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The history of the

social stratification

of Latin America

Enzo Faletto

Professor with the
Department of
Socielogy at the
University of Chile.

Sociology’s contribution to our understanding of the Latin
American development process has been closely linked to
studies on the social structure and stratification of the region
and to analyses and interpretations of the vatious social
groups’ characters and behaviour. This investigative eftort has
been directed towards ascertaining the specific forms taken by
the structure of social groups and classes in the reéﬁn, since it
had been postulated that these traits ~which are an inherent
part of Latin America- were determinaats of the patterns
which the development process would follow. The present
article reviews the main interpretive approaches which have
been or ate stll being used today by Latin American
sociclogists for the study of the main social groups’ and
classes” attitudes and forms of behaviour, The profound nature
of the changes now taking place provides grounds for a
reconsideration of the hypotheses made in this connection; the
aim of this re-examination should be to retain the valuable
aspects of these hypotheses and to use them as a basis tor their
further development and perhaps for the formulation of new

hypotheses as well.
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I

Social structure and stratification

As Latin America moved into the second half of this
century, its development options were not only be-
coming a subject of concern in governmental and
political circles but were also one of the main focuses
of sociological thought. Sociology’s contribution in
this field was to point out just how important an un-
derstanding of the social structure of the Latin
American countrics had become, in view of this
structure’s dual role as an essential condition for the
dynamics of change being experienced at the time
and as a delerminant of the features specific to the
socictics of these countries. The research usually
cited in this connection includes the pioneering
work of T. R. Crevenna (1950-1951) and a series of
country studies that were conducted soon thereafter.
The focus of this article, however, will not be the
substantive content of these studies; instead, we
will seek to offer a necessarily brief retrospective
view of the interpretive approaches taken to the sub-
ject of the social structure and stratification of the
region because today, given the thorough-going
changes that have occurred, there appears to be an
urgent need to redefine these approaches and to pro-
pose new perspectives that will explain the current
dynamics of change.

Only a few of the authors who have dealt with
the subject and who are felt to be representative of
broader schools of thought will be selected for dis-
cussion, although we are aware that any selection
process entails the risk of omitting important ele-
ments. That risk notwithstanding, there does seem to
be general agreement as to the fact that Gino Germa-
ni (1955 and 1968) has had a profound influence on
our understanding of social structure and stratifica-
tion in Latin America; although his studies refer spe-
cifically to Argentina, the interpretive framework
which he formulated has been widely used in the
region. Germani was mainly concerned with under-
standing the special features, in countries such as
those of the region, of the modernization process that

WThis article is based on the study “Estructura social y estilo de
desarrollo en América Latina”, prepared in conjunction with Ro-
drigo Bafio for the ECLAC Social Development Division.

was clearly taking place within them. The countries’
patterns of social stratification reflected the mo-
dalities of that process, which, although it did indeed
have certain universal characteristics, also displayed
some traits that were clearly specific to the region.
For purposes of illustration, Germani drew a distinc-
tion between two different types of societies. The
first was a traditional society in which the social stra-
1a corresponded to clearly differentiated estates, there
tended to be little or no social mobility, and the prin-
ciple of adscription applied to individuals; basically,
social status was determined by a person’s station at
birth. In contrast, the second type of society, a mod-
ern society, exhibited a number of different strata
(this could also happen in a traditional society, such
as a caste system), but the most important point was
that the dividing line between one stratum and the
next tended to become blurred, and the whole of so-
ciety took on the nature of a continuum. Germani
also assumed a high degree of social mobility, to
which migration contributed. In this type of society,
the criterion of adscription used in determining social
status and in assigning social roles was replaced by
that of individual performance or achievement, due
to the importance which this form of achievement
was taking on. Both of these types of societies were,
of course, schematizations that to some extent served
heuristic purposes similar to those performed by
idealized models, which bear varying degrees of
similarity to reality.

Germani also used another type of schematiza-
tion as a model for comparison with Latin America,
In so doing, he referred to the social stratification
process in the countries where capitalism had been
born. In this scheme, he postulated the existence of
three phases or stages of capitalist development
which corresponded -here, too, in a simplified form—
1o three types of societies. The first phase would be
characterized by a still large primary sector, a ru-
dimentary secondary sector and a relatively small
tertiary sector. The social groups found at this stage
of development would be a still powerful but declin-
ing upper class; the bourgeoisie, which would be in
the process of becoming a majority; and an urban
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proletariat, which would be beginning to form politi-
cal groups. In parallel with this, the relative position
of rural sectors and of the petty bourgeoisie would
grow weaker.

The second phase, which was seen as a transi-
tional stage, would be marked by the decline of the
primary sector and the expansion of the secondary
sector; the tertiary section would have grown as mod-
ermn services were developed. As the secondary sector
grew and the tertiary sector changed and expanded,
those who performed supervisory or leadership roles
and the members of the bureaucracy would gain in
importance in the new type of society that had taken
shape. The middle class as a whole would have
grown, but would also be displaying some instability
in its make-up as new groups emerged and the for-
tunes of others waned. The urban proletariat, which
would also have grown thanks to the expansion of
the secondary sector, would become more organized,
but it would also become increasingly differentiated,
and what was to be known as the working-class aris-
tocracy would become clearly discernible as a group.
Generally speaking, an increase in social mobility
would also be observed.

The third phase of capitalism —in the countries
where it originated— would be characterized by a
small primary sector, a stable secondary sector and
an intensive expansion of the tertiary sector. A hall-
mark of this stage would be the separation of owner-
ship from the control of business enterprises and
economic activities, which would entail the emer-
gence of a large technocratic sector. The middle
class, for its part, would become more stable, in clear
contrast to the preceding transitional stage. Among
wage-carners, a distinction would begin to be made
between manual and non-manual workers, The whole
of society would be “moving forward”, and this ad-
vance would be perceived by the various social
groups as well as by the people as individuals, The
result would be a society-wide satisfaction with the
situation, except among certain “marginal” groups.

The two schematizations outlined above, which,
as noted earlier, Germani used for heuristic purposes
as models for comparison. with Latin America, entait
an implicit theory of modernization, and his postu-
lates regarding social structure and stratification
formed part of that theory. Moreover, and especially
in the second scheme relating to the phases of capi-
talist development, the important elements of the
analysis of social stratification are the structural
transformation of the economy and the concomitant

changes in the social structure, which involve both
the emergence, decline or disappearance of what
might be called “functional groups” and the power
relations established among the various groups and
classes.

Germani developed a series of schemes for Ar-
gentina and for Latin America that depict the particu-
lar historical aspects of their processes of change and
transformation. He argued that, unlike what occurred
in the development of capitalism’s originators, in
Latin America the modernization process ook place
under the direction of “modernizing oligarchies”,
whose economic power base was founded upon a
commodity-exporting economy rather than primarity
upon an industrialization process; the traditional
groups which saw their power decline were the ones
that had no ties to the export sector. Another import-
ant aspect of the modernization process was the sig-
nificance taken on by the middle class, and above all
by those segments with links to bureaucratic organiz-
ations (especially those in the public sector, but in the
private sector as well). These groups led the multi-
class political and social movements that stood up to
the oligarchy. The organized proletariat, with some
exceptions, was relatively weak and therefore joined
ranks with these movements without maintaining a
clearly-defined sphere of autonomy or identity. The
import-substituting industrialization process that took
place in many countries of the region led to a fuller
incorporation and integration of the middle class. At
the most advanced stages of the process, the upper
class ~composed of the long-established landholding
and industrial bourgeoisie— was joined by a new
bourgeoisie which was also linked to manufacturing;
the middle class was more heavily dependent upon
the existing social structure, and the proletariat grew,
but marginal groups also began to expand and, what
is more, they did so at a rapid pace.

Bearing all this in mind, Germani, in seeking to
deal specifically with the problem of how to go about
studying and analysing social stratification in actual
cases, saw a need to arrive at an understanding of the
occupational distribution of the population, the rank
or status atiributed to the different occupations ac-
cording to the predominant sociocultural criteria, and
the lifestyle associated with those occupations,
including both economic standing and other traits,
particularly educational levels, He also placed im-
portance on the social class with which people in the
various occupations identified and on the differing
belief systems, standards and values of occupational
groups which distinguished them from one another.

THE HISTORY OF THE SOCIAL STRATIFICATION OF LATIN AMERICA + ENZC FALETTO
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‘The occupational structure thus acted as the very
foundation for social stratification in Latin America,
whose components were as follows: (i) Rural upper
and middle classes: Primary-sector managers, entre-
preneurs and employers, and “family help” and em-
ployees in the same sector; (i) Urban upper and
middle classes: Managers, entrepreneurs and em-
ployers in industry, commerce and services; “family
help” working in firms run by the head of household;
self-employed workers in the graphics/printing/paper
industry; those whose line of business was wholesale
commerce, exchange operations, office work, public
entertainment, hotels and catering, health services or
overland transport; employees and trainees in the
secondary and tertiary sectors; and rentiers, retirees
and pensioners not included in the economically ac-
tive population but whose characteristics correspond
to the middie class; (iii) Rural working classes:
Manual workers, apprentices and self-employed
workers in the primary sector; and (iv) Urban work-
ing classes: Manual workers and apprentices in the
secondary sector, commerce and services, and
sclf-employed workers in all branches of industry,
commerce and services,

Jos¢ Medina Echavarria addressed the subject of
Latin America’s social structure and stratification on
a number of occasions (1964, 1967 and 1973). He
was concerned with exploring the historical pecu-
liarities of the Latin American social structure, which
he considered to be of key importance in under-
standing the modalities of its development and in
determining how it might meet the challenges of
modernization, whose more general, universal as-
pects appeared to be virtually inescapable. He was
thus aware of how stratification systems changed
over time and of the fact that relatively simple
schemes reflected only a given period in the Latin
American countries’ history, such as the years during
which the hacienda system predominated. He was
also aware, however, that even during that period
new groups were forming in the cities —of merchants,
members of the liberal professions and others— who
were displaying a limited but growing degree of au-
tonomy from the traditional oligarchy. A variety of
factors that had played a role in the. historical process
of change were steadily increasing the complexity of
the system of social classes and groups. The emer-
gence of new strata, which then moved on to play
significant roles in society, ultimately brought on the
crisis of the traditional system, which left a series of

problems and challenges in its wake. The changes
taking place in the region’s stratification were, in his
view, almost directly connected to changes in its
economic structure. He perceived the trend towards
the predominance of manufacturing and services at
the expense of the primary (mainly agricultural) sec-
tor, which had led to the formation of new upper
classes (or, more precisely, bourgeoisic) and of new
middle-income strata and working (especially ma-
nual workers) classes. The phenomenon he vnder-
scored was the burgeoning growth of the cities and
the progressive shrinkage of rural groups, many of
whose members joined the ranks of the urban classes.

Medina Echavarrfa made reference to the forma-
tion of an industrial society, which certainly was not
repeated pari passu in Latin America but which ex-
hibited a pattern that, within certain bounds, was
generally valid. He contended that the upper class
underwent a transformation as it changed over from a
traditional aristocracy to a modern bourgeoisie; that a
new, stcadily growing sector —the middle class—
emerged which then occupied a position of singular
importance in the industrial structure; and that the
lower classes also experienced a transformation as an
urban working class emerged which took the place
of the more traditional craftsmen and eclipsed the
peasantry,

In this author’s eyes, the change in structure it-
self implied a high degree of social mobility associ-
ated with the growth of the middle classes and the
tural-urban population shift, which, in his view, en-
tailed a considerable step up in the social scale. This
type of mobility could be more accurately described
by the term “structural mobility”, He also believed
that the new industrial society was a society of open
classes, and therefore exhibited not only structural
mobility but also another sort of mobility that was
inherent to that type of society. His vision of indus-
trial society involved concepts such as those found in
Germani’s work: the principle of adscription tended
to be replaced by that of personal merit, and the
estate-based society, or caste system, gave way to a
class-based society. He emphasized that in industrial
society, equality of opportunity —at least in theory—
was essential in order to achieve an optimum dis-
tribution of the population among the various spe-
clalized activities being pursued. One might even
say that this form of equality was characterized as a
functional requirement of the new society. He felt
that the predominance of a certain type of rationality

THE HISTORY OF THE SOCIAL STAATIFICATION OF LATIN AMERICA + ENZO FALETTO
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-an instrumental rationality- was an intrinsic part
of industrial society. The division of labour —in that
society— was now determined by that rationality’s
emphasis on freedom of choice. To be sure, he did
realize that there might be some sort of hiatus be-
tween the heralded equality of opportunity and the
actual possibility of promotion or upward movement,
but there would always have to be some possibility
of free circulation by individuals so that they might
be incorporated into the system of occupational spe-
cialization.

It is impottant to note that, for Medina Echa-
varrfa, the above-mentioned traits of industrial so-
ciety took on the character of an idealized model
which he then contrasted with another idealized
model, that of traditional society. These contrasts be-
tween the two do, certainly, contribute to our under-
standing of the particular nature of Latin American
societies. He used this technique to highlight a num-
ber of pivotal features, such as the degree of institu-
tional specialization. Whereas, in traditional society,
most functions are concentrated in a few institutions,
industrial society generally has speciatized institutions,
each with its own limited, specific task to perform,
Furthermore, in traditional society the predominant
form of action in any given situation is specified, is
prescribed in a fairly rigid fashion. In industrial
society, on the other hand, forms of action are de-
liberated upon; society offers a number of guidelines
to be taken into account when making a choice, but
the essential element is the choice itself (deliber-
ation), which is imposed by the social structure,

Medina Echavarrfa was especially interested in
social behaviour as it related to development and
change, and in this regard he saw a particularly clear
contrast between traditional and industrial society;
“Traditional and industrial society are diametrically
opposed to one another in their attitude to change.
Traditional society exalts the legacy of the past. In-
dustrial society, in contrast, values and stimulates all
change; in other words, change is institutionalized”
(Medina Echavarrfa, 1967, p. 49). He also discerned
another especially important facet of industrial so-
ciety having to do with its political organization and
foundations. He felt that, in the past, industrial so-
ciety had been linked to a particular political model,
that of liberal democracy, He was aware that this
view was not entirely accepted by many scholars and
might therefore need to be reviewed in the future.
None the less, he believed that, regardless of the type

of political structure which industrial society might
adopt, this type of society appeared to demand a
greater degree of political participation on the part of
increasingly broad sectors of the population. Al-
though the above statements may indeed be con-
troversial, they do underscore at least two subjects of
interest; the presence of a relatively favourable atti-
tude to change, and the topic of political participation
and its forms. At one point in our history, these two
questions were of pivotal importance, and sociology

© strove to provide some sort of answer.

Using this typology, Medina Echavarrfa high-
lighted the permeability or flexibility of the tradi-
tional system of domination as a specifically Latin
American trait. Although it is true that the traditional
dominant groups or, in the broad sense of the word,
oligarchies had resisted the changes which would
tend to displace them, it is also true that they accom-
modated to those changes to some extent in order to
survive. Because of the way in which they did so,
however, the modernization process was distorted.
Moreover, owing to the mechanism used for this
distortion-producing adaptation, the crisis of the
traditional system did not end in a total breakdown of
that system. Although a more complex form of social
stratification did take shape, traditional forms of
domination did not completely disappear; instead, by
transforming itself, part of it managed to remain in
operation. It refused to disappeat, and to some extent
its resistance was successful.

The idea of structural dualism is closely linked
to the above. This dualism is, 10 be sure, charac-
teristic of a transitional phase —in this case, from a
traditional society to a modern society. It is also
manifested in the coexistence, at any given point in
time, of countries at different levels of development.
An even more significant type of dualism, however,
is the coexistence within a single country of some
zones which more closely resemble the model of an
industrial civilization and others that are closer to the
traditional model; of modern cities and (raditional
cities, of rural zones that are the prototype of tradi-
tional society and others that are taking on the char-
acteristics of an industrial society. In Latin America,
because of the distortion-generating flexibility men-
tioned eatlier, the relationships between modern and
traditional elements have become extraordinarily
complex and intricate.

This coexistence of tradition and modernity
gives rise to asynchronies which are then manifested
in various spheres of society. There is, for example,
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some asynchrony in the process of change as it ap-
plies to the attitudes and modes of behaviour of the
various strata, which to some extent explains the rea-
son for the role played by society’s elites. The change
“usually begins in certain sectors of the urban elite
and then spreads downwatd to the various strata of
the population, from the highest to the lowest”
(Medina Echavarrfa, 1967, p. 54). But this asyn-
chrony is not limited to the behaviour of people; it is
also to be observed in institutions. Thus, Medina
Echavarria also concluded that *if institutions do not
change at the same pace —and, at times, in the same
direction— in a given location and point in time, then
some institutions will be closer to the traditional
maoxde] and others to the industrial model”; [therefore)
“it is possible that the technical/economic structure
may have moved in the direction required by the in-
dustrial model while other spheres have lagged be-
hind. Or vice versa. In any event, these asynchronies
may be found in different parts of the social struc-
ture” (Medina Echavarrfa, 1967, p. 53).

The above-mentioned author’s main concern re-
garding this subject was the possible implications in
terms of the Latin American countries’ development
options. The underlying assumption was that the
technical/economic structures of the industrial model
would require motivations geared to those structures
and would therefore be unable to function on the
basis of the motivations associated with traditional
society. As noted earlier, asynchronies coult be ob-
served in the behaviour of both individuals and in-
stitutions, and in the relationships between the two as
well. Thus, even if certain types of changes took
place in the occupational structure, the necessary
changes in terms of the motivations, attitudes and
feelings of the persons concerned might not come
about. Another possibility was that people’s attitudes
had indeed changed in the way called for by indus-
trial society but that the technical/economic, educa-
tional, political and other apparatuses of society had
stagnated. In concrete terms, Medina Echavartfa
warned, it was possible that people’s aspirations and
attitudes in regard to consumption, their lifestyle, etc.
would come to resemble those associated with indus-
trial society but that production would remain at a
limited or insufficient level of development. Thus,
Medina Echavarrfa’s contribution in this field lies in
having addressed the subject of the transformation of
the social structure and stratification, and those fea-
tures of that transformation specific to Latin Ameri-
ca, and in having underscored the need to link
structural changes affecting social groups and strata

with the values and attitudes that guide the behaviour
of the gtoups in question.

To those authors whose views were more closely
associated with Marxist thought, the question of so-
cial stratification —or, more precisely, the issue of so-
cial classes— appeared to be closely linked to the
specific features of capitalist development in the re-
gion, and this, as they noted, differed substantially
from what might be regarded as the original model.
One such author, for example, is Florestan Fernandes
(1968 and 1973), who spoke about the difficulty of
referring to a class society in Latin America, where
capitalism was not, in large measure, the result of an
internal evolutionary process and, by its very nature,
lacked the capability to create conditions conducive
to autonomous development and self-sustained
growth. Consequently, the social classes (with the
term being defined here as those that form under a
capitalist system) did not take in the whole of the
population, a large part of which was divided into
“social categories™ rather than classes. The “class
system” was thus limited. Although there were enor-
mous differences between one and the other, they
were superimposed upon other social categories (the
marginalized, the dispossessed, the extremely poor)
and enjoyed a position of some privilege, inasmuch
as it was often only they who were able to participate
in fundamental decision-making. Furthermore, the
classes that did exist did not perceive themselves as
such and tended to deny that identity to the other
social categories as well.

According to Fernandes, Latin America encom-
passed a mix of differing stages of economic evol-
ution, at least at the time when he was writing, and it
was therefore impossible to talk about a universaliza-
tion of capitalist market forms, One particularly sig-
nificant fact was that in Jarge sectors of the economy
—in the agrarian sector, for example, but in others as
well- it was possible to appropriate labour on a basis
that was not, stricilly speaking, capitalistic, i.e., in
terms of a labour market. It followed from this prop-
osition that the fundamental difference was the pos-
session of goods or the lack thereof. The caregory of
Ppossessors included the capitalist sectors as such and
other forces having certain class traits, such as the
rural upper sectors. In fact, Fernandes drew a distinc-
tion between a rural upper class and an urban upper
class composed of industrialists, burghers, large-scale
traders or merchants, high-ranking or highly-skilled
professionals, etc. He also defined an urban middle
class which, although it was not, strictly speaking, a
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“possessor”, associated its interests with those of the
possessors; this included a traditional middle class
and a modern middle class. The category of non-
possessors, which was formed by a wide array of
different groups, included those belonging to subsist-
ence economics or archaic economic structures and
those who were actually beginning to take on the
identity of wage-earning proletarians.

Although they did run into difficulties in this
area, Marxist-inspired authors strove to apply theore-
tical concepts taken from that body of thought to
their analysis of the Latin American social structure
and stratification. Many of them focused on certain
groups, such as entrepreneurs or workers; but others,
such as De Ipola and Torrado (1976), also tried to
apply more comprehensive schemes. These two auth-
ors developed a theoretical scheme based on the con-
cept of the social division of labour in capitalist
society. On that basis they postulated the existence of
what appeared to be a determinative production rela-
tion. This production relation was —in Marxist termi-
nology—- an exploitative relationship that gave rise to
two major groups: actual workers and those who ap-
propriated surplus labour. Thus, one group was made
up of “exploited” persons and the other was formed
by the “exploiters”, and the two were seen as consti-
tuting the social classes. In addition, these authors
also identified other relationships which were defined
by that determinative production relationship and
which, on that basis, arose between the agents
of production and the means of production in-
volved in a historically determined social production
process. These relationships were basically the
following: (i) relationships of ownership, which
might take the form of individual private ownership,
collective private ownership, and even private social
ownership, with the latter term referring to cases in
which the bearer took the form of the entire class of
owners as a unit; (i) relationships of possession,
which were the relationships existing between some
agents of production and the means of production
involved in the production process. Through such re-
lationships this type of agent acquired the power to
direct and coordinate the production process, thereby
ensuring its operation; (ili) fechnical control, which
was the relationship between some agents of produc-
tion and the means of production involved in the la-
bour process. Through this relationship, these agents
acquired the ability to set the relevant means of pro-
duction inte motion; and (iv) deforcement, which
referred to the relationship between direct producers
and means of production when those means were

directly involved in the labour process. Each of these
relationships implied its opposite, i.e., non-owner-
ship, non-possession, an absence of technical control
and non-deforcement.

The social division of labour would determine
the distribution of agents of production as a function
both of determinative production (exploitative) rela-
tionships and the production relationships defined by
determinative relationships (ownership, possession,
technical control and deforcement). The former were
reflected in the social classes while the latter were
reflected in social strata, which were composed of
sub-sets of agents within a given social class who
held different ranks.

This social division of labour was specified
through the “division of social labour”, which deter-
mined the distribution of agents of production among
the various sub-processes and sectors of activity; this
made it possible to identify class segments such as,
for example, the industrial bourgeoisie, the com-
mercial bourgeoisie, the financial bourgeoisie, etc.
There was also a technical division of labour, which
related to the allocation of tasks and functions within
each labour process without reference to social pro-
duction relationships, Finally, “production units”
could be defined which were actually economic units
(such as business firms, banks, shopping centres,
etc.) involving different ranks of functions and levels
of decision-making (e.g., concerning supervision,
monitoring or execution).

Alongside the economic processes of a given
mode of production, non-economic processes were
also taking place, with the main ones being legal/
political and ideological processes that ensured the
conditions necessary for the reproduction of the pro-
duction process. These processes had their own ap-
paratuses; for example, in the case of legal/political
processes, the apparatus included the armed forces,
the courts and political parties. In the case of ideo-
logical processes, it included the family, the schools,
religious institutions and the mass media. The people
involved in these non-economic processes formed so-
cial categories.

According to the above, the scheme of the social
structure in a classist mode of production would be
determined by a social production process that gener-
ated antagonistic relations based on exploitation, i.e.,
class struggle. The social production process could
thus be broken down into a direct production process
which gave rise to class segments and strata. For a
full understanding of this phenomenon, the dominant
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process, which is what ensured the basic conditions
for reproduction, had to be identified; in capitalism,
this was the process of circulation and, above all, the
labour market. Finally, there were also non-economic
legal/political and ideological processes, which en-
sured the secondary conditions needed for the repro-
duction of the social production process,

These authors argued that the social classes
tended towards a greater or lesser degree of internal
differentiation depending upon the type of capitalist
development involved. For example, if the capitalist
class was defined by ownetship and possession and
the working class by technical control and deforce-
ment, then in the monopolistic phase of capitalism
the former would be divided into owners and execu-
tives (possession) while in the lattet, technical control
would be separated from deforcement (manpowet).

The proposed system of stratification can ob-
viously refer to a class system and can apply to a
given society the hypotheses derived from the theory
of class relations, particularly those which attribute
the dynamic of change to class struggle.

Authors such as Filgueira and Geneletti (1981)
also dealt with the problem of social conflict in their
analysis of the subject of stratification and mobility,
but they saw it as essentially a distributive phenome-
non. For them, “stratification refers, in a broad sense,
to the way in which individuals have access to the
available social goods” (1981, p. 2). These goods are
primarily income, education, status, power and
wealth. They see pattems of social stratification as
being the most important causes and consequences of
conflict among the individuals and groups in society,
and define mobility as changes in distribution pat-
terns for social goods. They distinguish between indi-
vidual mobility, which is usually measured by the
difference between the occupations of a father and
son, and structural mobility, which arises out of an
increase in some occupations as compared (0 others
having a different status. This form of mobility,
which would thus be generated by changes in the
production structure, is the type that is of interest to
these authors and constitutes the focus of their study.

Latin America has also been marked by a high
degree of demographic mobility, primarily in the
form of rural-urban migration, which has certainly
led to changes in the occupational structure. Conse-
quently, in order to analyse changes in the profile of
that structure, Filgueira and Geneletti felt it was
necessary to start out by looking at sectoral changes
in the economy, establishing the classic distinctions

among the primary, secondary and tettiary sectors.
The object was to see how these changes influenced
the relative size of the socioeconomic strata making
up the economically active population.

The stratification scheme developed by these
authors has a number of different components, each
of which includes various occupational groups. Their
scheme is as follows:

(i) Middle and upper strata in secondary and
tertiary occupations: white-collar workers in indus-
try, commerce and services; senior personnel in
industry, commerce and services; self-employed
white-collar workers in commerce; and salespeople,
office workers and other white-collar workers in
industry, commerce and services.

(i) Lower stratum in secondary occupations:
wage-earners, self-employed workers and unpaid
family workers.

(iliy Lower stratum in tertiary occupations:
wage-earners, self-employed workers and unpaid
family workers.

(iv) Middle and upper strata in primary occupa-
tions.

(v) Lower stratum in primary occupations:
wage-earners, self-employed workers and unpaid
family workers.

(vi) Other.

From the statistical analyses they prepared based
on data up to 1970, Filgueira and Geneletti deduced
that at the time they were writing, judging from the
fissures being opened up by the emergence of a mod-
ern sector in the various areas of economic activity,
they were witnessing the early signs of a redefinition
of the structure of social strata. Despite the slow
growth of this sector in terms of jobs, the authors
pointed out the sociological importance of this
change in that it was generating groups which could
prove to be decisive in the formation and identifica-
tion of some sirata (especially those made up of ex-
ecutives, managers and supervisory personnel),
thereby altering the overall composition of the
middle classes. They also observed that, by the same
token, a “workers’ aristocracy” might emerge among
the groups formed by manual workers.

These authors also noted that the lower middie
strata and non-independent professionals were the
groups that had grown the most (one out of every
four employed persons belongs to these strata). An
extremely important feature of these groups was the
lack of correspondence between their job status and
their educational status, since most of these people
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were highly educated but earned low incomes. There
was also a vast difference in status between people
performing low-ranking non-manual jobs and those
employed in high-ranking non-manuat jobs. The for-
mer made up what might be described as a “sub-
proletariat” of the middle class but none the less did
not, in subjective terms, identify with the actual
proletariat as such.

In analysing the behaviour of the middle classes,
Filgueira and Geneletti found that the rapid expan-
sion of these sectors, especially in the case of the
bureaucracy, had been accompanied by an expansion
of education that had redounded to their benefit.
Most of the Latin American countries went through a
phase of development of the various dimensions of
the social modernization process (specifically, urban-
ization and education) which contributed to the inte-
gration of these groups. In view of these events, the
authors affirmed the existence of “rules of deferred
gratification” involving an acceptance of an unfa-
vourable state of affairs in expectation of improve-
ments in the future, They also warned, howevet, that
if, over the long term, the possibilities for maintain-
ing a reasonable balance between aspirations and
their fulfilment should become exhausted, then ten-
sion would tend to build up to dangerous levels,

The status-related incongruities mentioned
above were not only reflected in the behaviour of
individuals and the tensions —either personal or col-
lective~ that might be generated; they also influenced
other aspects, including the operational efficiency of
the economic system. In the opinion of Filgueira and
Geneletti, there was an increasingly sharp difference
between existing levels and types of knowledge and
those in demand in the job market. Evidence of this

11

was provided by the growing percentage of persons
performing low-level administrative jobs who
had a college education or of people holding gener-
ally unskilled jobs in service activities who had
a secondary-level education, All this would seem to
indicate that the prevailing development style was
associated with an increasing underutilization of
the available supply of human resources. Moreover,
since the asynchrony between the development of the
educational system and of the production structure
would lead to a “devaluation of education”, individ-
uals would have to make increasingly large invest-
ments in education in order to attain the same
occupational ranks and income levels.

In sum, the dominant model of structural mo-
bility in the region has been marked by a substan-
tial reduction in primary activities (especially in
rural areas) in relative terms, by a stable situation
with regard to low-level urban activities and by an
expansion of the middle and upper strata. How-
ever, the manpower made available by the steady,
steep decrease seen in the primary sector is mainly
being absorbed by the tertiary sector, as the sec-
ondary sector’s absorption capacity has apparently
failed to keep pace with the reduction of the pri-
mary sector. There has been some social mobility
in the region, but it has been limited because its
dynamics have been obstructed. These authors feel
that the existing form of social mobility “is only
possible if it does not have a strong effect on the
basic distribution of economic resources”, and they
posit the existence of a structural barrier to social
mobility which they attribute to the structure of the
existing pattern of occupational stratification and
its distortions.

Description of the various social groups

Latin American sociology has not only established
certain interpretive parameters regarding the social
structure and stratification of the region. It has also
produced numerous studies —some in the form of
monographs, others having more ambitious theoreti-
cal aspirations— on specific social groups. In view of
the volume of this literature, an exhaustive review
cannot be undertaken here, however, the following

discussion will therefore be limited to a few exam-
ples that are considered to be significant. In addition,
most of the studies that describe the characteristics of
different groups are valid only for the time period in
which they were done, so any attempt to make gener-
alizations would be risky. Nevertheless, since our
objective here is to point out changes and transforma-
tions, perceptions of a given group’s characteristics .
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at one point in time are useful for comparisons with
that group’s perceived features at another point in
time; this will provide us with at least some indica-
tion of the types of changes it has undergone.

1. The oligarchy and the elites

We will focus first on the so-called oligarchy, which
is a term often used to describe groups within the
upper strata that have traditionally wielded power.

One of the most detailed studies on these groups
was done by Bourricaud (1969), and although it re-
fers specifically to Peru, portions of ils contents are
broadly applicable. The oligarchy and its dominant
position were based, according to Bourricaud, on an
almost perfect system of patrimonialism whose de-
fining characteristic was the control exercised by the
*“patrén”, or boss, in rural areas on the haciendas and
by the formation of “clienteles” in urban areas. It
should be noted that Medina Echavarria also undet-
scored the importance of the hacienda system in
shaping & model of sociocultural conduct in Latin
America and refetred to the system of clientage as
one of the particular modes of polftico-social rela-
tions in the countries of the region. Both authors, too,
highlight the importance of family connections for
these groups. Bourricaud shows how the oligarchy
used family connections to control broad sectors of
the economy. From theit base in agricultural acti-
vities, these families dominated a large portion of the
region’s foreign trade, exerted a powerful influence
over some important media and diversified their in-
terests by moving, for example, into construction,
The oligarchy, for Bourricaud, was a group that
gained a great deal of control over existing wealth,
and its hallmark was the close relationship it man-
aged to establish between economic power and pol-
itical power.

Graciarena and Franco (1981) detected a change
in the control of power, which they felt was shifting
from the oligarchy to a new elite. These authors saw
the expansion of the social spectrum from which per-
sons were recruited to fill positions of power as a
significant event in the Latin American couniries.
While the oligarchy was in power, this recruitment
was primarily family-based since, typically, the oli-
garchy was composed of peopie who were related by
blood or closely linked through their clienteles. In
contrast, the members of the new groups taking up
positions of power were drawn from a much more
heterogeneous base. Nevertheless, most of them took

on similar, or at least compatible, ways of thinking
and acting, This may be accounted for by the fact that
they had a common socialization, shared social ex-
perience and similar ideologies.

These authors did not limit the category of elites
to the upper strata of society. They saw this type of
power as being held by a number of different seg-
ments; thus, there might be, for example, an entrepre-
neurial ¢lite, a trade-union elite, a religious elite, a
military elite or a civilian-technocrat elite, and com-
plex relations might form among them. The complex-
ity and heterogeneity of these elites stemmed from
the heterogeneity of the economic structure itself,
Within the production apparatus, a modern, dynamic
core segment coexisted with large, archaic sectors of
the economy. In addition, there would be a cluster of
semi-modern firms that would be less efficient and
have lower levels of productivity than the dynamic
core group of firms, to which they were subordinate,
Each of these types of firms —of differing degrees of
modernity— had different pattems of social siratifica-
tion, and this was the source of the growing complex-
ity and incongruity of the social structure,

Hence, a distinction may be drawn belween the
oligarchy and these elites based on their differences
in terms of the origins of their recruits and their
power bases. The oligarchy’s base was agricultural,
although it had branched out from there to other parts
of the economy. The elites, on the other hand, would
not be divorced from the processes of modernization
and industrialization nor would they be incompatible
with the presence of large, influential middie classes.
However, observed Graciarena (1967) in another
study, the fact of the matter was that in Latin America
the elites were oligarchic in nature; because of their
mode of recruitment, the groups holding power basi-
cally have the defining characteristics of an elite, but
their politics conform to oligarchic patterns,

2. Entrepreneurial sectors

Entrepreneurs are another group that has been stu-
died a great deal, but most of the studies have
focused on industrial entrepreneurs. This is under-
standable, in view of the impottance which the emer-
gence of a substantial industrial economy has had for
the Latin American development process. Latin
American industrial entrepreneurs have usually been
characterized as having two different origins, One
group of entrepreneurs is said to have arisen out of
the social ascent of foreign immigrants while the
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other is thought to have come from the economic
differentiation of the old producer classes in the ex-
port-based period. Hence, the birth of industrial en-
trepreneurs as a group was a fragmented process, and
from the very start they have been subject to severe
limitations as regards development of an awareness
of their own interests. None the less, in both cases the
group that served as their ideological point of refer-
ence was the traditional oligarchy; this was, in some
instances, because the traditional oligarchy was their
source and, in others, because of a desire to imitate
the oligarchy and thus secure the outward sym-
bols of integration. As a rule, entrepreneurs have
tended to associate themselves with those groups
having the most economic and social power, and the
configuration of an industrialization-promoting al-
liance —ideally, to be formed by industrial entrepre-
neurs, the middle class and workers— was therefore
often no more than an aspiration of certain ideo-
logues or was an incidental occurrence. The most
important enirepreneurs, in particular, identified
more closely with the interests of the groups wielding
economic and social power.

Another quite significant event —which played a
role in the above-mentioned developments— was the
formation, starting long before, of large economic
conglomerates and holding companies. These con-
glomerates were involved in all sorts of activities and
provided a close link between industry and other sec-
tors (such as banking, for example) that were control-
led by more traditional groups.

Furthermore, especially in the case of large en-
terprises, the degree of external dependence —even if
the firm’s activities targeted the domestic market—
was considerable and was manifested in their finan-
cial affairs, technology and even their capital stock,
Thus the interrelation of interests tended to favour
anything that made that connection possible and the
interests that made it viable.

Of course, small and medium-scale entrepre-
neurs were an important group as well. Although at
times they behaved somewhat antagonistically to-
wards large enirepreneurs, more often than not they
were in a markedly subordinate position to the latter,
which prevented them from carrying their conflicts to
an extreme. Moreover, when they were not in a posi-
tion to meet their employees’ demands, they sought
to form alliances with the more powerful groups in
order to contain such pressures. What is more, small
and medium-scale indusiry tended to be severely af-
fected during downswings in the economic cycle and,

for a number of reasons, their performance in terms
of economic efficiency was not encouraging. Accord-
ing to a study conducted in Chile by G. Campero
(1984), between 1967 and 1979 the number of small-
scale industrial establishments fell by 10.5% and the
value added by this sector dropped by 27.6%.

Sociologists studying the behaviour of entrepre-
neurs and their influence on the moalities of the
development process were particularly interested in
analysing this group’s creativity, its capacity for in-
novation and its risk-taking skills, among other char-
acteristics. Many such studies found that, except in a
limited number of cases and under very special sets
of circumstances, entrepreneurs did not usually show
a willingness to assume the risk of investing in new
companies. For the most part, they were more in-
clined to use the advantages offered by the market to
their benefit and, for that reason, in many cases their
behaviour was more like the modes of conduct asso-
ciated with merchants and financiers. Their frequent
disinterest in innovation may be accounted for by the
fact that many of them were operating in captive
markets. Many of the studies conducted on this sub-
ject have found that, during extended periods of time,
entrepreneurs’ behaviour was marked by a tendency
to adapt rather than (o opt for change. A tendency
was observed on the part of entrepreneurs to confine
themselves to the demand possibilities associated
with a given social structure. Consequently, the
production structure¢ mirrored socially-structured
demand patterns.

3. The middle class

Another special concemn of Latin American socio-
logy, in addition to the role of entrepreneurs in the
development process, has been the behaviour of the
middle classes, taking into account their role in the
political process and the modernization process in
general. In the above-cited study by Filgueira and
Geneletti, special attention was devoted to these
groups because the authors felt that the change in the
percentage of the total economically active popula-
tion represented by the middle class was a good indi-
cator of changes in social stratification patterns as a
whole, as well as being a key factor in understanding
social mobility. In view of this group’s heterogeneity
and the breadih of the term “middle class”, their re-
search focused on identifying the strata making up
the various areas of activity, since their thesis was
that the growth of the middle class was linked to
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changes in the composition of the economically ac-
tive population by area of activity.

Many students of the subject have maintained
that in most of the Latin American countries the ¢x-
pansion of the middle class has outstripped the devel-
opment of the forces of production. Among the
causes of this hypettrophy, they cite the convergence
of a series of processes, such as urbanization, the
development of education and burcaucratization. The
majority view is that the fundamental factor has been
the expansion of the State apparatus.

Authors such as Ratinoff (1967) have attempted
to divide the historical evolution of these sectors into
various stages based, in particular, on the types of
behaviour observed in each. Thus, they have defined
an ascending phase, marked by a successful effort to
win the working classes’ support for the political pro-
posals of the middie class; by a substantial institu-
tion-building capacity; by the formulation of policies
and ideologies conducive to State intervention; and
by the introduction of changes in the economic, so-
cial, cultural and political spheres. The most salient
feature of the second phase, which has been called
the “commitment phase”, would then be the aim of
guarantecing the agendas already on the table.

Graciarena (1967) also postulates the existence of a
long historical cycle as part of his understanding of the
middle class, in which the pivotal element is its degree
of autonomy from other groups. According to this
author, the extent of its autonomy was extremely
limited in the early days of Latin American society,
following independence; later, during the early decades
of the twentieth century, it started to increase until, at
different points in time depending on the country, it
reached its acme, Theteafter the middle class’s auton-
omy began to wane, and by the time Graciarena
wrote his study, it was once again at a low ebb,

Graciarena distinguishes two main groups in this
process. The first, the “residual middle classes”,
formed during the colonial period and the nineteenth
century in close association with the upper classes
and has exhibited high levels of structural depend-
ence and status in relation to them. This group had
strong ties to the traditional economy and has been in
decline but has not lost all its influence, and is now
primarily linked to certain sectors of the government
bureaucracy, such as the judiciary, the diplomatic set-
vice and some levels of education. Its behaviour is
guided by the values associated with the upper class.
The second group is the “emerging middle classes”.

This group is a product of economic development,
and its main base is found in the modern sector of the
economy: manufacturing, commerce and services,
This group has had greater autonomy than the first
and has promoted economic development, which has
brought it into confrontation with the oligarchy and
the traditional middle classes. This conflict, says Gra-
ciarena, was a major one and constituted a milestone
in the history of Latin America, although it has sub-
sequently tended to subside.

Many authors contend that a large part of the
middle class has lived almost as parasites, a situation
which has been promoted by systems that used or
still usc State resources to add unnecessary em-
ployees to the bureaucracy’s payrolls, that offered
cheap credit to companies and professionals as well
as Jow-priced housing and consumer loans, that ad-
vocated public welfare policies which primarily
benefited these sectors, and that promoted other,
similar measures. When they became aware of their
privileged position, these groups —according to the
experts— strove to defend a status quo which worked
to their benefit. They are also said to carry significant
weight in existing power structures due to their num-
bers and their social influence, which is augmented
by the role played in the State apparatus by techno-
crats and bureaucrats drawn from their ranks. Be-
cause of all this, the middle class is said to have
helped shape some of the development styles that
have characterized the region. Nevertheless, some
authors realize that, since these sectors have attained
relatively high educational levels, which in practical
terms translaies into professional training and skills,
they have contributed to the development of a techni-
cal rationality that has had a considerable influence
in terms of levels of economic productivity.

The question of the middle classes’ internal hete-
rogeneity has captured the attention of scholars, who
have used various criteria for ascertaining their dif-
ferences. Filgueira and Geneletti, for example, dif-
ferentiate between those who perform high-status and
low-status non-manual jobs. The latter category ap-
pears to have cxpanded more, which would imply
some degree of “proletarization” of these strata, al-
though this does not necessarily mean that their
members subjectively identify with working-class
sectors. Along with the growth of a relatively im-
poverished segment of the middle class, however, a
“modern” middle class has also been forming. The
question then arises as to whether this growth can be
sustained and what conditions are needed in order for
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this to happen in each country. Regardless of the
answers to these questions, it is a fact that most ex-
perts agree about the importance of the technocratic
groups which have links to these sirata. Development
itself, they assert, combined with the demonstration
effect of the advanced countries in the international
system, has made the creation of a technically soph-
isticated structure necessary. By virtue of the position
held by these groups, they can exert a great deal of
influence over certain aspects of the development
style. O’Donnell (1972), for example, says that sen-
for technocrats in major institutions have certain as-
pects of theit background and socialization in
common and establish linkages among themselves
which lead to mutual recognition and similar types of
conduct, regardless of the particular sector in which
they are involved. Their behaviour would appear to
be based on a cettain definition of what is rational,
appropriate and technically effective. Thinking, ap-
parently, about the above-mentioned groups, Fernan-
des (1968) states that the middle classes are the
standard-bearers of ultramodernity and that it is in
this sphere that they have the best opportunities for
asserting their own worth in the market; modern-
Ization incerporates those interests and forms of ac-
tion that are specific to them as a class. Changes in
the weight catried by the various sectors within the
middle class have implications for the ideology of the
entire sector. According to Graciarena (1967), the
middle class has abandoned its original ideological
stances and has therefore reduced its chances of in-
fluencing the other classes. He feels that the middle
classes’ power has always been based on an expan-
sion of State control and that, by accepting ideologies
that delegitimize State intervention, it has under-
mined its own power base, thereby leaving the actual
direction or supervision of economic processes in the
hands of big business,

4. The workers

The available data indicate that between 1961 and
1980 the strata making up the working class ex-
panded in almost all the countries. However, in com-
parison with the rest of the economically active
population, this sector was still not large enough to
be a decisive factor, and its size varied markedly
from one country to another. For example, in Argen-
tina manual workers represented 27.5% of the econ-
omically active population; in Chile, the figure was
25%, and it was no more than 19% in Venezuela and

Panama, 17.5% in Mexico, 16% in Colombia, 15% in
Brazil and less than 15% in Peru.

The working class is also internally heteroge-
neous, but its variability is not due so much to dif-
ferences in the types of occupations or activitics
performed, as in the case of the middle class, as it is
to other factors. The first difference identificd by re-
searchers was the existence of an “old” and a “new”
working class. The “new” working class apparently
was formed as a result of internal migration and the
rapid expansion of the manufacturing sector during
the impori-substitution stage. Most studies on the
subject cast the “old” working class as a type of the-
oretical model which is actually more valid for the
countrics along Latin America’s Atlantic coastline
(specifically Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina) and par-
ticularly for cities in which some sort of manufactur-
ing activity had been pursued on a substantial scale
prior to the import-substitution phase. Hence, re-
searchers postulated that the working class included
a large contingent of immigrants from Europe
—particularly Italians, Spaniards and Portuguese—
who had something of a working-class tradition and a
certain skill level, although they were associated with
some artisanal traits and ideologies of the labour
movement in their home countries. Subscquent
studies amended many of these assumptions. First it
was pointed out that this experience -as indicated
earlier— corresponded only to some counries, and
that even in cases where the number of immigrants
from Europe had indeed been considerable, the ma-
jority of those immigrants did not necessarily have
experience as manual workers, and emphasis was
placed on the significance of the immigrants’ rural
backgrounds. It was made clear that much of what
had been said in earlier studies referred to relatively
small groups which had been in leadership positions
and that the traits of this elite leadership were being
mistaken for the characteristics of the whole group.
The typical set of features attributed to the “old”
working class were used to mark a contrast with the
characteristics of the new contingents formed by in-
ternal migration and the expansion of the manufac-
turing sector. Whether ot not the comparison was
valid, however, the description of the new breed of
workers was of some value in its own right.

These workers’ most frequently cited traits were
their low educational and skill levels, since their rural
origins had not afforded them any semi-industrial ex-
perience, nor were they skilled craftsmen. Their orig-
ins were initially considered to be one of the key
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determinants of their conduct and characteristics, but
it was later demonstrated that in some countries —one
example being Chile, according to Gurrieri (1968)-
this blanket statement needed to be analysed with
care, inasmuch as rural migrants also had some ex-
perience in the admittedly smaller cities of the gener-
ally rural provinces. Another interesting point made
by Gurrieri is that, at least in Chile, the formation of
working-class sectors through migration was not a
novel phenomenon; indeed, migration was an inte-
gral part of the history of the working class’s origins.
Nevertheless, for the Latin American couniries in
general, internal migration came to be a large-scale
phenomenon following the Second World War, and
new contingents of migrants made their appearance
at the time that mass consumption patterns were
spreading, which influenced the type of demand that
was gencrated. These people’s incorporation into
urban life, in terms of what that meant at the time
(e.g., access to housing, education and social bene-
fits), overshadowed more specifically labour-related
demands.

These changes affected not only workers but so-
ciety as a whole. The pre-existing norms and stand-
ards were no longer as valid, and this had an impact
on workers. The formation of a class identity still
appeared to be a difficult venture, especially as re-
garded the definition of shared interests, and what
solidarity was to be observed was primarily focused
on primary groups. All of this played a part in gener-
ating what appeared to be the most common form of
political conduct, which was the formation of avail-
able and easily manipulated masses,

‘The statements that had been made about the
working class were very broad generalizations, and a
number of important differences remained to be es-
tablished. Di Tella (1964) identified two major strata
—a lower and an upper one- within the working class.
The lower stratum was most like the “new” workers
mentioned earlier by virtue of its members’ low cul-
tural and skill levels. Di Tella also noted their tend-
ency towards an “authoritarian personality”, Their
social views were somewhat confused and they ex-
hibited an inclination to participate in mass move-
ments which gave them the illusion of direct
participation that was not being brokered by any or-
ganization, The upper stratum was formed by more
highly educated and skilled individuals who would
therefore often have an opportunity to move up to
leadership positions and thus increase their chances
(as individuals and for their families as a unit) of

social mobility. This mobility would bring them
closer to the middle class, whose value systems they
internalized. The social distance separating them
from the lower stratum of workers would cause them
to interpret the interests of the working class based
on theit own situations; their identification with
middle-class values hindered communication with
the rest of the working class and hampered a full
understanding of its problems. Thus, the fact of the
matter is that a clearly-delineated class identity was
not in evidence among either the lower or the upper
stratum.

The distinction between skilled and unskilled
workers came 1o be an important element in analyses
of the sector’s internal stratification. A number of
studies indicated that in Sao Paulo (on¢ of the most
industrialized cities in Brazil), for example, unskilled
workers saw no improvement in their living condi-
tions either during the 1970s or thereafter, in contrast
to the situation for skilled workers, whose real wages
rose as well. Moreover, when wages were declining,
the decrease for unskilled workers was much sharper,
The distance separating the unskilled mass of wor-
kers from the better-placed industrial workers was
thought to have influenced the direction taken by the
trade union movement in many cases and even to
have had some political repercussions. The notion
arose that the two strata did not share the same values
or interests and that the more skilled group would
tend to be perceived as a privileged clite.

5. The campesincs

The existing analyses of the campesinos in Latin
American have been strongly influenced by the an-
thropological approaches taken to the description of
this sector’s structure and the study of its members’
behavioural traits. Furthermore, many of the early
sludies were conducted by researchers from the
United States, and this is reflected even in the termi-
nology used. Redfield (1956), for example, in
considering small isolated communities, made a dis-
tinction between “peasants” and “farmers”. He used
the term “peasant” to refer to those who had a
measure of control over the land that permitted them
—and this is the salient point- to maintain and even
develop a traditional lifestyle in common; agriculture
was the foundation for this way of life and was not
regarded primarily as an investment, with a portion
of output being sold in the market, or as a business
concern.  “Farmers”, on the other hand, had an
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entrepreneurial outlook, and agriculture was their
business.

Some Latin American researchers, such as Qui-
jano (1967), have defined the campesinos in ways
that emphasize the power relations of which they are
a part. The campesinos, they assett, are the members
of the rural population who belong to economically
and socially dominated strata, regardless of the spe-
cific function they may perform; they may include
day labourers, settlers and sharecroppers, owners of
very small holdings, small-scale merchants, craft-
smen, students, etc. This definition does not mean
that these differences should be ignored; it simply
delimits a broad, inclusive category.

Landesberger (1969) attempted to summarize the
elements shared by the various definitions of the
campesinos that have been formulated, with the fol-
lowing results: campesinos are “rural cultivators”,
i.., people having links to the working of the land or
who are very close to it; they have a dual orientation
towards the family and the market, but they do not
see themselves as somebody who is managing a busi-
ness in order to get the most out of it; their behaviour
is in reference to a community, generally a limited
group of families who share the same standards and
values and who occupy a subordinate position in a
hierarchical economic and political structure, For
Landesberger himself, however, the essential point is
that they are rural cultivators in low-ranking political
and economic positions, and their specific charac-
teristics must be defined empirically in each particu-
lar case.

Stinchcombe (1961-1962), on the other hand,
attempted to set up a differentiated typology of
campesinos according to the types of agricultural
concerns to which they were linked. This typology
encompasses a number of different categories based
on decision-making power in regard to production
and the distribution of benefits; on land values; on
whether the landowner exercises police powers over
his workers or is their relative; on the amount of
capital required to run the business, excluding the
land; and on the enterprise’s degree of technical
organization. Based on these criteria, Stinchcombe
identified various types of agricultural concerns. One
was the hacienda, which is part of a system that re-
tains much of its feudal, pre-commercial character
and involves a dual distribution of land. A portion of
the land is divided into small plots that are in the
hands of the campesinos, who practice subsistence

farming on them; the rest is the landowner’s, and its
output i marketed. This land is farmed by the above-
mentioned campesinos, who often work the land on
the basis of common-law obligations. The prices of
both labour and land are low, and the landholder’s
power is aimost absolute; output is not plentiful, and
the level of efficiency is very low. The form of pro-
duction denotes the separation that exists between the
landholder and the campesinos. The former is fre-
quently an absentee landlord who pursues political
activities in the city; the peasaats, on the other hand,
live on the fringes of that world in an apathetic state
marked by backward conditions and a lack of politi-
cal rights.

Another type of agricultural concern is the plan-
tation. This type of enterprise is based on large capi-
talist holdings devoted to crops which generally take
a number of years before they are ready for harvest-
ing and require a large amount of labour; they may
also require other types of long-term investments
such as, for example, investments in machinery. They
are labour-intensive and the demand for manpower is
often seasonal. Stinchcombe asserts that the domi-
nant class in this type of enterprise takes care to pre-
vent the establishment of small landholdings and will
even strive to suppress them if they do make an ap-
pearance. Technical control, he says, is in the hands
of the above-mentioned social group.

The estancia, or ranch, is defined by this author
as a capitalist enterprise which keeps livestock or
practices extensive farming and whose manpower is
primarily provided by wage-earners. The land itself
is of little commercial value and the workforce is
low-priced, fluctuating and mobile, has few family
tics and lives in group camps.

Another category, Stinchcombe adds, is that of
tenant farming. In this case, the actual landowner is
a rentier who gives over his land in exchange for a
payment that may be made in cash or in kind, or in a
combination of the two. The land used for such ven-
tures is very productive and has a high market value,
Its cultivation is labour intensive, but largely un-
mechanized, and the type of manpower used —apart
from that of family members— is inexpensive. The
crop cycle is one year or less in duration, and no
appreciable economies of scale are attained for fac-
tors other than labour. Social contact between these
landowners and tenant farmers is extremely limited,
and the two groups therefore have very different life-
styles.
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The last category defined by Stinchcombe is the
small family farm., The costs incurred on such owner-
operated farms are usually fairly stable; these far-
mers’ most serious types of problems have (o do with
the marketing of their output, and they often have
disputes with middlemen, merchants and creditors.
Communication within this group is very limited.

'The above studies on the campesinos of the re-
gion not only described the differences within this
sector and, thus, the existing fural structure; they also
—especially in the 1960s and early 1970s— sought to
provide the basic elements needed to explain the
campesino movements that were triggered by the
agrarian reforms undertaken in many couatries. The
aim was (0 gain an understanding of where these
movements were headed and of the new types of
structures they might engender, bearing in mind the
campesinos’ traditional ties to the land. This being
the case, rescarch efforts focused chiefly on the traits
of the various campesino movements considered to
be significant at that time.

6. Marginality and the informal sector

Marginality was the main concept used in the first
studies on those people whom we now usually group
under the heading of the “informal sector”,

As a result of mass rural-urban migration, begin-
ning in 1950 a type of population cluster began to
appear in the large cities which was characterized by
the installation of makeshift housing on land that was
spontaneously “taken over” by these new inhabitants.
Studies of these urban settlements found that they
often included not only rural migrants, but people
who had been pushed out of the cities themselves, as
well. Concern about these segments of the population
soon brought to light the fact that other groups, too,
such as the inhabitants of urban slums and tenements
-some of whom had been in the cities for much
longer— wete also living under similar substandard
conditions. What was so striking, however, was the
widespread nature and massive scale of the new
phenomenon,

Initial concern about the economic marginality
of these groups soon sparked concern about their so-
cial status and characteristics. Given the importance
atiributed to the phenomenon of migration, the dis-
cussion of this issue revolved around the persistence
in such groups of traits associated with rural arcas
(from where it was supposed that they came), their
ability to adapt to new conditions and their manner of

doing so. At first, the tendency was 1o regard the
situation of these groups as a natural part of their
transition from rural to urban life. However some
authors, such as J. Matos-Mar, for example, con-
tended that in cases of mass migration, such as in
Peru, what was actually taking place was a ruraliza-
tion of urban areas, an idea he summarized quite
concisely in the title of one of his essays, La
Serranizacién de Lima [“The Sierra comes to
Lima”]. O. Lewis’ classic studies, too, indicated that,
rather than finding a place for themselves in urban
life, these groups tended to form what was actually a
“culture of poverty”,

In a ground-breaking study on marginal com-
munities in Santiago, Chile, Rosenbliith (1963)
brought to light how little these groups shared in the
benefits of economic development, how restricted
their access was to the institutions of the nation-State
and, as a result, how they suffered from political,
economic and social marginality. The dimension of
marginality took on a broader meaning than its pure-
ly economic sense. In addition, studies conducted by
the Economic and Social Development Centre of
Latin America (DESAL) indicated that these groups of
squatters tended not to share society’s standards and
values, their participation in the labour force was per-
petually unstable, they had no access to important
decision-making opportunities and did not play a real
role in the solution of their own problems. These
types of studies led to more specific concerns about
the economic position of these groups. In particular,
some authors who were more open to approaches of
a Marxist cast began a discussion about the economic
function of these groups. J. Num and others devised
the category of “reserve army”, although in succeed-
ing wrilings —largely as a result of a controvetsy in
which, in addition to those already mentioned, F. H.
Cardoso also took part-- an attempt was made to ad-
just the concept of “reserve armies” to fit the condi-
tions peculiar to dependent economies such as those
of Latin America. Critics of this idea emphasized
these groups’ position as a “surplus population” in
relation 1o the economy and wared about the exist-
ing economic system’s lack of absorption capacity.
‘The idea was advanced that the very process of de-
velopment and modemization in Latin America had
the potential to disrupt pre-existing forms of econ-
omic activity but lacked the capacity to provide pro-
ductive ways of absorbing those who were displaced.

It is important to note that when studies began to
be conducted on the ways in which these groups
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could become integrated into the economy, those
carly assumptions —according to which marginality
was a phase in the transition from rural to urban life
and these groups would eventually take up a “nor-
mal” role in the latter— were abandoned. Attention
shifted back to the characteristics of the economic
system and its drawbacks, Many subsequent writings
were linked to studies by the Regional Employment
Programme for Latin America and the Caribbean
(PREALC) which made the connection between the
idea of inequality and the concept of the informal
economy. Tokman (1979) spoke of the inability of
the modern sector of the economy to absorb man-
power quickly enough and, at the same time, under-
scored the heterogeneity of the production structure.
This heterogeneity generated differentiated labour
markets, and many of the new additions to the urban
labour force, regardless of whether their source was
natural population growth or migration, were unable
to find work in the modem sector. These new en-
tranis’ job search was therefore directed towards
other production strata, where the labour market
operated differently and the demand for labour was
not determined by the accumulation process within
the sector; instead, employment levels were dictated
by the amount of surplus labour and the opportunitics
offered by the market to produce or sell something
that would provide some income.,

‘Tokman asserts that there are essentially two
types of labour markets: a formal market and an in-
formal one. In the formal labour market, jobs are
found within organized companies and in the per-
sonal services utilized by the higher-income strata.
These jobs are obtained by the more qualified people
with the most experience in each profession. The in-
formal labour market, for its part, is composed of
self-employed workers, people who work in small
firms, and those who render personal services at a
low level of productivity. He adds that the pre-
dominant form of labour in this type of market is
owner-operator forms of self-employment. Largely
because of this fact, wages are not the most common
form of remuneration, and the State takes virtually no

regulatory action, in terms of either legislation or en-
forcement, regarding labour relations in this sector.
In the above-mentioned study Tokman says that,
these definitions notwithstanding, it is difficult to as-
certain the size of the informal sector by empirical
means. There are a number of other ways of measur-
ing it, however. One focuses on job positions, and
includes self-employed workers, people who render
domestic services and employees in production units
composed of fewer than four people. The second op-
tion looks at income levels, and includes all persons
whose incomes are below an externally-determined
threshold. The third option categorizes all those who
do not pay into the social security system -except
professionals and employees in establishments hav-
ing over five people— as informal workers; domestic
servants would also be included in this group. Des-
pite the difficultics involved in its measurement,
around 1975 it was calculated, based on existing
studies of various cities in the region, that the infor-
mal sector employed between 46% and 50% of the
urban labour force. As regards its composition, re-
search findings indicated that women represented a
larger percentage of the workforce in the informal
sector than in any other sector of the economy, even
when domestic servants were not included. It was
also found that the youngest and oldest workers,
along with the least educated, were concentrated in
the informal sector. In regard to types of activities,
between approximately 80% and 85% of persons
working in this sector were engaged in commerce,
professional services and what are classified as “in-
dustrial” activities (e.g., shoemaking, sewing of
ready-made garments and food preparation). An im-
portant point made by these studies is that peddlers or
itinerant street vendors, who, as noted by Tokman,
are the most tangible symbol of the informal sector
for many people, actually account for only 10% ot
less of employment in the informal sector in most of
the countries, whereas “industrial” activities repre-
sent 15% of total employment in this sector in such
countries as Mexico, El Satvador and Paraguay.
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