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Unequal English Wealth since 1670 

Peter H. Lindert 
L'nz7~rnzt)of Calzfoinzn, Llnv~\ 

New d a t a  o n  p roba ted  ~ v e a l t h ,  landoivnership,  debts ,  a n d  occupa- 
tions ex t end  o u r  view o f  t h e  d i s t r i b ~ ~ t i o n  back f r o m  o f  English ~vea l th  
191 1 to  1670. ? 'here were  widening gaps  in rrlean wealth b e t ~ v e e r ~  
t h e  t o p  l a n d e d - p l u s - r n e r c l ~ a ~ ~ t  classes a n d  t h e  middle  classe5 across 
t h e  Indust r ia l  Revolution century .  Size distributions f o r  incli\iclual 
assets also widened.  S o  d i d  those  for income o r  total wealth ( inc lud-  
i n g  hurnan) .  B u t  n o n h u m a n  net  ~ v o r t h  did not  become m o r e  [In-
equal  because o f  impor t an t  shifts in t h e  land sha re .  .Ill i r~eqllali t? 
measures  be fb re  1914 exceeded  all those since 1950.  ?'he estimates 
i l luminate classical theories o f  distr ibution.  

I. Introduction and Conclusions 

Bel i e f s  a b o u t  t i -e~lc is  i11 t h e  ciistr ibutio11 of  i n c o m e  and lvea l th  h a v e  

l o n g  bee11 c e n t r a l  t o  c i a ~ ~ i n a t i o n santi c i e f t n s e s  of' c a p i t a l i s m .  ?-he 

This I-esearch 1vas rn;rtie possible I>\  grants SO(:'iti-XOSti'i and SO(i'i9-O!)h:i 1 from the 
Sational Science Fountiatio~l and grant RO-2ti772-78-1!) Irorn the Satiolial E~ ldo~v-  
ment for the Hulnanities, with supplemental aid from the Agricultural kii\tor) (:enter, 
Universit) of C;alifot-ni;~, 1)avis. It is part of project o n  R~-iti\ha largel- 1-ese~1rcl1 irreclual-
ity. p u r s u ~ l  ill c0llaboratio11 with Jcf (re\ (;. LVillia~nson ot FI'l~-vil~.ti .Icce\\L.~iivc~.sit\. 
to data required the active cooperation ol othcials in the Principal PI-oh;tte Reglstr) 
(Somerset Ilouse); the Registrar (;eneral's o t t~ce(St. (:athe~-ille's FIo~lse); ,rrchivist in 
most of the count) record ofhces of Englar~cl, particularl\ those ~ i e l c l i ~ ~ g  ar~clpt-ol~atc 
l a~~dowr~er s l~ ipdata (Pu1)lic Recor-ti Otfice, Greater London Recorcl Ofhce, (:.~rnI~~-iclge- 
shire Record Office, \Vest Suttolk Recold Othce, Liclihel(l1oint Record Otf~cc ,  and the 
Borth~vick Institute); and the (;arnIlridge Group tor the Iiistor\ (11 I ' o p ~ l ~ ~ t i o ~ ~and  
Soci;rl Str~ictut-e. I pal-ticularl) wish to tharrk Lirltla \Vl~ite Lilidert, Ricardo A .  S~lveira 
Rocha, and Janet Sulli\;rn Steiner thr hund~-eds of haul-s ot patient gather-ing and 
siftirrg; Hal Grade for co~nputer  assistance; ;rnd LVilli;lrri Hunt, I.ee Ding-LVei, Nlkki 
hlarldell, Thomas Renaghen, and Donald LVooten tor ;ldtiitio~~al r.esr;lrch a~sistdnce. 
Helpful cornlnents wel-e I-ecei~ed t l-o~nan anon)~nous  referee and from Ternluar 11;rrtic- 
ipants at Bel-kele), Birkbeck College (I.ondon), (:l~icago, (:o~-nell, H;lr\;rrd, Indiana, 
and Yale. All errors are [nine. A much longer 1vo1-king paper version ot this p'iper 
(Lilldert 1983) car1 11e obtai~led tl-orn the Xgr-icultural Hiator) Center, Ltli\er\it\ of 
Califor-nia, L)a\is. 
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socialist critique has always leaned heavily on the allegation that the 
gaps between rich and poor have been widening in the leading capi- 
talist countries, particularly Britain. Concentration of wealth under- 
lay the very definition of the system Marx and Engels abhorred: "in 
extant society, private property has been abolished for nine-tenths of 
the population; it  exists only because these nine-tenths have none of 
it" (Marx and Engels 1930, p. 46). George Bernard Shaw's definition 
of socialism was also based on the polarizing tendency of capitalism: 
"It is in this phase of capitalistic development, attained in Great Brit- 
ain in the 19th century, that Socialism arises as a revolt against a 
distribution of wealth that has lost all its moral plausibility. . . . ' Ihe  
inequalities [have] become monstrous" (Shaw 1929, p. 896).' 'I'he 
same beliefs have been voiced repeatedly ir1 the political arena, as 
when Philip Snowden railed in the House of' Commons that "the 
working people are getting poorer. 'The rich are getting richer. . . . 
They are getting enormously rich. They are getting shamefully rich. 
They are getting dangerously rich" (December 3 1, 19 1 1 ; cited in 
Whittaker 1914, p. 44). 

Two kinds of defenders of private wealth tried to throw cold water 
on such flames. One tradition had it that the concentration of wealth 
has been and should be constant. People get the economic rewards 
they deserve, aside from random luck, and vague natural fi)rces have 
kept society near this equilibrium degree of concentration. A second 
defense emerged across the nineteenth century and the early twen- 
tieth: the gaps between rich and middle and poor were no longer 
viewed as eternal constants but were narrowing in modern Britain. 
This view was shared by Porter (1847), Giffen (19041197 l ) ,  Marshall 
(1910), and others. Its assertion of narrowing gaps was bolder, yet its 
tone more muted and vaguely empirical, than the earlier insistence on 
a constant hierarchy. Sir Robert Giffen mustered a few miscellaneous 
statistics to show that between 1830 and 1880 "the rich have become 
more numerous, but not richer individually; the 'poor' are, to some 
smaller extent, fewer; and those who remain 'poor' are, individually, 
twice as well off on the average as they were fifty years ago. The  'poor' 
have thus had almost all the benefit of the great material advance of 
the last fifty years" (197 1, 1 :4 19). A generation later, Alfred Marshall 
saw the same trends continuing: "It is doubtful whether the aggregate 
of the riches of the very rich are as large a part of the total national 
wealth, . . . in the United States or  in England, now as they have been 
in some earlier phase of civilisation. . . . [Various official returns] 
indicate that middle-class incomes are increasing faster than those of 
the professional classes, and that the wages of healthy and \ ' &' I  'orous 

' I am indebted to my colleague ,John Roenler fix this reference 
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unskilled labourel-s are increasirlg faster even than those of' the a\,er- 
age ai-tisan" (1910, p. 687). T ~ L I Severy possible assertion about ill-

equality ti-ends since the onset of the Irldustrial Re\ olutior~ was cur- 
rent before Ll'orlcl Tl'ar I .  

They \vere all bluffing, of course. None of them cited. 311) serious 
s i x  distributio~ls of' income o r  \\,ealth, nor even an) believal~le aver-
age inconies oi- ~vealth holdings for major ecorlomic classes. No 
official statistics ga\,e the right kind of'irlfi)rniation until the tlventieth 
century. 'l 'here were inf'ormed guesses bout the size distribution of 
inco~neh! sonle earlier scholars, hut these lvere ignored until re-
cently. Arid the published probate returns used casuall!, by Porter, 
Llarx, and Gif'ftn co\,ei-ed only a minority of the rich. Even the rela- 
tive returns o n  land and on capital vis-A-vis Ivage I-ates tvei-e left un- 
measured, despite the I-ich classical tradition of theori/ing about 
rents, pi-ofits, and. Jvages. Tl'ith so f t ~ v  inconvenient facts blocking the 
Lvay, an!, conclusion could he I-eached--or dismissed. 

Clashes of \,slues and self-interest guarantee that the long-standing 
debate over the causes and ~velf'ai-e meaning of' inequality ti-ends \vill 
continue. Fresh facts cannot elinlirlate a debate so stubbor111y rooted, 
but they can limit it by promoting consensus about the empirical 
I-ecoi-d. 

Foi-tunately, better evidence is n o ~ v  at hand. l'ost\\.ar schol:trship, 
aided. by better archives, cheapel- copying, and the co~iiputei-, has 
been able to shed new light o n  movements in the clistril)utio11 of' 
income since the late seventeenth century. .I'he eai-1y conjectural in- 
collie distl-ibutions by (;I-egory King, Joseph RIassie, I'ati-ick Colqu- 
houn, Dudley Haxtei-, and Ai-thur Holvley have heen revised and 
compared \\.ith each other (1,indert and Tl'illiamsori 1982, 198:lb). 
These income distributions have been buttressed by sonle indirect 
clues. 'I'he structure of' \vage and. salary rates has been documented 
extensively (l'helps HI-~IVII and. Hopkins l933; Phelps Uro\vr~ 1977; 
Tl'illiamson 1980, 1982). 'l 'he f'urtunes of' the superrich si~lce 1800 
have been sketched with the help of' pi-ol~ateand tax data (Kubirlsteir~ 
I!f81). 7'he relative position of la~ldloi-ds is beginning to be docu- 
mented ~vitll cai-efully aclj~usted measui-es of the inequality of' land-
o~\.rlershiparid with a rough chrorlology of farnlland rents since the 
sixteenth century (Lindert 198:3(r, 1983b). 

Yet our  view of' the income distribution remains tentative, and the 
distribution of ~vealth is still almost completely obscured I~ef'ore 191 1. 
k:;ich of' the irlcome-relel,ant materials ,just cited is sul~ject to errors 
that may be large enough to distort our  view of' long-run trends. 

Oui- view is particularly blurred for the rlonernployee classes, fi)r 
ivhom Fve have no Fvage o r  salary data. Oril!, fbi- the highest-inco~ne 
pi-opertieci groups can we use tax returns t o  cross-check the inconie 
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guesses from Colquhoun's and Kaxtei-'s nitleteenth-century social 
tables. Thei-e is currently no independent set of' information for 
checking the social tables' guesses about the relative incomes or lvealth 
of capitalists oi- of those large self-employed middling groups: shop- 
keepers, farmers, yeotnen, ;ind husba~ldmen. To discover \vhethei- 
capitalists gained ground on persotls of' landcd title o r  whether 
yeotnen and. others became more proletai-ianized, we need a data 
source saniplirlg these gi-oups heavily, a source that also allolvs us to 
construct an ovei-all size distribution of income or ~vealth. 

This stutly q~taclr~tples the length of oui- historical view of the distri- 
bution o f  English wealth anci pi-operty income. T h e  long pel-iod from 
a preindustrial 1670 to the onset of' satisfactoi-y published. data in 
191 1 is spanned. with the help of' newly pi-ocessed data on probated 
lvealth, lando~vnership, debts, and occupation. 

Careful handling of' the data yields six kinds of results. (1) T h e  
social strata moved further apart in theii- average pel-sonal lvealth 
(excluding real estate) between 1740 ant1 1873. hlei-chants and. per- 
sons of' landed title accumulated ~vealth (and gained income) n l~ tch  
faster than the rest of societ!, over this el-a of Industrial Revolution. 
Lliddling groups, such as yeomen, shopkeepel-s, and. craftsmen, ac- 
cuniulated less. T h e  classic irnage of witlening class inequalit) does fit 
these wealth-by-class nlovertients. Yet the middling classes ditl gain in 
real ~vealth and incoriie and were not replaced. by any rising share of 
more pi-oletai-ian occupatioris. (2)  Wealth other than real estate, o r  
gi-oss "personal estate," became nioi-e unequally held during the 111- 
tlustrial Re\,olution era, ~vithin each region studied as ~vell as in the 
national estimates. (3) L2'hen the disti-ibutions of personal estate, real 
estate, and debts are  combined, the resulting tlistributions of' net 
lvoi-th slio~c a high level of' wealth inequality in Victorian England. 
They d o  not, however, show that it had increased over the tlvo pre- 
ceding centuries as Victorian critics had. implied, w e n  though the 
o~vnershipof' individual types of assets had become more concen- 
trated. (4) Shifts i11 age distribution played minor- roles in the ob-
served movements in ~vealtli inequality. 'I'he shift to a younger a d ~ ~ l t  
population contributed to the slight inegalitarian drift fi-om the late 
seventeenth century to the late nineteenth. -I'hc aging of the adult 
population n u d e  only a minor contribution to the pronouncetl le\.- 
cling of the ~vealth distribution in this century. (5) It is possible to 
reconcile the apparent lack of a trend to~vard nlore concentrated. net 
~vor th  before 1873 with the inegalitarian trends in income, personal 
estate, and even total lvealth (including human). T h e  reconciliation 
rests on the shai-e of'\vealth o r  income taken by land, a highly concen- 
trated asset even toda!,. T h e  secular decline in land's share of lvealth 
o r  income after 1740 gave a more egalitarian t~vist to the clisti-ihution 
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of net \vorth than it did to income o r  total ~vealth because land value 
has allvays been a higher share of nonhuman net ~vorth.  Since the 
distributions of inconie and total ~vealth are better measures of i11-
equality of living standard than the distribution of nonhuman net 
~\ .or th,the best tentative trend summaiy about the inequality of EII- 
glish li\ing standai-ds is the Kuznetsian pattern: an  inegalitarian trend 
fi)r the Industi-ial Revolution el-a follo\ved. by a greater shift to\varci 
equality since Ll'orld Ll'ar I .  (6) Focusing on rents, profit rates, and 
\vage rates as the key to distribution gave the main classical econo~nists 
some valici insights into the extraortlinarily unequal E:nglish economy 
in which they lived. Incomes from rents, pi-ofits, and wages were 
much nlore segregated across size tlistribution classes in the nine- 
teenth century than today. T h e  relative neglect of human capital 
differences as a basis for inequality \vas less serious i11 a ~vorldin ~vhich 
they accounted for only about 15 percent of national income as com- 
paretl with about 52 percent for Britain today. Yet their irrlplicit belief 
that a rise in land. rents re1atii.e to Jvage rates meant greater inequality 
Ivas misleading. Average ~vealth and irlcome did rise Caster for land- 
owners (and capitalists) than foi- others over the Industrial Revolution 
era, but the shift of pop~llation, income. and ~vealth away from land 
Fvas irrlpartirlg a s~tbtle egalitarian trend even befilre the classical 
treatises were avritten. 

11. Data Sets and Estimation Strategy 

'1'0 measure private ~vealth in England and Wales before the t\ven- 
tieth century, one must put several kinds of puzzle pieces together. 
T h e  best starting point is the probate inventory, the only kintl of 
document that consistently measured ~vealth for persons from all 
classes aboi,e paupers.' Unciei- ecclesiastical and. civil larv, English pro- 
bate appraisers lvere given consistent instructions to value a11 pel-sonal 
estate, o r  "personalty," which Fvas a11 gross nonhuman assets ~vith one 
annoying exception: real estate was ornitteci before 1894, aside frorn 
the la lue of current leases. 'I'his stutly thus begins by estimating the 
distribution of personalty alone from probate saniples, securing some 
clear initial results about wealth patterns by occupational class and 
their links to ovei-all inequality. Adding I-eal estate and debts takes 
some labor and sorne \vide margins of error.  For 1873-75, it has been 
possible to  link about half of real estate ~\.ith individual personal es- 
tates, using the estate-multiplier neth hods describetl below. Ass~tmp- 

'Eve11 paupel- inventories d o  exist. 2lowever (C:or~ltbrd 1970). For rriol-e tietailed 
discussions of the natut-e and availabilit) of probate inlentories, her Jones  (1977) and 
Lindert (1981). 



tions are adtled about the other half of' real estate. For earlier dates, 
realty arltl personalty are  hooked dif'fel-ently, using mean ratios of the 
one to the other for each occupational class, as inferl-ed from the 
probate samples and the revised irlconle tal~les of' 1688, 1759, 1803, 
and 1867 (using Lindei-t and il'illianison 1982, 19836). .I'he resulting 
view of gross nonhuman n.ealth is then converted into distrihutio~ls of 
net ~vorth with limited informatior1 on 1 1 0 ~ ~debts varied across the 
classes of gross assets. 

T h e  key pi-obate data survive in abundance for Erlgland and il'ales 
from the early seventeenth century to the mideighteenth and fi-orri 
1796 on.  For the period 1660- 1740, detailed probate inventories 
survive for about a fifth of all dying householci heads." Church ad-
ministration of the technical probate requirement then became corn- 
pletely lax, leaving almost no inventories hi-the late eighteenth cen- 
tury. Then  a light pi-obate tax Ivas imposed from 1797 011, remaining 
below '2 pel-cent even for millionaires i~rltil the 1880s (Soivard and 
il'illan 19lg). '  il'hile ther-e is no public access to samples of detailed 
inventories from the nineteenth or  twentieth centuries, sulnrnar-y 
calendar entries g i ~ e  names, occupations, estate wlues, places of i-esi- 
dence, and a few other details for the probate population, which was 
again nearly a fifth of clvirig household heads. 

T o  sample pr-obates from the available periods, I have selected four 
regions and six benchmark dates. The  choice of I-egions is dictated by 
research convenience and a desire to include regions with varied eco- 
nomic history. .I'he first region, London-hliddlesex, could not be 
avoided in any serious study of English irlecluality, given the gra\,ita- 

:' 111 \vhat follows the population of potenti;rl wealth holders will be referred to as 
"householtis," meaning rnales o l e r  2 0  plus tetnales with stated occupations and wiciows 
and spinster-s (for 1858 and 187.5, just widows and spinster-s ovel- 35).Othel- popu1;rtiorl 
concepts ar-e possible, of cout-se, a r ~ d  tables 3 and 4 t)eloiv switch to the total adult 
populatior~ in orcler to rnatch the concept used in rnost twentieth-cent~~rv estimates. No 
atternpt has t ~ e e ~ i  rrlade Ilere to divide each household's ~vealth tn a nleasure of house- 
hold qize o r  adult corisurrler equivalents. Doing so ~\ .ould proba1)ly reintorc e the pr cserit 
conclusions about tr-elid$. 

In  such low-tax settlrigs, there should also h a l e  been l~t t le  re,l\on t o  g i \e  inter \Ivos 
transfers i r ~a way that would confound an atternpt to inter- the wealth distriljutio~i ot 
the liling fr-om wealth at death. T h e  ~ner-e existente of Inter vivos transters betiveen 
generations tines not irnpar-t a n \  bias per se. the rnor-e the trarlsfers, the greater the 
relative bvealtll of the ~ o u n g ,  a tender~cy accuratel\ reHected i l l  an  age-adji~\ ted prot)ate 
sarnple. h clistortiori could arise 0111) i f  the approach of death itself gr-e;rtl~ incl-e;l\ed 
inter \ivos transfel-s, pel-h,lps d o i ~ i g  so dittel-end\ tor  tiitterent wealth cl;~sses. Rut i r ~  
the at~sencc of Ilea\\ estate tases, the rnain i~lcenti le  should have been to I-etain o w ~ i -  
ership arld cont~.ol  u n t ~ l  death. O n e  could still tear that high ~nedical  co\ts l i r t  hefore 
death rnight make the wealth of decedents a poor nie;isure of the we,lltl, of the l i \ i r~g.  
But this fear also seerns misplaced. We all h a l e  to go sometin~e.  ant1 thc meciic;rl costs to 
11e incurreti i l l  the ;rpproach ot death sllould i r ~tact be deilucted from ,in\ coricept ot 
the wealth of the living, e \ e n  it' death is riot immirient. Such costs were, in an) case, vel-\ 
small heh l -e  the medical changes of the t ~ , e n t i e t h  century 
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tion of the rich and. poor toward the metropolis. A single archive at 
Lichfield offered probates for four counties in the Ll'est hlidlands 
(Derby, Shropshire, Staffordshire, and Ll'ar\vickshire). Another cov- 
ered the East ant1 \Yest Ridings of' Yorkshire, ant1 Carn11i-idgeshire 
lvas added to include a rural so~ttllern county. For these regiorls the 
entire probate population Fvas dra~v11 for four bench~nal-k dates: 
1,3.54 probates for "1670" (166')-70, excluding Yorkshire), 1,91.5 for 
"1700" (169')- 1700), 1,488 f0i- "1740" (1 739-4 l ) ,  and 4,243 for 
18 10. For 1875, 1 :3 samples were drawn for the same regions, except 
that the full probate population was again taken for Cambi-idgeshii-e, 
giving 3,579 probates in all. Finally, an  obscure Pal-liarnentai-y tabula- 
tion (Great Britain, I-louse of Commons 1861) gives details on the 
whole probate population of England and Ll'ales for 1858 (28,753 
probates). 

<:on\,ei-ting the pi-obate rriaterials into national distributions of per- 
sonal estate requires a \\.hole Bayesian strategy for dealing lvith a \tide 
range of likely errors and biases. Sampling el-ror is the least of our  
\vori-ies: ~vi th samples in the thousands, even a 50 percent standard. 
error  in wealth appi-aisal at the level of' the individual gives only a 
negligible error  in aggregate inequality statistics. hluch moi-e serious 
are systematic social biases in the pi-obates and. uncertainties about 
how personalty, realty, and debts were correlated across individuals. 

T h e  probate population is a socially biased segment of society, over- 
representing the elderly, the middling agricultural classes, and mer- 
chants (hlain 1974; Smith 1975; Linciert 1981). hlost of the social 
biases can be remo\,ed by using the estate-multiplier method to mag- 
nify each probate sa~nple  cell by its omin ratio of true to probate 
population. This is done here, using large numbers of cells defined by 
five ~vealth-detei-mining dimensions (sex, occupation, region, date, 
arld age). But biases may remain. Perhaps the I-atio of true living 
persons to probated persons still varies systematically with ~vealth 
~vithin cells, biasing any measure of the mean o r  dispel-sion of ~\.ealth 
based on cell magnification alone. O r  the numbers of li\,ing persons 
for the ciif'ferent cells rnay be misestimated." O r  the ~vrong  multipliei-s 
may be assigned. t o  sample regions when tryirlg to synthesize England 
and Ll'ales from four I-egions. 

So serious are  the biases just rrientioneci, and some lessel- obstacles 
faced belotv, that a cataloging of the main types of error in the estate- 
multipliei- estimates and the ways of limiting them needs to precede 
any results. T h e  estimation procedure is detailed in the Appendix 
arld summarized bi-iefly here. 

'T h e  occupational c1istril)utions of' the li\ing, 1 ) )  sex anti date, wel-e estimated fhr 
England and !Vales ~vith wide rangcs of e r ror  111 Lindert (1980) illld in underlying 
calculations fol- all I-egio~is. 
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Mapping the distribution of wealth begins ~vith a simple distinction 
between probated personal estate (ioe,) and the unknown true per- 
sonal estate of the same ith probate person (iu,,). The  two differ by the 
percent error p,:"  ZU,,,= zu,, + P,. As long as P, h ~ sa zero mean, the best 
estimate of zu,, is simply the probated ~vealth Z L J ~ , .  

Each ith probated person will be allowed to represent 1r1, persons in 
the ovel-all population. T h e  head count multiple nl, depends on i's 
observable attributes (i.e., on sex, occupation, region, date, and age). 
As noted above, the wealth of the ith probated person is probably not 
a f - ' .a i r  portrayal of the wealth of the n1, living persons having the same 

attributes. For every jth living person in this group of Pn, persons ( j  = 

1,  . . . , nt,), true personal wealth (ui,) departs frorn the true ~vealth of 
hislher probated representative by the cell-specific bias s, and the indi- 
vidual randon1 influenc:e el. That is, 

so that 

The  three errors separating the living person's wealth (zu,,) from the 
probated representative's wealth (uJ,,~,)are not of equal importance. As 
noted above, the probate sarnples are large enough for us to set aside 
the probate sampling error el in judging aggregate distributions. The  
other random error, the P, specific to an individual in the overall 
population, ~vill also dwindle aIvay in practice. Little true variance is 
lost by aggregating the living population into groups as numerous as 
the probated persons, given that the groups are defined by those 
attributes (sex, occupation, region, date, and age) capturing a high 
proportion of wealth differences. 

More formidable is the task of deciding what values to assign to the 
systematic bias terms, the head count nlultiples ( ~ 1 , )and the systematic 
wealth distortions (s,). ?'he possible errors here are too special in their 
likely patterns to submit to classical statistical inference. We rnust 
introduce outside (nonsample) infhrrnation to get confidence interval 
bounds on the m,'s and st's. These bounds must be "conservative" in 
the sense of yielding defensible outer bounds on inequality statistics. 
In what follo\vs, wealth inequality will be portrayed by three sets of 
estimates: too rqual estimates virtually certain to understate each 
wealth inequality parameter, too uneq~~ulestimates virtually certain to 

11 .I'he terms ?LI/,, anti w,, are viewed as logat-ithms of wealth here so that the ert-ot- tet-ms 
can be thought o f  as approxi~nate percentages. No t-esults cleperict o n  this minot- tonve- 
nierice. 
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err in the opposite direction, and preferred, or best-guess, estimates. At 
several steps in the estimation process,' detailed in the Appendix, 
clearly biased assumptions are used in the too equal and too unequal 
estimates. The  combination of several such biases, each in the same 
too equal or  too unequal direction, should suffice to outweigh any 
other- errors that have gone unquantified here. The  bounds succeed 
in being narrow enough to reject many null hypotheses ;ibout per- 
sonal estate in Section 111, but in the later sections on net worth, 
available data leave bounds so vide that most further conclusions are 
based on best predictions alone, kvithout firm rejection of several com- 
peting hypotheses. 

111. Unequal Personal Estates, 1670-1875 

The  procedures sketched above and in the Appendix are first applied 
to the distribution of personal estate alone, ~vithout real estate or  
debts, before turning to the distribution of overall net worth. While 
personalty alone is not the most \velfare-relevant of \t.ealth measures, 
it has the advantage of being based on the probate samples, \\.hich also 
yield micro data on sex, region, occupation, and (tor 1875) age. Using 
the more limited ~vealth measure establishes some patterns that could 
not have been seen so clearly had I relied solely on tentative measures 
of net worth or  income. 

Some of the trends shown by the preferred (best-guess) estimates of 
personal estate conform to expectation. The  aggregate values of per- 
sonalty approximate the values implied by past aggregate Ivealth stud- 
ies. T h e  average values per household head, in constant prices, rose 
only moderately before 1740 and much faster thereafter, as one 
would expect during accelerating industrialization. \Vomen came to 
obvn a rising share of personal wealth in their own names, both be- 
cause they were a rising share of household heads and because the 
average ~vealth of female household heads advanced from about 35 
percent of the male average in the seventeenth century to about 63 
percent in 1875. And after 1740, the %lidlands and North ac-
cumulated personal ~vealth faster than London and the South, as 
narrative accounts have long suggested. 

O n e  particular source o f  possible e r ror  \\;I\ left unqrl;tntihetl I,\ the \tell\ taken in 
the App.  Errors  in the estimatecl occupation,tl counts ifroni Linticrt 1980; 1085, tables 
C1-CG, C14) were not emboclircl ill the too e q ~ ~ a l  ar~cicoo unrc1u;ll e\tirnates tor \ \ant  ot 
a con\enient bpecif i~at io~i  ot bou~it is .  Yet none of tlie pos\ible occ.ul),itional miscounts I 
have examineti a n d  discusscct would shitt \\e;rlth i~rcclr~alit\ p'iralrleters enougll t o  
violate the outer bo~uicls set hel-e. 

I 



More conti-oversy has surrounded the changing relationship of 
rvealth to sociooccupational class. The  different classes of' Erlgland 
and Wales shared very unequally in the national gains iri personal 
estate. Table 1 and figure 1 reveal that nierchants and persons of 
landed title had accunlulated personalty niuch faster than the rest of 
society between 1740 and 187!1.~ These t ~ o  classes \\.ill continue to 
stand out,  both in rvealth level and in rate of accumulation, after we 
have added real estate and considered debt patterns. The  top percen- 
tile of household heads consisted almost entirely of titled persons and 
"merchants" (including financiers and industi-ialists) throughout the 
two centuries spanned here. Any explanation of' overall inequality 
nioverrlents rnust include \vhy these trvo occupational gi-oups, each a 
slorvly declining share of all households, acquired personal wealth so 
much faster than the rest of society between 1740 and 1875. 

T h e  tinling of the personal \vealth gains of the titled and merchant 
classes niay rvell have follorved the course suggested by figure 1 and 
table 1 .  Neither gained niucll during the relative stagnation and rising 
taxation of the late seventeenth century. By 1740, the merchants had 
gained on the more landed titled class, 1)oth in the personal rvealth 
sholvn here and in their likely realty holdings, :IS befits a period of' 
return to relative peace and declining terms of trade tor agr icu l t~~re .  
The  change from 1740 to 18 10 accompanied the opposite conditions: 
a shift to rvartirne ti-ade barriers, dear food, and rising land rents. 
Perhaps for these reasons merchants, especially those iri L,ondon, 
tailed to stand out in the 1810 probates. Across the early and mid- 
nineteenth century, these trvo elites soared above the rest of society. 
T h e  gain is particularly pronounced for the ~iierchant group, which is 
defined to include financiers and industrial capitalists rvhenever the 
data ga1.e labels allowing us to separate the latter fi-on1 other indus- 
trial occupations. By the niiddle of' \'ictoria's reign, the pattern rvas 
stark: \veaith, and inconie as well," ~ a c c r ~ ~ e d  to those rvho rnade their 
living from property itself, far more than to those \.\.hose occupational 
labels bespoke human earnings. 

' l'art, but  o ld \  par t ,  o f  thi\ \viclenir~g 111a\ have heen ,rrtiliti,tl. It nlar t)e tli'it the 
a(cel)ted tlehnition ot nicrch;int o r  titled \ t a t i ~ \  nra\ I la \c  bccolne Illore a 1u11ctio11of 
total \\-ealth itself i r i  the  ni~icteent l i  ccnturn tliarl i t  lrad t)ecrr e;irlit.r-. 01.II;II-t 01 the 
otcu11ation;rl \\-iciening ni;i\ stem fr-on1 in;idvcrtrr~t t)i;i\r\ in ci'ita ~jroce\sirrg. l 'et the 
aplIarcnt \\itienirlg seem\ to h;ive 0ec11 too niarkcd t o  h;i\e 11ee11 :I c orlrljlete mir;rge. 
Nor- \\,IS i t  tilerel\ the  r e ~ u l t  of  ;I t\\ist ill cia\\ , i \ i n g  r,rte\ i ~ n r e l a t r d  to the clistr-il~i~tion 
of iricomes \in(-c the  L ~ ; I S \  iricotlie ir\erliges r r i o ~ e d  i l l  tile \;Lilie 11l;111tler :IS CI ' I \S  \\e,ilth 
:t\erage\. 

" O n  the concer~trat ion of incorr~c itito 111-ol)ertied cl<rsse\, \ct. H,txter ( lS(i8)  .111ci table 
6 belo\\- for- 1867, a n d  Liriclert and \Villi;rmwn (1982,  15)X:lb) f o ~  earlier tl;ite\. 
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TABLE 1 

Titled (gentlemen 
and up)  552 453 ,563 2,032 3.036 9.85.5 

RIerchant, 296 307 573 IiOX 5.917 11.804 
PI-of e\s~onals . . .* . , .  . . ,  607 : 4 1,201 
Fitr~iirrs.\ romcn, 

hr~~bantlrrien 120 1 I7 I64 220 41 1 58 1 
Farnicrs . . .  . . .  . . .  3.54 595 800 
Yeorlien 199 153 178 25Ci 314 465 
Husbantlmrri ti0 8 2 Sti , . . 247 . . .  

Shopkeepel-\ 149 I(i0 195 304 64 l 606 
Inclustri,il tl-;rcles 10 1 101 110 :!I45 687 .i23 
Builtling trade\ . . .  . . .  . . .  160 :!I l ti 3 30 
Laborrrs (22)- 22 (271' 101 8 1 143 
-411 meri (including 

others) 100 108 13.5 30:1 .I I 1 636 
Female hou\eholci 

head\ 97 37 t i 7 173 382 405 

Estimateti Sumbers of Ho~~seholclHe;rct\ (1,000's) 

Titlctl 23.0 22.6 27.3 2 I .Y 22.3 25. l 
hierchants 30.9 SO.I 30. 1 41.7 52.0 61.1 
l'rof'c\sion,rl\ .50.5 4 x 4  .I I , ( I  73.8 245.2 2Y<I.O 
F;rrriiel.s, romen. 

husb;rndrnrn 219.2 227.4 254.2 320.0 330.$1 407,ti 
Farrricrs . . .  . . .  1 1 2 .  0 . l  144.5 13-1.4 
Yeomen 72.1 68.6 8 1.1) 40.0r 62.9 !I 

- ,.
I .(j 

Husbandmen 147.1 1.58.8 39.8 120.0' 124.1 15.'.Ii 
ShopLeepers 1 0 . 7  112.8 $14.9 1 1  1.4 107.8 155.3 
Iritlustrial tr;rtlcs 222.4 1 5 . 415.1 2.055.4 2,34:$.7 
Builtling trades 68.3 115.6 95.2 2:42.(i 476.9 492.0 
Labol-crs anti 

pauper\ 52.3.6 446.3 572.0 779.9 1,384.8 1.503.5 
;\I1 nien (including 

other\) 7 . 0  1 7 . 8  1 2 2 2 8 . 5  5005.2  (i , l89.4 
Female householtl 

head\ 2Oti. 1 233.6 238.4 :!I I 1 ,:4 746.51 $1 1 1 .5 

S o l  K C ~  fI!JS.jl, t~ l>I?h  ( - C  I,?, I?-/LO,~ i p pk-1.111clcrt <. I ii, ( 14, I ? ,  
t - i,fili~lldlc ~l<~rnlrr.tl L I I I I I U ~ I XIn tll? 10ll,)illnq p l l i r  d r H d l o ~ \  Ih?O I i , i I~ l r r( 1 ~ 1 1 1 1  th r \< , 1875 I I I I C C  i < i l ~ r \ .  
-. 

= , . ,4 i .  1700 = X7b8. 1710 : S l l i i .  I X I O  = I Xil ' i .  , i l ~dI X i H  = !)(i40. i\lli.lr IS75 = I110iI0 '1 trv r l ~ , l ~ ~ b ~ r \ o f  

llleli 111 ? A (  h I K ~ ~ I I ~ . ~ I I O I ~ . I ~  i t l ~i ~ i ,I O L I K I I  ( I \ I I I I I . ~ ~ I C ~  ( ( ~ I ~ I ~ I ~ O I ~ I L ~ C I I ~ I I C C .  hr \ ,SLOII[I Itl(.\ I C I ) L C I C I I I  t ~ c t i % i . c ~  r~l i l~r<id< 

'1% dru 11i,r11 1 1 1  1 ~ ~ ~ < l e l i  .ipp ~.ii'lc< . l i b  : I  i t l ~ c  t i  (Ic\c110r(1 Iionl ~ ~ p r \ \ ~ i , r l -!l!lhi. , i j q ~ ~ o * i  111 i / i l \  \t,ici\. C X ~ . I I I < I I I I K  
Ib,i,eri crurti.tl<.r I < ,  rhc i u r o  , i . q ~ , l , r .( 2 1.iqgleq.ltcr l r , r l r ~ 1rqrr\rt~rt1-I1.fi\cl1 IOL .$I1 , O L ) ~ I I I C \ .  l r i~ . \ I I I I I .$IC. \  ri\ rc~>orrrd 

1.ltldcrt f10801.dlld 1'3,  ~lr.1111114\t t o l l l  rtlc ~ r i l \ c < It.iblc\ 111 1.1ndvr1 iill<i \(1111.fi111\011 I I i lh2) 

A h < , l  r c [ ~ ~ ~ , l c ~ < l  IiC<',,,\? r t , , ,  g,<,L,plcI1 to,, I?\% ,,,,r,,t<,r,r,[l,<ll,,il<~ f u r  <, ,r l , , i l~lc' i \? , , iK? 

A\vragc  ~ . ~ l r t rlj . i \c~lU I I  iirl<l ~ l l e ~ c f u r r  L ~ ~ ~ I I Cfvi\rl  111.111 28 j ~ c ~ t > ~ t t i . i  i~ tcc lhvrr ,i\ 01111 \ ~ i q ~ c \ t ~ < i r l  

' . I  he d e f i m n t ~ ~ i ~ . i l  ~ . I I L I I C I \ .  ix~i(i ' 1 1 1 .  tllc r o l c ~ ~ ~ .di \ i l i i i i10i1i  IXIHCCII  i r o o ~ e ~ ~ ,JIII\II ,III<II,ICLI, I I I J C I C L I I  i i~ . i t~ i ld l \  

f o ~181 I I ~ o t n  C I I ~ ~ W L Itlw ~ I \ I > I I C L I , J ~ I \  l < > t  c'irl~cr < I ~ i t r \  

http:fI!JS.jl
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What of the "middle classes" below merchants and top capitalists? 
hlar-x and Engels saw them as sinking inexorably: "Those who  have 
hitherto belonged to the lobver middle class-small manufacturers, 
small traders, minor recipients of unearned income, handicraftsmen, 
and peasants-slip down, one and all, into the proletariat" (1930, p. 
35). (;iffen and Xlarshall said exactly the opposite later in the nine- 
teenth century, as quoted above. T h e  wealth results force revisions o f  
both views. 

If rve judge the position of a middle-class occupation by what hap- 
pened to the ai-erage absolute personal rvealth of men in that oc- 
cupation, figure 1 shows an  optimistic picture. For shopkeepers, 
craftsmen, and the rniddle agricultural classes (fi~rnlel-s, yeomen, and 
husband~nen),average personal estate more than doubled across the 
century of Industrial Revolution. This represented an acceleration 
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over the preindustrial era,  to judge froni the sloiver progress of 
1670- 1740. T h e  progress of occupational rvealth supports the asser- 
tions of Giffen and Xlarshall about absolute advance, though they 
were clearly wrong about the relati\-e ad\-ances of upper and middle 
classes. 

When generations are being compared, ho~ve\-er,  it rriight be riiis- 
leading to conipare the fortunes of persons tvithin the same occupa- 
tion. In  what sense were the yeomen or  shopkeepers of 1875 the 
descendants of the yeomen and shopkeepers of 1740'i 'The i\.hole 
populatio~i g re~v ,  some occupations grew faster than others, a~icl iricli- 
vidual fanlily lines rose and fell through the occupational ranks. 
hlarx, Engels, and other pessimistic critics might have been on the 
mark if the lowest-ranked occupations were a rising share of the labor 
force, netting many of the descendants of the pre\.ious niiddle classes. 

The  occupational counts in the lower half of table 1 address the 
possibility that some classes replaced others o\-er the course of these 
two centuries. T h e  available guesses d o  not slio~v a rising share of 
workers and paupers. Rather their share fell, especially in the 
nineteenth century. So if the declining share of tarmers, yeorlien, 
husbandmen, and shopkeepers found their descendants in another 
occupational category, the most likely destination would be those in- 
dustrial trades with similarly middling ~\.ealth, not the ranks of pov- 
erty. As best as I can tell from personal estate data and from wobbly 
guesses about the numbers of laborers and paupers, the rniddle 
classes could not have sunk in absolute ~\.ealth in any net sense. 'This 
result will be sustained [\.hen I conle to the issue of lando~vnership 
below. 

'The average wealth of that large laboring class at the bottom o f the  
social ranks is hard to judge from probate data. As mentioned above. 
very few probate appraisals survive for laborers, and the surviving 
ones may have been atypical. At face value, the average for laborers in 
figure 1 shows large improvement bet~veen 1740 and 1810 and curi- 
ous inconsistency of trend in the nineteenth-century figures. 'The 
series tor laborers cannot be taken at face value, however. Only the 
1858 national sample drew a large number of laborers. For the mo- 
ment, I can say only that the probate results put the laborers on the 
bottom, as one would expect, with no clear confirmation or  contradic- 
tion of living standard trends already docu~llented by wage and other 
data (Lindert and M'illiamson 1983a). 

T h e  o ~ e r a l l  inequality in personal estate (still excluding real estate) 
can now be summarized on the basis of the procedures spelled out 
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above. Of the various summary size distribution measures, the ones 
used here are the shares of wealth held by the top 1 , 3 ,  and 10 percent 
of the population. Such top quantile shares are less sensitive than 
other summary measures to estimation errors within the lower 
reaches of the Lorenz curve, where accuracy is less certain. M'ealth 
will prove so concentrated in England and Wales, especially tvhen all 
assets and debts are  considered, that the shares held by the top 1, 3, 
ant1 10 percent suffice to stake out alnlost the entire Lorenz curve. 

The  inequality results for personal estate are consistent and robust. 
The  same movements show u p  in all three types of estimates (pre- 
ferred, too unequal, and too equal) for all four sample regions and 
for either men alone o r  household heads of both sexes together. 
Table 2 gives the top quantile shares of personal estate. There  was no 
clear trend in the preindustrial era 1670-1740. Holvever, during the 
Industrial Revolution era, 1740- 1858, the gap between the rich and 
the I-est of society 12,idened. T h e  top 1 percent gained enormously. 
~vhile the share going to the bottom 93percerlt dropped. T h e  ratio of 
the a \  erage pet-sonal estate of the top 1 percent to that of the bottonl 
9.5 percent jurnped from 32 in 1740 to 92 in 1858 and 106 in 1875. 

T h e  inegalitarian trend in the distribution of personal estate is 
unmistakable despite the ranges of possible error in each estimate. If 
one picks any one set of corlsistent assumptions about estinlatiorl 
biases-the too equal, too unequal, or preferred-the same shift 
stands out in all regions o r  (in table 2) for the nation, and for one o r  
both sexes. T h e  only way to pare down the increase in inequality is to 
imagine that the biases discussed in the Appendix shifted perversely, 
fronl too unequal biases toward too equal biases, between 1740 and 
18 10 and again between 18 10 and 1838. Even with such an unlikely 
perversity, the inequalities of 1858-75 would exceed either those of 
1700- 17 40 o r  those of the 1970s. Thus  far, lve seem to have a pattern 
like the fanlous Kuznets curve for inconle inequality (Kuznets 1933), 
with the period of rising inequality encompassirlg the lifetime of 
Slarx. 

IV. From Personalty to Net Worth 

By fhcusing on  the distribution of personal estate alone, Section I11 
~vas able to reach clear conclusions about overall inequality and its 
correlation r\.ith gaps in average wealth between the occupational 
classes. It is likely that our  future view of historic trends in the in- 
equality of net ~vor th ,  total ~vealth (including human), and income lvill 
resemble the trends sholvn in tables 1 and 2. For the present, how- 
ever, this pattern will emerge only as a suggestiori, without strong 
confidence bound results, when real estate and debts have been 
added to personal estate, to develop tentative estimates of how net 



TABLE 2 

.-\. Share ('4)of Total l'el-sonal Estate Held 
h! the Top 10 Percent 

Too equal esti~~rate\  47.8 .5!).6 .50.4 58.9 70.1 - - 68.4 
Preferred estimates 58.3 60.4 57.7 60.9 i i . 1  76.7 
Too unequal cstinrates 83.9 85.5 76.2 8.5.9 92. l 92.4 

B. Sharc ( %  ) Held b! the Top  5 Percent 

'Too e q ~ ~ a l  rsti~n,rtes 32.7 37.3 37.1 47.5 59. I 55.2 
Preterred e\ti~nates 42.8 4 41.8 47.8 Ci5.1-" 65.7--- Too unequ'll estimates CiO..i 8 . 2  52.7 64.4 i .> .9 i i . 1  

(:. Sharc ( 5 T )  Held h) the Top  1 Percer~t 

Too equal estirnatc5 I . 17.3 18.2 2:1.8 30..3 26.4 
Preferred e h n a t e s  2 lO.(i 19.4 24..3 33.7 38.3 
Too urieq~ial estirn;rtes 29.4 33. 1 23.1) 33.4 39.4 .50.8 

r). Tot;rl Personal Estate (5 hlillions, (:tirrcnt Prices) 

Too eq1ial ertirnates 112.6 146.6 228.9 1.482.7 3,374.6 4,06<1.2 
I'ref'erred estimates 109.2 137.2 I . 1.403.3 :'1,0:1:3.2 4.306.9 
Too ulrequal estimates 6O.(i 72.4 122.7 1 1 1 . 8  4 2 :3,7.55.1 

so, KC, -1 , , , < I c , I  ll'1851, t<,I>l?\2 ,  I;, ,,[,I,, t 1, 
\ < , ~ t-H\  io11ll)'ir1v>r1. \Il.ilr\ 01 v\tdtc l b t 1 1 1  C \ < I U I I I I I R  ~ e , i l  . I I I ~ O I > ~tllr top ~ l ~ l r i l ~ t ~ l r  j~co<,r,~tl c\t.itcl ~ ) O ~ C . I I I I ~ I ~  

~ 1 1  1,) I I I C  ot  ,111cl \\C'II~II wval111 l , ~ l ~ l c ~ ~  C,CV,LIH r ~ t ' i ~ n  l!I7'{ \+rtc (Ro\,ll < O~ I , I I , I LV<~  ~ ~ I \ ~ I I ~ I L I L I O I II I I C I N I ~ C  li175. 
p p  7ci-X2j  top I [ j r r< rn tl ~ , l d ~ r ~ g  ~ C , I L C I > Ipcr\c>~~,ilt!, -> l ~ o l ~ 1 1 1 1 ~l f ; f ~  < , I  top ~ x r ~ r 1 ~ 1  27 8 I , ~ I < C I I I .. I I I < ~lcjl> 1 0  
[>e,,cr,l l>,,l,l,,,q :35 I ,,e,<r,,t ( 1  I,r,r '1 ,V I , , > ~ ? \ C I .  ll>?, ,,,c l)d\?<l,111 I)\,l,gl>t , , , , < I~~ ,~ , l , , ,> ' i t~ , .  ,Il,<C <1,41'4 ~ ~ O l l [ i ~ ~ I  

,,el % < , , t I l  <I',,, ? \ t d t V  )~'itl ,?, tll,,,, [>cr\<>l,'il <l<i>\ 

~vorth I\.as distributed. Turning to net worth temporarily complicates 
the view of inequality trends in another way as lvell: it yields results 
that seem at first to cancel any trend to~\.ard inequality after 1740. 
This section presents the subtleties of inequality of' net worth, and 
Section \' aligns them ~ i t h  other evidence about the distribution of 
overall rnaterial ell-being. 

The  personal ~vealth covered by the probate-based estimates rose as a 
share of all household assets, fro111 about 39 percent in the late seven- 
teenth century to about 58 percent in 1875. T h e  re~llairlirlg share is 
real estate, or  land anti the structures affixed to it. 

T~ventieth-century scholars have ivorked carefully on the own-
ership of land bet~veen the sixteenth century and the nineteenth, 
generally concluding that it became more concentrated over the two 
centuries surveyed here, especially during the erlclosure waves, 
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though most studies have rightly lvarned that firm conclusions still 
elude us. T h e  sources and nlethods used in this literature have some 
limitations calling for adjustments here. First, most of' the literature 
co\ers only land, and usually only rural land. Second, past authors 
have pursued measures of "concentration" that are not appropriate to 
charting the size distribution of' o~\.nership, such as shares held by 
certain classes of undetermined size, or  measures of' acreage o\vn- 
ership rather than value o\vnership. Finally, the published Modern 
Domesday returns used for 1873 are based on misleading aggrega- 
tions and need to be re~vorked. 

'The available evidence on realty ownership has been relvorked at 
length to allo~v limited conjectures about changes in its concentration 
and its distribution across social classes since the se~enteenth  century. 
I ha\,e relvorked the unique 1873 hlodern Domesday return and 
combined it with fresh information on who o\vnecl metropolitan Lon- 
don  (Lindert 19830). For earlier dates I have exploited three kinds of 
information: the class irlconles of' the revised social tables for 1688- 
1803, our  knolvledge about lvllich occupational classes depended on 
rental incomes, and recent estimates o f  the freeholder electorate. 

The  ownership of realty I\.as highly concentrated befhre this cen- 
tury, more concentrated than the o~vnership of personalty. Indeed, 
Marx and Engels would have been almost on target if' they had rllearlt 
~ r a lestate in England and Wales when charging that "private property 
has been abolished for nine-tenths o f the  population." No clear trend 
can be identified in the figures for 1688-1873, hoive\er, despite a 
rich literature on the rising concentration of' landownership. The  
:~bsence of a clear trend stems largely from the vide span of the 
upper- and loiver-bound estimates. 

Since 1873, real estate olvnership has diffused greatly. Hon~eowm- 
ership has spread from less than a sixth of' all households in 1873 to 
half of'all households today. Curiously, the olvnership of' land, as best 
as the available data can measure it, appears just as concentrated 
today as it  was when the issue of concentrated landownership was 
hotlv debated a century ago."' It is fair for critics to decry ~vhat  still 

10 The top quantile shares of latldo\\v~ership and I-ealt) owtlership among poterltial 

wealth holders in Great Britain it1 1973, ranked by net worth, cornpare with those for 
realt, in Erlglarld and \l';rle5 in 1873 as follo~vs iRoyal C:orn~nission on the L)i5tribution 
of ltlcorne and iiealth 1975, pp. 81-82: Litldert 1985, tablc 7): 

England atld \\ale* (;I eat Brttattl (;teat Btitain 
Realt! I873 Re,~lt\1973 Land 1973 

Share o~vned b y  top: 
1% of household5 60.8 
5% of households 78.6 
10% of households 92..5 
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looks like a very unequal pattern of landowmership (Norton-Taylor 
1982, pp. 17-58). But this traditional concern for landolvnership 
overlooks a larger point brought out by table 3. T h e  land so unequally 
held has dwindled from alnlost half of household net lvorth in the late 
seventeenth century to 18 percent in the 1870s and less than 5 per- 
cent in the 1970s. Its concentration thus becomes less and less impor- 
tant, rather like the concentration of ownership of Britain's oxen into 
the hands of a (shockingl~?) snlall nunlber of olvners today. .As we 
shall see, the sarne shift away from land has had a visible effect on the 
overall distribution of wealth arid income. 

With realty more unequally held than personalty but declining as a 
share of all wealth, care must be taken in estinlating how the two 
major asset groups I$-ere correlated across inclivitluals. The  proce- 
dures used to combine the two are sketched in the Apperidix. Froni 
1670 through 1810, I have used rough data on the distribution of 
realty rents across occupational classes, capitalized these at historically 
observed capitalization rates, and compared then1 lvith the probate- 
based estimates of the distribution of personalty. The  resulting ratios 
of realty to personalty by class l%.ere then applied to all individuals 
within each class, arid the estate-multiplier technique was I-epeated. 
For the 1873-75 benchmark, it was possible to collate some realty 
with the personalty of its owners and make varying assumptions about 
the ownership of other realty, again yielding a distribution of' gross 
assets. 

Since "wealth" is usually meant to refer to nonhuman net lvo1-th, debts 
must be estinlatecl and subtracted fro111 gross assets to chart lvealth 
inequality. 

'There is very little inforniatiori on what intlividual households 
olved to others before the twentieth century, partly because debts 
owed by the deceased were typically recorded separately from the 
probate inventories. What we have are six local data sets from the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries along lvith ta1)ulations of 
the relationship of debts to assets tor 1913-14 aricl later (Lindert 
1985, app.  L; Rothenberg 1985). Even these materials must he treated 
carefully. T h e  paucity arid possible biases of the available data on 
debts force us to ivitlen the confidence bountls on aggregate inequal- 
ity. T o  regain narrolver confidence bands like those sho~\.n for per- 

LVhile the figures are riot perfectl) co~nparable, cornb~riing them with tlie clecline in 
land's share ill table 3 does show that little of'the decline in the ineci~~;rlit, of real est;rte 
o~vnership could have colile tram a rnore eciual ownel-ship of land. 
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sonalty alone, I\.e rnust alvait future evidence on the distribution of' 
debts. 

'The best ("prefel-red") estimates do, however, reveal a tentative 
history of E:nglish ~\.ealth inequality, one that promises a rl~lmber of 
insights into the sources of' inequality movements during the process 
of' modern economic grolvth. Table 4 ant1 the top curve in figure 2 
plot this history. T h e  net worth results look quite different from those 
seen for personal estate alone. 'The only general rise in inequality of' 
net worth occurred bet~veen 1700 and 1740, betore the Industrial 
Revolution. Betiveen 1740 and 1875, the nlairl tliscernible trend lies 
~\.ithin the top 3 percent, ivhere the top percentile gained at the ex- 
pense of' the next richest 4 percent. Beyond this, there is no clear 

511,irc ot Net Il'orth Held I ) \  the Top 10 l 'rrtet~t ot IIot~scholti\ 

Too equal (i l .J  66.4 70.3 61.4 li I .2 
I'referrrd 82.7 80.8 86.0 83.4 83.8 
Too unequal 97.7 97.7 CiC1.0 97.0 514.7 

Share Held b\ the T o p  5 Percent of' Households 

Too equal 4.5 .8 50.~5 ~54.2 .iO. 7 ~5I .:3 
Preferred 73.4 7 1.4 73.6 74.3 74.1 
Too ulleclual XCl.5 110.1 8?I ,:3 813.2 84.7 

5hnre Ileld I ) \  the r o p  I Pertent ot Hou\eholtls 

Too equal 22.1 24.5 2!l.:3 2ti. 1 29.Cl 
Pref crl-cd 48.9 30.3 43.6 .i4.!1 61.1 
Too ~ll~rclual  : ) I  .4 71.2 7 1 .ti M . 4  ti4.ti 

S11,11e Held In the 1op  i l'c~cent of -\tlult\ 

1oo rcli~al 64.0 68.1 7 1 .8 l5:i.X 61.4 
1'1-rf crt-rd 84.6 81.51 Sti.5i 85.3 84.0 
Too ~ u ~ e q u a l  CI9.2 08.ti $)!1.(i 9'1.0 94.7 
I'rl-cr11t;tge of  

householtis il 1.2) ( I  0.7) ( I  0.6) ( 1 l .ti) i lo.1) 

l o t a l  Se t  1Vorth (f hlilliol~s) 

Too cclual 244.5 Sl 1.9 ti 13.0 2 . 3 17.7 li.22P.I) 
I'refrl-t-ed 242.8 :3 I 3. 1 .>:) I .  I 2,:3<13.I li,37O.ti 

') .-I oo i~neclual 200.8 -l>:).O 4'13.4 2.4Yli.9 6,977.0 
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(A,) Share of non-human wealth (net worth) held by the richest - 5 percent of adults (10.11% of households). - 90% 

--

-- 80% 
p------


of gross non-human assets -
0' 

70a10 

- 1 I--
(6 . )Share of total wealth (incl human) held by richest 10 - percent of households. 

- 50% 

-
(C.) Share of pre-tax Income recelved by top 10 percent of 


households.
-

1670 '88 1700 1740 '59 1803 '10 1867 '80 1913 1973 
1875 

Frc, 2 -Shares of nontiutnan \\ealth, total \$ealth, and Income rece~red b\ the top 
10 percent of households, both sexes. England and \Vales, 1670-1973 See notes to 
table 5 

widening (or narrowing) of the distribution of net worth between 
1740 and 19 13. T h e  pronourlced leveling within the twentieth cen- 
tury has brought a distribution in the 1970s and 1980s that is clearly 
less unequal than any now documented for England and MJales be- 
fore World M'ar I .  

Extending our view of inequality of net worth from the old twen- 
tieth century frontier (1911- 13) to 1670 has helped resolve a classic 
debate. To the extent that the debate between opposing ideological 
camps was a debate about the distribution of wealth, we get a mixed 
pattern. 

Defining social inequality strictly in terms of gaps between class 
Inearl levels of net worth wo~ild yield a hfarxian tale of sharply wid- 
ening gaps across the century of Industrial Revolution. This wid- 
ening, already shown for personal estate, would also show up in the 
distribution of net worth by class since there was no great diffusion of 
real estate away from the titled and merchant classes and no rise in 
their relative indebtedness. hfarx wrote at a time when class wealth 
divisions in Englarld were higher than they had been over the two 
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preceding centuries. This trend reversed dramatically, of course, over 
the century after he wrote. 

Defining social inequality in terms of the shares of nonhu~nan 
wealth held by the richest and the poorest, however, gives a very 
different result. Now that realty, personalty, and debts are all brought 
into the picture, the rise of (size distribution) wealth inequality after 
1740 has been confined to a shift of relative wealth into the top per- 
centile from the second to the fifth percentiles. 

The  lack of a clear trend between 1740 and 191 1-13 does not give 
much comfort to either the pessimists or  the optimists in the Victorian 
debate over trends in wealth inequality since both sides were asserting 
a net change. The  optimists, such as Porter, Giffen, and %farshall, 
were probably wrong in inlplying that the gaps were narrowing across 
the Industrial Revolution and the nineteenth century. Ylarx, Engels, 
Shaw, and other critics were probably wrong in asserting a pro-
nounced rise in wealth inequality. 

Part of our  empirical harvest, however, is a net set of puzzles. M'hy 
should the occupational, or  "class," wealth gaps have behaved so dif- 
ferently from the size distribution of net worth before the tiventieth 
century? And why should net worth inequality have moved so differ- 
end?- from income inequality? T h e  full answer awaits a comprehen-
sive causal accounting that weights the contributions of different ex- 
ogenous change in the structure of the economy. Initial answers can 
be given in this paper, however. 

The  apparent quiescence of trends in net worth inequality before 
this century resulted from the near balancing of two strong trends: a 
broad-based tendency toward greater concentration of both income 
and wealth versus the egalitarian consequences of the diminishing 
importance of land and of the titled-landed class. l 'he  rising concen- 
tration of wealth implied by the widening of gaps between class aver- 
ages was no mirage. But its impact on net worth was offset by the 
egalitarian effect of the pronounced shift away from real estate, espe- 
cially land, summarized in table 3. 

The  role of the shift away from realty can be quantified with an 
accounting exercise. Suppose that the aggregate share of realty in 
total gross assets had not changed over the last three centuries. If it 
had been fixed at its 1875 level, yet the separate distributions of 
realty, personalty, and debts, and their correlations across individuals, 
had varied over time as the data have revealed, the (hypothetical) 
share of net worth held by the richest 5 percent of adults would have 
shown a trend different from that documented in table 4. The  actual 
and hypothetical trends in net worth inequality diverge sharply be- 
tween 1740 and 1875, as shown at the top of table 5 and figure 2 .  It 



was in this Industrial Revolution setting that realty fell sharply as a 
share of private wealth." Its fall imparted an egalitarian twist to the 
trend in wealth distribution, changing the movement of the top 3 
percent share by over 9 percent of all net worth, more than offsetting 
what would have been a rise in that share by 6 percent of all net 
worth. 111 no other period did the realty share make so much differ- 
ence. Before 1740 there was little trend in wealth inequality, with or  
without movements in the share of realty in all wealth. The  share of 
realty also had little net effect on the degree of equalization within the 
twentieth century, though the shift within realty holdings frorn land 
values to building values was a shift from a very concentrated to a very 
widely owned asset." 

V. Wealth and Income Inequality 

Yet when we turn to the distribution of income, at the bottom of table 
5 and figure 2 ,  we see once again a rise in inequality across a century 
of Industrial Revolution, here represented by 1759-1867. M'hy 

' I  Before 1740 the share ot real estate in net \vorth \<as actuall\ I-ising, ( reatirlg a bias 
toryar-d rising inequalit) of net \vorth. The  I-ise of realtv's share \\.as the result of a I-iseill 

the "numher of' year-s' purchase" 01-the purchase price of r-eal estate divided hv its 
a n ~ l ~ l a lrental. This capitalization I-atio, discussed fur-tlier ill the notes to tal~le 5, rose 
f'ronl 1 8 )ears in the late se\e~lteenth tentur-! to 25 !ears h! the rnidrighree~lth centur). 
to 28 years al-ound 1800, anti to 30 )ears around the niidde of the nineteenth ce~l tur ) .  
\Vhat caused this rise in yearn' pur-chase, and wh\ i t  should ha\e  raised the realty share 
of all assets, can be seen by considering the equilibrium co~ldit io~l that tends to prevail 
bet\\een owning and I-enting. One can rent an asset Sol- the annu;~l ~ -e~ l t a l  Ii 
(fiyear, net of' propert! tax) or- o\vtl it at all annual cost depending on its purchase price 
I ' k ,  the nominal rate of interest 1 ,  the rate of depr-eciation and l-ep;il- d, and the expected 
I-ate of'pr-ice a11p1-eciatiori p k .  The equilibrium tendency bet\yee~l the I-ental cost ancl the 
orynersliip cost is (rvith some tryerltietll-cellt~~r) tax coniplesities ignored) 

rvhere /I, is the expected inflation ill the price of consurnables and (ph  - [ I , )  is the 
expecteti appreciation in the r-eal purchase price of the property. Tt l~ls  tlie reciprocal of 
the numbel. ot years' purchase, or- H / l ' k ,  var-ie\ with the I-eal interest rate, the deprecia- 
tion ]-ate, and the expected real appreciation of the asset price. .-Idornina~lt change 
from the late seventeenth crntur-y to the early ~lirleteenth \\,as a decline in the 1-e;11 I-ate 
of interest icf. ffonier lC177: Phelps Br-ow11 and HopLins 1956). This shol~ltl have 
lo\\-er-edK I P h  and 1-aised the 11urnbel. of year-s' pur-chaw. Fur-thrr, it shorlld have I-aised 
the ratio of I-eal estate to perso~lal estate purchase valuc since realty had a loryer t i  anti ;t 
higher expected I-eal price appr-eciatiorl than such typical per-strnalty items as livestock 
and f ~ u - n i t ~ ~ r e .  

" T h e  eftect ot the shift away fr-om larld o n  the distr-ibution of net wort11 was 
quantified fol- 1875-1973 11) repeating the same kind of acco~~nt ingexercise Iriell- 
tioned in the test. The  top .5 percent of adults in (;reat UI-itain in 1';17:3. rvho held 49.5 
percent of net \<or-thas estimated I>\ tlie Ko!al (:ornmiss~on or1 the 1)istril)ution of 
Income and \Vealth. ryould have held 55.5 percent if  all land had been marLed up from 
the true 4.3 percent of net \vorth to the 18.0 percent i t  commanded back In 187.7. Thus 
the slrift iron1 land took a l~out  ti pet-cent of all net ~ , o r t h  1'1-om the top 3 percent of 
adults between 18'75 and  1973. 
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TABLE 5 

A. SHAKE OF NONHUMAN 	 Net Worth) OWNED 5WEAL.I.H (Percentage o f  BY TOP 
PERCENT.OF ADULT.S(Top 10- II Percent of H o u s e h o l d  H e a d s )  

Great Britain 
1 6 7 0  1 7 0 0  1 7 4 0  1 8 1 0  I875 1973 

Preferred e s t i m a t e s  84.7 8 1 . 9  86.9 85.3 84.0 
I f  realty s h a r e  t i x e d  

at 187.5 level* 72.3 78.6 77.6 8 1 . 5  84.0 49.2 

B. 	 SHAKE OF TOTAL(Human and Nonhuman) WEALTHOWNEDBY TOP1 0  PEKCENT 
OF HOUSEHOLDS(%) 

Preferred e s t i m a t e s  50.6 53.9 5 9 . 1  58.6 
I t  realty s h a r e  f i x e d  

a t  1 8 7 5  level 43.7 43.9 54.2 58.6 

<:. SHAKE 	 RECEIVEDBY TOP1 0  PERCENT (70)OF PKE.I.AX INCOME OF HOUSEHOLDS 

1688 1 7 5 9  	 I803 I867 

Preferred e s t i m a t e s  4 4 . 1  4 4 . 1  48.8 53.4 
I f  realty s h a r e  f i x e d  

at 1 8 7 5  level 39.2 36.6 46.4 53.4 

S~CRLESASD NOTES -The shdres o f  nonhuman wealtll (net worth) are fronl table 4. 'l 'he pre6errc.d shares o f  
total wealth and pretax income belore I 9  14 dre based o n  deta~ led h~edkdown*under l ) i r~g the revised so~ ld ltatlles l n  
Lindert dnd Williamson (19896, pp. 94-109). 'l 'he 1867 figure relt.1, to tlie e i t ~~na tes  l o r  Engla l l~ l  and Wdles " w ~ t h  
pdupers." i n  the r e r ~ n ~ r ~ o l n g y  01 1.1ndert and will lam sol^ (1989n). 'l 'he pretax incolrie sharer ,how11 for  1949- 19731 
74 l o r  tax units ill the United Kingdoln .)re I r o l n  Atkinson (1979. p, 51) and Royal ( : o m ~ ~ ~ ~ h s ~ o n  1111 the Distrlbution 
o f  Income dnd Wealth (1977, p. 30) 

'l'o ~a lcu la le  the hypotheuc.tl distribuuons wlth realty's shdre of the vdlue o f  gruss r lol l l lunldn dssets hxcd dt its 
I875 level, Imu lup l~edevery figure o n  realty rer~t;ll o r  value by the ~nu lup le  that ksould give the I875 realty *hare at 
each ddle. Thi5 ~nvo lved nlult iplylng reall) vrlues as fc~llows. ~r lu lup ly  all 1670 realty by .48l6, all 1700 realty by 
,4519, dl1 1740 realty by 9364, all 1810 redlty 1,) 7972, dnd all 1973 redlty l o r  Gredt Rrltaln by 1.0642 WIIII redltv 
thus resealed. the t l ~a in  e\tllnauon procedure> o f  thlr study wcre repedred, ~'IIII the new hypothetical rrbults 
reported here. 

'l'oldl wealth was computed frorll l l le  occupdtion.ll 111conle l igu l rs  I n  the r e v ~ w d  \~)crdl tdbles by dpplyl l lg dif ferent 
cap~ ta l~zd t~o r~ratios to redltv rents arid to all other incomes. For realty. I used the historically obse~ved mean 
capltaliration rdtlOS: 18 years' purchase for  1688. 25 101- 1759, 28 for IXOJ, drld 30 for 1867. 1.01 olhc l  Incomes. 
human and uthe~utse.  Ibegan dt 1688 w1t11 10 years' purchaw, the lowel end o f  thc range (;regory KIII~ thought 
dppropridte l o r  idpital ir ing h t ~ l n d l ~  o f  h ~ s  o f  years' edrlllngs for the age d~st r ibut ior~ tirnc. For  Idle1 ddles thc l ~u tnbe r  
purchase should have rlscrl since I~utnans began to live longer and real Interest rates r lrnpped '1'0 qudllttly thi \  l~ke ly  
rlse. Irndde use o f  the simple e q o ~ l i l ~ r ~ u m  = the rentdl price c l l  dn aswt. P4 is 11s tel~dency RiI'r ( r  + d), where R IS 

cdpltdllzed purchdse price, I is the redl rdle o f  Inlerest, dnd d IS the rdte 01 deprecldtion per annuan (11e1 (11 expected 
real prlce appreciauon dnd after dllowlng for relevant taxer, o f  which none loomed large b e f n ~ e  thls centur y) For a 
nearly permanent asset like land. the redl i r~terert rdte I 15 well proxted by Rll'r, o r  the rec~procal o fo f t h e  ~ ~ u t r l b e r  
vears' purchdse (I e.. 5.55 percent l o r  1688.4 00 percenl I u r  175!1.3.57 perccrlt l o r  1803, dl ld 9.S3 percent li,r 1867). 
Let 11s assume that the depreclat~on rdte d was fixed l o r  dll d5SelS (][her than redlty be~weer~ the seventeenth century 
dnd the nineteenth. n,tth the longer l ~ f e  expectdrlcv o f  hu~nal ls  r lr lng d ~ c u ~ n u l a u o ~ ~  ollset bv t h c ~ r  of Fdster deprectat- 
1ng personal estdte (livestock, furniture. eu.).  Fol (;regory KIIIK'S ItiXX. ou r  redsorllng thus far llnplles that d = 

I(1/10) - ,5551 = 4.44 percent for no~l red l ty  assets. Fixlng this d l o r  dl1 ddtes, we get the following nunlbers oTyears' 
purchase, o r  (PrIR) = I/(, + d): 10.00 years for  1688, 11.84 years for 17.59, 12.48 lijr 1803, and 12.76 for 1867. 

I n  t h ~ s  way, the assumption of r constant < l e p r e c i a t ~ a ~ ~  rate gap between realty and all other assets implies a 
n ~ d e n ~ n g  the absolute number o f  years' purchase. d**urnptloo may be wrong, however. I f  the gap gap 11, l ' l ~ ~ s  
narrowed, under the ~ n f l u e n ~ e  of  longer human l~lrexpectancv and a rtse Irl the share o f  realty tlldt IS i n  depreciable 
structures ra thr r  than land, then the nulnbcr of sears' purchdne l o r  hulndn dssets dnd persondl estate \hould have 
risen Ikstcr than Ihate assurlled. I f  t h ~ r  was true. I have tlnderstated the egd l~tar la l~  effect o f  the shift away f rom 
realty. and both total wealth curres I n  fig. 2 <houl<l have r sen  Inore 5teeply betweell 1670 and 1875. 

* I f  real11 took the sdnle aggregate shdre o f  gross n o ~ ~ l ~ u r n r ~ ~  dssets as I n  1875. 
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should the trends in net worth inequality and in income inequality 
have differed for the era on which most controversy has centered? 

For any given share of realty in total nonhuman assets, wealth 
inequality and income inequality followed roughly the same path, as 
shown in figure 2. Neither rose before the middle of the eighteenth 
century. Then both rose until the middle of the nineteenth. Between 
about 1870 and 1913, there were no strong movements, though the 
distribution of income showed some sign of leveling. Both incomes 
and wealth became more equal after 1913 than (apparently) ever 
before. 

As a corollary, we can conclude that the difference in trends be- 
tween net worth inequality and income inequality was caused by a 
drift in the proportions in which different assets are combined. The  
concentrated asset, realty, always took a greater share of nonhuman 
wealth than of income. Accordingly, wealth was always more un- 
equally distributed than income, and the decline in realty's share of 
the economy before 1875 brought an equali~ation that could mask 
any trend toward concentration of net worth but not the trend toward 
more unequal incomca. 

If net worth and income had different inequality trends and were 
affected b ~ .  the decline of land to different degrees, which of them is 
more appropriate as a measure of overall inequality? The  debate over 
the gaps between the rich and poor was always vague, willing to slip 
between wealth measures and income measures without noting the 
distinction. 

If we take care to define wealth broadly enough, the distinction 
between wealth and income matters very little. T o  be a measure of 
living standards, wealth must capitalize all assets yielding resources 
that can be consumed or  bequeathed. Suppose that all human earn- 
ings were capitalized at some rate appropriate to assets with their 
degree of risk, depreciation, and illiquidity. Gregory King thought 
human earnings should be capitalized at 10-15 years' purchase (i.e., 
at G2%- 10 percent per annum) (Laslett 1973, p. 248). While any choice 
of a discount rate is highly arbitrary when capitalizing human wealth 
that could be only rented and never sold, almost any reasonable rate 
would still make human capital approach, or  surpass, half of all capi- 
tal anj-time in the last three centuries. With human capital at least 
matching nonhuman, the rising inequality of earriirigs across the In- 
dustrial Revolution century would have brought a rising concentra- 
tion of true total wealth, just as it made income more unequal. Once 
wealth is defined broadly enough to pose as a true measure of mate- 
rial ~vell-being, its historic inequality trends were esseritially those 
shown by the top quarltile income share, as can be seen by the move- 
ments of the measure of total wealth in table 5 and figure 2. Only the 
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narrower concept of nonhuman wealth was dominated by real estate 
enough to show a different time profile. 

One might try to argue that the narrower measure of nonhuman 
wealth was really what past social debaters had in mind more than 
total wealth o r  income. T o  the extent that it was, blarx and other 
critics rvere wrong about the trend in wealth concentration. Yet to the 
extent that they were talking about material well-being, the appropri- 
ate measure is either total wealth or  total income. ~I'he inequalit?, of 
rnaterial well-being followed a Kuznetsian pattern: it rose somewhat 
over the Industrial Revolution era, changed only slightly between the 
1870s and 1913, arid then equalized dranlatically over the next 60 
years. And there was a clear net change: no time between 1670 and 
1913 found income or  ~real th as equally shared as they have been 
since the 1950s. 

VI. Age and Wealth Inequality 

Before further lessons are dralvn from the estimates, we must address 
the possibility that all the movements observed are a mirage created 
by shifts in age distribution. To judge the distribution of material 
well-being, one must judge it over the life cycle. As several scholars 
have pointed out, inequality might remain the same, or  might not 
even exist, for each age range yet appear to widen or contract in an 
aggregate cross-section just because of nlovemerlts in the age distribu- 
tion.'"hifts in the adult age distribution could distort the overall 
distribution of ~ ' e a l t h  in trvo ways. A shift toward (or away f'rorn) age 
groups with more varied wealth could seem to raise (or lolver) aggre- 
gate wealth inequality. Or- a shift toward (or away from) age groups 
with extremely high and low wealth could artificially raise (or lower) 
inequality. For Britain in the nineteenth or  twentieth century, wealth 
rises monotonically with age, even after age 60, so that lvealth inequal- 
ity would be affected by rnovemerlts of the  adult population tolvard or 
away from the middle age range. 

It is possible to test for artificial age twists behintl the apparent 
trends in English wealth inequality using the unique features of ni) 
1875 data set. Ages at death, personal estate values, arid holdings of 
real estate over one acre have been linked up  for most of the 1873 
probate sample. T o  quantify the effect of changes in the age distribu- 
tion, one could ask the following kind of question: Horv far would the 
wealth distribution have departed from its (estimated) 1875 inequality 
if the same 1875 patterns of distribution within age groups were 
combined with the age distribution of some other setting? 

i '3 See, e . g . ,  Atkinson (1971). I'aglitl (1975), atlcl the sut)srquent cscharlge betbveen 
l'aglitl and critics. 
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The  first such accounting experiment compares the "true" (pre- 
fer-red estimate) England and Wales of 1875 with a hypothetical En- 
gland arid \Vales having the same patterris from 1875 but the age 
distribution of Erlglarid and Wales in 1696. In this case, it turns out 
that the wealth share of the top 5 percerit of adults in the hypothetical 
England would have been 1.15 percent lower with the older 1696 age 
distribution than with the actual 1875 distribution. That is, the shift to 
a younger population between 1696 arid 1875 artificially raised the 
top 5 percerit wealth share b\, 1.15 percent between 1696 and 1875. 
'This is enough shift to explain all of the rnodest 1 percent I-ise in the 
top group's share of gross assets, o r - about two-thirds of the slightly 
greater rise in a similar group's share of net worth, arid smaller shares 
of the rise in the inequality of total wealth or  income. Thus a notewor-
thy part, at least, of the observed rise in English inequality before 
1875 ivas due to age shifts alone.I4 

Understari<ling the effect of differences in age distribution also 
helps us interpret the differences in wealth distribution between En- 
gland and the United States. Among Americans in 1860, the top 10 
percent of adult males, which about matches the top 5 percent of all 
adults, held only 73 percent of gross assets versus the 80.7 held by 
their English and Welsh counterparts in 1875. Gallman (1972) has 
argued that the United States would appear to have been more egali- 
tarian than Edward Pessen implied if we could somehow ad-just for 
the fact that the U.S. adult populatiori was youriger. IYhile Pesseri's 
assertions were riot based o n  an! hard data cornparing countr-ies or  
times and Gallman's counterargument used only hypothetical figures, 
\ve now have enough data to passjudgment. Gallman's conjecture was 
correct. If the English age-wealth patterns for 1875 were projected 
onto the white U.S. age distribution of 1860 (or 1870, with o r  ~vithout 
blacks), they would have giver1 an extra 1 percent of'wealth to the top 
5 percerit of adults. 'That is, the U.S.-age-adjusted version of English 
inequality would have been even further above the actual U.S. inequal- 
ity, suppor-ting C;allman's contention that the United States would 
have looked even more egalitarian when the age difference is fac- 
tored out. 

Thus far, we have seen, age conlparisoris suggest that a younger 
adult populatiorl has more unequal wealth than an older one for any 
given inequality in wealth at each stage of the adult life cycle. B\. 

I / The  bvealth ~neasul-e reweiglited t ~ )tliflererlt age weights is total pe~.sorial estate i r l  

1875 pli~s t l ~ r  prot~ated irldi\idu;tl's itientified holdings of rraltl summing o \ r r  an  acre 
it1 area. The  latter figure is the 1873 Xloclern Donlestia) I-ent;tl times 30 )ears' pur- 
chase. 111 this rnrasurr, thr top .5 percent of adults in 1875 hrld 67.77 percrnr of 
"\\,ealth." ~ h i l e  re!\-eighting ;tcco~.d~llg 1696 age distribution gale thern onl) ~ ~ to the 
6t i . t iL '  percent. 
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implication, the aging of the English and Welsh population since 1875 
should have contributed an  artificial wealth leveling to the trends 
mapped in figure '2. It did, cutting the top 5 percent share of' total 
wealth by around 3 percent. While this adjustment for age is a neces- 
sary part of any interpretation of trends of wealth inequality, it falls 
far short of explaining the observed 1875-1972 drop of almost 30 
percent of total wealth held by the richest 5 percent. T h e  revolution 
in wealth inequality since Victorian times has been too great to he a 
mirage caused by age shifts.'" 

VII. The Victorian Heights and Classical Economics 

T h e  economic disparities debated in Victorian and Edwardian times 
were clearly much greater than those in Britain today, and probably 
as great as those in any other major country anytime before [Yorld 
\Var I."' As we have seen, these economic gaps were not new, having 
widened only slowly (in the case of total wealth o r  income) o r  not at all 
(in the case of nonhuman wealth) since before the Industrial Revolu- 
tion. Pessimists seeing an inexorable tendency for income arld ~vealth 
to become concentrated into fewer and fewer hands were guilty of 
overstatement. T h e  estimates are even less generous to Porter, Gif- 
fen, Marshall, and other optimists who thought that wealth and in- 
come were being spread more and more equally over the nineteerlth 
century: the disparities were not narrowing, and those in inconle o r  
total wealth were probably widerling sonlel\tiat. 

There  is more to learn, however, about classical thinking on the 
subject of distribution than just that they misjudged inequality trends. 
Most classical treatises in political economy, in fact, said little about 
the size distribution of wealth o r  income itself. \Ve must rernernber 

1 iReaclers wishing ftrr-ther tests of'thr rttec t of'age \hitts or1 trends o f  wealtli inequal- 
it) riia) conipat-e the present results with those found tor tlir Vnited States it1 LVilliani- 
son and Lindet-t ( 1  980). 

1t, Nineteenth-century British ineclualit\ starids out in all tlie alailal,le comparisons 
for wealth or income. Il~c,trlt/r:(:ornparisons ar r  complicated 11) ditfrt-ences in the asset 
cover-age of other sttrdies. Somr co\et- real estate on[), some all gross assets, ~ , i t h  little 
attrntiori to debts. Sorne could not collate diffrrrnt realt) holdings of the same owner, 
~rnderstatirig ownership inequalit\.. Yet the stlltiies to t - othet- countt-ies are hirl)  consis- 
tent in sticking to mnlrs over 20 as tlie population base. A s best as I can co~npar-e, thr 
wealth shal-es ol'the top 1 percent, 5 per-tent, and I0 percent t,~-England and Wales in 
18 10 ot- 1875 exceeded those for Dennial-k in 1789, S~vede t~  in 1800, Finland in 1800, 
PI-ussia in 1908, or the Vnited States at an) of lour preMar- dates (1798, 1850. 1860, and 
1870). Among pr-ohatecl estates alo~ie,  British retut.rls were mol-e u~iequal than F I - C I I ~ ~  
returns on  the e \ e  of' LVorld \Val- I (Soltow 1983, 198.5; LVillianison and Lindert 1980; 
and worksheets undrt-l\ing this s t i~d \ ) .  I r l (omr:  England ancl \Vales in 1867 had ;t 

Irigher top 5 per-cent shar-e than PI-ussia in 1875. Saxorry in 1880, the (.el-man Empirr 
in 1913. Denmark i l l  1870, or the L'nited States in 101 7-151 (Lindert and \Villiarnson 
l98:lb). 
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how blalthus, Ricardo, Mill, and Marx simplified society: to describe 
and explain wealth and poverty, they focused on the three main fac- 
tors of production. Ricardo introduced his Principles of Political Econ- 
omny and Taxation as an  exploration of what distributed income and 
wealth among these three classes (in McCulloch 1871, p. 5): 

T h e  produce of the earth-all that is derived from its 
surface by the united application of labour, machinery, and 
capital, is divided alnong three classes of the community, 
namely, the proprietor of the land, the owner o f the  stock o r  
capital necessary for its cultivation, and the labourers by 
whose industry it is cultivated. . . . 

To determine the laws which regulate this distribution, is 
the principal problem in Political Economy. 

T h e  task of explaining the functional distribution of income derived 
its urgency from the fact that these classes had clear economic rank- 
ings. I n  Mill's words, the three "requisites of production" were also 
the three "main classes of society." Rich landlords got ;i further "ac- 
cession of riches" fr-orn the labor and investment of others, which bid 
u p  the value of their  land while they slept (Mill 1929, esp. pp. 8 18-19 
and bk. 2). Malthus and Marx si~nilarly devoted themselves to theories 
of wages, profits, and rent, without having to remind themselves o r  
readers which of these three rewards was the lot of the poor and 
which were the competing roads to riches. And each classical treatise 
was used to justify ways o f  redistributing income and wealth. 

T h e  stylized division of the economic ranks into three factors of 
production fit the British economy in which the classical economists 
lived f i r  better than it fits today. Many writers have suspected as 
much, but the paucity of data and the frequent scholarly emphasis on 
the difference between status and wealth in English society threaten 
to obscure the point. This study has begun to quantify,just how well 
one could frame the rich, middle, and poor classes ~vi th the classic 
triad of land, capital, and labor. The  titled and merchant classes, 
already far richer than the rest of society, widened their advantage 
across the Industrial Revolution century, in the way Malthus, Ricardo, 
Mill, and Marx deplored. 

.Just how closely the economic ranks were tied to the three classic 
factors of production in the last century, and how much things have 
changed since, is underlined by table 6. In Victorian England and 
Cl'ales, all clues suggest that nearly all land was owned by the top 
income decile, which also got frir more of its irlconle from capital, and 
far less from labor, than the rest of society. In  such a world, one could 
well offer explanations of movements in the size distribution of in- 
come o r  wealth in terrns of rent, profits, and wages. A century later, 
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SHARESOF T A . I . I O N A L  S I I A K ~ SO F  ?'AXABLE 

ISCOME, ENGLANI)  I'LKSONALARL) I ~ ( . O \ . I E .  

[VALES,  1867 VNI,I.EII l i l h c ; o o \ . ~ ,  1 9 7 2 - 7 3  
-

Top L o w e r  Top L o w e r  

10% 90% .A11 1 0 %  90% .All 
-. --

Land ~rents 1:'I 1 5 0- 1 0 - 0 . 1  0-0..3 
P r o f i t s ,  e t c .  5 1 - 8 7  26-35 3ti-55 8.5-22 3 - 1 6  4 . j - 1 8  

L a b o r  e a r - ~ l i r r g s  0-36 64-73 40-.5S 78-90 84-97 8 C Y . 5  

.All f a c t o r s  100 I 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  

Quantile share 38 ti2 1 0 0  27 73 1 0 0  

\o~-n(E5 \xu h m E S  -~?,~/<172d ~7zdI l ( l / e \ .  1867 T h e  ck~lrf suurcc 1, R~txrrr 's c l ~ s l r ~ l ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ n  <,I I ! K < I I T I ~  ' < r ~ h u ~ ~ g  
r;lrnrr<, as r r \ l ied  h\ L ~ n d e r r  and \\ ~ll~,irris<,n h r  otlrlr,ltri lul land (H,~\rer 1868, L.lr~drrr , ir~d \Cllli,~mron. IL18Sh) I 
r rn ts  a1r 38?3 timer the  rcaltb rrrltr uf I873 T h e  s l l d r ~98?3 1s lllc Schcdule 4 \h.lre of I,~rrd rrnr,  1 1 1  all ~r.rlri 
r rn ts ,  ar reported h\ Xtarilp (1922, p p  4Sl-50) Here .lr 117 rahlc 5 .  ~c.ilr\ rent\ rvrrr alluc,ltrd 1,) qu,irlr~lr cldsrri h\ 
hrrt asitrmlng that thr  rup lrlcorrir ~rc lp icnt r  .ire the rup huldrt r ill \Ioderrr Dornrrd,li rrillri i n c r  . i l l  . ( < I ?  11r 5lrr and 
t h r n  ~ 1 \ 1 n g  out  the a \ r r a g r  u r ~ d r r a c r c  rcnralr 10 thr  nrxr bnr~d of Lncrinie ~ r i ~ l x r r ~ t \  n r t runtd ,311 re,dr\ ~c~rr .+l \  
;~llocarrd hexr  I.ihor rarrllngr wrrr  e r r~marcd 70thc  rarnlng, of R.ixrcr'r ' ' rrra~iu,~l I,hor il,irr ' w,i\ .irlded .I rangr  , , f  
poss~hlr rrrul-rlr ti, labor fruru blthln 111s "uppet .ind nilddlr ilnrrer " I 'he\e ~ n i l u d r d  . ~ tIr,lrt Xcllrdulc L ini<,rne, .ind 
lrsi than tllrsr plus 111 5chrdul r  L) InuJrllr I h c  r l i a ~ e  o f  rhrsc top lahrir c'irnlngr IIIIIIIR wlthln t h r  ti>]) drille o f  
carnrrs  was a s s u n ~ r d  r i j  he ~ C L W C C ~  ti)p ~ C C I I P ' S  s h ' i ! ~  of " r n l d d l ~  ila\s ' '  I I I C O I I ~ ~ Sof rfill r \ p r \7r10 and I ~ C  .111dLIPPCI 

Cap~ta l  lncorrlrr ("PI-ijfiti, rtc "I  b r r r  t h r  rc i~dual .  \.irilng ultl, tile dlfferenr .iriurnprlorir about labi,~ rarnlngc 
Included In cap~t.fil incomer iverr all rrr~t'ils on  b u ~ l d ~ n g splrls rncotnrr Irl S ~ h c d u l e r  R and ( . I I I ~thr  rr,,rrl,fib<,~ [>.+It uf 
\chrdul r  I). 

Tkr U7.\1iibu/~ii~zof Ti~kr~i i I~  nrntirig Tru i;:iib rii iicr iriiirii titrigiiii,n, I'hr rn.illr u,uzie ~r Rvi . i li,ico,nn 1972-;3 
C.otnrn~rr~on the  D ~ r t ~ ~ h u r ~ u r ~  Iniornc . ~ r ~ d  18. 40. 258. ?till t.!xdbleor^ uf \Y~dl lh  (197i .  pp I h ~ r  repclrt l,rr,!h\ 
Income d o w r ~  rrlro rlet c.irnlngr (nunus drduct~ona)  drld net ln\rsrrorllr I I ~ C O ~ ~ I U  f u ~  qu.~nr~Icfor tlic top ~ C C I I C ,  O I I > C I  
groups. and tor all t'lx unlti  For all tax urllts, t h e ~ e  <,f ~ t ~ \ e \ r m c n r  Irii<,rrrr rllt,,I S  the lurrllrr br r , ih<l ,~xr~ (j1111pcrri1 
~ r n l x ~ t c d  .ill orher Irlbesrrnrnr rrli<,trirr .A\ ~I r l > r ~ c  t\ronrrrlis of obncr- i jccup~rd rralt, \ r  f1r5t ~I~)[ ) I<) \ ILTI~II I<)I I ,  \LLIXIII 
&hares w c ~ r  applrccl to the I I I ~  SIO p c ~ c r r ~ r  ~ i ,t , ,  I I I C  t ( > t d  \$c  cm \ t ~ i r tL I I C  < I I \ I \ I < I ~ I  01clrc~lr and r11r l~ i j r to~t i  'is ~ r l l  
IIlConle~b\ g ~ ~ i r l g  I ! ,  t11 llir l~111~~1 c~it?g<,rb It dlw cnlp11j\w rarrlulg\ ( n \ r r  75 pcrcent of rkw l<~l<il 'ill c~i \c \ ]  1 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 i r  

reccl\m an unhnorvn sharr  uf rrlf-rrriplu\mcnr ~niijmc-mn\Ire 0 percent. rrr.~\he 100 prrcrrlr dc '3I ,ind Ir r c p < , ~ t c d  
r rpara t r  ahrrr In wc.~lth d ~ r t r l b u t ~ u r ~ i .  Irur not .IS .I icparare rcnr 111 I t l i i jnre  d l \ t ~ ~ h u t ~ o r ~ \  rtr , i~c ~ u u l d  Ir\ ~ t ~ l r . i l  clcar I \  
h r  lower 111ar1 11s 'isset sharr  Ixcauw of 11s lo!\ c l c p r c ~ ~ ~ i r ~ o ~ ~  t l ~ c  I~iocl'\\ I M I ~<,f ~ r ~ c u r n clate S r t r ~ r ~ g  Io!\ct I > I I L I I I ( I  O I I  'tt 
7flCJ. Irr ur pursue Irr u p p r r  bourld I.rr land's rhdte ill dl1 nonl,ilr<,~Inconrc he .I\  hlgir .I\ 115 \ir,ilr < , I  nrr ~ < , i t I l( a n  
obrrertlmatr),  borll l o r  rhr top drcllr a r ~ d  u\et all (,ig.iln. wr Ro\,il (.011111111\1011 rllc ~ ) I \ I I I I > L I ~ I , , ~  .find( ~ n  uf I n i , , ~ ~ , e  
\\ealth 19i5 ,  7Sl-82) .Shr rrsultlng I,~rld lrlcotne f i g i ~ r r  ~nlghr  rtdl he Irrx, l r l  \ lex  of c\~clenit.  rll,it rile <,fhil.il 
crtatr-mult~pller ritlrlldter ma\ h a \ ?  S ~ I I < J U S ~ \  \ccror lpp  i ' L H 7 l  undcr\tated rhr I.ind iri,ldl~rgr ofttic I ~ r > ~ ~ \ c i ~ r > l r l  I ri 

inr r i td t r  t h r  land Irlrome rharc of nonl;lbor lniorne. Ict 11 rqu.ll illr land trul(i~~rg\ klnjqloln In( > I  tlic i\hulc I ~ i ~ r r c l  
nnn-eit .~tr-duti rsrlrll,ircs d ~ ~ ~ d c d  h\ rsrarr-dutb rstlm~itcs , , f  rhr h,,u,ctrold nr t  i \ o ~ t l i  111 (.IC'II Ht~ra~rr  1111sploic-
d u ~ e\ ~ r l d ithe u p p r r  Iruur~dr o n  rhc land rharr 4galn. iapltal I r i c o l r l r  15 cic~lied .I\ rtrc I cudu'il It iurru\r\ , , I  rv~,r.+l\ 
i)n hu~ldlngr ,  prohrs. and net lntercrt and d ~ t ~ d r n r l s  for the hi~o\rlr, , lrl  \rir<,t  

the econon~ic ranks have become homogenized as far as the three 
factors are concerned. Now the top decile gets almost none of its 
income from land, and the share it gets frorn other property incornes 
is not that different from the share that property contributes to the 
incornes of' the poorer 90 percent. hlacroeconomic theories of' rent, 
profits, and wages can no  longer explain much change in the size 
distribution of' income o r  wealth. 
'4sa corollary, we can extend our  relativistic appreciation of classi-

cal econon~ists' distribution theory to their (relative) neglect of hurr~arl 

http:I~(.O\.IE
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capital differences as a source of income inequality. T h e  return to 
human skill above the level o f  common labor accounted for a much 
smaller share of English and Welsh inconies in the last century than it 
does today. If we measure this return (the average price of skills times 
its quantity) as (ul',,,. - zil,,) . ,Y, where u1;,,, is the average lvage, u l ,the 
~~nski l ledwage rate, and S the man-hours of labor emplo>,ed, then in 
1867 the return to skilled labor was bet\veen 5 and 25 percent of 
national income. A century later, with the same definition, skills re- 
ceived between 46 and 58 percent of pretax household income.'' 
Ignoring the sources of inequality of skills was thus less of a handicap 
in explaining overall income distribution than it would be toda!.. 

T4'e could even spare some slight appreciation for some of their 
conjectures about secular ti-ends in unit land rents, profits, and jvages. 
While the pessimistic belief that Jvages rates were pinned to subsis- 
tence should have been abandoned by nlidrlirleteerlth century, reill 
\$ages had not risen much b e f  re 1820 (Lindert and \Villiamson 
1983~) .Agricultural land rents had ;ilso risen faster than lvage rates 
for three centuries, as Malthus and Ricardo guessed (Lindert 1<)83u), 
and there is even a look o f the  "declining rate of profit" in the decline 
of real interest rates and the rental lp~~rchase land noted 1-atio on 
earlier in this paper, though the residual share of' pi-ofits in national 
income did not decline. 

T h e  classical treatises, however, were unable to pursue the distrib~l- 
tional implications of the drift in factor income shares. T h e  drif't 
toward human skills and away from land had already begun in the 
eighteenth centui-y. It imparted a n  egalitarian drif't in a society origi- 
nally dominated by landed wealth, even though no leveling could be 
seen by the unaided eye before this century. True,  the price of land 
was rising faster than wage rates or  returns on capital until the latter 
half of the nineteenth century. But Xlalthus, Ricardo, Xlill, and (to a 
lesser extent) hlarx may have focused too much on factor prices- 
those rents, profit rates, and \vage rates-and not enough on the rates 
of k~c tor  quantity growth o r  factor income shares. Even hlarshall had 
to wrestle ~vi th his lingering hlalthusian-Ricarcii;~~~ that 1i11ld i n t~~ i t i on  
would still donlinate national income and check grolvth someday. It 

Fol- 1867, uriskilled l a t ~ o r  was dehrled a i  Raster'\  t)ottorri SI-oup, acco~~l i t ing  for 
28.9 pr rc rn t  of all rar l ler \ .  Its a\rl-,ige irlcomc of f24.85 \va\ r x t r n d r d  to all enl-nrl-s 
(skillrd o r  not)  to calculatr I-etul-ns to ~un,Lilled labor, amounting to 34.50 percent of all 
earnings. T h e  returns to skill a re  the part ot the total 1,1l)o1. Income In table ti not t:ikrtl 
In this uiisk~lled base. Simil;trl\, fol 1972-73. unskillecl lab01 \\as defilred '1s tlre I~ottom 
30 percent of tax unit\.  getting a b o i ~ t  11.24 per-cent ot ,111 pr-etas illcome. PI-ole( ring this 
I-ate ot earning to ;dl tax iuiita gives ;ill  unskilled-I;I~IOI-I,;t\e ot 3 t i . T  pel-( ent ot ;i l l  p l - e t ~ x  
income. .The rem;tincler of I;tl>or income, 01- %ti-.jt( percent of all pretax hoiisehold 
income, 15 tlre pal-t a t t r i b ~ ~ t e d  to skills. 
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remained for Schultz (1953, chap. 8) to underline the unniistakably 
"declining economic importance o f .  . . land," which this paper links to 
the egalitarian trend evident since 1914 or  earlier. It remains for 
future research to weigh the underlying causal forces behind the shift 
fro111 land to~vard skills and the secular leveling of inconie and 
~vealth.lX 

Appendix 

Estimation Procedures 

The  many separate steps in estirnatirlg the distribution of English and 'It'elsh 
private wealth are listed in schematic form below. Far more detail is a~ailable 
in rny two-~olume working paper (Lindert 1985). The  following shorthand is 
used to distinguish the different procedures used in the three parallel esti- 
mates: u = too equal estimates of the wealth distribution; b = preferred 
estimates; c = too unequal estimates; ull = all three estimates. 

-Step 	 Details 

I. 	 Estimate the Occupational Structure (Lindert 1980; 1985, app. (;) 

Use parish-level censuses and burial For each of three early epochs be- 
records to judge occupational shares fore 18 1 1 use regional cross-section 
by region for 181 1 and earlier; use regressions to "predict" occupa-
census for midnineteenth century. tional mix fro111 attributes of place 

( ( I 11). 

11. Estimate the Distribution of Personal Estate 

i .  	Divide probate and li\ ing popu- 
Iations into cells for each bench- 
mark date. 

ii. C o n ~ e r t  probate 	 populations 
into l i ~ i n g  household heads. 

iii. Transfer 	 wealth of probated 
nien with no occupation to oth- 
ers. 

'' 

('411) The  cells are defined b! sex, by 
16 occupations for males, by four re- 
gions (except 1858), and by nine age 
groups for 1855 only. 

(All) hlagnify each probated person 
by livinglprobates ratio for his or  
her cell. 

('411) hlagnify man with an occupa- 
tion by 1/(1 - NOOCC), where 
NOO(:C is the share of probated 
nlen in his estate value class having 
no occupation. 

11a101- inl-oads have alread\ been rn;ttie, thanks to LVilliam\on'\ (1985) mocleling of 
the \otu-ces ol  change in the British earnings clistribution trorn the late eighteenth to 
the ear-I\ twentietli centurb. 
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iv. Extend 	four sample regions to 
synthesize all of England arid 
'It'ales. 

i. =\ge twist, extended to all dates 
from 1875, the only one giving 
age date. 

ii. For the nineteenth century, re- 
place estate value bracket (e.g., 
f100-150) with a single estate 
value (e.g., f125). 

iii. Assume 	estate levels for three 
kinds of thin samples: 32 unpro- 
bated cells out of 304 male cells 
in the regional samples; Cam- 
bridgeshire military for 18 10, 
misrepresented by two officers; 
and the very rich in the nine- 
teenth century. 

iv. hlark 	down the wealth of the 
poorer 90 percent of house-
holds.'" 

(a) hlake all the rest of England and 
Wales a replica of some sample re- 
gion so as to minimize inequality for 
England and 'Il'ales. (h) Make the 
rest of England a realistic mixture 
of I-egions and make 'Il'ales as poor 
as the poorest sample region. ( c )  
Polari~e the rest of England and 
'IVales into more of 1,ondori plus the 
poorest sample region. 

(the s , '~)  

(All) Multiply all estate values by the 
livingiprobated estate value ratio for 
the individual's sex, region, and oc- 
cupation in 1875, a ratio differing 
by sex-region-occupation because of 
differing age distributions of the liv- 
ing and the dying. 

(u) Use bracket median values for 
low brackets, bottom values for 
high. (6) Use bracket bottom values 
throughout since the unprobated 
were generally poorer than the pro- 
bated. ( c )  Use bottom values for low 
brackets arid bracket medians for 
high brackets. 

:Ill three estimates use the same 
values for unprobated cells and for 
the Cambridgeshire military of 
1810. They differ in their use of a 
smoothed wealth curve for the very 
rich (data from Rubinstein [1981]; 
details in Lindert [1985, tables C12, 
C131). 

(a) and (h) N o  acljustment. (c) Dis- 
count the gross assets of the poorer 
90 percent according to Pareto's 
false law. 

" 'The purpose here is to overstate the unkliown extrrlt to which the poorer 90 
percent of the living had fewer assets than probates wot~ld reveal. 4 safe way to do so is 
to assume that a log-l~near Pareto curve fits the poorer 90 percent. All wealth curve 
studies show otherwise. The true Pareto curve has to be concave tolvard the or~gin .  
.Applyitig a log-linear Pareto curve to the poorer $10 percent has the effect of pushing 
~~~lrealisticallyInany from the rniddle wealth classes down toward pokerty. 
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111. Estimate the Distribution of Real Estate 
(Lindert 19838; 1985, apps. G-I) 

i. Number of realty owners (draw- 
irig on class numbers from Lin- 
dert and Williamson [1982]). 

ii. Distribution of rent among own- 
irlg classes. (:.\ccounting con-
straint: realty rents add up  to 

(c) Countv-franchised freehold 
classes. (h)  These plus some urban 
classes. ((I) Every class possibly fr.ar1- 
chised. 

(c) Land rents equal total income for 
landed upper classes, only £2 for 
yeomen; building rents tacked on. 

best national aggregate g~~esses . )  (0) :Ill rents equal 90 percent of' in- 

i. Household 	ownership of non-
London properties over an acre. 

ii. Household ownership of under- 
acre non-London properties. 

iii. Household 	o\vnership of Lon-
don realty, based on my map- 
ping of London site o\vnership 
in the 1890s. 

corrle for landed uppers, under half 
of income for other owners. ((I) 

Rents equal same share of income 
for all owners. 

('411) Rework the hlodern Ilomesday 
return of 1873 for sample regions 
collating the properties of o \ e r  
60,000 owners. 

(a) ,411 owners equal; all are house- 
holds. (6) All equal; 8.6 percent not 
households. (c) Owners divided into 
two extremes, and 17.2 percent not 
households, as with overacre own- 
ers. 

( u )  Specific assumptions making 
owner-ship very diffuse and unre-
lated to owners of non-Loudon re- 
alty. (h) Fair assumptions about own- 
ership of sites and buildings. (c) 
Assume concentrated ownership of 
London realty by the top owners of 
non-London realty. 

IV. Link Real Estate to Personal Estate (Lindert 1985, apps. J ,  K) 

Apply each occupation-specific re-
altylpersonalty ratio to every pro-
hated person in that occupation and 
repeat the estate-multiplier estima- 
tion. 

The  three sets of estimates com-
bined their respective assumptions 
above. 
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Match individuals probated in 1875 
with their over-acre non-London 
holdings in 1853 and add assump- 
tions about Londorl and underacre 
realty. 

V. Add Debts 

Cse scattered data to infer I-ough 
outlines of how debts are correlated 
with gross assets. Estimate ratios of  
debts to personalty (DIP) for the top 
decile of households arid for the 
poorer 90 percent 

(Al l )  Same matching of' personalty 
with overacre realty. ( n )  Assume 
other realty distributed in propor- 
tion to assets already covered. (b) 
hlatch London properties with rich- 
est Londoners; assume uniform 
shares of o\+7rlers and average hold- 
ings of ur~deracre property outside 
London for all wealth classes. ( c )  
hlatch all London and underacre 
properties with those persons al-
ready richest. 

(a) Assume same I>IP f ) r  both 
groups up  through 1810, then DIP 
onl) slightl: lower for top 10 per- 
cent later. (6) hiake most realistic as- 
s~lrnntions about how I)/!' declines 
with personal estate. (c) Xss~trne the 
highest DIP for the poorer 90 per- 
cent that the accounting constraints 
will allow. 

Result: Three sets of distributions of net worth 
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