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Wealth Research Projects to Date

> Wentworth County: 1872-1902 (405)

> Ontario: 1892 (3515)

> Thunder Bay District: 1885-1920 (1293)

> Ontario: 1902 (3641)

> A total of 8.854 decedents




Wealth Collection in Progress

> Thunder Bay 1921-30

> Wentworth County: 1907, 1912, 1917, 1922.
1927




The Data-l

o Sources: (1) Ontario County Surrogate Court

Probate Records (2) Manuscript Census of
Canada, 1871-1901




The Data-ll

o Probated estates for Ontario 1892 and 1902 linked back
to 1891 and 1901 Census. Estates for Wentworth
County 1872-1902 linked back to 1871, 1881, 1891 and
1901 Census.

o Probate inventories have 16 wealth categories

o Key socio-economic data not in probate records
available in census such as age, religious affiliation




What is Probate?

PROBATE AN INSTITUTIONAL PROCESS OF
PROPERTY TRANSFER FROM DEAD TO
LIVING

EXECUTOR CONDUCTED INVENTORY OF
PROPERTY

INVENTORY AND VALUATION OF PROPERTY
A KEY ASPECT




ASSET CATEGORIES

HOUSEHOLD GOODS
FARM IMPLEMENTS
STOCK IN TRADE
HORSES

CATTLE

SHEEP & SWINE
BOOK DEBTS
MORTAGES

LIFE INSURANCE
STOCKS AND SHARES
SECURITIES

CASH

CASH IN BANK

FARM PRODUCE
REAL ESTATE
OTHER PERSONAL PROPERTY




\/ariables Available from Probate

WEALTH BY CATEGORY
PLACE OF RESIDENCE
DATE OF DEATH
TESTATE OR INTESTATE
OCCUPATION

MARITAL STATUS
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
GENDER




Potential Disadvantages of

Probate

LIFETIME ACCUMULATION
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
BIAS DUE TO TAXES

o Ontario 1892 Succession duty Act exempted estates under

$100,000 with bequests to direct family.
INTERVIVOS TRANSFERS




Example of Data
Collection Sheets













Topics Explored

> Life cycle & beguest wealth accumulation
> Determinants of wealth

> Portfolio composition

> Wealth Distribution

> Economic booms

> \Wealth of the Irish in nineteenth century
> Religion and wealth




Portfolio Composition

Portfolio Composition of Wealth: Ontario 1892 & 1902 Data
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Wealth Distribution

Distribution of Wealth by Decile: Thunder Bay District, 1885-1920

20, 2% 1%l %




1. Wealth and Gender in Ontario:
1870-1920




Introduction

> Did female property holding grow in wake
of property rights legislation?
> Micro Data for two regions in Ontario

> 1,183 probated decedents for WWentworth
County (1872-1912)

> 1,780 probated decedents for TThunder.
Bay District (18865-1925)




Evolution of Female Property
Holding

> 19th century era of female property rights

> Ontario
o Married WWoman's Real Estate Act (1873)

o Married WWoman's Property Act (1864 )




Ontario Literature

> Chambers (1997) concludes impact of
laws not substantial

> Baskerville (1999) finds gains made by.
women in Victoria greater than Hamilton

> Inwood and Ingram (2000) find women of
Guelph increased their share of property

> Inwood and Sligtenhorst (2004) argue
property rights legislation legitimized idea
of women holding preperty




British Literature

> Britain - 1870 Married \Women's Property
Act

> Combs (2004) finds women married after
1870 owned a larger share of household
wealth

> Green and Owens (2003) document long
term trend of Increased government
security ownership by women prior to

1870




Wentworth County: Decline in Male
Probated Decedents Over Time

Proportion Male: Wentworth Decedents 1872-1912

Percent
female

rose
from 12

percent
In 1872
to 37

percent
n 1912




Thunder Bay District: Decline in Male Probated
Decedents Over Time

> Percent
female
rose from
15 percent
In
1885/1906
to 26
percent by
1921/1925

Proportion Male: Thunder Bay District, 1885-1925

1885-1906 1907-1913 1914-1920 1921-1925




The Data:
Context, Sources,
Construction




Ontario
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Wentworth County 1880

European
settlement
dating from late
18th century

Industrial
region in 19th
century

Hamilton major
urban center
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Thunder Bay District 1912

> Resource
extraction

Port for grain

trade at the
| akehead

Major urban
center - The
Lakehead
(PA & FW)

1 Statutes of Canada, 1912 (2 Geo. V), c.40
Statutes of Ontario, 1912 (2 Geo. V), ¢.3

2 Statutes of Ontario, 1912 (2 Geo. V), ¢.21

3 Statutes of Ontario, 1912 (2 Geo. V). ¢.22




Boom & Population Growth

Regional Population: 1871-1931

200000

Thunder

160000

Bay District

120000

100000 I TBay District aS Share Of

B wentworth Co.

\Wentworth

60000

County
population
1871 1881 1891 1901 1911 1921 1931 greW from

Major Urban Center Population: 1871-1931 2 '5 percent
180000 In 1 871 tO

160000

34 percent
120000 by 1931

100000 M Lakehead
80000 B Hamilton

60000
40000
20000

o




Summary Statistics for Two Data Sets ($1900)




Wealth - Thunder Bay District

Average Wealth by Gender, Thunder Bay District, 1885-1925

M Male
M Female

1900 dollars

1885-1906 1907-1913 1914-1920 1921-1925




Thunder Bay District, Real Estate & Financial
Assets

Average Real Estate by Gender, Thunder Bay District, 1885-

Average Financial Assets by Gender, Thunder Bay District,
1925
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> Post boom collapse in wealth greater for women comparing 07/13 to
14/20. Real estate falls 50% for men and 63% for women. Financial

asset decline is 35% for men and 84% for women.




Wealth-Wentworth County

Average Wealth by Gender, Wentworth County, 1872-1912
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Wentworth County, Real Estate and
Financial Assets

Average Financial Asets by Gender, Wentworth County, 1882-1912 Average Real Estate by Gender, Wentworth County, 1872-1912
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> From 1882-1912, male financial asset wealth increased 78% while
for females the increase was 207 %.




Comparisons

> In TBD, by 1907-13, average male wealth
was 28% greater than female wealth.

> In WC, by 1907 ,average male wealth was
61% greater than female wealth.

> \Women appear to have made relatively
larger gains in frontier area




Rising Wealth and Financial Assets

> Financial asset growth pronounced in both
Wentworth County & I'hunder Bay District

> Mortgages a large component of the increase

> In TBD, by 1907-13, mortgages account for 36%
of average female wealth, real estate 36%.

> In WC, by 1907, mortgages account for 20% of
average female wealth, real estate 36%

> Men generally less reliant on mortgages in both
regions




Women and Mortgages

> Were women overly dependent on the local real estate
market for their wealth portfolios via land and
mortgages?
During boom period 1907-13, in IBD “real estate”
accounts for 74% of women's wealth, 69% of male

wealth. For 1914-20, comparable figures are 66% and
65%.

In WC in 1907, “real estate” accounts for 55% of
women’s wealth, 39% of male wealth. In 1912,
comparable figures are 46% and 61%.




Questions

As relatively new investors in the wake of the Property
Law Reforms, did women extend themselves into riskier
iInvestments under the artificial security of rising prices
during boom times? Risk aversion?

Did women experience wealth setbacks in the wake of

economic downturns? eg., I'BD 1914-1920; \WWentworth
Co. in 1892 and 1907.

VWas wealth accumulation continuous over the period
1870-19257

Can attempt an answer using LOWESS profiles.




Risk Aversion: Wentworth County

Portfolio Share in Financial Assets, Wentworth County: LOWESS SMOOTH
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> Lowess Smooth (bandwidth=0.8)
> Financial assets/wealth vs wealth
> Wealth<=$100,000




Risk Aversion: Thunder Bay District

Portfolio Share in Financial Assets, Thunder Bay District: LOWESS SMOOTH
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> Lowess Smooth (bandwidth=0.8)
> FEinancial assets/wealth vs wealth
> Wealth<=$100,000




1900 dollars

Wentworth Co.

Wentworth County: Lowess Smooth of Male (mrwealths8) and
Female (frwealths8) Wealth 1872-1912 (bwdth=0.8)
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Thunder Bay District

Thunder Bay District:Lowess Smooth of Male (mrwealthsm8) and Female
(frwealthsm8) Wealth 1885-1925 (bwdth=0.8)
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Wentworth Co.

Female Wealth as Share of Male Wealth: Wentworth County 1872-1912
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Thunder Bay District

Female Wealth as a Share of Male Wealth: Thunder Bay District 1885-1925
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Results?

> \Women's wealth increased In the wake of
Ontario property rights legislation

> Regional differences seem to be present.
> In WC, average female wealth was 15

percent that of men in 1872 and rose to 45
percent by 1912.

> In TBD, average female wealth was 10
percent that of men in 1885 and rose to
60-70 percent range after 1900.




However...




Wentworth County: Wealth by Marital Status

Average Real Wealth of Wentworth County Women by Marital Status > 1 872_1 91 2 Real

wealth of married
WOmen rises
293%:; that of
Widows riSes
153%:; that of sinle
WOMmen rises
131%.

Ratio of Average Female to Male Wealth by Marital Status Category:
Wentworth County




Thunder Bay District: Wealth by Marital Status

1900 dollars

Average Real Wealth of Thunder Bay District Women by
Marital Status

W Married
M Widow

1885-1906 1907-1913 1914-1920 1921-1925

Ratio of Average Female to Male Wealth by Marital Status Category: Thunder
Bay District

W Married
M Widow(er)
Single

1885-1906 1907-1913 1914-1920 1921-1925

Effect of boom/bust
complicate analysis
Improvements for.
married and single
WOMmEeN occur after
the bust

Widows appear to
have been hard hit
by the post-boom
period

Higher female to
male wealth
ratios than
Wentworth not
consistent




Conclusion

Increases in overall female property holding over time with greater
Increases in frontier as opposed to established areas.

Female property owners experienced setbacks in wake of
downturns but no worse than for males.

After 50 years of property rights legislation, women owned 45-70
percent the levels of male wealth.

Rather than two steps forward, one step back, it appears overall
female wealth acquisition in aggregate was characterized by small
continuous steps forward over the period 1870-1925.

However, when examined by marital status, gains are steady in
Wentworth County, more erratic in Thunder Bay District




2. Go Forth and Multiply: The Effect of
Religion on Family Size




Outline

> Introduction

> Fertility and Family Size: Theoretical
Approaches and Empirical Results

> A Model of Family Size Determination
> Data

> Empirical Model and Results

> Conclusion




Introduction

> I'he Impact of religion on economic
behaviour

> Weber Thesis

> Adam Smith
> Keister, Tomes, Meng




Direct Relationships between

Religion & Fertility

> Leasure (1982)

> Conservative faiths, empowerment and
fertility:

> Hacker (1999)

> Does stricter adherence to religious
teaching result in larger families?




Theoretical Approaches

> Becker and micro-economic approach to
fertility

> Old-age security motive for fertility

> Dependence on family labour leads to
‘promise of an Inheritance as a control
device”.




Empirical Evidence: Fertility,
Family Size, Religion in Canada

> Henripen(1972)

> Mclnnis(1991)

> Denton and George(1970,1973)
> Haan (2005)

» Religious variables found to not contribute
much to overall fit of models

o centrality of religion in the fertility transition
should be called into question.”




Simple Model of Family Size Determination:
Intertemporal Consumption with Children and
Bequests




The Data

> 3,915 census-linked probated decedents
from 1892

> 3,641 from 1902

> \Wealth data for sixteen asset categories
as well as other variables - including
number of children




Religious Affiliation

> Religious Affiliation oft Probated Decedents
1892

o Anglicans 20.2%

o« Roman Catholic 10.8%
Presbyterian 27.1%
Baptist 4.9%
Methodist 28.9%
All Other Religion 8.2%




Family Size and Religion

Average Number of Children by Religious Affiliation
and Year

Anglican Catholic Baptist Methodist Other Rel




Empirical Model

> C=f(z,, z,,....2,)

> “hierarchical/conservative denominations™ defined as
Baptists, Anglicans, Methodists, Roman Catholics.

> OLS
> Preliminary Versions
o Basic OLS
o Version with “fitted wealth”

o Count data - therefore Poisson regression & negative
binomial regression




Histogram of Number of Children

> Suggests a
skewed
distribution

> Poisson or
binomial
regression
appropriate

10
CHILDN




Variables




Some Preliminary Results

TABLE 3: REGRESSION RESULTS-OLS-CHILDN DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Dependent Variable: CHILDN
Regression Using Un-instrumented Wealth

Variable Coefficient t-statistic Variable Coefficient t-statistic
AGE 0.1577171 10.74 | northern 0.5480212 2.65
agesq -0.0011825 -9.68 | western 0.079164 0.81
SEX -0.6305605 -1.22 | huronia 0.493929 4.93
URB -0.4604389 -5.47 | eastern -0.1127431 -1.15
english 0.0921378 0.92 | yr1902 -0.4503326 -6.81
irish 0.1348966 1.35 | wealth 5.47E-06 4.43
scot 0.2313328 1.87 | _cons -1.973643 -2.73
usa -0.0748176 -0.39
othbrth 0.3198014 1.76
occl 0.619648 2.42
occ2F 1.440987 5.9 n=6275

occ3 0.8671955 3.33 Fag,6246=26.67
occd 0.4830189 1.49 Adj R’=0.1068
occb -0.0529784 -0.09
occ2nf -0.7903924 -5.5
married -0.0447635 -0.55
catholic 0.4948837 3.85
presb 0.1430143 1.3
baptist 0.1370405 0.83
meth 0.1945912 2
othrel 0.404204 2.81
literate 0.2087395 1.73




RESULTS-II




Conclusions

Religion variables are statistically significant for.
Roman Catholics & All Other Religions

> Relative to Anglicans, Roman Catholics had

0.15 more children and All Other Religions 0.12
more

> Presbyterians, Methodists, Baptists not
statistically different from Anglicans.

> Results do not fall into the liberal-conservative
divide of other studies.




3. NATURAL RESOURCE EXPORTS AND WEALTH
ACCUMULATION'IN'SETTLER ECONOMIES:
NORTHWESTERN ONTARIO AND SOUTH
AUSTRALIA 1905-1915

L. Di Matteo (LU)
H. Emery (UofC)
M. Shanahan (UNISA)




The “Resource Curse”

> Resource abundance correlated with

slower growth and lower long run incomes
o Seems true for post-1970 world

o Resources crowd out "X which causes growth
o Resources "cause” weak institutions




Surprising given traditional “Staples™ views of
successful developers

> Historical cases dismissed as not informative
Success came from natural protection due to high transport costs

Economies like Can, Aus, NZ and US were never as resource
Intensive as many developing economies today.

> explanation for the “resource curse”

o Why has successful natural resource based development has
occurred historically but not recently?

o« SA and TBD an ideal laboratory.




Several things In common:

> Both economies driven by grain trade
> Common time period 1905 to 1915

> Institutional quality “comparable”
o Both are British settler economies




Important Differences:

> SA benefited from earlier wheat exports in late 191
century.
o« [BD a “new economy” in 1905
o How important was timing?

> SA Is on the coast, TBD on inland waterway.
o SA grain district all within 60km of coast
» Factor identified as important for high incomes
> I'IBD depends on grain shipment and handling
o SA has production, shipping and handling
o All else equal, SA could capture more linkages

> Ownership of Capital:
o SA Raillways are state railways
o For TBD, raillways and elevators are externally owned




We focus on wealth, rather than
per capita incomes

> Chambers and Gordon (1966) show. the “resource curse”

o« No change in p.c. GDP but increase in wealth
Rent to the fixed factor

o Rodriguez and Sachs (1999)
Short run surplus needs to be invested for long run increase in

consumption

> Use wealth date for probated decedents in SA and I'BD
1905 to 1915




Fort William Waterfront and Port
Adelaide 1913 and 1916

Mo publication of this image in yfo penni d without ben;\iss n: contact the State Library of South Australia.

Fort William, Steamers on the Kam River, circa 1913

PRG 28011 /3/219
No publication of this image in any form permitted without pemnission: contact the State Library of South Australia.




Grain Handling at the Lakehead in 1907
and in South Australia, 1915, 1916

PRG 1258/2/738

No publication of this image in any form permitted without permission: contact the Mortlock Library of South Australiana.




Main Streets

Labour Day Parade, Simpson Street, Fort William, Circa 1913

King William Street, Adelaide, 1913




Prominent Buildings
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Mo publication of this image in any form permitted without permission: contact the Mortlock Library of South Australiana.

Grain Exchange Building, Rundle Street Shop, 1913
Victoria Avenue, Fort William,

1914




SA Decedents much wealthier
than TBD decedents

MEDIAN WEALTH 1905-1915 (US DOLLARS)
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But comparable changes In
wealth 1905 to 1915

"Normalized" Adjusted Wealth

1905 1907 1909 1911 1913 1915




Particularly with Real Estate

"NORMALIZED" REAL ESTATE

1907 1909 1911 1913 1915
YEAR




TBD Wealth levels reflect growth
of grain trade

Total Grain Shipments from the Lakehead: 1905-1929
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SA Wheat Production tiny
compared to Canada

o Series1
| | | m Series2




So:

> Wealth levels are higher in SA than TBD

> Proportionate change in wealth Is common

> SA wheat production tiny compared to Canada
> How did SA get so rich?

o« H1: They are not, the probated samples are not comparable

o H2: for a given bushel of wheat, SA retained more of the value
In its economy




Sources of income in the grain
trade

Activity SA TBD
> Production Yes NO
> Rail Transport  Yes No
> Grain Handling Yes Yes

> Shipping to mkt No No

o Proxy value of Wheat for SA as the world price less ocean
freight rate = 90 Cents/bu

o« For TBD, use 1925 estimate of 1.5 cent/bu handling cost at the
Lakehead from HAC




Gross Incomes from Grain Trade




SA got more income from a
bushel of wheat than TBD

> A mini version of Canada where grain trade had
national benefit

> Our comparison highlights the regional
distribution of iIncome

> For TBD, capital and transportation capital

externally ownead
o SA It is domestically owned and controlled

> In terms of development, ability to capture
linkages of resource export the key thing

o Reliance on external capital for resource
development, production and shipment to market Is
the limiting influence on development.




CONCLUSION

> Probate wealth data lends itself to a
variety of topics

> Data collection costs significant
> Future projects: Manitoba probate sample




