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Abstract

This paper utilizes new archival data from Portugalorder to provide additional
evidence on Latin inequality in the last five caidgs. We survey the evolution of wage
income and income inequality in Portugal from thiel h6" century to the early 30
century. By utilizing new income and wealth dataniran important historical university
city, Coimbra, we are able to calculate a plethairenequality measures across this large
period. This research also presents new evidenagornnal and real wages for a wide
variety of professional categories (including beitsl doctors, university professors, and
low skilled workers), as well as on the evolutioh veages ratios. We find that: a)
inequality started rising in the $Zentury and reached a peak in the laté déntury, b)
Inequality is mostly between classes, supportingtiexy evidence on this issue in other

countries, and ¢) Wage premiums rose in tHechtury.

JEL Classification: N13, D63



1. Introduction

Latin countries are perceived to be more unequal tither countries with similar
levels of income. In part, this view is explained turrent inequalities, since Latin
countries in Europe and in the Americas exhibiighér degree of inequality than other
countries (Lopez and Perry 2008). The work of Enger and Sokolof and their co-
authors (Engerman and Solkoloff 1997, Engerman,eHamd Solkoloff 2000) also
reiterates the idea that the degree of inequalias wlways much greater in Latin
American countries, partly due to land endowmenis,also due to social inequalities in
Latin societies. In contrast, recent work has satggethat our traditional view on Latin
inequality might not be completely true. Thus, Veithson (2009) and Milanovic, Lindert
and Williamson (2008) present new empirical eviderdmsed on social tables that
suggest that, until the T&entury, Latin inequality was not higher than they parts of
the world, and that, in fact, inequality in Latiountries was relatively trivial until 9
century. Could this also be true for other Latimminies? What can we learn from their
experiences?

This paper provides additional evidence on Latiequmlity in the last five
centuries by looking at new data on Portugal, andralyzing the evolution of wage and
income inequality in Portugal from the mid™L6entury to the 20 century. By utilizing
new income and wealth data from an important hisabmuniversity city, Coimbra, we
are able to calculate a plethora of inequality rmaezsacross this large period, and we are
able to investigate the interactions between iniguand Portuguese economic

development in the very long run.



In addition, this research also presents new ecelem nominal and real wages for
a wide variety professional categories (more th@rpffessional categories, including
builders, doctors, university professors, and |dwlexd workers), as well as on the
evolution of wages premiums. We find that: a) irsiju started rising in the 7century
and reached a peak in the laté"1&ntury, b) Inequality is mostly between classes,
supporting existing evidence on this issue in otoemtries, and c) Wage premiums rose
in the 19" century, d) gender inequality rose from th&' 16 the 18 centuries, but then

fell in after the mid 19 century.

2. Wages and prices in Coimbra

In spite of recent advances, the historical datéPortuguese inequality are very
sparse. At most, measures of inequality are catedifor the 28 century (Lains, Guilera,
and Gomes 2008, Guilera 2009), but we do not knawehmif anything, for earlier
centuries. Nevertheless, we do know that, curreRtytugal is one of the most unequal
countries in the OECD (just behind Turkey and Mekicand that the country has
exhibited a high degree of inequality throughous go" century. The questions that
remain is whether this high degree of inequalitypliesent for previous centuries, and
whether inequality has evolved over the very long. rThe rest of this paper tries to
address these questions. More specifically, weazeatia dataset collected from new
archival work, in order to observe the evolutionirdquality in Portugal since the 16
century.

Portugal is an interesting case study, not onlyabse the country was at the

forefront of the process of European overseas estpanbut also because it sheds some



light on the development of middle-income countiieshe European periphery. In fact,
recent research has shown that, from the 15008 thetilate 18 century, Portuguese
living standards were just below those in the naaitanced countries (Reis, Costa and
Martins 2009).

In this paper, we first collected new archival ddtam the University of Coimbra,
as well as from several locations in the town ofndwa. We chose this town for our
research for two reasons. First, the UniversityCaiimbra has one of the oldest and
richest historical archives in Portugal. The unsgrwas founded in 1290, being one of
the oldest universities in the world, and most t& historical archive has been
preserved. Second, Coimbra is a middle-sized town, whosesld@ment was deeply
influenced by the university, one of the most imanot institutions in Portugal. Still,
throughout the period of our analysis, Coimbra aktained several rural or semi-rural
characteristics. Thus, Coimbra provides a goodsesestion of urban Portugal, since its
inhabitants included prominent administrators (sashthe university chancellor, whose
salary was probably similar to those of middle ighkranking nobles (Mattoso 1993)),
high-income earners such as university professmsyell as a plethora of lower-level

administrators and manual workers.

! This data collection is part of the joint projeRtices, Wages and Rents in Portugal, 1500-1900,
sponsored by the Portuguese National Science Ftandavhich includes the participation of Jaime Rei
Conceigcdo Andrade Martins, Leonor Costa, Alvarot@aiereira, Inés Amorim, and Hélder Fonseca.

2 Although known as the University of Coimbra, théversity started in Lisbon in 1290, being transfer

to Coimbra in 1308. In the following decades, theakion of the university changed a few times betwe

Coimbra and Lisbon. However, In 1537, the univgrgis established definitely in Coimbra.



How big was Coimbra and how did it compare witheotRortuguese and European
urban centers? Thdumeramentmf the kingdom of 1527 (an attempt to estimate the
population of Portugal) states that there were 18&6Ilings in Coimbra in the early 16
century, which would correspond to a populatiorwleetn 5300 and 6500 people, not
taking into account neither the clergy, nor othedigious residents. However, the definite
establishment of the university in the city ledaaonsiderable population growth, so
much so that the city fiscal records of 1567 ineladound 7500 inhabitants, to which we
should add students (around 1200, and who were @ixgom paying taxes) and other
privileged classes (Oliveira 1972, pp. 180-181). B347, military recruitment data
reveals that the city population was between 941010,000, and by 1758, a population
inquiry shows that the number of residents was drighan 13,000 people (Fonseca
2000). All in all, even though in Europe, Coimbrasva relatively small town, in

Portugal it was the third or fourth most populodsan centre in the country.

The data

Our data consist of series of annual nominal wdgesnore than 90 professions,
including administrators employees, professorsyaB as other skilled and unskilled
workers (e.g. builders). We also collected new daitgorices of an average consumption
bundle and compared it to the Strasbourg baskdizadi by Allen (2001) for a
comparison with other European workers.

There were two main types of wage arrangementsiamages, and daily wages.
The former were fixed and were established in enébrcontract between the university

and its employee. In contrast, daily wages weréec&ydor several manual workers that



did casual work. These wages could vary substgn@aicording to market conditions.
Until 1772, all university employees, including teed or permanent professors, received
a fixed annual wage paid every quarter (in Apning and October). The frequency of
payments increased to four times a year after Pbsnpavernment 1772 reform of the
university, and even more after 1848, when wages waid every month. Typically, this
wage was their main source of income. However,nofteofessors were entitled to
additional perks, either in the form of monetarynp@nsation for eventual administrative
service to the university (the so-callgnopinag, or in specie, as well as several
ecclesiastic benefits and, in special circumstaneesn subsidies for family members.
There were also several “privileges” associatedh wgaching at the university, which
were non-monetary, but which entailed substantaiad status and prestige (Fonseca
1995, p. 482). Annual wages were also differentidte status (permanent, temporary, or
substitute lecturers) and according to the coutaeght (Theology and Law professors
were the highest paid, whereas Music and Mathemkbgaturers were in the lower part of
the scale).

We should also mention that there is substantiaegwe that supports the view
that the annual fixed money wage was, by far, ohetmingly more important to
professors than the additional perks and privilegdsis, in a historical survey of the
living conditions of university professors, Cerege(1927) presents several testimonies
and documents that show that, the fixed annual weae often a source of discontent
amongst théentesdue to the significant erosion of purchasing powaarsed by inflation.
This is particularly true between the 1620s and41%8hen nominal wages remained

constant. In the university hierarchy, the univigrsithancellor (the rector) and vice-



chancellor were the highest paid, followed by psefes, and administrators, which
included the treasurer, thieedel (main officer in each faculty), theneirinhg the
conservadar the university and faculties’ secretaries, thabss, the guards, jailers,
among others. At the lower end of the wage scaldes, cleaners and undifferentiated
workers received the lowest wages. University ez and all administrators were
entitled to a fixed annual money wage, which cosdinetimes be supplemented by
additional benefits (usually small amounts wheatann, which were distributed every
year). We do not have evidence on all these spmgienents and supplements, but both
our archival work and the historical literature fSeca 1995, Oliveira 1972) suggest that
these payments were fairly modest. Money wages weranain source of income for
most university employees. Nevertheless, grantddjt@nal benefits besides the regular
annual wage was not limited to the more qualifi€ther non-qualified university
workers, such as porters, guards, and tailorsnoftere entitled to free or low-rent
accommodation as a supplement to their usually rmaagomes.

With regards to daily wages, we transformed therto iannual wages by
multiplying the former by 250 days (Allen 2001), that we could compare the evolution
of daily and annual wages. Namely, we assume thatdays are the upper bound of the
number of days worked in a year, since we know, niatording to the Church’s rule, the
maximum number of days that workers were alloweddok were 282 days (Guimaraes
Sa 2005). From these, we should subtract the nurabémobile” holidays (likely
between 15 and 20), as well as other special amtasiThus, 250 seems to be a

reasonable upper bound on the number of days worked



Nevertheles, and since we do not have sufficient informatiath regards to th
exact number of days that manual workers workedalse calculated annual wages
workers that received daily stipends assuming thay toiled for 200 and 220 da
Figures 1-4 preent our findings in terms of nominal and real veagé some of th

representative professions in our sar.

Fig 1_ Professors’ average nominal wai
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Fig. 2_ Carpenters’ average nominal wage
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We also calculated average nominal wages by madfegsional group. More
specifically, we divided our sample into three mpmefessional groups: administrators,
liberal professionals and manual workers. Figupgesents the average wages for these

group since 1500.

Fig. 3 _ Nominal wages by professional group, 15010
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REAL WAGES
We also estimated average real wages by dividimgimal wages by price index:
from Pereira and Silva (2010), and by Valerio (2C Figure 4 presents our real we

calculations for university professors and carpen

Fig. 4 Real wages, professors and carpenters, 1-191(

wweon Professors' average real wage, 1500-1830 3000 Carpenters' real wages
12000 2500 |
15853 [ h \. 2000
| \ .
1 v
\ Aﬂ
oooo | | TRLA M | J ll'"J 1000 - I "
I L LW E 500 - ‘
000 J. ) ;L.! WJ Wj |
000 » ¥ : 0 e e e s
CErErOrPrPorPrOorPrOTOoeOwT©
NglﬂthPﬁﬂ‘@hOONﬁmwwarN
-------------------------------------- n HNOUNOVWOOOOOMNNMNMMNNNNO®
R R e I N S e b T T T TN E T T

————————————————————————————————————————

3. Inequality in the long run

Our data shows that inequality increased throughbet1¢" and 1™ centuries,
peaked around the end of the" century, stabilizing in the f8century. At the end of th
18" century, inequality rose again slightly, but thetlthes substantially until 1910 (s

Figure 5 br the coefficient of variatic).

Fig. 5 _ Coefficient of variation _ All wages, 150Q91(
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The data also allow us to calculate within-groupquiality. We observed inequality

within the main professional groups,

by dividing rosample into groups of

administrators, liberal professional and unskiledrkers. The coefficients of variation

by professional group show that: 1) there is evigeof inequality between and within

classes, 2) Within-class inequality seems to haenbnostly on the administrators, and

3) driving force behind rise and fall in inequalisylocated in the administrators group.

Wage inequality _ manual workers

Wage inequality within the manual workers’ groupmegned somewhat stable

throughout most of the period until the early"x@ntury, declining steadily afterwards.
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Fig. 6 _ Coefficient of variation _ Manual workers,1500-1910
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As we can see in the next figure, inequality withite administrators group

increases from the Y&century until about 1740, reaching a peak in tmyel8" century.

From the 1740s onwards,

inequality within the adstiators group declines

considerably, before stabilizying in the last thifthe 19" century.

Fig. 7 _ Coefficient of variation _ Administrators,1500-1910
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With regards the liberal professions, the trendavithin-group inequality is not so

noticeable. Thus, even though there is some vanaif the coefficient of variation for

this group, there seems to be some constancy iavblation of this indicator for liberal

professions.

liberal professns, 1500-1910
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All'in all, most of withir-group inequality took place in the administratomsugp.

Wage inequality _ Theil coefficie
The sameattern is observed when we calculate Theil caefiis: Inequality rise
throughout the 1and 17 centuries, peaks around the end of th8 dé&htury, but thei

declines substantially until 1910. In order to cédte the Theils, we use data on ul

workers from thesisatax records

Fig. 9 _ Theil coefficients_ all wages, 15-1900

Wage inequality (Theil coefficients), 1500-1900

All in all, we show that, in the last 5 centuri¢se largest increase in inequal
seems to have occurred in the” century, at the time of the long Portugueictatorship

(192641974) and in the early stages of industrializa

Wage ratios
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We also calculated wage premiums from 1500 untd0190nce again, there is
evidence that wage premiums varied substantiatyufhout our period. We find that the
wage premiums of the skilled vs. the unskilled veoskwere relatively stable in the 16
and 17 centuries, but then rose in the™&nd most of the 9 century. The figures
below summarize our main findings. In general, Wege ratios of administrators and
liberal professions tended to rise from thé"uil the 18" century, but by the 19

century decrease substantially.

Fig. 11 _ Wage ratio _ Administrators’ wage/Manualworkers’ wage
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Fig. 12 _ Wage ratio _ Administrators’ wage/liberalprofessionals
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In terms of the We/Www ratio, we can see that this ratio was large in 18
century, but then decreased steadily from thell&#s onwards, albeit with some minor
interruptions in the 1750s and the 1760s.

Fig. 13 _ Wage ratio _ Liberal professionals/Manualvorkers
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We also estimated wage premiums for specific peid@s. In particular, we
calculated the manual workers skill premiums, binegting the wage ratio between
builders and unskilled workers (Figure 15). It istioeable that this skill premium
remained fairly constant until the i@entury, with some oscillations along the way.
Thus, for instance, the skill premium for manualrkess increased for a short period
after the devastating 1755 Lisbon earthquake akaseduring the Napoleonic invasions

in the early 18 century.

% The increase in the skill premium corroboratesfitgings of Pereira (2009).
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Fig. 14 _ Wage premium _ Masonsunskilled workers
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In turn, the wage ratio between university professand builders was al
relatively stable until the mid ™ century. The skill premium increased after Pomk
university reforms, which entailed a substantialisen of professorial wages, b
declined afterwards until the 1820s. This skillmrem rose in the 1830s and the 18t

decreasing steadily in thell@ving decade:

Fig. 15 _Wage premium _ University professors/masg
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4. Conclusion

All in all, we find that: a) inequality started irig in the 17 century and reached a
peak in the late f8century, b) Inequality is mostly between classegporting existing
evidence on this issue in other countries, and ay&premiums rose in the™ 8entury.
We also conclude that inequality tended to risperniods of low economic activity, but
decreased in more dynamic periods. In short, oseareh shows that Latin inequality
did, indeed, vary substantially in the last 5 cees) although, as suggested by
Williamson and Lindert, the great increase in iredjy did occur in recent times, and not

in earlier periods.
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Sources:

Folhas de Ordenados da Universidade de Coimbra 11B#59)

Obras da Universidade de Coimbra (1593-1833)

Livros de Receita e Despesa do Hospital de Saort§2488-1729),

Livros de Receita e Despesa do Hospital Real denbb@i (1532-1796),

Livros de receita e despesa da Obra da Igreja ddé&s€oimbra (1580-1703)

Livro de receita e despesa da Universidade de 1544

Livros do Celeiro do Cabido da Sé de Coimbra (13818)

Estiva Camararia (1689-1898),

Livros da Superintendéncia da Cozinha do Colégi@deedro (1581-1833)

Obras do Colégio de S. Pedro (1687-1879),

Livros de despesa da Fabrica do Colégio de S. PEE69-)

Hospitais da Universidade de Coimbra. Administragd@ontabilidade (séc. XVIII-XIX)
Hospital de Nossa Senhora da Concei¢éo. Admini&ta;Contabilidade (séc. XIX)
Receita e Despesa da Camara (1557-1§A6)M)
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