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ABSTRACT 

Although the Quality of Employment (QoE) is a much-neglected issue in developing 
countries and especially in Latin America, there is an increasing awareness of its 
importance. This renewed interest has promoted efforts to create labour surveys and 
measures that could broaden the understanding of the employment changing profile in 
the Region. This new interest faces the challenge of creating a conceptually accurate, 
empirically plausible and policy-relevant measurement. To addresses these challenges, 
this article builds on the Alkire and Foster's (2011) method to propose a composite QoE 
Index. Then, using the QoE Index, we explore its outcomes across six Central American 
countries based on a labour survey dataset, the Encuesta Centroamericana sobre 
Condiciones de Trabajo y Salud (ECCTS).   
 
This paper aims to reflect the complex and multidimensional nature of the quality of 
employment by addressing key dimensions identified in the literature and promoted by 
different stakeholders. The QoE Index results enable us to rank the selected countries 
according to their different performance; with Guatemala and Honduras presenting poor 
results in the overall measurement, El Salvador and Nicaragua in the middle range of 
achievement, and Panama and Costa Rica with the highest performance. The QoE Index 
presents several advantages as it delivers a measure which is simple to estimate and 
easy to understand. This Index is also decomposable in subgroups and according to each 
dimension and indicator contributions to the overall quality of employment results. At 
the same time, this work comprises a discussion of the limitations regarding data 
availability to extend this methodology to other countries. We also debate on the 
advantages of the index in comparison to other indicators.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The QoE plays a vital role in fighting poverty and achieving human 
development has been increasingly recognised by many international 
development institutions (OECD, 2014; ILO 2012, IBD, 2017). Much public 
policy debate has therefore focused on generating good quality jobs. 
However, what the QoE really means is poorly defined. As work affects and 
involves multiple dimensions of a person's life, a unique definition of what a 
"good" job is and its essential components has remained elusive (Muñoz de 
Bustillo, Fernández-Macías, Antón, & Esteve, 2009). In consequence, 
controversial ideas about the dimensions and minimum standards which define 
high-quality employment coexist in the academic and public policy arena. This 
conceptual looseness and the scarcity of internationally comparable data on 
employment conditions influence the lack of reliable synthetic measurements 
of QoE. Critically, political will plays an essential role in this lack of 
theoretical and empirical coherence, as the interests of labour market 
stakeholders (governments, employers and unions) often respond to 
conflicting objectives (Sehnbruch, Burchell, Agloni, & Piasna, 2015).   

In recent decades, academia and leading international institutions have 
devoted significant effort to overcoming this problem in developed countries. 
Since then, different methodologies for measuring the QoE have emerged (for 
an in-depth discussion see: Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, & Agloni, 2013). 
Among the different theoretical approaches, the objective perspective has 
stood out because it offers better options for policy analysis by observing a 
worker's needs (Arranz, García-Serrano, & Hernanz, 2018). Besides, different 
international institutions have pursued policy-based definitions and 
measurements of the QoE. For instance, researchers from the International 
Labour Organisation (ILO) engaged in a discussion and empirical research to 
create a measurement based on their institution's concept Decent Work (See: 
Anker, Chernyshev, Egger, Mehran, & Ritter, 2003; Bescond, Chataignier, & 
Mehran, 2003; Bonnet, Figueiredo, & Standing; Ghai, 2003). The resulting 
publications put forward indicators that analyse micro-level and 
macroeconomic data. The European Union (EU) and the OECD also have 
proposed distinctive quality of job indexes based on different frameworks and 
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using selected dimensions (Eurofound, 2012; OECD, 2014; OECD, 2015). Most 
of these efforts still present little consistency and have only put forward 
dashboards indices. These dashboards, however, cannot be replicated in 
developing countries where data availability is still limited.  

In light of this debate and borrowing from the capability approach, this 
paper proposes a multidimensional QoE Index, which analyses the case of six 
Central American countries. This work considers four dimensions in measuring 
the concept of QoE in the region, based on available data from a dedicated 
survey of employment conditions, the Encuesta Centroamericana sobre 
Condiciones de Trabajo y Salud (ECCTS). The dimensions included are the 
quality of labour earnings, employment stability, employment security, and 
employment conditions. The index follows the methodology of Alkire and 
Foster's (2011) Multidimensional Poverty Index, and proposes a synthetic 
measure of the QoE which is useful for policy analysis as it is decomposable 
into subgroups, such as gender, education and age group.  

The results presented in this document show that the proposed index 
can contribute to understanding the QoE, by delivering a more complex view 
of labour market dynamics in developing countries. The results suggest that 
the countries included in this study can be categorised into three groups of 
performance according to their outcomes on the H and M0 measures of the 
QoE Index. One of low performance, composed by Guatemala and Honduras, a 
second of middle achievement, in which we find El Salvador and Nicaragua, 
and a final of good performance, formed by Costa Rica and Panamá. Despite 
these differences, a common pattern can be discerned, in which the 
contribution of the quality of income and employment security dimensions to 
the QoE Index in general stand out. Even though the income dimension is 
critical in defining the Index results, in these countries 60% of the 
contribution corresponds to other non-income related dimensions. Finally, 
differences between subgroups are relevant, especially for women, for the 
less educated and for the younger and older working population. 

This work contributes to the QoE literature, first, by providing a unified 
and coherent theoretical approach to the QoE based on the work of Amartya 
Sen and Martha Nusbaum on capabilities. Second, it presents genuinely new 
information on Central American labour markets, which has the potential to 
inform public policy in a useful way. This paper is organised as follows: first, 
it presents the policy and theoretical background to this work, followed by 
the methods used for the construction of the index, a description of the 
dataset and the results for the six Central American countries. Finally, some 
conclusions are presented, along with new challenges. 
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2. Concepts and Measures of the QoE 

The first challenge that arises when studying the QoE is to understand 
the different definitions and the debates related to this concept. Academia 
has analysed the QoE mainly from two different perspectives: The first 
conceived the QoE as a subjective phenomenon that is determined by workers' 
preferences regarding their employment conditions. This approach results 
show high variability from one individual to another and comparison may be 
impossible. Based on this critique, a new interest in ‘objective' aspects of 
employment quality arises (Warr, 1987). This second strand of literature has 
directed its efforts at delimiting the objective dimensions that affect the 
well-being of workers (Muñoz de Bustillo, Fernández-Macías, Antón, & Esteve, 
2009). For instance, occupational psychologists study the employment 
characteristics related to job satisfaction, employment conditions, work 
environment and workers' health (Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, & Agloni, 
2013). Contributions from the sociological field consider additional dimensions 
such as prestige, control and autonomy over work and social stratification at 
the workplace (Dahl et al., 2009). These interdisciplinary contributions have 
gradually increased the number of dimensions under considerations and 
proposed ad hoc measures.  

International organisations have also contributed significantly to the 
renewed attention that the measurement of the QoE has generated. One of 
the broadest definitions has been the concept of decent work, proposed by 
the International Labour Organization (ILO). This institution defines decent 
work as a development strategy that promotes ‘opportunities for men and 
women to obtain decent and productive work in conditions of freedom, 
equity, security and human dignity' (ILO, 1999: p.3). This definition considers 
both quantitative and qualitative aspects of work. Among the many 
dimensions considered to be an integral part of the decent work concept are: 
productive and fair labour income, hours of work, work and family 
conciliation, work stability and security, work environment and social security 
(Anker, Chernyshev, Egger, Mehran, & Ritter, 2003; International Labour 
Office, 2012).   

Nonetheless, the ILO has been unable to achieve a consensus on how 
decent work should be measured. In fact, a special issue published by the 
International Labour Review juxtaposes various different methodologies and 
shows the extent to which these produce differing results (See: Anker, 
Chernyshev, Egger, Mehran, & Ritter, 2003; Bescond, Chataignier, & Mehran, 
2003; Bonnet, Figueiredo, & Standing; Ghai, 2003). This has limited the 
impact of decent work on actual policy-making (Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, 
& Agloni, 2013; Sehnbruch, Burchell, Agloni, & Piasna, 2015) 
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Another institution that has contributed extensively to the 
understanding and analysis of the QoE is the European Union, which proposed 
a more focused definition of job quality using data generated by a cross-
national comparable survey applied every five years since 1990, the European 
Working Condition Survey (EWCS). However, these efforts have gone through a 
series of problems that have limited their impact in the delineation of 
employment policy, even at a regional level. After the 2000 Lisbon treaty and 
the 2001 European Council meeting, a set of 10 core dimensions and 25 
indicators were selected to monitor the progress on the EU's employment 
policy objectives (European Parliament, 2009). These dimensions and 
indicators were considered to encompass too many varied job characteristics 
and related distributional issues, while also confusing macro and micro 
perspectives (Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, & Agloni, 2013). Furthermore, the 
EU has been unable to harmonise the different interests of its stakeholders 
regarding job quality: Different actors involved in the process of articulating 
job quality in the EU hold divergent views on what constitutes the desired 
aspects of jobs, with wages and non-standard contracts being among the most 
contentious issues between employers and workers' representatives. 

Nonetheless, the EWCS has been a useful source of data, which has 
enriched the discussion related to the QoE. Based on this survey, the 
Eurofound report ‘Trends in job quality in Europe' (2012) delivers a dashboard 
index using four dimensions. The first, ‘Earnings', accounts for the earnings 
per hour of a worker. The second dimensions called ‘Prospects' considers 
measurements of job security, career progression and contract quality. The 
third dimension is more complex and tries to address the issue of the intrinsic 
job quality, as it names indicates. This index contains information on skills 
and autonomy (e.g. on-the-job training), the existence of a good social and 
physical environment (e.g. absence of abuse, hazard and risk) and work 
intensity (e.g. pace of work). Finally, an index dedicated to the ‘Working 
Time Quality' measures the hours of work and work flexibility, among other 
features. In sum, these four dimensions are composed of seven weighted sub-
dimensions and 68 variables and rely on self-reported features of jobs 
associated with the individual's well-being (Eurofund, 2012). On the 
subsequent version of the survey, the 6th EWCS, the same dashboard index 
and sub-dimensions were analysed separately (Eurofund, 2015). Thus, even 
though the EU's employment strategy did not really achieve its purpose, the 
existence of the EWCS has been a significant contribution to the 
understanding of this issue and a model for implementing labour surveys on 
employment conditions in less developed countries. 

Finally, a third institution that has assessed the problem of QoE is the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). This 
organisation launched in 2014 a three-dimensional dashboard index for 
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measuring the QoE. The first dimension characterises European countries 
according to their earning levels and their distribution, including absolute 
(i.e. minimum legal wages) and relative (i.e. 60% of the median labour 
income) income measurements. The second dimension refers to the risk of 
becoming unemployed and to the coverage and generosity of unemployment 
protection systems in each country. This final aspect relates to the conditions 
associated with the job: this includes the features of the work environment, 
including an analysis of job strains and health-related problems. The job 
strain concept seeks to recognise the imbalance between job demands and 
the physical, organisational and social resources at the workplace that help 
workers to deal with those demands (OECD, 2014). The OECD index presents 
significant advantages since it is simple and includes a delimited range of 
variables, compared to the large number of variables contained in definitions 
of job quality produced by the EU and the ILO. However, attempting to 
replicate this index in developing countries is difficult as the necessary data is 
not available. This means that several dimensions of the index would have to 
be replaced with proxies (OECD, 2015). 

What the reviewed initiatives to measure the QoE have in common is a 
lack of a coherent theoretical framework that informs the selection of 
variables used. Instead, pre-existing policy objectives and data availability 
data drive data selection, rather than any explicit reference to a socio-
theoretical framework (Green, 2006; Sehnbruch, Burchell, Agloni, & Piasna, 
2015). Many essential dimensions of work quality thus tend to be omitted, for 
political or practical reasons. The complexity, lack of transparency and 
flexibility in accommodating many of the proposed thematic indicators are 
partly to blame for the limited impact of these initiatives, whether as an 
advocacy tool or in the academic debate (Ward, 2004).  

This brief overview of the job quality literature also reveals the extent 
to which multiple and relatively diffuse concepts have developed in parallel. 
The terminology used creates additional confusion: expressions such as 
‘decent work', ‘quality of working life', ‘job quality' or ‘quality of work' (often 
focusing on the job content and work environment), and finally ‘QoE' (usually 
also including a broader overview of labour relations, policies, participation or 
equality in income and job distributions) are often used interchangeably and 
without precise definitions. This inconsistency reflects the conceptual 
complexity of the subject. There are multiple facets of jobs that can be 
considered, along with different levels of analysis of these jobs (macro or 
micro), and from different perspectives (governments, employers, and 
workers). In addition, objective and subjective criteria can be employed to 
evaluate a job, i.e. data on income levels, types of contract, or job tenure 
versus data on what workers think about their jobs or how they feel about 
their working environment. Thus, the definition of QoE and the selection of 
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indicators with which to measure it depends on the perspective adopted: the 
meaning attributed to the QoE will be different based on whether it is viewed 
from the standpoint of individual workers, families, employers, or from a 
societal or policy-making perspective.  

Finally, most job quality measures have been conceptualised and 
developed for industrialised countries, which do not have the same 
characteristics as the highly segmented dual labour markets of developing 
countries (see, for example, Cárdenas et al. 2102 and Posso, 2010). 
Developing indicators suitable for Latin America must, however, consider not 
only data limitations but also differing local regulatory frameworks, a culture 
of informality and regulatory incompliance, as well as relatively more 
confrontational labour relations. These challenges partly explain why the 
institutional initiatives taken by the ILO and the EU have not been taken up by 
policymakers in developing countries although many governments now 
appreciate the economic and social problems associated with poor quality 
jobs. 

 

2.1. The use of the Capabilities Approach to understand and measure the QoE 

To shed of light on the limitations presented above, this section briefly 
proposes an alternative theoretical framework based on Amartya Sen's 
capability approach. The starting point of Sen's (1999) ideas is the 
insufficiency of the basic needs satisfaction approach to achieve well-being. 
He argues that access to goods and services do not ensure the actual 
achievement of the desired well-being levels because the latter is determined 
by how people use these commodities. Thus, it is necessary to consider 
people's capacity and freedom to make use of wealth in ways that could 
contribute to their chosen lifestyle.  

Under these general ideas, Sen's notions of capabilities and functionings 
are vital to regaining freedom centrality in the achievement of well-being. 
The author defines functionings as the ways of being and doing that a person 
has and values, while a person's capability refers to a combination of 
functionings that he or she can achieve, and that reflects their freedom to 
choose a particular lifestyle. Thus, wealth, or employment quality, for 
instance, can be evaluated as a means for enhancing people's lives only if they 
are capable of generating capabilities and functionings for individuals. An 
example of wealth failure to ensure well-being is the existence of the 
‘working poor'. In this particular case, the presence of a income from labour 
does not preclude the experience of poverty. 

The question of how to operationalise the capabilities approach as a 
useful policy-making tool has mostly remained open (Alkire, 2008). The 
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problem of defining which capabilities are essential to achieving a just society 
hinges on Sen's idea that each nation must determine these. He therefore 
provides no real guidance on the minimum set of necessary capabilities, 
unlike Martha Nussbaum (2003).  

From the feminist perspective, Martha Nussbaum (2003) argues that a 
core list of capabilities should be defined if sex equality, and moreover, social 
justice, is to be achieved. Following a universal approach, she understands 
human capabilities as political tools and argues that efforts to develop a list 
of central human capabilities should be undertaken to pursue a just society, 
where necessary levels of capabilities could be granted to citizens (Nussbaum, 
2001). Also, to have a list of central capabilities enables policy-makers and 
researchers to compare well-being results at the individual, groups and 
national level. At the same time, she maintains that this perspective relies on 
the idea that each set of capabilities is essential and that nations should 
promote them. This core list may play a valuable role in this endeavour. 
Nussbaum's list encompasses ten capabilities that refer to different human life 
aspects. This list includes life itself, to be able to have good health (bodily 
health), to be able to move freely and securely (bodily integrity), to be able 
to use our senses and imagination, to think and reason (sense, imagination, 
and thought), and other capabilities linked to social interaction, emotions and 
play, among others (Nussbaum, 2003). This list of central capabilities is used 
as a basis for defining variables that act as proxies of these concepts, as it is 
more plausible to measure functionings than capabilities (Alkire S., et al., 
2015) 

The discussion of the application of the capability approach to the 
labour market had also led to a set of capabilities reflected in specific 
variables. Following Sehnbruch (2006) and her discussion of the application of 
the capability approach to the labour market proposes considering qualitative 
dimensions of employment rather than earnings and income. The reason for 
looking into the quality aspects of employment is that these characteristics 
can better describe the functioning and capabilities available to the 
individual. Some of the dimensions observed under this proposed approach 
overlap with those considered by the occupational literature and international 
organisations reviewed in the previous section.  

The first aspect considers the role of the stability of employment, 
where high turnover reflects a higher risk of unemployment and the 
concomitant loss of income (Sehnbruch, 2006). Low employment tenure, 
measured as the number of years that an individual has held a particular job, 
and the presence of unemployment risk contribute to fear of losing one's 
career. It also jeopardises the possibility of developing one's own life project 



MEASURING THE QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT (QoE) IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL APPROACH 
 

	 8	

without fear and anxiety, and of having control over one’s physical 
environment (Nussbaum, 2003). 

Another significant aspect related to these capabilities is the worker’s 
security at work, which includes being protected in case of a future adverse 
event, including unemployment, retirement, disability, or a health problem. 
In this line, social security is a vital dimension for the provision of income in 
times of adversity or retirement. In addition, the type of contract contributes 
to a workers' legal protection. Thus, a worker with a formal written contract 
can expect to be more protected if he or she experiences an adverse event, 
including being entitled to receiving severance pay compensation if made 
redundant.  

Third, for Sehnbruch (2006) income is also considered an essential 
feature of a job, but only if it refers to something else that enables a person 
to achieve their life project, such as, for instance, the acquisition of a set of 
goods that allow them to be well nourished and support a family.  

Finally, borrowing from Nussbaum's (2001) propositions, this paper 
recognises the importance of bodily health and bodily integrity for ensuring 
good quality employment. According to the author, bodily health capability 
associates with being able to have good health. Health status at work depends 
on the labour demands that a worker has to face, such as long shifts, 
extended hours of work, intense working pace and posture related risk, among 
others. Moreover, excessive working hours reduce the workers' ability to 
develop a life project beyond the workplace and has been demonstrated to 
have detrimental results on health (Harrington, 2001). On the other hand, the 
capability of bodily integrity is related to "being able to move freely from 
place to place; having one's bodily boundaries treated as sovereign" 
(Nussbaum, 2001: 78). The bodily integrity capability links to being secure 
against assault, violence and sexual assault. These aspects are part of some 
labour surveys as questions on harassment and sexual abuse in the workplace. 
This dimension is crucial in accounting for women's experience of employment 
conditions.  

Based on this approach this document aims to develop and empirically 
test an international measure of the QoE in developing countries. The primary 
objective of this research is to go beyond traditional indicators of labour 
market performance (e.g. unemployment rate and wage levels) towards an 
analysis that considers human capabilities. The reason for exploring the 
relevance of non-traditional dimensions of employment is the limited scope 
that labour demand and pecuniary variables offer to assess the complexity of 
labour market dynamics accurately. These variables do not consider how 
higher income (or employment rates, etc.) can help acquire capabilities that 
promote workers' human development (Sehnbruch, 2006). Sen's capability 
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approach distinguishes itself from utilitarian perspectives. Therefore, it is 
deemed a superior framework for developing an effective policy-making tool 
that can assess a critical dimension of human development, such as the QoE. 
In addition, the experiences of international institutions in defining the QoE 
detailed above also inform this work.   

The QoE from a capability perspective encompasses the dimensions of 
quality of income, stability, security and employment conditions. The aspects 
considered in this are based on the different dimensions considered by the 
academic literature as well as on data available from the Central American 
labour survey. The dimensions selected are vital to generating human 
capabilities. The next section details the data set and countries selected, the 
index structure and the chosen dimensions. 

 

3. The Multidimensional QoE Index (QoE) for Central America 

  The Alkire and Foster's index puts forward a central premise, that is: 
poverty is multidimensional (Alkire S., et al., 2015). This premise has 
consequences for poverty alleviation policies because it implies that 
governments should look beyond indicators of absolute income levels and 
observe multiple dimensions. Multidimensional poverty measures can allow 
policy-makers to improve the allocation of resources in the fight against 
poverty. Similarly, the Multidimensional QoE Index builds on the Alkire and 
Foster (2011) Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) structure. The index 
replicates the MPI structure and methodology to provide a more detailed 
picture of what constitutes QoE in Central America that goes beyond labour 
income.  

Following the methodology of the MPI, this index has the same 
theoretical foundations and methodological properties. Thus, this paper 
calculates the headcount ratio that identifies people deprived in terms of 
their QoE (H), and the adjusted measure of deprivation intensity (M0). The 
index therefore comprises employment related dimensions, indicators, and 
weights to account for the studied phenomena. These components follow the 
theoretical approach detailed in the second section of this article and a 
feasibility criterion. 

 

3.1 The QoE index methodology: An adaptation of the Multidimensional 
Poverty Index. 

Following the MPI index, the QoE index observes a number of d 
dimensions or attributes for n individuals that define a d x n matrix. Let xij 

denote the attributes presented by an individual i in each dimension j of the 
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QoE. Following Alkire and Foster (2011), it then defines a deprivation cut-off 
zj for each dimension j under consideration that sets the minimum attributes 
required for being considered as non-deprived in each QoE index dimension. 
Therefore, a person i is deprived in a dimension j if xij<zj and is not deprived 
if xij>zj. Based on this cutoff point defined by zj and applied to each individual 
i and dimension j in the d x n matrix, a deprivation matrix g0 can be 
generated that summarises each the deprivation of each individual i for any 
given dimension j. This matrix shows g0

ij= 1 values when xij<zj and g0
ij= 0 if 

not. In this matrix, different weights can be applied to each dimension, with 
the sum of these weights having to equal 1. These weights are assigned 
according to their importance within the QoE definition. 

Also following the MPI methodology, the QoE Index calculates both the 
headcount ratio that captures workers with a low QoE (H) and the adjusted 
measurement of the low QoE intensity (M0). The H measure derives from an 
identification function that summarises each person deprivations in a range of 
selected QoE dimensions and contrasts this score to a determined cut-off 
point k below which a person is considered to have low-quality employment. A 
counting vector computes a deprivation score that is the sum of the weighted 
number of deprivations suffered by an individual, denoted as cI. Next, this 
score is compared to the different thresholds k, below which a person is 
considered to have a low QoE if cI<k. Hence, the H measurement is the sum of 
the identified individuals having a low QoE (i.e. having at least k deprived 
dimensions) compared to the total population of workers under consideration. 

On the other hand, the M0 measurement is produced by an aggregation 
function that considers a given H and associates it with the average weighted 
deprivations suffered by n individuals in d dimensions across the g0 matrix. 
Hence, M0 summarises information about the occurrence and extent of low-
quality employment. In other words, it is the weighted sum of the fraction of 
the population in low-quality employment status. This measurement has the 
advantage of satisfying the dimensional monotonicity property. It is also 
decomposable into subgroups into each each dimension and indicator that 
contribute to the overall QoE result (Alkire & Foster, 2011). The 
decomposability property allows us to know which group has higher rates of 
low QoE and which score of employment characteristics contributes more to 
obtaining this result. This property can be useful in defining policy priorities 
for improving employment conditions. 

 

3.2. Dataset  

To estimate the QoE levels in Central America, this analysis uses data 
from the Encuesta Centroamericana sobre Condiciones de Trabajo y Salud 
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(Central American Health and Working Conditions Survey, or ECCTS from its 
Spanish acronym). The ECCTS is a cross-sectional labour and health conditions 
survey applied in 2011 in six Spanish speaking countries in Central America, 
namely, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, and 
Panama. This survey comprises information on workers aged 18 or more in the 
formal or informal economy and across all economic sectors. The survey 
questionnaire was designed based on the European Working Conditions Survey, 
along with the ILO Manual of Occupational Injury Statistics and the 12-item 
General Health Questionnaire (Benavides, et al., 2014).  

The survey's sample encompasses 12,024 cases that are distributed 
equally among these six countries (2,004 each). The sample was randomly 
selected based on information from the last census available in each country 
(or electoral registers if the census was unavailable), by using a two-step 
stratified sampling method. The resulting sampling is representative at 
national and regional levels, and weights were applied to correct differences 
between the sample and the population (Benavides, et al., 2014). Also, the 
survey was designed to measure labour conditions experienced by workers at 
the individual level, which is a valued property when using multidimensional 
measurements (Alkire S., et al., 2015). Finally, an essential characteristic of 
this survey is that it covered a broad range of topics and applied the same 
questionnaire in the six countries with very few context related changes. The 
use of a single questionnaire implies that there is no need to harmonise the 
selected variables across countries. The primary challenge is then to 
understand the local context and labour market institutions to interpret the 
results correctly.  

Still, the ECCTS survey presents certain limitations for measuring the 
QoE. The survey focuses on security and health conditions of workers in each 
Central American country, dismissing other relevant dimensions and variables, 
such as, employment prospects or skills. Thus, even though the ECCTS 
incorporates a significant set of the 5th and 6th EWCS questionnaires and 
some of the OECD measures, it is impossible to replicate the job quality 
measures of Eurofound and the OECD discussed above. For instance, many 
variables that compose the EWCS's intrinsic job quality dimension, such as 
skills and social support indicators, are not part of the survey questionnaire. 
Also, the survey has little information regarding resources available at the 
workplace defined in the OECD methodology, such as management practices 
and learning opportunities. An additional challenge is fact that self-employed 
workers did not respond to all questions. For instance, the ECCTS asks about 
the availability of vocational training, which is a valuable input for workers' 
capabilities, but less than the 40% of the sample answers this question. From 
the 12,024 cases in the Central American dataset, only 4.529 cases record an 
answer other than not applicable (7,302 cases) or missing values (193 cases). 
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To measure these dimensions in a way that could include the experience of 
independent and informal workers is vital in the context of developing 
countries, where a significant proportion of workers do no work in a formal 
setting. 

Despite these limitations, the ECCTS represents a unique source of 
information for a comparative analysis of the QoE in the six selected 
countries, because it is nationally representative, has a precise unit of 
identification and uses a single questionnaire with a rich set of variables. 
Under the light of the survey advantages and limitations, the next section 
details the selected index dimensions. 

 

3.3. Dimensions and Indicators. 

The QoE index described intends to use the available information in the 
ECCTS survey, resulting in an index composed of four dimensions and nine 
indicators. The dimensions constructed were the quality of labour earnings, 
employment stability, employment security and employment conditions. As 
discussed before, most of the literature and the international experience 
consider essential the selected dimensions for understanding the QoE 
situation (See: Eurofound, 2012; OECD, 2014; OECD, 2015). Moreover, these 
dimensions can adequately reflect the capability approach reviewed above. 
Even though these dimensions are not exhaustive because of data constraints, 
they serve as an illustration of workers' achievements in fundamental labour 
conditions dimensions.  

A more accurate QoE index should include other dimensions and 
indicators from Nussbaum and Sen's capability discussion and the EWCS and 
OECD methodology. Especially valuable would be to incorporate the OECD's 
dimension on unemployment risk and protection, along with some 
measurement of labour income inequality. Also, it would be of significant 
advantage to integrate indicators that could account for additional labour 
conditions at the workplace, such as training availability, the quality of 
workplace relationships and the presence of intimidation at the workplace, 
among others, reflecting more accurately the concept of bodily integrity. 
Although this work intended to measure these dimensions, it ultimately had to 
accept data limitations and construct a QoE index based on data availability, 
as illustrated by Table 1. 
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Table 1: QoE Index dimensions, indicators and weights. 

Dimension and Indicators (weights %) Deprivation Cut-off:  

Quality of Labour Income (25%)   

         Low income compared to Six  Income is lower than 6 times the national Basic Food  

Baskets (monthly calculations based on ECLAC 
dataset) 

         basic food baskets (25%) 

Employment Stability (25%)   

        Tenure (12,5%) Less than 36 months in the current employment 

        Unemployment (12,5%) Having been unemployed in the previous 12 months 

Enployment Security (25%)   

         Social Security (12,5%) No affiliation to a social security system 

         Occupational Status (12,5%) Self-employed (non-professional) or employed with 
no contract 

Employment Conditions (25%)  

         Excessive Working Hours (6,25%) More than 48 hours per work week 

         High Work intensity (6,25%) Frequently experiencing at least two labour demands 
in the following aspects: 1) working at very high 
speed, 2) working to tight deadlines more than half 
of the workday or 3) not having enough time to finish 
tasks 

        High Posture Related Risk (6,25%) Experiencing at least two labour demands for more 
than half of the workday in the following aspects: 
1)working in a tiring and painful positions 2) carrying 
or moving heavy loads or 3) performing repetitive 
movements 

        High Physical Risk (6,25%) Experiencing at least one labour demand related to 
the working environment for more than half of the 
workday in the following aspects: 1) being exposed to 
high noise or 2) being exposed to extreme 
temperatures 

 

Quality of Labour Income 

The first dimension refers to the quality of earnings. This dimension 
moves beyond the idea of minimum income levels and includes a labour 
income threshold that can maximise the probabilities of developing a life 
project that includes having a family. This life project includes being well 
nourished, having adequate shelter, but also being able to do more than just 
subsisting, such as engaging in critical reflection about the planning of one’s 
life (Nussbaum, 2003). Therefore, the primary intention of the threshold 
chosen for this dimension was to move beyond basic poverty measure of two 
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food baskets per person. Also, this threshold considers that around 87% of the 
sampled workers have at least one dependant, with a median of 2 dependents 
per worker. Then, if we consider a minimum of one dependant per worker, 
the worker and the dependant would need at least four basic need baskets to 
avoid falling into poverty. However, this threshold would no guarantee the 
possibility to endorse one’s capabilities. Subsequently, the threshold chose is 
six times the national basic food basket in the year 2011, based on the idea 
that going beyond the minimum to subsist allows individuals to choose 
between different functionings according to the life plan they want to pursue. 

The value of the six national basic food baskets was expressed in the 
country's currency and extracted from the data estimated by the Economic 
Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (2016). When this 
information was unavailable for the survey year, we used data from the 
closest year available or information coming from the national statistics 
department. This case happened only in the case of Guatemala.  

Several alternative income measures and different cut-off points were 
tested for this paper. Based on the OECD's (2014) relative poverty measure, a 
relative labour income indicator that could complement the information 
coming from the absolute income measurement was tested. This indicator 
considered 60% of the median labour income as a deprivation threshold, 
following the idea that an individual's utility depends on both its income and 
the income of others (Duesenberry, 1949). Nonetheless, the indicator was not 
appropriate for the developing countries studied as high inequality levels lead 
to very low deprivation levels and buys the results (See Appendix A).  

Legal minimum wages were also used as alternative cutoffs to define 
the selected indicator threshold, but this threshold resulted in very high 
deprivations rates. This result can be attributed to the fact that most Central 
American countries have very large informal sectors, where minimum wage 
legislation is not applicable. Finally, robustness testing was undertaken for 
four, six and eight basic food basket per worker in the year 2011. The ranking 
groups were robust and stable to the different parameter values. These 
groups were composed of countries that had a better QoE index, such as 
Panama and Costa Rica, one composed by Nicaragua and El Salvador, which 
presented middle achievements, and a group with low results, composed by 
Honduras and Guatemala. All the previous results are detailed in Appendix A, 
section (i). 

 

Employment Stability 

The second dimension considers the importance of having a stable job 
with a low risk of unemployment. This dimension therefore encompasses two 
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indicators. First, a worker is deprived if s/he has worked for less than three 
years in his or her current job. The three years threshold was selected it 
allows workers to acquire necessary training and experience. 

The second indicator shows that a worker is deprived if s/he has been 
unemployed during the twelve months prior to the survey. This indicator 
reflects the employment volatility, or how high the risk of falling into 
unemployment is, but not unemployment itself. The unemployment spell 
previous to the actual employment recorded on this survey encompasses 
periods of short-term unemployment (0 to 3 months) and longer 
unemployment spells (3 to 6 month, 6 to 9 months and 9 months to a year). 
However, most of the people have been unemployed for less than nine months 
(See Appendix A, section ii). Thus, the cutoff point selected distinguishes 
between workers employed continuously during the year prior to the survey 
and those who experienced one or more period of unemployment.  

 

Employment Security 

A third dimension relates to how a worker is able to overcome shocks. 
The first indicator considered in this dimension therefore considers affiliation 
to a pension system, which ensures income during retirement. A worker is 
considered deprived in this indicator if he or she is not affiliated to a pension 
system. Ideally, the survey should have asked about whether workers are 
contributing to a pension system at the time of the survey, but this question 
was not included in the survey questionnaires. The limitation of using 
affiliation as an indicator is that being affiliated with the system does not 
ensure regular contributions, which will then lead to adequate levels of 
pensions. This is an example of where data limitations restrict the dimensions 
we can include in this index.   

 The second indicator in this dimension considers the occupational 
status of a worker, and considers those workers is deprived who do not have 
formal written contracts always self-employed without a professional 
qualification. These workers are considered to have less secure jobs as they 
are not covered by any legal statutes or employment protection legislation in 
case of a work-related conflict or redundancy.  

 

Employment Conditions 

Finally, the fourth dimension of this index reflects the quality of the 
working environment, as defined in the OECD methodology, and underpinned 
by Nussbaum's concept of bodily well-being. Following this approach, 



MEASURING THE QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT (QoE) IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL APPROACH 
 

	 16	

indicators such as work pace and hours of work were considered, along with 
actual health risk at the workplace. 

The presence of extensive working hours reduces the spare time spent 
at home or in other activities that could contribute to personal freedoms 
related to self-realisation. Excessive working hours are also considered a 
significant stress factor by the occupational health literature and source of 
work-life imbalance (Harrington, 2010; Lawton & Tulkin, 2010) Therefore, 
workers who spend more than 48 hours per week at work, were considered as 
deprived in that they were experiencing excessive workloads, following the 
cut-off point recommended by the ILO (2013). Also, the working time 
distribution and a worker's capacity to organise working time is relevant. 
Following the OECD concept and threshold of labour demands, a worker who 
experiences at least two labour demands in this aspect were considered 
deprived. The labour demands considered by this indicator are: 1) Working at 
very high speed, 2) working to tight deadlines more than half of the workday 
and/or 3) not having enough time to finish tasks. 

With the intention of incorporating capabilities generated by bodily 
health, this indicator also includes two variables related to health risk at the 
workplace, such as working in a tiring and painful position, carrying or moving 
heavy loads and/or performing repetitive movements. The cutoff line of this 
indicator requires a worker to experience at least two of these labour 
demands. 

The final indicator in this dimension considers a worker to be deprived 
if he or she experiences labour demands related to the working environment 
for more than half of the workday in at least one of the following aspects: 
being exposed to high noise or being exposed to extreme temperatures. On 
this indicator, the cutoff was set at one labour demand. 

 

3.4. Weighting Structure, Cut-offs and robustness. 

The weighting structure of multidimensional indices generates much 
debate because assigning weights to different dimensions implies valuing their 
importance in achieving general well-being. Therefore, is crucial to submit 
the debate on weighting selections to public discussion (Alkire & Foster, 2011; 
Foster & Sen, 1997). Indices should also be robust to different weights 
structures (Alkire, Santos, Seth, & Yalonetzky, 2010). On the processes of 
selecting weights, different perspectives can be found in the literature. It 
possible to choose a structure based on normative, empirical or an equal 
weighting criterion (Belhadj, 2012; Decancq & Lugo, 2013).  

In this paper we use an equal weighting structure to assign equal 
importance to the quality of labour income, employment stability, 
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employment security and employment conditions, with each dimension 
weighing ¼ each. Even though the Index uses the weighting structure 
described in Table 1, alternatives weighting structures were tested. (See 
results presented in Appendix B.) 

Regarding the QoE cutoff line, this is the number of dimensions in 
which a worker is considered to be deprived; following Alkire and Foster's 
(2011) discussion of the union and intersection approach, three different 
approaches to cutoff lines exist: the first refers to the percentage of 
individuals who are deprived in at least one dimension of the QoE-CA index, 
which is in harmony with the union approach. The union approach identifies a 
person as being poor if there is at least one dimension in which he or she is 
deprived. This approach is based on the idea that the lack of one deprivation 
is sufficient to make a person poor. If this approach is applied to the 
measurement of the QoE, it would mean that a person deprived in one 
dimension does not have good QoE. 

Nonetheless, this paper focus is on recognising those who have a low 
QoE index result. Therefore, this method does not suit our research purpose. 
Additionally, the union approach had been criticised for not enabling 
policymakers to prioritise their efforts to reach the most deprived population. 

On the other hand, the intersection approach considers a person to be 
poor if they are deprived in all the dimensions under consideration, which is a 
very demanding criterion and generates very low rates of deprivation. This 
approach would be correct for if the proposed index measured only extremely 
poor-quality jobs, which is not the objective of this paper.  

Instead, this study presents a more nuanced understanding of the QoE: 
therefore, it uses a dual approach as defined by Alkire and Foster (2011), 
which means that it considers a worker to be deprived if k=/>0.5. This means 
that a worker must be deprived in at least two dimensions or in a number of 
indicators, which add up to 0.5 in terms of their weights. 

 

4. The Multidimensional Analysis of the QoE Indicator: Calculations and 
Results 

4.1. Deprivations rates by each indicator 

Table 2 presents the uncensored headcount ratios in each of the nine 
indicators that compose the QoE index for the six countries considered in this 
study. It shows the proportion of people deprived in each indicator, which 
amounts to a dashboard that shows the achievement of each country. 
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Table 2: Uncensored Headcount Ratio by indicator of the QoE Index with k=0.5. 

Dimension and Indicators 
Costa 
Rica Panamá 

El 
Salvador Nicaragua Honduras 

Guatemal
a Avg. 

Quality of Labour Income   45.8 31.3 66.1 73.9 75.1 72.5 60.8 

Employment Stability                 

Tenure    37.0 34.3 22.1 31.4 22.8 28.6 29.4 

Incidence of Unemployment 9.8 10.2 6.6 15.6 7.7 10.0 10.0 

Employment Security                 

Occupational Status 26.1 13.6 43.8 21.2 46.9 49.7 33.5 

Social Security Affiliation 35.8 42.3 77.8 71.8 88.1 85.1 66.8 

Employment Conditions                 

Excessive Working Hours 39.9 30.6 31.3 33.9 37.7 42.1 35.9 

High Work Intensity 59.8 42.3 44.9 63.1 61.0 40.4 51.9 

High Posture Related Risk 9.4 5.1 9.6 5.5 13.0 16.3 9.8 

High Enviromental Physical 
Risk 12.5 6.2 19.6 10.5 12.7 14.0 12.6 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

The data show that the dimensions which present the highest levels of 
deprivation are those related to income and social security affiliation. The 
social security indicator presents an average rate of deprivation of 66.8% and 
exceed a rate of 70% of the total labour force in four out of the six countries. 
Also, the deprivation levels in the income dimension are high and close to 70% 
in more than half of the countries studied. Being deprived in these indicators 
represents a very discouraging scenario. The lack of labour income entails a 
higher risk for the working population in developing countries, as these 
countries have incomplete welfare states to support individuals who 
experience adverse shocks. The high levels of deprivation in the social 
security affiliation indicator reflect this institutional void and lack of 
insurance for workers. By contrast, the lowest average deprivation rates are 
associated with high posture and environmental/physical risk as well as the 
incidence of unemployment, which reach approximately 10%. Altogether these 
trends indicate that in Central America the QoE is strongly marked by the lack 
of social protection and income, which can seriously stymie the capacity of 
individual workers to develop their capabilities.  

Even though these patterns present a coherent picture of the dynamics 
occurring in Central America, within each country interesting differences 
emerge. An in-depth look at each country's performance shows interesting 
results: for instance, in the case of Honduras and Guatemala, the tenure 
indicator is lower than the regional average, indicating low turnover. 



MEASURING THE QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT (QoE) IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL APPROACH 
 

	 19	

However, these countries have very high deprivation rates in their 
occupational status indicator. These results may seem counterintuitive, but 
makes sense if we take into account the fact that self-employed workers 
rarely become unemployed as they have no employer to make them 
redundant. In general, Latin American self-employed workers therefore have 
stable jobs, although their income levels may fluctuate significantly during 
economic downturns (Ramos et al., 2015).  

Also, the results suggest that some trade-off could exist between the 
component indicators of the QoE index. These trade-offs imply that we may 
be observing jobs with different combinations of deprivations. For instance, 
jobs in Honduras and Guatemala might be more stable, but workers have high 
levels of deprivation in the occupational status indicator. This situation 
contrasts with the one experienced by workers in Panamá and Costa Rica. 
Both countries present high job rotation rates, but low levels of deprivation in 
the dimension employment security. This result may be related to the fact 
that in poorer Central American countries, workers choose job stability over 
Social Security affiliation (i.e. formality). Another trade-off occurs between 
the quality of labour income and extended hours of work. In Central America, 
a worker may have a high wage but works for extended hours, under an 
uncertain occupational status or harsh working conditions, suggesting an 
earning compensation effect between these dimensions. These interpretations 
of the results presented above build upon the correlations between the 
different indicators of the QoE Index (See Appendix C: correlations by 
countries).  

The results in Table 2, however, merely present a dashboard of 
indicator results. They do not help with analysing the overall performance of 
countries in the region. For example, Honduras presents the highest levels of 
deprivation in the quality of income dimension and social security affiliation 
indicator. The country also presents the second-worst level of deprivation in 
the occupational status, high work intensity and posture related risk 
indicators. Following a similar pattern, Nicaragua presents high levels of 
deprivation in terms of unemployment incidents and high work intensity as 
well as in the quality of labour income dimension. However, based on these 
results, it is not possible to state which of these two countries ranks better or 
worse in general terms.  

This inability to come to more precise conclusions about country 
performance in terms of their QoE is a limitation that is common to dashboard 
indexes, as they do not provide any synthetic measurement that summarises 
these specific results. The resulting overall picture is blurry, and does not 
allow policymakers to identify the most urgent deprivations that should be 
targeted by public policies. In addition, the dashboard presented above does 
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not allow for international comparisons. The uncensored headcount ratio 
indicators presented above therefore illustrate the need for elaborating 
aggregated measures that can overcome these drawbacks. 

 

4.2. Multidimensional results: H and M0 measures of the QoE Index  

 The proposed QoE Index introduces different measures and properties 
that are useful for international comparisons, elaborating policy-relevant 
results and understanding the trade-off between indicators and dimensions. 
Table 3 presents the Multidimensional Head Ratio (H), the average deprivation 
shares among the people with a low QoE or intensity (A) and the Adjusted 
Headcount Ratio (M0) for the constructed QoE index in the six countries 
considered in the ECCTS survey in 2011, at k=0.5. 

 

Table 3: Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (H), Adjusted Multidimensional 
Headcount Ratio (M0) and the Intensity (A) of the QoE Index for Central America in 
2011, by k=0.5. 

k=0.5 Average 
Costa 
Rica 

Panamá 
El 

Salvador 
Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala 

H 0.43 0.26 0.19 0.50 0.44 0.58 0.59 

A 0.59 0.60 0.59 0.59 0.60 0.60 0.59 

Mo 0.25 0.16 0.11 0.29 0.26 0.34 0.35 

S.E. M0 n.a. 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

S.E. H n.a. 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

These results suggest that the QoE varies substantially among the 
Central American countries under consideration. Regarding the 0.5 cut-off 
point, the H measure shows that Guatemala and Honduras have poorer 
results, with almost 60% of their population deprived in at least two 
dimensions. Generally speaking, Nicaragua and El Salvador presents similar 
but slightly lower levels of deprivation. Costa Rica and Panama, on the other 
hand, showed deprivation levels of only 26% and 19% respectively. These 
results define three pairs of countries according to their results on the QoE 
Index. One of higher performance regarding the QoE, composed by Panamá 
and Costa Rica, the second one of middle achievement, including El Salvador 
and Nicaragua, and a third pair of low performance countries, comprised of 
Honduras and Guatemala. These three pairs are robust to standard errors and 
different parameter estimations (See Appendix C: Robustness Tests).  
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In sharp contrast to the differences between countries presented by the 
H ratio, the intensity of low QoE is similar in all countries, which means that 
the average deprivation among those with low QoE is around 60% in all 
countries, at k=0.5. This finding suggests that notwithstanding the differences 
between Central American countries there are regional similarities in the 
structure of their labour markets.   

The adjusted headcount ratio (M0) results augment the information 
coming from the H measurement by considering the joint distribution of 
achievements.  

In Table 3, the average deprivation shares among those who have at 
least two deprived dimensions in Central America is 0.25. The adjusted rate 
of deprivations is greater in Guatemala (0.35) and Honduras (0.34) compared 
to the rest of the countries in the region and lower for Panama (0.11) and 
Costa Rica (0.16). Again, El Salvador (0.29) and Nicaragua (0.26) fall in the 
middle distribution of performance. Differences are significant, except for 
Guatemala and Honduras, being able to state that these countries have 
almost similar levels of M0.  

Figure 1 depicts the relationship between the Headcount ratio (H) and 
the Intensity (A) of the deprivation described above. The labour force of each 
country this figure is represented by a bubble that represents the size of its 
labour force (aged 15 to 65), which contributes to understanding the scale of 
the deprivation in the region. The graph below shows that even though the six 
Central American countries hold similar values for the A measurement, the 
proportion of deprivations vary greatly. 
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Figure 1: The Headcount Ratio (H) and Intensity (A) of the deprivation and 
country population size, at k=0.5. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

 When looking at the M0 results in contrast with other labour market 
indicators, it is possible to understand the qualitative attributes of 
employment along with its quantitative ones. For instance, Figure 2 shows the 
low multidimensional QoE (M0) and the employment rate for the six countries 
under consideration. All countries present similar unemployment rates, 
ranging from 56% to 59%, expect from Nicaragua (71%) and Honduras (50%). 
However, they have a different level of employment quality and not a clear 
pattern can be discerned, only a slight negative relationship between higher 
quantity employment (employment rate) and levels of QoE (See Appendix B 
for more indices comparison). 
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Figure 2: TheAdjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0), employment rates 
and country population size, at k=0.5. 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

The multidimensional measurements introduced in this section allow 
for ranking countries according to their achievements on the QoE index. In 
this way, it is possible to establish international comparisons and to track 
changes in their ranking over time. Another advantage of these indicators is 
that the A measure shows the intensity of the deprivations, suggesting that 
suffering deprivation in more than one indicator is very likely in the Region. 
Besides, some compelling analyses emerge when comparing the QoE index 
results to other employment indicators. 
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4.3. Dimensions and Indicators contribution to the QoE Index results  

The measurements described above show a coherent comparative 
picture of QoE achievements in Central America. The results also for 
comparisons between countries that have a similar QoE structure and 
dynamics. Even though at a regional level there are some similarities, a more 
precise comparison can be established when looking at the pairs of countries 
that present similar QoE index results, as described above.  

Following Alkire and Foster (2011), this section presents the 
contribution of each dimension and indicator to the QoE index results by 
country. The decomposability of this index according to subgroups permits an 
analysis of how each dimension or indicator contributes to the overall index 
result (Alkire S., et al., 2015). When the contribution of a particular 
dimension or indicator is higher than its proportional weight, this suggests 
that this dimensional indicator contributes more significantly to overall 
deprivation levels.  

The dimensional decomposition of the QoE Index shows that the 
dimension of income is the greatest contributor to the results of the index, 
especially in the case of Nicaragua (Figure 3). The second most important 
dimension is employment security, which is driven by low rates of social 
security affiliation. By contrast, employment stability and conditions play a 
secondary role, meaning that QoE in Central America importantly relies on 
institutional disadvantages rather than the characteristics of work itself. The 
lack of income is especially significant in developing countries where welfare 
systems are patchy and do not cover people equally. Also, not having 
insurance for different events (e.g. unemployment, health problems or 
retirement) means that people are highly dependent on their own ability to 
generate continued resources through their labour. 
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Figure 3: Dimensional decomposition of the QoE Index by dimension, with k=0.5. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

 

Figure 3: Indicator decomposition of the QoE Index by indicator, with k=0.5. 
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This general analysis is interesting, but a more in-depth analysis is 
required when comparing countries that present a similar results on the H and 
M0 ratios. For instance, El Salvador and Nicaragua achieve relatively equal 



MEASURING THE QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT (QoE) IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL APPROACH 
 

	 26	

results overall, but the contributions of the indicators included in the index 
differ significantly. The security dimension is more important in El Salvador 
than in Nicaragua, particularly as the indicator of occupational status 
contributes more to the general result in the former than in the latter. 
Another difference emerges when comparing Costa Rica and Panama: social 
security deprivation contributes more to overall deprivation levels in Panama 
than in Costa Rica, implying that the former has a bigger problem with 
informality. 

Another advantage of the QoE Index is that it allows for understanding 
how different groups of workers experience deprivations. Table 4 shows QoE 
Index results by gender, age group and educational level. M0 and H ratios 
show that women are more deprived than men in all counties. However, men 
seem to suffer from higher average deprivations than women, meaning that 
when they are deprived they are more deprived than women. To understand 
these results, it is necessary to look more closely into the types of jobs men 
do, which have higher rates of unsafe employment conditions than the jobs 
held by women (Figure 4).  

Table 4 also categorises workers into three age groups, ranging from 18 
to 33 years, 34 to 49 years and 50 to 65 years. Younger workers consistently 
suffer higher deprivation rates than older workers, and generally also 
experience higher deprivation intensities (A). El Salvador is the only exception 
to this trend. Similar trends can be observed when employers are categorised 
according to their level of educational attainment. Workers with lower 
educational levels always ranks worst on both H and M0 ratios, compared to 
the two other groups of workers (secondary studies and university or higher 
studies). The intensity of deprivation on the QoE Index, however, varies 
between countries. In the case of El Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala, it 
coincides with the primary studies groups. However, it is higher for the 
secondary studies group in Costa Rica, Panamá and Nicaragua. This trend may 
reflect the case in which more flexible markets cannot guarantee stable and 
secure jobs to educated workers, in a highly fluid market. 
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Table 4: Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (H), Adjusted Multidimensional 
Headcount Ratio (M0) and the Intensity (A) for the QoE Index by gender, age group 
and educational level, at k=0.5. 

k=0.5 Costa Rica Panamá El Salvador Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala 

Female 

H 0.29 0.23 0.58 0.47 0.59 0.61 

A 0.42 0.38 0.41 0.49 0.43 0.37 

M0 0.18 0.14 0.34 0.29 0.36 0.37 

Male 

H 0.24 0.17 0.45 0.41 0.57 0.58 

A 0.58 0.62 0.59 0.51 0.57 0.63 

M0 0.14 0.10 0.26 0.24 0.33 0.34 

18-33 

H 0.31 0.23 0.54 0.49 0.59 0.61 

A 0.43 0.43 0.38 0.48 0.45 0.50 

M0 0.19 0.14 0.33 0.30 0.36 0.37 

34-49 

H 0.23 0.13 0.48 0.40 0.55 0.58 

A 0.39 0.41 0.39 0.36 0.34 0.34 

M0 0.13 0.08 0.28 0.23 0.32 0.33 

50-65 

H 0.21 0.25 0.47 0.39 0.59 0.57 

A 0.18 0.17 0.23 0.16 0.20 0.17 

M0 0.13 0.14 0.27 0.23 0.36 0.33 

University 
studies or 

higher 

H 0.07 0.06 0.15 0.24 0.25 0.18 

A 0.14 0.23 0.10 0.20 0.06 0.05 

M0 0.04 0.04 0.09 0.15 0.15 0.10 

Secondary 
studies 

H 0.25 0.21 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.55 

A 0.46 0.67 0.43 0.42 0.33 0.38 

M0 0.15 0.12 0.27 0.29 0.29 0.34 

Primary 
studies or 

less 

H 0.34 0.35 0.62 0.50 0.66 0.66 

A 0.40 0.10 0.47 0.38 0.61 0.58 

M0 0.20 0.20 0.36 0.30 0.39 0.38 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

Furthermore, the contributions of each index dimension can also be 
compared by subgroups of workers. For instance, while we know that overall 
women suffer higher levels of deprivation in terms of their M0 score, the 
contribution made by the dimension employment stability is generally higher 
for women than for men, while in the dimension of employment security, 
results are more mixed (Figure 4). It is also interesting to note that men and 
women suffer similar levels of deprivation in the dimension of income, while 
men seem more deprived in the dimension of employment conditions.  
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Figure 4: Dimensional decomposition of the QoE Index by gender, at k=0.5. 

41% 40% 42% 41% 42% 42% 40% 42% 41% 42% 40% 41%

18% 17%
20% 16% 9% 8%

19% 15%
11% 7% 14% 8%

28%
27%

28%
30% 38%

36%
26% 29% 34% 36%

34%
36%

13% 17%
10% 13% 11% 14% 14% 15% 14% 15% 12% 15%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male

Costa Rica Panama El Salvador Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala

Income Stability Security Employment Conditions

 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

  

It is possible to observe a similar pattern when looking into the 
compositions by age group (Figure 5), where income contributes in a 
prominent way to the results for all age groups, while the employment 
security dimension becomes more important with age.  

 

Figure 5: Dimensional decomposition of the QoE Index for Central America in 2011, 
by age group, at k=0.5. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

  

Finally, contributions of dimensions by educational levels show again 
very similar patterns across countries, where income is the most crucial 
dimension, and the employment security dimension seems more relevant to 
those with primary studies or lower. 
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Figure 6: Dimensional decomposition of the QoE Index for Central America in 2011, 
by educational level, at k=0.5. 
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6. Concluding remarks 

This paper uses the Alkire and Foster methodology for calculating a 
multidimensional index of the QoE. This index is based on the capability 
approach and considers objective dimensions of the QoE as well as previous 
attempts made by international institutions to conceptualise and estimate the 
qualitative dimensions of employment. The dimensions selected were 
considered to be relevant to the general discussion of the QoE while also 
being firmly grounded in the capabilities approach so as to provide a coherent 
framework for this index, which studies the QoE in the six Central American 
countries in 2011. The results show different levels of QoE among these 
countries, with Guatemala and Honduras presenting poor results in the overall 
measurements of the index, El Salvador and Nicaragua in the middle range of 
achievement, and Panama and Costa Rica obtaining better results. The 
aggregated measures of the Index allow for the construction of a country 
ranking based on their M0 outcomes. This opportunity to produce 
internationally comparable results across a range of developing countries with 
differing levels of development constitutes a significant contribution to the 
existing literature on the quality of employment and an advantage over other 
methodologies, such as dashboards indices.  

At the same time, the multidimensionality of the index constitutes an 
opportunity to look in-depth at how countries achieve different levels of QoE, 
and at how different components of the indicator interact. The inclusion of 
different dimensions allowed us to look in detail at how the uncensored 
headcount ratio is vary in each indicator. For instance, even though Costa 
Rica and Panama had the lowest rates of low multidimensional QoE, they still 
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presented high rates of deprivations in some dimensions such as employment 
stability. Especially relevant are the results produced by job tenure in Costa 
Rica and Panamá.  

However, the main result produced by the QoE Index (H, A and M0) 
show a richer picture of labour dynamics in these countries. First, 
notwithstanding the previously stated differences, the Intensity (A) of the 
deprivations shows a common pattern among these countries, with very 
similar values. This similar intensity of deprivations means that workers who 
are QoE deprived have deficiencies across three quarters of the index' 
component indicators. Also, the dimensional contribution analysis shows a 
common pattern in all countries, which indicates that income from labour in 
the region is very deficient, followed by the employment security dimension. 
These findings contribute to understanding the region as a whole, which can 
help when identify and analyse common labour market problems and potential 
remedial policies. 

Another advantage of the methodology proposed is to allow policy-
makers to evaluate the importance of indicators not related to income among 
different groups of the labour force, which is essential for targeting policies 
appropriately at the most vulnerable.  Although income contributes 
importantly to the overall QoE, it is essential to note that around 60% of QoE 
deprivations result from dimensions other than income. Also, variations in the 
rankings and contributions following changes in k show that inequality 
profoundly influences these achievements. Thus, the general picture confirms 
the idea that the QoE is a multidimensional phenomenon. Thanks to the 
decomposability of the index, it was also possible to analyse its results 
according to different population subgroups. In general terms, women 
presented a more deprived situation than men, especially in El Salvador and 
Nicaragua. Also, the young, old and less educated workers had a lower QoE. 
Contributions of these group to the index results were also analysed, so a 
more detailed analysis can contribute to focusing on those workers who 
experience more deprivations.  

All in all, this paper makes several contributions to the existing 
literature. First, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to use 
a capability approach-based index that replicates Alkire and Foster 
methodology to measure the QoE in developing countries. The use of this 
unified theoretical approach and the selections of objective variables at the 
individual level helps to overcome some of the incongruences of previous 
attempts to measure the QoE. Second, the use of different variables rather 
than income augments the information available for a better-understanding of 
labour markets in Latin American and the Caribbean. This enhanced 
information is something that other indicators and measurements of the QoE 
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are not able to produce in Latin America, because their data requirements are 
too sophisticated. Third, the decomposability of this index into groups of 
individual workers allows for better policy targeting. Fourth, the indicator 
delivers a policy-relevant measurement, which relies on a synthetic 
measurement that is easy to communicate. 

However, this work serves as an empirical exercise, which fulfils its 
principal purpose of demonstrating that it is possible and useful to construct a 
QOE indicator using the Alkire Foster method. Further steps should be taken 
though to improve this index and make it more useful to policymakers. In 
particular, this requires Latin American countries to produce homogenous 
surveys of employment conditions, such as the European working conditions 
survey. While the ECCTS takes a significant initial step in this direction, the 
survey should be repeated regularly and its questions expanded to include all 
workers, especially the self-employed. Therefore, a substantial informational 
gap stills needs to be filled in developing countries, particularly if we aim to 
measure functionings and capabilities generated by employment. 
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Appendix A: Alternative cut-off points and 
indicators  

In this section, the different cutoff points and indicators tested for in 
the income and stability dimensions are summarised. The aim of this section 
is to provide information about alternative definitions of the Index parameters 
and inform with greater detail on the methodological and normative decisions 
made during this work. As stated before, the main goal of this paper is to test 
empirically an application of the Alkire and Foster (2011) methodology to the 
labour market to measure the quality of job. Therefore, the indicator 
selection included in the index is based on normative definitions that derive 
from the capability approach as well as data availability for cross-country 
comparisons. However, this selection can be adapted at the national level, 
choosing different dimensions, indicators and cutoff points based on the 
political and social discussion developed in each country.  

The different sections listed below present the various alternative 
indicators and cutoff points that were considered for each dimension. 

 

(i) Quality of Labour Income 

Two different indicators were tested. First, an absolute income 
indicator that measured the deprivation rate of workers based on a fixed 
labour income value and, second, a relative indicator that considered the 60% 
percent of the median. In addition, different cut-off points were tested. All 
the different thresholds values were summarised in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Quality of Labour Income cut-off point by country. 

Quality of Labour Income 
Indicators Cut-off point Costa Rica Panamá El Salvador Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala 

Relative Indicators Cut-off 
points             

60% of the median 150,000.0 270.0 120.0 1,800.0 2400.0 900.0 

Absolute Indicators Cut-off 
points             

Legal minimum wage* 228,057.6 432.0 182.6 2,004.8 3,280.2 1,808.3 

       Eight times the basic food  

basket 307,583.4 497.6 384.0 6,278.5 9,158.4 2,920.0 

       Six times the basic food 
basket 230,687.6 373.2 288.0 4,708.9 6,868.8 2,190.0 

       Four times the basic food  

basket 153,791.7 248.8 192.0 3,139.2 4,579.2 1,460.0 

Source: Own calculations based on Decreto No 36636-MOPT (Costa Rica), Decreto No 56 (El Salvador), 
Acuerdo Gubernativo No 388-2010 (Guatemala), Decreto nu ́m. 189 del 15 de julio de 1959 y Acuerdo No 
STSS-223-2011 (Honduras), Código del trabajo  Ley No. 185 y Acuerdo Ministerial JCHG-06-08-11 
(Nicaragua) , Decreto Ejecutivo No. 263 y Codigo del Trabajo (Panamá) and ECLAC Basic Food Basket 
dataset. 

              

Based on the results summarised in Table 6, the theoretical approach 
used and rank robustness test, the cutoff point selected was six times the 
national basic food basket on each country. 
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Table 6: Quality of Labour Income cut-off point uncensored Headcount ratio results. 

Quality of Labour 
Income cut-off point 
results Costa Rica Panamá El Salvador Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala 

Relative Indicators 
Cut-off points             

60% of the median 18,7 14,5 14,0 16,6 19,7 20,9 

Absolute Indicators 
Cut-off points             

Legal minimum wage  44,7 46,5 38,71 31,6 40,3 59,8 

       Eight times the 
basic  

food basket 72,6 56,8 84,4 89,0 88,7 84,6 

       Six times the basic  

food basket 45,8 31,3 66,1 73,9 75,1 72,5 

       Four times the 
basic  

food basket 22,5 11,4 39,4 53,7 52,9 45,2 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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(ii) Employment Stability 

Figure 7 Employment duration distribution in years by country. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Costa Rica

Panamá

El Salvador

Nicaragua

Honduras

Guatemala

Average

Menos de un año Desde 1 año y menos de 2 años Desde 2 años y menos de 3 años

Desde 3 años y menos de 4 años Desde 4 años y menos de 5 años Desde 5 años y menos de 6 años

Desde 6 años y menos de 7 años Desde 7 años y menos de 8 años Desde 8 años y menos de 9 años

Desde 9 años y menos de 10 años Desde 10 años y menos de 11 años Desde 11 años y menos de 12 años

Desde 12 años y menos de 13 años Desde 13 años y menos de 14 años Desde 14 años y menos de 15 años

15 años o más

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

 

Table 7 Mean, percentile 25 and median of employment duration in years by country. 

Statistics Costa Rica Panamá El Salvador Nicaragua Honduras Guatemala 

Mean  11,0 7,0 9,5 12,9 13,0 12,7 

p25 2,0 2,0 3,0 3,0 3,9 2,2 

p50 6,0 4,3 6,0 8,0 10,0 8,0 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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Appendix B: Quantity versus Quality 
 In this section other relationships are explored, which are presented in 
Figures 8, 9 and 10. 

 

Figure 8 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0), GDP per capita and 
country population size, at k=0.5. 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

Figure 9 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0), GDP and country 
population size, at k=0.5. 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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Figure 10 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0), Gini indicator and 
country population size, at k=0.5. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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Appendix C: Robustness Tests 
The QoE Index follows the weight structure described in Table 1, which 

gives an equal relative ¼ weight to each of the four dimensions. This 
weighting structure is nested, and the indicators weights are described in 
Table 1, ranging from 0.0625 to 0.25. This structure allows us to rank 
countries in the three subgroups discussed before: one of low achievement 
regarding the QoE, composed by Honduras and Guatemala, one of middle 
achievement, composed by El Salvador and Nicaragua, and a last of high 
performance, in which Panamá and Costa Rica are located. A robust and 
policy-relevant ordering is one that holds to different parameter 
specifications (Alkire et al., 2015). Then, this section estimates the QoE Index 
using five alternative weighting structures to test the rank robustness of the 
indicator. These alternative weighting structures applied are summarised in 
Table 8. 

 

Table 8 Robustness check alternative weighting structures 

Dimension and Indicators 
Equal 

weighting 

Income 
weighting 
prepon-
derance 

Stability 
weighting 
prepon-
derance 

Security 
weighting 
prepon-
derance 

Employment 
Conditions 
weighting 
prepon-
derance 

Quality of Labour Income 1/4 1/2 1/6 1/6 1/6 

Employment Stability 1/4 1/6 1/2 1/6 1/6 

      Tenure 1/8 1/12 1/4 1/12 1/12 

      Unemployment 1/8 1/12 1/4 1/12 1/12 

Employment Security 1/4 1/6 1/6 1/2 1/6 

Occupational Status 1/8 1/12 1/12 1/4 1/12 

Social Security 1/8 1/12 1/!2 1/4 1/12 

Employment conditions 1/4 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/2 

Excessive Working Hours 1/16 1/24 1/24 1/24 1/8  

High Work intensity 1/16 1/24 1/24 1/24 1/8 

High Posture Related Risk 1/16 1/24 1/24 1/24 1/8 

High Environmental 
Physical Risk 

1/16 1/24 1/24 1/24 1/8 

 

As discussed before, these weights were assigned based on normative 
decisions that follow the rationale of the capability approach. However, it is 
necessary to check the robustness of these selections, to see if results hold 
under different weighting structures. The results are presented below. 
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Figure 11 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0) using equal 
weighting structure, at k=0.1, k=0.2,k=0.3, k=0.4, k=0.5 and k=0.6. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

 

Figure 12 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0) using income 
preponderance weighting structure, at k=0.1, k=0.2,k=0.3, k=0.4, k=0.5 and k=0.6. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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Figure 13 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0) using stability 
preponderance weighting structure, at k=0.1, k=0.2,k=0.3, k=0.4, k=0.5 and k=0.6. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 

 

Figure 14 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0) using security 
preponderance weighting structure, at k=0.1, k=0.2,k=0.3, k=0.4, k=0.5 and k=0.6. 
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Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011. 
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Figure 15 The Adjusted Multidimensional Headcount Ratio (M0) using employment 
conditions preponderance weighting structure, at k=0.1, k=0.2,k=0.3, k=0.4, k=0.5 
and k=0.6. 
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Appendix D: correlations by countries 
Costa Rica 

Indicato
r 

SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_De
prived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_De
prived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_D
eprived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_De
prived 

0.0968 
(0.0006) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

0.0638 
(0.0230)   1.000             

OSD_De
prived 

0.1112 
(0.0001) 

-0.1228 
(0.0000) 

-0.0454 
(0.1064) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.2749 
(0.0000) 

0.0137 
(0.6263) 

0.0499 
(0.0756) 

 0.2885 
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

-0.0991 
(0.0004) 

-0.0796 
(0.0046) 

-0.0495 
(0.0783) 

0.0557 
(0.0475) 

0.0988 
(0.0004) 1.000 

   HWI2_D
eprived  

0.0547 
(0.0517) 

-0.0494 
(0.0789) 

-0.0664 
(0.0180) 

0.0882 
(0.0017) 

0.0081 
(0.7737) 

-0.0187 
(0.5049) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

-0.0067 
(0.8104) 

-0.0497 
(0.0767 

) 
0.0412 

(0.1424) 
-0.0490 

(0.0814) 
0.1169 

(0.0000) 
 0.1068 

(0.0001) 
-0.1172 

(0.0000) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.0501 
(0.0745) 

0.0224  
(0.4259) 

0.0218 
(0.4384) 

-0.0630 
(0.0250) 

-0.0213 
(0.4493) 

0.0500 
(0.0749) 

-0.0669 
(0.0172) 

0.2243 
(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  
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Panama 

Indicator 
SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_Dep
rived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_Dep
rived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_De
prived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_Dep
rived 

0.1327  
(0.0000) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

0.0844 
(0.0006) 

0.2417  
(0.0000) 1.000             

OSD_Dep
rived 

0.2625 
(0.0000) 

-0.0741 
(0.0025) 

-0.0155  
(0.5274) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.3684 
(0.0000) 

-0.0021 
(0.9324) 

0.0501 
(0.0412 ) 

0.4300 
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

0.0253 
(0.3022) 

-0.1517 
(0.0000) 

-0.0880 
(0.0003) 

0.1960 
(0.0000) 

0.1761  
(0.0000) 1.000       

HWI2_De
prived  

0.0667 
(0.0065) 

0.0178 
(0.4688 ) 

-0.0589 
(0.0162) 

0.0743 
(0.0024) 

 0.0947 
(0.0001) 

-0.0001 
(0.9953) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

-0.0435 
(0.0759) 

0.0004 
(0.9876 ) 

-0.0140 
(0.5684) 

-0.0164 
(0.5027) 

0.0286 
(0.2434) 

0.0491 
(0.0318) 

-0.1450 
(0.0000) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.0845  
(0.0006) 

0.0317 
(0.1959) 

0.0233  
(0.3413) 

-0.0014 
(0.9545) 

-0.0517  
(0.0349 

) 
0.0288 

(0.2402) 
-0.0260 

(0.2897) 
0.1028  

(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  
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El Salvador  

 

Indicator 
SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_Dep
rived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_Dep
rived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_De
prived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_Dep
rived 

0.0640  
(0.0052) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

 0.0163  
(0.4768) 

0.3065 
(0.0000) 1.000             

OSD_Dep
rived 

0.3757 
(0.0000) 

-0.0396 
(0.0836) 

-0.0637 
(0.0054) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.3945 
(0.0000) 

-0.0837 
(0.0002) 

-0.0200  
(0.3828) 

0.4574 
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

-0.0765  
(0.0008) 

0.0335 
(0.1437) 

-0.0206 
(0.3683) 

-0.0921 
(0.0001) 

0.0092 
(0.6876) 1.000       

HWI2_De
prived  

0.0914 
(0.0001) 

0.0047 
(0.8389) 

0.0367 
(0.1088) 

0.0265 
(0.2473) 

0.0965 
(0.0000) 

-0.1070 
(0.0000) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

0.0186 
(0.4170) 

-0.0656 
(0.0041) 

0.3065 
(0.0000) 

0.0756 
(0.0009) 

0.0448 
(0.0504) 

 0.0491 
(0.0318) 

-0.1314 
(0.0000) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.0562 
(0.0141) 

-0.0338 
(0.1398) 

0.0023 
(0.9205) 

-0.0603 
(0.0083) 

-0.0397 
(0.0826) 

 0.1204 
(0.0000) 

-0.2064 
(0.0000) 

0.3744  
(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  
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Nicaragua 

Indicator 
SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_Dep
rived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_Dep
rived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_De
prived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_Dep
rived 

 0.0581  
(0.0126) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

0.0608  
(0.0090) 

0.3389 
(0.0000) 1.000             

OSD_Dep
rived 

0.1404 
(0.0000) 

-0.0723 
(0.0019) 

-0.0107 
(0.6464) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.2388 
(0.0000) 

-0.1254 
(0.0000) 

-0.0469 
(0.0442) 

0.2849  
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

-0.0268 
(0.2498) 

0.0740 
(0.0015) 

0.0670 
(0.0040) 

0.0055 
(0.8125) 

0.0395 
(0.0897) 1.000       

HWI2_De
prived  

0.0460 
(0.0485) 

-0.0033 
(0.8875) 

-0.0963 
(0.0000) 

0.1356 
(0.0000) 

0.0625 
(0.0073) 

-0.0865 
(0.0002) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

-0.0201 
(0.3877) 

-0.0055 
(0.8139) 

 0.1495  
(0.0000) 

-0.0093 
(0.6898) 

0.0313 
(0.1789) 

0.0634 
(0.0065) 

-0.1207 
(0.0000) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.1235 
(0.0000) 

0.0783 
(0.0008) 

0.1382 
(0.0000) 

-0.0680 
(0.0035) 

-0.1348 
(0.0000) 

 0.0803 
(0.0006) 

-0.1847 
(0.0000) 

0.2351 
(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  
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Honduras 

Indicator 
SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_Dep
rived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_Dep
rived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_De
prived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_Dep
rived 

0.0401 
(0.0891) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

0.0313 
(0.1844) 

0.3118 
(0.0000) 1.000             

OSD_Dep
rived 

0.2390 
(0.0000) 

-0.1302 
(0.0000) 

-0.1138 
(0.0000) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.2446 
(0.0000) 

-0.0485 
(0.0394) 

-0.0544  
(0.0210) 

0.2732 
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

-0.0499 
(0.0340) 

0.1049 
(0.0000) 

0.0238 
(0.3131) 

0.0117 
(0.6199) 

-0.0203 
(0.3886) 1.000       

HWI2_De
prived  

0.1152 
(0.0000) 

-0.0076 
(0.7471) 

-0.0522 
(0.0266) 

0.1727 
(0.0002) 

0.0882 
(0.0002) 

-0.0174 
(0.4594) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

-0.0668 
(0.0045) 

-0.0764  
(0.0012) 

-0.0191 
(0.4180) 

-0.0525 
(0.0000) 

0.0572 
(0.0152) 

-0.1262 
(0.0000) 

-0.1358 
(0.0000) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.1734 
(0.0000) 

0.0102  
(0.6642) 

0.0100 
(0.6700) 

-0.0889 
(0.0002) 

-0.0688 
(0.0035) 

0.0243 
(0.3031) 

-0.1312 
(0.0000) 

0.1880  
(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  
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Guatemala 

Indicator 
SBLI_De
prived 

TEN_Dep
rived 

UNE_De
prived 

OSD_Dep
rived 

SS_Depri
ved 

WH_Dep
rived 

HWI2_De
prived  

HPR_De
prived 

EPR_Dep
rived  

SBLI_De
prived 1.000                 

TEN_Dep
rived 

-0.0075 
(0.7773) 1.000               

UNE_De
prived 

0.0027 
(0.9194) 

0.2900 
(0.0000) 1.000             

OSD_Dep
rived 

0.2086 
(0.0000) 

-0.1776  
(0.0000) 

-0.1203 
(0.0000) 1.000           

SS_Depri
ved 

0.2636 
(0.0000) 

-0.0920 
(0.0005) 

0.0127 
(0.6303) 

0.3371 
(0.0000) 1.000         

WH_Dep
rived 

-0.0188  
(0.4776) 

0.0317  
(0.2299) 

0.0033  
(0.8996) 

0.0356 
(0.1787 

) 
0.0469 

(0.0762) 1.000       

HWI2_De
prived  

0.0088 
(0.7389) 

0.0177 
(0.5027) 

-0.0383 
(0.1470) 

0.0353 
(0.1818) 

0.0330 
(0.2127) 

-0.0321 
(0.2252) 1.000     

HPR_De
prived 

0.1277 
(0.0000) 

-0.1154 
(0.0000) 

-0.0448 
(0.0898) 

0.0884 
(0.0008) 

0.1106 
(0.0000) 

-0.0699 
(0.0082) 

-0.0912 
(0.0005) 1.000   

EPR_Dep
rived  

-0.0352 
(0.1826) 

0.0819 
(0.0019) 

0.0540 
(0.0412) 

-0.1193  
(0.0000) 

-0.0162 
(0.5391) 

-0.0121 
(0.6486) 

-0.0401 
(0.1296) 

0.1091 
(0.0000) 1.000 

Source: Own calculations based on ECCTS survey data on 2011.  


