used to analyze income gaps among classes between
countries.

The second indicator is relative poverty. We adopt a common definition of relative poverty and classify a
poor household as that with a current per capita income below 60 percent of the overall national median
income. Because median income values have important variations across Latin American countries, relative
poverty should not be interpreted as an absolute measure of deprivation. Instead, it indicates that the
household is located at the bottom of the income distribution, and therefore suffers a relative disadvantage
compared to other households in the same country. Therefore, the proportion of households in relative
poverty is comparable across social classes and countries.

Results

Class Structures in Latin America

Table 3 presents the class structures for nine Latin American countries, according to our adapted EGP
class schema. Considering their similarities and differences, countries can be classified into three groups:
Southern Cone countries (Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay); Brazil and Mexico; and Central American and
Andean countries (Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Peru).

Southern Cone countries are characterized by relatively high numbers of individuals in the service class
(21-24 percent) and the “administrative class” of routine nonmanual formal workers (15 percent). The
proportion of salaried manual workers in the formal sector is also higher than in other Latin American
countries (22-27 percent). There is also a significant number of manual workers in the informal sector
(15-26 percent);'® however, the informal sector is not as predominant as in other Latin American countries.
Finally, the proportions of workers in agricultural classes are the smallest in our sample of Latin American
countries (8 percent in Uruguay and 9 percent in Chile).

In Brazil and Mexico, the proportions of members of the service class (18 percent in both countries)
and routine nonmanual class (12.9 percent and 9.3 percent, respectively) are lower than in Southern Cone
countries. A second important distinction is that the informal sector plays a more important part in the
provision of work opportunities for manual workers. Salaried and self-employed informal workers account
for 24.1 percent and 29.5 percent of the working population, respectively, as compared to 19.5 percent and

° On average, 13.6 percent of households in our sample of Latin American countries have no working members but account for
only 8.1 percent of the population, because they are smaller in size, with an average number of 2.0 members, as compared to
3.5 members for households with working members. Many households with no working members are integrated by elderly
persons: the median age of the household head is sixty-six, as compared to forty for households with working members. The
proportion of households with no working members varies significantly across countries and is related to population aging; it
is around 20 percent in Argentina and Uruguay, and only 5.2 percent in Ecuador. The social class of these households could be
derived from retrospective data about the occupation of their members. However, this information is not available in national
surveys. Therefore, we decided to group them as a separate category.

Chile stands out as the only country in our sample where formal salaried manual positions are clearly predominant over informal
positions (27.7 percent versus 15.3 percent).

3
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18.0 percent of salaried formal workers. Finally, the relative weight of agricultural classes is also slightly
higher, with proportions of 12.7 percent in Brazil and 10.8 percent in Mexico.

The class structures of Central American and Andean countries are characterized by the importance of
agricultural classes (22.4 percent on average and as high as 27.4 percent in Nicaragua). Among manual
nonagricultural workers, informal positions are predominant. On average, 24.6 percent of the working
population is classified as informal salaried or self-employed workers, as compared to only 17.9 percent of
manual salaried formal workers. In contrast, the service and administrative classes present lower expansion
levels compared to the other two groups of countries.

In Brazil and Mexico, the proportions of members of the service class (18 percent in both countries)
and routine nonmanual class (12.9 percent and 9.3 percent, respectively) are lower than in Southern Cone
countries. A second important distinction is that the informal sector plays a more important part in the
provision of work opportunities for manual workers. Salaried and self-employed informal workers account
for 24.1 percent and 29.5 percent of the working population, respectively, as compared to 19.5 percent and
18.0 percent of salaried formal workers. Finally, the relative weight of agricultural classes is also slightly
higher, with proportions of 12.7 percent in Brazil and 10.8 percent in Mexico.

Finally, the class structures of Central American and Andean countries are characterized by the importance
of agricultural classes (22.4 percent on average, and as high as 27.4 percent in Nicaragua). Among manual
nonagricultural workers, informal positions are predominant. On average, 24.6 percent of the working
population is classified as informal salaried or self-employed workers, as compared to only 17.9 percent of
manual salaried formal workers. In contrast, the service and administrative classes present lower expansion
levels compared to the other two groups of countries.

A detailed analysis of these national differences is beyond the scope of this article. However, three
preliminary conclusions are in order. First, this characterization suggests that, rather than converging
into a common Latin American pattern, the current map of class structures in Latin America is highly
heterogeneous. Second, the differences in class structures among the three groups of countries seem to
be related to their distinctive historical patterns of capitalist development, urbanization, and labor market
transformation.

Compared to the rest of Latin America, Southern Cone countries show the highest levels of urbanization, a
relatively advanced development of the manufacturing and service sectors, and a historical record of higher
labor market regulation. These characteristics seem to have generated more favorable conditions for the
expansion of urban service and administrative classes as well as a robust formal working class.

In contrast, Central American and Andean countries present the lowest levels of urbanization, a relatively
weak development of the manufacturing and service sectors, and serious limitations to the creation of high-
productivity labor-market positions. Consequently, the urban service and administrative classes represent
only a minor fraction of the population, informal manual positions are predominant, and agricultural classes
still represent a large fraction of the population.

Brazil and Mexico, the two most populated nations in Latin America, share with the countries of the
Southern Cone a history of strong domestic industrialization and later expansion of the service sector.
But they are also more internally diverse in terms of their regional patterns and levels of socioeconomic
development and urbanization. Their class structures seem to reflect this diversity and adhere to a pattern
located somewhat in between Southern Cone and Central American and Andean countries.

The third conclusion is that, despite the national differences just described, when compared with
advanced industrialized nations, the class structures of Latin American countries are characterized by two
general features: the segmentation of nonagricultural manual classes in the formal and informal sector and
the underdevelopment of the urban service and administrative classes."" These two characteristics impose
structural constrains to the expansion of urban middle-income strata.

Class and Social Protection

In addition to mapping current class structures in Latin America, we have proposed analyzing the
association of class membership, social protection, and relative income. In this section we focus on social
protection. Two of the three variables we have proposed (access to a written labor contract and pension
coverage) can be alternatively interpreted as indicators of job security or, from the opposite point of view,

" The small size of the urban service and administrative classes becomes evident when we compare with European countries. In
2004, an average of 54 percent of workers in twenty-three European countries were members of these classes (Bihagen, Nermo,
and Erikson 2010, 95). The average for our sample of nine Latin American countries is 28.5 percent.
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precarity among salaried workers (Wresinski 1987; De Oliveira y Garcia 1998)."? In contrast, access to health
insurance is a more general measure of social protection available for the entire adult population in all
countries, with the exception of Brazil.

Perhaps the most severe marker of job insecurity among salaried workers is the absence of a written labor
contract (Table 4). Argentina and Uruguay do not include in their surveys specific questions about access
to a written labor contract. However, the high levels of salaried workers contributing to pension plans (see
Table 5) suggest that the two countries, along with Chile (where 80.9 percent of salaried workers have a
written labor contract), present the highest proportions of salaried workers with contract protection in the
region. In contrast, these proportions are much lower in Central American countries (34.8 percent in El
Salvador and 32.5 percent in Nicaragua), followed by Mexico and Peru.

What is the association between social class and contract protection? On average, the highest levels of
contract protection are for the service class (82.6 percent) and formal routine nonmanual workers (79.9
percent). In the other extreme, the lowest levels are for salaried and family workers in agriculture, with an
average of 17.2 percent and coverage levels under 10 percent in El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua, and Peru."

There is a significant gap between formal and informal salaried classes. On average, 77.8 percent of
salaried workers in the formal sector have a written labor contract, as compared to 23.4 percent of informal
salaried workers—that is, a coverage gap of 3.3 to 1. This gap is wider in Central American countries, Peru,
and Mexico, with protection levels between 6.3 and 17.2 times higher for manual workers in the formal
sector. Distances are still important but smaller in Ecuador (85 percent to 43 percent), Brazil (88 percent to
39 percent) and Chile (87 percent to 57 percent).

The distinction by skill level is also important. On average, 82.1 percent of skilled or semiskilled manual
workers in the formal sector had a written labor contract, as compared to 73.7 percent of unskilled manual
workers. This gap in coverage, always in favor of skilled or semiskilled workers, fluctuates between 2 percent
(Peru) and 27 percent (Ecuador). For informal manual workers the skill gap is more important, with coverage
by a written labor contract on average 61 percent higher for skilled or semiskilled workers, and variations
between 14 percent (Chile) and 166 percent (Ecuador). In sum, qualifications and skills also seem to affect
the chances of access to a written labor contract, particularly in the informal sector. However, differences are
of lower magnitude than those associated with the formal-informal divide.

The number of workers contributing to a pension plan (Table 5) fluctuates between 27 percent in
Nicaragua and 87 percent in Uruguay. The three Southern Cone countries show the highest coverage levels,
followed by Brazil (60 percent). In the other five countries the fraction of covered workers is lower than 50
percent. In addition to these national differences, in all countries there is a significant association between
social class and incorporation to retirement pension programs. Again, coverage levels are higher for the
service class and formal routine nonmanual workers, with averages around 80 percent, followed by salaried
manual workers in the formal sector (76.2 percent). Access to pension plans is drastically reduced among
informal manual workers, with 24.7 percent, that is, a coverage ratio of 3 to 1 in favor of formal salaried
workers. In Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Nicaragua, and Peru the gap between formal and informal workers is
even larger. The largest estimated gap is in Nicaragua, where only 3.4 percent of informal workers contribute
to pension plans, as compared to 69.6 percent of formal manual workers. Finally, with the exception of
Southern Cone countries, agricultural workers present the lowest coverage levels, with proportions below
10 percent.

In Mexico, Brazil, and Chile, where we have information of access to pension plans for small employers
and self-employed workers, our results indicate that coverage levels for workers in these positions are
lower in relation to other social classes. Thus, even in countries where access to pension plans is open for
independent workers, effective coverage levels are low and the gap in access to pension programs between
self-employed and salaried workers remains.

Finally, in relation to health insurance (Table 6), there is great variability in national health systems, in terms
of both the extent and mechanisms of incorporation and the levels of segmentation within health institutions
(Wagstaff et al. 2016; Cotlear et al. 2015; Londofio and Frenk 1997). In Brazil, Mexico, and Uruguay, public
health insurance programs have high coverage levels, but the quality and effective access to services is highly

12 In the case of access to pension plans, most national surveys restrict their questions to salaried workers. The exceptions are Brazil,
Chile, and Mexico, where access to pensions is part of a more general section asked to all adult respondents. This allows us to
evaluate pension coverage among self-employed workers in these three countries.

3 An exception is Chile, where 64.4 percent of salaried workers in agriculture have a written labor contract, perhaps as a result of the
expansion of modern agro-industrial firms.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

8 ‘(uonrendod ueqin [euorieu jo 1usdiad (/) seale ueqin auo-Au1y3 Ajuo sapnput sjdwes ,
m ‘(1Y 9]qeL 935) sAoAINS pjoyasnoy [euOI}eu WO} BIBPOIIW UO Paseq SaIeWIIsy 910N
M 0'1S - 9y qce 8ty 8¥¢E €vs 608 6'L9 [eroL
L TLL - 9¥ 9¢ 79 ¥'T 44! 79 6'9C SIIIAIIDR [BININDLISE Ul SI9YIOM A[IWE} pUE paLIe[es
M - — — — - — — — — SOIIAIIOE [BINYNOLISE Ul SIay1om Juapuadapu]
m Ll - 9v 9€ 79 14 [aras ¥'¥9 6'9C SISSB[D [BIN[NILISY
2
S 6'81 - I'e 6'S SL 4 08¢ I'vS vle SULIY [[eWs Ul SI9YIOM [EnUEW paj[Bysuf)
.omo ¥'0€ - 9 g'q 0'S1 09 SVL 819 vy SULILJ [[BWS UI SI9YIOM [BNUBW PI[[D{SIWaS pUue pa[[S
ﬂ — — — — — — — — — suorednddo pajpsun ur pakojduwa-J[as
m 96¢C - LY vy 0Ll 1'9 08¢ 019 L'LS SULI [[EWS Ul SI9YIOM S9[eS
2 14 %4 - |4 €9 L'LL (44 L'ty y'LS 0'6€ s1y10m pakojdwa-j[as pue paliefes [euoju]
m, LEL - L'69 0'9L 8%9 6'LS 9'9L LS8 678 SULIL 951e] UI SI9YIOM [enueul paj[ysup
W 1'Z8 - L'LL 9¥8 6'vL 9’89 L6 G'88 006 SULILY 981B] UI SI9YJOM [enuBW Pa[[DSIWAS PUe Pa[[BS
m 8LL - €0L 08 oL 9€9 €38 €L8 9L8 SIIOM paLIe[es [BULIO]
% - — — — - — — — — suoriednodo pa[p{sIwas pue pa[[1s ul pakojdwa-J[as
,Im, — — — — - — — — — saakordwa o1 > yum s1akojdws [[ews
7 — — — — — — — — — s19y1om Juapuadaput pue s1ahojdws [[ews
1'6L - 665  SLL 96, 7’79 9'8L 978 1’68 sl 951e] Ul safes ‘soakojdwa [enuewuou dUNNOY
(90IaWwwIod pue UOEIISIUTWPE)
L08 - 9'¢8 8L VEL 7S9 8'€6 0’16 €¢eg apeI3 1ayd1y ‘saakojdwa [enuBWILOU JUIINOY
6'6L - 018 €6L LEL ¥'v9 v'ce 1'88 9¥8 SI19)10Mm [Enuewruou surnnol [eulod
SUBIIUYIY
e - 6'G8 0'G8 1'89 1'8L 8'L6 €68 7'8L ‘s[euoIssajold pue s101eNSIUILIPE SPEIS-1IMOT]
S08 - L'T6 5’68 ¥'08 1’19 €L €68 6'18 sjeuotrssajold pakojdwa-j[as 1o yuapuadaqg
saakojdwa yum sjeuoissajord
7’88 - 866 ¥'l6 6'8L G'08 ¥'86 L'E8 L'V8 ‘s10je1ISIUIWpPE 9pe1s-Iays1y ‘(+01 ) sioreudoid ad1e]
98 - 988 0.8 I'€L €€l 1'88 ¥'L8 708 SSe[2 IAIDS
EY I EY\Y Aendnin n1dd  endesedIN  OOIXd JopeAfes|§ Jopendy  J[IYD  [izeig

864

‘G10Z-110T ‘79—G1 sade uonendod Suryiom ‘saLIuUNOd UBJLISWY UIET ‘SSE[D [BID0S AQ 19BI1IU0D JOGE]| UM }IM SINIOM PILIB[ES JO 98BIUI i d[qeL

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

865

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America

‘(uonendod ueqin jeuorieu jo juadiad /) seale ueqin auo-AuIyl Ajuo sapnput ajdwes ,
‘(1V 3]qeL 935) SA2AINS pjoyasnoy [eUOIIeU WO1j BIEPOIIW UO PISeq SAIBWIIST 970N

48 L98 '8¢€ 1'LT 8'6C V'ey 0'LE 0L 009 969 [B10L
90T €9 6'C 6'G 1'8 [43 56 999 0Le 0cs SAMIAIE [BINYNOLISE U SI9YIoM AJItue) pue paLieles
- - - - ¥0 - - S0l1 001 — SIHIAIIOE [BINYNDLISE Ul SIayI0M Judpuadapu]
67T 0L €9 6'C 144 e 5’6 6vS 06l 0cs SISSE[) [BINNILISY
€€ ovs 1'8 G'e 89 'L Vil 1'qS L'LE L'ST SULIL [[EWS Ul SI9I0M [Enueu paj[Iysu]
S0g 9'69 '8 e sl xal 6€l £€9 06¥ '6€ SULIL [[EWIS UT SIOYIOM [ENUBW PI[[IYSILS PUE PI[[IYS
- — - — Ll - - 801 L9l - suonednado pajysun ur pakojduwa-jjos
vle €99 VL €t L'yl vl 6'L L'79 019 14°14 SULIY J[EWS Ul SII0M SI[es
LvT §'6S 08 ve 86 (44! 6'LL 06v 8'LE (a4 s1ay1om pakojdwa-jjas pue paliefes [euLIOju]
0L 7'S6 'ss €19 G'eg LTL '8S 168 7’68 S0L SULIL 951e] UI SI9YIOM [enuew paj[ysup
908 7’86 RE) 0L 1'L9 v'es V9L 1'68 L'T6 L18 SULIL 33.1€] UI SI9YIOM [enUBW PI[[DISIWSS pUB Pa[[1YS
9L L96 776G 969 019 ¥'8L 099 ¥'L8 L6 ¥'IL SI9)10M paLIe[Es [EULIO]
- - - - al - - 6Ll 0’67 - suonednddo pajjpyjsiwas pue paj[iyjs ut pakojduia-jjas
— — — — 91 — — 6'9% €69 — saahojdwa o1 > yum s1akojdwa [jews
— — — — = - — 6'1¢ 6L — s19yJom juapuadapur pue s1akojdwa [[ews
6LL €L6 S'LS v'SL 1'v9 €78 1'0L €78 I'l6 808 sy a3.1e| Ul s9fes ‘saako[dwa [enuBWILOU SUNNOY
(92J3wwIod pue uoIEIISIUTWPE)
S6L 016 01L €79 S19 68 geL 068 €88 68 9pel3 19y81Y ‘seako]dwa [enuewuoU SUNNOY
6L 0'L6 5’69 Sv9 619 L'T8 GEL L98 688 7’88 SI9}IOM [EnUBWIUOU SUMNOI [EUWLIO]
SUBIDIUYD3)
718 L'S6 61L LEL €65 9'G8 €18 L'68 8.8 716 ‘sJeuoIssajo1d pue SI01BNSIUIWPE IPRIS-1OMOT
S9L 1'86 V'8 8'LL 1'09 9.9 L'LS LEL ¥'€e8 1'S6 s[euorssajold pakojdura-J[as 10 Juapuadag
saakodwa yum sjeuoissajord
L'Y8 686 €6 L99 L'¥9 6 G'88 1’68 ov8 S06 ‘s10jensIuIWpe apeis-ysiy ‘(+01 ) s103atidoid as1e]
96L 896 8'GL 9€L ¥'8S 18 80L 1'Z8 868 (449 SSB[J 9JIAI9S
aderany Aendnin  niyg engeledIN 0JIX9])\  JopeAjes|§  Jopendg EliL o) [lzeag  ,eunuasiy

"G10Z—110Z ‘79—G1 sa3e uoriendod Sunjiom ‘SaLIuUNod UBILISWY UIleT ‘ssepd [eros Aq ueld uoisuad e 03 SUNNQLIIUOD SINIOM JO 93BIUIIY G I[qeL

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

is, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America

So

866

"AQAINS [BUOIIBU UI J](B[IEAR UOIJEULIOJUT ON] s

‘(uonrendod ueqin jeuorieu jo jusdiad (/) seale ueqin auo-A)1y3 Ajuo sepnput ajdwes ,,
‘uoneindod [[e19A0 9y} 10J $S320 Uado Ym SDIAIRS Yieay d1ignd apnput jou sao( “sue[d a1eaud 1o o1jqnd o3 drysiaquawt sapnpuy] ,
"(1V 9]qeL 935) SASAINS pjoyasnoy Wolj eIepoIdIW U0 paseq S9IeWSy 910N

1’29 0'86 8'8G 8'0¢ §'8L 0ve '8¢ 0'96 - SeL [e10L
L'ES 1’86 S99 (0% YL (49 8'6¢C 6v6 - 909 SIIIAIIOR [BIN)[NDLISE Ul SI9YIOM AJIWE} pUE palie[es
6'6v 7S6 LS9 I'e 1'z8 61 LSt 1'C6 - L'ee S9NIAIIDR [RIN][NOLISE Ul SIYI0M Juspuadapu]
6'1S 0.6 199 L'e 1'SL L'c §'8¢ €76 - 8Ly S9SSE[ [BIN}NOL3Y
'8y VL6 ey 9's oL SL Sl 096 - 144 SULIL J[EWS UT SI93IOM [enuewt paj[iysun
6Ly 9'96 8'¢€ 8'G 1'69 9l ¥'ot 0v6 - L0S SULIL [[EWs Ul SIS}IOM [EnUewW pa[[B{SItIss pue pa[[is
L'ty 1'€6 0'sy 3 8'0L 8 S0l 1'v6 - 9¥C suonednddo pajysun ur pakojdwa-j[as
qls 616 76€ L ¥'89 vyl e ¥'G6 - 9’99 SULIL [[eWS Ul SI9IOM S9[es
6Ly ¥'96 vy ¥’ 869 6'6 061 1'S6 — €9y s19y10mM pakojdwa-j[as pue paLie[es [eWIoju]
6L G'66 S'0L 8'89 818 LTL L'8S 796 - 1'6L SULIY 931B] UT SI9YIOM [ENUBL PI[[IYSUN
1’68 L'66 Sl 6L 6'l6 G'€8 LEL L'S6 - 8'G8 SULIL 931E] Ul SI}JOM [BNUEBW PI[[SIWIS PUB PI[[INS
1’8 9'66 01L 6'¢L 006 §'8L 1's9 6'96 - 9'C8 SI19Y10M pILIE[ES [BULIO]
L'6¥ 1'¥6 1347 6'S SEL 9l 991 006 - g'es suoniednado pajpysiwas pue paj[1ys ur pakojdwa-jjas
ys 6,6 9Ly LL oL 44 ree 1'z8 - LYL saako[dwa o1 > yum s1ahojdwa [lews
¥'0s 'S6 0'sy S9 8'1L 191 I'le 6'88 - 8'85 s1iom Juspuadapur pue srekojdwa [[ews
e8 L'66 0€L V'Sl 0'l6 €8 V9 1'96 — 6'€8 SuLI} 981e] Ul Sa[es ‘saaAojdwa [enuewUOU AUIINOY
(9219WwWIOD pue uonEISIUIWpPE)
€8 966 LLL €9 088 98 9LL 796 - L'Yy6 apel3 12yd1y ‘seakojdwa [enuewuou sunnoy
€8 9'66 L'LL 199 7’88 G'Z8 6'0L 796 - 7'E6 SI19)10Mm [enuewruou surnnol [ewlod
SUBIUYIAY
8.8 966 v'6L vLiL 068 8'G8 08 996 - €96 ‘s[euoissajold pue sI01eNSIUIWPE SPRIS-19MOT]
€6L 066 6L €sL L'e8 L'y 814 1'S6 - G'e8 s[euoissajoid pakojdwa-jjas 10 Juspuadaq
saakojdwa yim sjeuotssajord
1'68 S'66 988 89L 1'68 868 L08 696 - 966 ‘s10JexisIUIWpe 9peIS-1y3IY ‘(+01 ) s103a11dord a51e]
08 €66 §'08 8'9L L'y8 0's9 €¢e9 096 - 9'06 SSE[2 9JIAISS
aderony AenSnin  n1dd  enSeledIN  OJIX3]N  JopeAjes|[§  Jopendg YD 4ss]lZRIg ., BUNUIBIY

‘G10Z-110T ‘79—G1 sade uonendod Sunjiom ‘salizunod UBILIAWY UIIET ‘SSe[d [B100S AqQ ,ue[d adueInsul y3{eay e 03 paqLIdsqns SIa)IOM JO 28B1UIId 19 qeL

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America 867

segmented either geographically or according to the type of coverage (Jaimes and Flamand 2016). Other
countries, such as Argentina, have lower coverage rates but offer universal access to a complementary network
of public services, again with very unequal quality (Cetrdngolo 2014). Additionally, in most countries affluent
classes have access to private health insurance plans. This complexity deserves a more detailed analysis that is
out of reach of this article. However, we can explore differences by social class using a simple variable of access
to a health insurance plan (either public or private) as a broad indicator of medical protection.

With the exception of Uruguay and Chile, where health insurance is almost universal (98 percent and
95 percent, respectively) and therefore inequalities reduced to a minimum, in all other countries the levels
of coverage vary significantly across social classes, and particularly among formal and informal workers.
Coverage levels are very similar for the service class (82.0 percent on average), formal routine nonmanual
workers (84.3 percent) and formal salaried manual workers (82.1 percent). In contrast, in most countries
informal workers present much lower coverage levels, with an average of 47.9 percent, similar to that
observed among agricultural workers (51.9 percent). The formal-informal divide is particularly high in
Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Ecuador, but there are also significant differences in Argentina, Peru, and Mexico.

Class, Income Inequality, and Relative Income Poverty

We now analyze the association between social class and household income.™ The first measure is the
relative income share (Table 7). Despite the underreporting problem among high-income households,
in all countries the service class absorbs the highest income shares, with levels fluctuating between 1.5
(Argentina) and 2.1 (Brazil). Within the service class, the group of lower-grade administrators, professionals,
and technicians has a lower income share than large proprietors, higher-grade administrators, and
professionals.

Two othersocial classes concentrate average income shares larger than the average. One is the “administrative”
class of formal routine nonmanual workers, with an average income share of 1.13. It must be noted, however,
that in Chile and Brazil routine nonmanual workers present income shares similar or lower than the average,
indicating that in these two countries their economic position is less advantaged and lower in relation to the
service class. The other class with an income share higher than average is small employers and independent
workers (income share = 1.06). A closer look shows that high relative income levels in this class are mostly
explained by small employers, with income shares significantly higher than 1 in all countries, except Mexico."
In contrast, self-employed workers in skilled occupations present an average income share of 0.69.

In all countries, salaried workers in the formal sector, salaried and self-employed workers in the informal
sector, and agricultural workers concentrate a lower proportion of income than their population size.
However, there are important differences among these three classes. Salaried workers in the formal sector
present the highest income share (average of 0.82), followed by workers in the informal sector (0.64),
and agricultural workers (0.49). The magnitude of these gaps varies in each country, but the hierarchical
ordering prevails. This pattern confirms the importance of the formal-informal-rural class divide to explain
distributional inequalities at the bottom of the income distribution in Latin America.

In contrast, differences between skilled and unskilled salaried workers in the formal and informal sectors
are also important, but in most countries those differences are not as large as those associated with the
formal-informal gap.’® Thus, to explain income differentials among manual nonagricultural workers in
Latin America, the sectoral division between formal and informal workers is as important as the distinction
usually made in conventional class schemas between skilled and unskilled workers.

Table 8 presents the percentage of households in relative poverty by social class. Because households in
relative poverty are those located at the lower end of the income distribution, it is not surprising to find
similarities in trends with relative shares. In all countries, the risk of poverty is higher among agricultural
classes, with an average incidence of 54.9 percent. In urban settings (among nonagricultural classes),
informal manual workers are significantly more likely to be in relative poverty, with an average incidence of
35.3 percent and national levels as high as 48.7 percent in Argentina and 42.4 percent in Uruguay. Within
this class, in most countries the highest prevalence of relative poverty is among unskilled self-employed
workers. The exceptions are Argentina and Brazil, where unskilled salaried informal workers are in a higher
risk than the other groups. The prevalence of relative poverty is much lower among formal salaried workers

4 We excluded Nicaragua because the available data on income did not include an integrated household income variable.

15 The low relative income of small employers in Mexico might be explained by a methodological problem in the survey questionnaire,
which leads to the identification of informal self-employed workers with family helpers as small employers.

16 Two exceptions are Brazil and Ecuador, where the average income gap between formal and informal workers is roughly the same
than the gap between skilled and unskilled workers.
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(20.5 percent on average), and within this class, skilled workers do significantly better, with risks of poverty
on average 40 percent lower than unskilled workers.

Relative poverty among small employers and independent workers is on average 24.5 percent. This figure
is higher than expected given the high relative share of income for this class (see Table 7). This indicates
that even when the average income levels are higher in this class than, for example, among formal manual
workers, there is a higher dispersion in income and a larger proportion of members of this class are at the
lower part of the income distribution. This dispersion is mostly explained by the heterogeneity in incomes
among self-employed skilled workers. The relative income share of this group is 0.85, slightly higher than
the 0.82 of formal salaried workers, but the prevalence of relative poverty is 27.9 percent, significantly
higher than the 20.5 percent of formal salaried workers.

Finally, the risk of relative poverty is the lowest among the service class (6.4 percent on average) and
routine nonmanual workers in the formal sector (10.9 percent).”” An overall view of the cross-class variation
in the prevalence of relative poverty in each country indicates that in Latin America only these two social
classes are relatively free of the risk of relative income poverty. At the other extreme, agricultural workers and
informal nonagricultural workers (particularly those in unskilled self-employed and salaried occupations)
are the most vulnerable to poverty.

Discussion and Conclusions

Two central arguments of this article are that class structures in Latin America present specific characteristics
that distinguish them from advanced industrialized nations, and to draw a map of social class in Latin
America and evaluate the association between class and socioeconomic conditions, these specific features
must be incorporated into class schemas currently used by sociologists to study social stratification in
advanced industrialized societies.

We proposed a class schema to characterize class structures in Latin America. Our point of departure
was the EGP schema, created originally by Erikson and Goldthorpe for Western European societies and
extensively used in international comparative research on social stratification and mobility. We preserved
the key conceptual and empirical components of this schema but introduced additional distinctions specific
to Latin American societies.

The most important distinction is between formal and informal workers. Latin American economies are
characterized by structural heterogeneity, that is, the coexistence of a formal sector with relatively high
productivity levels and an informal sector characterized by low productivity and survival activities. This
segmentation implies that individuals in apparently similar occupational positions are involved in different
labor relations depending on whether they belong to the formal or the informal segment of the economy.

This distinction, along with other minor adjustments, such as the subdivision of the service class and the
reordering of independent agricultural workers at the bottom of the class structure, led us to propose a class
schema with fifteen groups, which can be collapsed into either the traditional ten-class EGP schema or a
six-class collapsed class schema.

On the basis of this adapted schema, in the empirical part of this article we used national household
surveys to characterize class structures across nine Latin American countries. In addition, we obtained
comparable information on social protection (labor contract, access to retirement pension plans and health
insurance coverage), as well as on household income and relative poverty, to assess social and economic
inequalities between classes.

We highlight two conclusions from our empirical findings. First, there is great diversity in class structures
across Latin American countries, and therefore any effort to classify all countries in the region under a “Latin
American class structure” might be misleading. Instead, our analysis suggests that countries can be classified
in three groups: Southern Cone countries (Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay), Brazil and Mexico, and Central
American and Andean countries (Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Peru).

Compared to the rest of Latin America, Southern Cone countries stand out by the expansion of managerial,
professional, and routine nonmanual positions. Larger numbers of nonagricultural manual workers are in
the formal sector, and agricultural classes represent only a minor fraction of the population. In contrast,
class structures in Central American and Andean countries are defined by a much larger proportion of
members in the agricultural classes, the preponderance of the informal sector in nonagricultural manual
positions, and a relatively small expansion of the service and nonmanual administrative classes. Brazil and

17 The prevalence of relative poverty among these two classes may be overestimated, given the problems of underreporting of income
among high income earners discussed earlier.
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Mexico, with higher internal diversity, present class distributions with proportions located between the
other two groups.

Despite the aforementioned differences, a common feature of Latin American countries is the relative
small size of the service class and the class of formal salaried routine nonmanual workers. Even for Southern
Cone countries, where the expansion of these two classes has been the largest, their overall share is much
lower than in advanced industrialized countries.

We have suggested that the grouping of countries according to their similarities and differences in
class structures might be explained by their historical paths of capitalist development, labor-market
transformation, and urbanization. This interpretation, however, must be validated by additional research,
which we plan to address in future studies. A detailed reconstruction of historical trends and intracountry
regional differences, as well as the expansion of our analysis to a larger group of countries, could provide a
more solid basis for developing a typology of class structures in Latin American countries. In addition, it is
important to study whether there is an association between types of class structures and other macrosocial
markers of differentiation in the region, since there is certain similarity between our grouping of countries
and typologies of social policy or welfare regimes proposed by other studies (Barba Solano 2013; Martinez
Franzoni 2006).

The second conclusion is that there is a strong association between social class, social protection, and
monetary income, suggesting that class membership in Latin America is a strong predictor of social and
economic conditions.” In most countries, access to a written labor contract, pension programs, and health
insurance among salaried workers is highly dependent on their specific class position. Informal manual
workers and salaried workers in agriculture are significantly more exposed to unprotected social conditions."
Relative income levels are lower and relative poverty significantly higher among informal salaried workers
and agricultural classes. In contrast, the service class and routine nonmanual salaried workers in the formal
sector experience better social conditions.

These results lead us back to our initial discussion on the differences between the sociological and economic
approaches to social class. We finished this discussion with an open question about the pertinence of
“sociological” social classes to study the structural foundations of social and economic inequality and poverty
in Latin America. By establishing that there is a significant association between social class, social protection,
income, and relative poverty, we have shown that a sociological approach to social class is still relevant to
understand the relationships among productive structures, labor markets, and social/economic conditions.

An example of the pertinence of the sociological approach is its contribution to the ongoing debate
about the expansion of the “middle class” in Latin America. Recent economic studies have shown that the
middle class, defined as the fraction of the population escaping from income poverty, increased in Latin
America during the first decade of the century (Ferreira et al. 2012; Lopez-Calva and Ortiz-Juarez 2014). With
a different conceptual approach to social class, our analysis suggests that the low expansion of the service
and routine nonmanual classes, as well as the persistence of high levels of inequality between formal and
informal manual classes, represent serious structural constrains for further progress in this direction.

In sum, we believe that our proposal of an adapted class schema is a useful clarification and contributes
to improve our understanding of class structures in Latin America, but at the same time creates challenges
for future research. As we mentioned, it is necessary to extend our analysis to a larger number of countries.
This will help validate our classification of countries in three groups and evaluate whether this classification
effectively correspond to “ideal-typical” patterns of class structures. Second, our analysis is based on
cross-sectional data and does not address the topic of class reproduction and class mobility. An analysis
of intergenerational class mobility using the adapted EGP schema would indicate whether the proposed
class distinctions are relevant to understanding the intergenerational reproduction of inequality. Finally,
a third area for future exploration is the intersection of social class and other structural axes of social
inequality, such as gender and race/ethnicity. We have shown that the association between social class and
socioeconomic rewards is important but that at the same time there are important inequalities within social
classes. An important question is whether other structural markers of social inequality can explain these
intraclass disparities.

'8 Even when our interpretation of a causal association between social class and living conditions is supported by our theoretical
model and empirical analysis, the cross-sectional nature of our data is certainly a limitation for a stronger causal claim. Future
studies must focus on analyzing unequal outcomes by social class with a longitudinal perspective.

19 There are some important exceptions, such as access to health insurance in Mexico, Chile, and Uruguay, which have been detached
from social class through public health insurance programs not linked to the labor market. The question that arises in these
countries is whether the quality and effective access to services is similar or varies significantly across social classes. In these cases,
class inequalities might still be relevant but are expressed in the form of unequal inclusion rather than exclusion.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America

872

(80-00sI) 8007 suonedn jo (Hd3) sa1eBoH
Jod1 1 1.d  uonedyIsse[) plepuels [eUOIBUIAIU]  G/8'SL 90¥'¥C 1I-5102 9P 91UAUBWLIJ BISaNdUF BUIURSIY
(SOIN) Se21wIou0290120S
(80-00sI wouy uoneidepe) SIUOIDIPUO)) 3P O[NPON
(1L0Z ODNIS) sauonedndQ ap ‘(HDINT) S21e30H SO UD SOISeD)
ador 101 1137 8ul UOIDEJIJISE[D) 9P [BUOIDEN BUWIAISIS  G7Z1‘8S 7976 7102 A S0S213U] 9p [BUOIDEN BISINOUT 0DIXa
(80-00s1) 8007 suonednQ jo (HD3)
GZP/LLIH IL1H [1d  UOIBdIJISSB[) pIepuels [BUOIRUISIU] £8G'SY ¥H'79 7107 S91e30H 9p BNUIIUOD BISINIUA Aengnin
C196GP+1196S
Py Sp+eEvSp+e (OHVN3) eZ21q04
oysadaru 1#SI+9EGP+eOES! (88-005I) 8861 suonednQ jo A'epiA ap sauonIpuo) 21qos
/7l/pzdoydul  71/pzsoydul  +[38EGI+[9F Gl UONBIIISSE[) PIEPUBLS [BUOIIBUIAIU]  [60'GT 126'1S 7102 S2Ie30H 9p [BUODEN EISINOUT niad
(88-00s1 wouy padepe)
(DINOND) endeiediN ap sauoedndo (HO3)
— — — Se[ 9p auwLojIun J0pedlIse|D L16'S1 AIFZ10T S2IBS0H 9p BNUIIUO) BISANOUF engeledIN
(80-00sI
woJj uoneydepe) ssuoredndp (WdH3) sajdnn sonsodold
AdONI VADNI VIO+AINON 9P [BUOIDEN UQDBIISE[)  671°1T 60L'€E 10T 3p $9IB30H 9p el1sanduy J10peA[es [4
(N3svD)
soywey (88-005I) 8861 suonedniQ jo [BUOIDEN BIIWIQUOJI0II0S
/41021014 41021014 1021014 UONEBIYISSE]D) PIEpUER)S [BUOIBUIAIU]  GZ/'99 197'88 €102 UQIdBZII110BIE)) 3P BISANOUT YD
(80-008I (4NHDINI) soueqin
woJj uonerdepe) ssuoredndo A sajeany sa1eSoH ap soisen A
Jad™1007 38Ul 1017100 38Ul 6605011 9p [BUOIDEN UQBIYISE]D  £19'6E el'sy. 7102-110T SOS313U] 9p [BUOIDEN BISaNIUq Jlopendg
(z00z 08D) (@vNd) sorppiwoq ap
[A7A7\\ CTLYA 0ZLYA  s205edndQ 2p elld[Iselg OBILIYISSE])  £G9'0TL €67'cLL z10T ensowry Jod [euopeN esinbsad [1zeig
eyded Jad
PloYyasnoH PloYyasnoH [enplAIpuj uonesyissepd
S3[qeLIeA dWodU] [euonedndd0 [eUISIIQ SP[OYISNOH  S[ENPIAIpU] Jeag KAaAIns ay) Jo suwreN Anuno)

'$90IN0s ele (LV 3]qeL

xipuaddy

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America 873

Acknowledgements

Part of this article was elaborated in the context of INCASI Network, a European project that has received
funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under the Marie
Sktodowska-Curie GA No 691004. The article reflects only the authors’ view and the agency is not
responsible for any use that may be made of the information it contains.

Author Information

Patricio Solis is professor-researcher at Centro de Estudios Sociolégicos, El Colegio de México. His research
analyzes patterns of social stratification and intergenerational social mobility in Latin America. He
is currently working on a research project on ethnic and racial inequality in Mexico and its effects on
intergenerational mobility. Dr. Solis holds a PhD in sociology from the University of Texas at Austin.

Eduardo Chévez Molina is professor-researcher at the Instituto de Investigaciones Gino Germani and the
Sociology Program of the University of Buenos Aires (UBA). His research topics are social mobility, social
structure and inequality, in comparative perspective. He obtained a PhD In social sciences at the Facultad
Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales and coordinates the UBA node of the INCASI project.

Daniel Cobos holds a master’s degree in sociology from EI Colegio de México; he is currently a doctoral
student of social science with a specialty in sociology at the Centro de Estudios Sociolégicos of El Colegio
de México. His main research interests are educational inequality and social stratification. He is currently
developing a research project on educational inequality in access to high school in Mexico.

References

Balan, Jorge, Harley L. Browning, and Elizabeth Jelin. 1977. El hombre en una sociedad en desarrollo: Movilidad
geogrdfica y social en Monterrey. Mexico City: Fondo de Cultura Econdmica.

Barba Solano, Carlos. 2013. “Inseguridad y proteccién social en los paises desarrollados y en América Latina.”
Revista Mexicana de Sociologia 75 (1): 29-61.

Beccaria, Luis A. 2007. La medicion del ingreso para los estudios de pobreza en América Latina: Aspectos
conceptuales y empiricos. Santiago de Chile: Comisién Econémica para América Latinay el Caribe (CEPAL).

Behrman, Jere R., Alejandro Gaviria, Miguel Székely, Nancy Birdsall, and Sebastidn Galiani. 2001.
“Intergenerational Mobility in Latin America.” Economia 2 (1): 1-44. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1353/
€c0.2001.0010

Benavides, Martin. 2002. “Cuando los extremos no se encuentran: Un analisis de la movilidad social e
igualdad de oportunidades en el Perti contemporaneo.” Bulletin de l'Institut Frangais d’Etudes Andines 31
(3): 473-494. DOI: https://doi.org/10.4000/bifea.6600

Bihagen, Erik, Magnus Nermo, and Robert Erikson. 2010. “Social Class and Employment Relations:
Comparisons between the ESeC and EGP Class Schemas Using European Data.” In Social Class in Europe:
An Introduction to the European Socio-Economic Classification, edited by David Rose and Eric Harrison,
89-113. New York: Routledge.

Blossfeld, Hans-Peter, ed. 2008. Young Workers, Globalization and the Labor Market: Comparing Early Working
Life in Eleven Countries. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Boado, Marcelo. 2008. La movilidad social en el Uruguay contempordneo. Montevideo: Universidad de la
Republica.

Breman, Jan, and Marcel Linden. 2014. “Informalizing the Economy: The Return of the Social Question at a
Global Level." Development and Change 45 (5): 920-940. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12115

Cetrangolo, Oscar. 2014. “Financiamiento fragmentado, cobertura desigual y falta de equidad en el sistema
de salud argentino.” Revista de Economia Politica de Buenos Aires (13): 38.

Chavez Molina, Eduardo, ed. 2013. Desigualdad y movilidad social en el mundo contempordneo: Aportes
empiricos y conceptuales: Argentina, China, Esparia, Francia. Buenos Aires: Imago Mundi.

Chévez Molina, Eduardo, and Nicolas Sacco. 2015. “Reconfiguraciones en la estructura social: dos décadas
de cambios en los procesos distributivos: Andlisis del GBA segtin el clasificador de clases ocupacionales
basado en la heterogeneidad estructural 1992-2013. In Hora de balance: Proceso de acumulacion,
mercado de trabajo y bienestar, Argentina, 2002—2014, edited by Javier Lindemboim and Agustin Salvia,
289-316. Buenos Aires, Argentina: Editorial Universitaria de Buenos Aires (EUDEBA).

Comision Econémica para América Latina y el Caribe (CEPAL). 2010. La hora de la igualdad, heterogeneidad
estructural y brechas de productividad: De la fragmentacion a la convergencia. Santiago de Chile: CEPAL.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1353/eco.2001.0010
https://doi.org/10.1353/eco.2001.0010
https://doi.org/10.4000/bifea.6600
https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12115
https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

874 Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America

Cortés, Fernando. 2000. “La metamorfosis de los marginales: La polémica sobre el sector informal en América
Latina.” En Tratado latinoamericano de sociologia del trabajo, edited by Enrique de la Garza Toledo,
592-618. Mexico City: El Colegio de México, Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales, Universidad
Auténoma Metropolitana, Fondo de Cultura Econdmica. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvémtcq4.6

Cortés, Fernando, and Agustin Escobar. 2005. “Movilidad social intergeneracional en el México urbano.”
Revista de la CEPAL 85: 149—-167. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18356/e53927eb-es

Cortés, Fernando, and Oscar Cuéllar. 1990. Crisis y reproduccion social. Mexico City: Miguel A. Porriia.

Costa Ribeiro, Carlos Antonio. 2007. Estrutura de classe e mobilidade social no Brasil. Sdo Paulo: Editora da
Universidade do Sagrado Coragdo (EDUSC).

Cotlear, Daniel, Octavio G6mez-Dantés, Felicia Knaul, Rifat Atun, Ivana C. Barreto, Oscar Cetrangolo, Marcos
Cueto, Pedro Francke, Patricia Frenz, Ramiro Guerrero, Rafael Lozano, Robert Marten, and Rocio Sdenz.
2015. “Overcoming Social Segregation in Health Care in Latin America.” Lancet 385 (9974): 1248-1259.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61647-0

Davies, Rhys, and Peter Elias. 2010. “The Application of ESeC to Three Sources of Comparative European
Data.” In Social Class in Europe: An Introduction to the European Socio-Economic Classification, edited by
David Rose and Eric Harrison, 61-86. New York: Routledge.

De Oliveira, Orlandina, and Brigida Garcia. 1998. “Crisis, reestructuracién econémica y transformacion de los
mercados de trabajo en México.” Papeles de Poblacion 4 (15): 39-72.

Di Filippo, Armando, and Santiago Jadue. 1976. “La heterogeneidad estructural: Concepto y dimensiones.”
El Trimestre Economico 43 (169): 167-214.

Erikson, Robert, and John H. Goldthorpe. 1992. The Constant Flux: A Study of Class Mobility in Industrial
Societies. New York: Oxford University Press.

Erikson, Robert, John H. Goldthorpe, and Lucienne Portocarero. 1979. “Intergenerational Class Mobility
in Three Western European Societies.” British Journal of Sociology 30 (4): 415-441. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.2307/589632

Espinoza, Vicente. 2006. “La movilidad ocupacional en el Cono Sur: Oportunidades y desigualdad social.”
Revista de Sociologia 20: 131-146. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-529X.2006.27534

Espinoza, Vicente, Emmanuelle Barozet, and Maria Luisa Méndez. 2013. “Estratificacién y movilidad social
bajo un modelo neoliberal: El caso de Chile.” Lavboratorio (25): 169-191.

Feito Alonso, R. 1995. Estructura social contempordnea: Las clases sociales en los paises industrializados.
Madrid: Siglo XXI.

Ferreira, Francisco H., Julian Messina, Jamele Rigolini, Luis Felipe Lopez-Calva, Maria Ana Lugo, and Renos
Vakis. 2012. Economic Mobility and the Rise of the Latin American Middle Class. Washington, DC: World
Bank Publications. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9634-6

Fields, Gary S., and Efe A. Ok. 1996. “The Meaning and Measurement of Income Mobility." Journal of Economic
Theory 71: 349-377. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1006/jeth.1996.0125

Gasparini, Leonardo, and Leopoldo Tornarolli. 2009. “Labor Informality in Latin America and the Caribbean:
Patterns and Trends from Household Survey Microdata.” Desarrollo y Sociedad (63): 13—80. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.13043/dys.63.1

Gaviria, Alejandro, and Momi Dahan. 2001. “Sibling Correlations and Social Mobility in Latin America.”
Economic Development and Cultural Change 49 (3): 537-554. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1086/452514

Gerber, Theodore P, and Michael Hout. 2004. “Tightening Up: Declining Class Mobility during
Russia’'s Market Transition.” American Sociological Review 69 (5): 677-703. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900504

Germani, Gino. 1963. “La movilidad social en la Argentina.” In Movilidad social en la sociedad industrial,
edited by Seymour Martin Lipset and Reinhard Bendix, 317-367. Buenos Aires: Editorial Universitaria de
Buenos Aires (EUDEBA).

Goldthorpe, John H., Albert H. Halsey, Anthony F. Heath, John M. Ridge, Leonard Bloom, and F. Lancaster
Jones. 1982. Social Mobility and Class Structure in Modern Britain. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Grusky, David B. 1994. “The Contours of Social Stratification.” In Social Stratification in Sociological Perspective,
edited by David B. Grusky, 3—35. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Grusky, David B., and Ravi Kanbur. 2006. Poverty and Inequality. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Giiveli, Ayse, Ariana Need, and Nan Dirk De Graaf. 2007. “The Rise of New Social Classes within the
Service Class in the Netherlands: Political Orientation of Social and Cultural Specialists and
Technocrats between 1970 and 2003." Acta Sociologica 50 (2): 129-146. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1177/0001699307077655

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv6mtcq4.6
https://doi.org/10.18356/e53927eb-es
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61647-0
https://doi.org/10.2307/589632
https://doi.org/10.2307/589632
https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-529X.2006.27534
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9634-6
https://doi.org/10.1006/jeth.1996.0125
https://doi.org/10.13043/dys.63.1
https://doi.org/10.13043/dys.63.1
https://doi.org/10.1086/452514
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900504
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240406900504
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699307077655
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699307077655
https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America 875

Jaimes, Carlos Luis Moreno, and Laura Flamand. 2016. “Towards Health-Care Equality? The Performance of
Seguro Popular in Mexico (2003-2013)." Journal of Public Governance and Policy: Latin American Review
1(2):5-31.

Jorrat, Jorge Ratil. 2000. Estratificacion social y movilidad: Un estudio del Area Metropolitana de Buenos Aires.
Tucuman, Argentina: Universidad Nacional de Tucuman.

Jorrat, Jorge Raul. 2008. “Exploraciones sobre movilidad de clases en Argentina, 2003—2004."” Documentos
de Trabajo 52. Buenos Aires: Instituto Gino Germani, Universidad de Buenos Aires.

Labbens, Jean, and Aldo E. Solari. 1961. “Movilidad social en Montevideo.” Boletin del Centro Latinoamericano
de Pesquisas em Ciencias Sociais 4 (4): 349-376.

Leodn, Arturo, and Javier Martinez. 2001. La estratificacion social chilena hacia fines del siglo XX. Santiago de
Chile: CEPAL.

Londofio, Juan Luis, and Julio Frenk. 1997. “Structured Pluralism: Towards an Innovative Model for Health
System Reform in Latin America." Health Policy 41 (1): 1-36. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-
8510(97)00010-9

Lépez-Calva, Luis Felipe, and Eduardo Ortiz-Juarez. 2014. “A Vulnerability Approach to the Definition of the
Middle Class.” Journal of Economic Inequality 12 (1): 23—47. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-012-
9240-5

Martinez Franzoni, Juliana. 2006. “Regimenes de bienestar en América Latina: Consideraciones generales e
itinerarios regionales.” Revista Centroamericana de Ciencias Sociales 2 (2).

Mufioz, Humberto, and Orlandina de Oliveira. 1973. “Migracién internay movilidad ocupacional en la Ciudad
de México.” Demografia y Economia 7 (2): 135—148. DOI: https://doi.org/10.24201/edu.v7i02.214

Pastore, José. 1979. Desigualdade e mobilidade social no Brasil. Sdo Paulo: Editorial Universidade de Sao
Paulo.

Pastore, José, and Nelson do Valle Silva. 2000. Mobilidade social no Brasil. Sio Paulo: Makron Books.

Pinto, Anibal. 1973. Heterogeneidad estructural y modelo de desarrollo reciente de la América Latina. Mexico
City: Fondo de Cultura Econémica.

Portes, Alejandro. 1985. “Latin American Class Structures: Their Composition and Change during the Last
Decades.” Latin American Research Review 20 (3): 7-39.

Portes, Alejandro, and Kelly Hoffman. 2003. “Latin American Class Structures: Their Composition and
Change during the Neoliberal Era." Latin American Research Review 38 (1): 41-82. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1353/1ar.2003.0011

Portes, Alejandro, Manuel Castells, and Lauren Benton. 1989. “The Policy Implications of Informality.” In The
Informal Economy: Studies in Advanced and Less Developed Countries, edited by Alejandro Portes, Manuel
Castells, and Lauren Benton, 298-311. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Portes, Alejandro, and Richard Schauffler. 1993. “Competing Perspectives on the Latin American Informal
Sector.” Population and Development Review 19 (1): 33—60. DOL: https://doi.org/10.2307/2938384

PREALC (Programa Regional del Empleo para América Latina y el Caribe). 1978. Sector informal:
Funcionamiento y politicas. Santiago de Chile: PREALC.

Raczynski, Dagmar. 1972. “Migration, Mobility, and Occupational Achievement: The Case of Santiago, Chile.”
International Migration Review 6 (2): 182—198. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1177/019791837200600206
Rose, David, and Eric Harrison. 2014. Social Class in Europe: An Introduction to the European Socio-Economic

Classification. New York: Routledge.

Savage, Mike, Fiona Devine, Niall Cunningham, Mark Taylor, Yaojun Li, Johs Hjellbrekke, Brigitte Le Roux, Sam
Friedman, and Andrew Miles. 2013. “A New Model of Social Class? Findings from the BBC's Great British
Class Survey Experiment.” Sociology 47 (2): 219-250. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038513481128

Scalon, Maria C. 1999. Mobilidade social no Brasil: Padrées e tendéncias. Rio de Janeiro: Revan, Instituto
Universitario de Pesquisas do Rio de Janeiro (IUPER]J), Universidade Candido Mendes (UCAM).

Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1955. Imperialism and Social Classes: Two Essays. New York: Meridian.

Solfs, Patricio. 2005. “Cambio estructural y movilidad ocupacional en Monterrey, México." Estudios
Sociologicos 23 (67): 43-74.

Solis, Patricio, and Gabriela Benza. 2013. “Classes sociales, pauvreté et inégalités dans les années de
l'alternance présidentielle.” Probléemes d’Ameérique Latine (2): 33-53. DOL: https://doi.org/10.3917/
pal.089.0033

Solis, Patricio, and Marcelo Boado. 2016. Y sin embargo se mueve: Estratificacion y movilidad intergeneracional
de clase en América Latina. Mexico City: El Colegio de México, Centro de Estudios Espinosa Yglesias.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-8510(97)00010-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-8510(97)00010-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-012-9240-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-012-9240-5
https://doi.org/10.24201/edu.v7i02.214
https://doi.org/10.1353/lar.2003.0011
https://doi.org/10.1353/lar.2003.0011
https://doi.org/10.2307/2938384
https://doi.org/10.1177/019791837200600206
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038513481128
https://doi.org/10.3917/pal.089.0033
https://doi.org/10.3917/pal.089.0033
https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

876 Solis, Chavez Molina, and Cobos: Living Conditions in Latin America

Tokman, Victor E. 1992. Beyond Regulation: The Informal Economy in Latin America. Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner.

Tokman, Victor E. 1995. El sector informal en América Latina: Dos décadas de andlisis. Mexico City: Consejo
Nacional para la Cultura y las Artes.

Torche, Florencia. 2005. “Unequal but Fluid: Social Mobility in Chile in Comparative Perspective.” American
Sociological Review 70 (3): 422—450. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240507000304

Torche, Florencia. 2006. “Una clasificacion de clases para la sociedad chilena”. Revista de Sociologia 20:
15—43. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-529X.2006.27529

Torche, Florencia. 2014. “Intergenerational Mobility and Inequality: The Latin American Case.”" Annual
Review of Sociology 40: 619—642. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145521

Torche, Florencia, and Guillermo Wormald. 2004. Estratificacion y movilidad social en Chile: entre la
adscripcion y el logro. Santiago de Chile: Serie Politicas Sociales, CEPAL.

Wagstaff, Adam, Daniel Cotlear, Patrick Hoang-Vu Eozenou, and Leander R. Buisman. 2016. “Measuring
Progress towards Universal Health Coverage: With an Application to 24 Developing Countries.” Oxford
Review of Economic Policy 32 (1): 147—189. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/0xrep/grv019

Weller, Jiirgen. 2000. Reformas economicas, crecimiento y empleo: Los mercados de trabajo en América Latina
y el Caribe. Santiago de Chile: CEPAL. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18356/57c4677b-es

Weller, Jiirgen. 2014. Aspectos de la evolucion reciente de los mercados laborales de América Latina y el Caribe.
Santiago de Chile: CEPAL. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18356,/29d20244-es

Wodtke, Geoffrey T. 2016. “Social Class and Income Inequality in the United States: Ownership, Authority,
and Personal Income Distribution from 1980 to 2010."” American Journal of Sociology 121 (5): 1375-1415.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1086,/684273

Wresinski, Joseph. 1987. Grande pauvreté et précarité économique et sociale: Séances des 10 et 11 février 1987.
Paris: Direction des Journaux Officiels.

Wright, Erik O. 1997. Class Counts: Comparative Studies in Class Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

How to cite this article: Solis, Patricio, Eduardo Chavez Molina, and Daniel Cobos. 2019. Class Structure, Labor
Market Heterogeneity, and Living Conditions in Latin America. Latin American Research Review 54(4), pp. 854-876.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

Submitted: 14 February 2017 Accepted: 18 February 2018 Published: 11 December 2019
Copyright: © 2019 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and

reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

LARR Latin American Research Review is a peer-reviewed open access OPEN ACCESS a

journal published by the Latin American Studies Association.

https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240507000304
https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-529X.2006.27529
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145521
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grv019
https://doi.org/10.18356/57c4677b-es
https://doi.org/10.18356/a9d20244-es
https://doi.org/10.1086/684273
https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.442

	The EGP Class Schema in Latin America: Limitations and Proposed Adaptations 
	Latin American Labor Markets, Limitations of the EGP Schema, and Proposed Adaptations  

	Data and Methods 
	Results 
	Class Structures in Latin America  
	Class and Social Protection 
	Class, Income Inequality, and Relative Income Poverty 

	Discussion and Conclusions 
	Appendix 
	Table A1

	Acknowledgements 
	Author Information 
	References 
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3
	Table 4
	Table 5
	Table 6
	Table 7
	Table 8

