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UK shareholders, as a percentage of the population, currently outweigh the US equivalent 

figure.  They also did so pre-World War I.   This paper investigates trends in shareholder 

numbers, noting a major rise over the last 100 years, in particular during the last quarter 

century.  Shareholders, as a percentage of the population in emerging markets such as China 

are now more than double the figures for the UK and the US combined pre-World War I.   

We compare the change in shareholder numbers over the 20th century in detail for the UK and 

the US. We show that, until 1914, the UK dominated the US in terms of shareholder 

numbers, as it does now, as a percentage of population.  In the last 100 years, there have been 

two “reversals”:  first,  after World War I when US shareholder numbers outstripped their UK 

equivalents, and, second,  after 1979, during the Thatcher years.  These trends cannot be 

explained by common law differences nor by relative income per head.  We argue that 

financial repression was the major cause for the reversals.  The 1920s to the 1970s was a 

period of financial repression in the UK, in particular through aggressive nationalisations, 

expropriations, capital controls, dividend constraints and high income tax levels. 
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The Twentieth Century “Democratic” Ownership Revolution: Anglo-American Trajectories.1 

 

                                                                                           I 

 

                         In the first decade of the twenty first century, Grout et al conservatively 

estimate the worldwide numbers of shareholders as 231m direct equity holders, 317m if 

holders through mutual funds are included and more than 544m if those even more indirectly 

owning equities through their pension funds are added.2 Thus a minimum of between 3.4% 

and 8.1% of the world’s population now hold shares directly and indirectly. By the fullest 

measure (including pension and mutual funds as well as direct holdings), the proportion of 

the national population holding shares is as high as 46% in the UK, 31% in Japan and the US, 

19% in Germany and 15% in France. Even such figures below 50% suggest that a majority of 

households (shareholders/pension fund members have families, only some of whom own 

shares/pension fund entitlements) now benefit from shareholding in many developed 

economies.3 In such countries investors are more likely to use intermediary financial 

institutions and the figures for direct equity ownership in these five countries are lower: 

respectively, 15%, 31%, 13%, 4% and 11%. These advanced countries’ effect on the reported 

global percentage is, of course, outweighed by the figures for China and India, where 

intermediation is less developed: the direct ownership figures are less than 1% for 

(“capitalist”) India, though more than 5% for (“communist”) China.4 These figures are 

compiled from widely differing sources (household surveys, tax data, official and stock 

                                                           
1
 Thanks to Mary O’Sullivan,Ania. Zalewska 

2
 Grout et al, “A Half-Billion.” 

3
 Surveys based on households (rather than individuals) confirm this (see, for the USA, Bergstresser and 

Poterba (2004) and Aizcorbe, Kennickell and Moore (2003)). The proportion of families owning corporate stock 

directly or indirectly in the US in 2000-07 varied from 50-52% , with the average family owning $35,000 in 2007 

(Statistical Abstract of the United States 2010, Table 1174). 
4
 Although the US markets remain the world’s largest (as they have been since the 1920s), the market 

capitalisation of the Chinese stock market overtook the Japanese in 2009, leaving the latter in third place and 

the UK in fourth (domestic companies only) 
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exchange sources etc) using inconsistent definitions and have other weaknesses.5 Nonetheless 

they plausibly describe recent changes and cross-sectional differences in broad outline. 

                        The enormous increases in the numbers of shareholders and of stock 

exchanges and the rise of corporate share trading and listing over the last quarter century 

reflected in such studies were partly driven by political changes, reversing what in many 

countries had been a long period of financial repression; indeed, in communist countries, 

decades of suppression of private ownership more generally. However, historians have 

pointed out that some dimensions of this transformation in the degree of securitization had 

impressive historical precedents, many of which floundered in the period of de-globalisation 

after 1914. Reversals in the current global financial crisis appear relatively modest by 

comparison, but may still have much further to go.6 The number of countries with stock 

exchanges rose from 58 in 1980 to 142 by 2009 and the proportion of the world’s population 

living in countries with a stock exchange from 55% to 94%.7 Yet there were even more stock 

exchanges before 1914 and at least as high a portion of the world’s population as today (and 

much more than in 1980) then lived in countries with an exchange.8 In cross-section, there is, 

unsurprisingly, a strong correlation between national equity market capitalisations and the 

proportion of the population owning shares.9 Although the historical data on share-owning is 

less developed, the evidence presented by Rajan and Zingales on historical market 

                                                           
5
 For example, it is unclear to what extent the share-ownership intermediated by insurance companies (not all 

of it in the form of mutual and pension funds) is captured. Note our correction for UK 1992. Somewhat 

different figures are given in Guiso et al ((“Household Stock holding”) suggesting that, while Britain had higher 

direct shareholding than the US circa 2000, indirect shareholding was higher in the US. 
6
 It is possible that today’s financial repression will go further, because the damage done by the irresponsible 

expansion of banks and credit is already greater, even before the still unrecognised bank deficiencies, than 

that wrought by the Second World War in its impact on the ratio of government debt to OECD GDP (Carmen 

Reinhart, “The Return of Financial Repression,” CEPR Discussion paper no 8947, April 2012, p. 4). The 

toleration of electorates for austerity to rescue misgoverned capitalism may prove to be even less than their 

earlier (distinctly limited) tolerance of post-war sacrifices; the temptation to shift more of the burden of losses 

to capital owners (for example, through inflation or redistributive taxes) will be strong. 
7
 Grout et al, “One Half-Billion,” p. 2. 

8
 Michie. 

9
 Grout et al. 
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capitalisation/GDP ratios probably tracks reasonably well the development of shareholder 

numbers in different countries over time.10  Their data imply two “great reversals” in the 

course of the twentieth century, with stock exchange capitalisations constrained after 1914 

and reviving in the last quarter of the twentieth century. 

                          In some respects, however, what happened in the later twentieth century 

corporate world was substantially without earlier precedent. Even in countries with highly 

developed equity markets, the proportion of the population benefitting from share-ownership 

before 1914 was much smaller than in the same countries today.11 This was partly because 

collective investment vehicles such as pension funds and mutual funds were then just 

developing,12 but, even if we confine the comparison to direct individual shareholdings, in the 

US and UK (which together then accounted for a quarter of world real GDP) shareholders 

represented less than 2.5% of their combined population, lower than the global average today 

or than in many of today’s emerging markets.13 Real GDP per head in these two rich 

countries before 1914 was the same as (or higher than) in today’s emerging markets,14 so the 

story of the democratization of shareholding appears to involve more than just generally 

increasing wealth. By 2005, fifteen years after stock exchanges were re-established in China 

by state fiat after a 41-year ban,15 the penetration of stockholding among its 1.3b population 

was already, as a proportion of population, more than twice that achieved by the 117m people 

of the US and UK in 1900, well over a century after the foundation of their first organised 

                                                           
10

 Though there will be divergences because of foreign ownership, changing stockholder concentration etc. 
11

 France (with only 4% direct ownership today) probably came closest to being an exception, though a high 

proportion of its almost equally wide securities ownership in 1914 was in the form of bonds. 
12

 For example, the first UK investment trust (Foreign & Colonial) dates from 1868 and the first US one from 

1893. 
13

 pp. 00, below. 
14

 Maddison, World Economy, p. 642. 
15

 A Shanghai stock exchange operated 1866-1941 and 1946-49. Its modern re-incarnation, along with the new 

Shenzhen exchange built (along with that city) from scratch on a greenfield site, date from 1990. In greater 

China, the Hong Kong and Taipei stock exchanges are much older but are inaccessible to most mainland 

Chinese. 
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stock exchanges.16 On the face of it, the modern Chinese bourgeoisie appear to be more 

natural capitalists than their Victorian prototypes.17  

                    The dispersion of shareholdings of individual firms also suggests that something 

new happened in the twentieth century. Numerous companies in Europe, America and Asia - 

including Lloyd’s Bank,18 Vivendi, AT &T, Dai-ichi Insurance, HSBC and Reliance Power - 

have reported more than a million shareholders each in recent decades.19 The company with 

the largest number of shareholders in 1900 was a quasi-political foundation by the Second 

Zionist Congress in Basel in 1898, which, the following year, attracted more than 100,000, 

extremely small, subscriptions to its London-registered Jüdische Colonialbank Limited: the 

Jewish Colonial Trust, which financed Jewish resettlement in Palestine.20 This was, however 

far from the normal commercial experience: this company apart, the largest American and 

European corporations with the most dispersed shareholdings numbered their shareholders in 

only five figures.21   

                                                           
16

 The LSE claims foundation in 1773 and the NYSE in 1792, both somewhat arbitrarily. London had a much 

longer tradition of share trading in the coffee houses of Change Alley.  
17

 Today’s Chinese stock exchanges differ in fundamental ways from earlier prototypes: most quoted 

companies, for example, are still substantially owned and controlled by the state. Modern Chinese share 

purchases can partly be interpreted in terms of a national taste for (otherwise tightly controlled) gambling or 

as the (only available) occasion for the rising bourgeoisie metaphorically to cast a vote in favour of market 

diversity, though, of course, such motives were not absent in the Anglosphere and conventional investment 

motives are present in modern China. 
18

 Lloyd’s Bank reports 2.8m shareholders today. This suggests, allowing for institutional and foreign holders 

who account for limited numbers but considerable values, that perhaps one in six personal holders (who 

number 9million [UK Shareholders’ Association] in the UK) have Lloyd’s Bank shares in their portfolio. Many of 

these holdings derive from demutualised banks, building societies and insurance companies taken over by 

Lloyd’s, whose quasi-owners were not counted as shareholders in earlier surveys. 
19

 See the annual reports of these companies. 
20

 Rutterford et al (“Researching Shareholding,” p. 8) suggest it had more than 120,000 subscribers by 1900 

and the company’s entry in the Jewish Encyclopaedia 1906 confirms that it had in excess of 100,000 

subscribers. Only £259, 251 of the £2m authorized capital was issued and paid up, £100 of it in founders’ 

shares with 50% of the votes, preserving Zionist control (Stock Exchange Year Book 1914). Such an average 

shareholding (apparently around £2) might better be characterised as a subscription to a political savings bank 

than as a tradable stock exchange investment. £100 was the normal block of shares then traded on the LSE; £2 

was more like a building society deposit and had a similar annual yield, varying around 3% on the amount 

subscribed.  
21

 Hannah (“Divorce”) shows the French and American railways around 1900 with the largest shareholdings 

had about 30,000. In Britain the largest railway shareholding in 1902 was the Midland with 46,661, while 

Lipton’s IPO on the LSE of 1898 attracted 74,000 initial subscribers. The first commercial company to pass the 
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                        By contrast, the number of shareholders reported by one Indian company 

today – over 4 million for Reliance Power - substantially exceeds the total numbers in all 

quoted companies before 1914 in the USA and UK combined.22 Some companies floated on 

the NYSE and LSE in the first decade of the twentieth century, like Phelps Dodge and 

Martin’s Bank, numbered their shareholders at IPO only in the low hundreds.23 With small 

free floats in the hands of the general public, such securities would be branded excessively 

illiquid and forced to delist by some modern exchanges.24 

                      The notion that the divorce of ownership from control was a purely twentieth 

century phenomenon led by a US management revolution is nonetheless false.  The famed 

work by Berle and Means describing some American catch-up in the 1930s became the bible 

of New Deal securities reformers and entered the pantheon of social science classics,25 but it 

has misled some into believing that they were describing a new, continuing and global 

phenomenon. Yet already in the mid-Victorian UK, particularly in relation to large 

managerial corporations such as railways, it was trivial to observe (and sometimes to 

bemoan) the fact that management and ownership were divorced.26 Indeed dispersed 

shareholding and the divorce of ownership from control had arguably advanced further in the 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
100,000 mark was US Steel in 1911, a year in which the largest number of shareholders in any UK company  

(the quasi-political Jewish Colonial Trust – see previous footnote - excepted) was 79,400. 
22

 Reliance Power. Compare p. 0, below. 
23

 Hannah, “Divorce,” p. 419 
24

 For example, the Tokyo Stock Exchange now requires at least two thousand shareholders in listed 

companies. Many pre-1914 NYSE-listed firms would also have been refused a domestic listing by the pre-1914 

LSE because of low free floats. Some emerging markets today have oligarchical ownership structures similar to 

the USA’s in the age of its “robber barons” (note the holdings of Russian oligarchs and the Chinese state in 

their publicly-listed companies). 
25

 More cite the book than read it, judging by what it is sometimes reported as containing that is allegedly 

novel. Much of Berle and Means’ statistical approach was devised by Warshow (a businessman) in 1924 (see 

below) and their core interpretation owes a lot to the earlier Brandeisian tradition developed in Main Street 

and Wall Street by W. Z Ripley (who was Adolph Berle’s Harvard finance professor).  
26

 Apart from the references to the phenomenon of the separation of ownership from control (which he 

welcomed as an intermediate stage in the evolution of capitalism to communism) in Marx’s Kapital  (first 

published in German in 1867, see Marx and Engels, Collected Works, vol 37, pp. 386, 434), others were less 

positive (e.g Phillips… 
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UK before 1914 than in the US (and a fortiori than in the world as a whole) today.27 In this 

article we attempt for two countries, the US and UK, to trace back to 1900 or earlier the 

process of diffusion of shareholdings which has left them today with among the most 

“democratic” spreads of share-ownership recorded in modern surveys. We find that the 

determinants of differentials in share-ownership suggested by modern cross-section analysis 

also operated in these two countries historically, but that other factors also appear important 

in longitudinal analysis. 

                                                                                  II 

                        The task of estimating the numbers of shareholders, before the era of extensive 

national sample surveys, is a daunting one, and past researchers have reported on widely 

different bases. We have placed more credence on numbers where alternative estimation 

methods produce broadly similar results for about the same year than on outlier estimates 

with potential sampling bias or unsupported guesses by contemporaries or historians. We 

have avoided estimates based on the tax data, where the margins of error created by the 

assumptions made seem particularly serious.28 Our aim has been to match the available 

historical data with the definitions used by Grout et al in their modern global estimates. Thus 

we consider ownership by individuals, not households, and express the absolute numbers of 

shareholders as a percentage of national population.29 The latter is a useful normalisation for 

comparing our two countries: the US population overtook the UK’s in 1856 and by 1914 was 

                                                           
27

 Foreman-Peck and Hannah. 
28

 McCoy pioneered this in the US, and it was taken up by others later. 
29

 Where our estimates of shareholder numbers are derived from the total number of shareholdings this will 

include some institutional as well as personal holders, but even when they began to account for a high portion 

of shares by value, institutional holders were large but few  (they rarely held only £100 but among £10,000+ 

shareholdings in the FT 30 in 1941/2, only one third were personal, one quarter nominees, one-fifth other 

companies, over one-tenth banks and trustee companies, and one twentieth each insurance companies and 

investment trusts). It was personal shareholdings that remained important among the smaller holdings that 

largely determined shareholding numbers.  
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more than twice and by 2000 nearly five times the UK’s.30 We use the whole population as 

the denominator, rather than, say, adult males, because women, already substantial 

shareholders in the mid-Victorian period, were increasingly so after the Married Women’s 

Property Acts and separate taxation of husband and wife.31 Indeed women were in later years 

sometimes the majority, whether measured by numbers or, latterly, even by the total value of 

shares held.32 (Twentieth century cartoonists perhaps had it wrong in caricaturing the wicked 

capitalist as the corpulent man in a frock coat smoking an expensive cigar: the well-dressed 

bourgeois lady of a certain age, on the telephone to her broker, was as near to the mark). We 

also include children in the population denominator because they sometimes held shares 

directly or through trustees, though surveys typically show the under 40s had a lower 

propensity to own shares than older adults,33 so this will overstate ownership levels in the 

main owning age cohorts, especially in 1900 Britain (when longevity, age-selective 

emigration and family limitation gave the UK a higher share of old people, only paralleled 

later in the century in the US). Historically in both countries a far higher portion of corporate 

shares was held directly by individuals (rather than via mutual and pension funds) than is the 

case today.  Our measures are largely confined to numbers of shareholders, an indicator 

nearest to the Grout et al measure of direct shareholding.34 Investor intermediaries developed 

                                                           
30

 All our population figures are taken from the annual data in www.measuringworth.com. 
31

 Rutterford “Gross or Net?”, pp. 44-5. 
32

 In 1951 women dominated by numbers but not quite by value in the US (Kimmel, Share Ownership, p. 18) 
33

 Kimmel (Share Ownership, p. 89) estimated that in 1952 only 150,000 (2.3%) of the 6.49m US individual 

shareholders were minors: he reckoned that 4.2% of the population but 6.4% of adults then owned shares. 

However, by the twenty first century, with much wider share ownership, the differential by age – with an 

increase in share-ownership  by the 20-40 age group especially - was considerably reduced (Statistical Abstract 

of the United States 2010, table 1174) 

34
In the US, a 1922 survey showed that over 90% of shareholdings were held by individuals, accounting for 65% 

of common stock values, without counting shares held by trustees (3.4%/11.9%), brokers  (1.7%/11.9%), or 

foreigners (1.9%/1.5%), some of which were also for the benefit of persons (FTC, National Wealth, p. 132). 

Other corporations, including banks and insurance companies, (1.1%/11.9%) and nonprofits (0.2%/0.9%) held 

only modest amounts compared to today. In the UK, the proportion of shares held by individuals (excluding 

shares in unit trusts) declined from 54.0% of quoted shares by value in 1963, to a low of 10.2% in 2008, though 

by the end of 2010 this had risen to 11.5%; the proportion of numbers of shareholdings would, of course, have 

been higher since personal shareholdings were smaller than institutional ones 
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earlier and further in the UK than in the USA, so this will tend to understate the penetration 

of beneficial equity ownership in the UK.35  

                 Before the era of systematic surveys of individuals or households we are 

dependent on derivations from data such as the number of shareholdings, the mean number of 

shares in individual portfolios and the average shareholding value compared with the capital 

of quoted companies. This introduces several possible biases. Counts of shareholdings 

exaggerate the numbers of shareholders, since many have multi-share portfolios. The 

appropriate divisor to convert the enumerated shareholdings to shareholders (the mean 

number of shares per portfolio) can be estimated, but estimates vary markedly: American 

researchers work with a divisor of between three and five, while British investigators 

generally use between five and eight.36  American investors in the first half of the twentieth 

century may indeed have been less diversified than their British counterparts, possibly 

because £1 (about $5) and £10 ($50) par value shares were common in the UK, while the 

                                                           
35

 Goldsmith (Institutional Investors, pp. 78, 148) shows that banks, insurers, investment companies, pension 

funds and trusts (excluding personal trusts) owned less than 3% of all US corporate stock before 1914, rising 

above 4% by 1939, above 7% by 1952 and reaching nearly 15% by 1968, though for NYSE securities the 

proportion owned by institutions was higher (in 1949 8.5% compared with less than 6% for all corporate 

securities, ibid., p. 82), as it was also for preferred rather than common stock. Such comprehensive long-run 

data is not available for the UK but, using a sample of share registers between 1870 and 1935, the percentage 

of institutional holders by number did not exceed 2% during the period (Rutterford et al. “Who comprised the 

nation of shareholders?”).Insurance companies were unwilling to use equities before the 1930s (Scott, 

“Towards the cult of the equity” and unit trusts, which specialised in equities to a much greater extent than 

investment trusts, only began to grow substantially after World War II; they overtook investment trusts in size  

during the 1960s.   Investment trusts, however, spurred by the competition from unit trusts, were 42% 

invested in equities by 1935 (Rutterford, “Learning from one’s mistakes”.  By 2000, institutional intermediaries 

accounted for half of stock market capitalisation in the US and UK, but for somewhat less in continental 

Europe (where stock ownership by banks, other corporations and the public sector is more common), see 

Filippa and Franzosi (2001), as cited in Guiso et al “Household Stockholding.” In 1968, when there were 2.5m 

direct shareholders (including 0.2m investment trust shareholders) in the UK, there were 24.6m life and 

endowment policyholders, 7.5m with private pensions,  and 1.1m with unit trusts, all of these providing some 

indirect ownership of equities, as well as 16.1m with commercial bank accounts and 6.2m with building society 

accounts (neither of which provided such exposure), out of a total population of 55 million (BMRB, 1968 

report, vol 1, p. 6). In 1985, pension assets in public and private sector plans (excluding individual retirement 

accounts) were 59% of GDP in the UK and only 35% of GDP in the USA (the equivalent figure for Japan was 

20%, for Australia 35% for Canada 43% and for the Netherlands 77%, van Loo, “Portfolio management,” p. 16).   
36

 See Rutterford, “A preliminary study”. 
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higher $100 US norm inhibited diversification in small portfolios.37 There is evidence that 

British investors and their advisers well understood the modern principles of portfolio 

diversification before 191438 and LSE investors had more choice than NYSE investors then 

and for many decades after.39 In the inter-war years, the stronger US corporate campaigns to 

promote shareholding by customers and employees also perhaps led to a higher proportion of 

investors with small portfolios.40 In these years, while several million Americans owned just 

one or two shares, which they rarely traded, the number of active NYSE and NY curb market 

brokerage accounts was only around 1.5 million even at the 1929 stock exchange peak.41 

Unfortunately, the early results are very sensitive to the choice of the average portfolio 

divisor, but, where we can assess shareholding by independent methods, they appear to be 

validated.42 By the 1970s, however, when we have more reliable surveys of the range of 

                                                           
37

 And on the LSE the normal minimum trade was £100 ($500) lots, while on the NYSE standard trades were 

$10,000. We suspect  that such conventions were not a binding constraint: soon after 1900 the average US 

holding was already less than $10,000 and by the 1930s most US trades were in “odd lots,” that is below 

$10,000 (   ). However, some nineteenth century surveys do suggest higher numbers of shareholders in 

Pennsylvania (where $50 shares became the norm) than in other US states. 
38

 Lowenfeld Investment an Exact Science;  Goetzmann and Ukhov, “British Investment.” Rutterford, “A 

preliminary study”.  Investment trusts, which held portfolios of bonds, issued shares to the public promting the 

benefits of diversification as early as 1968. See note 12.  Rutterford, “Learning by their mistakes”. 
39

 Domestic railways accounted for most corporate securities on the NYSE until the 1920s, but were already a 

minority on the LSE by the 1890s; the number of companies traded on the LSE exceeded those on the NYSE for 

most of the first half of the twentieth century, and the LSE consistently offered more opportunity for 

international diversification. 
40

 As did late twentieth century denationalisation and demutualisation issues in the UK. But don’t we have 

direct evidence on this? Among 419 dead UK shareholder portfolios (see n., below) in the later nineteenth 

century, 38% held only one corporate security, 29% 2-3 and 12% 10 or more (including one with 91). 

Kennedy’s examination of Scottish probate lists suggests that the latter was not alone. We are not aware of 

similar US data, and US investors like Rockefeller and Morgan no doubt had similarly diversified (but even 

larger) portfolios. In 1949 half of US spending units owning stock claimed to hold only one stock (“1949 Survey 

of Consumer Finances,” Federal Reserve Bulletin, October 1949, p. 1191), while, for individuals, Kimmel’s 

consumer survey of 1952 (Shareholder Ownership, p. 110) suggested 46% and Wisconsin tax data for 1949 38% 

(Atkinson, Pattern, p. 127). 
41

 1,371,920 NYSE brokerage accounts in 1929 were open for the full year, and 176,787 on the curb (Wendt, 

Classification, p. 186); in November 1938, 1,156,000 NYSE broker accounts were open (ibid, p. 189) 
42

 Pp. 00-0, below. Kimmel (Share Ownership, p. 110) suggested an average of 4.1 stocks per shareholder in the 

US in 1952 on the basis of a consumer survey, while his calculations based on shareholdings would suggest 4.4-

4.5 (ibid, pp. 74, 122).  Wisconsin 1949 tax data showed a higher average portfolio of 5.4 stocks (Atkinson, 

Pattern, p. 127). All of these are below contemporary British estimates of average shares per portfolio. 
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individual portfolios, that apparent historical difference had reduced: British and American 

investors, by the crude measure of shares per portfolio, were more equally diversified.43 

                       Another issue is whether shareholdings in all companies, including private (in 

US parlance, closed) corporations, should be included, as is the case with some early 

estimates. The modern data generally count only holdings in publicly quoted companies and 

adding closed companies’ holders will exaggerate the number of holders of traded equities.44 

We have attempted to include only publicly-quoted company shareholders in all our 

estimates, though the distinction between closely held and listed shares is more nebulous 

historically. There were not only many regional markets but, at least in Anglo-Saxon 

countries, multiple informal and unregulated share trading venues; while, in some countries, 

shares that were nominally listed on a formal exchange in fact never, or rarely, traded. As in 

the modern estimates, we have excluded corporate bondholders, and holders of government 

or municipal bonds, so our figures understate numbers of investors in all stock exchange 

securities,45 but include, where the data permit, all varieties of quoted shares (ordinary, 

common, deferred, preferred etc).  

                                                           
43

 See Figure 1. 
44

 There were 316,909 companies in the US by 1914 (Bureau of Internal Revenue, Annual Report 1915), 

perhaps 90% of which were private, while in the UK at least 48,000 of around 68,000 companies were private 

(authors’ estimates adding statutory and chartered companies to the statistics definitively reported for 

registered companies in Annual Abstract of Statistics). With between, say, two and fifty shareholders (the 

British definition) such companies could account for hundreds of thousands of shareholders in the UK or well 

over a million in the USA, that is to say in the latter case as many as shareholders in public companies. 

However, the listed and unlisted distinction is less clear historically than it is today, particularly in Anglo-Saxon 

economies. The SEC Act 1934 defined a close corporation more loosely as one with less than 500 shareholders, 

though this definition is currently being reconsidered. It is clear that there were many more closely held 

companies in the US than the UK early in the century, but private companies also increased their share in the 

UK later. Our calculations suggest that about half of corporate stock was in closed corporations before 1914, 

and in Wisconsin by 1949, 8.9% of income units (families and single individuals) held stock of any kind, while 

6.5% held traded stock and 4.2% untraded stock (the two do not sum to the total because some held both), 

see Atkinson, Pattern, p. 61. 
45

 Stock market capitalisations before 1914 suggest that the British typically invested more in government and 

municipal bonds (and did so even more in the twentieth century), while Americans were more inclined to 

corporate bonds (becoming less so in the twentieth century). On the LSE before 1914 equities dominated 

corporate bonds, while bonds (notably railway bonds) still accounted for more than half of corporate securities 
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                 Another issue is the treatment of foreign shareholders. Broadly the modern data 

(being based on surveys of individuals within a nation state) count only domestically-resident 

shareholders, whether they hold shares at home and/or abroad. They thus ignore overseas 

shareholders in domestic firms, who now have large holdings,46 but are counted by Grout et 

al only in so far as they are included in surveys of their own nation. The historical data tend to 

include foreign shareholders with domestic ones initially and to exclude them later on.47 

Adjusting for this is critical for our comparison, because at the beginning of the twentieth 

century many NYSE-listed shares were also listed on London, Paris, Amsterdam and 

elsewhere (and generally not vice-versa). Many listed in Europe were held there, principally 

by UK investors,48 though today the treatment of the more evenly-matched cross-border 

holdings will have a more neutral effect on reported results.  

                           As far as we are aware, the earliest national estimates of investor numbers 

that can be taken seriously are for eighteenth century Britain, which suggest that less than 1% 

of the population were investors by mid-century.49 The corporate form further proliferated by 

the mid-nineteenth century, but the typical corporation in the US and UK of that era 

numbered its shareholders in the dozens or occasionally hundreds.50 In such cases, it was 

possible for shareholders in annual general meetings to exercise some control over directors 

and trust relationships between directors and shareholders based on personal and local 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
on the NYSE (though equities dominated other US markets). There is some evidence both for the US and UK 

that institutions favoured bonds and individuals equities (e.g. Atkinson, Pattern, p. 5) 
46

 www.ons.gov.uk/ Ownership of UK Quoted Shares 2010. At the end of 2010 rest of the world investors 

owned 41.2% of the value of the UK stock market (up from 30.7% in 1998), other financial institutions 16.0%, 

(up from 2.7% in 1998), UK individuals 11.5% (down from 16.7% in 1998), insurance companies 8.6% and 

pension funds 5.1%. 

47
 This is largely because of the shift of estimations from shareholding numbers to survey data over time. 

48
 Before 1914 more than half the par values of the securities officially listed on the LSE were of overseas 

companies, though not all these were held by British investors (Hannah, “London as the Global Market,” p. 

129). By comparison, only $2b of the $$89.7b market value of corporate stocks listed on the NYSE were 

overseas companies even as late as 1929 (NYSE, Fact Book, 1936, pp. 90-112).  
49

 Parsons (Behavior, pp. 32-3) suggests a rise from 5,000 investors in 1694 to 60,000 in 1752 but even the 

latter figure is barely 1% of the English and Welsh population, included investors in government stocks and 

may involve some double counting. 
50

 Refs from Hannah Philadelphia paper 
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knowledge were important.51 Only a few corporations with thousands of shareholders (such 

as the Bank of England, the South Sea Company, the Bank of the United States, the East 

India Company and a few canals and commercial banks) early experienced some of the issues 

which became much more common, with increasing divorce of ownership from control, 

notably in mid-nineteenth century railways.  

                       The number of shareholders was gradually rising, both absolutely and as a 

percentage of the population, while the average shareholding was getting smaller. From only 

a few dozen railway shareholders in 1800,52 three official UK railway shareholding surveys 

initiated in Victoria’s reign showed a rise to 170,000 shareholdings in domestic railways in 

1855, to 546,438 by 1886 and 640,824 in 1902 (an increase in less than half a century from 

0.6% to 1.5% of the population).53 By 1926 their number had risen further to 776,53154 and 

by 1941 to 977,153 (2.0% of the population).55 The mean rail shareholding size (at par) fell 

from £1,393 in 1855 (when most were ordinaries) to £857 (£896 for preferences, £782 for 

riskier ordinaries) by 1941.56 At market prices (which, of course, determined who could buy 

them) there was a sharper fall in the twentieth century than these par values suggest and, with 

                                                           
51

 See, for example Pearson, Dunlavy, Wright. 
52

 Early railroads (such as London’s Surrey Iron Railway) were horse-drawn and mainly for freight or 

passengers’ own vehicles. 
53

 Authors’ counts from the surveys, which had almost complete coverage of national railway capital, almost all 

of which by the 1850s was publicly traded or held by railways which were themselves publicly traded. 
54

 Holders of all securities (including debentures) in the four main British railway groups formed in 1923 

numbered 894,872 in 1926 (Balfour Committee, Factors, p. 129). Applying 1902 ratios (i.e. deducting 19.6% for 

debenture holders and adding 6.54% for shareholders in - northern and southern - Irish railways) gives a figure 

of 766,531 for all shareholdings in the railways of the UK and Eire (the same geographical area as the previous 

surveys). We add 10,000 shareholdings to allow for the Metropolitan group and Underground Electric Railways 

(both nationalised in 1933) and other lines remaining independent in 1926. Applying 1941 ratios of debenture 

holders to all holders (19.5%, see next footnote) would only slightly reduce this figure. According to Worswick 

& Tipping (Profits, p. 115) UK railways (less the Big 4) paying schedule D taxes numbered 108 in 1927 and only 

31 in 1938. 
55

 Authors’ counts (from Parkinson, Who owns, appendix A) suggest there were 917,170 separate 

shareholdings in the “Big 4” (excluding over 220,000 denture holders). Applying the 6.54% uplift for Irish 

railways (see previous footnote) gives the figure in the text. No adjustment is required for London Transport, 

formed in 1933, since this public corporation only issued bonds. 
56

 The 1941 figures relate only to the remaining 4 railways companies: London Midland & Scottish, London & 

North Eastern, Southern, and Great Western. 
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rising incomes, many more people could afford to invest in these shares.57 A typical male 

manual worker would certainly not have owned shares at any of these dates (and if he had 

invested would have bought much less than these averages), but even the mean holding was 

getting less unaffordable. It would have required 1,393 weeks of manual work to buy the 

mean rail shareholding in 1855 (and twice that - more than a lifetime’s pay - if he had bought 

at the peak of the 1840s railway share boom) but it required “only” 71 weeks’ work to buy 

the mean ordinary rail shareholding of 1941.58  

                 These early surveys made no attempt to eliminate double counting of shareholders 

(portfolios including both ordinary and preference holdings in one company or holdings in 

multiple railways59), nor to measure the hundreds of thousands of British shareholdings in 

overseas railways, so the actual numbers of railway shareholders could be lower or higher 

than the reported figures. Moreover, from the later 1880s railways accounted for less than 

half of quoted domestic corporate capital in the UK (and, for decades after railway 

nationalisation in 1948, for none domestically), so railway shareholders are a progressively 

                                                           
57

 This appears to be confirmed by the sharper fall also in average book values of shareholdings in the share 

register records (which include railway and non-railway holdings) from £904 in 1900-09 to £427 in 1930-39, 

while no clear trend is discernible in the nineteenth century data (Rutterford, et al, “Who comprised the nation 

of shareholders?”)…”? 
58

 Based on a typical weekly wage of £0.8 in 1855, £1.2 in 1886, £1.4 in 1902, £3.0 in 1926 and £3.5 in 1941 

and the £1,114 market price of the mean £1,393 par holding in 1855 (when most shares were ordinaries) and 

the £250 market price of the mean par £792 ordinary holding in 1941. This certainly exaggerates the fall in the 

average stock: railway ordinaries were by 1941 exceptionally depressed by road competition and preferences 

(whose dividends had kept up better) cost more: the average preference and guaranteed rail stockholding in 

1941 was £896 at par and £736 at market. The average holding of FT30 shares in  1941 at par was £368  

(Parkinson, The Ownership of IndustryAppendix V, p. 122.) 
59

 The many railway mergers (culminating in the 1923 consolidations of all British (but not Irish) railways 

except urban undergrounds into four companies) would have reduced the numbers of shareholdings (while 

leaving the numbers of shareholders unchanged) wherever a shareholder held both merging stocks, so 

apparent changes in the pace of increase may be deceptive. The only estimate of which we are aware of 

shareholders holding multiple stocks in one railway suggests the LMS had an 18.5% overlap and the LNER an 

enormous 65% overlap in 1941 (Parkinson, Who owns, p. 4), but the difference between the two was driven by 

idiosyncratic stock divisions in the 1923 amalgamations and neither figure is necessarily representative of the 

earlier situation. We know of no estimate of overlaps between railway companies, but elementary 

diversification theory would suggest that there was more of it in the nineteenth century (when there were 

hundreds of railways) than post-1923 (when the four main British railway companies had much in common). 
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less reliable proxy for the general shareholding population.60 The numbers of shareholdings 

in quoted domestic UK banks are known from later research to have risen from less than 

10,000 in 1800 to 36,271 in 1849, 81,577 in 1875 and around 260,000 by 1911 ( a rise from 

0.1% of the population in 1849 to 0.6% in 1911) and continued to grow in later decades.61 It 

is likely that the increase in other (generally newer) sectors would have been faster than the 

late Victorian growth rates of shareholding numbers of 2.9% pa that these figures suggest for 

railways and 3.2% pa for banks, that is substantially faster than the rate of growth of the 

economy.62 As with railways, the bank statistics are partial (omitting British banks mainly 

operating overseas and British shareholdings in foreign banks) and, again, are for 

shareholdings not shareholders. Moreover, some bank shareholders also held railway shares, 

so the extrapolation and aggregation of such figures from which Sir John Clapham concluded 

that there were 1.3m shareholders (2.8% of the population) by 1914 may be insecure, though, 

given Clapham’s acute intuitive sense of contemporary bourgeois reality, we need more 

evidence before dismissing them.63  

                 Rutterford, Green, Owens and Maltby, using information on individual decedents 

in the various death duty records (avoiding any double counting by directly counting 

individuals, but requiring an assumed multiple to gross up for live holders), suggest a figure 

                                                           
60

 Home railways accounted for about half the market value of all UK quoted company securities in 1884 and 

only 16% by 1914 (Hannah, “Maturing”).  In a sample of 508 death duty records, railway shares (both domestic 

and foreign) represented 53.8% of the market value of ssecurity portfolios held, including government bonds.  

(Rutterford, “A prelimiminary study”.) Shareholdings in home railways accounted for less than one in five of all 

shareholdings by 1901/2  (cf FT, 18 November 1901, p.6) and less than one in ten shareholdings by 1941 (see 

below, p.?) 
61

 Foreman-Peck and Hannah, “Extreme Divorce,” p. ? In 1924 the “Big 5” banks that then dominated English 

banking alone reported 275,414 stockholdings (Balfour Committee, Factors, p. 127) and adding smaller 

corporate banks and northern Irish and Scottish ones (which numbered 120 in 1927, Worswick & Tipping, 

Profits, p. 116) would take the total numbers of shareholdings in domestic banks to well over 300,000. After 

1924 Midland no increase (57,250 in 1924 ? in 1950, but Barclays shareholders exceeded 40,000 in the 1930s 

(Rutterford et al. “Who comprised the nation of shareholders?”). 
62

 Hannah (“Maturing”) shows the railway and finance sectors growing more slowly in terms of quoted security 

par values in 1884-1914 than the manufacturing, distribution and resource sectors. The Investors’ Register was 

reported in 1911 to list 282,500 holders of industrial shares and 125,500 holders of mining and exploration 

companies (Darby-Welch, Finding) 
63

 Clapham 
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of around 720,000 shareholders (1.8 % of the 1895 population) in all companies in the 

1890s,64 with the mean holder owning 4.5 corporate securities.65 This suggests that estimates 

by market participants of only 270,000/400,000 shareholders in 1891, 424,000 in 1899, 

499,000 in 1901, 460,000 in 1903, 250,000 in 1909 and 510,000 in 1911 are too low.66 These 

five estimates were the reported numbers of shareholder addresses on the Register of 

Investors, a proprietary mailing list. In 1901, for example, its names and addresses were 

drawn from the share registers of 6,630 existing companies recording 3,420,000 separate 

personal shareholdings, reduced to 455,600 addresses by the elimination of duplicates. The 

proprietors’ unique selling point was the massive consequential saving in postage costs for 

mailing IPO prospectuses to those known already to own shares (their 100 copyists could 

address 70,000 letters a day, in a peak year addressing almost all the 16m prospectuses 

distributed),67 but for us the important implication is that the mean portfolio (per address) 

then contained 7.5 securities.68 Because of obvious omissions, this Register clearly 

                                                           
64

 Check what it includes. private? overseas? precise date (1895 used for pop) 
65

 Authors’ calculations from the same IR 19 database, excluding the 89 of the 508 security holding decedents 

who held only British, foreign or colonial government stock, and excluding from the remaining 419 portfolios 

any government stock (though the coding adopted did not allow us to separate corporate bonds from shares, 

so shares per share-owning portfolio will probably be overestimated). The corporate portfolios ranged from 1 

to 91 corporate securities, with 59% holding only one or two and a median of two. One disadvantage of this 

source is that it may include private as well as public company shares, but in fact most appear to be public. 
66

 Advertisement for the London Share and Debenture Company (which was established in 1888, publicly 

floated in 1890 and owned the Register of Investors as well as initially promoting companies) in Financial 

Times, 26 March 1891, p. 8 (the first figure is the number of initial entries the second their estimate of the 

total), 27 March 1899, p. 7, 18 November 1901, p.6, 19 March 1903, p. 8; Lowenfeld, 1909, p. 261; Smith 

Darby-Welch, Finding the Buyer, London, 1911 (pamphlet 21957 in Guildhall Library, also based on the 

Investment Register?). The lowest figure by Lowenfeld (p. 334) implied the average portfolio as 15 securities 

(much more than the Investment Register showed), with 3.75m separate holdings (more than on the Register 

of Investors) held by 250,000 investors. This suggests he had in mind the shareholders in the market he knew 

well as an investment adviser and simply missed out many holders of one or two shares. 
67

 Financial Times, 26 March 1891, p. 8, 24 April 1899, p. 10. They also sold lists of shareholders in individual 

companies at half the rate of sixpence per hundred words at which statutory or registered companies were 

legally obliged to provide such lists. 
68

 An 1891 advertisement of the company suggests there were initially 3.8 securities per address, with around 

2000 companies entered (Financial Times, 26 March 1891, p. 8 and cf. 1 May 1891), but this had risen to 7.3 in 

1899 (Financial Times, 27 March 1899, p. 7) with 5,380 companies entered and to 7.5 in 1901 (FT, 18 

November 1901, p. 6) with 6,630 companies entered 
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establishes only a lower bound for shareholder numbers,69 but if (as some surveys suggest)70 

the average address with shareholders housed one and a half shareholders, that would imply 

683,400 individual shareholders (1.6% of the 1901 population), with an average individual 

portfolio of five shares. This is a slightly lower population share and slightly higher portfolio 

size than the (quite independently derived) late nineteenth century estimates from death duty 

registers. As new issues peaked in 1898-1901, the coverage achieved by the Register was 

clearly lower than that implied for the Inland Revenue’s death duty office.  

                     Using data largely drawn from individual share registers for 337 UK-owned 

companies with more than £1m share capital and estimating there were around 150% more 

shareholdings in the many thousands of other quoted companies, Foreman-Peck and Hannah 

suggest there were 5 million shareholdings in 1911. Assuming the mean portfolio was five 

shares this would imply around 1m individual shareholders (2.2% of the population).71 Some 

                                                           
69

 It is clear from the 1891 and 1911 publications that the Investment Register included corporate shares in all 

major stock exchange categories, but also includes some debenture holders, who should be excluded for our 

purposes. Companies were generally legally required to provide access to their share registers but not to their 

debenture registers, so it is unlikely that the Register had much coverage of debenture holders (and that will 

cause overestimation of shareholder numbers only to the extent that some addresses had nothing but 

debentures in their portfolios). On the other hand, the Register claimed to cover only two thousand companies 

initially and 6,630 companies by 1901, when there were 31,429 registered joint stock companies and some 

thousands more statutory and chartered ones, though probably most companies were de facto private (the de 

jure distinction between public and private was not introduced until 1907). The 1911 figure suggest that few 

net new names had been added in the previous ten years, yet by 1914 there were over 20,000 UK “public” 

companies (including statutory and chartered ones), so clearly not all companies with stock that was in 

principle tradable were included in the Register. Shareholder lists for most companies registered in the 

colonies or foreign countries (which figured largely in British portfolios) and even some chartered British ones 

(which unlike statutory and registered companies were not in all cases legally obliged to provide lists to such 

market researchers nor, like registered companies alone, to the Company Registrar in Somerset House) were 

probably not available to the Register’s compilers. An early advertisement also suggested they excluded 

directors’ and nominees’ addresses (FT, 26 March 1891, p.8). Some companies are not reported as included 

until more than a decade after their flotation (e.g. the 5,293 holders of Armstrong-Whitworth in FT, 14 May 

1899, p. 6). Clearly the Register’s figures, while achieving impressive coverage, are not fully comprehensive at 

any date. 
70

 With around two thousand companies’ shareholder lists entered, the Register reported 13-15% of names 

overlapping per address (Financial Times, 26 March 1891, p. 8), but did not report later overlap ratios when 

more than three times as many companies were covered. The 50% figure is from… 
71

 A cross-check is available, paralleling the method pioneered in the US by Warshow (compare p. ?, below). 

Multiplying the average par value of shareholdings (based on just over 2 million of them) from this latter 

source (£925) by their estimated number of shareholdings (5m) would suggest that UK shareholders held 

£4,865 m of corporate stock at par in 1911, including some in enterprises abroad. Hannah (“Maturing”) 

calculates that in 1914 the par value of the securities of the 7,500 or so UK companies (all except the smallest 
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colonial and foreign shareholdings of British investors are excluded from this estimate72 and 

would plausibly raise the total shareholder numbers further. From these multiple, diversely 

derived and variously incomplete, estimates - indicating broadly compatible and gradually 

rising figures - we conclude that, while individual shareholders probably still constituted less 

than 2% of the UK population in the nineteenth century, by 1914 their numbers had risen 

above that level, though the 2.8% suggested by Clapham for that year may be too high and 

should be considered an upper bound. 

                      In the USA the rising population of shareholders was noted,73 but attracted less 

popular attention than the concentration of ownership among “robber barons” before 1914 

and, before the New Deal reforms, shareholder registers were not in all states as readily 

available to American researchers, partly because of some state legislators’ privacy concerns. 

Thus it is not yet feasible to produce reassuringly compatible pre-1914 figures within a 

narrow rising range by several alternative methods as is the case for the UK.74 Hawkins’ later 

estimate of half a million quoted stockholders in the US in 1900 and two million by 1920 (a 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
and least tradable public companies) mentioned in the Stock Exchange Official Intelligence of 1915 was £4.5b 

and there was a further £2b of overseas portfolio investments in 1913 (Corley, “British Overseas Investment,” 

p. 78), making £6.5b in total. Deducting domestic bonds (say £1.1B), and all overseas bonds plus stock 

excluded by Foreman-Peck and Hannah because British shareholders held less than 50% of the shares (say, 

£1.5b), produces a figure of £4.4b, below the £4,865m implied for three years earlier by the alternative 

calculation. If this is correct, either their estimate of the number of readily tradable shareholdings is about 12% 

too high, or shareholders in smaller companies generally had smaller holdings than the £925 par mean they 

calculated for £1m+ companies (as is suggested by sampling the data for smaller firms in the Investor’s Year 

Book 1912). 
72

 Foreman-Peck and Hannah include overseas portfolio investments like Canadian Pacific, where British 

investors held more than 50% of the shares, but not those where foreigners held controlling interests. It might 

be thought unlikely that any British investor would invest overseas but not at home. That was undoubtedly the 

case for larger, diversified portfolios, but, for the many holders of only one or two shares, divided inheritances, 

chance contacts and other accidents would have led some to invest only overseas (any examples?). 
73

 See, for example, Forbes editorial, March 1 1927, p.30. 
74

 Though much more is now becoming available as a result of the work of historians. See, for example, R. 

Wright, “Reforming the US IPO Market: Lessons from History and Theory”, Accounting, Business and Financial 

History vol. 12., no. 3, 2002.  He cites more than 20,000 investors in Pennsylvanian banks and 23,000 in 

Pennsylvanian turnpike and bridge companies as early as 1821. Some of these studies suggest quite 

widespread shareholding but, of course, the US was arguably a more egalitarian society in the early nineteenth 

century commonwealth of farmers, using the corporate form prolifically to develop small banks and 

manufacturers, than after industrialization and the growth of large quoted companies with “robber baron” 

dominant shareholders. 
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rise from 0.7% to 1.9% of the population) is probably in the right ballpark and suggests that 

shareholding penetration lagged that in the UK by about twenty years, but is unsupported.75 

Nonetheless contemporary American corporate finance textbooks considered it axiomatic that 

in England “stock is on the whole more widely scattered and held in smaller lots than in this 

country.”76  

                        In 1924 Warshow, the corporate treasurer of National Lead (who devised the 

estimating method later adopted by Berle and Means, based on dividing IRS statistics on 

aggregate corporate share capital at par by sampled average shareholdings), attempted a 

backward extrapolation to 1900.77  His estimates of corporate capital for the years before 

1914 were about right,78 but around half of this was in closed corporations. Such statistics are 

of interest (suggesting, remarkably, that the US in 1910 had as many closed corporations as 

the whole of the rest of the world),79 but are irrelevant for our present purpose of estimating 

stock-holdings in quoted companies.80 Moody’s Manual (published from 1900, when 

industrial stockholding was beginning to rival that in Poor’s Manual for railways) explicitly 

aimed to exclude closed corporations, so is a better source for traded shares. Moody covered 

many thousands of stocks traded on regional exchanges, on the curb, over the counter and in 

                                                           
75

 Hawkins, “Development,” p. 145. 
76

 Lough, Corporation Finance, 1914, p. 81. It was common at that time for foreigners to refer to England when 

they meant the UK, or at least Britain. 
77

 Warshow actually used the term shareholders, but it is clear from the context that he rather estimated 

shareholdings, making no attempt to correct for multiple share portfolios. 
78

 His backward extrapolations from 1920 data (p. 28) of corporate capital for 1910 ($64b) and 1913 ($65b) 

were largely unnecessary because the IRS had from 1909 published figures in their Annual Reports: they give 

figures of $68b for 1910 (1911report, p. 14) and $64b for 1913 (1914 report, p. 18) .Goldsmith (Institutional 

Investors, p. 38) estimates the total stock of all US nonfinancial corporations, at market rather than par, as only 

$11.2b in 1900 and $32.0b in 1912 (a figure compatible with Moody’s estimate at par for 1907 of $33.6b, if 

nonfinancial stocks were growing gradually but generally quoted below par; but it needs to be compared with 

IRS not Moody). Reconciling this with the IRS figures, requires the assumption that nonfinancial securities were 

quoted at massively below par and financial securities (which in 1912 accounted for only % of IRS-reported 

financial stocks at par) perhaps above par: both tendencies are observable in the Commercial and Financial 

Chronicle, but perhaps not sufficiently to compel the faith in Goldsmith’s estimates shown by Sylla (in Cassis). 

Goldsmith and Sylla may have underestimated the value of all US corporate securities. 
79

 Hannah, “Global Corporations in 1910.” This appears to be because small businesses and family firms were 

more likely to incorporate in the US (and to a lesser extent in the UK) but to organize as sole proprietorships or 

partnerships in continental Europe. 
80

 Hannah, Stellenbosch paper. 
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informal markets as well as the (then only around 300) NYSE-listed corporations. In the 

preface to his 1907 edition he (exceptionally) made a full estimate of $33.6b for the par value 

of all securities of the more than six thousand quoted non-financial companies that he listed. 

Eliminating the $12.5b of quoted bonds (as in all our calculations for shareholding) and 

adding the many thousands more (mainly small) tradable financial stocks ($2b) would make 

the 1907 total for all US quoted corporate stock around $23.1b.81 Warshow estimated that 

mean shareholdings (at par) declined from $14,010 in 1900 to $8,630 in 1910, rising again 

slightly to $8,700 in 1913.82 Such high averages (approaching a lifetime’s pay for some 

manual workers) are an indicator of how plutocratic much shareholding in the US at this time 

must have been: in the twenty-first century the average value of an American portfolio 

(which contained multiple stocks) was only $35,000, so the average 1900 multi-share 

portfolio was likely larger than today’s even in money terms (and, given the more than 

twenty-five-fold depreciation of the purchasing power of the dollar over that time, massively 

larger in real terms).83 Using $9,500 as the divisor of our capital figure for 1907 suggests that 

there were then 2,431,579 shareholdings in these quoted US companies, though this would be 

too low if firms that Warshow did not sample (such as banks) had smaller shareholdings than 

the 190 (mainly large railroads and industrials) in his sample,84 or if Moody failed to identify 

                                                           
81

 Moody. For quoted bonds, see Hickman, Volume, p. 250. Conant (“World’s Wealth”, p. 98), whose estimates 

were largely confined to quoted securities, gave the value of outstanding US stock in 1905 as $1,441m for 

banks and $105m for insurance companies; HSUS gives a figure for the “capital accounts” of all banks as 

$3,066m in 1905 and $3,492m but this may have included reserves as well as stocks and many US banks were 

small and closely held. 
82

 These figures are consistent with those for 1913 and alternative samples reported by Lough, though 

whether they are fully representative remains unclear (as in Britain, see n?, above). These are par values and 

would be different at market (the, very limited, Dow-Jones industrial average suggests that, though shares 

were slightly above par in 1906, 1909 and 1916, they were 29% below par in July 1914).  
83

 Statistical Abstract of the United States 2010, Table 1174. 
84

 Warshow argued that his estimate was biased upward, because the large quoted companies he sampled 

were likely to have smaller shareholdings than smaller, more closely held companies. However, his intuition 

may be faulty: the mean size of shareholding was smaller in smaller companies in the US in 1951 (Kimmel, 

Share Ownership, pp. 24,27) and in the UK in 1911 (authors’ calculation from Investors Year Book samples) 
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all traded shares.85 Converting shareholdings to shareholders using the contemporary mean 

British portfolio of five shares would suggest 486,316 shareholders in the whole USA in 

1907, while applying the later US divisor of three,86 would suggest 810,526, the latter being 

0.9% of the 1907 US population.  

                      Thus Julia Ott’s suggestion that there were fewer stockholders in the US before 

1914 than the 300,000-350,000 bondholders is implausible.87 Even so, our higher estimate for 

1907 is barely half the UK level at the turn of the century and about a third of Clapham’s 

(upper bound) UK estimate for 1914. In one respect it clearly exaggerates domestic 

shareholder numbers in that it counts all stocks of US quoted companies listed by Moody as 

held by Americans, while we know that many were held abroad.88 Growth was rapid after the 

                                                           
85

 We have failed to identify any significant US shares known to be traded that were not listed by Moody, for 

example no firm as large as Platt Brothers of Oldham, the world’s largest maker of textile machinery, 

employing 12,000 workers. It operated an internal market in its shares, independently overseen by a local 

accountant, but not listed on any exchange, and had only 152 shareholders in 1899 (Financial Times, 17 April 

1899, p. 6 and the Hartford Trust files in the Platt-Saco-Lowell archives in the Lancashire Record Office). Platt 

Brothers is omitted from the equivalent UK publication, the Stock Exchange Official Intelligence and hence 

from some pre-1914 UK estimates (though it was included in Register of Investors estimates). Moody’s Manual 

added thousands more traded shares in its 1908-1914 volumes, but some large ones are new NYSE IPOs and 

others appear to be small issues, often local utilities, which, if already traded in 1907 but then overlooked by 

Moody, probably had a thin, local market. Both countries’ estimates necessarily omit some such companies, at 

a time when the boundary between publicly traded and closed corporations was at this margin hazy (indeed 

legally undefined in the UK until 1907 and the US until 1933). However, including more large or small 

occasionally traded companies with few shareholders (some of whom would already have been counted as 

holders of other shares) might not change the broader picture much for either country. 
86

 Since the wealthy were more dominant as shareholders before 1914, it is possible that three would be too 

low. All later samples unsurprisingly show that the numbers of shares held varied positively with portfolio size 

and in Cox’s data (Trends, pp. 26, 33) the 1920s (the earliest decade for which portfolio size can be calculated) 

shows larger portfolios than the next three decades (though many early estimates of the numbers of 

shareholders are based on IRD data for which the margins of error introduced by necessary assumptions are 

considerable).  
87

 Ott, When Wall Street, pp. 52-3, 57 n.4. The suggestion that bondholders then outnumbered stockholders is 

supported by the evidence of the predominance of bonds by value among NYSE listed companies at that time 

(assuming holdings of each were of comparable size), though other US markets had a higher proportion of 

equities and on the LSE, bonds accounted for only about a quarter of domestic corporate securities by value in 

1914. 
88

 We do not know what proportion of the approximately $7b that foreigners had invested in the US in 1914 

was portfolio (rather than direct) investment (though it was more than half), nor what proportion of that was 

in stock rather than bonds (though much was in bonds), see Wilkins, History, pp. 144-174. Given our 

assumptions, and irrespective of the actual numbers of foreign investors and their stocks per portfolio, each 

$1b of stock held by foreigners in 1907 would reduce the estimated numbers of US stockholdings by 105,264 

and stockholders by 35,088 (and, given Warshow’s estimate of smaller portfolios, by 9% more in 1913/4). 

Because many foreigners’ portfolios would also have included at least one home security, the required 
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1907 recession, so it is likely that the number of shareholders in quoted US companies by 

1914 had increased, possibly to above a million (thus perhaps equalling UK shareholder 

numbers in absolute terms) but this would still have constituted only 1% of the US 

population, despite including numerous foreign holders of US stocks.89 

                                One reason for the difference is that, intuitively, the UK at this time was 

more of a nation of inherited wealth and rentiers, while the US was more a nation of the self-

made, though we do not have good data for either nation quantifying this balance accurately. 

In France, by contrast, it is clear that rentiers dominated the self-made: among French 

wealth-holders, those who inherited capital and left less to their heirs exceeded those who 

accumulated capital during their lifetimes.90 There are hints that Britain and America were 

both less rentier-orientated, though with Britain more nearly resembling France. The age 

groups which tended to own securities were more dominant in France as a result of the 

interplay of differentials in migration, longevity and family limitation: before World War 

One the over 40s accounted for 25% of the US population, 27% of the UK population but as 

much as 36% of the French population.91 The UK and US had about the same current real 

domestic production (and related incomes from that) per head of population (and the French 

rather less)92 but British per capita wealth (that is the capital accumulated from past savings) 

was probably still greater than that of the USA. Alfred Neymarck, for example, calculated 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
correction would increase the numbers of shareholders in their home countries by less than it would decrease 

the numbers in America. 
89

 It appears that the NYSE was losing market share at this time (Michie, London and New York, pp. 230-1), 

particularly with the increasing numbers of infrequently traded, regional stocks. The National Quotation 

Bureau reported that the number of its members trading over the counter increased from 374 in 1907 to 2,302 

by 1914. 
90

 Piketty. This definition of rentier, differs from the contemporary definition of Keynes, as someone who 

derived a significant portion of income from financial assets. 
91

 W. L. Woytinsky, Die Welt in Zahlen, Berlin 1925, vol 1, p. 46. 
92

 Maddison, 
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that in 1912 the British and French had each accumulated twice the level of transferable 

securities per head possessed by Americans.93  

                              As immigration (biased to the poor) was restricted and native-born 

Americans (with more inherited wealth) became more dominant, however, there was some 

American catch-up with UK wealth-holding patterns. 94Indeed, by 1937/41 (when we first 

have plausible contemporary estimates for both countries), their positions had probably 

reversed: the US had substantially widened shareholding, while in Britain the share-owning 

population had increased only slowly, if at all. For the US, the Temporary National Economic 

Committee - using four different estimation methods developed in the previous decade or so 

by Warshow, Berle, Means, McCoy95 and Roper, with results ranging from 5 to 11 million - 

suggested a compromise estimate of 8 million stock holders for 1937. However, this includes 

close corporations: eliminating these would reduce the total. If we apply the 1949 Wisconsin 

ratio (0.73) to the TNEC’s 1937 compromise estimate or their 1939 survey of 5,000 

individuals, only 5.8-6.6m of the estimated 8-9m stockholders held publicly traded rather 

than closely-held stock.96 The TNEC’s 1937 survey confined to all 1,710 corporations that 

were quoted on any national securities exchange in 1937 showed only 14m common and 
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 Neymarck. 
94

 Indeed, several commentators noted that the peak number of shareholders in the interwar years occurred 

not in 1929, as might be expected, but in 1932.  See, for example, Printers’ Ink  of October 25 1934, p. 101, 

which reported the shareholders in 50 ‘leading’ companies, from 3,076,379 in 1929 to 4,998,383 in 1932 (a 

rise of 62%). Business Week, April 9 1932, which reports an increase of  41.2% in stockholders of 94 major US 

companies between 1929 and 1932. 
95

 Joseph McCoy, an actuary working in the Treasury department, attempted to avoid the problem inherent in 

the Warshow method by estimating the number of shareholders from the dividend income disclosed in 

corporate and individual tax returns.  He estimated 2.4 million individual stockholders in 1924 (2.1% of the 

population), and 3.0 million (2.8% of the population) by 1927, suggesting a catch-up with pre-war UK levels in 

the 1920s Wall Street boom. He also estimated, in 1927, a further 1.3 million individual bondholders. [The 

Fletcher Committee Report on Banking and Currency in 1934, estimated that there were only 1.5 million 

individual stockholders at the height of the boom without providing any discussion of how this low figure was 

arrived at.  Similarly, .at the other end of the scale,  Richard Whitney, NYSE chairman, who shortly after was 

jailed (though for financial, not statistical, fraud!) estimated that there were 15 million stock and bond holders 

in 1929.  We dismiss these ‘back of the envelope’ estimates. 
96

 Kimmel, Share Ownership, p. 137 (better to quote Atkinson directly). Cox (Trends, p. 46) argues that the 

required correction is “very small”, on the grounds that holders of shares in close companies would own some 

publicly traded shares.   
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preferred stockholdings (15.5m if allowance is made for beneficial holdings of stock 

registered with brokers and other nominees), and, estimating the average portfolio had about 

three shares, the TNEC researcher suggested that this implied there were only 5m 

shareholders in these companies.97 However, there were also about 4m shareholdings 

(especially of banks and insurance companies and some local utilities) that were only traded 

over the counter (many of these would have been held by holders of stock listed on national 

exchanges, so their holders do not need to be counted again); and 3-4m others in smaller, 

mainly untraded companies (which we need to exclude). Taking a cue from the mean result 

of applying the Wisconsin discount to the 1937/9 data, if we assume 1.2 million holdings in 

such otherwise traded shares by holders who had no holdings on a national securities 

exchange, this suggests that in the later 1930s 6.2m people held publicly-traded stock. This is 

4.7 % of the 1939 US population, more than four times the level of a quarter century earlier.  

                           Confirmation of the wider spread of US stockholding can be found in the 

declining mean value of holdings at par, a measure which is unaffected by fluctuations in the 

market. We noted Warshow’s high early levels (declining from $14,010 in 1900 to $8,700 by 

1913) and he himself measured a further decline to $4,970 by 1923 in his restricted samples 

of several hundred large quoted companies.98 In 1922 the FTC, using a much wider sample of 

12% of the capital of all corporations (4,367 companies, including many closed ones), 

concluded that the mean holding of common was $6,969 and of preferred $5,211.99 The 1937 

TNEC survey (which was confined to 1,710 companies listed on a national securities 

exchange) suggests that the mean common stock holding was then $3,087 and the mean 

holding of preferred $2,600, only about a third of the 1913 level.100 Figure 2 shows these 

figures as well as some for the UK.  Foreman-Peck and Hannah (“Extreme Divorce,” p. 7), 
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 Granby, Survey, p. ? 
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 Warshow, “Distribution,” p. 23. 
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 FTC, National Wealth, p. 6. 
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 FTC, Survey, p. ?. Check this is par. 
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for example, report for 337 companies in 1911 that the  average holding was £925 at par and 

£1,240 at market.  This was similar to the average holding reported by Rutterford et al (“Who 

comprised the nation of shareholders?”, p. 168) for the 1900s of £1,106.  As with the US, 

there was a decline in the average value shareholding over time.  By the 1930s, this was £427 

and by the 1940s  had fallen to under £400 for shares in the FT30 but was higher at over £580 

for FT30 shares combined with coal, electricity and railway companies.    The decline, 

however, was smaller in the UK than in the US101, implying a less dramatic ‘democratisation’ 

through small shareholdings than in the US. 

                            By contrast in the UK, the Financial Times calculated that there were only 

between 1.1m and 1.7m UK individual public company shareholders in 1941, opting for a 

central estimate of 1.25m (2.6% of the 1941 population).102 This is only a little higher than 

estimates for the UK thirty years earlier (indeed, below Clapham’s upper-bound estimate) 

and considerably below reasonable estimates of the contemporary US level.103 It is based on 

full shareholder lists for two companies104 with over 100,000 shareholders each and sampling 

overlaps in 40 further registers considered representative and appropriately stratified by size. 

This suggested reducing the estimated 10m shareholdings on corporate registers in 1941 by 

the deduced average individual portfolio of eight (compared with five in earlier UK estimates 

and three to five in contemporary US estimates). This implies the two countries were closer 

together in their numbers of shareholdings than of shareholders, but the British trend had 
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 See, Rutterford et al (“Who comprised the nation of shareholders?”, p. 168 and also Parkinson, The 

Ownership of Industry,Appendix 5, p. 221.   Holdings in railway companies and utilities tended to be higher, for 

example, £859 for railways, £641 for coal, and £401 for electricity.  (ibid.).  Later figures for the US only are at 

market value, and not book value.   For example, the 1975 CSO figure for the average personally registered 

shareholding was £1,250 at market then, or £3,400 for personal holdings registered to nominees (p. 6,  
102

  
103

 Check: this suggested by JR/TNEC figure of 22.3-25.3 million shareholdings of record, but you also say US 

investors as diversified as British, which would suggest 8 not 3? 
104

 The “Goliath” and “Anak” pseudonyms conceal their true names but two contemporary companies 

obviously conforming to their descriptions were ICI and Imperial Tobacco (if it can be assumed that the 

preference register of one of these was not used. This is quite likely as some firms kept combined registers for 

ordinary and preference shares, whilst others kept separate registers for ordinary and preference share 

holders). 
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been to greater diversification of existing portfolios with reduced mean holding sizes, while 

the extension of American share ownership had been focused upon people with smaller, 

undiversified portfolios. However, this is not one of our more securely based estimates: apart 

from the wide variability within the FT samples, their total of 42 share registers oddly 

included no domestic bank or railway (which we know encompassed more than an eighth of 

all estimated shareholdings) and makes no adjustment for nominee shareholdings (which, 

judging by later US and UK data, might increase the number of shareholders by 10%).105 Nor 

does it include companies not traded on the LSE, though this omission is less serious than it 

would be in the USA (the LSE was more dominant nationally than the NYSE in the US, 

though for the US we have added regionally listed and OTC stocks to the total).  

                          It is worth crosschecking, using the alternative Warshow method developed 

in the USA, with differently sampled shareholdings. Starting from the 1933 book value of all 

corporate securities listed on London (including foreign companies and the supplementary 

list) of £7.5b,106 we deduct an estimated 30% for debentures107 and a notional further 5% for 

foreign shares listed on London but held mainly by foreigners,108 to arrive at a figure for the 

book value of UK-held shares of LSE companies of £4,888m in 1933.109 Dividing this by the 

                                                           
105

 Kimmel (Share Ownership, p. 47) points out that neither the TNEC nor Parkinson adjusted for nominee 

holdings; his own adjustments for 1951 suggested increasing the individual holdings by 12.5% to allow for 

personal holdings concealed by nominees. The suggestion that no railway was included depends on our 

speculation in note 95 (?), above, on the identity of “Goliath” and “Anak.”  
106

 Anon, Stock Exchange Fact Book, p. 41.  
107

 Based on the finding (Hannah, “Maturing”) that 27.6% of 1914 securities at par and less than a quarter at 

market were debentures, the Bankers’ Magazine index for 1939 which suggests improved performance of 

debentures relative to equities in the interwar years and the Midland Bank series suggesting that 30.8% of new 

company issues in 1919-39 were debentures. 
108

 Authors’ conjecture based on inspection of foreign LSE-listed companies in the 1939 Stock Exchange Official 

Intelligence. No corresponding additions are made for British foreign portfolio investments, which had 

declined as a result of forced sales and were now less than direct investments. Wilkins (History 1914-45, p. 

441) reports only $487.5m (£121m) UK portfolio investment in the US in 1941 and some of this would already 

be included in LSE-listed companies.   
109

 This compares with the total share capital in 14,048 registered public companies (most of which were not 

quoted on the LSE, but were all notionally tradable, the non-LSE ones being generally small) of £4,137m in 

1939 at par (Annual Abstract of Statistics), which, applying the Banker’s Magazine August 1939? market/par 

ratio for appropriate categories, can be valued at around?. This does not include the share capital of non-

registered (statutory and chartered) companies for which no aggregate figures were published, though the 
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£427 mean (book) value of shareholdings in the 1930s (1930 to 1935) shown by the 

shareholder records110 suggests there were 11.4m UK shareholdings in the companies traded 

on the LSE, giving (if the mean UK portfolio was 8 shares)111 1.33m  (2.5% of the 1933 

population). This is close to the FT estimate for 1941.   

                          This figure is below the contemporary American figures and suggests 

American catch-up in the quarter century after 1914, indeed probably leap-frogging. It is 

worth attempting some independent corroboration that shareholding was becoming more 

widespread in the USA. One crude112 indicator of wider shareholding which is free of 

sampling errors or assumptions about average portfolios is the number of shareholders 

reported by the largest companies. Throughout the nineteenth century and into the twentieth, 

the firms reporting the largest numbers of shareholders had consistently been British. In the 

mid-1850s, for example, the London & North Western Railway had 15,115 shareholders, and 

two others had crossed the 10,000 barrier while the New York Central Railroad had only 

2,445 stockholders when it was formed by the merger of multiple lines in 1853; around 1900 

the gap had narrowed but the largest British corporations still had twice the number of 

holders as the largest American ones.113 However, the first commercial corporations to 

exceed one hundred thousand shareholders114 (US Steel in 1911), half a million shareholders 

(AT & T in 1929) and one million shareholders (A T & T in 1951) were American.115  The 

few large UK railways  of the 1930s had about the same numbers of shareholders as their US 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
value of the statutory railway share capital alone in 1941 was £???m (Parkinson?) and if the remaining non-

registered statutory and all chartered companies (and net international portfolio investment) were worth 

twice that, this would be consistent with the alternative derivation of the value of LSE-traded UK-owned share 

capital in 1939, implying that provincially quoted companies not also traded in London were negligibly small.  
110

 Rutterford et al, ”Who comprised the nation of shareholders?”, p. 168. 
111

 See Figure * for alternative estimates of the average portfolio number of securities.   There are no available 

estimates for UK numbers interwar. 
112

 More shareholders might, of course, be a consequence of larger firms not smaller holdings. By 1941 the real 

GDP of the US was 3.3 times that of the UK and no UK firm was as big as A T & T, but the mean shareholding in 

A T & T at end 1937 was $2900 and there were 641,308 shareholders.  TNEC, Appendix III, pp. 208 and 232.  
113

 Hannah. 
114

 Excepting the special case of the Jewish Colonial Trust, noted above. 
115

 See notes *, above. 
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counterparts,116 but no UK banks, utilities or industrials had as many stockholders as AT & T 

(680,939)  CSC (543,923), Transamerica Corporation (223,000)  USSC(187,978)  General 

Motors (334,261 (up from 140,133 in 1929)) reported in 1933 by Standard Statistics 

Company.117 Forbes reported in 1932 that there were at least 25 US corporations with more 

than 100k shareholders (3 railroads, 10 utilities?),TNEC reported that, of the 1429 companies 

surveyed whose securities were listed on a national exchange, 15 of their issues had more 

than 100k shareholders, another 25 from 50k to under 100k, and a further 45 had 25k to 

under 50k shareholders.118  Throughout the 1930s, there were probably no more than seven 

such companies in the UK.119  

Figure 1 brings together our own central estimates for the twentieth century for the two 

countries with the estimates published by their stock exchanges and other bodies on a 
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 In 1931 the Pennsylvania Railroad had 246k stockholders and two more railroads had in excess of 100,000 

(with no indication of the degree of double counting of common and preferred holders). In 1941 the LNER had 

330,377 shareholders (115,632 excluding double counting), the LMS 321,012 (261,625 excluding double 

counting), the Southern 137,591 and the GWR 128,100 (the latter with no details of the appropriate double 

counting correction, see Hargreaves, Who owns, appendix A). Comparison with the 1926 data for the same 4 

companies (see.n.*  above) suggests all probably exceeded 100,000 in 1931 (though the then degree of double 

counting is unknown). 
117

 Printers’ Ink, , Oct 25 1934, p. 101. Banks are generally excluded from the American lists, and most were 

small and closely held or owned by holders numbering typically in the hundreds or low thousands, while the 

“Big 5” British banks were much larger and naturally had more dispersed holdings, in 1924 between 41,603 

and 69,882 shareholders each (Balfour Committee, Factors, p. 127). However, Transamerica Corporation (the 

Delaware holding company for the Bank of America group) exceptionally had 220,000 mainly Italian-American 

and Californian stockholders, to whom the charismatic Californian banker A. P. Giannini successfully appealed 

in 1932 to oust Morgan and Wall Street interests who had relied on the support of a few thousand large 

holders (Bonadio, Giannini, p. 187) 
118

 TNEC, Table 33, p. 118.  Since the TNEC looked only at issues here, they will underestimate the number of 

companies with over 100k preference and ordinary shareholders.   
119

 Forbes appears to have omitted Transamerica, so the correct total for the US was probably 26. Since the US 

produced about 2.6 times the UK’s real GDP in 1932, comparable developments would suggest ten companies 

with that number of shareholdings in the UK. In addition to the “Big 4” railways (which in 1926 had between 

120,333 and 386,370 securities holdings, including debenture holdings, Balfour Committee, Factors, p. 129 and 

in 1941 each had between 128,100 and 330,377 shareholdings alone, Parkinson, Who owns, appendix A), 

Florence (Ownership, p. 207) reported that ICI had 199,000 shareholders and Imperial Tobacco 105,600 in 

1936, but (p. 209) gives no figure for Unilever, which was of similar scale and likely had a similarly large 

number of holders, making seven in all. The largest electric utility shareholding reported by Parkinson for 1941 

was Scottish Power, with only 25,270 holders. Larger utilities such as Gas Light & Coke, Metropolitan Electric 

and London Power may have had more, but we have been unable to identify any other UK company which 

definitely had in excess of 100,000 shareholders. As late as 1975 (when the four railways with 100,000+ 

shareholdings had long been nationalised but the total number of shareholders had more than doubled), only 

18 UK companies had 100,000+ ordinary shareholders (CSO, Ownership, p. 7). 
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consistent basis for later years. The latter require less discussion here, because they were 

mainly based on more-or-less reliable sample surveys of an appropriately designated 

population,120 drawing on the lessons learned by interwar researchers and they have, from 

time to time, been triangulated against multiple alternatively derived estimates to confirm that 

they are in the right ballpark. For example, in Britain, national income accountants overcame 

the problem of increasing numbers of shareholdings registered by nominee companies by 

sample surveys, enabling them to allocate such holdings among individuals, brokers, banks, 

pension funds etc.  

                                                           
120

 In the first ever representative sample survey of individuals (the November 1939 TNEC survey) 18.85% of 

respondents indicated that they or their husbands owned stock of any kind. Kimmel interprets this as 8m 

households and 9m individuals. The post-1949 NYSE-sponsored surveys generally showed higher figures than 

the contemporary University of Michigan surveys (Cox, Trends, p46), and all surveys raise questions of 

representativeness. But they overcame the problems of assumptions necessitated by earlier methods (e.g. on 

portfolio size or the relocation of nominee holdings among individuals and others) or (if appropriately 

formulated) of exclusions (e.g. of unquoted shares), though sometimes introducing new ones (e.g. by including 

bonds as well as stocks). 
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Figure 1 The ratio of shareholders to total population in the UK and the US 1895 to 2005 

  Numbers % Pop Numbers % Pop  

  UK UK US US  

1895 Owens et al 0.72M 1.8%    

1900 Hawkins   0.5M 0.7%  

1901 Register of Investors 0.68M 1.6%    

1907 Moodies/Warshow   0.81M 0.9%  

1911 Foreman-Peck and Hannah 1.0M 2.2%    

1914 Clapham 1.3M 2.8% 1.0M? 1.0%?  

       

1924 McCoy   2.4M 2.1%  

1927 McCoy   3.0M 2.8%  

1937 TNEC   6.2M 4.7%  

1941 Ellinger and Carter 1.25M 2.6%    

       

1952 Kimmel   6.85M 4.4%  

1960 Gallup 3.1M 5.9%    

1960 NYSE      

1965 LSE/BMRB adjusted 1.8M 3.3%    

1968 LSE/BMRB adjusted 2.3M 4.1%    

       

1970 NYSE   30M 14.6%  

1975 CSO      

1984 Grout et al. 3.9M 7.0%    

1990 Buck, NYSE   51.4M 20.5%  

1991 UKSA/Grout et al. 11.5M 20.0%    

1992 Grout et al. 9.8M 15.1%    

1999 UKSA/Grout et al. 11.7M 20.0%    

2005 UKSA/Grout et al. 9.0M 15.0% 37.3M 12.6%  
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III 

We now turn to the estimates for shareholder numbers post World War II, shown in 

the bottom half of Figure 1. Although the UK shareholding population grew faster than 

between the wars, it was initially reduced by the extensive nationalisation of rail, utility and 

steel shares in 1945-51 (replacing 16% of around £12B of quoted corporate securities with 

UK government bonds).121 Despite this setback for corporate shareholding, at 3.1m (5.9% of 

the population) according to a 1960 Gallup survey, the UK propensity to own shares had 

increased, but remained below the levels established in the USA two or three decades 

earlier.122  However, this appears to be an optimistic small sample survey estimate.   BMRB 

1968 research (vol 1, p. 15), based on a sample of more than 7,000 individuals, suggests their 

1965 survey for the LSE included government, municipal and corporate bondholders in its 

definition of investors, numbering 2.5m in 1965.  They say the smaller number of holders of 

what they describe as “industrial and commercial stocks and shares” (which effectively must 

mean all ordinary quoted companies but probably includes their debenture stocks, as these are 

not otherwise mentioned in the survey) rose from 1.8m in 1965 to 2.3m in 1968. Adding 

shareholders in investment trusts (0.2m in both 1965 and 1968) would give figures of 2m 

shareholders in 1965 and 2.5m shareholders in 1968 (3.7% and 4.5% of the population), but 

this will be too high if there was some overlap between holders of investment trust and other 

shares and if some corporate bondholders only held bonds (both of which are likely to be in 

some unknown degree true): so the figures of 1.8m-2.3m for 1965-1968 (3.3% and 4.1% of 

the UK population, respectively) may be better.123   A later 1975 Central Statistics Office 

(CSO) survey  includes only shares not bonds, but gives the numbers of shareholdings 
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 Financial Times, 28 February 1949, p. 4. 
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 I have still not found the Gallup report to check whether debentures, government and municipal stock, 

unquoted shares, provincial shares etc were included. How comparable is it? 
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 No allowance was made in this estimate for multi-beneficiaries of nominee holdings or for provincial-only 

listings. 
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(11,526,000 directly registered to persons and 13,121,000 when nominee holdings are re-

allocated to persons, p. 6), not shareholders.  If we assume eight shares per portfolio, this 

gives a shareholder estimate of 1.6m or 2.9% of the UK population.  Grout et al p. 16 report 

UK Shareholders’ Association data suggesting the proportion of the UK population holding 

shares was 7% in 1984 (i.e. very slow increase from our 1960 figure) peaking at around 20% 

in 1991 and 1999, and falling to 15% in 2005, though they oddly deny the connection with 

privatization and demutualization! In the 2006/07 WAS,124  five per cent of adults reported 

holding employee shares, and 12 per cent reported holding other shares.  

In 1952 the New York Stock Exchange commissioned the Brookings Institution to 

conduct a detailed survey of share ownership. Kimmel, responsible for the study, using a 

variety of (by then well-tried) methods estimated the number of individual shareholders in 

publicly-held companies in 1951/2 at 6.5-7.2 million, the middle of this range being 4.4% of 

the US 1952 population, suggesting a slight decline since our 1939 compromise estimate.125 

This disappointing result led the NYSE to a major marketing campaign, first aimed at 

ordinary households, later at high income individuals. By 1960 the NYSE’s estimate of 

shareholder numbers was 12 million (6.6% of the population) and by 1970 an impressive 30 

million (14.6% of the population): higher than the modern level for individual shareholdings 

alone.126  

 The US lead established in the interwar years continued for many decades: indeed, 

measured by the proportion of the population directly owning shares, the UK never caught 

up.  What did happen was that in the 1980s and 1990s the gap in direct holdings was 
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 Wealth and Assets Survey (experimental), conducted by ONS (but the more recently reported ONS results 

seem to be for households not persons) 
125

 Other contemporary surveys (e.g. that by the University of Michigan) suggested only 5.3m shareholders in 

US public companies in 1949 (Kimmel, Share Ownership, p. 139). Also assess some other rival numbers? Fed 

Reserve 1957? 
126

 Compare the figure of 13% reported by Grout et al. This implies that much of the growth in popular 

shareholding after 1970 was in pension and mutual funds, not direct share ownership. For example, 44% of all 

US households held mutual funds in 1998 compared to a figure of less than 6% in 1980 (Poterba, 2001). 
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markedly but only temporarily narrowed, while indirect ownership, particularly via what 

Peter Drucker in 1976 called “pension fund socialism,”127 spread shareholding more widely 

in the UK than the USA. It is such indirect holdings of shares which explain why the UK 

registers 46% and the US only 31% “owning” shares in the Grout et al data for the early 

twenty-first century, while for direct holdings the ratios are a little higher in the US. 128    

IV 

One way in which to increase  the number of shareholders was via the investment 

trust or closed-end fund.  These trusts allowed small ‘investors of moderate means’ access to 

a diversified portfolio.  In the United Kingdom, the first investment trust units were offered to 

investors in 1868. There were several booms:  between 1887 and 1890, 70 new investment 

trust companies were floated, with a further 44 between 1905 and 1914.  The largest boom of 

all was between 1924 and 1929, with 103 new investment trusts floated on the stock market.  

In contrast, the US investment trust market did not develop fully until the mid-1920s; 

only 18 trusts were formed prior to 1924. However, by mid-1928, the US investment trust 

market had overtaken that of the UK, with an aggregate capital of $1.2 billion compared with 

an equivalent $1 billion for UK investment trusts.   The pace quickened as the investment 

trust rose to a peak in 1929 with more than $7 billion invested in 675 investment companies 

of all types, of which 193 were investment management companies with assets of $2.7 

billion.   

US investment trusts suffered more than their UK counterparts during the Crash for a 

number of reasons.  US trusts had diversified across US equities, rather than the global fixed 

interest portfolios of their UK counterparts.  US investment trusts had more leverage and 
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 Grout et al argue that the UK overtook the US, estimating 15% of the UK population as being shareholders 

and 13% in the US.  However, the UK figure relates to 2005, whereas the US figure relates to 1992. 
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 Drucker, Unseen revolution. Did Grout et al count all pension entitlements as funded? And only count 

private in US? If so misleading? 
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more cross-holdings and, with investments valued at market value rather than book value, 

were more vulnerable to a market downturn. In June 1931, the Economist reported that the 

Standard Statistics index of common stocks of 30 leading American investment trusts showed 

a fall of no less than 75% from their peak, whereas the Institute of Actuaries index of the 

shares of 15 leading British investment trusts showed a fall from their peak of only 17%.  In 

Britain, in 1933, the worst year of the bear market, only seven pre-World War I and one third 

of post-World War I investment trusts passed their dividends.129  The investment trust 

industry was blamed as the biggest culprit for enticing small investors into the market, and 

was certainly a factor in the much greater rise in shareholder numbers in the 1920s than their 

longer-established US counterparts. 

Attitudes to women investors also differed on each side of the Atlantic. In the US, 

women were targeted as investors in the US soon after WWI.  For example, in 1924, the 

Secretary of the National Biscuit Company wrote: 

There is only one class of stockholder we are really interested in keeping track of and 

that is, the number of women stockholders, as they are the real purchasers of this 

company’s product. On December 31, 1923, we had 7,283 women stockholders; 

virtually 50 per cent of the number of stockholders of the company are women. We 

have not tabulated the number of shares of stock being held by them; the only thing 

we are really interested in is to note the constant increase in the number of women 

stockholders. On January 1, 1914, we had but 4,140 women stockholders, so you can 

see there has been a handsome increase in nine years in the number of women 

stockholders.130  

By 1929, Good Housekeeping  had taken this on board.   

The woman shareholder should be given prominence in the classification for some 

companies, particularly corporations dealing in household products, food stuffs, and 

clothing, where such companies desire to develop the stockholder-customer idea...  
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 The Economist, 30 June 1931.  Balogh and Doblin, Report on Investment Trusts in Great Britain, p. 
130 Letter from G.P. Wells, Secretary, to H.T. Warshow, February 29, 1924, cited in H.T.Warshow, ‘The 

Distribution’, Footnote 2, p. 33.  
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The woman of today is a shareholder in the well-managed industries that supply the 

wants of American life and the needs of her family.  Today any director of any great 

company will tell you what a large shareholder she is.  Also good Housekeeping’s 

Editor can show you thousands of letters from women with substantial means who ask 

advice about their investments.131 

The Crash of 1929 had a terrible impact on Wall Street.  Brokerage houses and banks 

suffered with the almost complete collapse of the investment trust market which had been so 

profitable for them.  The number of individual brokerage accounts fell.  Women were 

reported to have been more emotional than men at their losses and ‘on the verge of returning 

to bridge’.  Traflet contrasts the ‘masses of women who once crowded brokerage desks in the 

1920s’ with their virtual disappearance from the market in the 1930s and 1940s.  However, 

Wendt, analysing a random sample of 1000 accounts in a Wall Street brokerage house during 

1933 to 1938 found that 278 were women, including 102 classified by marital status and the 

remaining 176 in other occupations.  Despite appearances, therefore, women were still active 

investors after the Crash, trading as much as the men, and professional women were still 

attracted to stock market investment.132   

In the UK, women were seen as passive, risk averse investors. the Financial Times  in 

1949  noted that 47% of the share holders it sampled were male, 40% female, 8% joint 

holders and 5 per cent charities, nominees, and corporate.    Women were more important 

investors in certain types of companies:  ‘which are household names or which are reputed to 

be very safe, and low in, for example, mining concerns.  The female investor is less 

venturesome than the male’.133  As Sargant Florence commented, ‘to judge from British 

evidence, nearly half of them [shareholders] are women, many of them shy (without reason) 
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of business’.134 This was equally true of women investors in the early twentieth century.   

Rutterford et al comment on the fact that more than 50% of holders in brand name companies 

and safe utilities were women between 1870 and 1935.135 

There was no equivalent in the UK to the aggressive marketing schemes encouraged 

by the NYSE aimed at encouraging new investors, and specifically women, post WWII in the 

US.  As early as 1950, brokers and companies were well aware of their female investor base. 

In 1950, three years before the NYSE even started its Own Your Own Share marketing 

campaign, Merrill Lynch held ladies-only investment seminars in 63 different cities, 

attracting an audience of over 30,000 women.  Companies, particularly those selling 

consumer products, recognised that women shareholders were a positive attribute..  The 

National Industrial Conference Board conducted a questionnaire survey on shareholder 

relations in 1950; 217 companies replied, including 99 industrials, 63 utilities and railroads, 

37 banks and investment companies, and 18 insurance companies.  Many firms had highly 

developed stockholder relations departments – AT&T’s had a staff of 200 – and used their 

shareholder base to create customer loyalty and an effective lobbying group.  Borden 

Company asked new stockholders to complete a descriptive questionnaire.  They found  that 

more than 58% of their stockholders were women, and that the most common stockholding 

was from 10 to 24 shares. 136  Many of the companies responding to the questionnaire survey 

ensured that shareholder meetings included presentations and product displays which would 

appeal to the individual shareholder. General Mills had this down to a fine art. 137 
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The concern about shareholder numbers in the United Kingdom after World War II 

was linked to two issues: nationalisation of major British industries, including coal, utilities 

and transport, and a resurgence of the labour capital debate. On the former issue, Hargreaves 

Parkinson had long championed the small investor.  In his 1930 book entitled The Small 

Investor, he cited the Economist’s 1929 survey which showed that average holdings in major 

British industrial companies were often £300 or less. He pointed out that large numbers of 

orders of securities for £25 to £100 were forwarded day by day to London stockbrokers’ 

offices from bank branches all over the country.138  .Some lukewarm attempts were made 

after the major nationalisation programme of the late 1940s and early 1950s to encourage 

employee shareholders.  In 1958, the president of Aims for Industry, Sir Ian Lyle, announced 

that Tate & Lyle and 20 other companies would set up shops to sell shares at their production 

sites..  The Wider Share Ownership Council, supported by a number of Conservative MPs, 

was also lobbying for bearer shares – to avoid onerous stamp duty on small trades.   

However, the threat of further nationalisations was a factor.  The Chairman of Rugby 

Portland Cement, in his annual general meeting speech in 1960, followed the Hargreaves 

Parkinson line that wider share ownership was a superior form of nationalisation, with public 

ownership of shares giving people access to retained profits as well as dividends.139  It was 

not until the privatisation of British Telecom that any serious attempt was made to increase 

the percentage of the UK population directly holding shares. 

                                                                                       V 

             The explicandum in our comparison of two countries with strong propensities to 

democratic share-ownership is thus not why one country always led the other (in fact that is 

not observed), but why in both countries there was a substantial long-run increase in the level 
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of share-ownership. In terms of differentials within this overall trend, the central puzzle is 

why the UK – which was somewhat ahead of the US at the beginning of the twentieth and 

again at the beginning of the twenty-first century, if indirect holdings are included - fell 

behind from about the 1920s to about the 1980s. Grout et al found that the two most 

significant variables determining modern differentials in cross-section were real GDP per 

head and common law origins.140 Clearly the latter can explain none of the differentials in our 

longitudinal comparison, since both countries had Anglo-Saxon common law systems.141 

However, the income per head variable clearly is driving much of the growth in shareholding 

in both countries. By Maddison’s estimation (which possibly exaggerates the differential in 

income growth), the real GDP per head of the UK increased by 368% between 1900 and 

2000, while that of the US increased by 615%. More rapidly rising real incomes, particularly 

in 1914-29, clearly helped the US forge ahead, while the 1950s prosperity enabled some 

British catch-up.  However, income levels are not the only driver: US real incomes were 

squeezed more than Britain’s in the 1930s depression, in many years again falling to British 

levels (at a time when US share-ownership continued to outstrip the UK’s), while the Grout 

et al data suggest the US failed to sustain its share-ownership lead recently under the broader 

definition, despite having higher real incomes. 

                            Grout et al are dismissive of other causes, perhaps prematurely: certainly 

the factors they reject appear to be more important in driving change over the historical long 

run. They report, for example, that neither the concentration of ownership nor overall 

inequality has a statistically significant impact on the cross-sectional distribution of national 
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propensities to hold shares. While noting that many modern stock exchanges would hardly 

exist if communist governments had not sold or distributed their assets, they are sceptical of 

the longer-run effects on share-ownership of privatisation programs both there and in 

developed economies. They point to the rapid post-IPO disposal of shares by neophyte 

privatisation and demutualization investors in the recent period. Nor can they find any 

influence of the size of government on the extent of shareholding. 

                          By contrast we believe it is essential in explaining the different twentieth 

century timings of the UK and US trajectories to wider shareholding to adopt a political 

economy approach, in line with the intuitions explored by Mckinnon (1973) and Shaw (1973) 

who modelled the impact of government financial repression in the context of pre-financial 

liberalisation of emerging market economies. However, as Reinhardt and Brancia (2011) 

observe, financial repression was also the norm for advanced economies after World War I 

up to the 1980s.142 But we find the model of Pittaluga and Seghezza on the political economy 

of 1920s changes implausible: rentiers (even if defined to include those getting a significant 

share of their income from all financial assets rather than just company shares) always had 

fewer votes than wage-earners.   

                          What do we mean by financial repression? The simplest form was the 

compulsory transfer of shares to the state (nationalization) or of overseas shares to the native-

born (repatriation). Sometimes this was done to finance war. For example, the British 

government impounded many British portfolio holdings of American stocks during both 

world wars, selling them in the US to pay for arms and food. The American government 

welcomed and promoted such repatriations: for example, pressuring British Marconi to sell 
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the core of Radio Corporation of America to US native shareholders in 1920 or Courtauld’s 

major US asset, the American Viscose Corporation, to fund lend-lease in 1940. Socialist 

governments were most prone to nationalize, notably in Russia, China and eastern Europe, 

with (low) compensation only rarely being paid. Other governments soon caught up, 

normally paying compensation: the UK Labour government’s nationalization programme of 

1945-51 reduced the size of the corporate stock market about $2b or about 16%, the payment 

being made in British government stock, thus remaining on the stock exchange but in the 

hands of bondholders not shareholders. Many other overseas nationalisations - buoyed by 

socialism and nationalist sentiment - followed: shareholders in Argentine railways (£150m), 

Irish railways (£) and Indian railways (£) were nationalized with compensation as in the UK. 

Others were initially  expropriated, as with Anglo-Iranian Oil  (by Iran) and the Suez Canal 

(by Egypt) in the 1950s, with compensation sometimes negotiated later from a position of 

relative weakness, but now with support from a hegemonic  America, itself becoming more 

defensive of “imperialist” investments, having itself become a large net international 

investor.   

                    Democratic capitalist governments also contributed (if somewhat less eagerly) to 

the depletion of the UK stock exchange. The Canadians had nationalised the (partly-British 

owned and LSE-quoted) components of the Canadian National Railway in 1918, 

compensating British holders (though they left the Canadian Pacific substantially in British 

and American hands). In the UK conservative and liberal governments took into the public 

sector the Port of London Authority (1908), the National Telephone Company (1912), British 

Petroleum (1913), the BBC (1927), the Central Electricity Board (1926), London Transport 

(1933) and BOAC (1939). These were in some cases small when they were taken into the 

public sector, but they were more likely to grow than socialist nationalizations, so in the long-

run had comparable effects in suppressing capitalist share ownership. In the 1950s if the 



41 

 

British government had floated its shares only in the two largest of the resulting entities, Post 

Office Telephones and British Petroleum, it would have increased the size of the stock 

exchange by around 10%143 and, with their other state enterprises, the non-socialist 

government tally possibly equalled the 16% deleted from the exchange by Labour’s 1945-51 

nationalizations, without beginning to count foreign state takeovers.144  

                   Thus one of the reasons there were fewer shareholders in the UK from mid-

century is that more than a third of securities that might have been available for ownership 

(and whose equivalents were available in the US) were then owned by the UK (or foreign) 

governments. Of course some of these “lost” holders would have sold their government 

compensation stock to invest in other securities, or saved and invested in other innovations or 

in telecoms overseas, so the net effect on shareholding may be smaller than these figures 

suggest.  

                     Taxation was another form of financial repression.  For example, as early as 

1930, Gardiner Means identified recent changes in US taxes as a major driver of the 

increased American dispersion of share ownership that followed World War One.145 His 

argument was that progressive wartime tax escalations particularly encouraged US plutocrats 

to sell stocks and seek alternative tax-sheltered investments (in the US case, tax-free bonds, 

real estate and insurance policies146), while middle income cohorts, less troubled by their 

(lower) taxes on corporate dividends, were then widening their holdings of equities. In 
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addition to this portfolio effect, progressive taxation (both of estates at death and of dividend 

incomes) had the redistributive effects that politicians intended, thus reducing the extent to 

which plutocratic entrepreneurs and their heirs, who had earlier dominated corporations, 

could retain control.147                      

               Similar factors operated in Britain earlier and with greater intensity. Probate duties 

of 2% on personalty were longstanding when estate duties of 1% on assets (real or personal) 

of more than £10,000 were added in 1889. The threshold for the extra duty was reduced to 

£5,000 in 1894 and a more extensively graduated scale implemented, rising to 8% on estates 

over £1 million. Rates were later increased, notably in the “People’s Budget” of 1909, which 

also added additional taxes on land. By 1913/4 the amount raised by death taxes in the UK 

was more than £27.4 millions, at a time when there were only modest (state, not federal) 

parallel taxes in the USA.148  

                   Income tax (which the US Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional until the 1913 

constitutional amendment) was also of longer standing in the UK and had always been 

progressive in the sense that it was confined to the higher income groups. Levied on incomes 

above £160 a year (when annual wages averaged only around £50), in the first decade of the 

twentieth century it was only paid by around 1.1 million people (a small portion of the 

workforce). Progressivity was increased in 1907, when most taxpayers (those with incomes 

of less than £2,000) were taxed at a reduced rate (3.8% rather than 5%), and in 1909, with the 

introduction of a “super-tax” band (a higher 8.3% rate on the nearly 12,000 taxpayers with 

incomes above £5,000) and also a higher rate (5.8%) on “unearned” (i.e. investment) incomes 

below the super-tax level.149   
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                  There were, of course, ways round these taxes: for example, by gifts inter vivos to 

avoid estate duty, which encouraged the earlier dispersal of controlling shareholdings; or by 

converting current income into capital gains (Britain lacked a capital gains tax until 1965, 

much later than the USA), encouraging some varieties of plutocratic long-termism. There 

were many other influences on wealth inequality, some of them promoting the dispersal of 

business fortunes (including philanthropy, a bourgeois taste for partible inheritance over 

aristocratic primogeniture, and public share issues) and others reinforcing accumulations of 

wealth (including a preference for reinvested profits over conspicuous consumption, and 

protectionist policies, facilitating enhanced monopoly profits). If Gardiner Means’ 

perspectives of 1930 are correct such factors may be a major influence on differences in the 

degree of securitization among nations.  

 However, it must be argued that during the period from World War I to the 1980s, 

there was significant financial repression in the UK including expropriation of foreign 

shareholdings, nationalisation, higher taxes on companies, discrimination against dividends, 

credit and IPO rationing. The UK ratio of Market Cap to GDP was as low as 28% in 1974: 

how could such a UK possibly have as high a percentage of shareholders as the US?  Penal 

tax rates on shares lasted until the early years of Thatcher government.   It was only after the 

arrival on the scene of Margaret Thatcher, with a privatisation programme beginning in 1984 

and the introduction of reduced  tax rates on investment income and gains, from a peak of 

98% marginal rate on investment income in 1978, that financial repression began to lift, with 

a dramatic increase in the number of UK shareholders.150  It would appear that Margaret 

Thatcher really did for British business in the 1980s what American businessmen did for 

themselves in avoiding socialism and promoting confidence in capitalism from the 1910s to 

the 1980s. The last twenty years of the twentieth century marked a dramatic increase in the 
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numbers of individual investors in the UK, possibly outnumbering the US individual investor 

population as a percentage of population. 



45 

 

Bibliography (in course of construction!) 

Aizcorbe, A.M., A.B. Kennickell and K.B.Moore, “Recent Changes in U.S. Family Finances: 
Evidence from the 1998 and 2001 Survey of Consumer Finances,”  Federal Reserve Bulletin, 
January, 1-32., January 2003, pp. 1-32. 

Atkinson, T. R. The Pattern of Financial Asset Ownership: Wisconsin Individuals 1949, 
NBER and Princeton University Press, Princeton NJ, 1956. 

(Balfour) Committee on Industry and Trade, Factors in Commercial and Industrial 
Efficiency, HMSO, London, 1927. 

Bergstresser, D., and J. Poterba, “Asset Allocation and Asset Location: Household Evidence 
from theSurvey of Consumer Finances, Journal of Public Economics, 88, 2004, pp. 1893-
1915. 

Bonadio, F. A, A.P. Giannini: Banker of America, University of California Press, Berkeley 
CA, 1994. 

British Market Research Bureau Limited, Research for the Building Societies Association, 
privately published, 4 volumes, 1968. 

Campbell, J.Y., “Household Finance,” Journal of Finance, 61, 2006, pp. 1553-1604. 

Central Statistical Office, The Ownership of Company Shares: a Survey for 1975, HMSO, 
London 1979. 

Copeman, G. Employee Share Ownership and Industrial Stability, Institute of Personnel 
Management, London, 1975. 

Cox, E. B. Trends in the Distribution of Stock Ownership, University of Pennsylvania Press, 
Philadelphia, 1963. 

Drucker, P. The unseen revolution: How pension fund socialism came to America, Harper & 
Row, NY, 1976. 

_________, Post-capitalist society, Butterworth-Heinemann, Oxford, 1993. 

Duca, J. V and J. Saving, “The Political Economy of the Mutual Fund Revolution: How 
falling Mutual Fund Costs have affected Congressional Elections, “, mimeo, Federal Reserve 
Bank of Dallas, December 2001. 

_______, “Why have US households increasingly relied on mutual funds to own equity?,” 
Review of Income and Wealth, 51. 3, September 2005, pp. 375-96. 

Federal Trade Commission, National Wealth and Income, GPO, Washington DC, 1926. 

Goetzmann, W. N. and A.Ukhov, “British Investment Overseas 1870-1914: A Modern 
Portfolio Theory Approach,” Review of Finance, 10, 2010, pp.261-300. 

Goldsmith, R. W, Institutional Investors and Corporate Stock: a Background Study, NBER/ 
Columbia University  Press, NY, 1973. 



46 

 

Granby, H. Survey of Shareholdings in 1,710 Corporations with Securities Listed on a 
National Securities Exchange, TNEC Monograph no 30, GPO, Washington DC, 1941. 

Green, D.R, A Owens, C. Swan and C van Lieshout, “Assets of the Dead: Wealth, Investment 
and Modernity in early Twentieth Century England and Wales,” in Green et al., Men , 
Women and Money, OUP, Oxford, 2011, pp. 54-80. 

Grout, P. A, W. L. Megginson and A. Zalewska, “One Half-Billion Shareholders and 
Counting: Determinants of Individual Share Ownership around the World,” Bristol 
University working paper December 2009. 

Hawkins, D. F. ‘The Development of Modern Financial Reporting Practices among American 

Manufacturing Corporations’, The Business History Review, Vol. 37, No. 3, Autumn, 1963, 

pp. 135-68. 

Hickman, W. B. The Volume of Corporate Bond Financing, NBER/PUP, Princeton NJ, 1953. 

Maddison, A. The World Economy, OECD, Paris, 2006. 

Kimmel, L. K. Share Ownership in the United States, Brookings Institution, Washington DC, 

1952. 

Michie, R. C. The London and New York Stock Exchanges, 1850-1914, Allen & Unwin, 

London, 1987. 

Minns, R. Pension Funds and British Capitalism, Heinemann, London, 1980 

Ott, Julia C. When Wall street met Main Street : The Quest for Investor Democracy, Harvard 

University Press, Cambridge MA, 2011. 

Parkinson, H, The Small Investor, Blackie, London 1930. 

Parsons, B. P. “The Behavior of Prices on the London Stock Exchange in the early 

Eighteenth Century,”  unpublished University of Chicago PhD thesis, 1974. 

Pittaluga, G. B. and E Seghezza, “The role of Rentiers in the stabilization processes of the 

1920s,” European Review of Economic History, 16, 2, May 2012, pp. 188-210. 

Poterba, J.M., 2001, The Rise of the “Equity Culture:” U.S. Stockownership Patterns, 1989 – 

1998.,  

Rajan R. J and L Zingales, “   ,” Journal of Financial Economics, 29, July 2003, pp. 5-50. 



47 

 

Ripley, W. Z, Main Street and Wall Street, 1926. 

Rutterford, J, J. Maltby, D.R. Green and A Owens, “Researching shareholding in England 

and Wales: approaches, sources and methods,” Accounting History, 14, 3, 2009, pp. 1-24. 

US Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States 2010. 

Van Loo, P. D. “Portfolio Management in Dutch pension funds,” in L. Hannah, ed., Pension 

asset management: an international perspective, Irwin, Homewood, IL, 1988, pp. 15-49.  

Wendt, P. F, The Classification and Financial Experience of the Customer of a Typical NYSE 

Firm from 1933 to 1938, self-published Columbia PhD, Maryville, Tennessee, 1941.  


