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Abstract

This study seeks to determine the factor and personal income distribution structures by decile between 2019 and 2022. It
finds that during the covid-19 pandemic, the share of wages in GDP decreased in all economies except Mexico, where it
increased. In analyzing the different components of value added by production sector, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Peru
show different behaviors that reflected various peculiarities beyond an apparent common history. Both the levels and the
evolution of the distribution by decile are different among the economies and the years analyzed. The average income of
the highest-income decile is similar to that of the world’s wealthiest economies. In contrast, in the lowest decile, they
coexist with citizens living at African levels.

Keywords: production structure; functional and personal income distribution; inequality indicators.

1. INTRODUCTION

Statistics is the science that proves that if my neighbor
ate a chicken and I went hungry, we each ate half a chicken.

José Ramón Busto S. J. (2019).

 

The issue of economic inequalities was introduced into economics by the first classical economists. However, neoclassical
economics then relegated it and it has once again reappeared on the agenda of many economists and politicians,
becoming a global concern and challenge. Likewise, the future that is envisioned due to the impact of new technologies
such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), robotics, etc., increases concerns on the subject. The list of factors explaining these
increasing disparities is long, multidimensional and multifactorial, with origins ranging from historical and ethnic factors to
concentration of ownership, structure, and production processes, as well as diverse variables and economic, social and
political dynamics (Alarco et al., 2019).

This paper investigates economic inequality from the perspective of the productive structure of four Latin American
economies: Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Peru. The central hypothesis is that, although these economies share a common
history, they also have many unique elements, not only due to the non-economic explanatory factors mentioned above,
but also due to the different weight or importance of predominant technologies and production processes and the
configuration of businesses in different economic activities. This paper will only provide details of the results of what
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happened, without addressing the nature of these differences or those that could arise from implemented policies and
reactions to the Covid-19 pandemic.

The specific objectives of the text are: first, to determine certain characteristics of the distributional structures at the level
of the functional income distribution from three components: remuneration, mixed income and operating surplus (profits)
by economic activity in 2019 and 2022, before and after the Covid-19 pandemic. Second, to present and analyze the
structure of personal income distribution in 10 deciles, identifying changes between the two periods. Third, to show levels
and distances between income by decile in the four analyzed economies, comparing them with other international
benchmarks.

The text is composed of six sections, including the introduction. The second section presents the conceptual framework
on the subject. The third section presents the methodology, protocols and sources of information to determine the
functional and personal distributional structures for the analyzed years. The fourth section presents the results and the
comparative analysis for the functional distribution across 11 economic activities and the personal distribution divided into
10 deciles, using various inequality indicators. The fifth section takes advantage of the distributional information to
establish income levels by decile for the analyzed economies in 2019 and 2022, using constant USD$ at 2010 prices and
purchasing power parity in constant 2011 USD$. The final section presents the conclusions.

The study does not assess whether distributional structures reflect high inequality; nor does it discuss their negative
effects on economic growth, social cohesion or political governance. There is no sociological view in which society is
divided into classes, groups or social strata. Only official information obtained from national accounts and national
household surveys was used, without any adjustments or corrections. In the case of the latter, general problems of
underestimating income in the middle and upper strata were omitted when extrapolating to the aggregate level. Thus, if
the calculated inequalities are significant, they would be even more so if the capital income of the richest individuals was
fully included. Finally, a single price index was used to obtain real income by decile, although each decile could have a
differentiated structure and prices, among other considerations.

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The analysis presented here follows on from a previous study by Alarco (2022), which sought to explain income
distribution based on the issue of structural heterogeneity (SH) and its changes over time. However, unlike that study, here
we carry out a comparative analysis of certain characteristics of productive structures, as well as the personal distribution
of income and its changes in four economies of the region during the complex period of 2019 and 2022.

Chena (2016) recalls that SH is one of the main problems of Latin American underdevelopment, both for Latin American
structuralism and for its neo-structuralist successors. The early recognition of this fact led that school of thought to study
the relationship between income distribution and economic growth, from a different perspective than that used to
understand the same phenomenon in the central economies. According to this author, structuralism highlights the fact that
in Latin America, the power to appropriate social income primarily stems from minority control over the means of
introducing technical progress from central countries.

The concept of SH emerged in the 1970s from Pinto (1970) to characterize the industrialization of Latin America during its
transition from dual to heterogeneous; a concept that has been refined over time. Chena (2016) also notes that, in
addition to the problem of SH, to explain inequalities, elements such as technological incompatibility with factor
endowment, the presence of transnational companies, the nature of international insertion, the concentration of property,
the effects of the sumptuary consumption of the proprietary classes and external restrictions are included. More recently,
neo-structuralism has addressed the technological aspects of the phenomenon, highlighting the fact that it originates from



the limited ability to generate and distribute technical progress in the region through reduced productive chains due to
inadequate productive specialization.

Furthermore, this document’s analysis of personal income distribution follows traditional methodology and protocols. On
this particular point, a recent study by Del Castillo (2023) analyzes how value generated from labor (intellectual and
manual) and natural resources (which also contribute value) is created (GDP), allocated (national income), distributed
(disposable income), used (spending and savings) and accumulated (wealth). Likewise, Amarante et al. (2023) note that
the high levels of concentration of wealth and income continue to be a major problem in Latin America. They describe the
main trends of inequality in the region from 1990 to the present day and propose several elements for the inequality
reduction agenda.

One final issue to highlight is the disparity in income and inequality levels across the region. In a study conducted nearly
50 years ago, Figueroa (1976) noted that, in an analysis for the Andean region, that apart from income disparities between
countries, inequalities in distribution within each country must also be considered. Figueroa noted that inequality in Brazil
and Mexico fell within the average detected for the Andean nations, while Argentina’s was much lower. He also noted that
not all the inhabitants of these countries are poor. Those at the top of the income distribution pyramid have incomes
similar to or even higher than the average in the more industrialized nations. This allows them to emulate the consumption
and living patterns prevailing in these countries.

3. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The following section analyzes the distributive structures of the four economies in terms of the functional and personal
distribution of income across 10 deciles. For functional distribution, we examine the structure in terms of 11 economic

activities that have been standardized,1 divided into three components: remuneration, net operating surplus (profits) and

mixed income.2  This information is always presented in relative terms, expressed as a percentage of sectoral value
added, as shown in equation (1).

(1)

Where, θi,t is the participation or quota of the mass of remunerations, net operating surplus and mixed income of the entire

economy in a particular year; while,  Ci,j  is the mass of each one of the three aforementioned components of each

economic activity relative to its sectoral value added (VAj,t). The source of information for the functional distribution of

income is each country's national accounts for 2019 and the most recent available data from 2022. In Chile, the data
comes from the Central Bank of Chile (BCCh) for 2021. For Colombia, information from the National Administrative
Department of Statistics (DANE) was used. For Mexico, the accounts of the National Institute of Statistics and Geography
(INEGI) were consulted. For Peru, the information was extracted from the National Institute of Statistics and Informatics
(INEI).

For the personal income distribution of the four economies, the results of the 2019 and 2022 household surveys were

processed.3 According to the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) (2021), household
budget surveys are crucial for understanding how people obtain and use their economic resources. These surveys also
provide vital information for updating the consumer price index (CPI), constructing the institutional account of the
household sector in national accounts statistics, determining the basic food basket and the poverty line threshold.



In Chile, the results of the Supplementary Income Survey, a complementary module of the National Employment Survey,
were used. In Colombia, the Integrated Household Survey conducted by DANE was used to analyze income distribution.
In Mexico, the INEGI database was used, specifically the National Household Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH).
In Peru, the INEI's "Summary" microdata module was used to obtain the distribution of total household income. In all
cases the microdata was processed in Stata.

It should be noted that national household surveys often face problems of representativeness because they do not
accurately reflect the income reported in a country's GDP for a given year. Davies and Shorrocks (2000) point out that
household surveys have coverage issues due to sampling or reporting errors, such as unskilled households, refusal to
answer, under-reporting of capital income, among others. Additionally, Alarco and Castillo (2020) state that these surveys
tend to omit high-income and upper middle-income sectors, as well as capital gains. The underestimation for the four
analyzed economies fluctuates between 40 and 70%, reaching its maximum level in 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic.

For the analysis of personal income distribution, the information processed from 10 deciles was used. Various inequality
indicators were considered. First, the Gini coefficient was considered using equation (2), in which the maximum value is 1
in situations of extreme inequality, while 0 represents perfect equality. Second, the quotient of the total income of the tenth
highest income decile (D10) and the income of the lowest income decile (D1) expressed in equation (3) was considered.
This is used to quantify the distance between the two groups.

(2)

Where  Xt  denotes the cumulative proportion of income earners and  Yt  represents the cumulative proportion of the

population's income.

(3)

Equation (4) shows the Palma index, which indicates the disparity between the income of the tenth decile (D10) and the
set of lower income groups belonging to the first four deciles of income distribution (D1 to D4). Equation (5) presents the
Theil index, which makes it possible to differentiate between inter-group or inter-decile inequality, defined as T1 in
equation (6), and intra-group or intra-decile inequality, defined as T2 in equation (7). The result of formula (5) is the
summand of both components according to equation (8).

(4)

(5)

Where n  is the number of individuals  i  receiving income and xi  denotes the individual shares of the total accumulated

income. Additionally, the index can be broken down by groups of individuals, allowing us to express income inequality
within groups (T1) and between groups (T2). In this context, vj represents the share of group j in the total (in this case, the

deciles), zij indicates the share of individual i within group j, and nj corresponds to the number of individuals per group or

decile.

(6)



(7)

(8)

The fifth section of the paper estimates the average annual income per decile for the four economies and uses the
following formulas. First, equation (9) determines the population per decile  Pi,t  in decile  i  and year  t. This equation

calculates the proportion of the population allocated to decile  i  in year t. Here, PTt represents the total population of the

selected country in year  t  and variable  αi,t  denotes the number of samples in decile i during the same year  t,

while βt represents the total number of respondents in year t.

(9)

Equation (10) represents the per capita income per decile Ii,t  in decile  i and year t. In the expression, GDPt denotes the

gross domestic product (GDP) at constant 2010 prices in USD$ and at 2011 purchasing power parity prices in USD$, both
from the World Bank (WB) for the selected country in year t (2019 and 2022). The variable θit represents the share of total

income by decile in selected economies for year t. In addition, Pi,t is the proportion of the population assigned to decile i in

year t.

(10)

4. DISTRIBUTIONAL STRUCTURES WITH OFFICIAL INFORMATION

This section presents the results of the distributional structures at the functional income distribution level (between
remuneration, operating surplus—profit– and mixed income) by economic activities for the four selected economies for

2019 and 2022. As previously mentioned, changes in the share of remuneration in total gross value added (VA)4 depend
mainly on what happens within each sector and its share in total value added. Similarly, personal income distribution in 10
deciles is presented for the same years to evaluate changes between 2019 and 2022.

Table 1 shows the share of remuneration with respect to value added (VA) and the share of VA of economic activity with
respect to the total VA of the economy. Surprises arise when comparing the burden of remuneration in each sector and in
the sectoral shares in each analyzed economy. For instance, the share of compensation in the sectoral VA of public
administration and defense is logically the highest among all sectors. However, this activity varies between 3.6% and 15%
of total VA. Meanwhile, both the quotas for each of the three income components as well as the share of GDP differ
among the four economies. In Chile, the highest wage quotas are found in financial services, commerce-restaurants and
hotels, other services, construction and business services. In contrast, the lowest quotas are found in electricity and water,
followed by mining.

 





 

In Colombia, the highest wage quotas are in business services, followed by commerce-restaurants and hotels, financial
services and manufacturing. The lowest quotas are again in electricity and water, mining and other services. In Mexico,
the highest shares are observed in business services, other services, construction and transportation. Once again the
lowest shares are in mining and electricity. It is also worth noting that Mexico's sectoral compensation quotas are
generally lower than those of other analyzed economies. Finally, in Peru, the highest remuneration quotas are observed in
other services, business services, construction and financial services, while the lowest levels are in agriculture, fishing and
electricity.

Evaluating distributional outcomes based on sectoral information is complex because it varies from economy to economy
over time. Based on the information by economic activities, we explain the national results for the wage quota relative to
GDP. These decreased between 2019 and 2022 in Chile, Colombia and Peru, and increased in Mexico (see last rows of
Table 1). Wage quotas rise in the transportation and financial services sectors in all economies and in business services,
except Mexico. The wage quota for public administration increased, except in Chile and Colombia. The wage quota for the
construction sector increased, except in Mexico and Peru. The wage quota for the agriculture and fishing sector
increased, except for Colombia and Peru. Conversely, the wage quota decreased in all economies except for Mexico in
mining, commerce, manufacturing and other services, which would also account for Mexico's higher wage quota between
2019 and 2022.

Tables 2 and 3 show the quota of mixed income and operating surplus in relation to sectoral VA. Note that mixed income
refers to income simultaneously involving direct labor and capital income. Table 2 shows differentiated levels and
dynamics in the different productive sectors. The agriculture-fisheries sector has the highest levels of the mixed income



quota, which rise between 2019 and 2022. In Peru, the mixed income quota relative to GDP tends to be higher than in
Colombia, particularly in sectors where micro and small business owners predominate, such as agriculture-fishing,
manufacturing, commerce-restaurants-hotels, transportation and business services.

 





 

 





 

Meanwhile in Colombia, the mixed income quota is higher in mining, construction and other services. Between 2019 and
2022, the mixed income quota increased not only in the agriculture-fishing sector, but also in manufacturing.. However,
there were reductions in transportation-communications, business services and other services. In the case of commerce,
the mixed income quota increased in Colombia and decreased in Peru. Overall, the mixed income quota relative to GDP
increased in Colombia between 2019 and 2022, while it decreased in Peru.

Table 3 shows the changes in operating surplus where only Colombia and Peru could be compared and, in contrast, Chile
and Mexico, which include mixed income in the operating surplus. In this respect, the operating surplus quota plus mixed
income relative to Mexican sectoral VA is higher than in Chile in all sectors, except public administration. Notably, the
operating surplus quota plus mixed income relative to GDP increased in Chile between 2019 and 2022, primarily due to
growth of quotas relative to the sectoral VA of mining, manufacturing, other services and public administration. However, it
fell overall in Mexico between 2019 and 2022, except in the electricity and construction sectors.

Meanwhile, the profit quota relative to sectoral VA is higher in Peru in the mining, manufacturing, construction, commerce,
financial services and business service sectors. It is also higher in Colombia in agriculture-fishing, electricity,
transportation, other services and public administration. Regarding the comparison between Colombia and Peru, the profit
quota relative to GDP is higher in Peru than in Colombia, though it rises in both countries between 2019 and 2022.

Tables 4 and 5 present personal income distribution by decile for the base year of 2019 and various income inequality
indicators for 2019 and 2022. In these cases, the information is national since there is no data by decile at the sectoral
level. Table 4 first shows that the lowest income D1 accounts for only 0.9% to 1.4% of total income. Mexico has the
highest share, followed by Peru, Chile and Colombia. For an intermediate decile such as D5, the total income share is
between 4.7 and 6.1%, with Mexico having the largest share, followed by Peru, Chile and Colombia. On the other hand, in
the highest income decile, income shares fluctuate between 37.1% and 48.9% of income, with Colombia and Chile having
the highest shares and Mexico and Peru having the lowest.

 



 

 

 

The information in Table 5 regarding the different income inequality indicators is not entirely conclusive because the
results and conclusions vary depending on the indicator. According to microdata from household surveys, Mexico



increased its levels of inequality between 2019 and 2022 according to the Gini coefficient, the D10/D1 ratio and the Palma
index. However, inequality decreased when using the Theil index. Similarly, Chile’s income inequality levels would have
increased according to the D10/D1 ratio. Likewise, according to Theil, Peru would have marginally increased its intergroup
and total inequality. Only Colombia would have reduced its inequality levels based on all the presented indicators between
2019 and 2022.

Figures 1 and 2 are useful for comparing both the income share structures by decile of the four analyzed economies in the
base year 2019, as well as the respective variations of the same shares for each economy between 2019 and 2022. As
mentioned regarding the functional distribution of income, a common history and many specific explanatory elements
coexist (Alarco, 2017). Likewise, before addressing the analysis of these results, it should be noted that we have chosen
to present the income shares by decile converted to logarithms in both figures as this is a better way to visualize the
differences between the different economies and years.

 

Figure 1. Share of total income by decile 2019 (in Log)

Note: *Mexico Income and Expenditure Survey for 2019 corresponds to 2018.
Source: prepared by the author based on WB data (2024) and the

INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

 

Figure 2. Total income share by decile 2019 and 2022



Source: prepared by the author based on the INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

Figure 1 shows the main variations in the distributional patterns for each economy in 2019. The Mexican economy
generally shows the highest income shares for the lowest income deciles from D1 to D4. In contrast, Chile shows the
lowest income shares between deciles D1 and D4 and is negatively outperformed by Colombia between deciles D5 and
D9. Peru’s first deciles D1 to D4 are closer to Chile´s with lower income shares, while its income shares from decile D6 to
D9 are the best of all the countries analyzed. As mentioned previously, Colombia has the highest income share in decile
D10, followed by Chile, Mexico and Peru.

Figure 2 shows the changes in the distributional patterns of the four economies between 2019 and 2022. Based on official
information, the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, the policies implemented in each country and the international
environment stand out during this period. An increase in Chile's income share from D2 to D6 is observed. In the case of
Colombia, there is a marginal improvement in D1 and D2, as well as in the middle deciles D5 and D6. Mexico shows
improvement in the middle and upper-middle sectors from deciles D6 to D9. Peru shows an improvement in participation
from D1 to D7 with a slight loss in the high-income deciles from D8 to D10.

5. INCOME LEVELS AND EVOLUTION BY DECILE 2019-2022

This section illustrates the evolution of average income by decile from 2019 to 2022. To accomplish this, we use the
survey-derived structures of the four selected economies –with no adjustment whatsoever— and the GDP of each
economy. This information allows us to evaluate what happened before and after the Covid-19 pandemic and to compare
the annual income by decile of the selected economies with the averages of other countries outside the region.



Table 6 shows the estimated averages for a cross-sectional comparison from 2019 to 2022. The lowest incomes
associated with D1 in 2019 are observed in Colombia, followed by Peru, Chile and Mexico which have the highest
incomes but barely exceed USD$112 per month. Using official information to 2022, we find that only Colombia and Peru
experienced income increases, while Chile and Mexico experienced decreases. Meanwhile, at the intermediate D5 level,
Chile, Mexico, Peru and Colombia had the highest incomes in 2019. By 2022 all, except Mexico, had higher per capita
incomes. In the middle-high income deciles from D7 to D9, an increase in income is observed in all economies, including
Mexico. Chile outperforms Mexico, Colombia and Peru by a wide margin in terms of the income of the richest decile, D10.
According to official information, the ratio of D10 to D1, an indicator of inequality was 56.8 in Chile, 47.5 in Colombia, 35.6
in Mexico and 26.2 in Peru in 2022.

 





 

Figures 3 and 4 show the per capita income levels of the D1 and D10 deciles compared to certain economies outside the
region with similar average per capita products to those of the reference group. In the case of the D1 decile, the average
income levels of the four economies in our region are similar to those of African countries such as Ethiopia, Mali and Togo.
However, the D10 decile with the highest incomes is compared to developed economies such as Spain, Portugal, and the
Netherlands in the case of Chile. These economies include citizens with average incomes similar to those of the highest-
income economies, as well as citizens living at African levels. If we considered citizens with average incomes from D1 to
D4, the benchmark would be other African economies, such as Angola, Cape Verde, and Ghana.

 

Figure 3. Total per capita income levels of D1 between 2019 and 2022 (USD$ 2010)

Source: prepared by the author based on WB data (2024)
and the INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

 

Figure 4. D10 total per capita income levels between 2019 and 2022 (USD$ 2010)



Source: prepared by the author based on WB data (2024)
and the INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

Table 7 shows the average income per decile for the four analyzed economies between 2019 and 2022, considering the
GDP of purchasing power parity in USD at 2011 prices, as calculated by the World Bank (WB). Note that the purchasing
power of $1 USD varies by economy due to local currency prices and exchange rates, while considering the same global
basket of goods. It is also important to note that the index is based on the United States. For example, $100 USD would
purchase the same goods in the US economy as in Colombia ($44 USD), Mexico ($48 USD), Peru ($51 USD), and Chile
($55 USD), which has the highest domestic price level. Furthermore, before commenting on the results, note that the
index is applied equally to all deciles since indexes by decile do not exist.

 





 

The results in Table 7 differ from those in Table 6 in terms of absolute levels, while the changes between 2019 and 2022
are similar. For the lowest income (D1), Mexico, Chile, Colombia, and Peru had the highest purchasing power in both
2019 and 2020. However, Chile's higher nominal incomes lose purchasing power compared to Mexico's. Similarly, the
purchasing power of Peru's D1 citizens decreases relative to Colombia's lower nominal incomes. Citizens can earn more,
but if domestic prices in USD are higher, their purchasing power is lower. At the intermediate level (D5), however, Chilean
citizens have greater purchasing power, followed slightly by Mexicans. Conversely, Colombians have greater purchasing
power than Peruvians at this level. In D10, the difference in income between Chilean and Mexican citizens is clearly
greater, followed by Colombian and Peruvian citizens.

Figures 5 and 6 show the results for deciles D1 and D10 of the four analyzed economies in relation to the average GDP
per capita of nearby economies outside the region. In D1, incomes are similar to those in some African economies,
including Somalia. Furthermore, when reference is made to D10 incomes, the comparison is with some of the world's
highest income developed economies, such as Germany, South Korea and the United States due to the lower purchasing
power of the USD$ in those economies. Additionally, Chile’s richest citizens, who are part of D10, have average incomes
similar to Singapore’s.

 

Figure 5. Total per capita income levels in D1 between 2019 and 2022 (PPP USD$, 2011=100)

Source: prepared by the author based on WB data (2024)
and the INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

 

Figure 6. Total per capita income levels in D10 between 2019 and 2022 (PPP USD$, 2011=100)



Source: prepared by the author based on WB data (2024)
and the INE, DANE, INEGI and INEI household surveys.

 

6. CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of remuneration quotas, mixed income, and profits in terms of economic activity and the total economy yields
interesting results. In some cases, a shared history emerges, though the unique characteristics of each economy and the
events between 2019 and 2022 take precedence. First, the remuneration quota in the GDP was lower in Mexico than in
Chile, Colombia, and Peru in 2019. In contrast, operating surplus (including mixed income) was highest in Mexico in the
base year, while it was lowest in Chile, Colombia, and Peru. Likewise, Peru has a higher mixed income quota than
Colombia.

A sectoral analysis of the base year shows that the remuneration quota is highest in trade and services in all economies
and lowest in mining, electricity, and water. Among the other economic activities, differentiated behaviors occur among the
economies studied. In Chile, the finance sector has the second-highest remuneration quota after public administration,
while the agricultural, forestry, and fishing sector in Peru has the lowest remuneration quota in the region due to the
greater presence of the mixed income quota. Conversely, the largest earnings quota is generated in mining and electricity.

Between 2019 and 2022, the share of earnings relative to GDP increased in Mexico, where sectoral performance is likely
associated with minimum wage policies; meanwhile, it decreased in Chile, Colombia, and Peru. Similarly, while the
operating surplus rises in the latter economies, it decreases in Mexico. In the first three economies, the higher quota of
profits is explained by the fall in the remuneration quota in mining, commerce, manufacturing, and other services. In
contrast, in Mexico, it rises in these sectors. At the same time, the mixed income quota rises in Colombia and falls in Peru.
Notably, while the share of mixed income rises in the aforementioned countries for agriculture, forestry, fishing, and
manufacturing, it falls in construction and services in Peru.

When analyzing personal income distribution in ten deciles, we observe that the lowest decile (D1) represents only 0.9 to
1.4% of total income. Mexico has the highest share, followed by Peru, Chile, and Colombia. Meanwhile, the highest
income decile (D10) fluctuates between 37.1% and 48.9% of total income. Colombia and Chile have the highest shares,
while Mexico and Peru have the lowest. Information regarding different income inequality indicators is inconclusive
because results vary depending on the indicator. In 2019, Chile, Colombia, Peru, and Mexico are unequal in descending



order, but by 2022, Colombia's inequality indicators have decreased, and Peru's have decreased slightly, while Chile and
Mexico have no categorical results.

The distributional patterns of personal income by decile in the base year and in 2022 are dissimilar. For instance, the
Mexican economy generally shows the highest income shares for the lowest deciles (D1 to D4) in 2019, while the
opposite is true for Chile. By 2022, Chile's income share has increased from D2 to D6. Colombia shows a marginal
improvement in deciles D1 and D2, as well as in the middle deciles D5 and D6. Mexico shows improvement in the middle
and upper-middle deciles, from D6 to D9. Peru shows an improvement in income share from D1 to D7, with a slight loss in
the highest deciles, D8 to D10.

The final section of the study shows average income levels by decile in 2010 and 2011 USD purchasing power parity. The
lowest incomes associated with D1 in 2019 are observed in Colombia, followed by Peru, Chile, and Mexico, whose
highest incomes barely exceed $112 USD per month. Similarly, Chile stands out significantly compared to Mexico,
Colombia, and Peru in terms of the income of the richest decile (D10). According to official data, the ratio of D10 to D1, an
indicator of inequality, was 56.8 in Chile, 47.5 in Colombia, 35.6 in Mexico, and 26.2 in Peru in 2022.

Finally, it should be noted that the income levels of D1 are similar to the average income level of African economies such
as Ethiopia, Mali, and Togo. However, the highest income decile (D10) is comparable to that of developed economies
such as Spain, Portugal, and the Netherlands. In terms of purchasing power parity, D10's income is close to the average
income in Germany, South Korea, and the United States. Meanwhile, Chile's income is comparable to Singapore's. The
average income of the top decile is similar to that of the highest-income economies, while coexisting with citizens (D1)
living at African levels.
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