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INTRODUCTION

-One of the most impdrtant features- of social ‘change 'conecerns
stratification structures, i.e., ‘the ways individuals gain.access to -
social desiderata such as income, 'prestige and power. - It is important ..
becduse it directly affects people!s chances in life and, through their
- pérception of the legitimacy of their .lot, their political ideology.

.The" study of the objective and subjective effects of stratification
change has 2lways constituted one of the mainstreams of sociological
“thought+. To stress the obvious, for both Marx and Weber. the description
of change in the stratification structure was-the:best way.of analyzing
the passage from one typical systeém of social-relations to another: from
capitalism to feudalism, from precapitalist to capitalist modes of
production, from the: patrimonial to the bureaucratic state.

In Latin America, perh&ps because of. the marxist-iradition in
sociological thoughty "studies of social stratification are characterized
both by their abundance and their scarcity” as Tutaka:says (1965).

They are abundant becawse any analysis of social structures and historical
processes at the macro-sociological level (in which Latin American
sociologists have excelled) calls for the use of .c¢lasses and groups as .
principles of organizatien of the historical materizl: as social actors,
whose use allows a parsimonious deseription of reality. Often, however,
the construction of a stratificstion structure is only a necessary step
towards the main goal of the study, which is the description of historical
processes,. the identification of political attitudes, the discovery of the
agent  of revolution, or any other goal of sociological research.

Studies devoted exclusively or principally to -stratification and
change are thus unfortunately scarce. In the Latin American literature,
stratification has been fashionable in only two or three periods, and
always in connection with important research projects: the study on the
middle class,: by the Panamerican Union, (Crevenna, 1951), written in a
period of economic expansion. and political democratization which naturally
drew attention toé the middle class; the four-city project, which studied
social mobility in Rio'de. Jarieiro, Buenos Aires, Montevideo and Santiago,
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conducted at the beginning of the sixties, when the myth of the middle
‘class was wearing away under the blows of economic, -recession and the
dissolution of the populist alliance; (Hutchlnson, 1960/1965 ;3 Ganon, 1961;
Costa Pinto 1956; Graciarena,.]1961; Labbens.y Solari, 1961); the 1966/1967
Monterrey mobility.project, and the study. on internal migration, occupational
structure and social mobility which is being carried out in Mexico Gity, .
whose:impact, due to the geographlcal limitation of the ,survey, has been
much smaller. (Balan, Browning &.Jelin, 1974;. Muﬁoz, 1973; de Oliveira, 1973).
Recently, stratification analysis.has been somewhat left aside. I
think this disregard is justificd in part by the difficulty with which
reliable data-on stratification: are proque.ed » and by the attractiveness of
the other side. of the researeﬁ the behaviour ,of‘ clésses in social chén_gee
It seems pointless, however,, to discuss the polltlcal attltudes and
potential of classes, if we do not, know, how development is go:mg to change
their size and composition.. ... P . . : -
How could we say, for mstance, that the re'—'pon51b111ty for soc:l.al
revolution lies on the shoulders of the worklng clacs 1cnow:1:1g that. this
class is declining in relative; and . aboolute tems‘? And Jif the mldd.s.e
class is expanding,.must we focus our attentlon on it, to understand the
polltlcal and social change. that has occurred and that may.occur? - In
conclusion, though neglect isg Ju.,tlfl,able » I think sociological inquiry”
must again be directed to this, subaect and the: precent paper is ari elfort
,J.n this direction. It is concerned m.th the follow:.ng questions: :Ls,.there
a relation between socio-econamic, change and stratification structures?
Wthh processes are most important: in affecting these, structures? Is there
a chronological order in their relative importance? And, most important
of all: If there is such relation, why? My exclusive concern with theory
construction explains the preference shown throughout this work for
hypothesis, methodological precision and statistical analysis as opposed
to speculation and historical generalizations. o _
This work has admittedly been stimulated by the availability of data
on stratification structures for a number of Latin American countries in
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the enviromsof 1960 and 1970. The stratification structure was obtained -
by cross—tabulatlng occupatlon and occupatlonal category as they appear in
populatlon censuses and in turn this structure was tabulated with other
important varlables' educatlon, locatlon, mlgratony status, etc. (Filgueira,
l975b) These operatlons were p0531b1e because the statistical agencies of
these countrles had glven the samples of thelr ceneuses to CELADE (Centro
Iatlnoamerlcano de Demografla) in connectlon w1th a project on stratification
and mobility for which I was respon51b1e. Much more can be said about ‘
these tabulations, but it may be left to the methodological section of this
paper. o ' -

I have 1nd1cated brlefly the source of my 1nformat10n on stratlflcatlon
structures so that the reader may get an idea of what I w111 and will not
do, due to the nature of the data. Flrst of all it will not be p0531b1e
to construct a Utratlflcatlon tructure more artlculated than a ba31c
dichotomy of middle and upper class - lower class w1th subclﬁsses,
second, I will not analyse rac1a1-ethnlc stratlflcatlon because 1nfbrmatlon
on racial or ethnic orlgln is not common to all cenauses, nor will T study
political stratification (elltewmass relatlons) 1 shall however,
try to answer the follow1ng questlons‘ first, how to cohafruct:a
stratification structure that could both be meanlngful and not distort the
available data; in this conﬁectlon I w111 review the llterature, second,
what hypotheses have been formulaued relating social change with change
in the size of the middle cless and again, the study concentrates mostly
on the review and critical appraisal of the literature; a statistical
analysis is then made of the available date in order to verify the
hypotheses stated in the preceding section; and finally, an attempt is
made to combine the d1°perseihypotheses in a common theoretical framework.
This last part is more speculative and tentatlve than originally intended

but a tighter analy31s was not possible.
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The construction of a structure

Methodologlcal textbooks say that "good" soc1olog1cal research
concepts, contlnues with the measurement of these concepts and ends w1th
emplrlcal testlng, w1th or w1thout the employment of statlstlcs. When ‘
' revising thls paper for publlcatlon I could have ordered my materlal 1n 'u:
that fashlon, but only by d01ng violence to the way my research had . "1 .
developed. = .

" In fact I began the research with data that had already been organlzed
into comparable stratlflcatlon structures by a colleague, Carlos Fllguelra.
I thus felt the need flrst of all to review the 11terature in order to
verify if the route he had taken was justified by the nature of the data
and the relevant materlal. I was 1ook1ng for a background to the data at
my disposal. Therefore, the methodologlcal sectlon whlch refers to the
constructlon of a stratlflcatlon structure was the flrst problem I tackled
Only alter flndlng this background did I pass to the substartive sectlon
on the relation between stratlflcatlon and economlc develo;ment"theory
construction, methodology and emplrlcal test1ng°

I propose to malntaln this order in my paper. Slnce the reader is
naturaluy not familiar with the methodology employed to construct the

V]

stratlfxcatlon structures used for my analysis of stratlflcatlon and cnange,
I will brlefly describe the steps taken agalnst theibackground of the
ex1st1ng Literature. .

The three basic mathodologlcal declslons that must be made to construct
any stratlflcatlcn structure are the selectlcn of rank system and of the
indicator (s) of status, and the cr1ter1a of inclusion. These operatlons |
correspond to the: follow1ng questlons- on what property do we wish to rank
individuals? how do we measure this property° whlch measures do we comblne.
to make a class? ' ' '
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The selectlon of the rank system ™

The rank system.- it is useful to recall - is the property by which
individuals are classified. Although the distinction is not usually
drawn between rank and indicators, it nonetheless deserves attention
(Tumin, 1967). For instance, if we want to classify individuals
according to standard of living, cbnsﬁmpéion potential or position on
an income scale, we must employ as indicators household consumption
expenditures, disposable income, and earned income respectively.

It is also true, however, that the commonly used indicators of socio-
economlc status are highly 1ntercorre1ated (Soares, 1962) Duncan, 1961)
and that therefore the rank ey*tems should be £00.

While this observation ‘may absolve the cruder classifications from
this charge it does not justlﬂy the more reflned efforts, since the
measurerent of status often requlres a391gn1ng a different welght to
each indicator. .

The only works, to my knowledge, which define a rank system are
Hutchinszon's (1965) study'of'stretificatien'éﬁd ﬁbbility in Sao Faulo and
the other works in the four-city project. Following the spproach of '
Glass {1954) and his colleaéues (Mosef'and Hall, 1954), however, the author
selected the least meaningful of all rank syetems, prestige, and arranged
occupations accordingly; But in a fast-changing industrial metropolis,
the consensus of group members on the social hierarchy of values, if it
egists at all, is not crystallized by tradition. The stability of the
index, therefore, is forese seably low (Portes, 1972).

Furthermore, the forr llty with which Hutchlnson placed occupations
on the prestige scale, led him to forego the dlstlnctlon between manual
and non~manual labour which has been found meaningful in different social
settings (Soares, 1962; Runciman, 1966).

The need for rank system selection; hOWever, has not been accompanied
either by the production'of data ehablihg researchers to make a decision,
or by efforts to measure the internal con31stency of polltlcal 1ndlcators,
except, of course, in the case of the works quoted above.
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To stop here would be to pass over one of the central debates in
the. stratification 11terature of Latln Amerlca and, to be sure, of all
time: the: nature of the rank system.' 5 '

The debate between the two mayor approaches to stratlficatlon '
~ usually associated one with marxism, the other w1th North Amerlcan soc1a1
science - centres, as, Ossowski (1963) correctly notes, on whether the selected
rank system defines relations of dependence (classes) or ordering relations
among social group:.ngs (strata) W‘nle classes are analy‘t:.cally def:Lned,
strata are arbltrarlly arranged: Marx's classes are related by deflm.tlon,
they can therefore be used as homogeneous actors in a theory of social
change, whereas strata can be formed and refaahloned at pleasure, accordlng
to the purpose of the classlfier (Dahrenaorf 19591,

In turn, this dlstlnctlon is based on the bellef - defended by the
first school, criticized by the second - that relatlons of dependence '
define homogeneous socizl classes, vhile relatlons of order create only
heterogeneous aggregates. Thus, since stratification structures serve
primarily as tools for understanding social phenomena, the_first approach,
is better. - o o , t', o

- Thus go the arguments pro. and con. Thls dlstlnctlon has been greatly
overemrha31zed. Stratlflcatlon structures are cla351flcatlons, and the -
methodology for thelr constructlon is 1dent1cal fbr marxist and non—marxlst
alike.

Roughly speaklng, whether classes are deflned analytlcally or by ‘
order depends on the nature of the rank svstem'selected. (Stavenhagen 1967,
25) If it is measured on a nomlnal scale that 1mp11es relat1on (property
of the means of productlon, p031tlon on an authorlty scale), one obtalns
a class structure, 1f on an interval scale (1ncome, educatlon) a stratifica-
tlon of strata. On no loglcal grounds is one preferable to the other. The
issue of the selection of rank is an emplrlcal questlon, and must be solved
on this basis. Rank systems are chosen so that the classification thus
obtalned reduces to the minimum the w1th1n-class varlatlon on ancther
dependent varlable'(pollt;cal activity, attitudes towards soc;allzatlon, etc.)

/(Mayntz, 1967).
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(Mayntz, 1967) 'There is no obvious reason why classes defined adoptlng
a relational rank system are homogeneous on all or ‘ ~:
even a number of social actions. ‘The ¢laim of primogeniture must ye"
justified. I R h e
One should also resist the téﬁptation of distributing people into
classes post factum; putting for instance the "radicals", whoever they
may be,'in tlie proletariat and the "conservative" in the bourgeoisie.
There is no doubt in my mind that the marxist approach to this issue has

been to"say‘the‘léast slopﬁy.' First, because it oscillates between a

simplistic dichotomy (bourge01ﬂ1e-proletar1at) and a more realistic but
chaotic array of classes (1ngellectuals, students, petit bourge0151e,
agricultural 1abourers, peasants). Second, because it often transplants
Marx!s stratlflcatlon structure to settlngs that are hlstor1cally and
ecologlc 11y different from his oWne That such hlerarchles may possess
25 _predichtive a value as they did in Marx's times is very unlikely, and,

in any event, needs empirical support. As much cne may esteem Marx, it

is impossible to avoid the feeling that some of his statersnts, say, on the
homogeneity of his classes, and on the proletarization of the middle class,
require fundamental revision, unfortunately lacking in the majorlty of
works of this tendency.in the Latin American literature.

Some works are exclusively political pamphlets (Glazerman and Smeonor,
1968; Romeo, 1948). The stratification structure they propose is composed
of classes whose boundaries are as blurred as their political ideology.
Quijano's (1963) identification of five classes (the dependent bourgeéisie,
the middle class, the labouring populstion, the peasants, and the urban |
marginals) though more respectful of the diversity of statuses in Latin
America, faces the same methodological problems. What rank system did he
choose? What is the boundary line between the first and the second, and
the third and fourth class? Does the industrial bourgeoisie include the
managers of large enterprises or exclusively the owners? The'sﬁfatification
he suggests lacks the ‘definition of rank systém, of indicator, and of the
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crlterla of inclusion. Any statement draw1ng upon 1mputed patterns of e
activity of these classes, is thus pure speculatlon. o
Of course 1ack of methodologlcal accuracy i's sometimes justlfied
by the lack of data needed to measure statuses and define boundaries.
Historical analySes of stratification structures (Torres, 1965; de
Mendlzabal, 1968) are thus more often amethodologlcal -ifI may use
this ugly term - than 1ncorrect though often available sources of
emplrlcal material are not fully exp101ted. But no justification ex1sts
for methodologlcal slopplness 1n works that refer, like those quoted
above, to contemporary soclety. ' Y

The above observations deny not the validity of some criticisms of
schemes of gradatlon « that they do not 1dent1fy sociagl factors, for ‘
instance '~ but the utility of measurements ‘constructed without facing the*z
basic methodoiogical proﬁlems; Greater methodolog1ca1 pre0151on would be
required to improve on earlier ‘efforts. ' '

Tkhe selection of 1nd_,atogs and the orxterla of 1rclu31on
or definition of cl>'“ boundaries -

'U As it is 1mposs1b1e to conotruct a stratlflcatlon st“uctare w1thout
an 1nu1cator of stat tus, we can expect no default 1n thls sectlon. }

In Latin Amerlca, occupation has been by far the most popular
indicator of‘status,,bpt others have been employed as well. Gohzélez
Casanova (1965), M. Koﬁig (1972) and Gonzilez Cosio (1961) suggest that
a set of 1ndlcators should be used. |

. The flrst of these analyses the structure of 1nequallty along the
11nes of literacy, hou31n°, education, income, and categcry of occupation.
For each freqpency distribution obtalned along all 1nd1cators, ‘the author
determlnes class boundarles and thus defines a. stratification structure.

. The selectlon of criteria of 1nc1u81on, however, is entlrely arbltrary.
There is no reeson in fact to accept his statement that the upper class
is constltuted by the populatlon which owns a television set, has a high
school dlploma or belongs to the category of employer. Since these
1ndlcators are not cross-tabulated, it is 1mp0331b1e to avoid mlsplaclng
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consplcuous consumers, and educated bu51nessmen, or wealthy managers.
Therefore the flndlng that the size of classes measured along these
indicators is roughly equal makes one suspect that the selection of the
criteria of 1nclu31on does not procede the analy51s of the dlstrlbutlon
of populatlon in classes, but follows it. '

Konlg (1972) suggests a deflnltlon of classes by cross—tabulatlng

oceupation, 1ncome, and educatlon, in the follow1ng way. -

Occupation : ; Income . ~ Education Class .
5000 . University  High

Non-manual 1000, - 5000 High-School Middle
100  Primary Low

It may be noticed that only occupation and income are actually cross-
tabulated and intervene in the construction of classes. The other
indicator is allegedly perfectly related with income and tHerefore is
not discriminent. The last of the three (Gonzdlez Cosio, 1961: 54)
devotes only the foulowlno lines to the question: "Tomando en considera-
cidn el ingreso, el gasto, el tlpo de ocupacién y los censos de poblacidn,
se ha podido agrupar a los hgbitantes de México en grandes ‘estratos denoml-.
nados en sentido lato, clases sociales". Tt remains unsaid which combina-
tion of indicators (excluding census samples, of course) has been adopted
and which boundaries drawn. ‘ I

The single indicator that most often has been employed is as I said
occupation (Germani, 1961; Labtbens and Solari, 1961; Jaffe, 1965;
Chaplin, 1968; Soares, 1971; Parra Sandeﬁal, 1971; Bresser Pefeira,‘l96h;
Pereira de Quieroz, 1965; Cardoso and Reyna, 1968"De‘ouyst 1942; DESAL,
1965; Briones, 1963). The avaeilability of this information in census
publications, its reliability and comparablllty‘gustlfy its appeal. But
there are two major drawbacks: /1. As
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1. As Ganon (1961) correctly states, the unit of analysis of
stratlflcatlon is the household and not the 1nd1v1dua1. The wife of a
business executlve which takes a job as a seamstress to £ill her day V
belongs to the upper and not the lower class. Agaln, the household ' N
dlstrlbutlon of income is substantlally dlfferent from the personal . _"
dlstrlbution.; Unfortunately, however, censuses commonly supply the i"
occupational dlstrlbutlon of the economlcally actlve populatlon and not N
of the head of the household. o
2. Occupations are neither grouped into classes nor arranged in a
hiefafoﬁ&;iss”afe,'for‘instsnce;winoone'olssses; Tt thus becomes necessary
to call upon other criteria to perform theee operations: first, to order-
occupatlons in a hlerarchy, "second, "to group occupations of 51m11ar status -
into a class, that 1s, to deflne class boundarles.

As concerns the flrst issue, the dlfflculty is dlrectly proportlonal
to the number of classes employed. In a dlchotomy of manual and non—manual
workers, it is obvious that the latter enjoy on aversge a hlgher status
than the former. bt it is questionable whether the baundary line falls
there, and whether the appealing simplicity of procedure i worth the
wealth of information thus lost. ., . . L

As occupations are listed in detall, however, 1t becomes more and
more difficult to dec1de on the sppropriate orderlng of statuses. One way i
of solving the dlfflculty, if data are available, is to make use of another”
indicator of status and define classes by cross-tabulatlng them._' _

Chaplin (1968) for instance, arranges occupations according to the1r
average 1ncome,as it appeared on census publications; but he pools 1°V33:
non-mamials and high manuals, foregoing the distinction which-T have.
repeatedly pointed to as interesting and relevant. Furthennore; measures
of central tendency as average 1ncome are meanlngful in the construction of
class1f1catlons if the standard deviation of the varlable is not high. - For
theoretlcal reasons, it 1s easy to believe that the standard deviation. of
income for the upper class (defined hyeoccupat;on)_ls relatively low; but
not so the standard deviation of the income:of accupations in the middle -
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class, which usually belong to the tertiary sector. Salesmen may be both.
street vendors and wholesaler car dealers. In sum, different occupations
span a variety of overlapping statuses.

We have now entered the area of the second problem of the criteria
of inclusion: where does one class end and the next begin? Where shall we
draw the boundary line between occupations in order to reduce the within-
class variation of status? The problem, of course, is that class boundaries 2
are more likely to run through an occupation (or a number of occupations)
than between two of them. o -

This point was forcefully made by E. Jelin (1967). Analyzing her
data on occupational allocation and income distribution in Monterrey,
she was led to conclude that the distinction between self-employed and
employees is horizontal and not vertical. In fact, she distinguished five
groups: self-employed without capital, unskilled workers, self-employed
with some capital, skilled workers, and self-employed with one to five -
employses. These groups have sigrificantly different levels of income,
education, and housing: 64 per cent of the first group, 25 per cent of
the second, 12 per cent of the third, 4 per cent of the foirth and nobody
of the.last have an income “Jower than 145 pesos. In our case, unfortunately,
such scphistication is unattainable because of the lack of survey data.

In conclusion, occupation alone is not a very good indicator of -
statuss The size of ‘the enterprise for employers and income could better
distinguish members of different classes in the same occupations, but this
~ information is seldom, if ever, -supplied. A good example of the errors of
measurement caused by occupation as the only indicator of status occurs
in Desenvolviriento and coyuntura (1958). In the stratification it presents,
the percentage of upper class (4Z) (constituted exclucively of owners of -
enterprises) is higher than that of the upper middle (2%) (managers and
professionals) and roughly similar to the middle class (6%) (middle level
employees)s This canmot be ‘true. Obviously the upper class is over-
represented on account of the inclusion of dwners of small agricultural and

industrial enterprises which are very numerous, bearing in mind that in the

~ /19508 Brazil,
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1950s Brazil, to which thesedata refer, 80 per cent of all industrial
enterprises employed less than 10 workers (Bresser Pereira, 1964)..

.- The .use of category of occupation as indicator of status is equally
unsatisfactory. The trichotomy that can be constructed of employers;
employees. and self-employed allows a hlgh degree. of disper31on of status
within each class (Murmis, 1974). ‘ .

If occupation and occupatlonal category alone are poor indicators of
status, by cross~tabulating them we obtain a better measure of status,
if any, because the reliability of a measurement is positively related:
with the number of indicators. This is the approach selected by
Germani (1961), Konig.(1972), Di Tella (1962), and by Filgueira (1975a)
whose data is used in this-study.

The problem in this cross-classification (and from any cross-
classification) is the definition of hierarchy and of the criteria of
‘inclusion. For instance, doesthe employed professional have higher
status than the employer in commerce? Do both belong to the middle class?

Germani (1961) does not give an explicit account of how he.colves the
problem., Di-Tella (1962) and Filgueira (1975b), on the contrary, describe
the operations involveds Roughly, all employers belong to-the upper-middle
class, with~¢mployedvand,self—employed, professionals, managers, office
workers - and salesmen.. . All other self-employed and employees belong to the
lower class. The stratification structure adopted by Germani, Di Tella and
Filgueira, a version of which will be used in this study, comprises two-
classes (upper-middle and lower) dividéd by sectors (secondary, tertiary.
ard primary), and by other subcategories of lesser reliability.

In the case of‘Mexico,vwhere it was possible to cross~tabulate occupation
and occupational cdtegory with income, we:can verify if the two criteria rank
well on income. It appears that the 5 .classes (middle-upper in primary;lmiddle
upper in secondary and tertiary; lower in primar&; lower.in secondary; amd,
lower,in'tertiar&) are corréctly ordered in.terms of incomé. Furthermore,
it is true that non-manual occupations enjoy higher prestige than manual, and
that, therefore, the overall status of that subcategory is higher. It also -
appears, however, that some subcategories in the'middle class (own account in
trade) have patterns of income distribution similar to industrial workers. It

is dubious whetner this is only the case in Mexico. In any event, caution is

dvisable.
advisable /The methodology
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" The' methodology ‘applied to construct the stratification structure on
vhich T base my analysis is the same as that of Germani, Di Tella and
Filgueira and, for the reasons exposed above, is the most suitable for
the data at hand.

Since in the preceding analysis of the above authors a brief description
of the major methodological decisions taken has already been given, I shall
now merely summarize all the characteristics of the data and of stratificatior
structure adopted. _ :

As previously indicated, the da‘ta used are census data which were
made available in sample form to Celade (Cen‘bro Latlnoamerlcano de
Demograf:[a) by most of the Latin American countries which made a census _
in about 1960. and 1970 in connectlon with a progoct on social stratlflcatlon
of the Social Development D1v1s:.on of CEPAL (the United Nat:.ons Econom1c
Commission for Latin Amerlca) The program of tabulations that was appl:Led
is wider than a simple cross—tabulatlon of occupatlon and occupatlonal
category; but this is what is of use to us. - _ .

In order to render the national dats conqaarabie,various oﬁerations
have bsen necessary, and they are reported in irarious Celade publications
(Celade, l97h) , :

As for the three me‘bhodolog::.cal decisions, the stratlflcatlon structure

- I have adopted, like Germani's and Di Tella's, a,vo:Lds the i‘:.rst' the
selectlon of occupatlon and occupational category as the indicators of
status, however, guarantees that at least the major rank systems (mﬂome
and prestlge) have been, to some extent, taken into account I\aevertheless,
economic rather than prestige criteria have :mfluenr'ed h:LerarchlzatJ.on of.
occcupations., . . |

With regard to the second and thlrd we already Kknow that occupatlon
and occupational category have been the mdlcators, and that’ the criteria
of inclusion, as in Di Tella's work, have been dictated by a number of
conaderat:.ons, mostly intuitive. It should be added that the number of

categories in Germanl and Filgueira's work has been reduced to only four.,
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a bas:.c dichotomy ‘upper. middle - lower class, and a dlchotom dependent-
mdependent wh:Lch is needed to prove Marx's hypothesis on the proletarizatio:
of mdep_evndent: workers. The data on wh:Lch‘ I base my analysis are. given in-
Table 1.

 THE LITERATURE ON STRATIFICATION AND DEVELOPMENT
Introduction -.

In the literature on change in stratlflcatlon structures there are
two different, and, at t:unes, oppos:.te concept:l.ons of change. Both are
legltlmate s because the dua.hty belongs to the phenomenon 1tself. Change s
is, as we ourselves experlence it in fact a slow, addltlve phenomenon
if we 1ook at 1t in the shor er perspect:;ve, However, 11’ we 1ook at it in a
longer one ) We notlce that the sums of small changes g:Lve rise to formdable
revolutions: quant:.ty becomes quallty. The two approaches mentioned derive
from this Janus like nature of cha.nge. one sk:Lps over the accumlative
charges and focusses on the extremes, usually conS'cr'uctn_nrf typologles of
social relations at the beg:mnlng and at the end of the p"'ocess. The other
concentrates on the continuous, additive changes. While it'is cruc‘ial for
the second approach, for the first one the time dJ.mens:Lon 1s, paradoxlcally,
unlmportant The features of the passage from a feudal to a capltallst
society are mdlfferent to the length of time it requlres, whereas’ analysis
of the second type take time as an mdependent variable.' I will call them
the dlscrete and the continuum approaches respeculvely h
' The se two conceptlons should be " analyzod in greater detall, but since
I will almost exclus:.vely use hypotheses founded on the basis of the second
I will devote only llmlt.ed attentlon to the f:Lrst ’

The dJ_screte w_gpromch R

Th:x_s approach is aSSOCla‘bed with Marxlsm and funct:.onallsm, although
'not all works that fall in thls category belong consc1ously to elther
school 'For Marx hlmself development could be schematlcally concelved
as the change from one mode of productlon to- another from feudalism to

/ Table a
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION BY OCCUPATIONAL STRATA AND OCCUPATIONAL
DEPENDRICE FOR SELECTED LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES, 1950, 1960 AND 1970

2) CEPAL-UNICEF, 1975,
g) Iturriaga, 1958.
(4) Chaplin, 1968,

(5) s Bama, 19624

5/ For (2) data Mother" have been distributed among olasses proportionately to their size. This operations
gives unreligble data when, as in Mexico 1960, 1970, Dominican Republie 1970, and El Salvador 1970,
Especially for Mexico 1960 and Dominican Republic 1970.. The

the size of this category is oonsiderable.

ata are grossly unreliable.

b/ The original stratiffcation structure, drawn from (2) has been manipulated.

N

as landowners, it expanded the middle class to the unlikey percentage of 48.3.

/capitalism and
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Argentina

1950 (1) 5246 L7 10040 13. 6. 100,0 040

1960 §2) ho,2 5;.8 10040 13.5 gl.g 100.0 (10.6)

1970 (2) . 3302 65.8 100.0 2242 77.8 100.0 (9.5)

Brazil

1950 (1 b1 . 100.0 o0 48.0 100,0 0.0

1960 gzg 19.1 33.3 100.0 ?éu . 1000 (7.4)

Ghile( )

1550 (1 Lo.2 8 100,0 0ol o6 100.0 0.0

1960 (2) 274l ;Z.G 100.0 20.5 ;g.s 100.0 (649)

1970 (2) 27.9 7241 100.0 2346 764 100.0 (947)

Costa Rica

1950 (1) 5547 44,3 1000 23.7 7643 100.0 040

1963 (2) 3342 65.8 100.0 3343 6547 100.0 (603)

1973 (2) 19.0 81,0 100.0 25.9 7lel 100.0 (543)

Eouador

1950 (1) 3940 6140 100.0 4.2 63.8 100.0 040

1952 (2) 51.4 48.6 100.0 50,8 14942 100.0 {3.8)

Honduras

1950 (1) 33.3 5647 100.0 7045 2945 10040 0.0

1961 (2) 3743 63.7 100.0 6145 30.5 100.0 (5.4)

El Salvador

1950 (1 . 46, 100.0 §1.6 8.4 100.0 0.0

1961 ﬁzg ( 32.? 5u.§ 1000 3344 26.6 100.0 (1.2)

1971 (2) 32.7 673 100.0 L4042 5948 100.0 (19.9)

Cuatemzla

1950 (1) 48.1 5149 100.0 61.0 39.0 100.0 0.0

1964 (2) 43.9 5641 1€0.0 Y5y 54.3 100.0 (0.6)

1973 (2) 28.8 7142 100.0 541 45.9 100.0 (249)

Pananmg,

1950 (1) 2443 7547 100.0 6.7 3543 100.0 0.0

1960 (2) 18.1 81.9 100.0 60,1 39.9 100.0 (12.0)

1570 (2) 12.6 87.4 100,0 51,0 k9.0 100.0 (4.7)

Mexioo

1942 (3) 0.0

1950b/ (2) 51,0 49.0 100.0 3646 63.7 100.0 (33.4)

1970 (2) 3846 614 100.0 35.7 643 100.0 (14.2)

Paraguay

1950 (1) 5,2 45.8 100.0 67.9 32.1 100.0 0.0

1962 (2) 4.0 5640 100.0 60.5 3945 100.0 (6.8)

1972 (2) 3902 60,8 100.0 6345 3645 100,0 (5ek)

Dominican Republic

1960 (2) 40,0 60.0 100.0 6245 3745 100.0 (542)

1970 (2) 33.8 6642 100.0 TR 5046 100.0 (41.8)

Peru

1951 (4) 0.0

1970 (2) 31,0 69.0 1000 b1 55.9 100.0 (7e2)

Uruguay

1958 (5) 0.0

1963 (2) 3641 6349 100.0 21,6 784 100.0 (1062)

Nicaraguas

1971 (2) 42.0 58,0 100.0 L. 5649 10040 (8.0)

Bolivia

1950 (1) 4,7 55¢3 100.0 54,5 5.5 100.0 0.0

Colombia |

1950 (1) 6949 30,1 100,0 7.6 6244 100.0 040
“Cuba ' \

1950 (1) (2647) 73.3 100.0 284 7146 100.0 0.0

Hat%i,

,19_‘;;0 (1) 5627 Mg o 100.0- .. 88,2- 11.8 B . -
. Venezuela

1950 (1) 4743 5247 100.0 41.0 59.0 100.0 0.0

Source: (1) Ga Germani, 1961,
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capltallsm and hopefully, from capltallsm to soc:Lallsm. Changes:in"‘
stratlflcatlon are therefore concelved as the shift from the class
structure. typlcal of feudahsm to that typlca.l of capltallsm, or better,
from that typical of precapltallsm to that o:f.‘ capltallsm. Th:Ls hypothes:.s_
as sta,ted in Marx, means two dlfferent thmgs' (a) that the size of the
global precapltallst strat:l_i'lcatlon structure decreases, while maint aining
the relative proportions of the cla_s.ses‘ of each‘ structure, (b) that such
proportn.ons change too. : | ‘ R

In both cases, it follows, that at any pomt between the extremes, _
any soclety presents a. dual stratlflcatlon structure (Moore ’ 1966 353;
Fernandes, 1972), that is, two different eysteme of social rela.t:.ons although
. one may, as usual, have hegemony over the other.

If it duly stresses that a dual stratli‘lcatlon structure does not
exclude the existence of relations between the parts this idea is very
.Jnterestlng. On it in fact, Fernandes bases his hypothe51s of the political
and entrepreneurlal passivity of the middle class. The duality of the
stratification structure forces the middle class to compror.ases that, in the
" long run, weaken it. , ’

When, howsver, one asks Marx and contemporary mamascs ‘which
stratification structure corresponds to the 1d°a.l typ1cal systems, the
answers are unclear and contradlctory. Be51des, contemporary marx::.st
thJ.nkers have denled that developing countries are feudal soc:.etles, and ‘
have preferred to consn.der tnen dependent s colonlal, or post-colonlal |
What stratification sbructure corresponds to these sysbems is dlfflcult
to know. Precapltallst, fcuda,l, colonial, or dependent soc1et1es are
characterized by the predom:_na.nce of agrlcultura.l over industrial occupatlons,
by the survival of relations of personal dependence and artisznal :mdustry,
and thus, development w:xll likely shift people out of ag"u.culture and
craftsmen to :mdustry. Supposedly, peasants will have to abendon the
countryside, or, become agrlculturel labourers 3 apart from the se general

statements there is, a. vacuum

- /One- hypothesis,
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One hypothes:.s, however, has greater 1mpor'bance for the issue at ha‘nd'
that of probtarlzation. _ There is rio need to give refererice for thls A
hypothes:.s in Marx's work " they are all we]_'l known. Surpnsmgly, it
has never been dropped from the Marx:Lst arsenal, as witness Rangel Contla's
(1970) recent attempt to refurblsh it with the supporb of empn.rmal data
drawn from Mexican censuses of 1895 s 1950 and 1960.

The proletarlzatlon hypothes1s states that, due to competitlon from
larger enterprlses, the smaller artisanal industries and smaller farms
are doomsd to dlsappear. The result of this process at the’ soc:Lal level
is the decline in the 1mportance of the mddle class. Soares (1971) has
already demonstrated the invahdity oi‘ this hypothes:l.s, referrlng, moreover,
to the debate that raged betvveen soclallsl:s and trevisionists! in prewar
Germany. He notes that in fact the trend J.n the manual—non manual occupat:.ons
ratio is decreasmg, and not increasmg as Marx's hypothes:.s would 1ead us
to believe, " S

It is true, however, that the hypothes:t.s may also mean that mdependent
occunaclons give way to dependent ones, a process labelled 1n dli‘ferent
ways but commonly known as 'bureaucratlzatlon' In thls cas the hypothes:.s
is acceptable, and w:.].‘l. be tested It must be noted, howwc that 1t does
not have much relevance for the research on stratlflcatlon, since both
'dependent' and 'mdependent' ca‘begorles are comprlsed of wn.del;r dlfferent
sets of status. Rangel Ccntla's work entlrely overlooks thls po:Lnt- choosing
ownership of the means of produ t:Lon as the only mdlcator of sta‘bus, it
includes in the proleta.rlat all salarled employees (managers, hlgh State
officials, the admlnlstrators of Braz:.lla;n State entsrprlses, as ‘Wwell as
street vendors and :Lndustrlal workers), and concludes even in the teeth of
the data, that the proletarlat 1s mcreas:.ng. T

It may be that the f a.:Llure to defend the ma.rx:Lst hypothe sis should not
be considered a failure of the h;w]pothe51s- it is hard, however, to escape
the mpress:Lon that useful as it is as a conceptuallzatlon and descrlptlon
of the overall features of change, the marxist approach fails when 1t comes to
supplying a testabls hypothesis. It would be too mich o ask Marx for 4
hypotheses; but not -his followers.

/Functionalism shares
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Functionalism shares with marxism the opinion that change is best...
understood by defining the ideal typical conditions on departure -and on.
arrival, and placing the society under analysis somewhere in the line of
evolution from one to the other ideal type (Hoselitz, 1964; Parsons, 1965;
lerner, 1958). This opinion is based, in turn, on the assumptions. that -
societies constitute self-adjusting systems, and-that the correlations
established among the items composing the systém (such as permeability,
stratification structure, socialization patterns, family structures,
roles, etc.) are similar for all countries. Thus; if any item changes,
all the others will too with similar strength and direction in all the
countries, ' '

There is no need to labour this point. The fallacy of this reasoning
has been proven elsewhere (Walton, 1972; Gusfield, 1967; Bendix, 1967).

In Latin America, functionalism has not enjoyed great success. The
only adherent of value it can boast of is Germani (1961; 1971). The
dichotomy of modern and traditional society he suggests is characterized’
by the following propertiés: the traditional society is rclatively closed,
it has a dichotomic imags, it has two strata (estates or castes), it shows
a high status crystallization, it presents obstacles to commnication among
strata, the inexistence of the middle class, low vertical and horizontal -
mobility, the pre-eminence of ascription over achievement and of the ideology
of inheritance over the ideology of mobility, and it is generally based on
agricultural activity. Modsrn societies show the opposite features: they.
are open, they have a large middle class, a low status consistency, high
mobility and are based on industrial activity.

Development, therefore, is the type of change undergone by a socisty
passing from the traditional to the modern stage. ' '

- The validity of this statement -is more dubious than it may seem at
first sight. Shall we in fact call developmont only the process on which
all the listed structural changes occur in the foreseen direction, or are
there exceptions? Modern Japan, for instance, is a highly industrialized

society where ascriptive traits are often more important than achieved ones.

/Furthermore, change
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Furthermore s change in the’ sbructures hsted above oceurs a.t the same pace
among them and among countrles H or shall we a.ccept la,gs" Developlng

enough surplus to ma:l.nta.m a large unproductive labour force, Rather than
a line between the two polss, development is thus better equated with a
tangle ‘of broken segments sparsely distributed around the line of evolution..
The amount of information lost by arbitrarily drawing a single line is ‘so
great that it is better, in my opinion, to focus on the seégments.” =

Of course, this point is part of ‘a more:articulated -argument that
could be levelled against theoretical frameworks, such as functionalism,
which accept the postulates of discrete change and systematic analysis.
The first horn of the argument could be that sihgle societies may'be
construed as systems, but also that the imtercorrelations among the parts °
of the system are by no means the same for-all countries. The functionalist
approach mistakenly takes this for granted. Thé 'second would be that it is
methodologically incorrect to concéive of change as corpresssd within large
periocds of stasis (Popper, 1957). The debate on this lattcr pom‘t is still
alive, and it is advisable not to overstate the cass. ' ‘

In any event, it is true that no testable hypothesis has emerged from

the functionalist approach. Even Germani (1961) in his rightly famous work
doss not employ to any relevant dsgree his conoe“pt‘ﬁ”a‘lization of development,
but prefers to analyss his data as if change were a contlnuous process.
The_countinuum anproash ' ‘ ‘ o

' In Latin America, the continuum approach has been almost entirely
associated with research on the middle class. In this connection particular

attention has received its relationship with economic development which has
been the major concern of social research up to the last years. There have’
been studies focussad on other classes, such as the urban ufnemployed or
the industrial workers, but they seem to lack the wealth of materlal and

of valuable th:.nk:.ng that has been devoted to. the middle class. '

/The basio g
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‘ The basic idea of most of, ,the studies I have come across - except the
nmrx1st - is that development lncreases the 51ze of the mlddls class. Equally
important is the idea that the old middle class, composad of artisans, small
farmers and independent workers, is giving ground to the 'new middls class!,
constituted of state employees, middle management, professionals, employees
and, of course, industrial entrepreneurs. . ‘s

Besides the definition and me asurement. of the middle. class, the other
major focus of the literature has been the 1dent1flcat10n of the processes,
gathered under the urbrella term of develppment which affect the size of the
class, other 1mportant - but more, recent - preoccupationsregard the relatlve
importance of independent factors, and their chronologlcal order. The most
important question, namely why, is. development or any of the subprocesses
related at all to the size of the mlddle class, 1s rarely, if ever, asked.
‘ A number .of authors stand out. in the effort to clarlfy the relatlonshlp.
Costa Plnto (1956; 1959) lists elght factors related to deve]opment vwhich
affect the size of the middls class: 1ndustrlallzat10n, bure ucratlzatlon,
inflation, internal migration, education and °ecular1zatlon. For each of
these factors, he suggests a possible relatlon to stratlfl tion.
Industrialization causes an increase in the. proportion of 1nchtrlal, manual
and non-manual occupations.in relatlon to agricultural ones. It should be
added that non-manual occupations grow at a faster rate than the manual ones;
presumavly Costa Pinto was aware of this. Inflatlon reduces the 1n0ﬂme of
those with fixsd incomes, predominanixy members of the middle class, and
thus reduces the size of that class. if is argued thét education, urBanizatior
migr;tion and secularization all work to expand the middle class, although
why, is not élear.>'Qn the other hand, it is obvious that bureaucratization
- the increase in the activities of large enterprises - produces an increase
in professional, or at least, non-ﬂmnual.pccupations, and therefore, of the
middie class. } A ‘ i _

Costa Pinto's scheme is well articulated. Other authors focus on only
one of these processes, preferably industrialization (Alba, 1961; Agulla 1963);

or consider that change in the rural structure is also capabls of increasing

/the middle
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the middle class. ~Whetten [(1963), for instance, states that agrarian reform,
. réduces the size of the upper class of the countrys:.de ‘and enlarges the
middle. class. : ' ’

-~ Although the effort to clarify the theory of development and
stratification is -'vvaiu’able‘, the hypotheses presented above are only general
statements of trends, and need empirical foundations:'otherwise, the |
likslihood of those trends is either inferred intuitively or, worse still,
from a supposed éimilai'ity"‘of the processess of change in developing nations
with those of the developed ones. The logical structure of the argument is
deductive rather than- inductive, afid the selsction of causes a.rbiti'.ar}'*.‘ The
history of Latin America has in fact demonstrated that the process of late
development differs considerably from early develo;iﬁxent" The need to provide
emplrlcal foundatlons for thess hypotheses on changes in stratification ‘was

-felt, and to a degree ‘satisfied, by the rlghtly famous work of Germani (1961)
and, later, by Cardoso and Reyna (1968), Reyna (1970), Soares (1971), Helntz
(1970), Filgueira (1975a). . o

" From theoretical clarification, therefore, the center of research moves

to the methodology of empirical tests: How can we prove “(as far as i
possible) with the help of statistical analysis-that processes of ‘economic
and social modernization are indeed related withithe growth of the middle
‘class? There would appear to be three different methods: cross-sectional
analysis, time series analysis and cohort analysis. Few sociologists
(Mufioz, 1973; de Oliveira 1973; Balan, Browning ard Jelin, 1974) adopt the °
third, for the simple reason that it needs data from career stories and,
therefore costly survey research. The second is rare because to possess =
observations on any one social phenomenon at one point in time is considered
lucky. Due to these limitations, the first approach (cross-sectional
analysis) has been the most frequently used and has been selected for the
present investigation,

/Germani (1961)
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Germani (1961) was the first to indicate the possibility of employing
statistical analysis to measure the relation between selected indicators
of development (size of secondgfi'y and teftiary sectors, ﬁrbanism;‘literacy,
industrialization, union membex;ship, voting) and the size of the middle |
class. Had he appliéd a simple regression analysis, he would have obtained
the following zero-order correlation coeffic;ients with size of the middle
and upper class: .87 for percentage of working population in secondary and
tertiary sectors; .87 with urbanism; .85 with literacy. Soares (1966) did
compute these statistics,.obtaining only slightly different results. Similar
statistical analysis has given the results shown in Table 2. '

As Filgueira (1975a) correctly notes, these statistical measures indicate,
first, the existence of a relationship between indicators of economic growhth
and size of the middle class, and, second, that industriilization fares
Poorly in comparison with other factors, such as urbanism, ednsation, and.
literacy which are more closely related to socisl modernization than economic
growth. ‘ .
,The finding of statistical correlation between development and the -
size of the middle class, however, has not improved our knowledge of the
pheromenon. It has perhaps indicated the existence of regularities which
need to be explored. Although the statistical techniqies employed do not
permit conclusive inferences on the relative importance of the

factors, there are grounds for suspecting that industrialization and per
cepita income are less important than other factors. Why is this so? What
mechanisms intervene between independent causes and the size of the middle
class? ° e ; -

The more recent literature has tried to tackle these issues, and has
put forward some interesting hypotheses. Filgueira (1975a) notes that
differences in the degree of statistical correlation among factors in a
cross~section may hide differences in the chronological sequence in which
these factors operate. Rather than asking which factors affect most, one
should ask which affects first. Thus, the author hypothesizes that

/Table 2
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Table 2

SELECTED STATISTICAL CORRELATIONS OF SOME. INDICATORS

WITH THE SIZE OF THE MIDDLE CLASS
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development may be divided’ into thres stagés: in thé first, the size of |
the middle class'is imoré closely rélated to per capita income; in the
second, .to urbanizationi 'and in the third, to education. -

Although the inference from cross seé¢tional data is admittedly weak,
the hypothesis is very interesting and deserves further testing.

A second valuable hypothesis, defended by di Tella (1962; 1966) states
that the relation between development ~ defined as economic growth - and
the size of the middle class is curvilinear. Specifically, that the middle
class, at the beginning of the process of development, decreases, due to
the disappearance of small-scale artisanal industry, but subsequently
increases in connection with the expansion of services.

Though interesting, this hypothesis is not empirically wecll-founded,
because the author used subnational units. Selective internal migration
intervened in the process to such an extent that inferences on the size
of the middle class are unwarranted (Urzda, 1969).

Conclusions

In summary, the hypothesesthat emerge from the literature are:

1. The higher the level of development the larger the proportion of
depsndent over independent workers. This may be construed as a revised
and limited version of the proletarization hypothesis.

2. The higher the level of industrialization, urbanization and education,
the larger the middle class.

3. Social change (urbanization, education, literacy) affects the size

of the middle class more than economic change (industrialization, growth
in per capita income).

L. The relation betwsen 'development! and the size of the middle class
is curvilinear: for low values of development, marginal changes in
development are inversely related with the size of the middle class; for
high values, they are positively related. The profile of the curve describing
the change in the middle class has its concavity towards the X axis (di
Tella's hypothesis).

/5. The
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5. 'I’he relat:.on between the size of the middle class and basic.causal
factors is chronologlcal per capita income growth,affects the .size of the
middle class in the flI‘St stage of development; urbanization in the.second;
and education in the th:er (F:.lguelrage “hypothesis.)

/Statistical analysis
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Statistical analysis

To summarize the hypotheses postulated (1) the existence of a
relation between urbanization, the spread of primary education, per
capita income and industrialization, and the size of the middle class;
(2) the greater relative importance of the first two. over the last;
(3) the greater relative importance of the first in later stages of
dévelopment, but their weakness in the earlier stages; (4) the
curvilinearity 6f the growth of the middle class.

For each hypothesis, it is necessary to construct one research
design, and devise different measures. For the first, correlation
coefficients will do; for the second and third, regression and ‘path

coefficients, applied. either to the whole samples or to subsamples;
. for the fourth,regression on marginal changes.

Before applying these techniques, the independent variables must
be defined., As the hypotheses suggest, I have introduced the following
variables: (see Annex) . T

Syrbol Concept L -~ Indicator ' Source
URBA urbanization 'Percehtage of thevfopulation in CELATE
: cities of more than 20 OOO :
inhabitants
INDU industrialization Percentage of the GNP accounted CEPAL
for the manufactures .
PIBL gross domestic.- Gross domestic product . ’ ~ CEPAL
product per capita at 1970 US$
PINK industrial - Gross industrial product  CEFAL
products . per capita at 1970 Us$
per capita o
INPR . spread of primary Percentage of the population CEPAL
education aged over 15 that has at .
| " least completed prlmary
) : education -
ANAF literacy Percentage of the population CEPAL
: of aged over 15 that is
literate

/BURO
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BURO bureaucratization Percentage of the GNP accounted CEPAL
for by administration and
defense
CMED - - size of the middle Percentage of the PEA that has A CEPAL
class . a middle class occupation

A few remarks are necéssary on these indicators:

(1) They can be grouped, as-the hypotheses implicitly suggested,
in the two large categories of soci&l and eooﬁomio'oﬁangEé 1ndustrlallzatnon,

er capita product, per capita industrial product indicate economic

changes, while urbanization, literacy, spread of primary education refer
to sccial ones. Using an established terminology, the first three
indicate economic growth, while the last modernization.

(2) For industrialization, I have introdiced two indicators:
the first measures the proportion of the GNP dccounted for'by
manufacturing activity; thie second, Per céapita industrial product.
Since it is possible that very poor countries show a similar
distribution of the national product as the rich ones, it is my
conviction that the second 1nd1cates better the industrial development
of a country However, thls 1nd1eator is somewhat a copy of GNP
per capita, with which it has a>0;93~correlat10n coefficient. Unfortunately,
.s%nce the hypothesis under.consideration does not state-what is meant by
iﬁdustrialization, there is 'no solution to the dilemma. Thus I propose
to introduce both 1nd1cators, .to eliminate one when the analy31s will
require it. R I o

(3) One new 1nd1cator, bureaucratization has been introduced. With
1t I will attempt to give & prellmlnary test to the hypothe51s that there
is a relatlon between size of the middle class and size of the public
sector, measured by the: percentage of the GNP accounted for by
administration and defense.i 0bv10usly, it would have been better to select
the size of public employment as the indicator, but such data were not

available for most of:the countrlesg 51nce the censuses rarely separate
services rendered by private persons from services rendered by the state.

/(L) As



(4) As it commonly occurs with investigations which employ .
aggregate: data analysis,; from-various sources, for -different uses
“and-fimes, thé ﬁréblem.of comparability arises. - In our sitdatibh
there is no possibility of verifying the reliability of individual
observations. It is however, possible to state with a degree of ..
security that measures are roughly comparable. Im fact, for each
datum, we have employed the same source, and the compilers have
tried to standardize the different categories of national statistics
into a coherent whole,. - B -

The sample I will analyse is composed of 38 cases: - the 1, for
1950 have been taken from Germani's earlier quoted: analysis of '
occupational stratification; . the 13 for 1960 and 11 for 1970 have
been drawn from the UNICEF/CEPAL project ori stratification and
mobility. . . S o ’ : ‘

Having pointed out in many an instance the weaknesses of the -
Gata at my disposal, only one more call to caution is in order..:. It .
is known that: significance tests require, among others, the assumption
that cases have been selected independently of. one ancther (Blalcck,
1650: 303). The same assumption - that error terms are’uncorrelated -
is also basic to regression.analysis and the definition of path
coefficignts. . The.sample dogs not entirely satisfy-this requirement,. .
because.it cpnﬁains,observatiqns of the same cases. at -different points
in time, 1950, 1960, and 1970. Thus, it is highly likely.that error
terms are correlated, especially if not all variation is explained through
the model that will be proposed.

/Let us
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Let us now examine each hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1.:The higher the level of development  the' higher the proportlon
of q_pendent over 1ndependent workers. ) o .

The information'ds gathered in table 1B, It indicates that the
proletarization process. in the upper-middle and in the lower class - °
are substantially similar and in the prestated direction. If we take
the proletarization hypothesis to refer to the middle class, the available
data support it, though not too strongly.  In most countries, in fact,’
the percentage of independent over dependent occupations in the upper
middle class increases. Only exceptions are Ecuador and Honduras.
Less evident is the cross-sectional pattern. Argentina, which has the
highest per capita income in the period under consideratiori, does 'not
attain the levels of proletarization = 8o if we may call this index =
of other countries such as Brazil, Chile and Panama which have lower
income per capita. In any event, the simple correlation 'coefficient
is .34, which is significant at the .05 level.

Similar process occurs. in the lower stratum‘ocCupations:"hEre‘the
cross~sectional variations are stronger ‘than within the lower class, whl_e the
inter.country variation are relatlvely small. Agaln, the correlatlon A
coefficiert is highy s.6Li:" ' : B '

It is nuteworthy tliat - as sald - incercountry variations dre relaoivexJ
smalls: it may‘suggest. that national ‘e¢oriomies have a degree of stablllty,
or inertia-as to the change in the indepéndence level of lower -class
occupations, although economic growth preceding the perlod we consider
nay be effective in determining thls level. '

~ /Hypothesis 2.
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Hypothesis 2. There exists a corrélation bBetween selected socio= .
economic indicators and the size of the middle class. -

GMED BURD  PIBX PINK  URBA  ANAF  INFR

)

PIEX .89t .33

PINX .87  T.25 .93
_URBA 93 .38 .92 g3

WAF .85 170 .72 .88 T r

INPR .82 LT L9 és .13 98

mU 7L W15 .85 .85 79 .63 .60

- & look at the correlation matrix reveals two major. facts:

(a) That all variables are strongly related with size of the
middle class. The lowest coefficient is that of .bureaucratization,
which is, in any event, significant at the .05 level. In this sense,
the data at my disposal amply confirm the hypothesis, as earlier
empirical analysis‘hédtmggeJusAexpect. The strength of the . .. .
correlations also follows the expected pattern, showing urbanization
the most importanmt.. But, as was said earlier, it is impossible to
infer from this measure to- relative importance. .,

(v). Independent variables. are also. strongly related w1th one
another. .w1th,the4exgep§;qn of bureaucratlzatlon, all correlation
coeffi;ient§ are significant at the .0l level.. . Some are so high as.
to suggestfthe:identjtonf.;he.indicatofs. Coefficients above .9
in fact can be obtained from the same phenomenon by different measures
accounting fof‘measﬁrement errors. Multicollinearity has negative
effects as is known, because partial correlations of collinear
variables are very unstable. They are because the numerator and.
the denomingtor”of the fraction which gives partial_cdrrelations_
from zero-order correlation coefficients in close to.zero. Thus,
a difference of few decimals may change greatly the result. HoWever,
thére is no other solution than the elimination of one of the

collinear variables.

/Hypothesis 3.
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Hypothesis 3. Urbanization is the most ;gpgrtént cause of chagge
size of the middle class ."

The concept of relatlve 1mportance must be taken to scrutlny
As Blalock (1967) well puts it, importance may refer to two different
concepts, and is measured in different fashions. It first denotates '
the strength of the statistical relation exlstlng between the variables,

TRl

and is measured by correlation coefflclent This, if 'A' has a higher -
correlation coefflclents w1th 1G1 than 'BY, 1t is. more 1mportant than 'B!.
The second manner to deflne 1mportance is based on the causal & -

and not statlstlcal relatlon ex1st1ng between variables. ”If.'A'

causes B! whlch 1n turn causes 'C" 'A' is more 1mportant than 'B'
.although the statistical correlatlon may have (as 1t usually has 1n these
c1rcumstances) the opp051te 51gn. '

It is my oplnlon that the second crlterlon i$ more useful than .
the first, ‘but it is also clear to me that relatlve 1mportanﬂe in thel
works proposing ‘the hypothesxs meant statlstlcal 1mportance. Thus,’ B
I will devote my attention here to the statlstlcal 1mportance of
1ndependent variables. ST e
The ‘'statistical ‘technigque 'thaﬁ"i‘aas béen deplo‘,%,-ed‘ in defense of

B

the hypothesis on the relatlve 1mportanoe of 1ndepepdent varlable i
not suited for the purpOSe. “Zero-order correlatlon coefflclents
measure the covarlance ‘of” the dependent and 1ndependent varlable, ‘
without controlllrg for the effects of the others. Thus, a number of
Jrnependent varlables Whlch are hlghlv 1ntercorrelated w1ll tzplcally
show a high correlatlon coefficient with the dependent varlable as
well, although their 1ndependent effects may be small. - _
In conclus1on, other technlques are necessary to draw 1nferences '
on the relative 1mportance of 1ndependent causes. In soclology, ‘
these technlques range from partlal correlatlon to path coefflclents,

to multiple regre531on coefflclents.

/In connexion
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In connexion with the analysis:of s&ta&tistical importance,
however, one observation is in order.  If we are measuring~the-
importance of ‘Variables which dre.linesarly related, it is likely
that they split,.so to say, the amount of unexplained variationof
the dependent variables, thus reducing their independent contribution.
The picture thdt would:thereforé:be obtained adding too many variables
to the model could be greatly unrealistie: -This circumstance is -
well illustrated by the measure of relative importance when all the
variables listed above have been “introduced: bureaucratization, GNP
per capita, industrial product per capita, literacy, spread of primary
education, industrialization. If we starndardize, as is commonly done,
(Blatock, 1968) the multiple regression coefficients of tlie equation
containing all those variables we’ obtain that they rank as follows:
urbanization, industrial produict per capita, literacy, iﬁdﬁstrialization,
GNP per capita, bursaucratization and spreéad of primary education.
#ducation, that was in eéarlier Works considered among the most important
variables, ranks last in this analysis. Thé: reason, of ccirse, lies in the
fact that the correlation between literacy and education is practically
perfect. (.979). Therefore, -the independent  effects of one or almost
entirely absorbed by the other. Similarly act industrial per tapita ~
product and GNP per capita. ~ It isy in conclusion, better, to eliminate
from the list of independent varidbles one of these which ‘are '
highly related: PIBX and PINX, literacy and education. - The
remaining -~variables (bureaucratization, industrial product per capita,
education, urbanization and industrialization) can be thought of as .

relating to the size of the middle class in the following way:

/ . BmO L
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The values above:the arrows‘-are the path coeffi¢ients for the'graph;
In this case (where no causal relation is postulated among the-
exogenous variables), the path coefficients coincide with ther@.
(beta-weights), the‘standardized'regrgssion coefficients. . It may.
~be useful to recall that they measure the percentage:of variation un:
in:.the residual variance of the dependent variable-explained: by the
unit of change -in the independent ‘variable. .-

. .- From the above graphic it is possible to.-notice two important
things: first, that the order Qf-imﬁdrtance«of independent varigbles .
is substantially different from:.that stated earlier: urbsnization is
.still.related more .than any other variable, but followed by spread
of primary education, per'capita'indusfnial product, bureaucratization
and industrialization. Second, the unexpected fact that - _

- industrialization is negatively related with the size of the-middle
cléssf“ This, however, -may be due to the fact that the first measure
__waindustrializatiogJKQgp capita industrial product) explains all
of the variation in  the.size of the middle-class. In any event,
-'the path coefficient.lis very small’. - '

If the direct effécts of independent variablés on the size of
the middle class are.ranked as above, the indirect -effects (definesd
- &s the difference between the zero-order correélation coefficient
and the path coefficient).are differently distributed: in fact, .
the total indirect effect of bureaucratization (defined as the effect
©of the independent variable on ,the dependent: one through its
connexion with other independent variables) is .28, that:of per capita
industrial product .61; that of urbanization .42; of primary
education .47; of induétrialization .83, ‘This makes us suspect that

the higher path coefficient of urbanization and primary educatiqg

hides their intermediate position between industrialization and size

of the middle class. In other'wdrds, the ‘causal links should go

from economic growth through modernizatioh to the sisge df the .

middle class. : . = ‘ . IR N

/vaotheéis k.
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Hypothesis 4. The pattern of change of the middle class is curvilinear

I applied a simple correlation analysis to marginal changes
(from 1950 to 1960 and from 1960 to 1970), for the case on which we
had the needed observations of the'dependen@ and independent variables.
I have furthermore, introduced a new variable; the absolute value
of the middle class at the time ﬁrégeding the change (CMEA). This
was done to test the curvilineafity of the change in the size of |
the middle class. In fact, if the relatlon were linear, the
correlatlon coefflclent of absolute value énd marglnal change should
be 1nolgn1f1cant

The correlatlon matrlx is the follcw1ng

CMED  BURO  PIBX  PINX  URBA  ANAF  INPR  CMEA

BURO  ~.23
PIBX  -.04 -1

PINK .06 -.43 .86

URBA .18 -.13 36 .45 _

ANAF .19 .16 .08 -.27 -.19

PR =.20 -.13 -.13 -.17 -.23 JTh

CUEA =26 - .60 .75 37 -6l =33

moU .18 =27 Ay .53 200 .19 .13 .17

These data are disappointing. Not only have the correlation
coefficients betﬁeen changes in size of the middle class and changes
in the jndependent variables been usually insignificant (they vary
from .04 to -.26), but the directions of the relationships contradict
expectations. For instance, bureaucratization, GNP per capita, and
primary education are negatively related with the size of the
middle class.

/From the
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From the analy31s of the correlation matrlx, however, two
general con51derat10ns emerge:

1. A longltudlnal analysis of stratlflcatlon structures in
Latin Amerlca requires methodologles and, perhaps, 1ndependent variables
different from those 1ntroduced in the model.

Perhans, however, not the varlables, but the de31gn was N
1ncorrect It is entirely possible that the effects of 1ndependent
variables are felt, on the size of the middle class, beyond a span
of some years. Thus, the correlation should be tested not among the
independent variables and the dependent one at the same point in
tiﬁe, but with a time lag of ten or twenty years. It is a pity that
the cases which could allow us to conduct such an analysis (those
for which we have three observations) are so few as to make any
testing impossible. .

2. The negative sign of the two variables listed above may also
indicate that their speed of change is different frdm that of the
middle class, namely, that their rate of growth reduces faster

than that of the middle class, when all causes of change are similarly.
at work. o

3. One 1nterest1ng finding; however, in ‘this heap of gu9331ng, is
that the- growth rate of ‘middlé class decreases’ continuously, * In
fact, ‘there is a negative (and relatively strong) correlation betweén -
the ‘absolite value of the middle cliss (CMEA) and its ‘growth.” In -

i

/other words
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other words, the path of change of the middle ¢lass is not linear,
bit curvilinear, with the concavity towards the X axis. This’
suggests that at high levels of middle class, a sort of stagnation
is produced and a limit reached beyond which only insignificant
changes are likely to. occur.

Hypothesis &5  Independent .factors affect the size of the middle class
in chronological fashion, namely, per capita income first, urbanization
second, and education, third.

_ Upon closer look, this hypothesis appears to be a variant of

the relative importance hypothesis. Since it cannot mean that in
each stage of development a cause acts entirely alone, it must be
understood that at each stage one cause affecté the rise of the
middle class more than the others.. Therefore, the hypothesis must
be restated as follows: in the first stage of dévelopment, the
effects of changes in per capita income on the .size of the middle
c¢lass are greater than the effects of other independent variables;
in the second stage, urbanization, and in the third education take
over per capita income.

It must be stressed that-;his‘hypothesis is very interesting,
since it is the closer the literature has gotten to theory. If we
are able to identify a chronological order in the effects of
independent variables, we can better understand the reason for these
relations, which, as I stated, is the goal of investigation. Therefore,
regardless of the validity of the hypothesis on the chronological
order of causes, its suggestion to look for such order, whatever it
may be, is very valuable. Given that the restated hypothesis is
but a hypothesis on the relative importance of variables, I suggest
to employ the same statistical techniques that have been used for
this issue in relation to the whole sample. In the present situation,
however, it is necessary to divide the sample into a number of
subsamples and apply the techniques suggested to each.

Since the hypothesis refers to three stages, it would have been
necessary, for its thorough testing, to define‘three subsamples. But,
given the small number of cases, it is preferable to construct only. two

subgroups, so that significance tests may be meaningful.

/The method
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The method for the construction of two subsamples is usually
based on the identification of the value.of the independent variable.
(in this case . development) for which the variation within category
of the dependent: variable (middle class) is minimized with respect to
the variation between categories. This procedure, however, is very
: ccmplex and of dublous utlllty in:a prellmlnary study as the
. présent ones - o _ o ;_ N

Thus, I have taken an easier route: I have”éivided fhe‘éemple by
analysing ‘the frequéncy disﬁribution of size of the middle C1aSS. It
is evident that there ex1sts a gap between 15.7 (Paraguay 1970) and-
i8.2 (Venezuela 1950), whlle cases are distributed rather regularly
above and below these limits. I have therefore drawn tke cuttlng
point there. Lucklly, the sample resulted divided into two equal
svbsambles of 19 cases each.

‘To these samples I have applied, as anticipated, a correlation
and regression analy51s. The correlations coefficient with CMED are

the following:

less developed more developed’
PIBX S Y .78
PINX R ST e S -1
"URBA’ R - .87
ANAT T ety 287 =, 70

INSR | 4,80 - .70

One immediately notlces that more developed natlons dlffer
from Less developed ones rather 51gn1f1cantly as to the coefflclents
of co”relatlon of GNP per”’ caplta, industrial product, urbanlzatlon on
one side, and education and llteracy on the other. The group of the
first three indicators,'bureaucratizdtion and industrializétién do not
differ 81gn1f1cantly from one sample to the next and may 'be left
aside. ’ - o '

‘/These results
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-

These results suggest the greater importance of -education for
the growth of the middle class in less developed countries.

Further support for this hypothesis is supplied by the measurement
of path coefficients. If we select the four variables which supply
the best solution to the multiple regression equations for each

subsample, we obtain the following measures of path:

less developed : .more developed
PIBX ‘ PINX -
\ . ) \,\\
ey ~236;
URBA __ _ .. URBA - ~~
““9‘30‘8“\‘ . - . o . ‘\0\29((\} \\
INPR __*__L&.l_l e . / CMED INPR 2 5 2;\;;}0-1\4]3])
ey AP

DU 7T o Buro —7

It is interesting that the order of importance of causal
variables and the variables themselves introduced in the solution
differ rather considerably. ‘ .

This confirms the hypothesis that level of develoﬁﬁént interferes
in the relation between independent variables and the size of the
middle class. It, however, belies the hypothesis:thaf economic change
is the most jimportant factor in the growth of the middle class'in
the lower levels of development. The data support the oppbsife .
hypothesis: that education at that stage of &evelopment has greater
direct effect on the size of the middle class than all other
variables,

Conversely, economic factors (PIBX, PINX, INDU) are more
important at higher levels of development. Two major ihterpretations
of this finding can be submitted: o ‘

1. Di Tella's hypothésis that the impact of growth reduces at

first the rise of the middle class by decreasing the proportion of
self-employed workers is correct. It is not correct however to

state that for this reason the middle class decreases, because economic
growth is not the only factor at work. The other causes, in fact
affect the size of the middle class in the prestated direction; and,

according to earlier findings, their resultant effect. /2. At
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2. . At lower levels, growth in per capita income does not require any
fundamental change in the productive structure of the economy, therefore,
it does not produce distortions-in the stratification structure,

In other words, the supply of skilled individuals determines .the
size of the middle class tQ”a.greater extent in the less developed than
in the more developed countries.  In the latter, on the contrary, the
mechanisms of self-sustaining growth act to increase the size of the
middle class by affecting the demand for middle class occupations.

Still there remains much to explain, but these may constitute the
ground on which to build further.

Conclusions .
The conclusion of this short seculon cannot be but a restatement

of the most important flndlngs, and a call for theoretlcal efforts.

In summary, it has been found that the socio-economic indicators
suggested in the hypotheses quoted earlier are indeed statistically
correlated with.the‘size of the middle_class, That the direc¢t effects .
of urbanization and spread of ﬁrimary educafion on.the size of the
middle class are greater than the direct effects of economic indicators.
However, it was suggested that this measure may hlde the fact that the
czusal importance of these independeﬁt variables is different from their
statistical 1mportance, namely that economic growth may be causally
prior to modernlzatlon, In any event, no- causal order may be proved
statlstlcally, and, in fact, 50 we will see in the next section.

It was prcved howeVer, that the pattern of change in thé size of
the middle class was not llnear, as was assumed for 51mpllc1ty'° sake,
but curvilinear. Countries which show a very small middle class are
more 11kely than countrmes that already possess a large one, to
expcrlence 1mportant changes in their stratification structure.

Flnally, it was found that independent factors affect the size of
the middle class in chronologicel'orQer,‘ Of course, since it was
impossible to apply to our sample a longitudinal analysis for periods
longer than tWenty years, the chronological order of effects was
inferred from statlc measures of attained development. The order that
was discovered saw the economic factors less important in the first.

stage of development and more important later.

/THEORETICAL CONCLUSIONS
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THEORETICAL CONCLUSICNS

The conclusions of the last chapter pointed both to the theoretical
relevance of the issue and to the weakness of the treatment it has so
far received. Its weakness has already been described, but perhaps it
should be stressed once agaln. The hypotheses tested early are

not hypotheses strlctu senso, because they do not ‘belong to a well

- argued theory of stratlficatlon and change - they are rather _
generallzatlons from past experlence, of whose causes, and. p0551b1e
effects, we know nothing. Not only are we 1gnorant of the reasons for

the validity Of ‘the Sthird, fOurih and fifth kypotheses wiick aye, .
to be sure,,more sophlsulcated,:we do not know, and the literature I

have reviewed does not even ask, or at best does not answer, why
educatwon, urbanlzatlon, and economic . growth are related at all with
the si ze of the mlddle class. Slnce there is no ObVlOUS reason why.
the relatlon should hold why, when 1ndustr1allzatlon, development
urbanlzatlon and educatlon 1ncrease, does the 31ze of the m*ddle class
‘ 1ncrease too° Any theoretlcal effort must begln by answerlng this
questlon before golng on to the others, on the relatlve 1mportance

of causes and their chronologlcal order. I w1ll try to do thls in the
vresent chapter.

/Premi se
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Premise

To say that nothing has been dohe in the isstte is something of an’’
exaggeration: the works of Oliveira (1973), Muficz (1973),
Browning and some isolated parts of works by Moore (1966) and
Spengler (1965) are relevant. These authors, however, focus not so
much on why the single factors (economic and social’ development)
affect stratification structures, as on the identification of the
connecting link between social and:économic change. This link

~ they say - is constituted by the labour market, and thé area on’
which the effects of economic change are felt is‘the process of -
labour allocation. Labour allocation, it may be useful to ‘recall,

is the actual distribution of active population by sex, age, -
educational qualifications, occupation, industry, and, -of course,
status. Any invistigation is geﬂerelly focussed on ons vurisble -

or a set of them depénding, of course, on the interests of the researcher.
What, however, distinguishes and joins these authors-is their usé

of tihe basic model of the labour market for the understandlng of change
of some important features of the social structure. = '

I think this idea can be very useful alSO‘for'ouf'ﬁur§6§eé; In
fact, since occupation is the major indicator of status,'ahy‘hﬁpothesis
on the causes of change in the distribution of occupation is a
hypothesis on the change in distribution of status, provided that the
occupations between which change has occurred have different statuses.

The basic idea in the theory of labour market is that labour
allocation is determined by the interplay of demand and supply.

This simple model, however, has been much improved upon. While
in the neoclassical theory both demand and offer were considered
homogeneous, more recent analysis has stressed the heterogeneous
nature of the two. The property most difficult to handle is, perhaps,
location: it determines the workers'! access to information on job
openings, and, therefore, their chances of social and geographical
mobility, and introduces distortions in the supply-demand equilibrium.
| /In spite
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In spite of these limitations, the basic model of labour
allocation is useful conceptually because it obliges to organize
the system of causal linkages around the two horns, demand and supply.
In other words, it forces to state whether the cause affects labour

.allocation through demand or through supply. In the conceptual

framework of this paper, it forces to assign each of the variables
potentially related with size. of the middle class to one or the

.other causal linkage. , o ' o

The relevant literature helps in this operation: Browning and
de Oliveira (1973) describe the allocation of the entry lakour in
the fcllowing graphic:

iP()PU'I..E.’I'IDN B INSTITUTIONAL | ‘ EXISTING PRODUCTIVE
STRUCTURE R : FiCTORS 4FFRC- STRUCTCRE '
ga) growth TING HIRING . _|.a) nature
%b) geographical (union, employer | - b) growth
i distribution| i . and government . ‘ ¢) geographical
i . policies) [ . distribution
EXISTING SECTORAL iND
- — . OCCUPATIONSL STRUCTURE
SUPPLY
) a) size DEMAND i
RATES OF QGROWTH ! b) characteristios a) size o . CONFIGURATION
OF THE POPULATION ~ demogrephic N b) characteristics OF OCCUPATIONAL
a) nate increase | __ a {age, sex, X Al of "real" de- s | INDUSTRY
b) net migration | v migratory sta- s mand for labour STRUCTURE
' tus, etc.) (technical AT THE LOCAL
* = social economic " qualifications) LEVEL
(education, skill)i s ;

k4
ENTRY
LABOUR
FORCE
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Focusing on the two boxes of supply and demand exclusiveliy, we
recognize among the basic variables education and net migration
* (urbanization could be) on the side of supply, and technical qualifications
on the side of demand.  In turn, the characteristic of real labour
demand are determined by the 'configuratlon ‘of occupatlonal 1ndustny
structure!. . e PR '

. Similarly, Moore (1966) states that the demand for labour by
industry is determined by two classes of variables: 'the demand for
goods and services, and the relevant :proportions of“capitalg'labour,
and, especially, the state. of appropriate. technology' and 'supply of
labour (which) is affected not only by current demand, but also by the
past demographic behaviour of the relevant population!. Again, on
the demand side of labour allocation we notice the level of technology
(and, presumably the technical qualifications mentioned in Browning and

the Oliveira's scheme) and, on the. 31de of supply, the comp031t;on
 of the populatlon as it affects the properties (volume, educational
level, etc.) of the entry labour force. '

These two works suggest the road we need to take, Employlng five
independent factors (industrialization, economic growth, bureaucratization,
urbanivatiqn.and education) the causal linkages among them and the si%e
: of the middié;class mist be as follows:

7econom1ﬂ growth : e *"baﬂlaatloﬂ
, \\\\Ej Labour demand labour supplycf’/

N} -1 \ \/ .

luaustrlallzatlon A \Sy . R\educatlon

‘ - Jabour allocation
buregucratization ' \L
(state employment) ~ stratification
structure

Let us focus on each of these linkages.

/Change through
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Chagge through demand: industrialization, economic-growth, bureaucratization
and stratification :

Economic growth and- industrialization are connected phenomena, so
I shall deal with them together. Economi¢ development is caused by
and in turn causes far-reaching changes in the occupational and productive
structures of an economy. The lore.of economic history says that
agriculture loses people as its share of production declines, though the
first process is often slower than the second. - On the other hand,
industry and at a faster,raté, services increase their share of labour
and of production. In this connection, it is useful to recall the
typical hypothesis that the expansion of services in developing countries
is greater than the expansion of the economic surplus, thus leading to
wastage of economic resources, as well as political discontent and,
possroly, instability. ‘ | . : :

Economic growth is usually equated w1th growth in the level of
productlon, and, as well _with the change in its comp031tlon° changes
in final demand, accompanled by dlfferentlal potentiality of acqulrlng
technological developmant, produce a dlffcrential 1ncrease both in the
volume of demand for labour of different 1ndustrles and in their level
of demand for middle class occupations.

At first sight, two different processes seem to give rise to this
variations a) When the relative outputsof different industries change,
80 change their productivities:. agricultural productivity usually
increase at a much slower rate than industrial productivity, and that of
the 'leading sectors! or modern industries at a faster rate than that of
traditional ones. In turn, salaries vary according to productivity .
(not so much because there is demand for labour until the marginal
production of the last workers equalizes its production, as neo~classical
theory says, but because modern industries given the high cost of capital
and its high incidence in such industries, prefer to pay high wages and
cpunt on a stable labour force. rather than run the risk of stoppages).
Thus, the occupational distribution of modern industries has a higher

middle class content than that of traditional ones. Parentetically
/this is
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this is an emparlcal questlon and w1ll be tested later. Here I am trylng
to indicate the likelihood of thls, Iam try1ng to suggest that

theory leads us to think -this is the case. . b) Since modern, or.
expanding industries are usually those which incorporate medern
technology, their demand for technicians, and higher level professionals. .
(engineers, computer experts, etc.) must be proportionally higher than:
that of traditionsgl ones. One could also.state that modern enterprises.
also need complex administrations, and that, therefore, also on this
account,; their demand for middle class ‘occupations must be higher. . :

Is it true that industries differ as to their middle class content,
and, moreover, that modern industries have a higher middle class content -
than traditional ones? 'The -data at my -disposal.to answer this question
are not the best possible ones: only data for Mexico 1970 ‘on occupational
stratification in industry, are available. I also dispose of less -
reliable estimation for Chile and Paragusy, 1960 and 1970, -
interpolating two different tabulations: industry by occupational -
category and occupation by industry. The two following tables present

the data at our dispossal. : -
Some patterns emerge from these data: as expected industries differ

consistently in their middle-class content. These differences, seem to .
be for the most part, what common sense leads us to expect: agriculture
has the lowest class content, followed by construction and mining,-while
services, especially financial and medical services appear.to be largely .
supplied by middle- class members. The size of the middle class for: .
commerce.is obviously overrated: in no case can we justify percentages
as high as 88% (Chile 1970) or 94 per cent.(Paraguay 1960).  The cause .
of this error is the large proportion of own-account workers in commerce;
probably the owners of small shops, who do not belong to the middle class-
but are included in it, due to the defimition used. It would be important.
to distinguish wholesalers from retailers, but thé data do not allow this.
Furthermore industrial activities also differ substantially. Chemicals
food production,.paper-and.energy have a higher middle-class content
than textiles, wood, non-metallic minerals and construction.: vThe:former

/Table 3
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Table 3

OCCUPATIONAL STRATIFICATION OF THE LABOUR FORCE BY INDUSTRY o/

Strati- 3 ¢
: Manufac~ . Trangporta~ Other
fiia;:‘ Agriculturq! vMining turing Censtructicn Ehe:"g Commerace tion sorvises
Country \ {Middle| Low [fiddle{Low Middle& Low Middle|Low Middlexhow Middle| Low Middla; Low (Middle{ Low
Chile L A . .
1960 244 [ 97451 1146 [88.21 11,8 88.1] 8.1 |91.8 | 27.3 172.7| 87.8 [12.1] 24.0 [75.9] 30.7 | 60.0)
1970 5ot 19302 13,0 |8Ue6] 1948 76,71 1341 |8Ue5 | 3942 {58.1 ] 7946 | 17.4{ 26.6 17042 3342 | 5741,
P ° N .
1960 269 {971 11662 183,51 742 19246 7 |94.071 36,7 ;62,71 oUlt | 53] 2147 78.1433.1& 48.8
1970 146 }98431 345 {95.6F 8.6 9131 245 197.3 lm.ugss.e 8946 | 1043 302 |6946! 32,7 | 6740
a P . ; { !
Source: Estimation from CEPAL-UNICEF programme of tabulations..
g./ The percentages do not sum. to 100 besause the Other have been omitted
Table 4
MEXICO 1970 - OCCUPATIONAL STRATIFICATION BY "INDUSTRY
Agricul ‘ o Non- ‘Manufac- Construe Energy-
tural_ .F‘o,od Textileg Wood Pe-.perv Chemica; metalio fure $on = vater
minerals -
Middle ba2 38.0 20,0 12.8 - '40.8 1.6 19.1 3044 e - Wb
Low 95.8 72.0 80.0 8702 ' 5102 58.’4 N 81-9 69.6 8501 5209
: . Adminis Soofal-. Enter- -
Commercs - Transpor- Finance rati 8= sorvices, tainment~
tatlon insurance ration= medieal personal
defense
services gervices
Middle ‘ 7946 254 85.8 57 o6 773 2345
Low 20,4 1442 Y244 227 76.5

Tiheb

Sourae: GEPAL-UNICEF Progremme Tabulationse

/has a
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has a higher technological level than the latter, as theory led us

to expect., Assuming, with- the support of -the available data, that'f _
1ndustr1es dafrer as-to the middle class content of their occupatlonal '
»labour force, and of thelr demand for new labour, relatlons between

the growth of" middle class and economic growth can be understood as
follows. _economic growth produces a shift on the relatlve productlon

of dlfferent industries, namely 1ncreaszng ‘the share of modern 1ndustr1es
over traditional ones. The relative share of labour follows this pattemn
although the dlfferent technologclal 1nten31ty of 1ndustrles creates a
desynchronlzatlon between the processes of change in relatlve productlon I
and in relative share of labour. Slnce the maddle class content of modern
industries (i.e. which increase their production and their labour share)
is higher than that of traditional ones, the effect of economic growth

at the national level is the increase of the proportlon of the middle
class in the labour force.

Thls idea is very simple when it is exemplified:  ‘Let us imagine a two
sector economy. agrlculture and car production, ‘and assume that the- latter
has a higher middie class content than the former. If car production
increases its share oflabour and it maintains 1ts hlgher mlddle class
content the proportion of the mlddle class in the total labour force
increases.’ Parenthetlcally, it would be p0831b1e to construct a 81mple
model of similation to predict from one date (1960 in our case) the size
of the middle class on another: (1970) in one country given the rate of
growth of productlon and labour share, and middle class content of each
1ndustry The comparlson of. the. data thus obtained with the real ones
could throw llght on the effects of other unknown or not con31dered variables,
At the present stage, however, this exercise would be useless. 4

The above considerations help explain the relation between ‘economic .
growth - 1ndustrlallzat10n and the size of the middle class. " The other B
independent variable which affects the supply of labour, bureaucratization,
is relatively simple to handle. The growth of responsibilities assumed by
the state, combined with the irresistible tendency of bureaucracies to
expand and with the clientelist nature of the state in Latin America (and

/elsewhere, to
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elsewhere, to be*sure) produces an incyéase in the state employment.
Since the jobs offered by the state are overwhelmingly non-manual, and,
specifically,‘élerical; we must expect the expansion of statée bureaucracy
to cause an increase in the size of the middle class. It is =~
unfortuhaﬁe, however, that we know close to nothing on the causes of
state inférvention and cannot; therefére, construct a theory of
bureaucratizaticn., : ‘ '

In cornlucicn, the demand side of the process of labour allocation

is clearly described.

Change‘tﬁroughiégpni 2 grbanizaﬁion, educéti;ﬁ4;ahd sﬁratification
The situation is very different with urbanization and education. In- gpite
of the strorger statistical correlation they show with the size -
of the middie-class, the theoretical standing of these two variables
is very weak. As Moore, Spengler, De-Oliveira, Mufioz and Browning - . .
point out, urbanization and education affect the supplyuof.labour."‘
Therefore, their connection with the size of the middle-class must be - -
seen through the supply side of labour allocation. According to the .--
accepted theory of the labour market. = which will be eritiecized - .. ..°
supply determines the amount of labour-allocated by affecting its pricer
if there is a surplus,.the price of labour: falls .encouraging employers
to substitute labour for capital. .This-model is also applicable to the
volume and composition of labour allocation within individual -industries.
The supply of, say, engineers for mechanical industries determines,
vis-a-~vis its demand, the price they can command. In turn, this detgrmines
the full employment of the category. . If prices were elastic, this could
explain the effect of supply on the size of the middle class. Since,
however, this is not the case as it is known that salar;es,of”?ﬂddié;class
-occupations are inelastic and, therefore, that the upemp;oyment\of
educated youth is higher in most countries, -the theopy_éogs to pieces:
How then, does supply affect the gtatus distribution of labour? In other
wofds, do geographical and educational mobility create middle-class positions?

/In the
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In the final analysis, this is the difficulty: we must focus only on the
processes of change which can increase the number of middle-class |
positiohs If, prices are rigid, there is no reason to believe that the
supply of potentlal middle-class members affect their allocation.
Rather, the pressure of such mdj.v;duals on the labour market is =
unfelt, and channelled into unemployinent Were it not for subsidy-type
of employment (in State agencles) the unemployment of "potential®
middle-class members would be h:.gher ‘than it is at present This
argument can be developed by examining each process individually.

Let us begin with urbanization. Geographical mobility per se
- as diétinet from occupational mobility - does not produce obvious
effects on stratification. As Thorbecke (1979) pointed out, "the
traditional activities carried out in the tertiary sector have the
same function in urban-areas as the traditional agriculture in rural areas".
Why should we expect the former to bestow higher status than the latter?
A change in location should not produce a change in status.

It could be replied that, since industrial and tertiary activities
are concentrated in urban areas, the process of industrialization
requires the transfer of labour away from the countryside. Therefore,
if industrialization affects stratification, so-does urbanization. But
this argument cannct explain the independent effects of urbanization
on the size of the middle-class, If anything, it shows that this relation
is spurious. Graphically, industrialization-jurbanization=jstratification.

The situation of education is similar to that of urbanization. In fact,
it could be said that the deepening and expansion of technological '
knoiwledge calls for the creation of a body of rela.f,ively highly-educated
personnel. Thus the spread of primary education may be seen as a '
response to the needs of growing industries, a.lthough other factors are
of course at work. 4 i

But how could the spread of education cause an n‘.ncreas_e in the numberr

of available middle-class positions? - -

. JOverstating the
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Overstating the case a'devilts advocate could say thet education causes
economic growth, either:through the absorption of the values of capitalism,
the Protestant Ethic, and need achievment; or through better professional
training. I disagree with the first hypothesis. and suspend judgement on
the second, but what matters is that education would be related only
indirectly to the size of the middle class, through industrialization,

and that, in any event; any relation between education and economic

growth if it exists, is very weak. If we want to understand why the
spread of primary education affects the size of the middle class, we
cannot refer to these hypotheses. . - :

There are, however, two reasonable explanations for the direct effects
of supply on the stratification structure. , _ ,

The first is that there are measurement errors ip the definition
of status which cause a systematic overvaluation of the status of city
dwellers:and educated persons; low white-collar occupations - typical of
urban centres - may in fact be wrongly aﬁtributgd to the middle-class,
while, in fact, deserving a low class status. The same is true of educated
persons who, in order to évdid'downgradiﬁg'tﬁéﬁsélVeé'if working in-‘a
lowly 6ccupation, declare a higher occupation:-a’trained engineer working
as a chauffer would probably téll the inquirer he is an engineer.

There is no way to compéﬂsate for this eéfrror, since other indicators
of status (income, for instance, or job charactéristics) would have to be
known for each subject, which is obviously impossible, except in the case of
the few censuses which contain a question on income.

Secondly, the supply of educated persons and of unemployed urban residents
creates middle-class positions by compelling the State and, less easily,
private entrepreneurs, to employ workers beyond their real needs. The mass of
unemployed concentrated in shanty towns around the metropolis have been
considered - perhaps incorrectly -~ to constitute a threat to the existing
power structure. {Iuz Pereira, 1972). Unemployed or underemployed intellectuals
are similarly "a problem in the underdeveloped ¢ountries which had a higher
educationsl system for some length of time and are not expanding their
governmental staff!, (Shils, 1960:338). ‘ a

I , ‘ /The opening
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‘The opening of averiues~of ‘vertical mobility in State and pera-State
oréanizations is thus perceived as a means of blunting the destabilizing .
potential of tnis'maSS. Thus, as the argument goes, urbanization and
the spread of prlmary ‘education would create a threat of, political .
lnstablllty which 1n turn fosters employment in State institutions.

Some ground for’ this hypoﬁhe31s has been supplied by the finding

that the ‘government - production function is generally more labour-lntensive
than that of” the prlvate sector (Gandhi, 1975). -It is also generally
true that more: developed nations (those with.the most, urbanization,

and the highest educational achievement) are also those with greater
public bureaucracy; but it is not-possible to infer from this scanty
information that the hypothesis is'correct. It may be noted that the
Statexwou;dftnus intervene at various<stages in the process: first, as

a major cause of economic growth and, indirectly therefore, of the rise
of the'ndddle-class; and secondly, as a major employer of, unemployed
members of the middle-class.

The analys;s of the exlstlng hypotheses on soclo-economic change and the -
size of the maddle-class leads to conclude that the demand side of the
relation 1s relatively well understood pendlng analyses of state’

intervention, while the supply side still remalns unclear. The relation
between economic change and stratification can 1n fact be understood d
as the result of the shift in relatlve labour shares of 1ndustr1es which
have dlfferent middle~class content. Slnce expandlng 1ndustr1es have
usually higher middle-class content than reduclng ones, the overall '
result of the change ln the labour and product distrlbutlon of 1ndustr1es
is the growth in the size of the mlddle-class.

" The effects of bureaucratlzatlon, especially in state and para—state
.organlzations is self-ev1dent o

" The supply side of the. relatlon, on the contrary, has not been explalned.
The doubt arises that in fact only demand may be actlve. The only two _
reasonable hypotheses presented are those of measurement errors that -
systematlcalky favour urban residents and educated persons over rural
/residents and
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residents and uneducated ones, and that of the bhreat of- political
instability that const:.tute unemployed urban.residents and educated

bPersons. ' Recent hlstory, however, showing that extremely high rates
of urban and :Lntellectual unenmloyment can coexist with political -
stability (for example in Chile the 1976 unemployment rate in spite
of the: migratlon of educated youth osc:.llates around 16-18 per cent),
may:gause the fear of this threat to venish and, thus the relation -
to disappear. It appears ev;dent to remain in Ghile, that public
employment has been drastlca.lly reduced in order to reduce as:well the
treasury deficit. If thls trend cont.:!.nued I think that -the effects
of urbanization and spread of prmary educatlon on the size of the
niddle-class muld wither away. , o

To- sumnarize, in this paper I have. first, exp]a:.ned -how my
stratification structures ‘had been constructed .and defended the
decisions taken against the ba.ckground of the existing literature and
with the material at hand census data; H second reviewed the: literature
to extract hypotheses;- and th:.rd, proved or dlsaproved these hypotheses.
The hypothesis of a rela.tlonsh:x.p between socio-economic change and
an increase in the size of the mddle-class was tested .and found true.
Other, more sophisticated hypotheses were also found true. But the crux '
of the issue was not so much to discover new mpotheses as to provide
foundations for the basic one about the relationship between socio-
economic processes and stpatificatiod. The ideas’defended are, in
brief: = .
1. That the best'way of constructing a stratification structure with
census data is to cross-tabulate occupation with occupational category.
2. That existing generalizations an the size of the middle-class are
statistically true:

(2) economic growth, industrialization, bureaucratization, spread of

prlma.ry educatlon and urbanization are related to the size
of the m:x.ddle-class.
(b) social modernization has a higher correlation than economic

growth with size of the middle-class
/3. Economic
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3. Economic change affects t.he s:.ze of t.he mddle-class through _
the changes in. the mlddle-clasa cont.errt of aggreg,ate labour demand
In turn, these changes are produced by the dlfferent productive étructures
of expanding and shr:nkmg :Lndustries. : -
L. Modernization (if we.may ‘thus refer to urbamza.tlon and the spread
of primary education) can, a.f.fect the size of the middle-class :mdlrectly,
‘through pressure on the State, and posslbly pr:.va.te enterprlse s to
employ members of the mlddle-class beyond real needs.(i. e. when the .
marginal productivity. of one more employee is lower than his salary)
5. However, measurement errors .:m.our_ stratlflcgtlon structure
may be partly responsible for éver-aestimé.tion of thé‘ jmportance of the
effects of modernization. Such errors could not .be eliminated, however, -
given the data at our disposal. | . ‘

These conclusions together, with the observation that arose in -
the analysis of hypothesis three, on the. relative,impoz_cfb_ance of 1ndepenglent
factors (that industrialization and.economic ' growth may have smaller
correlation coefficients because affecting the size of the middle-class
through education and urbanization) suggest that the causal links between
industrialization, economic growth, bureaucratization, education, v
urbanization, and size of the middle-class may. be graphically .described
as follows: o ,

B

' educa.tion : urbanlzation :
Industrlallzatlon 1 s s v oo '
( 2 i 3 size of the mlddle-class
Economic. growth o J L % _

’I L e

N L
. bureaucratization
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An:dex

. SOCIAL~ECONOMIC INDICATORS FOR SELECTED LATIN AMERICAN
COUNTRIES, 1950, 1960, 1970

INDU BURO  PIBX  PINX URBA ANAF INPR CMED

8.l

Argentina  19%7 22,95 13.08 824.90 195.4 51.5 13.0 35.9
' 1560 25,92 11.95 921.92 243.2 58.2 8.7 89.0 36.8
1570 29.90 9.32 1212.62 362.5 66.4 7.1 .90.6 38.%

Brazil 1520 17.89  8.52  231.63 k2.l 20.7 51.5 37.4 15.2
o 1960 22.27 8.55 330.83 " 74.6 28.5 39.3 57.0 15.3
Bolivia 1950 12.36 5.1k 231.29  28.7 19.7. 63.3 32.7 7.6
Colombia 1951 13.66 - 6.70 370.77 - 50.1 21.8 -38.5 58.0 21.9

Costa Rica 1950 11.53 -5.91 343;61 39.7 20.8 21.2 80.6 22.3
19¢3 13,06 11.17 509.18 66.8 25.3%3 1h.3 82.7 22.1
1973 16.45 11.06 728.95 119.9 35.2 10.2 88.0 24.1
Chile 1952 24,48 6.86 548.12 140.9 L40.3 19.4 77.2 21l.4
1960 26.26 8.17 639.03 166.2 Ub7.5 15.1 80.9 22.2
1970 28.66 6.74  778.64 223,11 55.3 10.7 85.1 29.4

Ecuador 1950 16.35 7.2h 258.67 42.9 17.7 L43.7 5h4.0 10.5
1962 15.83 7.86 31L4.32 50.4 26.4 30.5 66.3 15.0

Guatemala 1950 10.72 8.08 292.7014 32.5 10.3 70.3 29.5 7.7
1964 l2¢ L|‘5 6.98 357'13 L!-’+.9 11"'09 6101 3402 1203
1973 1k4.68 7.03  h63.10 67.8 19.1 51.8 43.1 11.8
Haiti 1950 8,24 5.14  118.55 9.7 k.7 89.3 10.4 3.0

Honduras 1950 9,17 4.10 23%2.20 21.1 6.7 64.8 32.8 4.5
1961 15.24 L.7h 246,40 36,4 11.3 52.7 L2.0 10.9

Mexico 1960 19.23 5.52 626.97 121.3 32.0 33.5 60.3 21.1
1970 23,44  6.51 893.10 209.3 40.9 23.7 68.3 24,5

Nicaragua 1971 17.36 7.06 Lk2,53 76.8 28.5 L2.7 68.2 19.2
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- Paraguay

~-1950

1960
1970

"1950
B RPr-Y-]

- 1972

Peru

Replblica
Dominicana

El Salvador

Urug@éy ’

Venezuela

1972

1960

1970

1950
1961
1971

1963

1950

INDU

" BURO

PIBX  PINX URBA ANAF INPR CMED
7073 3,07 458.59 37.5 22,3 28.3 67.9 15.2
11-32 . 2.79 : 549.5“" 6""09 32«9 2107 72.5 2004
15.85 3.07 86h.hk 137.6 37.5 20.7 79.9 23.4 -
16.16 3.88 305.22 -49.2 15.k 31.8 66,5 1k.2
'15.30 4.16 316.93 52.2 15.9 25.5 79.3 14.3
17.29 ' 5.68 368.26 63.5 17.7 19.2 8k.k 15.7
16.80 8.65 560.80 ' 97.1 35.k 15.7 72.4 23.2
15.90 - 9.95 287.68 43,2 18.0 34.2 64.5 13.6°
16.70 . 11.60 347.24 - 58.0 27.8 31.6 59.0 18.9 .
12.§o 7.3k 265,14 34.2 12.5 57a7 35.8 10.5
17.97 8.78 . hoa.sh  72.h 19.1 k0.5 53.3 13.6
23.452 12,50 .872.93 202.9 60.3 8.8 86.1 35.8
6.97 21.26 653.97 55.4 32.0 48.8 48,0 18.2

Source: INDU:

BURO:

" PIBX:
. PINX:
" URBA:

~ ANATF:

"C&lculo del producto Interno Bruto a’éostoAde factores
. en dbélares 1970 por habitante, por paises y para América
- Latina, periodo 1950-1974%,

°E° cit.

og._c1t.

op.-cite.

Estimate
"based on

- Argentina 1947 and Bolivia 1950.

Sergio Mortara, Washington D. C. 1964

~ Remainder countries in 1950 decade
children and youth .in Latin America.

of the Social Development D1v1510n of ECLA
censal data. :

Statistic on

Supplement to

. Statistics D1v151on, Natlonal a
»»Accounts, ECLA, 24 March 1975.-

“Caracterlstlcas de.-
la estructura demogrdfica de los paises amerlcanos‘

Statistical Bulletin for Latin America, United Nations,
Santiago de Chile, 1970.
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Panami 1970, Paraguay 1972, Perfi 1972 and Repfiblica
Dominicana 1970: "Stratification research in Latin
America', ECLA/CELADE Project OMUECE 1970, Santiago
de Chile.

Nicaragua 1971 and E1 Salvador 1960 and 1970. Figures
were elaborated by the Statistics Division of ECLA,
based on official data.

Remaining countries for decade 1960 and 1970: National
population census years 1960, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1964 and
1970, with the exception of Argentina 1970, Chile 1970 and
Guatemala 1973 which correspond to the results obtained

by tabulation of data.

Argentina 1947, Bolivia 1950 and Honduras 1950: Estimate-
of the Social Development Division, based on official data.

Remainder countries of 1950 decade.

Y"'Statistic on children and youth in Latin America'.
Supplement to Statistical Bulletin for Latin America.

Countries in 1960 and 1970 decades: ''Stratification
research in Latin America’, ECLA/CELADE Project OMUECE 60
and 70, Santiago de Chile.

Countries for the decade 1950: '"Estrategia para estimular
la movilidad social'’, Gino Germani. In ‘Desarrollo
Econbmico'’y, Vol. I, Ne 3, 1961.

Countries for decades 1960 and 1970: "Cuadros resimenes
de estratificacidn ocupacional’’, CEPAL/UNICEI', borrador.
Social Development Division, December 1975, Santiago

de Chile.
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