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Abstract

This paper examines the concentration of land osimerin the leading coffee export economy region in
the early twentieth century, the northeast arethefstate of Sdo Paulo, Brazil. Critics of the ated
plantationist perspective have rejected the clagsw that large estates shaped colonial and renéte
century Brazilian economy and society, arguingeadtfor a major role of small and medium-sized
landholdings. We describe the size distributiofaofiholdings and estimate alternative measureanaf |
concentration based on a detailed agricultural «=m$ the state of Sdo Paulo. We find that, despite
variation across municipalities, large farms artduadia controlled most of the productive resosroe
northeast Sdo Paulo, resulting in high levels efgurality when compared to those of other agrarian
societies in the past. These results contrast thighview of the critics of classic historiographyda
suggest that the large estate and high concentratizvealth were remarkable features at leastemtlost
important coffee region in Brazil during the eanlyentieth century.

Resumo

Este trabalho examina a concentragdo da propriediatirra na mais importante regido cafeeira reoini

do século XX, a regido nordeste do estado de Sdlo.Reriticos da chamada perspectiva plantacionista
tém rejeitado a visdo classica de que a grandeipdagle influenciou de forma decisiva a sociedade e
economia brasileiras no periodo colonial e no €€XlK, argumentando em vez disso em favor de um
papel crucial das pequenas e meédias propriedades.aNalisamos a distribuicdo das propriedades
segundo o tamanho e estimamos medidas alternalévasencentracdo da terra, a partir de um detalhado
censo agricola do estado de S&do Paulo. Os dadmsrindjue, apesar da variagcdo entre municipios,
grandes propriedades e latifiundios controlaram iamparte dos recursos produtivos no nordeste de Sa
Paulo, resultando em elevados niveis de desigumldadndo comparados aos de outras sociedades
agrarias no passado. Essas evidéncias contrastama cosdo dos criticos da historiografia classica e
sugerem que a grande propriedade e a alta conc@&ntoa riqueza eram caracteristicas notaveis pelo
menos na mais importante regido cafeeira no Bmasihicio do século XX.
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The End of Plantation? Coffee and Land Inequality in Early Twentieth
Century Sao Paulo

1. Introduction

In the past few years, there has been a greatofieaiticism to what has been called the “plantaiso
perspective” on Brazilian history. The main crgiti aims at the classic view that large estates
(plantations), monoculture and slavery shaped ¢aland nineteenth century Brazilian economy and
society. Scholars have argued that such a perspquid nearly exclusive attention to the productd
export crops, cultivated in large properties byeatensive use of land with employment of sla¥és.
place of plantation, several scholars have turmsil focus to the économia de abastecimehtfor
“internal economy”), examining the production obps destined to the domestic market. As evidence
shows that these products were cultivated by aedaclass of landowners and laborers, a number of
studies have challenged — successfully in mostscasthe view of a Brazilian society split into two
distinct, main classes of masters and sldves.

A key aspect addressed by the critics of the plemist perspective is the size of farm lands.
They have argued that small and medium-sized lddatgs were as much important as the large estates
in colonial and nineteenth-century Brazil. Wherpmntations were typical in the production of expor
crops (such as sugar and coffee), small and meproperties were associated with the products fer th
internal market (maize, beans and manioc, for exa@fign certain cases, export crops like tobacco in
Bahia were also cultivated outside the typical f@aan, which further demonstrates the mixed and
complex nature of the export agriculture in BraaMloreover, as small and medium farms are
acknowledged as being widespread, scholars hawe aigued that control over land was less
concentrated and, implicitly, that the landholdstgucture was more “democratic” than the one based
upon the large estates stressed by the classizibigtaphy’

There is little doubt that the research on intematket and smallness of land or slave holdings
has added valuable knowledge on aspects of thelilBreagrarian economy which were little explored b
the sweeping historical syntheses of the 1940s1850s. However, it is also apparent that the sritit
the classic works have often painted an exceedisghplified (and sometimes inaccurate) picture of
what is dubbed as the plantationist perspectiveadriie main issues at stake. First, Caio Pradanit.
Celso Furtado, to take the most representativelachof the classic historiography, divided theremoy
into two connected but distinct sectors: the lasgale agriculture (plantations) and the “subsistenc
agriculture”. For subsistence agriculture they nbetre production for self-consumption and, in
particular, the production for domestic markets,javhincluded among others maize, beans, manioc,
wheat and cattle, as well as goods which were aexgpmrted, such as sugar, cotton, tobacco and rice.
Although Prado Jr. and Furtado’s analysis of thesgience agriculture lacks detail, and in the adse
Caio Prado Jr. it is marred by depreciative adjesti(“paltry”, “degenerate”, “precarious”), thesgtzors
did take in consideration and investigate the wit$ive organizational features of this sector atsd i
connections with the export-oriented agricultunghich was regarded as the most dynamic activithén
colonial and nineteenth-century econofmiy.does not seem plausible to claim, as Bert Baman and

2 Linhares, “Subsisténcia”, Fragod¢omens Fragoso and Florentindrcaismo Barickman,Bahian CounterpointThe main
targets of the critics have been PradoGQolpnial Backgroundand Furtadof-ormacéo

% See, for instance, Linhares and Silwistéria; Castro, “Beyond”; Fragosddomens Graca Filho,Princesa do Oeste
Caldeira,Historia. As a matter of fact, there is an older traditafrstudies on économia de abastecimehtalthough these
have rarely been acknowledged by the more recestorfography. See for example Zemellabastecimento Ellis,
Contribuicdqg Holanda, “Movimentos”; Petron8ardo de Iguape LenharoTropas

* There is also a well-established literature orveslawnership that has shown the existence of alakgmber of small
slaveholders, either related to the productionxpoet crops or foodstuffs, for self-consumption dhd internal market. See,
for example, Luna and Costa, “Posse”, SchwartzppRedade”; Marcondes, “Arte de Acumular”; MotRgsse Luna and
Klein, Evolugéo

® Barickman,Bahian Counterpointl94-5; CastroBeyond CaldeiraHistéria.

® Prado Jr.Colonial Background51-89, 133-194; Furtad&prmacaq chaps 8-16.
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others have made, that classic historiography teghiBrazil solely “as a vast plantation — as ameooy
limited to the extensive and large-scale productiba few tropical staples”.

Second, a central, though often neglected issgeddy the classic historiography was the role of
large estates in generating a highly unequal digion of wealth and political power in Braziliancsety,
which persisted from colonial times to the twettieentury. Small and medium landholdings were
present in the classic descriptions of the BraziBaonomy, for example in cattle raising, rice,anto,
and foodstuffs, even though they were depicted asiliary”, “dependent” and “subsidiary” to the
export-oriented agriculture. Furtado even estimdked the export sector represented one fourthhef t
income in Brazil around 1800 and one sixth by 18%@lying a large domestic secfolhe key issue for
the classic historiography was not that there weresmall and medium farms integrated to markets in
Brazil's countryside, but that high inequality ihet distribution of land and wealth in general dgepl
marked and had lasting consequences for Braziligtorly. In their broad accounts of the Brazilian
economy and society, both Caio Prado Jr. and Galstado aimed at highlighting how the Portuguese
settlement in the Americas contrasted with Britistonization in North America, which was based on
the production of relatively low-valued goods, aatile number of free labor working in their plofs o
land and a lower concentration of wealth — a patsge similar to that of the groundbreaking work by
Stanley Engerman and Kenneth Sokofoffrom this perspective, to investigate the way lavas
distributed in different periods and regions wasnsas a vital step in an attempt to understandilBraz
social and economic development in the lond%un

This paper deals with a traditional concern of silashistoriography: how unequal was the
distribution of land ownership in regions with andynic export agriculture in the past? As far Bréil
concerned, there still remains a significant gapun knowledge about the level of land inequalryni
colonial times to the early twentieth century, evenpresumably better known areas like the coffee
economy in S&o Paulo. We examine the degree thge lar small landholdings prevailed in a
representative area of the most successful expiemted agriculture in Brazilian history: the naést
region of the state of Sdo Paulo during the boorgeays of the coffee economy. We concentrate in the
early twentieth century, when Sao Paulo coffee pctidn was already the largest in Brazil and theldvo
over, whereas the northeast region was one ofigge$t coffee producing areas in the state of SéboP
We rely on data about 3,893 farmers in 1904-1985jrawn from thdEstaistica Agiicola do Estado de
SAo F;?ulq a detailed census carried out by the SecretaAgatulture of the state of Sado Paulo in 1905-
1906.

The following sections provide an overview of tledfee economy in Sdo Paulo and of the basic
iIssues to be addressed. Then we present new egidendistribution of land in northeast Sdo Paulo by
using a set of quantitative measures. The findi@esummarizes the findings and conclusions.

2, Large and Small Farms in Sao Paulo Agriculture

After Brazil's independency in 1822, both the parient and provincial governments tended to
favor land policies that preserved the large estatihe foundation of the agrarian organizatiorthasld
institution of royal grantssesmariashad done throughout the colonial tinté&he advantages of small
landholdings in Western Europe and in the UnitedteSt were sometimes raised by intellectuals,
ministers of state and high bureaucrats of the rmapgovernment, but they were not able to win awer
landed interests of northeast and southeast Brdmdh were firmly represented in the parliamenteTh
settlement of smallholders by the Imperial governthmostly European immigrants, was successful only
in the provinces of the south (Rio Grande do S &anta Catarina) and one small region of the

" Barickman,Bahian Counterpointl; Linhares, “Pecudria”.

8 Furtado Formac&q 109.

° Engerman and Sokoloffactor Endowments

% prado Jr.Colonial Background13-20; FurtadoFormacag chaps 3-5.

1 530 PauloEstatistica Agricola

2 On sesmariasand the land legislation in the nineteenth centseg Freitas JrTerras e Colonisacgovasconcelloslivro
das TerrasLima, Terras Devolutas
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southeast (Espirito Santo), likely as a resulthefrieed to protect the new nation’s frontiers duedlack
of a mobilized landed class in those regibhs.

In the traditional agricultural areas where largals production had developed, there were several
obstacles to the expansion of small faffh®rovincial governments usually eschewed promotirey
settlement of smallholders even in the newly expandegions of the agricultural frontier during the
nineteenth century. Describing the transformatibRio Claro into a big coffee county in mid-ninetée
century Sao Paulo, Warren Dean remarked that f{djtey on its head the image of society that seaged
ideology for the small-holders in English North Amca, the makers of policy in Brazil believed that
only the rich and the well-born could be expectedlisplay entrepreneurial qualities”. This despite
fact that small squatters in Rio Claro had incrdaamad diversified their production of foodstuffs the
market in the early decades of the nineteenth cgrjust before the massive arrival of coffge.

Nevertheless, even with the absence of a homesgtalary, smallholders occupied, cleared and
cultivated land in S&o Paulo’s frontier throughthe nineteenth century as they had done beforen Wit
the coming of export crops like sugar and cofféeytfaced however the threat of eviction by new
owners who bought or just took over large plotéaofl. In such cases, small squatters were dispgEses
and forced to move on with the frontier, whereaBerd were incorporated as dependent laborers
(agregadoy in the large farms. Others still succeeded inpkeg their small tracts of land, but more
frequently in areas which were beyond the inteoédarge landowners. The Land Law of 1850, which
ruled that public land could be alienated only alesdid not improve the lot of smallholdéfsSimilarly,
their position in the agrarian economy changed omdyginally with the arrival of European immigrants
in S&o Paulo from mid-nineteenth century. The ntag®pean immigration that started off more clearly
from 1887 was mostly channeled to provide abuntidtr for the large coffee estatésThe few official
colonization nuclei spread in S&do Paulo countrysidéh small plots sold in partial installmentsitkes
no more than 933 families in 1908, for example.

Smallholders lacking property titles were not aloméhe agricultural frontier. Big squatters were
able to take over huge tracts of land through theécial connections with legal and political auities.
Land titles could be granted by an allegedly fastupation of public landédrra devoluta or simply by
forging the documentation with the help of locafi@éls and politicians. Most of these lands was
partitioned in the following years, either by sadjior by another round of squatting, but the reimgin
agrarian structure tended to preserve a disprapate share of land in the hands of large farmers i
comparison with that of smaller on€slt was only from the early twentieth century thia¢ growth of
smallholdings seems to have been more substaasia, result of immigration, increasing incomes and
the relative decline of extremely large estatedoath old and new agricultural zones. Colonization
companies, for example, started to sell small pybignd in northwest and southwest regions ofstiate
of Sdo Paulo (and north Parana) which had only kearcely occupied by non-native population before
1900. In these plots, smallholders raised catttk gnew coffee and other products such as ricepcptt
corn and beans, depending on the localization, afpend and market opportunitiés.

Coffee, therefore, was flexible enough to be growma variety of types and sizes of land. As a
matter of fact, thiswas a feature of the coffee-export economies innLAmerica as a wholeAs
Gudmundson has pointed out, “coffee was producea loyoad variety of social elements, from the
peasantry to the plutocracy [...]. Indeed, of altteé major agricultural export activities developedhe
region [Latin America] after mid-nineteenth centucpffee was perhaps the most reconcilable, iragert
contexts, with small-scale landownership and catton.”®* Besides, coffee production coexisted with

13 carvalhoLe Brésil Méridional Smith,Brazil, chap. 17; Dean, “Latifundia”.

14 Costa, “Coldnias de Parcerid,51-152.

!> Dean,Rio Clarg 7-10; 12-4.

% |bid., chap. 1; Katzman, “Brazilian Frontier,” 285

7 Beiguelman, “Grande Imigracdo”; Hollowaynigrantes chap. 3; DearRio Clarg chaps 1 and 6.
18 S50 PauloRelatério da Agricultura 1908Table 7.

9 Cobra,Em um Recantdean “Latifundia”.

2 Monbeig, Pioneiros 139-47; Holloway)migrantes chap. 6.

L Gudmundson, “Peasant,” 221.
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different land structures. Thus, coffee plantatiprevailed in certain regions, such as Guatematatral
Colombia and El Salvador, in which there was alsigaificant sector of small and medium-size farms.
In other areas, the spread of coffee was predoriynassociated with small-scale and commercially-
oriented farmers, such as in central Costa Ricateme Colombia, parts of Venezuela, and western
Puerto Rico, although in such cases large propgesiere found side by side with smaller ones.
Explanations for regional variation and predomirean€ large or small-scale production in one region
have ranged from factor endowments to elites neatithin and political institutions.

A major difficulty in the characterization of lanolding patterns lies in the definitions, not least
regarding what is understood as large or small rmedium-sized farms. In order to ascertain which
landholding structure predominates in one regios itecessary that a size classification of thengar
even though conventional and somewhat arbitrarg adopted. A few attempts have been made recently
to define the meaning of small, medium and largm&in specific regions in nineteenth century Brazi
Some have established categories of land sizey #eicase of Minas GerdfsMost references to land
size, however, are difficult to generalize to othezas or are not associated with land tenurd,itsed
rather with the size of slave ownership. In som&esathe classifications suggested are too vagbe to
useful.

More importantly, although data on the number avetage size of landholdings show important
aspects of the agrarian structure, another quifiereint issue is the concentration of land owngrskven
the traditional picture of a smallholder coffee iagiture such as Costa Rica’s, for example, isrplir
when the concentration of land ownership is considf# For the crucial issue of distribution of
economic power and its long run implications, itthe concentration of land rather than the absolute
number or average size of landholders that mattest. For S&o Paulo, for example, the very few work
that have estimated land concentration either endblonial period or in the nineteenth century have
found a highly unequal distribution of land ownepsitlespite the great number of small farnférs.

3. The Coffee Economy in Northeast Sao Paulo

The geographical area of this study is the northesggon of the state of Sdo Paulo during the
golden age of the coffee economy in the early tigédmtcentury. This region comprised timinicipios
(municipalities) of Ribeirdo Preto, Cravinhos, Sedinho, Sdo Siméo, Cajuru, Santo Antonio d’Alegria
Batatais, Nuporanga, Jardinopolis, Franca, ltuser&atrocinio do Sapucai and Santa Rita do Paraiso
(later Igarapava). Together they accounted forp@i®ent of the population of the state of Sdo Paulo
1907, but their share in the total coffee producti@as much higher: 20.1 percent in 1905. Ribein&ad?
and S&o Siméo were then the largest coffee growetse state of Sdo Paulo. At the time, Sdo Paulo’s
Santos port made up 72.8 percent and 52.1 pert@napil and world coffee exports, respectivély.

Colonization of the northeast S&o Paulo dates ¢oetirly eighteenth century, when a locality
situated farther north (Arraial Bonito do Capim Miso) started to commercialize salt and cattle & th
recently discovered mines in Goias and Mato Grasgbother neighboring regions. In 1805, that |ogali
was established as a separate parish and therRéh d@8the municipality of Vila Franca do Imperador,
named Franca in 1856. With the economic and papulagrowth of the region, new districts and
municipalities were created in the following yeasach as Batatais (1839), Sdo Simao (1865), Cajuru
(1865), Ribeirdo Preto (1871), Santa Rita do Paréi873, later Igarapava) and Sertdozinho (1896).
Travelers crossing the region in the early nindteeentury recorded the production of foodstuftsigh
cotton fabrics, hats and firearms, although thepted out that its most dynamic activity was theax
of livestock to other regions in Sdo Paulo and Bf&2n 1836, the northeast area (then formed by Franca

2 Gudmundson, “Peasants”; Roseberry, “La Falta dez@”; Samper, “Significado Social”; Nugent and Rebn, “Are
Factor Endowments Fate?”.

%3 Bergad Slavery 62-70; Saraiva, “Estrutura de Terras”.

24 Samper, “Significado Social”.

% Canabrava, “Economia de Decadéncia”; “Repartic8ee also Rangel, “Dilemas”, and NozAgropriacdo

% Calculated from Directoria Geral de Estatistisanuariq 345-9; Sdo Paul&statistica AgricolaGrahamCoffee 10-1.
Export data refer to 1906.

" IBGE, Enciclopédia 128-6, 323; Garavazo, “Riqueza,” 31-41; Briosthazendas”.

28 D'Alincourt, Meméria 39, 43, 48-9; CazaCorographig 200-1; Saint-HilaireViagem 119, 136, 143-4.
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only) produced 5.5 percent of manioc flour, 4 petad maize and 3 percent of tobacco of the pravinc
of S&o Paulo. But it was in livestock that the oegstood out: 20.1 percent of sheeps, 10.3 pexfent
cattle and 9.4 percent of pigs raised in Sdo P&raduction of coffee was negligible at the timdhe
northeast region and remained so by the middleetentury?®

Coffee started to be cultivated in S&o Paulo frbeend of the eighteenth century in the northern
coast and the Paraiba Valley, reaching Campin#iseicentral zone of the state by the mid-1830¢hén
following decades, coffee spread further to thentyside, including the northeast area of the sthibe
expansion of the coffee frontier was greatly stmedl by the development of a railway network byt
by private owned railway firms, such as the Paalishd Mogiana companies. Sao Simao (1882),
Ribeirdo Preto (1883), Batatais (1886), Franca T)8%ertdozinho (1899), Ituverava (1903) and
Igarapava (1914) were some of thenicipiosin the agricultural frontier of northeast Sdo Baudached
by the railway lines in the end of nineteenth aadyetwentieth centurie¥. From the 1880s, a new wave
of European immigrants started to arrive to workkhe farms and cities of Sdo Paulo. The northeast
region of the state received 22.6 percent (8,05®)eregistered immigrants (35,631) entering Saold
by the Immigration HouseHpspedaria dos Imigrantgsn 1905. Ribeirdo Preto was the largest recipient
of immigrants in the state of S&o Paulo at the fine

The arrival of coffee had a direct impact on landrkets, with widespread speculation and a
dramatic increase in land prices. The price petaneof fertile land in the municipalities of Baiet and
Nuporanga rose twelve times between the decadek8®® and 189&° Scholars have pointed out,
however, that the outcomes on the landholding stradiffered significantly across the northeagion
of the state of Sdo Paulo. Ribeirdo Preto, for gotams well known in the historiography by its leug
plantations and legendary landowners, such as glemiDumont, Francisco Schmidt and Martinho Prado
Jr. Although small and medium farmers were abledtupy or buy land, the consolidation of largetsac
of land predominated in the wake of coffee expansiy the end of the century, coffee cultivationswa
mainly undertaken in large estates by farmers laitlpe amounts of capitaf.

Franca, on the contrary, has been described agaanpée where small family farms dominated
the landscape. The fact that it was an old settraeea inhabited by farmers with little resources,
specialized in the supply of foodstuffs and livektdo the domestic market, as well as lacking tbst b
soils for coffee growing, are the reasons usuailigdcto explain the alleged preponderance of small
landholdings based on family labor in Frarfitdn the next sections, we will gather evidence tht
help to assess these views proposed by historibgrap

4. Landholding Structure and Size Distribution

The source of our empirical analysis is the cemsuged out by the Secretary of Agriculture of
the state of Sado Paulo in the early twentieth agnthe ‘Estatistica Agricola e Zootécnica do Estado de
S&o Paulo no Ano Agricola de 1904-1985This census provides detailed data on farms, dietuthe
name of their owners, the size of properties, thiievated area, and the crop production at the winde
inquiry. There are 3,893 farmers in the thirteemimipalities which constitute what has been defined
here as the northeast region of the state of S@toP&ince we are interested in measuring size and
concentration, we have put together the propediesdividual farmers when they owned more than one
farm in a municipality’® We also classify the municipalities according égions in order to facilitate
analysis. Thus the thirteanunicipiosof northeast Sdo Paulo are ordered under fouomsgiRibeirao
Preto, Cajuru, Batatais and Franca. The descriptaéstics are shown in Table 1.

29 Mller, Ensaiq 124-9; OliveiraQuadro EstatisticpS40 PauloProvincia

% pinto, Histéria, 36-58; Saed;errovias chaps 1-2; “Estacbes Ferroviarias do Brasil”.

%1 S&0 PauloAnnuario Estatistico 19058-43.

%2 Bacellar, “Rede Fundiaria,” 111.

% Gifun, Ribeirdo Preto chaps 5 and 7; Zamboni, “Processo,” 206-7; Madesn“Café,” 181-4.

% Tosi, Faleiros and Teodoro, “Crédito”; Oliveiggonomia “Resisténcia”.

% 580 PauloEstatistica Agricola

% As the municipality is the unit of interest hene take into account one farmer’s properties irheacnicipioonly. It means
that the following indicators subestimate land @nication, since an individual could own propertiassmore than one
municipality. From now on, we will refer to “farm&rand “farms” as representing the same unit.



Table 1 - Descriptive Statistics of Total LandhalgliArea in S&o Paulo Northeast Region, 1904-1905

Regions and Number Average Median Standard Coeff. of Min. Max.
SN of Area Area  Deviation Variation Area Area
Municipalities
Farmers (alq) (alqg) (alg) (alg)
Ribeirdo Pret 882 164 20 78¢ 4.8 1 13,98¢
Ribeirdo Preto 243 201 21 743 3.7 1 8,000
Cravinhos 83 181 80 395 2.18 3 2,600
S&o Simao 291 112 22 287 2.56 2 2,500
Sertdozinho 265 183 12 1,195 6.53 1 13,988
Cajuru 726 49 12 193 3.91 5 3,000
Cajuru 499 60 14 230 3.87 5 3,000
Santo Anténio d'Alegria 227 27 10 40.7 1.52 1 030
Batatais 1,173 213 80 745 3.5 1 17,000
Batatais 405 136 21 332 2.44 1 4,000
Jardinépolis 261 93 8 649 6.99 2 10,000
Nuporanga 507 336 160 977 291 10 17,000
Franca 1,112 146 60 333 2.28 .25 4,000
Franca 381 152 80 302 1.99 3 3,155
ltuverava 252 177 60 411 2.32 1 4,000
Patrocinio do Sapucai 108 189 102 284 15 2 02,15
Santa Rita do Paraiso 371 107 25 314 2.95 .25 5003,
Northeast S&o Paulo 3,893 152 39 591 3.88 .25 07,00

Source: Sdo Paul&statistica Agricola
Note:alq = alqueire paulistal alqueire= 5.98 acres, 2.42 hectares or 24,200 square sneter
As we see from the basic statistics, the figurey \&gnificantly amongst municipalities and

regions. The number of farmers ranged from 507updyanga to 83 in Cravinhos, while the average area
of properties was also the highest in Nuporang® €8ueired and the lowest (2@lqueireg in Santo
Antonio d’Alegria. The average farm size is alwaysich higher than the median, indicating an
asymmetric distribution, skewed to the right, tistwith few large values of land size relativethe
small ones. The standard deviation and the coeffiof variation show that heterogeneity of larmksn
localities such as Jardindpolis and Sertdozinhowedsabove that, for instance, in Patrocinio dp&ai
and Santo Antonio d’Alegria. The minimum area stémdm 0.25alqueireto huge farms with more than
1,000alqueires— the largest being one property in Nuporanga WitfoOOalqueires All these measures
suggest asymmetry and coexistence of small and haege farms, but we need further evidence to
evaluate the distribution of landholding.

The first way we have to assess the degree of aliggin northeast Sdo Paulo is by the traditional
size classification of land ownership. As we saecent literature on Brazil's agrarian structure has
argued that the role of small and medium-sized $awas greater than previously assumed by classic
historiography. However, we noted that a precigenien of what should be classified as small, moea
and large farms is lacking in most of the literatur

In an article published in 1935, Caio Prado Jrinetl a classification of landholding based on
typical property relations of farms and social @sdnomic features of Sdo Paulo agriculture. Sraath$§
were defined as based on family labor, without gihga outside workers; medium farms employed
outside labor but the owners occasionally or ewgularly worked on the land; and large farms cadinte
exclusively on hired labor. Prado Jr. then relatkese sociological categories with a quantitative
classification of farms, although acknowledgingttiiach an association would be elusive and somewhat
arbitrary. Small properties were defined as thgseou25alqueires medium ones between 26 and 100
alqueires and large properties above l8@ueires’’ These are relatively high intervals which were
meant to fslg with the huge territorial extensiorddow demographic and economic density of S&o Paulo
and Brazil:

37 As already mentioned, dlqueireequals 5.98 acres, 2.42 hectares or 24,200 sqetess.
% Prado Jr., “Distribuicdo,” 692-3.
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The existence of vast tracts of occupied and nanyued land in Sdo Paulo led Sérgio Milliet to
reformulate the original classification adopted ®gio Prado Jr. Milliet pointed out that the class o
properties above 108lqueiresincluded farms with distinct features that recomaed an additional
category. Estates between 101 and &@@eirescould be properly defined as large farms, whetlease
with more than 50@lqueireswould be better characterized as latifundia, ey Varge estate widespread
in Brazil and most of Latin AmericH.

The Prado Jr.-Milliet classification is not withoptoblems, as they were careful to recognize.
Caio Prado Jr.’s assumption that small holdingsy @rgaged family labor is hard to reconcile with
historical evidence, since farms with up to&§ueiresseem to have often employed one or a few more
workers in their premis€€.In the same way, Milliet's notion of latifundiuma$ no sociological features
which could distinguish it from the class of lafgems. Milliet does not refer to the traditionahoept of
latifundium as very large estates with archaic méshand under-utilized land — either because he saw
such features as implicit in his definition or besa he rejected that latifundium would be necdgsari
associated with such features.

Despite these problems, the Prado Jr.-Milliet tggglis a useful scheme which can help describe
landholding patterns of the coffee economy in Saald especially when complemented with other
quantitative measures presented in the next se@mnfour-size classes reflect a vast territdigdiwith
huge areas of unexploited private and public |anal larely populated countryside by the early tvatht
century. As illustration, the upper limit of 2Bqueires(60.5 hectares or 149.5 acres) for the smallhgldin
class is greater than what is usually reporteg/@isdl small properties in the US antebellum Sddtim
the same vein, Jacques Lambert’s definition ofdatdium as comprising more than 2,500 acres (418
alqueireg in Latin America is below the lower limit (50@lqueireg of the Prado Jr.-Milliet
classification*? Even though the size classes were regarded dsighpit is a further assurance that our
analysis does not overestimate the concentratidemof ownership in Sdo Paulo coffee economy.

We may first start considering the distributiortltoé number of farmers according to the Prado Jr.-
Milliet typology in Table 2. Small farmers represash no less than 43.8 percent of all landowners in
northeast S&o Paulo. The share of medium (28.8epgrand large (22.8 percent) farmers was
significantly lower, and more so that of latifuridis- only 4.5 percent of the total landowning class
look at the figures of thenunicipiosis also revealing. The percentage of small farmanged from 2.8
percent in Nuporanga to 74 percent in Santo Antdidegria. Perhaps surprisingly in view of whatsha
been stated by historiography, Franca had oneeoliotuest shares of small farmers (10.5 percentyngmo
the municipalities. The large majority of landowsén thismunicipiowas made up by medium (50.1
percent) and large (34.9 percent) farmers — wheheashare of latifundists (4.5 percent) was theesas
the northeast region average. Also surprising, g@shis that small farmers represented 53.9 peafent
the landowners in Ribeirdo Preto, the place ofkihgs of coffee. The share of latifundists (7.8qeet)
in Ribeirdo Preto was higher than the regional ayey but its relative number of medium (19.8 peiicen
and large (18.5 percent) farmers was well belowdiggonal average as well as the figures in Franca.

Table 2 — Number and Percentage of Farms by SaesCNortheast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5

Regions and Municipalities Small Medium Large Latifundium Total

Ribeirdo Preto 487 (55.2) 196 (22.2) 160 (18.1) (89) 882 (100.0)
Ribeirdo Preto 131 (53.9) 48 (19.8) 45 (18.5) (18) 243 (100.0)
Cravinhos 25 (30.1) 24 (28.9) 29 (34.9) 5(6.0) 83(100.0)
Sé&o Siméo 150 (51.5) 73 (25.1) 61 (21.0) 7 (2.4) 291 (100.0)
Sertdozinho 181 (68.3) 51 (19.2) 25 (9.4) 8)(3.0 265 (100.0)

Cajuru 506 (69.7) 173 (23.8) 36 (5.0) 11 (1.5) 1260.0)
Cajuru 338 (67.7) 125 (25.1) 25 (5.0) 11 (2.2) 94%¥00.0)

% Milliet, Roteirg 70. Latifundio is usually defined as very lardatas characterized by monoculture, archaic metlodds
production and under-utilized land. See, for exanpambertLatin America chaps 3-4; GuimardeQuatro Séculos

“%'In northeast S&o Paulo, 1,297 out of 1,705 smalpgrties employed 1 or more laborers. Small fasnemployed 10
workers on average (median = 9). Calculated from&ulo Estatistica Agricola

“! See Gallman, “Influences,” 552.

2 Lambert,Latin America 61.



Regions and Municipalities Small Medium Large Latifundium Total
Santo Antdnio d’Alegri 168 (74.0 48 (21.1 11 (4.8 0 (0) 227 (100.0
Batatais 424 (36.2) 271(23.1) 405 (34.5) 73 (6.2) ,17B(100.0)
Batatais 217 (53.6) 76 (18.8) 86 (21.2) 26 (6.4) 405 (100.0)
Nuporanga 14 (2.8) 153 (30.2) 298 (58.8) 42)(8.3 507 (100.0)
Jardindpoli 193 (73.9 42 (16.1 21 (8.0 5.9 261 (100.0
Franca 288 (25.9) 483 (43.4) 288 (25.9) 53 (4.8) 112,(100.0)
Franca 40 (10.5) 191 (50.1) 133 (34.9) 17 (4.5) 381 (100.0)
ltuverava 40 (15.9) 139 (55.2) 58 (23.0) 15)6.0 252 (100.0)

Patrocinio do Sapucai 19 (17.6) 35 (32.4) 46642 8 (7.4) 108 (100.0)
Santa Rita do Paraiso 189 (50.9) 118 (31.8) 1817} 13 (3.5) 371 (100.0)
Northeast Sdo Paulo 1,705 (43.8) 1,123(28.8) &29) 176 (4.5) 3.893(100.0)
Source: same as Table 1.
Notes:

a) farm size according to the classification byd@rar., “Distribuicao”, and Milliet, “Roteiro”:

small farms = between 0 and 2lgueires

medium farms = between 26 and HQueires

large farms = between 101 and %0Queires

latifundia = more than 508lqueires

b) 1 alqueire = 5.98 acres, 2.42 hectares or 245808re meters.

As we have seen, however, the major point of istdi@ the analysis of land concentration is the

relative area controlled by landowners. Table 3@nés the share of total land area in northeasPaéato
in the early twentieth century according to thed®rdr.-Milliet typology. Now we can see that theush
of small farms (2.8 percent) was only a tiny fraotiof total agricultural land in 1904-1905. Medium
farms also held a relatively meagre share, with Idercent of the agricultural area. Large farms and
latifundia controlled most of total agriculturalear— 33.1 percent and 52.6 percent, respectivélgsd
figures show that a high number of small propeuielsnot translate into a more “democratic” landubes
structure in northeast Sado Paulo during the eardntieth century.

Table 3 - Percentage of Total Farm Land by Size<;Ibortheast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5

Regions and Municipalities Small Medium Large Latifundium Total
Ribeirdo Preti 3.4 8.C 24.C 64.€ 100.C
Ribeirdo Preto 25 5.7 16.1 75.8 100.0
Cravinhos 1.3 9.9 40.1 48.7 100.0
Sao Siméo 5.7 13.9 44.5 35.9 100.0
Sertaozinho 3.5 5.8 141 76.5 100.0
Cajuru 13.2 25.1 194 42.4 100.0
Cajuru 10.7 21.1 17.2 51.1 100.0
Santo Antbénio d’Alegria 25.7 445 29.8 0 100.0
Batatais 15 7.5 36.6 54.4 100.0
Batatais 3.6 7.4 35.3 53.8 100.0
Nuporanga 0.2 7.1 394 534 100.0
Jardinopoli 5.¢ 10.t 20.€ 63.C 100.(
Franca 21 17.5 38.9 41.6 100.0
Franca 1.2 19.7 44.4 34.7 100.0
ltuverava 15 19.2 30.7 48.6 100.0
Patrocinio do Sapucai 1.6 9.6 50.3 38.6 100.0
Santa Rita do Paraiso 4.3 16.3 34.2 45.3 100.0
Total Northeast region 2.8 11.4 33.1 52.6 100.0

Source: same as Table 1.
Notes: same as Table 2.
The distribution of land showed significant vamatiacross regions amdunicipiosin northeast

Séo Paulo, but the only region in which small fahmag some importance in terms of occupied area was
Cajuru, with 13.2 percent of the total farm landl.all other regions smallholders usually held naeno
than 3.5 percent of farm land, although some mpalities like Jardinépolis (5.9 percent) and Saoasi
(5.7 percent) showed slightly higher percentageenEmost of themunicipiosof the Franca region
follow this overall pattern, again contrary to whastoriography has argued. Franca, for exampld, ha



9

only 1.2 percent of the total agricultural area edrby small farmers, a percentage even lower than
recorded in Ribeirdo Preto (2.5 percent), the pfas®us by its coffee barons and huge plantations.

The other size classes showed more geographicatiear than observed in smallholdings.
Medium farms were particularly important in Caj§@5b.1 percent) and Franca (17.5 percent) regians, s
thatmunicipioslike Santo Antonio d’Alegria (44.5 percent) andufrca (19.7 percent) exhibited relatively
high shares of total farm land occupied by thig sitass. The Ribeirdo Preto region, in turn, isceable
by its quite low share of medium-size propertigsist 5.7 percent in Ribeirdo Preto and 5.8 peraent
Sertdozinho, for instance.

Large farms and latifundia also showed substamtahbility across regions. Ribeirdo Preto and
Sertdozinho were the places with the most wideslpprasence of latifundia — 75.8 percent and 76.5
percent of the total area. These figures were nhigier than those observed, for example, in Franca
Patrocinio do Sapucai (34.7 percent and 38.6 percespectively). Yet even in the region where
latifundia were more prevalent (Ribeirdo Preto)e amunicipio (Sdo Simao) had a much smaller area
(35.9 percent) occupied by these very big farmother regions, large farms (that is, between 160 a
500alqueired had a more balanced participation when comparddatifundia, in particular in the region
of Franca. Thenunicipiosof Franca and Patrocinio do Sapucai showed a hpggiteentage of large farms
thanlatifandios (44.4 and 50.3, respectively), such as happenddthe cases of Sdo Siméao (44.5) and
Santo Antonio da Alegria (29.8) (Table 3).

Despite the variation of land structures in difféargeographical areas, the dominance of big
landholdings was a remarkable feature of north&ast Paulo in the early twentieth century. Together,
large farms and latifundispread over 91 percent and 88.6 percent of totaudyral area in the regions
of Batatais and Ribeirdo Preto, respectively. Thedin municipios are illustrative of the prevalemde
big properties — Ribeiréo Preto (91.9 percent) Bathtais (89.1). Regions with a relatively lowearshof
latifundia were also the reign of big propertiascis as Franca (80.5 percent). A similar patterfiousid
in municipalities like Nuporanga and Franca, with®percent and 79.1 percent of the land held igela
farms and latifundia, respectively. The only exaapts Santo Antdnio d’Alegria in the Cajuru regjon
whose big landholdings totaled just 29.8 percertheffarm area (Table 3).

Although the size distribution indicates a high m&gof concentration of land ownership, there
are at least two major problems with the typolodged: first, it does not provide a precise measuir
land concentration as it relies on arbitrary sizsses; second, it is based on total farm landnvidieour
purposes a more relevant measure would be whateffestively produced in the farms, such as the
cultivated land and other similar measures. Thet rsection presents additional estimates on land
concentration in an attempt to avoid these problems

5. Land Concentration

Table 4 shows estimates which offer a more peeeiesw of inequality in land ownership in
northeast Sdo Paulo during the early twentiethurgniA key statistical measure used to summariee th
degree of inequality among farmers is the Gini ftoeht of concentration, which ranges between 0O
(perfect equality) and 1 (perfect inequality), battthe closer the coefficient is to 1, the morequal is
the distribution of land. Gini estimates refer omty the owners of land recorded in the 1904-1905
agricultural census, not considering therefore rémaaining rural population which included colonjsts
tenants and other forms of hired labor on whichdffieial statistics did not provide specific infoation.
Thus the figures should be taken as lower-boundnatts of land concentration, as the inclusion of
landless workers would rise inequality indicatdi& also calculate the share of total farm land @me
the largest 5 percent and 20 percent, as well @srtallest 50 percent of farmers, as complementary
indicators of concentration. As the latter measwaes relative to the land size in each region and
municipality, we need to take into account the galof land area owned by farmers. Aside from Gini
coefficients, we also present alternative measafesoncentration. To save space, percentiles ah far
land and other measures of concentration are pedvidthe Appendix.
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Table 4 — Concentration of Total Farm Land, Norgt€sfo Paulo, 1904-5

Share of Share of Share of
Regions and Municipalities largest 5 largest 20 smallest 50 Gini Index
percent percent percent

Ribeirdo Preto 66.3 86.4 3.0 0.838
Ribeirdo Preto 65.3 87.9 2.1 0.847
Cravinhos 45.1 70.7 7.9 0.703
Sao Siméao 42.6 73.3 5.4 0.730
Sertdozinho 80.5 88.8 1.8 0.911

Cajuru 57.5 79.2 5.7 0.769
Cajuru 62.5 82.2 4.9 0.794
Santo Anténio d’Alegria 29.8 62.2 9.8 0.628

Batatais 50.9 75.1 5.8 0.743
Batatais 47.4 81.3 3.0 0.777
Nuporanga 46.5 65.2 14.5 0.618
Jardinépoli 75.1 90.7 3.3 0.88(

Franca 41.6 70.5 10.1 0.674
Franca 36.4 61.6 15.2 0.575
Ituverava 43.3 66.1 10.4 0.669
Patrocinio do Sapucai 28.9 62.8 11.2 0.599
Santa Rita do Paraiso 51.6 79.4 4.3 0.779

Northeast Sdo Paulo 52.7 79.5 4.1 0.773

Source: same as Table 1.

The distribution of farm land shows trends simitarthose of the size-class typology of the
previous section. More than one-half of the land waned by the largest 5 percent of farmers, wiserea
only 4.1 percent were held by the smallest 50 pericenortheast Sdo Paulo. The Ribeirdo Preto regio
presents the highest concentration, with 66.3 perekland held by the largest 5 percent of farnerd
3.0 percent by the smallest 50 percent. Francatiasegion with the lowest participation of the top
largest farmers — 41.6 percent, compared to 10rtepe of land owned by the bottom-half rural
producers. High concentration is also demonstratethe upper-middle landowners group of largest 20
percent: their share reached 79.5 percent in rastifedo Paulo and 86.4 percent of the farm lartden
Ribeirdo Preto region, as compared with the 70r6gm of the Franca region (Table 4). As we have
noted, however, these figures must be seen in @ersp, since the typical land size by each of éhes
categories was very different across regions. Tfarsexample, the largest 5 percent of farmershim t
Ribeirdo Preto region (corresponding to th& @8&rcentile of the distribution) owned a minimum4@o
alqueires whereas the same top group in the Cajuru regesaenstituted by farmers with 1d#ueires
at least (see Table 1A, in the Appendix).

Sertdozinho and Jardindpolis were by far thenicipioswith the highest shares of the top 5
percent (80.5 percent and 75.1 percent) of farmfssior the largest 20 percent group, Ribeirdo d°ret
(87.9 percent), Cajuru (82.2 percent), Batatais3§ercent) and Santa Rita do Paraiso (79.4 pércent
showed nearly as high shares as Jardinépolis (péréent) and Sertdozinho (88.8 percent). The
municipiosof Patrocinio do Sapucai (28.9 percent), Sant@®iatd’Alegria (29.8 percent) and Franca
(36.4 percent) exhibited the lowest participatidribe top 5 percent of farmers. The area ownedhby t
smallest 50 percent of farmers was higher in Frghb2 percent) than in any othmunicipiq followed
by Nuporanga (14.5 percent) and Patrocinio do Sdfad.2 percent).

Still, Table 4 shows another interesting fact: @lith municipalities like Santo Antonio d’Alegria,
Franca and ltuverava exhibited relatively low skasethe top 5 percent of farmers, their top 2Geet
controlled more than 60 percent of total land, ¢ating a major presence of upper-middle farmers in
these localities. Even more importami,inicipioslike Franca and Ituverava had a high thresholdHeir
upper landholding class: the percentile distributiiows that the largest 20 percent of farmers §tfe
percentile) in Franca, for instance, owned a mimmaf 184 alqueires— above that in Ribeirdo Preto
(133alqueireg. The same feature can be observed for other npatities such as Patrocinio do Sapucai



11

(243 alqueire3 and ltuverava (20@lqueires. In fact, the top 5 percent of landowners"{@@rcentile) in
the Franca region had a higher minimum area €@QQeireg than that in the Ribeirdo Preto region (420
alqueirey. The Batatais region was the one with the highestimum area (98 percentile)
corresponding to the largest 5 percent of landosvi{@00 alqueireg (Table 1A, Appendix). Thus, a
relatively lower percentage of the top 5 percentfasiers does not imply that small landholdings
predominated in one locality.

The Gini coefficient, a summary measure of inedualf the entire distribution, reached a value
of 0.773 for all landholdings in northeast S&o Badini coefficients of two or more distributionarcbe
compared and ranked only under certain conditfdmss regions and municipalities in northeast S&o
Paulo show cases in which such conditions do nptyaphe calculated Gini indexes are not always
unambiguous as to the classification of specifiedllding structures as more or less concentrated.
Generalized Entropy inequality measures are predesibng with Gini coefficients in the Appendix, in
order to save space (Tables 4A, 5A and 6A). Thesiib Preto region had the most unequal land
structure (Gini = 0.838), whereas the Franca reglmwed the lowest inequality index (Gini = 0.6i4)
northeast Sdo Paufd.Sertdozinho (0.911), Jardindpolis (0.880) and iRaoePreto (0.847) were the
municipioswith the highest Gini indexes, but the orderingsloot follow necessarily these values since
the alternative inequality measures show diffe@nticlusions as regards Sertdozinho and Jardindpolis
The same is true about the municipalities withltveest Gini coefficients: Franca (0.575), Patrocido
Sapucai (0.599), Santo Antdnio d’Alegria and Nupgea(0.618) (Table 4A, Appendi%).

Another interesting fact is that relatively low Gindexes did not imply the presence of smaller
properties. In Franca and Patrocinio do Sapucaiekample, the size of properties in both lower
(between 18 and 58' percentiles) and upper (betweeri"5#hd 98" percentiles) classes of landowners
was consistently higher than in Ribeirdo Preto 8adé&ozinho. Only in the top percentiles was that t
Ribeirdo Preto region’s big landowners left thestidctive mark on land inequality of northeast S&o
Paulo. In Ribeirdo Preto, for instance, thd' @md 99' percentiles jumped to 900 and 2,881§ueires
respectively, higher than 457 and 1,%8queiresrecorded in Franca. Sertdozinho, thenicipiowith the
highest Gini coefficient, registered 4,58Queiresin its 99" percentile (Table 1A, Appendix).

Overall these indicators reinforce the previowslifng, according to which a very high degree of
concentration of land ownership was a key featurewatheast Sdo Paulo, even though there were
considerable differences in the inequality measwe®ss regions and municipalities. Similar Gini
inequality indexes for land ownership were regedeior other coffee-growing regions in the Amerjcas
such as the district of Yauco in Puerto Rico — 0.if51897° Still, such levels of inequality were greater
than in other coffee producing areas based on boidihgs, notably in Colombia and Costa Ria.

Total land owned by farmers is an important dimemsaf land inequality. Yet farm lands were
only partially cultivated and sometimes had a miaa devoted to subsistence or commercial ¢fops.
Vast tracts of farm lands could be used for pastureft fallow because of poor soil conditions;Haof
capital, scarcity of labor or just for speculatigarposes. Cultivated land, that is, the land thas w
effectively in crop production, is an important reege of economic status and wealth and therefore a

43 Comparison and ranking are possible when the lyidgrLorenz curves of two or more distributions ot cross, that is,
when their values lie entirely above or below thigeos. Otherwise, the Gini coefficient is not amnnbiguous measure of the
relative standing of each distribution, so thae&aluation of the ranking will require an additibeat of inequalitiy measures.
Atkinson,Economics54-6.

“4 As shown by Table 4A in the Appendix, the GenesaliEntropy indexes converge with the Gini coegfits in both cases.
“ For instance, the GE(2) index, which is more gimsto land size differences at the top end ofdtstribution, shows the
lowest inequality for Patrocinio do Sapucai (1.1¥allowed by Santo Anténio d’Alegria (1.145) andaRca (1.965). See
Table 4A, Appendix.

“° Bergad Slavery 69.

*" Roseberry, “Introduction”, 5-7; Samper, “SignifittaSocial”.

“8 Cultivated land represented 28.5 percent of tiatah land in northeast S0 Paulo in 1904-1905palth there was huge
variation in the shares amomgunicipios for example, 65.2 percent in Cravinhos, 64.9 @etrdn Ribeirdo Preto and 56.8
percent in Sdo Simdo, compared to 4.9 percent ipoNunga and 10.8 percent in Franca. Calculated f&&m Paulo,
Estatistica Agricola
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further aspect to be considered in our analysiblela presents inequality indicators for cultivakaad in
northeast S&o Paulo.

Table 5 — Concentration of Cultivated Land, NoateSao Paulo, 1904-5

Share of Share of Share of
Regions and Municipalities largest 5 largest 20 smallest 50 Gini Index
percent percent percent
Ribeirdo Preto 49.5 80.1 5.0 0.761
Ribeirdo Preto 48.8 78.2 4.4 0.762
Cravinhos 34.0 63.7 10.6 0.643
Séao Siméao 39.1 74.4 6.1 0.720
Sertdozinho 67.9 86.0 6.2 0.822
Cajuru 36.3 60.0 18.2 0.560
Cajuru 40.0 64.5 17.1 0.597
Santo Antbénio d’Alegria 14.5 42.9 22.1 0.405
Batatais 33.9 65.6 10.7 0.643
Batatais 44.8 67.5 11.7 0.620
Nuporanga 37.1 64.7 15.8 0.585
Jardinépoli 39.¢ 78.2 5.7 0.737
Franca 37.7 67.1 13.0 0.616
Franca 35.9 69.9 13.1 0.646
Ituverava 35.6 63.1 21.6 0.556
Patrocinio do Sapucai 28.7 54.0 31.0 0.508
Santa Rita do Paraiso 32.5 63.1 19.5 0.568
Northeast Sdo Paulo 55.9 82.4 4.4 0.757

Source: same as Table 1.

The landed elite exerted greater control over atiéid land than over total farm land: 55.9 percent
by the largest 5 percent and 82.4 percent by tfyes$a 20 percent of farmers in northeast Sao Palo.
the same time, the smallest 50% kept practicakltlysdime area as they had in total farm land, bynarou
4%. Again the Ribeirdo Preto region stands out whth highest share (49.5 percent) of cultivated lan
held by the largest 5 percent of farmers, while Batatais region had the lowest participation (33.9
percent) of the top farmers. The share of the Erge percent continued high, evermnnicipioswith a
relatively low participation of the largest 5 pemtesuch as Sdo Siméo (74.4 percent), Franca (69.9
percent) and Nuporanga (64.7 percent) (Table 5exected, the meaning of these categories in terms
of land size was quite different among localiti€se minimum size of the top 5 percent of farme&"(9
percentile) was, for instance, 2@@ueiresin the Ribeirdo Preto region compared toalgueiresin the
Cajuru and 44lqueiresin the Franca regions (Table 2A, Appendix).

Contrary to what was observed in total farm lamghar-medium landowners in the Ribeirdo Preto
region had consistently larger cultivated areas thase in other regions. As an illustration, tgést 20
percent of farmers (the 8percentile) in Cravinhos owned a minimum of ll§ueiresof cultivated
area whereas in Franca they ownedaltfueiresand in Ituverava alqueires The explanation lies in the
fact already mentioned that Ribeirdo Preto waselgen with the highest proportion of cultivate@ain
northeast S&o Paulo. Besides, the top largest tamets (98' percentile) was much greater in Ribeirdo
Preto region than in others: 2@jueiresin the Ribeirdo Preto region compared toaddueiresin the
Franca region and 70 in the Batatais region, adeaseen in Table 2A, Appendix.

Land Gini index in northeast Sdo Paulo declingghyy when the cultivated area is taken into
account (0.773 to 0.757), with more substantidkedénces among regions amdinicipios The Ribeirdo
Preto region (0.761) shows again the highest, hadCiajuru region (0.560) the lowest Gini coeffitien
for cultivated land. As for the municipalities, &azinho (0.822) and Ribeirdo Preto (0.762) had the
highest Gini coefficients, but not all alternatielexes move in the same directfSriThe lowest Gini

49 According to the GE(2) index, inequality of culited land was higher in S&o Siméo (4.297) tharilieiféio Preto (3.807).
See Table 5A.
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coefficients were registered for Santo Antonio @&giia (0.405) and Patrocinio do Sapucai (0.508).
Interestingly, Franca was the only municipality wlocultivated land Gini was substantially higher
(0.646) than the farm land index (0.575) (Tablesd 5).

These coefficients suggest that inequality in elanership of cultivated land in northeast Sao
Paulo was very high even when it is compared terogfeographical areas with a plantation-like social
and economic structure. As illustration, the cottegion of the U.S. Antebellum South (Gini index =
0.575) showed higher concentration of improved ldrah the North (Gini index = 0.427 on average) in
1860, but its Gini coefficient was still much lowtan the level recorded in Northeast Sdo Paukb{).
The largest 5 percent of farmers controlled 31.itqr& of improved land in the U.S. Cotton South in
1860, against 55.9 percent by their counterpanmitheast S&o Paulo in the early twentieth cerfury

As northeast S&o Paulo was one of the most immpodaffee regions worldwide by the early
twentieth century, another relevant indicator teelsaluated is a more direct measure of coffee mtoaiu
capacity such as coffee trees — was their distabuds unequal as in total farm and cultivated |aasd
seen above? Table 6 shows the results.

Table 6 — Concentration of Coffee Treesitheast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5

Share of Share of Share of
Regions and Municipalities largest 5 largest 20 smallest 50 Gini Index
percent percent percent
Ribeirdo Preto 43.2 75.9 5.0 0.743
Ribeirdo Preto 46.5 79.1 4.2 0.766
Cravinhos 35.0 65.6 8.4 0.649
Sao Simao 32.6 69.0 7.0 0.677
Sertdozinho 64.3 87.9 4.4 0.836
Cajuru 39.3 66.8 10.9 0.646
Cajuru 45.1 73.9 7.2 0.706
Santo Anténio d’'Alegria 10.5 38.4 27.9 0.326
Batatais 345 70.8 8.3 0.673
Batatais 35.4 73.1 8.7 0.678
Nuporanga 31.0 66.6 12.6 0.640
Jardinopoli 22.¢€ 53.¢ 11.¢ 0.58:
Franca 27.0 69.1 11.0 0.646
Franca 31.6 69.2 10.1 0.653
ltuverava 27.4 54.1 11.8 0.583
Patrocinio do Sapucai 20.0 57.6 11.7 0.584
Santa Rita do Paraiso 34.8 69.3 10.5 0.645
Northeast Sdo Paulo 50.2 83.5 55 0.764

Source: same as Table 1.

Coffee trees concentration is roughly similar tcatwvas recorded for cultivated land. The landed
elite controlled one-half of the coffee trees while bottom 50 percent farmers grew only 5.5 pdroén
the trees in northeast Sdo Paulo. The Ribeirdm Pegion leads the way with 43.2 percent of thedre
held by the largest 5 percent and just 5.0 petogtihe smallest 50 percent of farmers. In the oémer of
the spectrum was the Franca region: 27 percenbfbée trees grown by the top 5 percent and the 11
percent by the smallest 50 percent of farmers. Nahess, there is more convergence between regions
when we take the largest 20 percent, for examplEranca region (69.1 percent) and Ribeirdo Preto
region (75.9 percent). Upper-middle farmers cordthuo have a key role in regions with a smaller
participation of the largest 5 percent of farm&ace more Sertdozinho stands out asheicipiowith
the highest share (64.3 percent) of the top 5 pemmklandowners and only 4.4 percent of coffeedre
owned by the bottom-half farmers. The lowest shrerle by the top largest farmers are found in Santo
Antonio d’Alegria (10.5 percent), Patrocinio do Seai (20 percent) and Jardindpolis (22.6 percént).

0 Wright, “Economic Democracy”, 73-4. Similar resulire obtained by comparing the shares of totai fand in Tenessee
and northeast S&o Paulo. See Soltow, “Land Inegafi83. The concept of “improved land” employed Gavin Wright is
only roughly comparable with that of “cultivatechi#, since the former may comprise other conditiohlnd — for example,
when it is cleared but not yet sowed.
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similar ranking is found for the largest 20 per¢enicept for Patrocinio do Sapucai, which had adrig
share (57.6 percent) than ltuverava (54.1 percemt)e mass of smallest owners had higher shares of
coffee trees in Santo Antonio d’Alegria (27.9 pety@and Nuporanga (12.6 percent) (Table 5).

The number of coffee trees owned by each clasarofdrs was also very different: for example,
in the Ribeirdo Preto region the minimum size of tbp 5 percent of farmers ®%ercentile) was
400,000 coffee trees, a much higher figure thanhiththe Cajuru region (30,000 coffee trees). lct,fthe
municipiosof Ribeirdo Preto, Cravinhos and Sdo Simao inRfmeirdo Preto region tended to have a
greater number of coffee trees in nearly all classdethe distribution, with the exception of Jargiolis
in the Batatais region (Table 6A, Appendix).

Inequality in coffee trees ownership as measureth®yGini index reached 0.764 in northeast Sao
Paulo. While the Ribeirdo Preto region showed tighdst Gini coefficient (0.743), the result is rast
unambiguous regarding the least unequal in coffsestownership — Cajuru and Franca regions had the
same Gini coefficient (0.646), but the alternatindexes point to Franca as the region with the &iwe
inequality> Sertdozinho (0.836), Ribeirdo Preto (0.766) anjir@40.706) were the municipalities with
the highest indicators of coffee trees concentnatiaand not only with regards the Gini coefficiehihe
lowest inequality index of coffee trees ownershipswegistered in Santo Antonio d’Alegria (Gini =
0.326), which was again rather atypical in relatothemmunicipiosin northeast Sao Paulo.

6. Conclusions

The main conclusion of this study is that a higlgrde of inequality prevailed in northeast S&o
Paulo’s agriculture in the early twentieth centuggardless the concepts and measures utilizedsiZee
class distribution showed that most of the land exeed by large farmers and latifundists, with oaly
minor fraction of the area controlled by small anddium-sized landowners. This result contrasts with
what has often been argued by the historiographictwdraws its conclusions from the number of
farmers and the average size of properties. Tiahtimber of small and medium farmers was far greate
than that of larger landowners did not lead to aenfdemocratic” landholding structure in northe&88b
Paulo at the time.

This finding is corroborated by the estimates aqurality. Both percentile shares and alternative
measures of total land farm, cultivated land aniflieeotrees concentration indicate that the landee e
controlled most of the productive resources indbiee economy of the region studied. In particuéar
class of upper-middle landowners were importamearly all municipalities and regions, even in #os
with relatively lower inequality among farmers. dthers, very big landowners held sway and led to
extremely high inequality indexes. The bottom haflffarmers had some importance only in a few
municipalities, but even in these exceptional cdéises share was always below one third of the lare
or coffee trees.

We have to stress that these conclusions apply tinlg region that cannot be regarded as
representative of the state of Sdo Paulo and, ¢ée®esy of Brazil as a whole, at least until land
concentration in other geographical areas duriegntheteenth and early twentieth century is mollg fu
investigated. Further research on land inequadityg hecessary step in an attempt to understandaye
that the distribution of wealth and political povetraped institutions and long-run development swziBr
Still, the evidence presented in this study indisahat the classic view that large estates weredhtral
institution of Brazilian agriculture and gave rigea highly unequal distribution of land (and whaliits
well with the most important coffee export regiorthe early twentieth century.
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Appendix
Table 1A — Distribution of Total Farm Land by Partikes, Northeast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5 (area unigdgueire3
. 1! 25" 50" 75" 80" 90" 95" og"
Regions and Municipalities : : . . . . . .
percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile
Ribeirdo Preto 4 9 20 100 120 250 420 2500
Ribeirdo Preto 4 6 21 119 133 250 990 2898
Cravinhos 6 10 80 150 200 325 550 2600
Sao Siméo 8 12 22 100 150 258 350 2000
Sertaozinho 3 6 12 40 60 160 350 4500
Cajuru 2 5 12 30 40 80 144 800
Cajuru 2 5 14 35 45 80 175 1500
Santo Antbénio d’Alegria 2 4 10 27 40 80 100 220
Batatais 4 10 80 200 220 380 600 3000
Batatais 3 6 21 130 160 308 653 1500
Nuporanga 70 90 160 273 300 453 960 3800
Jardinépoli 3 5 8 30 50 10C 25C 120(
Franca 7 25 60 140 177 300 500 2000
Franca 25 42 80 155 184 280 457 1530
ltuverava 20 40 60 150 200 320 600 2000
Patrocinio do Sapucai 20 33 102 213 243 440 760 1060
Santa Rita do Paraizo 3 6 25 70 100 220 465 1500
Northeast Sdo Paulo 4 10 39 120 153 280 500 2150

Source: same as Table 1.

Note: Percentiles refer to values that divide theeovations (total farm land in this case) into ®g@al parts (that is,
into groups of 1%), ordered from lowest to highesues. A specific percentile corresponds to aevddalow which
lies a certain percentage of the ordered obsengtibhe 50 percentile (or #' quartile) corresponds to the median. 1

alqueireequals 5,98 acres, 2,42 hectares or 24,200 setess.

Table 2A — Distribution of Cultivated Land by Pemtites, Northeast S&o Paulo, 1904-5 (area unitdgueired

Regions and Municipalities

10"

25"
ercentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile

50"

75th

8g"

og"

9 5Ih

gg"

Ribeirdo Preto 3 5 11 45 66 125 200 890
Ribeirdo Preto 2 4 14 50 78 126 250 1111
Cravinhos 4 8 40 95 100 195 280 1055
Sédo Siméao 4 8 12 50 80 150 200 500
Sertdozinho 2 4 8 15 21 50 100 890

Cajuru 1 2 3 5 6 10 16 48
Cajuru 1 2 3 5 6 12 20 62
Santo Anténio d’Alegria 1 2 3 6 6 9 10 18

Batatais 2 4 6 15 20 45 70 140
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Redi oo 1! 25" 50" 75" 8a" og" 95" og"
egions and Municipalities : : . . . . . .
percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile
Batatai 2 4 8 19 25 50 70 13C
Nuporanga 2 5 6 10 15 22 50 180
Jardindpoli 1 2 4 15 20 51 95 182
Franca 2 2 4 10 11 20 44 100
Franca 2 3 5 11 15 35 50 150
ltuverava 2 2 3 6 7 13 19 77
Patrocinio do Sapucai 3 5 10 15 15 20 60 100
Santa Rita do Paraizo 2 2 4 7 9 18 26 76
Northeast Sdo Paulo 2 3 6 15 20 50 95 250

Source: same as Table 1.
Note: same as Table 1A.

Table 3A — Distribution of Coffee Trees by Perclesti Northeast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5 (number of cafess)

. oo 1! 25" 50" 75" 80" 90" 95" og"
Regions and Municipalities : : . . . . . .
percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile
Ribeirdo Preto 5,000 10,000 23,000 100,000 140,00260,000 400,000 1,500,000
Ribeirdo Preto 4,000 8,000 26,000 110,000 180,050,000 500000 2,112,700
Cravinhos 7,000 15,000 60,000 160,000 171,0000,080 435,000 1,800,000
S&o Simao 9,000 16,000 24,250 100,000 160,0000,080 390,000 1,000,000
Sertdozinho 3,000 5,000 15,000 30,000 43,600 ,0080 278,000 1,580,600
Cajuru 1,000 2,000 5,000 10,920 13,000 21,250 31,00100,000
Cajuru 750 1,500 3,500 10,000 12,600 25,000 40,00160,000
Santo Anténio d’'Alegria 2,500 5,000 8,125 12,500 14,500 15,000 21,250 27,250
Batatais 2,400 5,000 12,000 35,000 50,000 96,750 0,00® 320,000
Batatais 2,000 4,000 8,000 23,000 30,000 75,00018,000 208,000
Nuporanga 4,000 6,000 20,000 41,000 60,000 000,0200,000 335,548
Jardinépoli 6,00( 15,00( 30,00C 100,00C 130,00( 174,00 220,00 600,00(
Franca 2,000 4,000 8,000 20,000 26,000 50,000 1m0,0 170,000
Franca 2,500 4,000 8,000 24,500 30,000 67,500 0,000 240,000
ltuverava 2,000 4,000 11,000 24,000 30,000 %D,00 80,000 140,000
Patrocinio do Sapucai 2,000 4,000 12,500 23,50@8,000 45,000 100,000 180,000
Santa Rita do Paraizo 2,000 3,000 5,000 15,0008,000 36,000 60,000 151,000
Northeast S&o Paulo 2,000 5,000 12,000 32,000 50,000 120,000 200,0000,080

Source: same as Table 1.
Note: same as Table 1A.

Table 4A — Indexes of Inequality for Total Farrmda_and, Northeast S&o Paulo, 1904-5

Regions and Municipalites ~ GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) Gini
Ribeirdo Preto 1.764 1.971 11.510 0.838
Ribeirdo Preto 1.946 1.834 6.817 0.847
Cravinhos 1.192 1.052 2.341 0.703
S&o Simao 1.177 1.184 3.262 0.730
Sertdozinho 2.322 2.841 21.247 0.911
Cajuru 1.287 1.591 7.629 0.769
Cajuru 1.413 1.705 7.462 0.794
Santo Anténio d’Alegria 0.815 0.726 1.145 0.628
Batatais 1.423 1.364 6.120 0.743
Batatais 1.583 1.282 2.977 0.777
Nuporanga 0.693 1.022 4.215 0.618
Jardinopoli 1.95¢ 2.59¢ 24.36¢ 0.88(
Franca 0.999 0.989 2.596 0.674
Franca 0.606 0.738 1.965 0.575
ltuverava 0.862 1.012 2.683 0.669

Patrocinio do Sapucai 0.735 0.669 1.122 0.599
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Regions and Municipalites ~ GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) Gini
Santa Rita do Parai 1.50¢ 1.40¢ 4.341 0.77¢
Northeast S&o Paulo 1.458 1.503 7.537 0.773

Source: same as Table 1.

Note: GE indexes are Generelized Entropy meas@ggf) is the mean logarithimic deviation; GE(1)
the Theil’'s T index, and GE(2) is half the squai¢he coefficient of variation. GE(0) is more sdivs

to differences at the bottom of the distributiorE(@) is more sensitive to differences at the tophef
distribution; GE(1) puts equal weight to differeadn the entire distribution. Gini index is explethin
the text. See Cowell, “Measurement,” 109-10; “Meawy” chap. 3.

Table 5A — Indexes of Inequality for Cultivdteand, Northeast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5

Regions and Municipalies ~ GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) Gini
Ribeirdo Preto 1.295 1.369 4.816 0.761
Ribeirdo Preto 1.360 1.307 3.807 0.762
Cravinhos 0.941 0.805 1.488 0.643
Séao Siméao 1.112 1.205 4.297 0.720
Sertdozinho 1.479 2.055 12.065 0.829
Cajuru 0.551 0.741 2.311 0.560
Cajuru 0.631 0.841 2.534 0.597
Santo Antbénio d’Alegria 0.289 0.273 0.324 0.405
Batatais 0.792 0.834 1.749 0.643
Batatais 0.728 0.743 1.443 0.620
Nuporanga 0.615 0.743 1.642 0.585
Jardinépoli 1.22¢ 1.111 2.32¢ 0.737
Franca 0.678 0.788 1.677 0.616
Franca 0.781 0.845 1.690 0.646
Ituverava 0.529 0.684 1.510 0.556
Patrocinio do Sapucai 0.463 0.520 0.882 0.508
Santa Rita do Paraizo 0.557 0.674 1.384 0.568
Northeast Sdo Paulo 1.184 1.483 8.080 0.757

Source: same as Table 1.
Note: same as Table 4A.

Table 6A — Indexes of Inequality for Coffeee®s, Northeast Sdo Paulo, 1904-5

Regions and Municipalites ~ GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) Gini
Ribeirdo Preto 1.268 1.222 3.626 0.743
Ribeirdo Preto 1.404 1.340 4.170 0.766
Cravinhos 0.974 0.827 1.551 0.649
S&o Simao 0.972 0.907 1.829 0.677
Sertaozinho 1.683 1.902 8.597 0.836
Cajuru 0.849 0.932 2.762 0.646
Cajuru 1.044 1.116 3.251 0.706
Santo Anténio d'Alegria 0.206 0.175 0.180 0.326
Batatais 0.953 0.869 1.563 0.673
Batatais 0.937 0.908 1.806 0.678
Nuporanga 0.824 0.769 1.257 0.640
Jardinopoli 0.72¢ 0.60¢ 0.88¢ 0.58:
Franca 0.803 0.810 1.500 0.646
Franca 0.826 0.830 1.523 0.653
Ituverava 0.649 0.611 0.894 0.583
Patrocinio do Sapucai 0.727 0.639 0.996 0.584
Santa Rita do Paraizo 0.773 0.827 1.576 0.645
Northeast S&o Paulo 1.326 1.401 5.831 0.766

Source: same as Table 1.
Note: same as Table 4A.



