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Class effects on racial inequality in Brazil1

José Alcides Figueiredo Santos

ABSTRACT
This article analyzes the conditioning exercised by class inequality on racial inequality in
income between whites and non-whites (the latter including both pardos, or mixed race, and
pretos, or blacks) in Brazil. The study uses linear regression techniques aimed at unveiling
the “moderating” effect of class categories in the attenuation or exacerbation of race effects
on personal income. There is a racial gap favoring whites in nearly all class categories, but its
effect is significantly moderated by class condition. The racial gap in income is higher among
middle-class positions and especially among managers. The proletarian segments per se
display the lowest racial gaps in income.
Key words: socioeconomic classification; social class; race; racial gap; class-race
interactions; racial income inequality; social divisions in Brazil.

Social class divides manifest themselves sociologically as structures and mechanisms that
generate systematic social consequences in everyday life and in the dynamics of institutions
and that condition, even if partially, the effects produced by other forms of social divisions.
This article assesses the impact of class inequality on racial inequality in Brazil by
approaching the variation of racial income distance (gap) as a result of class difference. It
draws upon the results of an empirical investigation which sought to validate a new socioeconomic classification for Brazil, based on a neo-marxist theoretical perspective of class
analysis, inspired by the contributions of Erik Olin Wright, but which has been appropriated
in this text simply as a “working tool” (Wright, 1997; 2005). This new tool translates efforts
to refine the typology I used in my book Estrutura de Posições de Classe no Brasil, to which
I shall refer in order to clarify its genesis. (Figueiredo Santos, 2002). The socio-economic
classification in this case stands as a set of empirical categories, although a complete
explication of this typology, setting out its theoretical, analytical, and methodological
groundings, has already been done elsewhere (Figueiredo Santos, 2005).
The article starts off with the definition of its main purpose, namely the construct validation
of the proposed classification system, and of the main hypothesis being tested. What follows
is a brief summation of the sociological notion of race and its relation to social class, as well
as the relevance and specificity of race in the Brazilian context. The body of the article deals
with an analysis of results obtained from the application of the linear regression technique.
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The goal here is to delineate the conformation of racial inequality and to unveil the most
relevant manifestations of the “moderating” role of the categories of class in the attenuation
or exacerbation of the effects of race on personal income.
Construct validation (concept) and object of the empirical investigation. The construct
validation of the classification system proposed here is theoretically oriented and aims to
further contribute to the understanding of social conditioning. The process of validation
involves the clarification of the theoretical relationship between the relevant variables and to
interpret results (Rose et alii, 2001:83-83 and 147-148). The investigation tested a
hypothesis, based on a theory concerning the relationship between the concept of social class
and that of race, aiming at a deeper understanding of economic inequality patterns.
In Erik Olin Wright’s neo-marxist interpretation which inspired this article, social class
represents a special form of social division engendered by the unequal distribution of power
and social rights over socially-relevant productive resources. What one has (productive
assets) determines what one is able to obtain (material well-being) and what one must do in
order to acquire what one seeks to obtain (opportunities, dilemmas, and options). The
different forms of class relations are defined by the kind of rights and powers embedded in
production relations and the correspondent power relations involved in how personal
activities are regulated and controlled in a production system. The notion of class relations
emphasizes the structured patterns of interaction associated with ownership of basic
productive sources in society. A notion of class standing or positioning, in turn, attempts to
define the position occupied by an individual within class relations (Wright, manuscript).
According to the sociological perspective that emphasizes the role of social relations and
divisions of class, race, and gender, the construction of “causal narratives” must incorporate
the understanding of causal intersections and interactions among social class and these other
forms of divisions. The different dimensions of social inequality cannot be reduced to class
inequality, however, class relations still play a decisive part in the shaping of other forms of
inequality (Wright, 1978). Erik Olin Wright proposes two basic theses for the study of the
simultaneous, combined effects of class and race in the explanation of social patterns. The
first thesis, termed distinct mechanisms, considers that class and race represent different
forms of social division and identify distinct types of causal mechanisms, in such a way that
neither category can be collapsed into the other. The second thesis, termed structural
interaction, considers that these distinct mechanisms interact in the social world, for the
configuration of reality is not composed merely by the adding up of factors, and thus the
effects of race may depend, in part, on class (Wright, 2002).
The chosen dependent variable in the process of construct validation was income due to the
fact that its unequal distribution in Brazil is an important subject. The explicit modeling of
social class differences in income structures can serve to correct the deficiencies of the
econometric model of human capital, which simply and linearly specifies the income
predictors, as it does not consider the existence of “structural fractures” in the population
studied. The categorizations of social class, which by definition aggregate people in
homogeneous conditions in terms of income determination, can be considered as a efficient
summary both of the constellation of all significant effects of endogenous selection as well as
of the main moderating factors between social traits and the individual’s income (Lambert
and Penn, 2000). The analysis conducted by Grodsky and Pager (2001) of the racial gap in
terms of income in the United Sates, by emphasizing the role of systematic variation in the
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occupational structure that attenuates or exacerbates the effects of race, is a recent example of
the exploration of interactive effects in a structural model of income determination.
The construct validation of the classification tested the hypothesis of the relevance of the
moderating role of class inequality in relation to the effects of race in income, considering the
impact of consolidated class positioning with its characteristic income-generating
mechanisms in the income distance variations (gaps) associated to racial attributes.
RACE, CLASS, AND THE BRAZILIAN CONTEXT
On the notion of race and its relation to social class. It has by now been established that there
are no races in the biological sense of the term, given that genotypic variation among
individuals is greater than among “races.” Race is a social construct, which changes through
time and according to social context and which is buttressed by a racial ideology (Telles,
2002:421). Racial relations should thus be viewed rather as “a complex in evolution” than as
a perfectly defined chain of events (Cashmore, 1997: 303-305). Social relations that give rise
to racial distinctions are associated to beliefs of biological determinism which ascribe
different capacities and rights to groups displaying certain phenotypical or genotypic traits,
whether they be real or imputed. The existence of race as a social construct is intrinsically
linked to racism (Mason, 1994: 847-848). In the analytical sense, race represents a category
used to understand the meaning of social classification and determinants of action informed
by the idea of race (Guimarães, 2002:53).
The formation of racial groups, as they bring together common traits of imputed behavior,
may become strongly linked to the contexts and motivations of class and status groups. Race
represents in itself a potentially important source of unity or division within a group, but this
potential may require a structural content in order to be activated. For the same reason, the
connection between race and political and economic factors projects its role onto classes and
class conflict, onto State systems and onto the formation of status groups (Rex, 1986: 16-17
and 35-36). Systems of racial beliefs influence the patterns of social relations that constitute
racial relations, while it is also true that these same belief systems depend on underlying
structures of limited scope which must be submitted to examination (Rex, 1983: 9-10). Racial
inequality is not only distinct from class inequality, but it is also different in its modes of
social operation. In this sense, they substantially but not entirely operate by means of the
placement of non-whites to inferior positions if compared to whites in the production and
distribution order. Class inequalities constitute fundamental structures through which the
distinct forms of racial inequality are articulated (Westergaard, 1995: 144-147).
My research benefits from Erik Olin Wright’s reflection on the class analysis of racial
oppression. According to his definition, racial oppression “is (i) a social division rooted [in
notions of ] biological lineage, typically, but not invariably associated with physical markers,
(ii) in which some form of socially-significant exclusion is tied to that lineage, and (iii) the
excluded group is stigmatized as in one way or another inferior”(Wright, 2002). Race
divisions imply social relations dictated by practices of oppression, exclusion, and
stigmatization. The social construction of race hypothetically involves the social conversion
of some dimension of biological descent, typically linked to a physical trait, into a hierarchy
of social status. In the United Sated the “one drop of blood” rule elevates the role of
biological inheritance to an extreme, since the rule would still apply even when no physical
traits are apparent (Wright, 2004). In the Brazilian experience, differently, the transformation
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of a physical trait, such as color, into a mark of status involves processes that are more subtle
and strewn with ambiguity. In contrast, according to Erik Olin Wright, the salience of race
division is a consequence of mixing the racial component with the social dimensions of
family and community ties, which are two mediums for the formation of solidarity. Family
ties create intergenerational bonds and structures that in turn entail obligation, solidarity, and
reciprocity. Communities exclude as much as they include as they affect the nature of
immediate social conditions for reciprocity and solidarity in everyday life (Wright, 2002).
This emphasis on the roles of family and community in increasing the relevance of race
divisions seems to more characteristic of the North-American context. As Edward Telles
remarks, the Brazilian experience suggests that racial inequality can replicate itself even
when certain forms of inter-racial sociability in relations of family and community apply.
Erik Olin Wright considers that the class analysis of racial oppression must emphasize the
role of the principle of exclusion as the main point of intersection between race and class.
The class analysis of racial oppression adopts the notion of a self-perpetuating cycle, which
occurs when the consequences of these divisions manifest themselves via their links with
forms of economic exclusion, or when these divisions crystallize in structures adjusted to the
reproduction of the social system of production. However, there is no simple method for
linking race division to class interests. The interconnection between class and race must take
into account the true specificity of racialization as a dimension of social cleavages (Wright,
2002).
The notion of race in Brazil. Race is a fundamental causal variable in the reproduction of
social inequality in Brazil. However, in Brazil, as in Latin America as a whole, the concept of
race tends to involve phenotypic characteristics as well as the socio-economic situation of
individuals. This has given rise to the term “social race,” coined by Charles Wagley. Race
perceptions in Brazil are thus influenced by social context and are not exempt from some
degree of referential ambiguity (Hasenbalg et alii, 1999). The discrepancies found between
biological descent and racial classification denote that in Brazil, “racial classification is based
principally on appearance” (Telles, 2003:120). Racial classifications are particularly
ambiguous and fluid in the Brazilian context, favoring the notion of color, which is
equivalent to the concept of race, as it ranks people of different colors according to a racial
ideology. “According to Brazilian social norm, appearance, and also, to a certain extent,
social status, gender, and a particular social situation frequently determine who is black,
mulato, or white” (idem:304).
Furthermore, the Brazilian experience shows a degree of dissociation between horizontal
racial relations, expressed in forms of inter-racial sociability, and vertical relations, which
materialize in racial inequality patterns. This discrepancy between the horizontal axis of
segregation and the vertical axis of inequality, in addition to the role of biological descent
versus appearance and social characteristics, is supposedly at the crux of the difference
between the United States and Brazil in terms of race relations. Racial inequality is greater in
Brazil, despite a lower occurrence of racial segregation, whereas in the United States there is
less racial inequality, despite higher levels of racial segregation. Brazil’s experience shows
that, in Telles’s conclusion, “blacks and whites can live side-by-side and even marry each
other, although racial ideologies remain a strong trait, embedded in social practices, and
acting to maintain racial inequality” (idem:319). Despite being ambiguous and fluid, the
content of racial classification in Brazil is no less efficient in the production and reproduction
of racial inequality.
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Racial Inequality in Brazil. Considering only the three main color or racial groups, the
composition of the Brazilian population, according to the 2000 Demographic Census, can be
broken down as follows: 54% whites, 40% pardos and 6% blacks. The pardo group
corresponds to an enormous “residual” category constituted by those who are neither black
nor white. In most regions this category is represented by mulatos.2 Average income of white
Brazil is 2.5 times larger than that of black Brazil, being that the ratio between them increases
after the seventh decile of each distribution. On the other hand, there is more inequality
among whites than there is among blacks. Data from the Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de
Domicílios – PNAD/IBGE (National Survey by Household Sampling) of 1999 shows that
while Brazil’s overall Gini index rate is 0.59; for whites it is 0.58, and for blacks it is 0.54.
The ratio of the income of the 10% richest to the 40% poorest shows that rich whites (within
the top 10% bracket) are 21 times richer than poor whites (among the lowest 40%) and the
rich black population is 16 times richer than poor blacks (Henriques, 2001: 21-22).
There is an unequal geographic distribution of racial groups, partly as a result of the
geography of slavery, European immigration, and the reproductive history of the population.
Non-whites are at geographic disadvantage, as they have settled in less developed regions, a
factor which has significantly contributed to racial inequality in Brazil (Hasenbalg et alii,
1999).
Racial discrimination in Brazil is considered to engender a “cumulative cycle of
disadvantages” affecting blacks and pardos. Consequently non-whites are at disadvantage not
only because of discrimination incurred to their origin. They are also negatively affected by
other forms of discrimination in education and in the job market (Valle Silva and Hasenbalg
et alii, 1999). Data from the 1988 PNAD, which has been analyzed by Valle Silva, shows that
discrimination in the labor market is responsible for a 36% decrease in salaries for blacks,
and 21% for pardos. Non-whites are less efficient in the conversion of educational
investments into better-paid professional occupations and have less chances at career and job
market mobility. Compared to the white population, the disadvantage in the association
between the father’s education and that of his descendant’s is of the order of 30% for blacks
and of 37% for pardos (Valle Silva, 1993). The several studies carried out by Valle Silva
emphasize the crucial importance of the dividing line between whites and non-whites
whereas differences along the line dividing pardos and blacks tends in most cases to be weak
and non-significant (Hasenbalg et alii, 1999). Edward Telles, however, considers that blacks
are subject to greater discrimination than pardos, although the contrast between whites and
non-whites still accounts for most racial segmentation. The discrepancies in income between
blacks and pardos are only lower due to a greater concentration of pardos in the Northeast
and in rural regions (2003:228-232).
DATA, VARIABLES, AND METHODS
Database. This investigation draws upon the microdata platform that resulted from the 2002
PNAD/IBGE survey. The sample of that year’s survey comprised 12,705 homes and 385,431
people, both adults and children. The survey covered almost the entire Brazilian territory,
with the exception of rural areas in the North region (IBGE, 2003). The sample used in this
study is made up of 150,221 cases and has input for all variables. In this analysis I ascribed
varying weights for the subjects, although I have not expanded the sample in order to avoid
the artificial decrease of the standard errors in regression coefficients. I have chosen this
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solution given the impact of the distribution of racial categories, throughout geographic
regions, on racial inequality in Brazil.
Starting in 2002, PNAD adopted an occupational classification inspired by the international
Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88), which is based on similarities of
qualification and on the level and field of specialization needed to fulfill the tasks and duties
demanded by jobs (Hoffman, 1999: 6-7). The Brazilian standard has laid out in detail 519
non-aggregated occupational groups, which is an advantage for researchers using microdata,
but which strangely does not draw out larger groupings of “elementary occupations,” as its
international originator does. By adopting ISCO-88 solutions, the resulting treatment
conferred to the Armed Forces grouping (0.4%) was inferior to its configuration in previous
PNADs, in which subgroups were specified. As a result, I have been led to exclude it from
the classification. The PNAD was not conceived with the specific purpose of serving class
analysis, but by collecting information on employment status, economic undertaking, and
occupations, it allows for “approximations” to categories of class, as demonstrated in a
previous study and as can be practically assessed in the application of the present typology.
The social class variable. This study benefits from the theoretical contributions of Erik Olin
Wright within the Marxist tradition of class analysis and its application to the compared
investigation of “the effects of class” in contemporary capitalism. The class typology he
elaborated for the analysis of contemporary capitalist society combines theoretical criteria for
the property of capital assets, the varying control over qualification assets, and relations of
authority within production (Wright, 1997). Understanding social structure in Brazil,
however, poses its own difficulties. A socioeconomic classification for Brazil should reflect
creative solutions to these difficulties in the drawing out of categories. The specificity of
class structure in Brazil seems to materialize particularly in the production of enormous
socioeconomic heterogeneity, in the hypertrophy of the self-employment segment, and in the
constitution of exacerbated forms of destitution, within and without the world of waged labor
– if not when as a result of the exclusion from the social system of production. Figure 1
shows the final outcome of this “creative solution” in terms of empirical categories and
operational criteria used in the construction of the social class variable.
Figure 1
A Socioeconomic classification for Brazil:
Categories and Operational Criteria
Categories
Capitalists and large farmers

Small employers

Operational criteria
Employment status: employer.
Non-agricultural employers with eleven or more
employees; agricultural employers with eleven
or more permanent employees; agricultural
employers simultaneously employing six or
more permanent employees and eleven or more
temporary employees; agricultural employers
owning 1000 hectares of land or more,
regardless of number of employees.
Employment status: employer.
Non-agricultural employers occupying from
three to ten employees; agricultural employers
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Nonagricultural self-employed

Agricultural self-employed

Self-employed experts

Managers

Expert employee

Skilled employees

Supervisors

Workers

with three to ten permanent employees, as long
as not also employing simultaneously from six to
ten permanent employees, and eleven or more
temporary employees.
Employment status: self-employed. Selfemployed dedicated to non-agricultural
activities, whose establishment or main
incumbent owns one or more of the following:
facilities (shop, workshop, factory, office,
newsstand or kiosk), vehicle (taxi, truck, van,
etc.) used to work or skilled occupation from
main job.
Employment status: self-employed. Selfemployed with activities in enterprise in the
fields of agriculture, fishing, fish farming,
livestock raising, forestry, and extractivism.
Employment status: self-employed or employer.
Experts, according to the occupational group,
having from zero to five employees, with or
without a facility (shop, workshop, factory,
office).
Employment status: employee. Employee
assuming managerial functions according to the
occupational group. Company directors, public
administration officials, managers in public
interest organizations (non-lucrative) and
production, operation, and supporting managers.
Employment status: employee. Specialists
according to the occupational group, including
certified professions, less professionally
powerful professions, high school teachers, and
teachers with a college degree.
Employment status: employee. Skilled
employee, according to the occupational group,
including technicians in many fields with a high
school education, teachers with a high school or
college degree working at the elementary school
level, in physical education or special education.
Employment status: employee. Supervisors,
masters, head men, foremen, etc., in private
enterprises, foundations or public
administrations.
Employment status: employee. Worker in
mechanical repair or maintenance, machinery
operator in metalworking; worker in the
installation of chemical, petrochemical, energy
production and distribution plant facilities, semiroutine work in administrative, commercial, and
sales services, routine work in the operation of
assembly machines in industries, routine work in
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Elementary workers

Precarious self-employed

Domestic employees

administrative, commercial, and sales services
Employment status: employee. Worker with
elementary work tasks in industries and services,
such as construction assistants, elementary
workers in urban maintenance, janitors, waste
removal services, cargo carriers; manual
agricultural workers, miners, and salt miners,
exclusive workers in agricultural and forestry
mechanization, irrigation and drainage
Employment status: self-employed. Non skilled
self-employed workers in nonagricultural
activities, without any of the following
conditions: facilities (shop, workshop, factory,
office, newsstand or kiosk), automobile (taxi,
truck, van, etc.) used for working or as a skilled
occupation in the main job.
Employment status: employee (domestic).
Domestic employees working for a household,
with a formal or informal labor contract.

The variables set. Figure 2 lists all variables employed in the study and provides their
respective operational definitions. The option for the racial category of “non-whites” and the
use of logarithmic transformation of the dependent variable “main job’s monthly income”
deserves a more careful explanation. In a preparatory approach, whose goal was to reach a
final analytical perspective, the 2002 PNAD data suggested a minute salary advantage for
blacks, compared to pardos, equivalent to 1.5%, at the significance level of 5%, with
statistical control of the conditions of class, education, years of labor, years at the main job,
geographic region, public/private sector employment, race, gender, and family position.
Furthermore, in the analysis of the interaction between class and race, with the use of the
three racial categories, the coefficients of the interacting terms for blacks become nonsignificant in almost all categories of class, except for one, signaling the non-existence of
differences in relation to pardos (referential category).3 Given that the main purpose of the
present effort is to validate a system of socioeconomic classifications, I chose to work with
the white/non-white dichotomous variable for two chief reasons: the numerous evidences
provided by the literature pointing to the prevalence of the white/non-white divide, and the
statistical non-significance of almost all coefficients when blacks are considered in isolation.
Finally, Brazilian Indians (0.2% of the population) and Asians (0.5%) were also excluded
from the analysis.
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Figure 2
Listing and Description of Variables Used in this Study
Variables
Income

Hours worked
Race
Class

Education
Years in work
Years in work2
Years in current employment
Yeas in current employment2
Region
Residence
Migration

Description
Dependant and continuous variable. Logarithm
of monthly income from main job; monthly
income from main job is considered as the net
monthly pay for employees and domestic
workers and the monthly earned amounts by
self-employed workers and employers; in
cases of varying incomes, the average monthly
income.
Continuous variable. Number of hours worked
per week in the main job, multiplied by four.
Binary variable. White as designated category,
code 1; non-white (pardo and black) as
reference category, code 0.
Binary variable. Capitalist, small employer,
expert self-employed, non-agricultural selfemployed, agricultural self-employed, expert
employee, manager, skilled employee,
supervisor, laborer, precarious self-employed,
domestic worker, as designated categories,
code 1; elementary worker as reference
category, code 0.
Continuous variable, with values ascribed from
0 (no education or less than a year thereof) to
15 years of instruction.
Continuous variable, current age minus the age
when started working.
Continuous variable, the square of the number
of years in work.
Continuous variable, number of year in main
job, with values ascribed starting with 0 (less
than a year).
Continuous variable, the square of the number
of years in current main job
Binary variables. Southeast, South, CenterWest regions as designated categories, code 1;
Northeast as reference category, code 0.
Binary variable. Urban residence as designated
category, code 1; rural residence as reference
category, code 0.
Binary variable. Person born in the current
state of residence, as designated category, code
1; person born in state other than the one
currently living in as reference category, code
0.
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Public / private sector

Binary variable. Federal, state or municipal
public sector, encompassing, in addition to
direct administration, its foundations,
autonomous branches and public and mixed
capital companies, code 1; private sector as
reference category, code 0.

Economic sectors

Binary variables. Transformation industry,
extraction industry, productive services,
distribution services, social services, code 1;
personal services as reference category code 0.

Gender

Binary variable. Male as designated category,
code 1; female as reference category, code 0.

Family condition

Binary variable. Head of family as designated
category, code 1; other condition (spouse,
relative, etc.) as reference category, code 0.

Since the socioeconomic classification was elaborated based on data on the main job, the
dependent variable is the monthly income of the main job, rather than the income derived
from all jobs or sources of income. I resorted to the logarithmic transformation of income,
given the log-normal distribution of income in Brazil and the need to correct the accentuated
positive asymmetry of the original data, which jeopardizes the superiority of sample averages
as an estimating index for overall averages (Mukherjee et alii, 1998: 75). A chart depicting
the normal probability of the Studentized residuals showed that income in monetary terms
(reais) does not adjust to normal distribution.4 The option for logarithmic transformation can
also be justified as it is considered the criteria of formal function which “explains the greatest
proportion of variance in the dependent variable” (Dougherty, 1992:132). In the model with
all variables, income in original monetary values (reais) yields a R2 of 0.343, while income
submitted to the log transformation entails in an increase of R2 to 0.591, which represents a
considerable improvement in the adjustment of the model to the available data (see model 7
in the Statistical Annex). A disadvantage of working with the log of income, however, is the
exclusion from the analysis of all cases of zero income. This implies in the non-consideration
of the categories of non-paid workers (7.4%), workers consuming their own production (4%),
workers in constructions that benefit themselves (0.2%) and all other respondents stating an
income of zero in a month. Using a semi-functional logarithmic form with a binary variable
raises the question of the correct expression of the percentage impact of each binary variable
on the dependent variable. I followed the recommendation of Halvorsen and Palmquist
(1980) and Kennedy (1998:228) to calculate percentage impact according to the formula 100
[exp(B) – 1].
Methods. The importance of a sociological factor should not be viewed through the lenses of
its “main effect.” The moderating role of a variable, in relation to the effects on social life of
other variables, equally attests to its sociological relevance. The use of interactive terms, in
the context of a regression analysis, serves this purpose. The analysis was conducted with the
construction of interactive or multiplicative terms between the qualitative variables class and
race (Friedrich, 1982; Hardy 1993). The regression coefficients of the interactive terms
among binary qualitative binaries, such as class and race, estimate the differentiating effect of
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belonging to a group X as a result of group category Z. The interactive terms are subject to
interpretation, in this case, as the differentiated effect of race according to class, or as the
differentiating effect of class according to race (Hardy, 1996: 36-37). This study employs the
technique of OLS multiple regression in order to test the moderating effects of categories of
class in the relation between race and income. Moderating relations pose the question of
“when” and “for whom” a variable most strongly predicts a certain effect insofar as it affects
the force or direction of the relationship between a predictor and a result. The conditional
effect of a variable, that is, the dependence of this effect on the existence of another variable,
amounts to considering the interactive effects among variables (Frazier et alii, 2004: 116).
From this investigation’s perspective, race represents the focal qualitative independent
variable and class the qualitative moderator variable. In the analysis of the variation in racial
gap, according to class categories, I employed the strategy of “binary variable
recodification,” in which successive recalculations of the regression equation are made as to
isolate the different combinations of race and class and to produce relevant statistics (Jaccard
and Turrisi, 2003: 55-59). For this same purpose, the analysis explored the interaction
between the employing sector (private / public) and race, applying the same technique to both
cases. It is important to notice that the analysis incorporates two separate multiplicative terms
instead of a three-leveled interaction, that is, a multiplicative term between class, race and
sector.
Initially, our plan was to conduct the analysis through the application of multilevel regression
model to the data. However, this model demands the comparison of a sufficient number of
contexts so that they can be treated as observations and so that the variable variations at this
level can be used to explain the coefficient variations at the micro level. The statistical power
required to find inter-level effects depends on the number of groups or contexts. This number
must be greater than 20, according to some, and 30, according to others. Results may vary
according to the situation, but naturally it depends much on the strength of the effect being
investigated, as well as on intra-class correlation, particularly in the case of estimates for
groups and interactions between the micro level and the sphere of contexts (Kreft and De
Leeuw,1998:123-126; Snijders and Bosker, 1999:140-54; Treiman, 2001:311-312; Hox,
2002:173-184).5 The investigation of class difference emphasizes the construction of a
classification with a relatively reduced number of categories, something that runs counter to
the statistical logic of multi-level models, which commonly demands more contexts in order
to increase its statistical power. Given that the main goal of this study is the validation of the
classification of the thirteen categories, there was no reason to choose a solution that could be
statistically undermined. In addition, using class categories as groups in a multi-level model
assumes that they constitute a sample taken from a population of groups and not categories
per se which attempt to define a population (personal communication, Joop Hox). Since these
categories possess a special meaning, the investigator is prompted to “wish to speak to the
model within each of the special groups,” therefore rendering “the fixed effects approach
[OLS] […] more appropriate” (Cohen et alii, 2003: 566). Lastly, it must be said that different
studies using multilevel models to assess the interaction between occupation and attributive
factors, such as race or gender, do not find greater substantial differences compared with OLS
regression analysis (Loeb, 2003; Grodsky and Pager, 2001; Haberfeld et alii, 1998).

ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECTS OF CLASS ON RACIAL INEQUALITY
A preliminary approximation to a class analysis of racial differences can be conducted simply
by confronting the differences in average income among racial groups, according to class
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position. To this end, income expressed in the national currency (the real) is used with the
purpose of creating a more realistic image based on the original reality of facts. This contrast
represents an interesting approach, even if preliminary and simplified, since it allows for
comparison with the results of the regression analysis. It is a known fact that the OLS
technique of linear regression is an estimate of conditional averages of the dependent variable
to certain values of the independent variables (Mukherjee et alii, 1998: 282). In this initial
incursion I shall limit myself to identifying some more interesting empirical evidence. A
more conclusive interpretation will be provided with the results of the regression analysis,
which incorporate statistical control of other relevant variables and the presentation of the
standard deviation of each estimate.
Table 1 shows that racial contrast is at its lowest within the capitalist class. This happens to
be the only situation of a lower racial income gap in groups with high average incomes. As
the amount of capital controlled decreases, as with small employers, racial differentiation
manifests itself strongly. A similar pattern occurs within the non-agricultural self-employed
workers who mobilize some capital or who have enough working qualifications so as to be
self-employed. On its part, the difference among the agricultural self-employed workers is
noteworthy not only due to the fact that it is the largest in the classification, but also because
this category concentrates a large amount of Brazilian pardos.
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Table 1
Average Monthly Income (in Reais) derived from Main Job of Class Categories,
according to Racial Groups, Percentage Difference favoring whites and Overall
Average Income, for cases of positive income

Class categories according to
racial group

Whites

Nonwhites

% favoring
of whites

Overall
average

Capitalist

4104.83

3491.33

17.57

4034.01

Small employer

1785.35

1133.61

57.49

1594.96

Self-employed, non-agricultural

865.56

535.31

60.01

739.90

Self-employed, agricultural

370.72

181.77

103.95

268.53

Self-employed expert

2521.77

1793.23

40.63

2431.26

Manager

1986.31

1114.65

78.20

1760.58

Expert employee

2013.36

1385.58

45.31

1878.22

Skilled employee

873.62

625.33

39.70

790.20

Supervisor

957.39

652.85

46.66

834.73

Worker

496.91

394.65

25.91

453.62

Elementary worker

265.57

217.10

22.33

235.27

Precarious self-employed

383.74

282.10

36.03

330.04

Domestic worker

227.12

191.03

18.89

206.97

Total

776.70

394.20

97.03

606.10

Source: IBGE (2003). PNAD – 2002. Microdata (special tabulation based on operational criteria presented in Chart 1).

The differences are substantial in the core portion of waged middle-class jobs and,
particularly, among managers, the second largest difference is registered. Expert employees,
who have a greater average income, exhibit lower racial difference compared to managers,
who have lower average incomes. In the classification based on the criteria of
qualification/authority, the situation changes, as supervisors, who receive superior average
incomes compared to skilled employees, display higher racial differences. Within the larger
body of workers racial differences are at an intermediary level between the poorer wageearners and skilled employees and supervisors, who have higher average incomes. The lowest
differences are to be found among the poorest category of domestic workers and elementary
workers. Those precarious self-employed, lastly, exhibit higher racial difference compared to
the wage-earning proletariat. It remains to be found out, however, if this pattern will hold
with the controls introduced by linear regression analysis.
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Table 2
Percentage Distribution of Racial Groups Between and Within Class Categories (in
parenthesis), and Non-White Representation Index, for Cases with Positive Income

Categories of class according to Total
racial group

Whites

Non-whites

Index*

Capitalist

0.6

0.9 (88.4)

0.2 (11.6)

0.26

Small employer

3.8

4.9 (70.8)

2.5 (29.2)

0.65

Self-employed, non-agricultural

7.4

8.3 (61.9)

6.3 (38.1)

0.85

Self-employed, agricultural

5.9

4.9 (45.9)

7.1 (54.1)

1.21

Self-employed specialist

1.0

1.6 (87.6)

0.3 (12.4)

0.28

Manager

2.8

3.7 (74.1)

1.6 (25.9)

0.58

Expert employee

3.6

5.1 (78.5)

1.7 (21.5)

0.48

Skilled employee

7.2

8.6 (66.4)

5.4 (33.6)

0.75

Supervisor

1.8

1.9 (59.7)

1.6 (40.3)

0.90

Worker

34.2

35.6 (57.7)

32.5 (42.3)

0.95

Elementary worker

12.0

8.1 (37.5)

16.8 (62.5)

1.40

Precarious self-employed

10.9

9.3 (47.2)

12.9 (52.8)

1.18

Domestic worker

8.9

7.1 (44.2)

11.1 (55.8)

1.25

Total

100.0

100.0 (55.4)

100.0 (44.6)

1.00

Source: IBGE (2003). PNAD – 2002. Microdata (special tabulation based on operational criteria presented in Chart 1).
*The Index of Representation shows the extent to which the non-white group is represented in the category compared to its
overall representation in the economically active population (44.6%).

Another way of approaching the intersection between class and race, equally and
complementarily important, takes into account the distribution of racial groups within and in
between class categories which are unequally compensated for their work. The data presented
in Table 2 shows that non-whites are at a position of significant disadvantage compared to
whites in all positions that control economically relevant assets.6 The most significant
distance occurs with capitalists. This gap is smaller within skilled employees and,
particularly, within supervisors (a relatively small category in Brazil). The two racial groups
come close to equivalence, in terms of internal distribution, in the large category of workers.
Lastly, non-whites outdo by far whites in the poorest category of Elementary workers (which
include manual agricultural workers), precarious self-employed and domestic workers. The
distribution of racial categories follows a clearly configured class ordering.
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The consideration of the effect of class on personal income, within the overall population and
between racial groups, requires regression analysis, as it is worked out in Table 3. The last
column shows the average income advantage enjoyed by whites and non-whites for
belonging to the designated category, as opposed to the reference category of elementary
work. It should be noted that these are net differences, which have taken into consideration
the statistical control of other variables such as education, years of work, years in current
main job, geographic region, urban / rural residence, migration status, public/private sector
employment, economic sectors, race, gender, and family position. A regression model (not
shown here) comprising only of socioeconomic classification and the control of working
hours shows that the typology elaborated accounts for 41.5% of the variance of income
submitted to log transformation, as per adjusted R2.
Table 3
Percentage Difference of Class in the Income derived form Main Job and its Variation
between Racial Groups, and between Designated Class Categories and the Elementary
Worker Reference Category (Omitted)

Categories of class according
to racial group

Whites

Nonwhites

Difference
between
differences

Overall

Capitalist

405.81

367.39

9.47

379.70

Small employer

178.99

140.61

21.44

159.35

Self-employed, nonagricultural

55.27

28.66

48.14

41.48

Self-employed, agricultural

-9.61

-23.28

-142.25

-17.72

Self-employed expert

233.67

177.32

24.11

211.12

Manager

191.83

114.68

40.22

160.65

Expert employee

210.49

148.68

29.41

184.34

Skilled employee

84.78

58.88

30.55

71.26

Supervisor

81.85

59.99

26.84

67.87

Worker

33.11

24.98

24.55

27.38

Precarious self-employed

-2.76*

-5.26

-90.58

-4.97

Domestic worker

14.68

11.63

20.78

12.30

Source: Table 1-A in Statistical Annex, Model 6
Note: The expression of the percentage impact of the coefficients was calculated according to the formula 100[exp (B) – 1]
* Coefficient statistically non-significant.
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As expected, capitalists stand out. This category has the greatest advantage in income in
relation to the (omitted) reference category. However, in addition to this, a clear ordering
among the holders of capital assets can be noticed, with the advantage decreasing from small
employers to non-agricultural self-employed workers.
Expert self-employed workers occupy the second most privileged position, somewhat below
capitalists, being that their condition combines control over capitalist assets, as they can have
up to five employees, with control over professional expertise. They are followed in their
privileges, from a certain distance, by expert employees and managers.
Widening the scope of the working class, it is noticeable that qualification and, to a lesser
extent, authority, make a difference, as shown in the situation of skilled employees and
supervisors. The large body of workers, on their part, are distinguishable from the poorest
segment of Elementary workers, domestic workers, and precarious self-employed. The latter
seem to compose a similar grouping in terms of average income, albeit differentiated in terms
of job market inclusion.
Observing the first two columns of Table 3, which shows the class differences within racial
groups, the strength of the class component can be noted, for these discrepancies are
markedly elevated in both groups of color, except among the poorest workers. In addition,
inequality of race does not override differences of class, as this form of ordering remains
practically unaltered by color separation.
Nonetheless, the consideration of socioeconomic divisions, according to color groups, shows
the existence of a smaller income inequality among non-whites, compared to whites.
Therefore it can be concluded that race has an effect on class. The contribution of race to
reduce class inequalities is well accounted for when it is observed that class differences are
greater among whites than in the white and non-white population (last column of Table 3).
Discrepancies in the advantages between whites and non-whites, in turn, vary according to
the socioeconomic categories, and can be observed in the third column of the same table.
This assessment puts into relief the subject of interaction between these two forms of social
division that are at the core of this investigation, and which will be discussed ahead using
another approach to data analysis.
The strength and composition of income racial inequality in Brazil. I now present the specific
attributes, namely its strength and composition, of racial inequality in terms of income in
Brazil, before directly approaching the interactions between class and race. This task will be
carried out by estimating the non-accounted for percentage of racial inequality in a
succession of models which include other factors with a significant impact on income and
which may be associated with race divisions. This strategy allows to find out the main
mediating factors in the production of racial inequality and to establish the direct, nonmediated, effects of racial divisions. Thus it will be possible to distinguish between racial
inequality in terms of income as a result of unevenly distributed access to or allocation of
positions, resources, or contexts that affect income among racial groups, and as a result of the
unequal compensation given to different racial groups in the same social conditions.
The results presented in Table 4 are those in which the regression coefficients have already
been converted to effect measured in percentages in terms of the original unit of income.
Table 1-A of the Statistical Annex presents the original regression coefficients alongside their
respective standard deviations. It must be noted that in evaluating of the statistical
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significance of an effect, it is not enough to consider its magnitude. It is equally important to
assess the magnitude in relation to the standard error of the estimate (Hardy 1993:50)
Model 1 serves as the reference of comparison in the evaluation of the magnitude and
composition of income differences by race in Brazil. The difference favoring whites, which is
of the order of 75%, shows the net weight of inequality associated to race (see Table 4).7
However, we must now proceed in order to find out the composition and conformation of this
difference and how it is affected when other relevant income-determining variables are
included in the regression.
Table 4
Percentage Differences in Income Derived from Main Job in favor of Whites in Relation
to Non-Whites and Non-Explained Percentage of Racial Inequality in terms of Income,
according to OLS Regression model
Model
1 (race and hours of work)
2 ( + categories of class)
3 (+ years of education, hours of work and years
in current job)
4 (+ region, rural /urban residence, and
migration status)
5 (+ public / private sector and six main
economic sectors)
6 (+ gender and family condition)

Estimated effect
(%)
75.59
36.48
24.11

Non-accounted for
percentage
100.00
48.26
31.89

11.76

15.56

11.78

15.58

12.86

17.01

Source: Table 1-A in Statistical Annex
Note: The expression of the percentage impact of the coefficients was calculated according to the formula 100[exp (B) – 1].

Taking into account the focus of this investigation on intersections and interactions between
class and race, categories of class were inserted in Model 2. The original effect is reduced by
50%, signaling the relevance of the intersection between both factors in Brazil. The
disappearance of half of the original effect is due to the weight of the racial composition of
the categories of class and expresses the disadvantageous distribution for nonwhites in those
positions of class that are unequally compensated. In addition to other independent factors
and their respective contributions accounting for of the racial gap, which we will explore
next, the remaining non-explained income difference is actually the inequality that exists
within class positions, associated to factors of internal differentiation relative to the
categories of class, just to mention what can be expressed within the limits of an additive
model.
Model 3 introduces statistical control for the differences in education, in terms of years of
work and years in current job. From the neoclassical approach to human capital, these
elements are considered manifestations of the individual’s productive attributes. However,
years of work might possibly express a general effect of accumulation of assets during one’s
lifetime. Years in main job might possibly be an expression of the labor relation among
wage-earners, and of a “long lasting” competitive position in the market, among selfemployed workers and employers. Education can be disassociated from individual
productivity and can be understood as a selective or qualifying factor that facilitates access to
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jobs. Occupational structures and organization hierarchies, on their part, may possibly have a
mediating and moderating role in the effects of education on income. The effect of education
may depend on factors endogenous to the labor relation linked to the process of extraction of
labor given the “incomplete” nature of the labor contract. However, I will not go any further
in this debate, as this has already been carried out elsewhere (Figueiredo Santos, 2002). The
fact is that in Brazil there is a particularly strong association between education and income
mainly due to the great gaps in education, in which divisions of class and race play a part. A
regression without statistical control for years of work and years in current job, not shown
here, demonstrates that simply adding control for education reduces the racial gap to 27.51%.
This represents an important reduction in the estimated effect, indicating the weight of
inequality, particularly that of education, in the reproduction of the racial gap. However, the
coefficients of years of working and year in current job, added up, result in a 6.3% increase in
the expected increment in yearly income, which is a level relatively close to the figure of
7.68% shown in the coefficients of education (see coefficients for Model 3 in Statistical
Annex; Model 6, which features more controls, exhibits a similar pattern). PNAD data from
1996 analyzed by Valle Silva, show that, during their productive lifetimes, white people
achieve higher gains due to experience (years of work) than non-white people (Valle Silva,
2000:23). The uneven distribution of years of work and the capacity to “keep” the job may be
interpreted as yet another facet of race division in terms of disadvantages of opportunities for
non-whites.
Model 4 explores the role played by geographic distribution of racial groups, with important
implications for income, as well as the role of the location of residence (urban/rural) and
migration status. These factors reduce the non-accounted for variance of the racial gap to its
lowest point. The variable “geographic region” on its own accounts for almost all of this
considerable reduction, as it decreases the racial gap to 12.30%, as another regression without
the two other controls confirms (not shown here). The higher concentration especially of
pardos in the less developed states and in rural regions sets back the average overall income
of non-whites, in such a way that the gap exists due to this uneven geographical distribution.
As it can be observed in Models 4, 5, and 6, in terms of income, all regions considerably
surpass the Northeast, the region, which has the highest percentage of pardos.
Model 5 shows that, after statistical control for geographic region, both sector divisions do
not contribute for an additional decrease in the overall racial gap. However, this model is
based on the simplifying assumption that the racial gap would be the same between sectors
and the differences in income according to sector are equal for whites and non-whites. This
equivalency of effects represents a function of the model specification (Hardy, 1993: 25-26).
The distinction between employment in public/private sector deserves careful consideration
here. The public sector represents only 12.2% of the total of class positions, however the
average income it provides is 16.18% greater than that of the private sector (0.15 in logs), as
it is confirmed by the coefficient for “public” in Model 6, shown in the Statistical Annex.
This difference is possibly due to the considerable size of categories such as precarious selfemployed workers, domestic workers, and agricultural self-employed workers, all of which
with average incomes lower than other categories, in the composition of the private sector. In
addition, there is a smaller racial gap in the public sector, as will be discussed ahead.
Model 6 shows that controlling for gender and family condition increased the racial gap. A
regression analysis in which the control for gender was estimated without the condition in the
family showed that this factor, by itself, accounts for most of the phenomenon, although the
variable condition of head of family also contributes. A combination of two factors seems to
explain how this happens, since the effect of race increases when the regression controls
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these dimensions. Man are the holders of most class positions, in addition to possessing
higher average incomes, but racial differences are somewhat greater among women.
Separately conducted regressions, with the addition of the interaction between race and
gender, showed that racial differences in income favoring whites is equivalent to 12.52% in
the masculine population, and it rises up to 13.31% in the female population. Women have
increased their share in the job market in recent times and have increasingly reached
privileged positions as managers and specialists, however this expansion has benefited
particularly white women. More advantageous class positions, when women are able to
occupy them, are in their majority controlled by white women (Figueiredo Santos, 2002:113114). PNAD data from 2002 shows that in the female population there is more unevenness in
racial composition in almost all of the more privileged categories of class and average income
compared to the male population.8 As will be shown further ahead, these privileged positions
exhibit greater racial gaps.
The moderating role of class position in the racial inequality of income. All models indicate
that part of the net gap is mediated by the conditions of class, education, and geographic
region, but also that there is also a persistent and significant direct disadvantage which is not
mediated by these factors. Once established the existence and magnitude of the nonaccounted for gap, from now on the focus of the analysis will shift to how the racial gap
varies according to categories of class, which represents an interactive or specific
multiplicative source of racial inequality.
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Table 5
Percentage Differences in Income Derived from Main Job in favor of White Groups in
Relation to the Non-White Group, according to Categories of Class, by Sector
(Public/Private) and Overall

Average Gap in
Private Sector

Average Gap
in Public
Sector

Average
Overall Gap

Capitalist

13.65*

-

-

Small employer

21.77

-

-

Self-employed, non-agricultural

26.87

-

-

Self-employed, agricultural

23.74

-

-

Expert self-employed

26.36

-

-

Manager

42.76

30.21

39.23

Expert employee

31.13

19.72

24.86

Skilled employee

22.14

11.40

17.12

Supervisor

21.65

10.96

19.48

Worker

11.85

2.02*

10.41

Elementary worker

5.02

-4.21

4.08

Precarious self-employed

7.79

-

-

Domestic worker

7.90

-

-

Total

13.54

7.25

12.86

Categories by Sector

Source: Table 2-A of Statistical Annex
Note: Impact measured in percentage was calculated according to the formula 100 [exp (B) – 1]
* Result non-significant statistically even at 10%

The estimates of the variations of the racial gap, according to the categories of class,
distinguishe the private sector from the public sector (Table 5). Presenting the data thusly is
part of an attempt to highlight a little-explored facet of the literature on this subject in Brazil.
Nonetheless, this literature is relevant in terms of eventual interventions in public policy. The
racial gap does vary according to class, as the present investigation strives to show, and it
also varies according to sector, although the complex interaction between race, class, and
sector cannot be estimated here given that it was beyond the scope of the investigation. In this
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sense, the racial differences registered in the categories that are distributed within the public
and private sectors reflect an average difference.9
The coefficients of the racial gap were estimated, as explained in the methodological section,
by means of a strategy that involved the “recodification of the binary variables,” which
implied the generation of one regression for each estimate, thus producing all the relevant
statistics. Model 7 presents the bases of these estimates and the other regressions are derived
from it, with the interest coefficients obtained through the recodification of reference
categories of the relevant binary variables (class and sector). When interactive terms are
specified in a regression equation “the coefficients for the original set of variables […] refer
to comparisons involving the reference categories” (Hardy, 1993:36). In the situation
depicted in Model 7 (see Statistical Annex), the coefficient for white, given the introduction
of interactive terms between class and race, on one hand, and sector and race, on the other,
corresponds to the income advantage of the white elementary worker (category of reference
for class) in the private sector (category of reference for sector) over the non-white
elementary worker. The average overall racial gap coefficient (private/public) for employees
distributed throughout both sectors was estimated without the introduction of the interactive
term between sector and race, although control for sector was included. In the case of
categories of class that exist only in the private sector, the coefficient for this sector obviously
represents their overall average.
The regression analysis of the capitalist class category, considering the interactions between
class and race, proved to be the most challenging, as it revealed a statistically-non significant
racial gap between white and non-white capitalists.10 This outcome of the regression, with the
logarithmic transformation of the dependent variable, although seemingly disconcerting,
would appear to be a logical consequence of the smaller differences in average income
between racial groups in this category, as shown in Table 1. This difference disappears
mainly due to control by geographic region, a situation in which non-whites are worse-off,
given that they are concentrated in less developed regions with lower average incomes.
Without control by geographic region a racial gap of 24% is noted favoring white capitalists,
statistically significant at the 1% level, as shown by the results of a regression similar to
Model 7, but with statistical control for regions added.
Non-white capitalists represent only 11.6% of the capitalist category, although they account
for 44.6% of all positions. This shows that there are many barriers to the access of non-whites
to this condition of class. However, as this occurs, the condition of class seems to cancel out
the effect of racial inequality. The process of income determination in a capitalist enterprise
with eleven or more employees, according to the operational solution allowed by the
available data is perhaps more “unpersonalized” and depends fundamentally on the amount of
capital and the market’s atmosphere, such that the race of its owner does not affect the
capacity of making profits. In addition, the greater amount of capital which is the case in
larger companies might make the racial component less “visible” or, perhaps, affect how its
owner’s “color” is perceived.
The comparison between capitalists and small scale capital holders also proves clarifying.
Racial differences surpass 21% among small employers and non-agricultural self-employed
workers. The smaller amount of capital and the greater dependence on the owner’s direct
involvement, and the implications on this in terms of less “depersonalization” of the activity
concomitant with the owner’s greater visibility, causes the racial gap to reach a higher level.
The racial gap among agricultural self-employed workers who own land assets does not stray
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far from 24%, being that they have one of the lowest average incomes among all those
registered. This represents a form of dissociation between the racial gap and the average
income.
Racial difference among self-employed specialists, a group which combines capital assets
and expertise, reveals itself greater than that among other self-employed workers, but remains
smaller than the difference among expert employees in the private sector. This constitutes a
relevant contrast, which perhaps demonstrates that racial inequality is more pronounced in
the context of job relations and in the workplace, rather than in market relations or in dealing
with customers, which are the tasks that characterize the activities of autonomous specialists.
Middle-class wage paying jobs exhibit the highest levels of discrepancy in income in racial
groups. Only about one fourth of these jobs are occupied by non-whites, and, furthermore,
with greater relative disadvantages. The income gap favoring whites among expert employees
reveals itself considerably large despite statistical control for education. Specialists have
greater class privileges in relation to managers, but white managers, on their part, exhibit
greater racial advantage over non-whites, a fact which reflects the more drastic relationship
between race and authority in the workplace. The scale of the racial gap among managers
brings attention to the strong “affinities” between authority and race (specifically whites) and
the “critical” class role of managerial hierarchies in guaranteeing that the worker works as
hard as possible. A hypothesis which explains the “logic” of this elevated racial gap among
managers, in the context of interactions between class and race, is the idea that non-whites
would be considered, as the result of a combination of racial ideology and economic
calculation, less “adequate” for the execution of the “vital” function of presiding over human
assets, in such a way that their access to such capacities translates into a wage “downsizing”
practiced by employers.
These results, however, might be vulnerable to the problem of location heterogeneity for the
medium strata, as it has been pointed out by Erik Olin Wright (1997:527). This is the case
with the wide-ranging category of “managers”. The manager of a medium-sized family
enterprise and the manager of a large conglomerate are equally considered “managers.” The
high level of racial gap observed among managers, argues Wright, might not be the result of
something particular regarding the mechanisms of income distribution among managers, but
simply because the category is heterogeneous regarding this mechanism. In this hypothesis,
this would be the result of differences in the allocation of racial groups within the
management of large and medium companies or within the different levels of management,
rather than differences in compensation between specific segments of this broad category
which encompasses all sorts of managerial workers.
The obtained result raises a research problem that requires further investigation. To a certain
extent, this is a perennial and inevitable problem inherent to working with heterogeneous
classification systems with respect to interest mechanisms (Wright, 2004). The breaking
down of the broad and all-encompassing category of managers in high and intermediate
managing posts is partly the solution to this problem. Non-white managers are distributed in
similar proportions between the high and intermediate managerial levels, excluding any
effects of the racial composition of the category at this level of disaggregation.11
Furthermore, the specific racial gap estimates for these categories shows a racial advantage in
income for the white group in relation to the non-white group. The advantage is of the order
of 57.62% for high management as a whole and 69.34% for those in the private sector only.
The intermediate managerial level, in turn, exhibits an overall racial gap of 35.53% and a
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racial gap of 37.71% for those in the private sector. These figures are very close to those
registered for the general category of managers, as shown in Table 5. The additional data do
not contradict the previous result, in fact they fundamentally show that the racial gap gains
strength as the managing hierarchy ascends to more complex and higher positions.
The level of the differences is very close to 20% among skilled employees and supervisors
who hypothetically make up a broader working class. The qualification components and
authority, incorporated to working structures, even at lower levels of social power, clearly
accentuate the effects of racial asymmetry.
In the large contingent of workers the general racial discrepancy corresponds to 10,41%, not
too distant from the level verified in the private sector (11.85%), although the racial gap
practically disappears within the public sector for this category since its value (2.02%) is
statistically non-significant. This category’s racial profile is considerably close to the overall
distribution of racial groups in the overall population with class positions, since among its
members whites add up to 57.7% and non-whites to 42.3% (See Table 3).
Among the categories of poorer wage-earning workers the racial gap fluctuates between 5%
and 8%, though it is slightly higher among domestic workers and lower among elementary
workers, even when only those in the private sector are considered. The public sector plays
an interesting supporting role in this category’s situation, helping to form the only context in
which whites are at a disadvantage, due to the fact that the racial gap for this category of class
is lower than the relative sector advantage of non-whites in the public sector. The added up
effect of class and sector changes the direction of the racial gap, although this only applies for
the limited population of elementary workers in the public sector. In this case, as can be
observed in Model 7 (See Statistical Annex), the advantage of the elementary white worker in
the private sector of 5.02% (0.049 in log), expressed in the coefficient for whites, will be
converted into a disadvantage of -4.21% (0.043 in log) in the public sector, precisely due to
the negative coefficient for white and public (-0.092 in log). The public sector has a minor
role since the more significant variations between categories are caused by the class factor, as
becomes evident in contrasting managers and elementary workers.
Those in the precarious self-employed category have a salary gap similar to that of other
destitute workers. Self-employment, in these circumstances, does not seem to favor neither
class advantages nor the racial gap.
In relation to the impact of the private / public distinction, Table 5 shows that the public
sector generates a secondary moderating effect, as it reduces the racial gap of those categories
that enter the sector. Model 7 reveals that the advantage of being in the public sector, in
relation to the private sector, is greater for non-whites (23%), as the coefficient for the public
sector registers, than for whites (12.19%), as the sum of coefficients for the public sector and
public sector whites indicates (percentage expression of the coefficients already converted).
However, non-whites represent 41.1% of the public sector, a figure that is below its weight in
the population with defined class positions (44.6%), which corresponds to a Representation
Index of 0.92. The direct confrontation between the two racial groups, carried out by
calculating the Relative Advantage Index, shows that non-whites, in comparison to whites,
have a representation deficit in the public sector (index of 0.87) and a comparative
distribution which approaches parity with the private sector (index of 1.03).12 Therefore, it
can be said that there is racial inequality in the access to the public sector.
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CONCLUSION
I conclude this analysis of the interactions between class and race with some general remarks
on the subject. Managers and expert employees display the most accentuated racial gaps in all
categories participating in the private sector. Supposedly, these job positions are taken and
compensated for according to the established rational criteria of efficiency that guide
capitalist enterprises. Results show, however, that the interaction between race and class
produces a considerably different picture: the increasing relative quantitative value of
“qualitative” racial differences among employees. The areas of privileged appropriation are
also the sites more prone to display racial inequality. In a self-perpetuating cycle, this class
differentiated racial advantage contributes to the consolidation of income gaps between
categories of class and reinforces the reproduction of racial inequality. In other words, among
these middle-class wage-earners, greater class advantages mean greater racial advantage and
vice-versa, a trend which consolidates the double privilege enjoyed by those who occupy
these positions.
The presented data also contains information on the class situation of supervisors and skilled
employees. Based on the comparative income differences shown in Table 3, skilled
employees and supervisors are closer to workers than expert employees and managers, a
finding that supports the claim that this category can be included within a broader notion of
“working class.” A certain ambiguity in its condition, however, manifests itself in the
interactions between class and race, for white wage-earners in this condition benefit more
from race division.
The existence of a smaller racial gap between the categories of proletariat workers
corresponds to Marxist theory expectations that, to a certain degree, the common condition of
class exploitation restricts the impact of race division within the working class per se. The
category of elementary worker shows that the greater the conditions of destitution in wagepaying jobs, the more homogeneous is the group in terms of the consequences of race
division on income. In the opposite pole of the capitalist class, the condition of class
engenders an even more leveling consequence since it renders the racial gap non-significant,
albeit for other reasons. The elimination of the racial gap in this situation is due to the control
of relevant capital assets and of income generating mechanisms typical of the capitalist class,
which seem to render ineffective the “procedures” of racial discrimination, despite the fact
that the racial motivations of agents remain in place. A further indication of this can be
inferred from the fact that the racial gap become considerably noticeable among small
employers, as in this case there is a decline in the amount of capital held.
An overall view of the obtained results shows that in Brazil the racial gap in favor of whites
is present in almost all categories of class, however, its effect is significantly moderated by
class conditions. This investigation has approached the combination of individuals and class
positions as the result of a class allocation process. The variations in racial gap according to
categories of class continue to occur despite the addition of statistical control for several
allocation mechanisms, which can possibly account for the distribution of racial groups in
class positions. The results equally show that racial differences in income, curbed by
ascription to class, does not solely depend on average income levels. This investigation
successfully demonstrated the relevance of such socioeconomic classification based on the
concept of social class for the study of structural divisions in Brazil’s society and their impact
on income. It also pointed to the importance of introducing the “criteria of class,” by means
of the advanced classification criteria, in the analysis of racial inequality in Brazil 13.
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NOTES
1

This investigation was made possible thanks to a pos-doctoral scholarship granted by the
Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal de Nível Superior – CAPES and to the honorary
fellowship I held at the Sociology Department of the University of Wisconsin-Madison. A draft of
this article was presented at the Economic Sociology Program Research Seminar promoted by the
Department on September 27, 2004. The presentation allowed me to collect valuable feedback from
participants, particularly professors Erik Olin Wright, Jonathan Zeitlin, and Bob Freeland. Special
recognition is owed to the collaboration of Prof. Erik Olin Wright, both for making possible my stay
in Madison and for his detailed comments on my paper, pointing out the substantive relevance of the
results obtained while also indicating research problems that require further attention.
2
NT: The term’s derogatory content has to a great extent waned during the twentieth century.
Nowadays in Brazil, mulato is used as a fairly descriptive term to designate people with a skin color
between white and black. Nonetheless, it has to be noted that black social movements are critical of
such usage, as they deem the term pejorative.
3
In this analysis, which includes all controls, only the coefficient for black expert self-employed
workers was statistically significant at the 5% level, and exhibited the lower income advantage of
black expert self-employed workers compared to the pardo expert self-employed workers.
4
The assumption of normality can be checked by examining the distribution of residuals calculated by
a linear regression equation. The normal probability plot of the studentized residuals allows for a
visual testing of the adjustment of the data to normal distribution. These residuals are calculated by
dividing each residual by its estimated standard deviation which varies from point to point. (Norušis,
2003:229-230 e 262-266).
5
The intra-class correlation measures the extent of data grouping, that is, the degree of correlation or
non-independence among a set of variables, by finding “the proportion of the total variance of a
variable that is accounted for by the clustering (group membership) of cases” (Cohen et alii,
2003:537).
6
The exclusion of cases with zero income underestimates the participation of non-whites, particularly
among agricultural self-employed workers, due to the weight of non-paid workers and of subsistence
workers in agriculture (who end up consuming the products of their own work), in case these are
included in the category. This underestimation, on the other hand, is equivalent to an overestimation
of the distribution of non-whites among other categories. A more accurate distribution, which operates
the reclassification of cases of non-paid workers and the inclusion of subsistence workers, is found in
Figueiredo Santos (2004). It must be noted however that the distribution of the two racial groups
among those with prominent class positions occurs in a proportion similar to the one measured in the
overall population. Excluding a minute portion of Asians and Native Indians, the 2000 Census shows
that, in rounded-off figures, whites correspond to 54% of the population and non whites add to 46%
(Telles, 2003:47). The last row in Table 2 shows that whites represent 55.4% of constituted class
positions, against 44.6% for non-whites.
7
An estimate from Model 1, which employed the natural logarithm of hours worked, yielded similar
results (75.1%).
8
In the female population, whites account for 92% of expert self-employed workers, 88.85%
capitalists, 79.1% expert employees, 71.4% supervisors, and 65% of non-agricultural self-employed
workers. The only exception was the case of skilled employees, a group typically including middle
level technicians and teachers, in which case white women represent 66.3% and white men 66.6%.
White women represent 57.7% of the set of prominent positions and white men 54% in their
respective populations.
9
This average difference occurs due to the fact that there were two separate estimated interactive
terms instead of one interactive term with three levels, that is, class, race, and sector. There is a
variation between categories of class by sector when the antilog is applied in order to assess the
percentage impact, as the effect of this transposition varies according to the magnitude of the
coefficient in log units.
10
The result is not statistically significant not even at the 10% level, i.e. when there is more than a
10% chance that it has been produced by a sample error. It has been established that in large samples
such as the PNAD even the most trivial results can be statistically significant, which warrants the use

25

of a significance level even lower than the standard of 5%. The problem would not be a result of the
insufficient number of cases in the cross-examining of class and race for the category of capitalists,
which could affect the estimate’s standard error, since the sample contains 102 cases of non-white
capitalists and 780 white capitalists. The log functional form of income was employed in order to
correct the strong positive asymmetry in income distribution. However, it is true that the use of the
logarithmic form can possibly cause certain distortions in the interpretation of differences between
groups. Hodson points out that it might be extremely difficult to undo the mixing-up of income
returns and average income levels which occurs as the result of the employment of the logarithmic
form therefore complicating the task of interpreting differences between groups (Hodson, 1985).
Perhaps this warning would not apply to the present situation since the differences between groups
here considered concern the differences between racial groups within the category of the capitalist
class, whose internal asymmetry declines significantly when income is expressed in logarithmic
terms.
11
High-level managers are fundamentally either directors (occupational codes 1210 to 1230) of
companies with eleven or more employees or public administration managers; intermediate-level
managing is composed of company directors with less than eleven employees, managers in public
interest organizations (non-profit organizations etc), and production, operations, and support
managers in the private sector. Non-whites represent 25.9% of managers; within the category they
constitute 26.3% of high management and 25.9% of intermediate management. Linear regression
controls the effect of private/public sector composition, but, for the record, it was noted that 69.5% of
non-white managers are in the private sector, although white managers are even more concentrated in
the private sector (74.8%), a figure more favorable to its racial group.
12
The Index of Representation shows how much a group is represented in a sector compared to its
overall representation in the population of those that are economically active. The Index of Relative
Advantage, on its part, measures the extent of representation of a racial group compared to another
one, with previous control of the differentiated distribution of each group both in the specific sector
and in the overall economically active population, Perfect representational parity equals 1 and the
indexes vary up or down according to the direction of the unevenness (see Sokoloff: 30 and 69).
13
The main results from this study were corroborated by new estimates which applied a Generalized
Linear Model, with a Gamma distribution and a logarithmic link function to data from the 2005
National Survey by Household Sampling (PNAD/IBGE). The racial gap between white and non-white
capitalists (0.7%) is statistically-non significant, but it reaches a higher level among small employers
(19.88%) and non-agricultural self-employed (27.66%). Wage-earning workers have the smallest
racial gap: workers (8.95%), elementary workers (2.46%) and domestic workers (4.04%). The middle
class has a greater racial gap: managers (29.67%) and expert employees (25.44%). There is a white
advantage of 25.42% among self-employed experts. Skilled employees (15.13%) and supervisors
(13.49%) have an intermediate gap level among the wage-earning workers. The new results are
discrepant for two categories: agricultural self-employed (38.56%) and precarious self-employed
workers (16.70%).
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STATISTICAL ANNEX
Table 1-A
Estimated Coefficients of Income Advantage in Log, favoring the White Racial Group,
in relation to the Non-White Group, according to Different Models of OLS Regression
Variables
(Constant)
Hours of work
White

Model 1 Model 2
4.745
4.401
(0.008)
(0.009)
0.005
0.004
(0.00004) (0.00004)
0.563
0.311
(0.005)
(0.004)

Model 3
3.608
(0.009)
0.004
(0.00003)
0.216
(0.004)
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Model 4
3.514
(0.015)
0.004
(0.00004)
0.1112
(0.005)

Model 5
3.355
(0.019)
0.004
(0.00004)
0.1114
(0.005)

Model6
3.286
(0.018)
0.003
(0.00004)
0.121
(0.005)

Capitalist
Small-sized
employer
Self-employed,
non-agricultural
Self-employed,
agricultural
Self-employed
expert
Manager
Expert employees
Skilled employees
Supervisor
Worker
Precarious selfemployed
Domestic worker
Education
Years of work
Years of work2
Years in current
job
Years in current
job2
North

2.539
(0.027)
1.436
(0.012)
0.722
(0.009)
-0.264
(0.010)
2.106
(0.020)
1.635
(0.013)
1.851
(0.012)
1.111
(0.009)
1.057
(0.016)
0.547
(0.007)
0.158
(0.008)
-0.099
(0.009)

1.594
(0.024)
0.932
(0.011)
0.371
(0.009)
-0.400
(0.010)
1.255
(0.019)
1.009
(0.013)
1.091
(0.012)
0.564
(0.009)
0.670
(0.015)
0.315
(0.006)
-0.058
(0.008)
-0.166
(0.008)
0.074
(0.001)
0.035
(0.0004)
-0.0005
(0.000007)
0.027
(0.001)
-0.0005
(0.00001)

Center-West
South
Southeast
Urban residence
Migrant
Public sector
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1.589
(0.031)
0.954
(0.014)
0.328
(0.012)
-0.230
(0.015)
1.225
(0.025)
1.025
(0.017)
1.105
(0.016)
0.563
(0.013)
0.606
(0.018)
0.265
(0.009)
-0.092
(0.010)
-0.212
(0.011)
0.062
(0.001)
0.031
(0.001)
-0.0004
(0.00001)
0.032
(0.001)
-0.001
(0.00002)
0.209
(0.011)
0.341
(0.009)
0.336
(0.008)
0.416
(0.007)
0.156
(0.009)
0.110
(0.005)

1.602
1.569
(0.031)
(0.030)
0.970
0.953
(0.015)
(0.015)
0.358
0.346
(0.013)
(0.013)
-0.188
-0.195
(0.016)
(0.015)
1.212
1.136
(0.026)
(0.025)
1.003
0.956
(0.017)
(0.016)
1.093
1.041
(0.017)
(0.016)
0.540
0.537
(0.014)
(0.013)
0.574
0.518
(0.019)
(0.018)
0.248
0.242
(0.010)
(0.010)
-0.090
-0.052
(0.012)
(0.011)
-0.020
0.115
(0.015)
(0.014)
0.060
0.065
(0.001)
(0.001)
0.030
0.026
(0.001)
(0.001)
-0.0004
-0.0004
(0.000001) (0.00001)
0.031
0.029
(0.001)
(0.001)
-0.001
-0.0005
(0.00002) (0.00002)
0.203
0.192
(0.011)
(0.011)
0.337
0.335
(0.009)
(0.009)
0.332
0.338
(0.008)
(0.008)
0.412
0.415
(0.007)
(0.007)
0.142
0.148
(0.010)
(0.009)
0.112
0.109
(0.005)
(0.005)
0.172
0.150
(0.012)
(0.011)

Extraction
industry
Transformation
industry
Social services

0.145
(0.015)
0.244
(0.010)
0.315
(0.013)
0.203
(0.010)
0.078
(0.013)

Male
Head of family
Adjusted R2
F
Source: Original Data – IBGE (2003). PNAD (2002), Microdata.
Note: Regression coefficients with standard deviations (in parentheses).
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.039
(0.015)
0.145
(0.010)
0.240
(0.012)
0.123
(0.010)
0.104
(0.013)
0.271
(0.006)
0.174
(0.006)

Table 2-A
Estimated Coefficients of Income Advantage in Log, favoring the White Racial Group,
in relation to the Non-White Group, for Categories of Class, according to Private/Public
Sector Employment and Overall
Variables

Private sector

Public sector

Private/Public

Capitalist

0.128 (0.082)*

–

–

Small-sized employer

0.197 (0.024)

–

–

Self-employed, nonagricultural

0.238 (0.017)

–

–

Self-employed, agricultural

0.213 (0.023)

–

–

Manager

0.234 (0.065)

–

–

Self-employed expert

0.356 (0.031)

0.264 (0.033)

0.331 (0.031)

Expert employee

0.271 (0.030)

0.180 (0.030)

0.222 (0.029)

Skilled employee

0.200 (0.021)

.108 (0.021)

0.158 (0.020)

Supervisor

0.196 (0.032)

0.104 (0.035)

0.178 (0.032)

Worker

0.112 (0.009)

0.020 (0.016)*

0.099 (0.008)

Elementary worker

0.049 (0.014)

-0.043 (0.020)

0.040 (0.014)

Precarious self-employed

0.075 (0.013)

–

–

Domestic worker

0.076 (0.015)

–

–

Overall

0.127 (0.005)

0.070 (0.014)

0.121 (0.005)

Source: Original data – IBGE (2003). PNAD – 2002. Microdata.
Note: Regression coefficients with standard errors (in parentheses).
The effects were estimated by OLS regression, using the “recodification of binary variables” strategy (Jaccard and Turrisi,
2003: 55-59).
*Coefficient statistically non-significant even at the level of 10%.
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Table 3-A
OLS Regression Model 7, Interactions for Class/Race and Sector/Race
Variables
(Constant)
Hours of work
White
Capitalist
Small-sized employer
Self-employed, non-agricultural
Self-employed, agricultural
Self-employed expert
Manager
Expert employees
Skilled employees
Supervisor
Worker
Precarious self-employed
Domestic worker
Education
Years of work
Years of work2
Years in current job
Years in current job2
North
Center-West
South
Southeast
Urban residence
Migrant
Public sector
Extraction industry
Transformation industry
Prodcutive services
Distribution services
Social services
Male
Head of family
White, public sector
White, capitalist class
White, small-sized employer
White, self-employed, nonagricultural
White, self-employed, agricultural
White, self-employed expert
White, manager
White, expert employee

Non-whites
3.316 (0.019)
0.003 (0.00004)
0.049 (0.014)
1.542 (0.077)
0.878 (0.023)
0.252 (0.017)
-0.265 (0.019)
1.020 (0.062)
0.764 (0.028)
0.911 (0.029)
0.463 (0.020)
0.451 (0.026)
0.223 (0.012)
-0.054 (0.014)
0.110 (0.017)
0.065 (0.001)
0.026 (0.001)
-0.0004 (0.00001)
0.029 (0.001)
-0.0005 (0.00002)
0.192 (0.011)
0.333 (0.009)
0.335 (0.008)
0.413 (0.007)
0.148 (0.009)
0.109 (0.005)
0.207 (0.015)
0.040 (0.015)
0.145 (0.010)
0.236 (0.012)
0.122 (0.010)
0.103 (0.013)
0.271 (0.006)
0.173 (0.006)
-0.092 (0.016)
0.079 (0.083)
0.149 (0.028)
0.189 (0.022)
0.164 (0.027)
0.185 (0.066)
0.307 (0.034)
0.223 (0.033)
34

Whites

1.621 (0.033)
1.026 (0.019)
0.440 (0.017)
-.101 (0.021)
1.205 (0.028)
1.071 (0.020)
0.598 (0.024)
0.614 (0.017)
0.598 (0.024)
0.286 (0.013)
-0.028 (0.016) *
0.137 (0.018)

White, skilled employee
White, supervisor
White, woker
White, precarious self-employed
White, domestic worker
Adjusted R2
F
Change in R2
F (change)

0.151 (0.025)
0.147 (0.035)
0.063 (0.016)
0.026 (0.020)
0.027 (0.021)
0.591
2417.695
0.002
41.897

Source: Original data – IBGE (2003). PNAD – 2002. Microdata.
Note: Regression coefficients with standard errors (in parentheses).
The results for the white racial group were estimated using the “recodification of binary variables” strategy.
*Coefficient statistically non-significant even at the level of 5%.
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