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Abstract

The representation of merchant interests in parliameagepla crucial role in constraining monar-
chs’ power and expanding the protection of property right8e study the process that led to
the inclusion of merchant representatives in the EnglistigPaent, using a novel comprehen-
sive dataset for 550 medieval English towns (boroughs). @atysis begins with the Norman
Conguest in 1066 — an event of enormous political changedisatted in largely homogenous for-
mal institutions across England. From this starting poire,document a two-step process: First,
monitoring issues and asymmetric information led to in&fficies in the king’s tax collection,
especially with the onset of the Commercial Revolution im 12th century. This gave rise to mu-
tually beneficial agreements (Farm Grants), whereby matieerchant towns obtained the right
of self-administered tax collection and law enforcememtcdhd, we show that Farm Grants were
stepping stones towards representation in the EnglishaReaht after its creation in 1295: local
autonomy meant that subsequently, extra-ordinary taxdéa., to finance wars) had to be negoti-
ated with towns — and the efficient institution to do so wadi&aent. We show that royal boroughs
with trade-favoring geography were much more likely to hresented in Parliament, and that this
relationship worked through Farm Grants. We also show tleatieval self-governance had impor-
tant long-term consequences and interacted with natie@wmstitutional changes. Boroughs with
medieval Farm Grants had persistently more inclusive letdtions of public officials and MPs,
they raised troops to support the parliamentarians duhedivil War in 1642, and they supported
the Great Reform Act of 1832, which resulted in the extensioiie franchise.
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1 Introduction

Inclusive political institutions and the protection of peaty rights are important drivers of eco-
nomic growth and development (cMorth and Thomgsl973 Acemoglu and Robinsqr2012).
Recent work has also shown that existing institutions pleyerucial role during historical criti-
cal junctures, determining subsequent economic progkFessexample Acemoglu, Johnson, and
Robinson(2009 find that countries with more inclusive political instituts benefitted the most
from the rise of Atlantic trade in the 16th to 18th centlirGonversely, trade also affected insti-
tutional changeAcemoglu et al(2005 show that Atlantic trade strengthened merchant groups,
helping them to obtain improved protection of property tgyh but only in countries where “ini-
tial” political institutions allowed merchants to influemthe political decision making process.
The mostimportant institution that exerted constraintsxamarchs was parliament. For merchants
to shape institutional change, representation in paridmeas thus crucial. However, merchant
representation in early (medieval) parliaments was anpiae typically, the nobility and the
high clergy dominated. This bears the question: Which medéed to the inclusion of merchants
and burgesses in parliaments?

In this paper, we study the historical evolution of inclsimstitutions in the prominent context
of England — “the mother of parliamentéyith a broad representation of burgesses already in the
14th century. Our analysis begins with the Norman ConquieBhgland in 1066 — long before
the creation of the first parliament. The Norman Conqueshe &ingle greatest political change
England has ever seeh” represents a key turning point in English history. The Nammasserted
strong control over the territory and replaced the Anglagdaruling elite with their own. The
Norman Conquest also resulted in largely homogeneous fansigtutions across England and
thus provides an ideal starting point for our analysis. Iditoh, the period after the Conquest
coincides with the Commercial Revolution that saw a surgecomomic activity not only in Eng-
land but in Western Europe more generallpgez 1976.° Thus, our study fits in the context of

1Similarly, Pascali{2017) shows that the introduction of the steamship in the 19ttwgrnad a positive effect on
economic development only in countries with strong colirstsaon executive power.

2Initial historically shaped institutions have been takergiaven by the literature on critical junctures. Contribu-
tions in political economy that explain the emergence olusige institutions typically study changes after the 18th
century Acemoglu and Robinsq200Q Lizzeri and Persicd2004). Some historical studies have documented a close
relationship between trade and institutions in the medMealiterraneanGreif, 1993 Puga and Trefle2014). While
the institutions studied in these papers supported mddrente, they eventually lost importance.

3Original quote attributed to British politician John Brigh 1865 (Oxford Dictionary of Quotations, revised 4th
ed, 1996, p. 141).

4The Economist, December 24th, 2016, p. 33.

SSeveral factors point to an environment increasingly falte to trade starting in the tenth century, including
population growth llorth and Thomasl973, regained access to Mediterranean traieefine 1925, and — in the
case of England — a stable society following the Norman Cestiait, 1936 p. 136). Also, significant technological
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critical junctures (and more precisely, major expansidrsanle) contributing to the evolution of
inclusive institutions.

Our argument is based on both the historical record and amlel@étnewly assembled data
regarding political liberties of medieval English borosglowns). We build a novel dataset con-
taining information on geographical characteristicsalanstitutions, and parliamentary franchise
for all 550 English boroughs that existed in medieval tiniesked over eight centuries. We code
whether boroughs raised troops of volunteers to suppoRdnéamentarians at the outbreak of the
Civil War in 1642, and we match our dataset with informationndhether local MPs voted in favor
of the Great Reform Act of 1832. Based on this rich datasetfineethat economic factors — in
particular, geography conducive to trade — had importdatesf on town-level political institutions
in medieval England. We also document how borough-leveitut®ns, in turn, interacted with
nationwide institutional change.

Our analysis is organized into two time periods, using th&cBIDeath in 1348 as a natural
breakpoint. Results for the pre-1348 period explain thecgss that led to self-governance of
merchant towns, and then to their representation in theignglarliament. The post-1348 results
document the long-run relationship between medieval setegiance inclusive institutions until
the 19th century.

In the pre-1348 part, we emphasize two steps. The first stelaiags how merchant towns
obtained the right of self-administered tax collectiontekthe Norman Conquest, the kings ruling
England relied on tax farming to collect revenues from bgtmu Each borough had to pay an an-
nual fixed amount that was based on the taxation of propertyis, and trade. The king appointed
sheriffs to run tax collection and provide law enforcemenshires (counties). Sheriffs, in turn,
appointed local officials in their boroughs. Often, the légthbidder for a shire’s total tax collec-
tion was appointed sheriff, and was then entitled to keepmegs collected in excess of the annual
lump sum. This, together with the short tenure of sheritégl, o widespread opportunistic and
distortionary behavior, as illustrated by countless caimpé of burgesses and numerous resulting
royal enquiries (e.g., the “Inquest of the Sheriffs” in 1L7&uch complaints were particularly
frequent when the king was away on wars, so that his officied®med largely unchecked.

Merchant towns and the king found a mutually beneficial sotuto the inefficiencies asso-
ciated with tax collection: Beginning in the 12th centutye tking grantedCharters of Liberties
to some boroughs; most prominent wé&am Grants giving local burgesses the authority to ap-
point their borough’s tax collectors, judges, and markétials® In exchange for these liberties,

progress was under way in agriculture, such as horse trafdrchauling and windmillsl(angdon and Masschagle
2009. For further discussion of the Commercial Revolution, @seBritnell (1995 andMasschael¢1997).
5Throughout the text, we also refer to towns with Farm Grasatshartered boroughsThese liberties were only
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boroughs typically agreed to pay a higher annual lump surheding. In other words, boroughs
were willing to pay for the right to run tax collection therhsss, cutting out the king’s officials.
This illustrates that Farm Grants represented efficien@ravements, resolving monitoring issues
of extortive officials and asymmetric information about rable local wealth, thereby enabling a
more effective provision of law enforcement for commergalposes. Bristol’s petition to the
King in 1283 illustrates that merchants were well-awareneke benefits:

“Since none can know so well as those whose work is concerithdwerchandise, and who

earn their living by it, how to regulate the affairs of merat&aproperly and honestly, the

Commonalty of Bristol entreats the Lord King that, if he shibowish to grant his town at farm

to anyone, he should concede it to them, since they woulddgmaped to give as much for it as

any outsider. For an outside farmer would not seek it exaapis own personal gain, which

would be to the serious loss of the Commonalty. And the Conattpseeks it to farm, not for

the sake of profit, but to safeguard, according to the law hamt; both themselves and others

coming there.” Cronne 1946 pp. 42-3).
Often, chartered boroughs also obtained the right to excloglal officials from entering town
walls (Ballard and Tait1923 — an additional feature that we exploit below. By the timehe
Black Death in 1348, 91 boroughs (out of 550 that existedetithe) had obtained Farm Grants.
We show that Farm Grants were particularly likely to be gedrib royal boroughs with geographic
characteristics conducive to trade (proximity to navigaflers, the sea coast, or Roman roads).
We also use other proxies to show that these chartered busouegre commercially more impor-
tant in medieval times. This supports our argument that Faramts were particularly valuable to
commercial towns, where distortions by the inefficient artbeive royal administration created
the most severe distortions.

The second step of our argument connects Farm Grants tcsegpagion in Parliament. The
‘Model’ Parliament in England assembled in 1295 and met oegalar basis thereafter. A cen-
tral purpose of the Parliament was to discuss extra-orditeaation, often on movable wealth.
The high cost of simultaneously holding bilateral negatiag made it profitable for the king to
have borough representatives discuss in Parliament aond dgrisions to their fellow burgesses.
The need to negotiate extra-ordinary taxation was padrgupronounced for boroughs that had
obtained the right to self-administer their tax collectiofhere, the king lacked both the infor-
mation about local movable wealth and the administrativamseo unilaterally impose higher
taxes. In other words, Farm Grants increased the bargamuwgr of boroughs and thus the like-
lihood of being enfranchised (s&onzalez de Lara, Greif, and JiZ008 for a similar reasoning).

introduced after the Norman Conquest; they did not exisinguAnglo-Saxon times, as documented litland
(1921, p. 204),Tait (1936 p. 71),Barlow (1961, p. 25), ancReynoldg1977, pp. 95-6).

’See for exampl@ates and Lier{1985 p. 56) who observe that “bargaining for taxes was costly tmanchs.
Monarchs therefore appear to have desired to bargain witbrfagents — ones representative of the set of all agents.”
Negotiating taxes in Parliament also helped to legitimimat and thus avoided protes&ir@ayer 1947).
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Conversely, since extra-ordinary taxation was mostlyddwn movables and trade, the merchant
classes in boroughs with Farm Grants had a natural intamelséing enfranchised\prth and
Thomas 1973.8 We find strong empirical support for a close relationshipMeein Charters of
Liberties and representation in Parliament. Out of the 9bilghs with Farm Grants, 62 (68.1%)
were enfranchised by 1348; as compared to 67 out of all oth@réroughs (14.6%). This dif-
ference is even starker for boroughs with additional liesrthat prevented royal officials from
entering the town in judicial, financial, or law-enforcingnictions — which made it even harder
for the king to unilaterally impose higher taxes. Among ti&®roughs with these additional
liberties, 33 (86.8%) were enfranchised by 1348.

An obvious concern with our interpretation is that rich hagbhs may have been able to “buy”
both Charters of Liberties and seats in Parliament. A hisabfeature helps us to address this
issue: boroughs belonged either directly to the king (“fda@oughs”), or to a local mesne (lay
or ecclesiastical) lord. Farm Grants were almost excligigeanted to royal boroughs by the
king; mesne lords rarely granted liberties. Among the 14@lrdoroughs, 50% had received
Farm Grants by 1348, as compared to a mere 4.5% among the &ikrheroughs. A likely
explanation for this difference is that monitoring issuépublic officials were particularly severe
for the king because of i) the large size of his territory,hi3 frequent absence from the realm
due to engagements in external wars, and iii) the fact theattivas an additional administrative
layer — the sheriffs — between the king and borough officiédscontrast, local lords controlled
much smaller territories, and they directly appointed tfieials collecting the farm from ‘their’
boroughs, thus effectively acting as “sheriffs” themsslv€onsequently, monitoring issues were
likely less severe for local lords, reducing the net benéfgranting Charters of Liberties to mer-
chant towns. Correspondingly, we find that within mesnetteres, charters Farm Grants are
unrelated to trade-favoring geography (such as navigaldes). This allows us to use mesne bor-
oughs as a “placebo” to check if trade led to representatidhairliamenindependenbf Farm
Grants (e.g., via wealth). This seems unlikely: for mesn®bghs, we find no relationship be-
tween trade geography and representation in Parliafhenather words, in the absence of Farm
Grants, merchant boroughs were not more likely to be enffiaed. Our results thus suggest that
Farm Grants acted as stepping stones for towns’ repregantatParliament.

8This point is related to theories that link taxation of moealealth (which could be avoided more easily than
taxes on land) to institutional changes. For examplates and Lien(1985 p. 53) argue that “Revenue-seeking
governments may well find it to their advantage to strike harg with citizens whose assets they seek to tax. [...]
Such bargains may become more beneficial...the more mbkilessets the citizens hold.”

%We also show that this is unlikely to be driven by structuriffiedences between royal and mesne boroughs.
Both had a similar distribution of taxable wealth right aftee Norman Conquest, and royal boroughs were evenly
distributed across England (see also Figgjreln addition, trade geography predicts other economicamutes such
as commercial importance or population equally weba@throyal and mesne boroughs (see Sectici).
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In the second part of our analysis, we provide results thegtiate how Farm Grants affected
the evolution of inclusive institutions over centurieseafthney were granted. We first show that
medieval Farm Grants favored the development of incluisigal political institutions. Boroughs
that had obtained Farm Grants before 1348 were still morepeaddent from the king centuries
later in electing their local governing body. They also ranspstently more inclusive MP elections
between the late 17th and early 19th century. By contrasliapgentary boroughs that had not
experienced early self-governance were more likely to mateons nominate their MPs, and to
become “rotten” (small and decadent) by 1882.

Finally, we examine the link between medieval Farm Grantsraationwideinstitutions. We
show that boroughs with early self-governance were sigmifly more likely to raise volunteer
troops to fight on the side of the parliamentarians at thereatbof the Civil war in 1642, which
resulted in greater parliamentary control over the crowraddition, we find that Farm Grants are
a strong predictor of MP voting behavior during the GreatdRefAct of 1832. This reform reallo-
cated MP seats from rotten boroughs to the newly industgdlurban centres (e.g., Manchester).
It also extended the franchise from 3% to 6-7% of the poputedind triggered a series of further
extensions of the franchise in the decades that followed.Giteat Reform Act is thus considered
a crucial step in the democratization of Engla#ddf and Franck2015. Chartered boroughs
had a natural interest in enfranchising industrializedhbghs, because this shifted the balance of
power towards the interests of the merchant class (as oppgodbe landed interests of “rotten”
boroughs and the aristocracy). Moreover, to the extenibiarrs anticipated the improvement in
local governance that the reform would allow for (e.g., theni¢ipal Reform Act of 1835), the
large merchant class of chartered boroughs benefitted fnoin@ pork-barrel politicsl(izzeri and
Persicg2004).

The diagram below summarizes the steps of our argument. dhaa&h Conquest provided a
level-playing field in terms of formal local institutions England, and it is thus a natural starting
point to study the evolution of inclusive institutions attlocal level. The conflict over expro-
priations by tax officials gave rise to Farm Grants — mutub#yeficial agreements that allowed
towns to self-administer tax collection. Farm Grants, imfunade representation in Parliament
more likely, and they also fostered local inclusive ingidns (since local officials were elected by
a borough’s burgesses). Finally, medieval local self-guamece also predicts the behavior of bor-
oughs during nation-wide institutional changes (the GiVdr and the Great Reform Act). Since
initial formal institutions were relatively homogenougeafthe Norman Conquest, it is unlikely
that unobserved differences in formal institutions drive esults. At the same time, geographic

10As we discuss in the historical background, these borougis wften enfranchised for strategic reasons by the
king, to curb the merchants’ power in Parliameno(ritt, 1909).
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conditions conducive to trade explain the emergence ofggelérnance. This implies that the case
of England supports the “modernization” hypothesipget (1959, Glaeser, La Porta, Lopez-de-
Silanes, and Shleifg2004), suggesting that trade and economic prosperity playacportant
role for the evolution of institutions. Of course, this istrio say that formal institutions per se
did not matter: First, the Norman Conquest itself represannajor institutional change that ar-
guably enabled the countrywide economic and political preg that followedErooke 1961, pp.
94-108;Tait, 1936 p. 136). Second, inclusive local institutions such as fgrants eliminated
inefficiencies and extortion by royal officials and therebgtéred merchant activity, creating a
positive feedback loop from institutions to economic depehent.

representation

in parliament
P N
/"

nationwide
institutions

=

merchants local self- | 7~
and trade governance | “\,

inclusive local
institutions

Diagram: Steps of the Argument

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Seciceviews the related literature. Secti®n
discusses the historical background and Sectjamur data. Sectiob presents our main empirical
results on Farm Grants and representation in ParliamenB888,1and Sectio®, our results on
local and nationwide institutions in the centuries theezaf Section7 discusses cross-country
comparisons, and Secti@concludes.

2 Related Literature

Our paper emphasizes the role played by trade, the merclzeast @and the local administration
in fostering self-governance in medieval English borougBsardhan(2002 and Bardhan and
Mookherjee(2006 investigate the relationship between corrupt local bucescy and the emer-
gence of local political liberties in the modern context. ¥datribute to this literature by system-
atically analyzing the relationship between trade, taxgtand local liberties, and linking it to the
emergence of inclusive institutions.

Greif, Milgrom, and Weingas{1994), Stasavagé€2014), andPuga and Trefle2014) inves-
tigate the link between the interests of the merchant cladsrsstitutional developmentsGreif
et al. (1999 emphasize the role played by medieval merchant guilds asnanitment device for
autocratic rulers. By coordinating the responses of mertsita expropriations by rulers, medieval
guilds allowed for an increase in trade volumes from whicthbialers and merchants benefitted.
Stasavag€2014 analyzes ca. 170 Western European towns between AD 1000&0@ and
shows that the control of local institutions by merchant(araft) guilds initially fostered popu-
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lation growth, but later hampered it. Since this study ce\aties across Europe, it relates to our
discussion of city autonomy in areas governed by small lesalarge territorial lords in Section
7. Puga and Treflef2014) show that in late medieval Venice, trade led first to constihal con-
straints on autocratic rulers and then to the rise of a naokgarchy. WhilePuga and Trefler
(2014 examine merchant families within Venice, we focus on adargpss-section of towns and
analyze how local institutions interacted with nationaésifthe parliament).

The interaction between local and national institutiongdi our paper t@sonzéalez de Lara
et al.(2008, who argue that the balance of administrative power batvkagg, feudal lords, and
towns was an important determinant of the English natioeptesentative system. In line with
our findings,Gonzalez de Lara et 2008 argue that the rising administrative power of towns in
medieval times constrained English monarchs — long bef@eCivil War and the Glorious Rev-
olution in the 17th century, which have received most aitbenby scholars. In a similar context,
Acemoglu and Robinsof2017 model the competition for dominance between the state &ild ¢
society. Relating our empirical findings to their theorylyanodern England represents a “happy
middle ground” where state and civil society were in relathalance. This triggered positive com-
petition that resulted in the emergence of an inclusiveestaGlaeser and Shleifg2002 make
the case that the English kings’ ability to control the teny vis-a-vis feudal lords is important to
understand the spread of the Common Law legal system, irrvthécking delegates adjudications
to better-informed local jurie¥. We contribute to this strand of the literature by invesiiggthe
sources of towns’ fiscal and judicial autonomy, and the éaching effects of local liberties in fos-
tering democratization in England. Our paper is the firsbdangine this mechanism empirically,
using a comprehensive town-level dataset that spans $eeetaries.

North and Thomag1973, North and Weingagt1989, Bates and Lierf1985, andStasavage
(2011 also emphasize the relationship between the rise of tnadiéhe evolution of constitutional
constraints on rulerslha(2015 shows that financial innovations —i.e., stock ownershiparseas
companies — fostered MPs’ support for the Parliament duhiedgenglish Civil War, which in turn
strengthened parliamentary control over sources of re®n®ur focus is on the earlier — and

1IA concrete example for this “positive competition” is Ersjlicities obtaining liberties in exchange for paying
higher taxes that supported the state. Liberties, in tumproved cities’ bargaining power when negotiating extra-
ordinary taxation (which in turn was used to finance wars anldllstate capacity).

2There are several parallels to our analysis: similaGtaeser and Shleifg2002), we argue that decentraliza-
tion (granting charters of liberties) was an efficiency-amting outcome because it allowed better-informed local
stakeholders to collect taxes and enforce justice. Thidsis ia line with our observation that Farm Grants were
typically bought by commercially important boroughs, whadhmost to gain from a functioning judicial system and
self-administered tax collection. Crucially, in boroughat obtained independent justice, the king kept the right t
intervene in case of judicial conflict via itinerant royasiices who regularly checked on local officials. In line with
Glaeser and Shleif¢P0032), this system could only work because the English kings weficiently powerful to have
local influence (in contrast to the French kings in medievags).
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often overlooked — spread of political liberties to merdhtaavns and their initial representation
in Parliament. In the spirit ofevi (1999, self-governance restricted the ruler’s ability to egtra
resources from towns, and led to their representation iligpaent as the efficient way to raise
extra-ordinary taxation. Wars — and the need to finance theme -eften considered vital to the
evolution of political liberties (see, for instanBates and Lienl985. We point to a novel channel
through which wars can lead to liberties. Because conflieiewften fought abroad, the king’s
absence from England and his significant need for revenussedxated the issue of controlling
the local administration, which in turn resulted in the kiyjrgnting Charters of Liberti€'s. Since
these, in turn, led to representation in Parliament, wartad not only affect state capacity (c.f.
Tilly, 1990 Gennaioli and Voth2015, but also inclusive institutions.

Our paper is also related to the literature that investigy#te determinants of franchise ex-
tensions. One leading explanation is that democratizat@mes as a commitment device for
redistribution under the threat of revolution (sS&&emoglu and Robinso(2000 for a theoretical
contribution andAidt and Franck(2015 for empirical results that support this channel). In addi-
tion, oligarchies may voluntarily extend the franchise whigis process leads to a more efficient
provision of public goodsl({izzeri and Persico2004). Our results emphasize the “deep roots” of
votes in favor of extending the franchise — towns with medliéiberties supported the Great Re-
form Act in 1832. This may have been motivated both by thestdry of self-governance (and thus
broader local franchise), but also because the Act incdedgepro-trade coalition in Parliament.
This finding — together with our result that towns with medielvarm Grants were more likely
to support parliamentarians during the Civil War — conti@suto the literature on the long-term
consequences of early adoption of inclusive institutiétey$¢son and Tabellir2009 Giuliano and
Nunn, 2013 Guiso, Sapienza, and Zinga]@916.

3 Historical Background

This section summarizes the historical background oftunstins in England after the Norman
Conquest, with a particular focus on the emergence of Qisavfd_iberties and the representation
of boroughs in Parliament.

3.1 The Norman Conquest

In 1066, William the Conqueror (Duke of Normandy) landed ewéhsey, heading a large French
army to conquer England. The conquest resulted in a dramiaicge in land ownership, as doc-
umented in the Domesday Book of 1086. The Normans replaeedritire Anglo-Scandinavian
elite: by 1086, 180 barons had appropriated the land of 80ignigy lords; only two Englishmen

B3AppendixA.1 shows that the timing of Farm Grants in medieval Englandasadl aligned with external wars.
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were still holding large estates from the kirBgflow, 1961, pp. 94-96). The ecclesiastical land-
holders (bishops and archbishops) were also replaced. &®ohpo the Anglo-Saxon period, the
Normans strengthened the control over the territory byttyreminishing the power of the earls
and imposing a homogeneous feudal sociBipOke 1961). In addition, the local administration
was also largely replaced, as we document below. In sum, thm&h Conquest resulted in rela-
tively homogenous formal institutions across England 4 tonstitutes an ideal starting point
to study the subsequent evolution of inclusive institusion

3.2 Territorial Administration: Royal and Mesne Territori es

Post-Norman-Conquest England was divided into shires émmaday counties), and these were in
turn divided into hundreds. Each hundred was composed obraawithin which rural and urban
settlements — villages and boroughs — coexisted. Borougins @haracterized by the presence of
a market and a trading community. Unlike villagers, burgessould alienate their land property
and paid a cash rent to the manorial lord rather than prowiderlservices? Our focus is on bor-
oughs because these were the main locations of merchavitiastin medieval and early modern
England.

Figurelillustrates the administrative layers in medieval Englaftde person with the highest
authority over an area was its owner: either the king or all¢m@sné lord. According to the
Domesday Book (1086), approximately 25% of the territorjobged to the king, 50% to lay
mesne lords, and 25% to ecclesiastical mesne fSrééthough mesne lords were tied to the king
by feudal (military) obligations, they were entitled to ede almost the entirety of their land’s
profits. For simplicity, we refer to both lay and ecclesieaitiords as mesne lords.

As shown in Figurel, the king and mesne lords appointed officials who enforcedatw and
collected taxes in their respective territories. The kipganted sheriffs in each shire. These,
in turn, appointed baliliffs in hundreds and boroughs thabriged to the royal demesnéadt,
1936. Officials had fiscal and judicial authority within theirrjsdiction, and each responded to
the officials with wider jurisdictiort® Mesne lords organized the administration of their terié®r
independently from royal officials. However, they goversaghificantly smaller territories than
the king. Thus, the range of officials in the mesne demesnewaas limited. In particular, the

14Ballard (1913. Burgesses could move as part of their trading activityweler, acquiring the status of burgess
in a borough other than that determined by birth was difficult

15“Mesne” means “middle” in medieval French, referring to frasition of mesne lords, who had vassals, but were
themselves vassals of the king. We discuss the distribofitieroughs between king and mesne lords in Seectidn

16SeeBallard (1913 andGreen(1989. Other officials existed at both the shire/hundred leva.(eshire justiciars,
itinerant justices, justices in eyre, under-sheriffgigtiant serjeants, serjeants of the hundreds) and the Holews)
(e.g., coroners, ale-tasters, clerks, bedels, sub-heddberels, summoners, messengers, and toll collectBes).
Cam (1963 for detail. These officials were also appointed by highgeta of the royal administration — except for
the borough officials in boroughs with self-governance, agliscuss below.
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office of the sheriff did not exist in mesne territories; ged, mesne lords directly appointed and
monitoring local officials in their boroughs.

3.3 The Commercial Revolution: Boroughs, Markets, and Tra

Our analysis coincides with the Commercial Revolution — gaeof booming economic activity
that saw substantial increases in urban settlements atel tidhe number of recorded urban set-
tlements increased drastically: boroughs went from 11DB6%0 550 by 1348. Around 150 fairs
were established in England by the end of the twelfth cenaurgt more than 1,000 newly licensed
markets were recorded between 1200 and 1B4Rnell, 1981 Masschaelel997 Langdon and
Masschaelg2006. Beginning in about 1160, the king licensed all Englishkeés — in both royal
and mesne territories — in exchange for an up-front fee. énse gave the market holder the right
to build the necessary infrastructure, hold the market owengday of the week, hold the market
court, and collect various toll®@vis 2011). Tolls and fees from trade became a substantial part of
the royal budget! Traded goods included agricultural produce, food, clothesl manufactured
products. Coinage in circulation increased both in absdietims — from £25,000 to £900,000 —
and per capitaNlayhew; 1995. Richard | introduced the first national customs tariff.1203-4,

a total of £4,958 were collected from 35 ports, a sum equdieadatal value of all mesne lords’
lands in 1086, as recorded in the Domesday Ba@n@don and Masschag006).

3.4 Tax Farming

The contractual arrangement between the king — or, in mesnoties, the lord — and his tax-
collecting officials was known asax farming Thefarmof a territory was a fixed amount of money
representing the sum of all tax revenues from that territéigr urban settlements, this included
taxes on trade such as tolls and market transaction feeseglassvcourt fees and the gable (a
tax on the “burgage tenement” — the land owned by burge$$¢sdrms were customarily fixed
for each borough (and also for rural villages and manors$i adter the Norman Conquest, based
on the Domesday survey of 1086. Within each shire (counityg,sum across all boroughs and
manors gave the customary shire farm. With the booming enanactivity in the late medieval
period, the king adopted a system that allowed him to bemefit the increased tax base without
the need to adjust the customary farm. He began to auctighefiight to collect the farm at the
shire level, and the customary farm reflected the king’séreation price.” Whenever the winning

1"To avoid that trade was stifled, the king imposed limitationshe rates of tolls and charges to be levied on traders
(Britnell, 1978 Masschaelgl997). In 1189, the proceeds of the fair of St. Giles amounted #6£3s. 7d., a sum
comparable to the annual taxes the king received from histhvest boroughsRoolg 1955 p. 77).

18SeeBallard (1904 andMasschaelg1997). Other permanent sources included a land getd) in rural areas,
proceeds from the lord’s demesne housgeh(un), and receipts from mintB@llard 1904 pp. 63-64). At times,
extraordinary taxes were also collected, such asitlesandtallages on which we comment below.
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bid exceeded this value, the king enjoyedmerement The official who won the auction became
the sheriff (“shire reeve”), who was responsible for thexfasf the shire Ballard 1913. The
sheriff retained any revenue in excess of his bid to the kifigis system created incentives for
extortionary behavior by the sheriff, as discussed in tb&ow.

The sheriff appointed officials in royal boroughs who werecirarge of tax collection and
markets (constables, market viewers, ale-tasters, éfe )also presided over the shire court and
appointed officials (bailiffs/reeves) who ran borough ¢etiat dealt with trespassing, debts, and
disputes between merchan@afm 1963. Sheriffs were often drawn from the royal couctitia
regis) and were thus unfamiliar with the local economic environt{®oole 1955 Harris 1964
Carpenterl976 Green 1989. This information asymmetry became particularly relévaduring
the Commercial Revolution, when extra-ordinary taxaticasvievied increasingly on movable
goods (as opposed to easy-to-assess land). Due to theritdajdding for the office (especially
in the 13th century), sheriff positions also had a relayiveth turnover, with typical term lengths
of about 3-5 yearsHeiser 1997). The short tenure of sheriffs invited predatory behaviod a
contributed to the wide-spread misconduct.

Misconduct of Officials

Keeping local officials in check was a significant problenpessally in the vast territory owned
by the king, and during the frequent absences of the king @ tdusehold because of external
wars and crusades. The severity of misbehavior is reflect@duntless complaints about local
officials. For example, the contemporary Henry of Huntingdca. 1088-1154) wrote “Sheriffs
and reeves, whose office was justice and judgment, were miwiiglé than thieves and plunderers,
and more savage than the most savage” (citeligson 2009 p. 178). Similarly, the abbot of
Ely’s description of the local sheriff Picot in c. 1090 leaVétle doubt about his behavior: “A
hungry lion, a ravening wolf, a cunning fox, a dirty pig andierpudent dog” Blake 1962 p.
262). The flood of complaints triggered numerous formal ings and legal reforms. During
an inquiry, the king sent officials from his household to gathnd investigate complaints about
local officials. We have records of 21 such inquiries, whexeheinquiry may have lasted up to
several years. Surviving records of inquiries give a vivittyrre of local officials’ misconduct. For
instance, the Inquest of the Sheriffs (1170), which led srémoval of most sheriffs and lower-
level officials, tells us of reeves extracting unauthorigts and of sheriffs abusing shire courts
by summoning burgesses to act as jurors at inconveniens tame places only to fine those unable
to attend Poole 1955 Cam 1963. Similarly, the Hundred Rolls Inquiries (1274-75) comtai
complaints involving over 1,000 official€am 1963 p. 229). Sheriffs were accused of imposing
arbitrary financial penalties, making arrests without amyrfal accusation, refusing to give proper
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receipts for payments in order to collect debts twice, articheing unauthorized tollsQam 1963
Masschaelel997).

English kings were aware of the widespread misbehavior @if thificials, and they tried to
address this issue — albeit with limited success. Sevegal leforms encompassing statutes, or-
dinances, and provisions explicitly addressed the issumwfrolling local officials. To the best
of our knowledge, at least 34 major reforms (out of a totalaof80 pieces of legislation over the
period 1086-1307) contained chapters dealing with thisessither by limiting officials’ preroga-
tives or by creating new offices whose purpose was to morxistieg officials (sedésreat Britain
Public Record Officel810andRothwell 1995. For instance, local shire justiciars and coroners
were introduced during the 12th century to diminish the iftejudicial prerogatives Carpenter
1976. Similarly, the Exchequer — instituted around 1110 — #gied control over the sheriffs’
financial accountsGam 1963 Powicke 1962. In 1204, king John dismissed many sheriffs and
appointed new ones asistodegather than farmers. Custodians were meant to transfeewll r
enues to the Exchequer — minus allowed expenses — and beedh&fjrials entitled to a salary.
However, this system did not prove effective at rooting ogdrepriation, and it was discontinued
during the period leading to the Magna Caraicke 1962 Carpenter1976. In 1212-3, John
summoned knights of the shire — lesser nobles — from eack &hreport complaints about local
officials’ behavior to the king’s counciHolt, 1981). The Magna Carta (1215-1217) — famous for
empowering lords vis-a-vis the king — also included pradisi that sought to limit the pervasive-
ness of the administration. For instance, it forbade theestourt from meeting more than once
a month, and the sheriff from making more than ttwarnsthrough his shire per ye&t. In the
1240s-50s, Henry Il attempted to increase the minimumepatcwhich a shire could be farmed.
This led to an explosion of complaints about officials’ misaeior Carpenterl976. The boomin
commercial activity in the 12th-13th century exacerbateddistortions imposed by an inefficient
and extorting administratiof?.

The endless inquiries, the creation of new layers of bur@ayand, most of all, the distortions
imposed by officials’ extortions, all point to the high cds¢ king had to sustain to extract a greater
share of the newly created commercial wealth. At the same,tihre various attempts to fix the
system (e.g., appointing salaried local gentry as shgmffsved largely ineffective. By 1275,

1°The tourn was the circuit of hundreds done by the sheriff. In eachedstundred, he would preside over the
hundred court, often using these occasions to extract hoemgd fines.

20accordingly, several statutes sought to addressed the foeeegistered commercial contracts and more potent
dispute resolution (e.g., the Statute of Acton Burnell i83,2the Statute of Merchants in 1285, and the Statute of
Westminster Il in 1285). The Statute of Merchants statetijhgpeedy justice is needed to support trade, ii) the
sheriffs meant to provide it abused their position, anduistice to merchants is therefore the responsability ofonay
elected by burgesses (where relevant). For further detaiBallard and Tait(1923; Tait (1936; Poole (1955);
Powicke(1962; Cam(1963.
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Edward I's inquiries had made clear that the measures waldartby his predecessors had not
been successful at keeping royal officials in check.

3.5 Charters of Liberties in Royal Territories

The misbehavior of local officials when collecting taxes addhinistering justice disrupted trade
and thus prevented boroughs from reaching their full ecoaquotential. This meant that there
was scope for efficiency gains, and the key laid in self-aistened tax collection. Although this
implied a significant loss of administrative control for thiag, granting boroughs autonomy over
their administration had the potential to i) ensure moreieffit tax collection and law enforcement,
and thus greater realized gains from trade and ii) redudatigés costs of monitoring officials (due
to launching inquiries, creating extra layers of bureacigratc.).

Farm Grants

Starting with Henry I, many boroughs obtained the right tih-aéminister the collection of the
borough farm (“Farm Grants”). Lincoln was the first boroughréceive a farm grant in 1130.
The initiative in seeking administrative autonomy was oftaken by merchant guilds or similar
local collective action bodieReynolds 1977). Boroughs paid their lord in exchange for these
liberties. Payments included a one-time lump-sum paymeoivk asfine, as well as two annual
components: i) théarm (which had previously been collected by the sheriff), apdniincrement

on the farm. The fine — usually of a similar magnitude as thesahfarm — was often used to
quickly raise money during wardgdit, 1939. This can explain the close association between
Farm Grants and external wars (see Apperflik). The Charter of Andover (granted in 1205)
illustrates the two annual components of Farm Grants:

Know ye that we have granted [...] to our burgesses of Andouemanor of Andover with all
its appurtenances at fee farm, to hold to them and their béirs and our heirs by the ancient
farm, to wit, at £80 a year, and as increment £15 which theméoly gave us for having the
said manor at farm during our pleasure, and in addition £1i@¢wtney afterwards added for
having the said manor at fee farm, and this farm, to wit, £X0thé whole, they shall pay at
our Exchequer yearly to us by their own hands [...].

The Charter first notes that Andover used to pay a farm of £8&aa (gollected by royal officials).
Andover then agreed to pay an increment of £15 per year forigfne of self-administered tax
collection, and an extra £10 per year for the right to keep tlointract in perpetuity (subject to
revocation in case burgesses failed to pay the agreed-apa).f\Where detailed records survived,
they suggest that this setup is representative, and that Gaants typically constituted a net gain

2lEarlier, other Charters of Liberties were granted to somelnghs — most prominently the right to hold a market
and have a borough court.
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in tax revenue to the kingf. In particular, a net gain for the king implies that the incesrnpaid by
boroughs in exchange for Farm Grants was larger than thermemt that was previously offered
by tax farmers (sheriffs) in their bid for the right to act az farmers (see our discussion above in
Section3.4). For instance, in Lincoln, burgesses paid £180 to the kirigle the sheriff's farm of
the entire shire was reduced by only £140, implying a gaind@f# the king?®

Did burgesses gain equally from Farm Grants? To provide tifative evidence, we would
need to know how much royal officials were extracting for teefwes prior to a grant. This
information was not recorded. However, Farm Grants wereimpbsed; they were an option
for burgesses. This implies that burgesses must have ledefa#s well. These gains did not
only consist of avoiding extortions and distortion to loeabnomic activity. Farm Grants also
included the right for burgesses to elect the local officialsharge of the financial and judicial
administration of the borough, such as reeves and marketatéfiGross 1906 Ballard, 1913
Tait, 1936.2* Farm grants typically stated that all male burgesses hag inghe election of a
borough’s officials (by assembling in the main square). B@ngple, the Ipswich Dom-Boc of
1291 states that “...the whole town of the borough of Ipsvgathered in the churchyard of St.
Mary at Tower to elect two bailiffs and four coroners for tlevh, according to the specifications
of the charter of the aforesaid lord King [John], which thiaigkrecently granted to the borough.”

Other Liberties and Compliance with Obligations

In addition to the right to collect taxes and elect local ddfi, burgesses often obtained i) that the
sheriff be forbidden from entering the borough to performiigial tasks Gon-intromittat clausg

i) the right to circumvent the sheriff, by handing over tlaenh and all other debts owed to the king
directly to the Exchequerd(rect relation with the Exchequand iii) the right to execute royal
orders themselves within the borough — for example, to sumimcal juries for assessment and

22See, for instancéBallard (1913 pp. Ixxvi-Ixxvii).

230ne may presume that sheriffs would oppose Farm Grants bedhay were the losing party. Even though
sheriffs tried to oppose early legislation that limiteditiedicial prerogativesiiolt, 19817), their position was much too
weak — as shown by their wholesale dismissal in several artadladdicott 1981) — to stage successful opposition
to Farm Grants, and no such incidences are documented.

24Because borough officials also collected taxes on merclanigg from different boroughs, burgesses — once in
control of the local administration — may have been tempiegktract high taxes from external merchants. However,
the king forbade this practice and enforced limits to taxefrade.

25Qriginal text (in Latin) fromGross(189Q pp.116-123). Translation adapted from “History of Medikpswich”
(http://lusers.trytel.com/ tristan/towns/ipswich2.htrl In practice, councils composed of wealthy individualgeve
often in charge of choosing officials. Examples include Nohaywhere by the end of the 13th century, officials were
chosen by an annually elected body of 24 (usually wealthigesis. In Exeter, surviving records indicate that, in the
1260s, 36 electors (chosen by a group of four influentiateits) chose the chief officials of the cittfreed 2001,
pp. 14-22). Nevertheless, even in this case local intevests represented to a larger extent than in boroughs without
Farm Grants, where the sheriff appointed local officials.
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collection of extra-ordinary taxatiomgturn of writ9.2 If burgesses in possession of these liberties
failed to comply with their obligations, the king would teorarily remove these liberties and send
royal officials into town. The same was true regarding thexpanyt of the farm.

3.6 Farm Grants in Mesne Territories

Farm Grants were almost exclusively granted to boroughsyialiterritories — despite the fact that
these merely accounted for one-fourth of all borougth&s shown in Figure2, overall, 91 out
of 550 boroughs that existed in 1348 had received Farm Grameng the 146 royal boroughs,
73 received Farm Grants (50.0%). In stark contrast, amomg®4 boroughs governed by mesne
lords, only 18 became chartered (4.5%). These differenkely Iresulted because mesne lords
faced less severe administrative problems than the kingtalthree reasons: First, mesne lords
were in charge of much smaller territories than the king. <eguiently, they were geographically
closer to their officials. Second, the administrative layat created most upset among royal bor-
oughs was absent: there was no equivalent to sheriffs in ésmenxdemesne (see Figdje Mesne
lords effectively acted as sheriffs in their smaller temigs, directly appointing and monitoring lo-
cal officials. Consequently, mesne lords exerted a firmetrabaver their administration. Third,
sheriffs in royal territories were typically not locals awdre frequently replaced (see Secti).
This invited predatory behavior, and their limited locabkriedge was an obstacle to efficient en-
forcement of commercial contracts. In contrast, mesnesloften had castles, fortifications, or
other dwellings in the boroughs under their control and {hossessed detailed local knowledge
that was also passed on to their heirs. Thus, the degree winasiric information between local
tax payers and tax collectors was arguably less severe inentegitories. This reduced the scope
for efficiency gains of delegating tax collection and lawanément to local$

The differences in monitoring capacity are a likely exptamafor the contrast in Charters of
Liberties between mesne lords and the king. This point veseiurther support when we split
mesne boroughs by the size of their lords’ territories (ascdleed in AppendidA.2). Figure3
shows that boroughs owned by lords with larger territoryenaore likely to receive Farm Grants.
Among the lords with the smallest territories (seigneultyads, and nunneries), essentially no
charters were granted. Boroughs in territories admirestby bishops (which were of intermediate
size) saw some Charters of Liberties being granted. Firnathong the largest mesne lords (earls

26For further detail seBallard (1913 andBallard and Tai{1923.

27Also, there were no administrative restrictions to grapt@harters of Liberties in mesne territories: mesne lords
were independent from the king in granting charters to theioughs.

28An example is the borough of Arundel in south England. Theobgh was under the control of the Fitzalan
mesne lord dynasty, who resided in Arundel Castle. Arundtlndt receive a Farm Grant, despite the fact that
it “as the trading centre of the honour, had by [the early l&htury] developed to quite substantial proportions.”
(http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/X%38421/constituencies/arunjiel
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and archbishops), the proportion of boroughs with Farm Gramas significantly larger — albeit
still only one-fifth of the frequency in royal territories.

3.7 Early Parliaments and the Negotiation of Taxation

The origins of the English Parliament can be traced backeaa@tkat councils of the realm whose
main purpose was to gather information about local econamilpolitical conditionsHolt, 1981,
Post 1943 and to discuss extra-ordinary taxatidvlifchell, 1914. Originally, only barons and
the higher clergy were summoned to these assemblies. Hovegaing in c. 1212, knights of the
shire were summoned from each shire to meet the king aloagjséchigher clergy and the barons.
The Magna Carta in 1215, and the events leading up to it,dughtrenched the importance of the
great councils as a check on royal power. Soon after, it becarstomary to refer to these broader
councils agparlement(from the Anglo-Norman verparler — ‘to talk’).

These councils, however, did not initially include merdsaand burgesses. This changed in
1264, when Simon de Montfort headed the Second Baronial IReFacing dwindling support
among the barons, Montfort also summoned boroughs to anahtassembly in an attempt to
expand his coalition against the king. This set the predefierthe representation of burgesses
in what became th€ommonglower chamber) in the English Parliament. From 1268 onward
shortly after having re-established his authority, thegkitmmmoned similar assemblies that in-
cluded borough representatives, and, in 1295, Edward éaahat would become known as the
Model Parliament. The Parliament was composed of membdrisedaflergy, the aristocracy, two
knights of the shires from each county, and two burgesses $edected boroughs.

Continuing the enfranchisement of boroughs made senseiligiiit of efficient information
sharing and discussing extra-ordinary taxation. The shoédorough liberties in the 12th and
13th centuries had resulted in a separation between bosbagh counties’ (shire) administra-
tions, tax collection systems, and systems of local courtsés made it desirable for the king to
summon burgesses in addition to knights of the shire. Thpars¢ion was particularly strong for
boroughs that enjoyed self-governance (Farm Grants), sgpecelly for those that had explicitly
purchased the right to exclude the sheriff (e.g., the right®n-intromittatandreturn of writ9. By
summoning representatives from boroughs, the king aadjifermation about local conditions
and facilitated the implementation of decisions. In paitac, the Parliament enabled the king to
efficiently discuss “local tax assessment and collectiopesvising local government, administer-
ing the law locally, and collecting and reporting complaih{Holt, 1981, p. 28). In addition, the
need for direct communication with boroughs was partidylianportant in times of extra-ordinary
taxes on movables and tradgates and Lien1985. These were typically levied during “cases of
necessity” (wars). Then, feudal law “demanded that he [thg]lobtain the consent of all whose

16



rights and liberties were affected, and this consent wasntaty [...]. This did not mean that the
commons enjoyed a sovereign right of consent: they simptly ha before, the right to hear the
case of the government, and to negotiate on the amount outtedy [...]. The representatives
were needed by the government to report on how much theititaersts could give” Post 1943
373-4).

Parliament was not sitting continuously. Instead, the lsagnmoned it, typically when there
was the need to raise extraordinary taxes for warfare. Quoe®ned, enfranchised boroughs had
a few weeks to elect and send their MPs to Westminster. Taretise timely raising of taxes, the
king required the representatives of the community of taémegknights of the shire and burgesses
of boroughs) to possess full powemdna potestgs that is, representatives’ consent was binding
for their communitiesRost 1943 Maddicott 1981). To legitimize MPs’ authority in representing
enfranchised boroughs, all male householders doing “watchward” (i.e., participating in the
local system of peace-keeping) were entitled to vote fontkenbers of ParliamenPqrritt, 1909
p. 5).

In the course of the fourteenth century, the Parliament damaequire increasing prerogatives
in the areas of administration, justice, and finance. Thaduton became particularly evident
during the reign of Edward lll, “and the year 1327, in whichlRanent participated in the de-
position of a king, divides as accurately as any single datethe phase when Parliament was
still essentially a royal tool from that when it developedditical momentum of its own” dar-
riss, 1981). By the 1330s, th€ommonsvere separated from therdsand, by 1376, they had a
speaker. At the close of Edward III's reign, most of the l&gien was based on petitions made by
the Commongsand statutes required the assent of the Parlianttartics 1981).

4 Data

In this section, we describe the construction of the vaeisbiat are novel to the literature: borough
level data on medieval Farm Grants, parliamentary fraegimfluence of the king on local politics,
and geographic features. We also discuss the division oyal and mesne boroughs, and the
empirical conditions for using the latter as a ‘placebo. eTlemaining outcome variables (e.g.,
votes for the Great Reform Act) are described briefly in trepeetive empirical sections below
and in AppendipA.

4.1 Borough-Level Data in Post-Norman Conquest England

We collect data on the number of English boroughs, their dation date, the nature of their
ownership (royal vs. mesne), taxation, and local libetigtsveen 1066 and 1348. This information
comes mostly from the digitized version of original medied@cuments (e.g., charters and letter
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patents collected in the Pipe Rolls, Charter Rolls, FindR@llose Rolls, and Patent Rolls).

Borough Ownership: Royal vs. Mesne

To obtain the number of boroughs in existence by 1348, we husgtimary data collected by
Beresford and Finber¢l973 and Letters, Fernandes, Keene, and Myif2D03. We know of
550 boroughs as of 1348. We obtain information on whetheouugits were owned by royal or
mesne lords from the British History Onlinét{ps://www.british-history.ac.ykBallard (1913,
andBallard and Tai{1923. We count a borough asesnéf it belonged to a local lord for the full
period or the majority of its documented existence betweéd6land 1348. We classify agyal
those boroughs that belonged to the king for the full peraydt least part of the period between
the Norman Conquest and 13#80ur coding yields 146 royal and 404 mesne boroughs.

Taxable Wealth in 1086 and Geography

For each borough with documented existence as an urba@rsetit in 1086, we code the value of
the borough as measured by the taxable wegktd| recorded in the Domesday BodkTo obtain
geographic characteristics, we geocode the location dicatiughs as well as medieval navigable
rivers and Roman roads in use in the 11th and 12th centurigerniation on navigable rivers
is collected fromEdwards and Hindl€1991), Langdon(1993, Jones(2000, Langdon(2000),
Peberdy(1996, Gardinern(2007), Hooke (2007, Langdon(2007), andRippon(2007). To account
for possible endogeneity, we exclude humanly modified sestiof rivers Blair, 2007 Bond
2007 Rhodes 2007. Our main analysis uses onityajor navigable rivers — those reported as
non-minor inEdwards and HindI€1991) and listed as navigable irangdon(1993 and/orJones
(2000.3! Information on Roman roads is collected frdtmdle (1976. We compute an index of

2%Even relatively short spells of royal ownership were suffitifor the king to grant Charters of Liberties (see
AppendixA.2). Over the period 1086-1348, 76 boroughs changed ownefsitiproyal to mesne, or viceversa (all
other 474 boroughs belonged to the same lord/king for tHepfiiod). Out of those that changed ownership, 22
belonged to local lords for the majority of the time (morertl#b% of the period 1086-1348). The remaining 54
boroughs for which ownership switched belonged to the kergafnon-negligible part of the time (more than 25%).
In AppendixA.2 we describe the ownership coding in more detail and also shatwour results are robust to more
conservative coding of ownership, excluding those boraujat were held for less than 90% of the time by a mesne
lord or the king.

30The Domesday book was an exhaustive survey of all Englisttsl@iandholders, tenants, inhabitants, etc) con-
ducted in 1086. The main purpose of the survey was to assesaltie of the land and its assets. To conductit, England
was divided into seven regions, with three to four royal cassinners sent to each. These royal commissioners sur-
veyed thousands of settlements, by subjecting juries ceagpof nobles and burgesses to detailed questioning. The
information was written in Latin and combined with otheragds to produce the final document. An open source for
the Domesday Book is available latp://opendomesday.ardhe survey became known as Domesday Book only in
the late twelfth century, because the exhaustive natureeoififormation it contained led people to compare it to the
Bible’s Last Judgement or “Doomsday.”

31For the areas not covered by the analysitamgdon(1993 andJoneg(2000, we consider asnajor navigable
rivers those that are listed as non-minoEidwards and Hindl€1997), or those that are listed as minor but for which
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soil quality in a radius of 10 km around each borough, basethersuitability of growing low
input level rain-fed cereals provided by the Food and Adtice Organization (FAO). We also
compute the terrain ruggedness for each borough, usingrémeiigr data provided biMunn and
Puga(2012.%? Finally, we also geocode the four historic pre-Norman kimgd (Mercia, Wessex,
Northumbria, and East Anglia) by relying ¢fill (1981).

Commercial Importance of Boroughs

To assess a borough’s commercial importance, we combinemn@asures into an index: First,
Masschael€1997) identifies 51 commercial centers in the mid-14th centuihi$ select group,
..., comprises the settlements that contemporaries regligaierceived as being economically dis-
tinct from all other settlements in the country and that hatigent capital resources to influence
commercial development within a regional environmemtlasschaelg¢1997 p. 82)33 Second,
we gather information on whether a borough obtained a grant the king that provided “free-
dom from tolls” throughout the realm. Those liberties weranged by the king to 81 royal and
mesne boroughs by 1348; they allowed all merchants from augbr to move tradeable goods
throughout the realm (including territories governed bysneelords) without facing toll& In-
formation on freedom from tolls is available froBallard (1913, Ballard and Tait(1923, and
Weinbaum(1943. We combine the two indicators for commercial importanu® ian index —
their first principal component.

Data on Charters of Liberties Granted to Boroughs

We use the information on different Charters of Libertieg(gjudicial, commercial, financial)
contained in the collection of borough charters reportediahard (1913, Ballard and Tai{1923,
andWeinbaum(1943. We further expand on the information in these datasetding liberties
contained in the Charter Rolls, Close Rolls, Fine Rolls, Batént Rolls of the reigns of Henry I,
Edward |, Edward I, Edward IIl, and Richard31.For every borough, we document the Charters

we have evidence for their navigability in the History of IRanent fttp://www.historyofparliamentonline.oyg

32For a straightforward interpretation of coefficients, wanstardize both the soil quality and the ruggedness vari-
able. For the formelpwer values in the original FAO data correspond to better landdoning. We thus use the
negative standardized variable.

33Masschaels classification is based on a variety of criteria such aptieeence of a merchant guild, the payment
of lay subsidies on land and goods (1294-1336) at the urliar(aa opposed to the rural rate), and the classification
as an urban settlement in thiemmina Villarummilitary census of 1316.

34Freedom from tolls” comprised all the market charges (eation fees, right of displaying goods in markets,
etc.) The exception were tolls collected by borouglisat had obtained the “right to levy tolls on merchartisfore
boroughi obtained its “freedom from tolls.” Thus, in practice, mone&nt grants were more valuable to their holders.

35These sources are digitized and availablettt://www.medievalgenealogy.org.uk/sources/rdlisd. To identify
the Charters of Liberties granted to each borough, we read g the text in all Charter Rolls. We interpret the non-
observance of a grant in a given borough as evidence for thenabk of a grant. This approach is warranted by the
high data quality and survival rate of historical data on @#ra of Liberties (e.g., Pipe Rolls, Quo Warranto recards)
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it received with the date of the grant. Farm Grants were thstingportant liberties that boroughs
could obtain. Figureé provides an overview of the Farm Grants obtained by royal medne
boroughs. We also code whether a borough obtained restrictin the entry of royal officials
in judicial functions fon-intromitta), to enforce royal ordergdturn of writg, and in financial
functions (lirect access to the Excheqyer

4.2 Balancedness of Royal and Mesne Boroughs

As explained in Sectio3, Farm Grants were almost exclusively granted by the kingyalrbor-
oughs, while they were largely absent in territories adstéred by mesne lords. This bears the
guestion to what extent royal and mesne boroughs were gctt@hparable — could it be, for
example, that the king “cherry-picked” commercially imfaont towns after the Norman Conquest,
so that mesne boroughs were mostly poor rural places? Irotlosving, we examine balanced-
ness by using information that was available to the king wh@oughs were distributed after the
Conquest: geography and taxable wealth in 1086. Figwigows the location of the 550 English
boroughs that existed by 1348. There does not seem to balsgastering — the 146 royal bor-
oughs (solid squares), and the 404 mesne boroughs (holltsyae distributed relatively evenly
across England. This is likely a result of the king trying tsere his influence across the realm.
However, there is a tendency for royal boroughs to be logaetdl/ers or Roman roads. We exam-
ine this systematically in Table Columns 1-3 in Panel A show that about 30% of royal boroughs
were located on a navigable river, as compared to 13% amengésne boroughs. The propor-
tions for Roman roads are 43% vs. 29%. These differencedatistically significant (while for
location on the sea coast, there is no significant difference

A likely explanation for these differences is that the kiregeded to ensure that royal officials
could reach his boroughs. This interpretation — as oppas#tktking systematically picking the
richestboroughs — is also supported by the data on taxable wealtbrotighs from the Domesday
book in 1086. Figures shows that the distribution of taxable wealth was similaioas royal
boroughs (dashed line) and mesne boroughs (solid line) elMamn Table1l shows that royal
boroughs were on average wealthier, with a p-value of 0.0@vé¥er, the average difference is
mostly driven by the three richest boroughs (which wereajht). Once these are excluded, the
p-value drops to 0.21. In addition, when controlling for geographic features from Panel A, the
p-value drops to 0.52, while the geographic variables aongtpredictors of taxable wealth (see
also AppendixB.2). This suggests that there was no selection on boroughhveeltse; instead,
the king picked more accessible locations, which resutiedyal boroughs being somewhat richer

In addition, grants are often recorded in multiple docuradrgticause they were repeatedly confirmed by successive
lords or by the king, which reduces the probability of migsinem.
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due to an advantage in traéfe.

While the lack of geographic balancedness potentiallegmoncerns, we argue that this is
unlikely to affect our results for two reasons: First, allafr empirical results hold within the
subset of royal boroughs. This means that ‘selection’ bihg does not play a role in generating
our results. However, balancedness is still desirable wieense mesne boroughs as a ‘placebo’
(i.e., boroughs that looked otherwise similar to royal oroes that very rarely got Farm Grants).
This is where the next point comes in: Second, we can ‘crétie@ncedness. As shown in Panel
A in Table 1, there are in facbverall more mesne boroughs on navigable rivers, Roman roads,
and on the sea coast. It is merely freportionthat is higher in royal territories. Thus, one way
to create balancedness would be to randomly exclude mesoadis not located on rivers etc.,
until the proportions are the same in royal and mesne teggoA more efficient way to achieve
balancedness is to use all observations, but assign lowghtsd¢o those mesne boroughs that are
not on rivers, roads, or the sea. This is implemented by thepy balancing algorithm dflain-
mueller and Xu(2013. Columns 4-6 in Tabld show the results of rebalancing observations in
the ‘control group’ (mesne boroughs) so that they match na@anvariance of the three geography
variables in the ‘treatment group’ (royal boroughs). Aftartropy balancing, the means in the
two groups are very similar and statistically indistindnsible with p-values of 0.95 or higher). In
Panel B, we show that balancing yields virtually identicaans for taxable wealth (since there,
only one variable is involved, as opposed to three in panelhe empirics below, we show that
our results that use mesne boroughs as a ‘placebo’ are higigt to Entropy balancing.

Predictive Power of Geography in Royal and Mesne Boroughs

In Table4 we use three proxies to show that trade-favoring geograpgnigis economic activity.
We show that this link holds ibothroyal and mesne territories, by splitting the sample foheztc
the three dependent variables. Columns 1 and 2 show thaatdeirivers and Roman roads posi-
tively predict taxable wealth in 1086, while boroughs by $iea coast had lower taxable weaith.
In columns 3 and 4, we find that navigable rivers and sea coasti@ng predictors of our measure

36A compatible piece of historical evidence is that the kingldeed royal more than one-half of the approximately
100 boroughs that existed at the time of the Norman ConqtiBsitfesday boroughs”), many of which had been
strategically founded on waterways and roads by Romans aigtbASaxons for trading and military reasofsii,
1936. Note, however, that this imbalance of boroughs acrosa sy mesne territories did not persist: Many initially
rural locations gained importance during the CommerciabReion and thus obtained the status of boroughs. Overall,
the Domesday Book covers 276 locations that were borough848. Out of these, the king owned 73 (or 26.45%).
This is the same proportion as for all boroughs owned by thg ki 1348 (146 out of 550, or 26.55%).

3"The negative coefficient on sea coast is likely driven by tacis: i) the Norman Conquest had left some of the
boroughs on the Channel coast devastated, and ii) Dan&tkatvia the sea were still common until the consolidation
of Norman control in the late 11th century. By the 12th ceptlacations by the sea had largely recovered from these
negative shocks, so that we can use sea coast as a proxy forareial activity in later periods.
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for commercial importance in the 14th century (describeavah Finally, columns 5 and 6 use
city population in the mid-17th century as dependent véeiZbWe find that city size is positively
predicted by location on a navigable river and Roman road®ih subsamples. Importantly, the
three geography variables are jointly highly significardlirspecifications: p-values (shown in the
bottom of Table4) are 0.02 or lower throughout. The fact that trade geogrgpegticts economic
activity in both territories supports our use of mesne bghsuas a ‘placebo’ region where Farm
Grants were extremely rare, while other economic relatigpssthat are central to our analysis
were similar to those in royal boroughs.

4.3 Data on Parliamentary Franchise and Royal Influence on Loal Politics

Beginning with the first English Parliament in 1295, we rectre date when boroughs gained
parliamentary franchise. Enfranchisement was custonlég/borough was once summoned to
Parliament, it could claim the right to representation Yereafter. The information on boroughs’
parliamentary franchise is collected from the series ofinmsHistory of Parliament: The House
of Commonswhich covers the period going from the creation of Parliatie the Great Reform
Act of 18323

Beginning in 1345, the king issued Charters of Incorporatmboroughg® Incorporated bor-
oughs were allowed to own property and issue by-laws. Theg geverned by municipal councils
(composed of aldermen and, at times, councilmen), headaethlygrs [ait, 1936. The governing
body of the municipal corporations acquired wide powers liothe local borough administration
(Webb and Webjp1963 and over the selection of MPS&lmon 2005. The Charters of Incorpo-
ration include information on the election of the governioogly. We code two variables, based on
the information reported ilveinbaum(1943. First, we code whether the king appointed the first
members of this bodyfifst appointment clauge Second, we code whether subsequent members
of the governing body were selected by co-optation, thupgiaating the initial influence of the
king (cooptatior). For all 158 boroughs with available data that were incoajea between 1345
and 1641 (and that existed by 1348), we then create an ioditat takes on value one for bor-

38This is the first period for which population is available farlarge number of boroughs. Data are from
https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/catalogue?sb4and Langton(2000. City population has been widely used
as a proxy for economic activitypelLong and Shleiferl 993 Acemoglu et al.2005 Dittmar, 2011; Squicciarini and
Voigtlander 2015.

39n particular,Roskell(1993, Bindoff (1982, Hasler(1981), Ferris and Thrusk2010, Henning(1983, Cruick-
shanks, Handley, and Hayt¢2002), Sedgwick(1970, Namier and Brooké1964), Thorne(1986), andFisher(2009.

49Boroughs paid to receive these charters. They sanctiomatHevel prerogatives accumulated in the preceding
centuries, harmonized governance structures, and bestoge prerogativesWeinbaum 1943. Mesne boroughs
could also receive a Charter of Incorporation from the kirtiuheir lord’s assent. Following the Dissolution of the
Monasteries of 1536-41, many ecclesiastical boroughspasto the king’s hands. A large number of them received
a Charter of Incorporation from the king soon after.
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oughs with botHirst appointment clausendcooptation This variable reflects the influence of the
king on local decision makingr(fluence kingy We find 67 boroughs (42.4%) with strong royal
influence.

5 Main Empirical Results: Farm Grants and Representation inParliament

In this section we present our main empirical results. Werbleg examining which boroughs re-
ceived Farm Grants and then show that these are strong fmesdid representation in Parliament.

5.1 Charters of Liberties

We have already shown that Farm Grants were given almostigxely to royal boroughs (see
Section3 and in particular Figurg). In the following we show that this finding is extremely r@ibu
and not driven by differences across royal and mesne bosssigth as geography or wealth. We
run the following regression for a cross-section of boraughvhere the dependent variable is an
indicator for a Farm Grant received before 1348:

Grant; = a + BRoyal; + YW ealth; + 6Trade; + p. + €; , (1)

whereq is a constant termRRoyal; is a dummy for royal ownership of boroughandWealth;

is log taxable wealth as reported in the Domesday book in 1d8Gde; denotes different geo-
graphic characteristics of a borough that favor trade:tlonaon a navigable river, location on the
sea coast, and location on a Roman road. Since trade affeatdwwe do not include the two vari-
ables simultaneously. Finally, denotes fixed effects for geographic unit®ither 4 pre-Norman
kingdoms or for the 40 English counties), ands the error term.

Table2 presents the first set of results. Column 1 shows that royaldgihs were 45.5 percent-
age points (p.p.) more likely to receive Farm Grants, redettd an average of 16.5 percent across
all boroughs. The (highly significant) coefficient corresge to the difference shown in Figure
2. In column 2, we show that the coefficient &oyalis virtually unchanged when we control
for soil suitability and ruggedness, and include fixed @ffdor the four kingdoms that existed in
England before the Norman Conquest (Wessex, Mercia, Naibhia, and East-Anglia). In fact,
all dummies for the pre-Norman kingdoms are individualbtistically insignificant, and they are
also jointly insignificant (with a p-value of 0.77). This gests that there are no relevant regional
differences dating back to the split of England before 1066 later affected Farm Grants. Soil
suitability is unrelated to Farm Grants, while there is aatieg relationship with ruggedness. This
is in line with our argument below that more remote placesth Wss trade — were less likely to
receive Farm Grants. In column 3 we include county (shiredigffects. Again, the coefficient
on Royalis unchanged.
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Next, we use data on taxable wealth of boroughs in 1086, whiekailable for about half of
the boroughs in our sample. We thus first check whether oultseim Table2 also hold in the
smaller subsample. Comparing column 4 with the same spatiificfor the full sample in column
1, we see that the coefficient &oyalis very similar. This suggests that results from the smaller
subsample are representative of all boroughs. In columresamtrol for log taxable wealth (and
for completeness, for soil suitability and ruggedness)e Gbefficient orRoyaldoes not change,
which implies that differences in wealth across royal andmedboroughs (see Sectiér?) are not
responsible for the fact that Farm Grants are almost ex@lysobserved in royal territories. We
check this further in the following two columns: In column & wse entropy weights so that the
mean and variance &fflealthare the same in royal and mesne boroughs (see Setcfiamd Table
1); and in column 7 we use propensity score matching, comgaayal vs. mesne boroughs with
similar or identical taxable wealth. In both cases, the foaeht onRoyalis almost exactly the
same as in our baseline specification without controls (foFihally, in column 8 we include an
interaction term between taxable wealth and the status@salyorough. This yields a strong and
positive coefficient, implying that the total ‘effect’ ofxtable wealth on Farm Grants was 0.107
in royal boroughs, as compared to 0.025 in mesne boroughdiustate the magnitude, suppose
that we first move a royal borough from the 10th to the 90th gu&tite of taxable wealth. This
will raise its odds of receiving a Farm Grant by 31.0 p.p. (@ ¢f a baseline probability of 28.8
percent, as indicated by the coefficient Boya). In contrast, in mesne boroughs, the figure is
6.2 p.p. (on top of a baseline probability of zero). We thugehiavo central findings: i) royal
boroughs haon averagea much higher chance to receive Farm Grants; ii) wealthiesughs had
a markedly largeincrementalprobability of receiving Farm Grants in royal territories.

Geography-Based Proxies for Trade

We now turn to the role of trade as a predictor of Farm Grantsllowing our discussion in
Section3, we expect a positive effect of trade for two reasons: Firale made boroughs richer,
resulting in higher potential efficiency gains of self-adistered tax collection and enforcement
of commercial contracts. Second, the value of movable ga@isharder to monitor and assess
for external authorities than, for example, land. This infation advantage of local merchants
raised the gains from self governance. We use three gedgregiiables as predictors for trade:
A borough’s location on navigable rivers, on the sea coast,cm Roman roadS. Table3 shows

4IAs Michaels and Rauck2017) point out, the collapse of the Western Roman Empire in tiecgntury AD
temporarily ended urbanization in Britain. After the reeoyin late medieval times, towns in Britain were less
frequently located on Roman roads, as compared to contihBarope. Instead, British towns often located on
navigable waterways. Thus, our three proxies for tradeucagioth pre-existing (but largely unused before 1066)
infrastructure, as well as natural geography. Our mainlt®kold when we use only navigable rivers and sea coast as
proxies for trade.
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that all three proxies for trade are significantly posiwa$sociated with Farm Grants (col 1). The
coefficients are larger when we restrict the sample to rogedlighs (col 2), and effect sizes are
particularly strong for the two water-based proxies fodé&a This is in line with estimates by
Masschael€1993 that in the 13th century, the cost of transporting goodsdaya by navigable
river was about one-sixth the cost of road transport.

Next, column 3 in Table restricts the sample to mesne boroughs, showing that there i
(or if anything, a small negative) relationship betweedérgeography and (the few) Farm Grants
that are observed in mesne territortég his result holds also in column 4, where we use Entropy
weights to create balanced geographic features in royaireesthe boroughs (see Sectib2 and
Tablel). The non-results for mesne boroughs imply that favorataléet locations did not expe-
rience an increased likelihood of self-governance when tere owned by local lords. We will
later exploit this feature to use mesne boroughs in placeébocses. We further underline the
royal-mesne difference in column 5, where we use interastaf our three trade variables with
the status as royal borough. The interaction terms are yhgjghificant and positive, while the
trade proxies themselves are small and mostly insignificBhe same result holds in column 6,
where we add county fixed effects, and in column 7, which uséopy weights. The interaction
results underline that trade-favoring geography boosteatds of obtaining Farm Grants only in
royal boroughs.

Additional Results on Trade Geography and Wealth

In the appendix, we provide a number of additional results ratbustness checks. In TabAe2
we show that trade geography predicts taxable wealth in,18&®6 that the relationship between
trade and Farm Grants worked at least in part via taxabletiweabyal boroughs that were richer
because of trade were also more likely to obtain Farm GraAts.expected, this effect is not
present in mesne lords’ territories. In TalBle8 we show that boroughs with Farm Grants tended
to be commercially more important already in the 14th cgnarrelationship that is exclusively
driven by royal boroughs). This further supports our intetation that commercially important
towns had more to gain from self-administered tax collectist the same time, it is coherent with
chartered boroughs thriving commercially, i.e., with aipes feedback from self-governance to
economic performance. Detailed explanations of thesdtseste provided in AppendiB.2 and
B.3.

42Mesne lords often had dwellings in the most important bohsugf their territories, giving them a strong degree
of control over these towns. Thus, there were two opposingefothat can explain the zero (or slightly negative)
coefficients of trade geography: On the one hand, tradinggdvad more to gain from Farm Grants. On the other
hand, in mesne territories, they were more likely to be umtiierct control of local lords, which made it less likely
that those lords would grant them liberties.
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5.2 Representation in Parliament

We now turn to the second step of our argument: We analyzedlagianship between Farm
Grants and representation in the English Parliament. Wesfoa the House of Commons, where
boroughs and counties were represented. Figymovides an overview of enfranchisement over
time. By 1348, 129 boroughs had obtained seats in Parligm@iof these were royal, and 56 were
mesne boroughs. The second and third bar show that the tgagpboroughs with Farm Grants
had obtained seats in Parliament (62 out of 91), while thigpprtion was much smaller among
boroughs without Farm Grants (67 out of 459). In other woségts in Parliament in 1348 were
almost evenly split between boroughs with and without Faman®, despite the fact that there
were much fewer of the former.

We argue that boroughs with Farm Grants were enfranchiseduse they were in a more
powerful bargaining position: given their self-governanihe king had to negotiate extra-ordinary
taxation with them. But why were boroughs without Farm Gsaenfranchised? The historical
literature offers a variety of explanations. For some tgvenpowerful bargaining position — for
reasons unrelated to Farm Grants — led to their enfrancleiseriRor example, many enfranchised
boroughs without Farm Grants belonged to mesne lords wheheaiht to exclude royal officials
from their territories Villard, 1934.%® Similarly, boroughs that played a strategic military role
such as the Cinque Ports — which provided most of the royadlreervice for warfare — were
enfranchised even though not all of them had received Faant&rFor other, much less powerful,
boroughs “strategic enfranchisement” played a role — amgit by the king to control the House of
Commons by giving seats in Parliament to small rural borsubat were under the close control of
his allies. This motive was particularly salient for enfthisement after 1348. Figuesshows that
between 1349 and 1700, 73 additional boroughs were enfisetthand the vast majority of these
(62) did not have Farm Grants. In Appenddx4 we provide empirical and historical evidence
for “strategic enfranchisement.” We find that enfranchibedoughs without Farm Grants were
particularly likely to become “rotten boroughs” (i.e., @omnically unimportant and under the
close control of a local patron) — especially so after 1348s Suggests that many of the boroughs
without Farm Grants that obtained seats in Parliament wefi@mechised strategically by kings,
in an attempt to gain influence in the House of Commons and uatecbalance the coalition of
merchant towns.

We continue with our main empirical result, showing thatr¢his a close (and likely causal)
relationship between Farm Grants and representation limPa&nt. Table presents the results for

43Given his limited ability to tax these boroughs, and becqastamentary taxes were imposed on both royal and
mesne boroughsVitchell, 1914 Willard, 1934, the king thus had an interest in summoning their reprasiges to
Parliament in order to negotiate the taxes needed to fight (uawi, 1999.
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enfranchisement by 1348 (i.e., using the same cutoff ddte &arm Grants). Column 1 shows that
there is a quantitatively large relationship in the raw dhtaoughs that had received Farm Grants
were 53.5 percentage points more likely to be represent&aillament — relative to an average
share of 23.5 percent among all boroughs. The coefficientasm FSrants is almost identical
when we restrict the sample to royal boroughs (col 2). Thiglies that the relationship in the full
sample is not driven by (unobserved) systematic differehedween royal and mesne boroughs.
In column 3, we present reduced-form results for royal bghsy using our instruments for trade-
favoring geography. All three variables are positive peemis of enfranchisement, and they are
jointly highly significant with a p-value of 0.016. Next, weeiporm two analyses to examine
whether this reduced-form relationship works via Farm @&akirst, in column 4, we add Farm
Grants as a regressor. The coefficient is almost identictidqrevious regressions, while the
three instruments become quantitatively small and indi@ily and jointly insignificant. While
this specification must be interpreted with caution due toetated regressors, it suggests that the
relationship between trade geography and representatiBariiament works via Farm Grarffs.
Second, in column 5, we present 2SLS results, using tradgrgeloy to predict Farm Grants
in royal boroughs. We find a highly significant coefficient gmedicted) Farm Grants that is
guantitatively very similar to the OLS specification in cola 2.

Could it be that our results are driven by unobserved chamatits that correlate with trade
geography, Farm Grants, and representation in Parliaffefv?address this point, we perform a
‘placebo’ analysis using mesne boroughs — where Farm Gveanis rarely grante®. Column 6
shows that there is essentially no (if anything, a small tiegjarelationship between trade geog-
raphy and enfranchisement. The same is true in column 7 evireiuse Entropy weights to create
balancedness between royal and mesne boroughs (seeI)abldus, in the absence of Farm
Grants, trade-favoring geography does not predict reptagen in Parliament (while it does pre-
dict other economic outcomes — see Tat)leThe non-result for mesne boroughs makes it unlikely

“4Note that royal boroughs were more likely to be represemdhrliament: the mean of the dependent variable is
0.5 (shown in the bottom of the table). However, this differeis almost exclusively explained by the fact that Farm
Grants were predominantly granted in royal boroughs, arelyrén the mesne demesne: when controlling Raryal
in the full sample, the coefficient on Farm Grants remairngd#0.43) and highly significant.

“>Note also that all explanatory variables are dummies antl thanything, Farm Grants (based on historical
records) are more prone to measurement error than geogrfaphires of boroughs. Thus, the “bad control problem”
(Angrist and Pischke2009 is unlikely to drive the strong coefficient on Farm Grants.

48For example, trade geography may lead to better connediiotne central authority, or enhance coordination
among burgesses. Both may increase the chance to obtainGtamts and seats in Parliament.

47Since our argument of enfranchisement builds on negogjaiira-ordinary taxes, it is important to note that
mesne boroughs were just as concerned with extra-ordinaagibn as royal boroughs — when it came to financing
wars and defending the realm, the royal and mesne demesneggually involvedKiitchell, 1914. Thus, both had
the same incentives to seek representation in Parliaméig.idia necessary condition for mesne boroughs to serve as
a ‘placebo’ that underlines the importance of Farm Gramsgfdranchisement.
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that our findings for royal boroughs are driven by unobsewxlegtacteristics. The evidence thus
supports our two-step argument that for merchant borougdrsy Grants were a crucial ‘stepping
stone’ on the way into Parliament.

Finally, we perform 2SLS analyses in the full sample. Coluin Table5 uses the three geo-
graphic variables as well as their interaction wibyalto predict Farm Grants. We find a strongly
significant coefficient in the second stage. In column 9, wop@ a particularly restrictive ex-
ercise: we use only the interaction terms of our trade-basgtduiments with the status as royal
borough, and include all level variables (i.e., navigablery sea coast, Roman road, and royal bor-
ough) as controls. This specification complements our gatexercise above — it addresses the
possibility that trade may also have affected represamtati Parliament via channels other than
Farm Grants. The small and insignificant coefficients on gaggaphy variables suggest that trade
did not affect enfranchisement directly, reinforcing orguanent that Farm Grants were crucial for
representation in Parliament.

We argue that Farm Grants made enfranchisement more likgguse it was harder for the
king to unilaterally impose extra-ordinary taxation in boghs with self-governance. We expect
this to be particularly true for boroughs that did not onlwdédarm Grants but also additional
liberties that restricted the entry of royal officials in jcidl, financial, or law-enforcing functions.
Figure7 analyzes this dimension. By 1348, 91 boroughs had gaineddaants, and among these,
38 had obtained additional liberties that restricted theyenf royal officials. In these 38 towns,
it was in practice very difficult for the king to impose exwedinary taxes without negotiation.
Correspondingly, we find that 87% of the boroughs with Farman®and restrictions on royal
officials were represented in Parliament by 1348. Among ghedsoughs that had farm grants but
no restrictions on entry by royal officials, 55% were repnésd in Parliament. While these towns
had their own (locally elected) tax collectors, the kingldatill send his officials to enforce royal
orders. Thus, these towns had a somewhat weaker bargaiogitipp vis-a-vis the king, which
can explain their lower representation in Parliament. Kéedess, towns with (only) Farm Grants
were still substantially more likely to be represented ifiBaent than those without: Among the
unchartered boroughs, only 15% had seats in Parliament.

TableA.4 in the appendix provides additional results on parliamsmgpresentation. It shows
that our results also hold for boroughs’ representatiomén‘Model Parliament’ of 1295 and for
enfranchisement in 1700. In addition, we show that longeatiton of Farm Grants before 1348
was strongly associated with enfranchisement.
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6 Farm Grants and Inclusive Institutions after 1400

In this section we examine the relationship between mebkaan Grants and inclusive institu-
tions in the long-run, over five centuries after 1348.

6.1 Independence of Boroughs Politics in the 15-17th Centyr

We begin by examining the independence of boroughs from ithg ik appointing their local
officials between the 15th and 17th century. The correspgndata are available from Charters
of Incorporation, from which we construct the dependenialde influence kingas described in
Section4.3. Table 6 presents our results. The sample includes only those 158ubbs that
received Charters of Incorporation (77 royal and 81 meské.find that boroughs with Farm
Grants were 22.1 p.p. less likely than unchartered borotmbg subject to strong influence of
the king (col 1). For comparison, the average proportionasbbghs with strong influence of the
king is 42.4%. Since Charters of Incorporations were gbtethe king, we control for royal
ownership of boroughs. This variable is quantitatively Braad statistically insignificant. Our
results are robust to including county fixed effects anditerrontrols (ruggedness and soil quality)
in column 2. Column 3 presents 2SLS results, using tradergpby to predict Farm Grants. The
coefficient is statistically significant and somewhat lart@n its OLS counterpart. However, due
to the reduced sample size of incorporated boroughs, wetuments are a concern, so that the
coefficient size must be interpreted with caution.

In columns 4-6 of Tablé®, we repeat the previous regressions in the subsampteyaf bor-
oughs that were incorporated. We obtain highly significantt quantitatively even larger coeffi-
cients on Farm Grants than in the sample of all incorporatedughs. In columns 7-9 we perform
a reduced-form analysis, regressinfuence kingon trade geography. For royal boroughs (col-
umn 7), the three geography variables are jointly highlpsigant with the expected negative sign
— mostly driven by navigable rivers, which makes sense,gihe importance of inland water-
ways for early modern trade in Englanfidwards and Hindlgl991 Masschaelel993. For our
‘placebo’ sample of mesne boroughs, there is no relatiprséiween trade geography and influ-
ence of the king (col 8). This also holds when we use Entropighting (col 9). This makes it
unlikely that trade geography had an effectinfluence kingn the absence of Farm Grants. In
combination, the results in Tabtehus suggest that — even centuries after being issued —vaédie
Farm Grants made boroughs more independent in appoingngdical officials.

6.2 Inclusiveness of MP Elections in 1690-1832

Boroughs with medieval Farm Grants had the right to eledt theal officials. In the following,
we test the hypothesis that this led to more inclusive elastof members of Parliament over the
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subsequent centuries. We use several indicators for hdusime elections of MPs were over the
period 1820-32: iYOpenness Indexan index from 1-3 for how “open” MP elections were for
candidates to run. We code this index for 1820-32, but alsthiee earlier periods (1690-1715,
1754-1790, and 1790-1820), fontested Electionghe number of contested elections (out of a
total of four) over the period 1820-31, i.e., MP electionsvithich there were more candidates than
seats for a borough. In addition, we use two variables fAadt and Franck(2019: iii) Broad
Franchise a dummy variable that takes on value 0 if the borough had ednafranchise” where
the right to vote for MPs was attached to land holdings oeditlit takes on value 1 otherwise.
iv) Patronage IndexThis index ranges from 0O (closed constituency, contratigc local patron)
to 2 (open constituency without patronage). All four vakigbare coded such that higher values
indicate more inclusive elections of MPs; Appendix3 provides further detail. All regressions
use only the subset of boroughs that had seats in Parliaméifidawhich data are available (max.
192 observations).

Columns 1-4 of Tablg show that medieval Farm Grants are a strong predictor obaH ih-
dicators for more inclusive MP elections. The coefficiemdarm Grants are statistically highly
significant. In terms of magnitude, Farm Grants account baua one-third of the average of the
various measures. In the remainder of the table, we combméour measures into their first
principal component and run a number of additional checkslui@n 5 shows a strong positive
coefficient on Farm Grants, corresponding to about twadthaf the standard deviation of the de-
pendent variable (the principal component has mean zerstandard deviation 1.57). In column
6 we include several controls usedAiglt and Franck2015.48 In column 7 we restrict the sample
to royal boroughs, and in column 8 we include county fixedatéfeFinally, in column 9 we present
2SLS results using the trade geography variables and titenaiction withRoyalas instruments.
All specifications yield highly significant coefficients afrslar magnitude.

In TableA.5 in AppendixB.6 we provide additional robustness checks. We use dummies for
“open” elections based on tl@penness Indefaddressing concerns about the implicit linearity
assumption when using the full index), and we examine a lotigee horizon — four sub-periods
between 1690 and 1832. Throughout, we find that boroughs mvétlieval Farm Grants were
about 20 p.p. more likely to have open elections, relative sample mean of about 0.20 among
all boroughs that were represented in Parliament. In sumyebults provide strong evidence

“8\We thank Toke Aidt and Raphaél Franck for kindly sharingtideita. The controls include market integration
(travel distance between any given constituency and th@&#3 constituencies weighted by the population), distanc
to urban center (travel days from each constituency to tlaeese of the 13 largest towns in 1831), Connection to
London (graphical, economic, and informational connexgito London), and a dummy for boroughs controlled by
the treasury Aidt and Franck(2015 also control for borough population. Since this as an erdogs outcome of
commercial activity that is also predicted by trade-fangrjeography (see Tab#, we do not include this variable.
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that boroughs with medieval Farm Grants had more inclusiffediéctions over a long time span
between 1690 and 1832.

6.3 The Civil War

The English Civil War (1642-1646 and 1648-49) and the evéaikswing it ultimately strength-
ened the English Parliament. In the events leading up to thié \War, Parliament issued the
Militia Ordinance without royal approval to raise troops in support of its @ués a response,
the king issued th€ommissions of Arrato raise his own men. The choice whether to obey the
Militia Ordinance or theCommissions of Arraforced local officials, lords, and burgesses to pick
a side. The parliamentary records from 1642 mention 31 lghrewvhose volunteer troops (in
support of parliamentarians) were sufficiently importanbée explicitly discussed in Parliament.
We create the dummy variab\lunteersfor the 30 boroughs that raised volunteers and existed
before 1348° AppendixA.4 provides further detail on the data and more backgroundrimdition

on the Civil War.

We examine the relationship betwedolunteersand medieval Farm Grants. We expect a pos-
itive coefficient because chartered boroughs had a paatigudtrong interest that the Parliament
remained an influential institution that favored merchastdpposed to rural) interests, and in its
function as a constraint on the king’s power in interferinghwcommerce. Figurd illustrates
our main result: among the boroughs with Farm Grants, 23%edavolunteer troops, while less
than 2% of all other boroughs did so. Tal@@resents the corresponding regression results. We
begin for the full sample in column 1. We find that boroughshwitedieval Farm Grants were
20 p.p. more likely to raise pro-parliamentarian troopfatiee to a sample mean of 5.5%. We
also control forRoyal but the coefficient is small and insignificant — a likely exqtion is that
the distinction between medieval royal and mesne borouggtsmportance with the decline of
feudalism in the early modern perio@¢m 1940. In column 2 we control for county fixed effects
and in column 3, we restrict the sample to royal boroughsoth bases we confirm the strong pos-
itive coefficient on Farm Grants. Because incentives teratdunteers may have been larger for
enfranchised boroughs, we now restrict the sample to th@8daroughs in our dataset that had
seats in Parliament. Out of these, 27 raised volunteers.cdégicient on Farm Grants is almost

“9previous research has shown that individual MPs often@tbtheir private interests (such as overseas stock
holdings or personal monopolies issued by the king) wherndderto support the king or parliamentarians during
the Civil War Jha 2019. This often led to MPs from the same borough supporting sjppsides: among the 191
boroughs with 2 or 3 MPs, 78 saw split support (we are grateffaumitra Jha for sharing his data with us, which
we merged with the boroughs in our dataset). In additionntleenbers of the Long Parliament were appointed in
1640, two years before the Civil War, and thus had no mandate their borough constituents as to which side to
take. Consequently, individual MP behavior is not a goodciair for boroughlevel preferences during the Civil
War. In contrast, voluntary troops raised by a borough instinamer of 1642 were a clear signal for support of the
parliamentarians.
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identical to the full sample (col 4), and we confirm this finglin a 2SLS specification that uses
trade geography (and its interaction wRloya) to predict Farm Grants (col 5). The coefficient is
also similar in the (even smaller) subsample of 91 royal bghs that were enfranchised (col 6).
Thus, results for the subsamples of enfranchised boroughefect those in the full sample, and
we use the latter for our final analysis: In columns 7-9, wer@ra the reduced-form relationship
between trade geography avidlunteers Column 7 shows a strong reduced-form relationship for
boroughs that were royal in medieval times — with a p-valu@.002 for the joint significance of
the three geography variables. In contrast, there is naceztitorm relationship for our ‘placebo’
mesne boroughs (col 8), and this non-result is also obtaum&sh using entropy weights to (col 9).
These findings suggest that merchant boroughs that redearad Grants were particularly likely
to support parliamentarians during the Civil War. At the saime, the ‘placebo’ results make it
unlikely that this relationship is driven by unobservalilest are correlated with trade geography,
Farm Grants, and volunteer troops. In sum, our results Sigigat medieval self-governance had
a long-term effect on the support for a central inclusivéiingson — Parliament.

6.4 The Great Reform Act of 1832

The Great Reform Act of 1832 is considered a milestone tosvdeinocratization of the UK Par-
liament. It implemented two major changes: i) harmonizing axtending the franchise across
boroughs from 3% to 6-7% of the population, and ii) disentfasing smaller “rotten” boroughs,
while enfranchising the newly industrialized ones (e.ganehester). The first Bill was proposed
in March 1831, and although approved by the House of Commypmsrarrow margin, was then
rejected by the House of Lords. This event prompted the gedlaf the Government and new MP
elections (held in April 1831). Importantly, the MPs thatet in March 1831 had been appointed
by their constituencies to vote on a variety of other majsués such as Catholic emancipation,
slavery, and the Corn Lawgicher 2009 Brock, 1973. In contrast, the general elections of April
1831 were effectively a referendum on the parliamentaryrnef closely tying MPs to their con-
stituencies’ preferences on the Reform Act. Two bills wegppsed in June and September 1831
and, after some amendments and compromises, a new bill wedimdDecember 1831 and finally
approved in March 1832. Appendix5 provides further historical detail.

We focus on the two voting rounds on the Reform Act in March Bedember 1831. For these
two voting rounds, we record the voting behavior of each bghtss MPs from the Parliamentary
Papers (available dtttps://parlipapers.proquest.com/parlipaparsd compute the share of votes
in favor of the Reform Act. We also record whether the borougls to be totally or partially
disenfranchised (Section A and B boroughs). In additionnveege borough-level characteristics
(see footnotel8) and a dummy for whether a borough was located in proximitsheopeasants’
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Swing Riots (collected byidt and Franck2015.

Table9 presents our empirical results. Column 1 shows that thexgsentially no relationship
between Farm Grants and pro-reform votes in March 1831 faethe vote by MPs who had been
elected based on other issues, before the Reform Act becamagatopic. This non-result makes
it unlikely that our findings below are driven by unobservéectoral preferences that merely
happen to correlate with Farm Grants and support for padigary reform. Starting from column
2, we focus on the decisive vote in December 1831, when MPé&&ean specifically appointed to
vote on the Great Reform Act, so that their mandate was cldisel to their borough’s preferences
on parliamentary reform. Column 2 shows that medieval Farants are a strong predictor of
voting behavior of MPs. The coefficient is also economicsignificant, indicating an increase in
support by about 19 p.p., relative to an average level of edmb 55 percent among the boroughs
with representatives in Parliament in 1831. We also corfoolwhether a borough was to be
disenfranchised; as expected, the coefficient is stronggpative.

Next, in column 3 of Tabl® we also control for the vote in March 1831. Thus, we effec-
tively exploit thechangein voting behavior after the newly appointed MPs were clpsield to
their borough’s preferences on the reform. This specibeaitmplicitly controls for unobserved
political preferences that were already reflected in theospment of the MPs that had voted in
March. While the coefficient on the March vote is large andhigicant, the coefficient on Farm
Grants remains almost unchanged. This suggests that dradtebles related to other political
preferences do not confound our results. We also add a ¢dotrohether a borough was located
in proximity to rural Swing Riots and thus felt a “threat oodution” (Aidt and Franck20195.
The coefficient is slightly smaller than the one on Farm Gaébuit the two are statistically indis-
tinguishable). In column 4 we restrict the sample to borauiat were royal in medieval times.
All previous results hold. The same is true in column 5, wheeeadd county fixed effects and
additional controls for borough characteristics. ColurGrend 7 present 2SLS results with and
without controls, respectively. We confirm the OLS resuttdoth magnitude and significance:
Farm Grants, predicted by trade geography interacted ivmtedieval status as a royal borough,
are a strong determinant of support for the Great Reform Botia500 years later.

What explains the pro-reform voting of boroughs that haeikex Farm Grants in medieval
times? We provide two (possibly complementary) explamatid=irst, boroughs that were com-
mercially more developed in medieval times were still makant on trade in the 18308. As
a result, it is plausible that their incentives were moreselp aligned with the preference of the

50To show this, we regress the share of trade employment in (@gfed byAidt and Franck2015 on medieval
Farm Grants in the same sample as used in T&bl&e obtain a highly significant coefficient of 0.059 (s.e.1®))
relative to a standard deviation in trade employment of®.12
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newly industrialized boroughs that were to be enfranchisethe Reform Act. In other words,
merchants in boroughs with medieval Farm Grants may haviegputheir MPs to support an ex-
tension of the pro-trade coalition in Parliament. Secduzizeri and Persic§2004) offer another
possible interpretation. According to their view, whenkpbarrel politics prevail, political com-
petition is more likely to lead to a voluntary extension o tinanchise when i) the need for the
provision of public goods increases and ii) the electoratelatively large (so that swing voters
must content themselves with small bribes). Consisterit this rationale, the Industrial Revolu-
tion increased the demand for public good provision (e gftel sanitation systems). Moreover, as
we showed in Sectiof.2, boroughs with Farm Grants did indeed run more inclusive MEt®ns.
Thus, our finding on the Great Reform Act lend suppoltittzeri and Persicg2004).

7 Cross-Country Comparisons

7.1 France

France and England exhibit some similarities in terms cétiax, town liberties, and representa-
tion in parliament (Estates General) — even though the dvbs&ribution of power differed signif-
icantly in the two countries. In contrast with England, tlegkof France was relatively weak and
controlled only a small territory. The French local lordsvgmed much larger and more ‘coherent’
territories than their English counterpartilfon, 1995. In the course of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, the rivalry between lords fostered the fornmtibcommunes — a bond between locals
who provided a militia to defend their lord’s territorfP€tit-Dutaillis 1947 Tait, 1936. Thus,
town liberties in France initially (before the 13th cenfusgrved a military purpose, as opposed to
tax collection as in the case of England.

Tax collection in medieval France also relied to a large mixte tax farming, with an array
of local officials (e.g.prévotey in charge of farming townsBaldwin, 1986. Complaints about
officials’ exactions were common. By the 13th century, mawrts (communes and not) came
to enjoy the right to self-governance to a degree similah&b tound in England, i.e., farm grants
and elections of officials, as well as the right to ‘excludee fprévotes Retit-Dutaillis 1947).
Towns in both royal and lords’ territories received the&etiies, which is compatible with our
argument, since French lords ruled over much larger teiegdhan their English counterparts and
had similarly complex layers of administration as the ki8gnilar to England, French towns with
self-governance were represented in the Estates Genéelewhey could report complaints about
royal officials, seek redress for royal officials’ miscongjuand discuss extra-ordinary taxation
(Herviey 1876.

However, there were also important differences that reddibm the powerful position of local
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lords in France. The strong rivalry between feudal lords #uedinitial relative weakness of the
crown promoted localism and prevented towns and the ESBareral to form a common identity.
Regional assemblies continued to prevail, and localistedaio limit the king’s power later on
(Post 1943 Ulph, 1951, Strayer and Taylqrl939. In contrast to England, France converged
towards absolutism in the 15th and 16th century. Concomitéth the rise of absolutism, the
Estates General laid dormant for 175 years and towns lostrilgat to self-governance and —
where these rights existed — self-administered tax catle¢Petit-Dutaillis 1947).

7.2 Spain

11th century Spain was extremely fragmented. The southeofirian Peninsula was composed
of Muslim polities, and the north, of separate Christiangkioms. By and large, town liberties
and representation of the third estate in assemblies wastfvtem Muslim Spain@’Callaghan
2013. In each Christian kingdom, feudalism was on the rise withking owning a royal domain
and powerful local lords overseeing administration, pestand military affairs in their territories.
Each kingdom had its separate councils composed of the keghycthe lords, and high officials
(O’Callaghan 2013.

After a prolonged state of decay in the Dark Ages (and theaidbsence of municipal gover-
nance), urban life began to revive in the 11th century. Then&h kings were in need of money to
finance the Reconquista, and the rising urban bourgeoisewaajor source for tax income. Tax
farmers were typically royal officials or private citizerRuiz, 2002. As in England and France,
tax farmers were the focus of endless complaints by townsmiea subsequently sought to col-
lect taxes themselves. By the 12th century, many towns médachartersfgerog granting them
some local autonomy over a range of administrative funst{orcluding tax collection). However,
in contrast to Englanduerosoften had a military emphasis, presumably because of toinms’
portance during the recurring conflicts between the varmmisies and local lords@’Callaghan
2013.

This period also marked the emergence of assemblies in wdwals were represente@dqrtes.

In 1188, Alfonso IX of Leon summoned the first parliament emorded in Western Europe. By
the 13th century, these parliaments spread to the othed&ing. Much like the English Parlia-

ment, Cortesdealt with legislation, extra-ordinary taxation, and ga#d grievances about local
officials’ abuses. Also, towns that had receifadroswere often represented in parliament. To
avoid abuses during tax collections, towns often askediright to collect the extraordinary tax

themselves!

51Townsmen would also ask to appoint a commission to supetasseollection. For example, in 1289, the Catalan
Cortesnominated a commission to monitor tax collection — Generalitat In 1323, they also granted the king a
subsidy for two years, with the money to be collected by iftlials chosen by towns’ council®{Callaghan2013.
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In the course of the 13th century, towns gradually lost patheir autonomy. First, Spanish
kings transferred governance of many towns to local lordgaio their allegiance@ Callaghan
2013. These towns tended to lose their liberties and representa parliament in the process.
Second, the king increasingly meddled in towns’ affairsjfigtance, by appointing royal officials
(corregidore$ who could override municipal councils’ decisior@®'Callaghan 2013.

By the 15th century, Ferdinand and Isabel brought the var@huristian kingdoms under a sin-
gle union. However, similarly to France, the old regionat€s survived, thereby preventing the
emergence of a truly national assembly. In terms of towns’'egentation in general assemblies,
Spain lies in between France and England. Although variag®fs (including the decrease in
towns’ administrative autonomy) weakened tbertes they still represented a constraint on the
monarchy’s financial decision®(elichman and Voth2014).52 Overall, the case of Spain is more
similar to the French one in that an initially fragmenteditery gave rise to powerful local lords.
Although complaints about tax collection as well as the nis&rade fostered the spread of self-
governance and representation in general assembliesgltiszely strong military role fulfilled
by towns until the early 15th century also meant autonomenesached the same degree as in
England. In turn, the regionalism and the limited natureawirts’ liberties led to towns never
exercising as much control over the monarchy as in England.

7.3 Sicily

We end with a discussion devoted to Sicily, which, in a pefasting less than three hundred
years, underwent four conquests, each associated with ¢hi@nges in land ownership. The case
of Sicily confirms the pattern observed in Spain and Francg@eriods when the king was weak,
powerful local lords exerted strong influence over townsenafithese had received liberties from
the king. This process led to localism and limited the apihit the merchant class to coordinate
and constrain the executive. Sicily also highlights anothgortant dimension: in periods of
strong royal rule with a highly efficient administratiordirties were not granted.

The Normans invaded Southern Italy in the 11th century apd 180, they founded the King-
dom of Sicily. The territory and the towns were divided betwehe king and local lay and ec-
clesiastical Norman lords. The king appointed officialg (esenechaland bailiffs) to oversee the
collection of taxes in the royal demesne and the enforceofeéhe law throughout the realm. The
Norman king ran a general inquiry on taxable wealth simiahe Domesday Inquest in England.
However, in contrast to England, the king kept the highlycedfit pre-existing Arab bureaucracy
(Smith, 1968. Consequently, Sicily was (initially) not subject to thénainistrative inefficiencies

52For instance, in 1575, the Castili@ortesrefused the king’s request for a tripling of the sales taxsnatessfully
negotiated it downward®felichman and Voth2014 p. 76).
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that were at the root of Farm Grants in England. And indeedntitberties are not observed in
Sicily in the period following the conquest.

Starting in the late 12th century, the king’s power begarreale. William Il of Sicily’s death
in 1189 opened a succession crisis and, during these tebybhas, royal towns obtained limited
autonomy from the hold of royal bailiffs in exchange for tr&ipport to the crowngmith, 1969.

In 1194, the Hohenstaufen dynasty invaded Sicily and broaglew German landed elite. In 1197,
after the death of Henri VI King of the Germans, FredericlBaftbarossa’ succeeded to the throne,
initially as a minor. The king’s minority and his prolongelosgnce from Sicily allowed local lords
to usurp royal prerogatives. This changed radically in 12@@n a by then powerful Frederick
returned as Emperor and waged a war to reassert his conaollmvisland. Barbarossa had a tight
grip on his administration; the legal code known as Liber éatglis (1231) established that towns
were under the control of royal bailiffs, and no autonomy giasted. The king summoned leading
barons, clergymen, and citizens italloquiumheld at Melfi to *hear and confirm his proposals’
(Smith, 1968 p. 54). The “leading citizens” (from the most important tey participating in this
council were nominated by the king and charged with invesitigy complaints into royal officials’
abuses$mith, 1968 pp. 52-5).

After Barbarossa’s death in 1250, a relative state of alyaagiain prevailed, with a series
of conquests by the Angevins and the Spanish and consecedistributions of land. In this
process, local lords strengthened their position vissaive king, and acquired control of a large
number of towns, which, as a result, lacked self-govern&8o&ith 1968. The kingdom came
to resemble more France and Spain than England, with bargogirg very wide powers for
over 250 years. In royal towns, on the other hand, municipdreomy was encouraged by the
king (e.g., Palermo and Messina elected their own magestyad gain support in his fight against
the barons. Concomitantly, royal towns obtained the rightlect the representatives they sent
to parliament. Nevertheless, the long-lasting lack of-geernance had hampered the formation
of a strong class of merchants and independent municip&iaffi Thus, barons meddled in
royal towns and acquired significant influence over theiriaistration and their representation in
parliament Emith, 1968. When, in the course of the 15th and 16th centuries, thékingreasing
reliance on feudal subsidieddnativg allowed the parliament to gain power over organizing and
supervising the collection of extraordinary taxation, t@wacked the necessary independence to
exert any meaningful influence. Hence, similar to FranceSpain — and different from England —
the lack of significant autonomy made Sicilian royal townd parliament vulnerable to the surge
in absolutism $mith 1968.

In sum, our discussion suggests that the case of Englandh-awitilitarily strong king, a
large royal territory, but an inefficient royal administoat — was the ideal basis for the widespread

37



emergence of liberties empowered towns, which enabled #relmant class to impose constraints
on the executive.

8 Conclusion

We investigate the medieval roots of inclusive institutidoy focusing on the prominent case of
England. We begin our analysis with the Norman Conquest 66 1@hich resulted in relatively
homogeneous formal institutions across English boroudfis.develop a two-step argument to
understand how towns gained representation in parlianiernhe first step, we study the process
by which English boroughs obtained the right of self-goesee. While medieval English kings
exerted strong military control over the royal territoftyeir administration was inefficient. Royal
officials abused their power when collecting taxes and eirigrcommercial contracts. This re-
sulted not only in distortions to economic activity, butals a wave of complaints and costly
investigations. Farm Grants — the right of self-adminietietax collection and law enforcement —
offered an efficiency-improving solution. This was espkgitiue for boroughs with strong com-
mercial activity. Thus, it is not surprising that the emerge of Farm Grants coincided with the
boom in economic activity during the “Commercial Revoluatioln the second step, we relate local
self-governance to boroughs’ representation in Parliamel?95. Parliament was the main insti-
tution created to discuss extra-ordinary taxation andsgriees about the royal administration, and
with time became the main constraint on the crown. We finddbabtughs with Farm Grants were
significantly more likely to be enfranchised. The autonorlyaroughs’ administration meant that
the king could no longer unilaterally raise extra-ordintayes, and the efficient way to negotiate
taxation with boroughs was Parliament.

In the second part of the paper, we examine the long-terméatpns of merchant boroughs’
representation in parliament. Boroughs with early selfegpance maintained a more autonomous
and inclusive local administration throughout the subsetjgenturies. They also supported the
Parliamentarians during the Civil War in 1642 and voted lfer Great Reform Act of 1832, which
is considered a milestone in the English democratizationgss.

Our findings offer broader messages for understanding thieitgan of inclusive institutions
in Western European countries. The main factors that edaldexmercial towns to enjoy self-
governance — i.e., kings and lords controlling relativelsge territories in combination with an
inefficient and distortive tax collection — were also prasarFrance, Spain, and southern Italy.
Similarly to England, many of these towns gained represiemtén general assemblies where the
financing of wars was discussed. However, unlike Englaralrehative strength of local lords in
these countries both limited the scope for towns’ self-goarace and gave rise to localism. While
regional assemblies worked rather efficiently, generatiomal” assemblies ultimately failed to
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coordinate local interests against the crown. Thus, owltesuggest a process of “reversal of
power” — an initially strong central authority grants lodiélerties to resolve administrative in-
efficiencies in its large territory. These liberties rendegotiation about extra-ordinary taxation
necessary and thus open the door for coordination among eocrahtowns in constraining the
power of the central authority.
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Figure 1: Administration in Royal and Mesne Territories
Note The figure illustrates the main administrative layers igaloand mesne territories for the case of boroughs

without Farm Grants. For boroughs with Farm Grants, loctitiafs are elected by the borough’s burgesses, and tax
collection is self-administered by elected officials. Ttugs out the role of the sheriff in royal territories.
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Figure 2: Farm Grants before 1348, by Borough Ownership

Note This figure shows that Farm Grants were granted almost sixelly to boroughs in royal territory, and to a much
lesser degree to boroughs owned by mesne lords (who owndbtestaad areas). Overall, 91 out of 550 boroughs
that existed in 1348 received Farm Grants. Among the 144 bwyraughs, 73 received Farm Grants (50.0%); among
the 404 boroughs owned by mesne lords, only 18 (4.5%).

[ Share of boroughs with Farm Grants in 1348
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Figure 3: Farm Grants before 1348, by Lord’s Territory Size

Note The figure shows that boroughs owned by mesne lords witletaegritory were more likely to receive Farm
Grants by 1348. The x-axis reflects the size of lord’s teryjiterom smallest to largest: 1=seigneur/abbot/nunnery
(overall 226 boroughs); 2=bishop (71 boroughs); 3=eanishop (107 boroughs); 4=king (146 boroughs). The
y-axis plots the proportion of boroughs in a lord’s terntdinat received Farm Grants.
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Figure 4: All Boroughs in the Dataset, by Royal and Mesne

Note This figure shows the location of the 550 boroughs in ourgtthat existed by 1348. Solid squares indicate
the 146 royal boroughs, and hollow dots, the 404 mesne basofagvned by local lords or by the Church). The figure
also shows the location of navigable rivers and of Romangoad
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Figure 5: Taxable Wealth in 1086, by Borough Ownership

Note This figure shows that taxable wealth was similarly distréal across royal boroughs (dashed line) and mesne
boroughs (solid line). Taxable wealth was assessed by thim#&iws after their conquest of England in 1066, and
summarized in the Domesday Book in 1086.
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Figure 6: Enfranchisement in Parliament of boroughs ovee i

Note The figure shows the enfranchisement for boroughs with atttbut Farm Grants. The left part of the figure
contains data for all 550 boroughs that existed by 1348; bthtese, 129 were enfranchised. By 1348, 91 boroughs
had Farm Grants. The right part of the figure contains datd&3rboroughs that existed by 1700 and natbeen
enfranchised by 1348 (altogether, 616 boroughs existe@®)L By 1700, and additional 11 boroughs had obtained
Farm Grants, bringing the total number to 102.
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Figure 7: Enfranchisement: The role of Farm Grants andicéisins on entry by royal officials

Note The figure shows that boroughs with Farm Grants were sigmifig more likely to be represented in the English
Parliament by 1348. This relationship is particularly sgdor boroughs that also had constraints on sheriffs ergeri

the borough (and thus restricted means for central auil®tid collect extra-ordinary taxes). Constraints on $heri
comprise a borough’s liberties that prohibited royal offisifrom entering the borough in their judicial functions
(non-intromitta), in financial functionsdirect access to the Excheqieor to enforce royal ordersdturn of writg.
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Figure 8: Voluntary Troops to Support Parliament during@mel War in 1642

Note The figure shows that boroughs with Farm Grants were sigmifig more likely to raise volunteer troops to
support Parliament at the beginning of the Civil War in thenmer of 1642. Data on volunteer troops are from
Parliamentary records, as described in Apperdik
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TABLES

Table 1: Balancedness of Royal vs Mesne Boroughs

@ @ @) (4) ®) 6)
Raw Data Values after Entropy Balancihg
Royal Mesne p-value for  Mean for Mean for p-value for

(146 boroughs) (404 boroughs) differenc&koyal Boroughs Mesne Boroughs difference
Panel A: Trade-related geographic features of borotighs

Navigable River 45 (30.8%) 53 (13.1%) 0.000 30.82% 30.54% 0.956

Sea Coast 31 (21.3%) 65 (16.1%) 0.183 21.23% 21.14% 0.982

Roman Road 63 (43.1%) 115 (28.5%) 0.002 43.15% 42.80% 0.945
Panel B: Taxable wealth of boroughs in 1086 (Domesday botk)da

In(taxable wealth in 1086) 1.822 1.482 0.060 1.822 1.822 0.999

boroughs with data: (73 boroughs) (203 boroughs)

Note The table examines the balancedness of trade-relatedamogand taxable wealth for royal boroughs vs.
mesne boroughs. While royal boroughs weskatively more likely to be located on trade-favoring locations, the
overallnumber of boroughs with trade-favoring features was laigenesne territories. In addition, the table shows
that Entropy weighting can create balanced samples alsddtive terms.

t For raw data, we first report the number of royal/mesne bdrswyth the respective geographic feature, followed
by the proportion of boroughs with this feature in royal/meterritories.

 Entropy balancing creates balanced samples by reweighéngliservations in mesne boroughs to match the mean
and variance of covariates in royal boroughs. In panel Aséheovariates’ are all three geographic variables jojntly
in Panel B, taxable wealth only. Seinmueller and X{2013 for details.

50



Table 2: Farm Grants: The Role of Royal Boroughs and Taxaltelaltv
Dependent variable: Indicator for Charter of Liberties @ea to a Borough by 1348

1) 2 3 4) ®) (6) (7 (8)
Boroughs included — all boroughs — — boroughs with data in Domesday Book (1086) —
Note: oLS oLsS oLs oLS oLs E-weights PS Matching ~ OLS
Royal borough 0.455* 0.445* 0.451* 0.448* 0.426* 0.441* 0.445*  0.288**
(0.043) (0.043) (0.046) (0.061) (0.060) (0.060) (0.065) .092)
Soil suitability 0.014 0.023 0.007 0.011
(0.013) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022)
Ruggedness -0.027 -0.029* -0.015 -0.020
(0.011) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016)
In(Taxable wealth in 1086) 0.043** 0.059** [mv] 0.020
(0.015) (0.021) (0.0112)
In(Taxable wealth) x Royal 0.079*
(0.039)
Pre-Norman Kingdom FE v
p-value for kingdoms [0.78]
County FE v
R? 0.29 0.30 0.34 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.31
Observations 550 546 548 276 275 276 276 275
Mean of dep. var.: 0.165 0.165 0.164 0.178 0.178 0.178 0.178 .1780

Note The table shows that royal boroughs were significantly nfikedy to receive charters of liberties, and that this
pattern is highly robust to control variables, includingahle wealth in 1086. All regressions are run at the borough
level. Robust standard errors in parentheses<®.4, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Regarding fixed effects (FE): There
are 40 counties, and 4 pre-Norman kingdoms: Wessex, Méfoidhumbria, and East-Anglia.

¥ Entropy balancing reweighs the observations in mesne lptioto match the mean and variance of In(Taxable
Wealth) in royal boroughs. Sé¢ainmueller and X({2013 for details.

T Propensity score matching with two nearest neighbors. Magovariable indicated by “mv”.
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Table 3: Farm Grants: Geography-Based Proxies for Trade

Dependent variable: Indicator for Charter of Libertiesi@ea to a Borough by 1348
1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Boroughs included: all royal mesne mesne all all all
Notes: E-weights E-weights
Navigable River 0.2rt* 0.313* -0.002 0.010 -0.002 0.002 0.041
(0.050) (0.081) (0.028) (0.031) (0.028) (0.037) (0.047)
Sea Coast 0.105 0.342* -0.04r* -0.022 -0.041* -0.056* -0.048
(0.047) (0.090) (0.019) (0.027) (0.019) (0.028) (0.038)
Roman Road 0.058 0.106 -0.031 -0.021 -0.031  -0.030 -0.010
(0.035) (0.079) (0.020) (0.021) (0.020) (0.024) (0.031)
River x Royal 0.315™ 0.329* 0.337*
(0.085) (0.091) (0.095)
Sea coast x Royal 0.383** 0.362** 0.314™
(0.092) (0.097) (0.100)
Roman Road x Royal 0.138 0.160 0.143
(0.081) (0.085) (0.084)
Royal borough 0.225* 0.218* 0.231*
(0.065) (0.065) (0.064)
County FE v v
R? 0.07 0.16 0.01 0.00 0.37 0.40 0.43
Observations 550 146 404 404 550 550 550
Mean of dep. var.: 0.165 0.500 0.045 0.045 0.165 0.165 0.165

Note The table shows that boroughs at locations that favoretetveere more likely to receive charters of liberty.
However, this relationship holds only for Royal boroughsll r&gressions are run at the borough level. Robust
standard errors in parentheses.<@1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

 Entropy balancing reweighs the observations in mesne lghioto match the mean and variance of navigable river,
sea coast, and Roman road in royal boroughs Hegemueller and Xy2013 for details.
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Table 4: Trade Geography and Economic Outcomes

Dependent variable: As indicated in table header

1) ) 3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent Variable: In(Taxable Wealth 1085)XCommercial Importance 14C  In(population mid-17C)
Boroughs included: royal mesng royal mesne royal mesne
Navigable River 0.946 0.585* 0.979 0.203 0.924*  0.473**

(0.362) (0.225) (0.270) (0.109) (0.252) (0.134)
Roman Road 0.5%5 0.216 0.352 0.000 0.191 0.209

(0.292) (0.185) (0.228) (0.059) (0.193) (0.095)
Sea Coast -0.208 -0.945 0.767 0.238* -0.076 -0.116

(0.357)  (0.250)  (0.280) (0.099) (0.295)  (0.119)
p-valuejoint significance  [0.0209]  [0.0002] [0.0001]  [0.0187]  [0.0012] [0.0009]

River, Coast, Road

R? 0.15 0.07 0.15 0.04 0.14 0.07
Observations 73 203 146 404 126 280

Notes This Table shows that trade-favoring geography prediatious economic outcomes lothroyal and mesne
boroughs. This supports our use of mesne boroughs as a piitEbo” — mesne boroughs were otherwise comparable
to royal boroughs, but they did not receive Farm Grants. édressions are run at the borough level. Robust standard
errors in parentheses. x.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. See footnot®7 for an explanation for the negative coefficient
on sea coast in cols 1 and 2.

t First principle component of two indicators for commeramaportance: “Freedom from tolls” (a grant of liberty that
exempted a borough'’s burgesses from tolls throughout tilenjeand an indicator variable for whether a borough was
a commercial hub during the 14th century, based/iasschael¢1997).
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Table 5: Farm Grants and Representation in Parliament

Dependent variable: Indicator for Borough Enfranchised 848

1) (@) @) (4) (%) (6) () (8) 9)

Boroughs included: all royal royal royal royal | mesne mesne all all
Notes: 2SLS* E-weight§ | 2SLS 2SLS
Farm Grant 1348 0.535 0.534* 0.524* 0.591** 0.752* 0.575**
(0.052) (0.070) (0.077) (0.182) (0.072) (0.192)
Navigable River 0.21%4  0.050 -0.003  -0.010 0.012
(0.086) (0.077) (0.050) (0.047) (0.043)
Sea Coast 0.148 -0.032 0.006 -0.003 0.003
(0.103) (0.085) (0.049) (0.048) (0.041)
Roman Road 0.154 0.099 -0.059 -0.077* -0.001
(0.084) (0.075) (0.035) (0.036) (0.034)
p-value joint significance [0.016] [0.423] [0.392] [0.146] [0.994]
River, Coast, Road
Royal borough 0.097
(0.100)
R? 0.22 0.29 0.07 0.30 0.01 0.01
Observations 550 146 146 146 146 404 404 550 550
Mean of dep. var.: 0.235 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.139 0.128 0.235 0.235
First stage F-stat.: 111 29.4 11.3

Note The table shows that boroughs with Farm Grants were signifig more likely to have seats in Parliament by
1348. All regressions are run at the borough level. Robasidsird errors in parentheses. <@.1, ** p<0.05, ***
p<0.01.

# Two-stage least square regression that uses location ovigabte river, the sea coast, and on a Roman road to
predict farm grants by 1348 in the first stage.

§ Entropy balancing reweighs the observations in mesne lghioto match the mean and variance of navigable river,
sea coast, and Roman road in royal boroughs Hegemueller and Xy2013 for details.

t Two-stage least square regression that uses the follovairighles to predict farm grants by 1348 in the first stage:
location on the sea coast, on a navigable river, and on Roostsy and the interaction of these three variables with
status as royal borough, as well as the status as royal blortagdf.

1 Two-stage least square regression that uses only the titezadtion terms and controls for the variables in levels.
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Table 6: Farm Grants and Influence of the King on Boroughsalagstitutions

Dep. Var.: Dummy for strong influence of the king on appoimiraf local officials

1) ) ®3) (4) () (6) (@) (8) 9)

— Reduced Form —

Boroughs included: all all all royal royal royal royal mesne mesne
Note: 2SLS 2SLS E-weight$

Farm Grant 1348 -0.221 -0.280* -0.486* -0.337** -0.489** -0.567*
(0.102) (0.126) (0.216) (0.119) (0.157) (0.221)

Royal borough 0.114 0.164 0.270
(0.101) (0.130) (0.156)

Navigable River -0.285** -0.049 -0.073
(0.107) (0.150) (0.153)

Sea Coast -0.174 -0.136 -0.115
(0.117) (0.131) (0.148)

Roman Road 0.077 -0.019 -0.013
(0.111) (0.144) (0.159)

p-value joint significance [0.007] [0.734] [0.807]

River, Coast, Road

County FE v v

Terrain Controls v v

R? 0.03 0.28 0.10 0.59 0.11 0.02 0.02

Observations 158 157 158 77 76 77 77 81 81

Mean of dep. var.: 0.424 0.424 0.424 0.416 0.416 0.416 0.416 .4320 0.413

First stage F-stat.: 5.9 9.7

Weak IV robust p-value: 0.019 0.003

Note This table shows that after being incorporated (in the 4i5tth century), chartered boroughs (as compared
to unchartered boroughs) saw significantly less influenctn@fking on the appointment of local public officials.
Influence of the king is a dummy variable that takes on value ifinat the time of incorporation of a borough,
the following two conditions held: ifirst appointment the king appointed the first members of the newly formed
corporation’s governing body (mayor, aldermen, and cdaoreri), and ii)Co-Optation the initial council appointed
subsequent council members — a process that maintaineedctms/erning bodies. All regressions are run at the
borough level. Robust standard errors in parentheses0th ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

# Terrain controls include the soil quality as well as ruggesinin a 10 km radius around each borough.

T Two-stage least square regressions that use the folloveirigbles to predict farm grants by 1348 in the first stage:
location on the sea coast, on a navigable river, and on Roostsy and the interaction of these three variables with
status as royal borough. Since the dependent variableteefta@l influence, the status as royal borough is included
as a control.

f Two-stage least square regression using location on theoses, on a navigable river, and on Roman roads to predict
farm grants by 1348.

§ Entropy balancing reweighs the observations in mesne lghioto match the mean and variance of navigable river,
sea coast, and Roman road in royal boroughs Hegemueller and Xy2013 for details.
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Table 7: Inclusiveness of MP Elections at the Borough Lavéhe 1830s

Dependent variables: Various Indicators for InclusiverefdMP Elections at the Borough Level in the 1830s

1) ) ®3) 4) (5) (6) (7 (8) 9)
Dependent Variable: Openness Contested Broad Patrgnage— First Principal Component of (1) — (4) —
Index Elections franchise index

Notes: royal only 2SL¥
Farm Grant 1348 0.429 0.585* 0.184** 0.390** 1.009** 0.971* 1.160* 0.766* 1.232**
(0.1112) (0.198) (0.063) (0.097) (0.223) (0.224) (0.277) .2%3) (0.313)
Additional Control$ v v v v
County FE v v
R? 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.24 0.37 0.36
Observations 191 192 191 191 190 190 91 190 190
Mean of dep. var.: 1.58 1.39 0.71 0.95| —[Principal Component: Mean 0, Std 1.57] —
First stage F-stat.: 27.36

Note This table shows that medieval Farm Grants are a stronggboeaf more inclusive borough-level elections
of members of Parliament in the early 1830s. All regressaesun at the borough level. Robust standard errors in
parentheses. *40.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

t Additional controls include the following variables constted byAidt and FrancK2015: market integration (travel
distance between any given constituency and the 243 otimstitigencies weighted by the population); Distance to
urban center (travel days from each constituency to theeseaf the 13 largest towns in 1831); Connection to London
(graphical, economic, and informational connections todan); a dummy for 13 boroughs controlled by the treasury.
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Table 8: Support for Parliament during the Civil War

Dependent variable: Indicator for pro-Parliamentary woder troops raised by borough in 1642

1 @ ®3) 4) (5) (6) 7 ) 9)
Only boroughs enfranchised by 1700 — Reduced Form —
Boroughs included: all all royal all all royal royal mesne meshe
Notes: 2SLS E-weights

Farm Grant 1348 0.197 0.180** 0.247** 0.21F* 0.202* 0.240**
(0.044) (0.041) (0.053) (0.064) (0.086) (0.067)

Royal borough 0.023 0.015 -0.044
(0.022) (0.024) (0.057)

Navigable River 0.159* 0.013 0.012
(0.069) (0.026) (0.026)

Sea Coast 0.042 0.026 0.045
(0.065) (0.025) (0.035)

Roman Road 0.187* 0.005 -0.008
(0.063) (0.017) (0.017)

p-value joint significance [0.002] [0.757] [0.377]

River, Coast, Road

County FE v

R? 0.12 0.22 0.13 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.00 0.02

Observations 550 548 146 188 190 91 146 404 404

Mean of dep. var.: 0.055 0.053 0.137 0.138 0.142 0.198 0.137 .0250 0.029

First stage F-stat.: 62.5

Note The table shows that boroughs with Farm Grants were signifig more likely to provide pro-Parliamentary
troops of volunteers to at the beginning of the Civil War if26All regressions are run at the borough level. Robust
standard errors in parentheses.<@1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

T Two-stage least square regressions that use the follovairigbles to predict Farm Grants by 1348 in the first stage:
location on the sea coast, on a navigable river, and on Roo@dsy and the interaction of these three variables with
status as royal borough, as well as the status as royal blortaedf.

t Entropy balancing reweighs the observations in mesne lghioto match the mean and variance of navigable river,
sea coast, and Roman road in royal boroughs.Hegemueller and Xy2013 for details.
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Table 9: MP Votes Supporting the Great Reform Act in 1832

Dependent variables: Share of votes in favor of the Refortrefdifferent points in 1831

1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Vote in: March 1831 — December 1831 —
Notes: royal only 2SLS  2SLS”
Farm Grant 1348 0.056 0.189 0.146* 0.196* 0.154** 0.243* 0.155*
(0.063) (0.067)  (0.050) (0.072) (0.056) (0.097) (0.075)
Disenfranchise -0.258  -0.337* -0.199* -0.200* -0.204** -0.313* -0.174**
(0.059) (0.068) (0.055) (0.077) (0.069) (0.071) (0.059)
March 1831 votes 0.728 0.656* 0.737** 0.756**
(0.056) (0.087) (0.073) (0.063)
Swing Riot within 10km 0.095 0.173* 0.082 0.140
(0.052) (0.072) (0.110) (0.094)
County FE v v
Additional Control$ v v
R? 0.11 0.19 0.59 0.63 0.65
Observations 186 180 178 81 178 170 168
Mean of dep. var.: 0.46 0.55 0.55 0.69 0.55 0.56 0.56
First stage F-stat.: 58.4 26.1

Note This table shows that medieval Farm Grants are a stronggboedf voting behavior of MPs in the Great Reform
Act of 1832: MPs from chartered boroughs were significanttyerlikely to support the Reform Act. All regressions
are run at the borough level. Robust standard errors in gases. * pc0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

t Additional controls include the following variables constted byAidt and FrancK2015: market integration (travel
distance between any given constituency and the 243 otlmstitgencies weighted by the population); Distance to
urban center (travel days from each constituency to theeseaf the 13 largest towns in 1831); Connection to London
(graphical, economic, and informational connections todan); a dummy for 13 boroughs controlled by the treasury.
# Two-stage least square regressions that use the follovaingbles to predict farm grants by 1348 in the first stage:
location on the sea coast, on a navigable river, and on Roostsy and the interaction of these three variables with
status as royal borough, as well as the status as royal blortaedf.
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Online Appendix

The Medieval Roots of Democratization:
From the Norman Conquest of England to the Great Reform Act

A Data and Background

A.1 Timing: Farm Grants and Wars

Starting with Lincoln in 1130, Charters of Liberties weragted to boroughs throughout our pe-
riod of interest (i.e., until 1348 and beyond). Fig#el presents the timing of royal and mesne
Farm Grants for the period 1130-1309. Although farm grardsawssued in almost every decade,
John and Henry Il stand out as the most active grantors.ré@u also highlights England’s wars
with France: Periods of war often coincided with the gragtii numerous farm grants to royal
towns. This had two reasons: First, during wars, the neediriancing was patrticularly large.
Second, the king was often absent while fighting abroad, hvreandered the monitoring issues
in controlling his tax-collecting administration even ragevere. Farm Grants offered a way to
address both these issues, since they decentralized tagtam and also typically resulted in the
payment of higher lump sums by chartered boroughs (seec®écE in the paper for detail). Fig-
ureA.1l also illustrates that Farm Grants were much less common smeneoroughs, as discussed
in Section3.6

A.2 Classification of Boroughs Ownership

We classify boroughs according to their ownershipregnly royal mainly mesneand mixed
For each borough, we compute the years since its foundatibhl348. We also calculate the
time spent as part of the royal or mesne lords’ demesne betieemdation and 1348. For this,
we use the following criteria: Boroughs that belonged tokimg for at least 75% of the period
between their foundation and 1348 are classifieshamly royal Those boroughs that belonged to
mesne lords for more than 75% of the time are countedaialy mesneThe remaining boroughs
are classified asixed! According to these criteria, 90 (380) boroughs belongech&oking
(mesne lord) for most of the period. An additional ®&edboroughs belonged to both the king
and a mesne lord for a non-negligible part of the period leefi@48. Because even relatively
short ownership by the king was sufficient for charters oétiles to be granted, we include these

During the period 1086-1348, altogether 76 boroughs chéwagenership from the king to a mesne lord, or
viceversa. This was typically due to inheritance issuesigtitus unlikely to be related to our analysis in a systematic
fashion.
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Figure A.1: Timeline of Farm Grants for royal and mesne bghsu

Note The figure shows that Farm Grants were often granted dueniggbs of external wars, when the king’s absence
and simultaneous need for finance led to particularly eibiehavior of his tax-collecting officials.

mixedboroughs under “royal” in our main analysisThis yields a total of 146 royal boroughs.
Finally, there are 24 boroughs that were founded before thekBDeath, but for which systematic
information of ownership is not available for the full pediprior to 1348. In the vast majority of
cases, the scattered information at our disposal pointse@tesence of a mesne lord. We thus
classify these boroughs asinly mesneAltogether, we thus count 404 mesne boroughs that were
founded before 1348. In AppendB1, we show that our results are robust to a more conservative
definition of royal ownership, based on a 90% threshold awtueing mixed boroughs and those
without systematic documents on ownership.

We also create amdex of ownershiphat exploits the official standing of lords (e.g., earls
and bishops) as an indicator for the size of the territory then. We assign(z) 4 points to
boroughs belonging to the king or queen (royal borougtis),3 points to boroughs belonging to
earls or archbishops(iii) 2 points to boroughs belonging to bishops &id 1 point to boroughs

2Among the boroughs that changed ownership, there wereniresaf new Farm Grants immediately after previous
mesne boroughs became royal. For example, Chester becgah@raround 1237 and received a Farm Grant in 1239.
There are also instances of charters being revoked afteitehsfrom royal to mesne. For example, Liverpool and
Newcastle-under-Lyme lost their liberties when they besanesne boroughs in about 1266 and 1292, respectively
(Ballard and Tait1923 p. Ivi). By contrast, there are no recorded instances afteteabeing revoked when boroughs
became royal, and also no instances of new charters beimjegran the first few years following the change in
ownership from royal to mesne.

3We have evidence that even after the Norman Conquest, eandstiae greatest barorrpoke 1961, pp. 103-05).
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belonging to either seigneurs (lesser barons) or abbatséries® According to this index, there

are 146 royal boroughs, and the remaining 404 that existelBdg are divided as follows: 107
with size=3 (earls or archbishops), 71 with size=2 (mostiped by bishops), and 226 with size=1
(seigneur/abbot/nunnery).

A.3 Data on Inclusiveness of MP Elections in 1690-1832

We use several measures for the openness of borough-levelédfons. The first two measures
are based oAidt and Franck2015:

e Broad Franchise This is a dummy variable that takes value O if the borougletetkits
MPs using a “burgage” or “corporation” franchise (“narrovarichise”), and takes value
1 otherwise. Under “burgage”, the right to vote was attadioeithe tenancy of a house or
property designated as a burgage plot for parliamentacyietes. Under “corporation”, only
mayor, aldermen and councilmen could vote for the MPs repiteyy their borough.

e Patronage IndexThis index captures both the extent to which a borough whgstito pa-
tronage and whether it was disenfranchised by the GrearfRehot of 1832. It ranges from
0 to 2. The index equals 0 (closed) for rotten boroughd closed constituency (controlled
by local patron); it equals 1 if the borough was either rottera closed constituency, and
it takes on value 2 (open) if neither of the two apply. Notet tiva redefined the original
coding inAidt and Franck(2015 so that larger values reflect openness of MP elections.

Next, we define two additional indexes for openness of MPtigles:

e Contested ElectionsThis index ranges from 0 to 4. It reflects the number of MPtedes
(altogether four between 1820-31) for which there were nhmral candidates than the bor-
ough’s seats in Parliament (typically two). Data are from lthstory of ParliamentRisher
2009.

e Openness Indexrhese measures capture the extent to which a borough’sechbits MPs
was subject to the control of a patron (e.g., a local landeztest or the Treasury). It ranges
from 1 to 3: The index equals 1 (closed) if both MPs were chdisea patron, it equals 2 if
only one MP was chosen by a patron, and 3 (open) if anyone coaltbr Parliament. Data
are from the History of Parliament. We construct this indaxdifferent time periods:

4For boroughs that changed ownership between their dateuofifition and 1348, we use the criteria described
above to define royal boroughs. When boroughs changed hatdsdn different types of mesne lords, we assign
them the average number of points on the ownership indexterdround to the nearest integer.
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— Openness 1820-183Z his index takes value 3 if the borough is defined as “open”
in Fisher(2009. It takes value 2 if the borough is reported as partiallyjscibto
patronage in the description of the constituency contaim&isher(2009, and it takes
value 1 if it is defined as “close” in the same source. Finallg,assign a value 1.5 to
boroughs that are not listed as “open”Risher(2009, and for which we have been
unable to fully establish the degree of patronage.

— Openness 1690-1715 / 1754-1790 / 1790-18R8 construct the openness index for
these earlier periods, we rely on the description of borsugintained inCruick-
shanks, Handley, and Hayt¢R2002, Namier and Brook€1964), andThorne(19869
respectively. We also make use of the more detailed boroaghsunts available at
http://www.historyofparliamentonline.orgOur coding criteria match those used for
the index of openness 1820-1832. However, we adjust oungdakcause of the less
clear-cut distinction between “open” vs. “closed” boroadbspecially for the period
1690-1715) made by our references. We subtract 0.5 poios froroughs that are
described as generally open, but in which “interests” (@ anded gentlemen owning
large properties in the borough) exerted some influencetbedsorough’s elections of
MPs. Similarly, we assign a value of 2 to boroughs that aredestribed as “closed”
or “semi-closed,” but whose parliamentary seats were stiljestrong “interests.”

— Openness dummieBor each time period, we define a dummy that takes on value one
if the borough is classified as “open” (i.e., if its opennesiei is above 2).

A.4 The English Civil War: Background and Data

The English Civil Wars (1642-1646 and 1648-49) and the srés&l switches in political regimes
that followed it ultimately strengthened the English Rarient. By the end of Oliver Cromwell’'s
rule in 1659, Parliament had gained greater control ovekitiggs revenues (e.g., customs, excises,
and hearth tax). Following the Glorious Revolution of 1688 ¢ghe coronation of William in 1689,
the Parliament could no longer be dissolved without its eahs It also took full control over
military expenses and granted the king the minimum amounéwdnues necessary to cover the
costs of civil government\iller, 1983.

Background

In the early 17th century, the summoning and dissolving ofigraents was still a royal prerog-

ative. In line with his absolutist tendencies, Charles | dad summon Parliament for a period
stretching 11 years (1629-40). As a result, he resortedriougunpopular means to raise extra-
ordinary revenues (e.g., the levying of ship money in 168%arles also introduced highly con-
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troversial religious measures which raised suspicionshitbavas reintroducing Catholicism. His
attempt to apply the same religious reforms to Scotland ded $cottish rebellion and the first
Bishops’ War (1639). The outcome of the conflict was disastfor England and forced Charles
to summon Parliament to raise revenues. The MPs voiced nanplaints about his rule — e.g.,
appointment of bishops, monopolies on international tratternal licenses, and the farming of
customs, Ashton 1979 North and WeingastL989 — and opposed his plans to invade Scotland.
The Parliament was dissolved after only a few weeks in Mayp16A4d Charles attacked Scotland
again, suffering a humiliating defeat and prompting thesiwn of northern England by the Scots
in August 1640. Forced to pay tribute to the Scots, Charlesnsoned the Parliament again in
November 1640Bennett 1995. This Parliament would sit for the next 13 years.

Although a military conflict with the king — let alone its deption — was unimaginable then,
many MPs were hostile to Charles and successfully passedadegn that strengthened Parlia-
ment (e.g., the Act for Triennial Parliaments of 1641). WIlaerebellion broke out in Ireland in
October 1641, both king and Parliament agreed that theioneat an army was necessary to sup-
press the uprising. However, neither side trusted the atitérits control. The county militias
— the only land forces available during peacetime — were utidecontrol of the royal appointee
lord-lieutenants, who supervised and trained th@vedgwood 1959. After the failure to secure
control of the armed forces, in March 1642 Parliament issbhe#ilitia Ordinancewithout royal
approval to appoint its own lord-lieutenants. As a resppimséune 1642 the king issued tGem-
missions of Array- a long obsolete tool to raise men in the shires. The choicsivein to obey
the Militia Ordinance or the Commissions of Arrajorced boroughs (i.e., their burgesses, local
officials, or the governing lords) to pick a side.

In the months leading up to the outbreak of hostilities in Asigl642, royalists and parliamen-
tarians feared the other’s possible use of force, and patipas for military conflict began. Both
sides started raising an army and preparing the defense abtimties. The king recruited mostly
from rural areas by relying on county-level officials (sffferand lords-lieutenants) and gentry. In
contrast, the parliamentarians successfully recruited imocounties and boroughs, despite many
boroughs’ attempt to remain neutral out of fear for theiefiies Howell, 1982. London pro-
vided over 6,000 men. The parliamentarians gathered vedusitby sending orders or logistical
information to their appointed lord-lieutenants and toltirds sympathetic to their cause. Mayors
were also contacted for recruitment in boroughs, and MPgatitbed to their constituencies to
counteract the king’s effort to enforce tld@®mmissions of ArrayOne of Hull's MPs famously
convinced John Hotham, Governor of Hull, to refuse the ldmgitry into the townBennett 1995
p. 25). This led the king to move to Nottingham, where on Aug2®@nd 1642 he raised the Royal
Standard. Soon thereafter, fighting broke out.
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Both sides initially had over 15,000 men at their disposadl battles were fought over large
areas of the country for a period lasting three years. Alghatney initially had the upper hand,
royalist forces were eventually defeated by the parliasméam forces in 1645, and the king was
captured a year later. In 1647, the king conspired with tr@sS@nd fighting broke out again in
1648. The forces loyal to the king were defeated in 1649, damatl€s was tried and sentenced to
death the same year. The monarchy was abolished in Febr6d8y and Oliver Cromwell ruled
with the help of the Parliament until his death in 1659. Aligb the monarchy returned in 1660,
the Parliament had gained considerable power in the prpeesisthe transition to a full-fledge
constitutional monarchy would be complete by the end of tlei@us Revolution in 1689.

Data

We focus on the period immediately preceding the beginninip® military conflict: January-
August 1642. For each borough in our dataset, we record whéthaised volunteer troops to
fight on the parliamentarian sideThe information on boroughs’ raising of men is collectedhiro
the House of Lords Journal (1629-42 and 1642-43) and fronPtivate Journals of the Long
Parliament (3 January to 5 March 1642, 7 March 1642 to 1 JuAg2,khd 2 June to 17 September
1642)% We complement these data with those provideRirssell(1990 and Daniell (2008.
Altogether, the Parliamentary records mention 31 borotiggisraised voluntary troops to support
the parliamentarians. Out of these, 30 boroughs existe8#§.1We create the indicator variable
Volunteerdor these 30 boroughs.

A.5 The Great Reform Act: Background

The rules governing the Parliament and the compositionfofeohised constituencies were largely
unchanged from the 17th century to the Reform Act of 183@r(itt, 1909. In essence, the Par-
liament was an institution inherited from medieval timas1B30, 383 constituencies were repre-
sented, including 203 English boroughs returning a totdl0& members and 40 English counties
returning 82 memberd=(sher 2009. In our analysis, we focus exclusively on English boroughs
The beginning of the 19th century was marked by profoundoditent with local governance
and MP elections. The Industrial Revolution led some bonsugy experience rapid population
growth, thereby straining the public provision of sangatand law and order (sédzzeri and Per-

SWe do not record the gathering of recruits post August 1642bse army movements across the territory render
the “voluntary” nature of recruiting questionable. To thesbof our knowledge, there exists no records of volunteer
troops raised for the royalist side in the boroughs.

5These sources can be accessed online at the following lihkp://www.british-history.ac.uk/lords-jrnl/voj4
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/lords-jrnl/vo)andhttp://www.british-history.ac.uk/commons-jrni/vol2

“Information on thenumberof men raised by each borough is not available. However, theughs that raised
men were explicitly discussed in Parliament (which undsréur data source). This suggests that the contributions of
each of these boroughs must have been significant.
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sico (2004 and references therein). Moreover, the parliamentariersysvas generally perceived
as very corrupt and unrepresentatiBedck, 1973 pp. 25-8). Many rapidly growing boroughs
were unrepresented (e.g., Manchester).

Within enfranchised boroughs, large portions of the pajutavere excluded from participat-
ing in MP elections. The internal franchise rule varied gyefaom borough to borough. In 1830,
six franchise rules were observest¢t and lot householderfreeholder freeman burgage and
corporation). Two of these rules burgageand corporation— consisted of particularly narrow
franchises. For instance, only the members of the govellmoy were allowed to vote in corpo-
rate boroughs. Further, MP elections were often subjecatmpagé In these cases, the borough
“patron” — typically a large local landowner, and sometinties Treasury — was effectively en-
titled to nominate some or all of the borough MPs. Patronage particularly pervasive in the
smaller “rotten” boroughs such as Gatton, which did not heawe inhabitants leftRorritt, 1909
pp. 369-70).

Reforming the parliamentary franchise was a recurrent éhefearly 19th century British pol-
itics (Brock, 1973. The chances for reform became tangible in the 1820s. Bylaagd, Whigs
and Radicals were in favor of reform, whereas Tories werénagi.’ Between 1822 and 1827,
George Canning, the Tory Leader of the House of Commonsessfudly appeased the “com-
mercial men” and dampened their demand for a vast parliaanen¢form by promoting liberal
legislation Brock, 1973. In 1828, besides the parliamentary reform, the Duke ofli\gbn’s
Tory government faced three other major issues: the curensis that followed the financial
crash of 1825-6, the Catholic Emancipation, and the Cornsl.alihe possibility for reform pre-
sented itself when, in November 1830, during a period of gdrexonomic distress, Lord Grey
formed the first Whig Government since 1806. By then, parhefTories had turned in favor of
reform, largely because of the rotten boroughs’ role in ta¢éhGlic EmancipationBrock, 1973.
However, MPs were chosen by their constituencies basedihoba this possible reform, but also
on other major issues (e.g., Anti-Slavery and Corn LawsFesher 2009 Brock, 1973.

The first Bill was proposed in March 1831. The reform aimed:atharmonizing the fran-
chise across borough§;) disenfranchising smaller boroughs, afitt) enfranchising the newly
industrialized ones. The reform undermined patrons’ heldoroughs both directly (by disen-
franchising rotten boroughs) and indirectly (by making #tectorate in enfranchised boroughs
sufficiently large and uniform). Patrons of disenfranctliseroughs were partially compensated
for the loss in the value of their property with an increastheanumber of county seats.

8For a comprehensive description of each franchise rule fee t@Fisher(2009.
SAmong the Tories, the majority of the Huskissonites and malina-Tories were, however, in favor of reform
(Brock, 1973 p. 76).
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The Bill of March 1831, although approved by the House of Camsby a narrow margin,
was then rejected by the House of Lords. This event promitedaollapse of the Government
and new MP elections. The general elections of April 1831enaffectively a referendum on
the parliamentary reform. Two bills were proposed in Jund September 1831 and, after some
amendments and compromises, a new bill was voted in Deceb@3dr and finally approved in
March 1832. The reform resulted in 56 boroughs being egtitedenfranchised and 30 boroughs
losing one seat. On the winning side, 43 boroughs were ettirs@d, with 21 gaining one seat and
the rest two seats. In each enfranchised borough, all matlesg property with an annualized
value of at least £10 gained voting rights. The net effechefreform was to extend the franchise
from 3% to 6-7% of the population.

B Empirical Appendix

B.1 Conservative Classification of Borough Ownership

In the following we show that our main results hold also whemg a very conservative classi-
fication of borough ownership. In the results presented Wi€TA.1, we classify as royal those
boroughs that were owned by the king for more than 90% of the period between their founda-
tion and 1348. This leaves us with 87 royal boroughs. In &mlditve include as mesne boroughs
only those that belonged to mesne lords for more than 90%sedfirtie — altogether 371. We ex-
clude mixed boroughs (based on the 90% criterion) and thabdrneomplete ownership records.

Columns 1-4 in TabléA.1 examine the determinants of Farm Grants, replicating csulte
from columns 1 and 3 in Tab2 and from columns 5 and 6 in Tab®dn the paper. Columns 5-7
in TableA.1 replicate our regressions for representation in Parliarfiemn Table5 in the paper.
Throughout, we find highly significant coefficients of simifaagnitude as those documented in
our baseline results in the paper.

B.2 Geography and Taxable Wealth

In Table A.2 we relate trade-favoring geography to taxable wealth. lloroa 1, we find that
both navigable rivers and Roman roads predict taxable wealt086 (with rivers showing a
particularly strong relationship). Boroughs by the seastaan the other hand, were significantly
poorer. This is likely driven by i) the fact that the Normanr@oest had left some of the boroughs
on the Channel coast devastated, and ii) by Danish attaakb&isea that were still common until
the late 11th century. In the 12th century, locations by #eeltsad largely recovered from these
negative shocks. For this reason, we do not use seacoas ertainder of Tablé.2, but we
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Table A.1: Conservative Classification of Borough Owngrshi

Dependent variables: As indicated in table header

1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Dep. Var.: Indicator for Farm Grant by 1348 Enfranchised by 1348
Notes: only royal (conservative)  2SI7S
Farm Grant 1348 0.638** 0.455*  0.611*
(0.083) (0.129) (0.241)
Royal (conservative) 0.503 0.492* 0.201* 0.196* 0.064
(0.055) (0.057) (0.089) (0.091) (0.139)
River x Royal 0.384* (0.385**
(0.101) (0.106)
Sea coast x Royal 0.271 0.232
(0.120) (0.129)
Roman Road x Royal 0.245 0.257
(0.100) (0.104)
Navigable River -0.001  -0.011 -0.006
(0.032) (0.038) (0.044)
Sea Coast -0.029  -0.029 -0.014
(0.027) (0.033) (0.043)
Roman Road -0.046 -0.032 -0.039
(0.021) (0.023) (0.035)
p-value joint significance [0.163] [0.498] [0.729]
River, Coast, Road
County FE v v v
Terrain Control v v
R? 0.32 0.37 0.38 0.43 0.40 0.67 0.22
Observations 458 456 458 458 87 86 458
Mean of dep. var.: 0.144 0.143 0.144 0.144 0.506 0.503 0.212
First stage F-stat.: 8.3

Note This table verifies that our main results for Farm Grants lamughs’ representation in Parliament hold also
for the conservative coding of royal borough ownership irp&pdixB.1. Columns 1-4 replicate the regressions from
columns 1 and 3in Tab and columns 5 and 6 in TabBan the paper. Columns 5-7 replicate results on parliamgntar
franchise from Tabl&in the paper. All regressions are run at the borough levébuRbstandard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01.

¥ Terrain controls include the soil quality as well as ruggestnin a 10 km radius around each borough.

# Two-stage least square regression that uses the follovaingbles to predict farm grants by 1348 in the first stage:
the interaction of status as royal borough (conservatifimitien) with the location on the sea coast, on a navigable
river, and on Roman roads The status as royal borough itsedf the three geo-variables are included as controls in
both stages.
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do use it for subsequent analysis that exploit data afte tie century'® Column 2 shows that
the coefficients on rivers and Roman roads are very similanwke use only these two proxies
for trade. At the same time, the dummy for royal boroughs ialkand insignificant, confirming
our results from Sectiod.2that there are no major differences in taxable wealth acmsd and
mesne boroughs.

Table A.2: Farm Grants: Use Trade Geography to Predict Texabalth

Dependent variable as indicated in table header

1) 2) 3) 4) 5)

Dependent variable: In(Taxable Wealth)| Indicator for Charter of Liberties by 1348
Boroughs included: all all all royal mesne
Notes: OLS (1st stage) 2SLS for In(Taxable wealth in 1086)
Navigable River 0.719* 0.669**

(0.200)  (0.199)
Roman Road 0.292 0.347*

(0.156)  (0.156)
Sea Coast -0.75%7

(0.208)
Royal borough 0.176 0.167 0.402

(0.168) (0.166) (0.065)
In(Taxable wealth in 1086) 0.134* 0.326** -0.071

(0.067) (0.112) (0.083)

R? 0.10 0.07
Observations 276 276 276 73 203
Mean of dep. var.: 1.57 1.57 0.178 0.51 0.059
First stage F-stat.: 8.28 5.20 3.82
Weak IV robust p-value: 0.026 0.001 0.39

Note Columns 1 and 2 in the table show that boroughs on navigalgesror Roman roads had higher taxable wealth
in 1086; due to the devastation during the Norman Conquekfraquent raids by Danes during the 11th century,
boroughs on the sea coast had lower wealth in 1086. Sea sdhasinot used as an instrument in the rest of the table.
Columns 3-5 use 2SLS results to show that the effect of gpbgran Farm Grants worked at least in part through
(taxable) wealth — but this holds only in royal boroughs. iéfjressions are run at the borough level. Robust standard
errors in parentheses. .1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

T Predicted using navigable river and Roman road as instrtsnen

Next, we turn to the 2SLS results, using rivers and Romang@adinstruments for taxable
wealth in 1086! Column 3 shows that we obtain a strongly significant positivefficient that is

10Results are also very similar when we exclude the 25 borotigtisvere located on the sea coast (and for which
data on taxable wealth in 1086 is also available).

1At the bottom of TableA.2 we report the first-stage F-statistics. Since these areviiie rule-of-thumb of 10,
we also report the weak-IV robust p-value for the coeffic@mtaxable wealth.
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about three times larger than the coefficient on taxabletivéalthe corresponding OLS specifi-
cation (column 5 in Tabl@ in the paper). This is likely due to measurement error: thexalealth

in the Domesday Book was assessed not only based on traddd, dna largely on the value of
land and structures. Also, trade may have affected Farmt&raot only via taxable wealth, but
also via the fact that movables were harder to monitor (asudsed in SectioB). Thus, the ex-
clusion restriction is unlikely to hold when we instrumeat fvealth — and correspondingly, we
are reluctant to take the point estimate at face value. Nexiplumn 4 we restrict the sample to
royal boroughs and obtain a large positive and significaeffimdent on taxable wealth. This is in
stark contrast to the small insignificant coefficient on wealmong mesne boroughs (column 5).
Altogether, our results suggest that trade had a strongteffethe odds of receiving Farm Grants
in royal boroughs, but not in mesne boroughs. In additios, éffect worked at least in part via
taxable wealth — boroughs that were richer because of trade also more likely to obtain Farm
Grants.

B.3 Farm Grants and Commercial Importance

In the following we present suggestive evidence that chedtboroughs were commercially more
important already in the mid-14th century. Importantly, deenot argue that Farm Grartaused
commercial importance. Instead, the following resultsartide the close — possibly bi-directional
— relationship between self-governance and economic dewednt at the local level. In columns
1-3 of TableA.3 we use our first proxy for commercial importance describe8ention4.1: an
indicator variable for “Freedom from tolls” — a grant of lithethat exempted a borough’s burgesses
from tolls throughout the realm. This liberty was issuedliy king against a fee paid by boroughs.
Clearly, purchasing this liberty only made sense for busgedrom boroughs with a focus on
trade. Column one shows that boroughs with a Farm Grant waresa 50 percentage points
(p.p.) more likely to obtain “Freedom from tolls,” relatite an average of about 15 percent of
boroughs that purchased this liberty. In column 2, we inglad indicator for royal boroughs as
well as an interaction term with Farm Grants. The coeffice@nEarm Grants becomes zero, while
the interaction term withRoyal is highly significant and positive. This means that the peesit
relationship from column 1 (in the sample overall) is drivatirely by the positive association
between Farm Grants and “Freedom from tolls” in royal bormug as we would expect, given
that Farm Grants were almost exclusively observed in rogedighs'? In column 3, we restrict
the sample to royal boroughs and confirm the strong positise@ation between Farm Grants and
“Freedom from tolls” (with an almost identical coefficiente as the interaction term in column

2While royal boroughs themselves show a higher propensiputohase “Freedom from tolls,” this coefficient is
dwarfed by the interaction term (which is more than five tinaeger).
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2).

Table A.3: More Evidence on Commercial Importance of Bormugith Farm Grants

Dependent Variable: As indicated in table header

Dependent Variable:

1) 2) 3)
Freedom from Tolls by 1848

(4) (5) (6)

Commercial Importance 14C

Boroughs included: all all royal all all royal
Farm Grant 1348 0.495 0.006 0.53#* 0.376* 0.085 0.425*
(0.053) (0.055) (0.069) (0.052) (0.075) (0.065)

Royal borough 0.10% 0.029

(0.043) (0.028)
Farm Grant x Royal 0.528 0.339*

(0.088) (0.099)
R? 0.27 0.36 0.29 0.23 0.28 0.23
Observations 550 550 146 550 550 146
Mean of dep. var.: 0.147 0.147 0.418 0.093 0.093 0.267

Note The table shows that boroughs with Farm Grants were coniaflgrmore important in the 14th century, using
the two indicators explained below. Sectiéri provides more detail. All regressions are run at the bordagél.
Robust standard errors in parentheses<®d, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

t Indicator variable for “Freedom from tolls” — a grant of littyethat exempted a borough’s burgesses from tolls (taxes
on trade) throughout the realm. This liberty was issued bykthg against a fee paid by boroughs.

¥ Indicator variable for whether a borough was a commercialduring the 14th century, based biasschael¢1997).
Criteria include the presence of merchant guilds, the ifleagon as “urban” in the 1340 Nonae Rolls tax records,
and the total tax on tradable goods levied in 1334.

In columns 4-6 of Tablé.3 we repeat the same specifications as in the first three collans
now using as dependent variable our second proxy for comah@mgportance: an indicator vari-
able for whether a borough was a commercial hub during thie deitury, based oklasschaele
(1997. We confirm the previous results both in terms of magnituake statistical significance:
boroughs with Farm Grants were much more likely to be comiakcenters in the mid-14th cen-
tury, and this relationship is exclusively driven by royafbughs. We do not interpret these results
causally. In fact, as by our argument, commercial centers were likely to obtain Farm Grants
in the first place. Thus, the correlations in TaBl& merely establish (strong) suggestive evidence
that commercial activity in royal boroughs wassociatedvith Farm Grants.

B.4 Strategic Enfranchisement

As shown in Figurés in the paper, between 1348 and 1700, an additional 73 bosdugtame en-
franchised. Unlike the boroughs who gained representatiparliament between 1295 and 1348,
the vast majority of these boroughs did not enjoy early gelfernance. As the House of Com-
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mons grew in political power in the 15th and 16th centuri@sg& resorted to the enfranchisement
of rural boroughs in an attempt to control the lower house.ifgtance, a®orritt (1909 puts it:

“Nothing except the desire of the Crown [...] to control theude of Commons [...] could

account for the enfranchisement of such Cornish boroughseagort, Saltash, Camelford,

West Looe, Grampound, Bossiney and St. Michaels. Until #ignrof Edward VI (1537-

1553), Cornwall had not been over-represented. [...] it iwake reign of Edward VI that

Cornwall first began to attain notoriety as a county of manyphghs. It owed this notoriety to

the fact that it was a royal duchy, a county over which the @rexercised more direct control

than over most of the other counties of Englan®biritt, 1909 pp. 373-4)
Consistent with their limited commercial importance anthgeaunder close control of the king’s
allies, these newly enfranchised boroughs were significambre likely to be considered as “rot-
ten” — i.e., small and subject to patronage — in the perioditgpup to the Great Reform Act.
This is illustrated in Figuré.2. The left part of the figure examines boroughs that obtaieatkss
in Parliament by 1348. It shows that the share of “rotten bghs” was low among the bor-
oughs with self-governance (Farm Grants), and high (almpstthird) among the other enfran-
chised boroughs. This suggests that strategic enframobkigecan potentially account for some
of the non-commercial boroughs that gained representati®arliament by 1348 (in addition to
the factors discussed in Sectibr?). The right part of the figure examines enfranchisement afte
1700. Among the boroughs that were enfranchised lateg trermuch fewer boroughs with Farm
Grants, and the share of rotten boroughs is even higherohte boroughs without Farm Grants
that were enfranchised between 1348 and 1700 became rotenall, these results are consistent
with the strategic enfranchisement of commercially unintgoat boroughs that were under close
patronage of the king’s allies — in an attempt to shift thebeé in the House of Commons in the
king’s favor.

B.5 Enfranchisement of Boroughs: Additional Results

TableA.4 provides additional results for boroughs’ representaitioRarliament, complementing
Table5 in the paper. Columns 1 and 2 show that chartered boroughealsy significantly more
likely to be represented in the first Parliament in 1295 (‘Middarliament’). Again, the coefficient
is very similar for the full sample (col 1) and for the subsktayal boroughs (col 2). In column
3, we exploit the length of the time period during which bagbs held Farm Grants until 1348.
We restrict the sample to the 91 boroughs that did receiveetigeants by 1348 We find a
strong positive coefficient: doubling the years for whichaedugh held a Farm Grant increases
the probability of being enfranchised by 15 p.p. (relatv@tmean of 0.68 — most boroughs with
Farm Grants were represented in Parliament). Next, coluharal 5 provide the regressions that

13In a few cases, Farm Grants were revoked for intermittentsyarad then re-granted. We exclude these years when
coding the duration of Farm Grants.
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Figure A.2: Rotten boroughs: The role of Farm Grants andiinoif enfranchisement

Note The figure provides evidence for strategic enfranchisemé&mong the boroughs without Farm Grants, the
share of “rotten boroughs” was much larger, and this is palarly true for later enfranchisement (after 1348).

correspond to Figuré& in the paper: the coefficients are much larger for borougasdtso had
constraints on sheriffs entering the borough (and thusicest possibilities for central authorities
to collect extra-ordinary taxes). Finally, columns 6-8aapthe analysis for enfranchisement by
1700. All results are very similar to those for 1348, in bothgnitude and significance.

B.6 Inclusiveness of MP Elections 1690-1820

Table A.5 complements our analysis from Secti6r2 in the paper. It introduces two additional
dimensions: first, instead of the openness index that isetkfior values 1 to 3, Tabla.5 uses
dummies that take on value one if a borough’s MP electiondsdified as “open” (values above
2 in the openness index. Second, TaAl& examines a longer time period, using the openness
measure for four sub-periods between 1690 and 1832. Appén8idescribes the construction of
these variables in detail. Columns 1 and 2 show that ourteefrlthe openness index for 1820-32
from Table7 in the paper hold also when we use the dummy. The coefficielfaom Grants is
statistically highly significant, and its magnitude is lkargooroughs with medieval Farm Grants
(that were also represented in Parliament) were about 19ope likely to have open elections,
relative to a sample mean of 0.17. The result is almost idehtvhen we control for county fixed
effects (col 2). Next, we repeat the analysis using the opendummy for the periods 1790-1820
(cols 3-4), 1754-1790 (cols 5-6), and 1690-1715 (cols 7V&.find coefficients on Farm Grants
of very similar magnitude throughotft.Thus, our results imply that boroughs with medieval Farm

1As the mean of the dependent variable shows, a larger fraofioroughs had open elections in the earliest
period that starts in 1690. A likely explanation is that irf06- right after the Glorious Revolution — the old Charters
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Table A.4: Representation in Parliament by 1295, 1348, afid1Additional Results

Dependent variable: Indicator for Borough Enfranchised 95 / 1348 / 1700

) @) 3 4) ®) (6) (7 (C)]
Dep.Var.: Enfranchised by 1295 1295 1348 1348 1348 1700 1700 1700
Boroughs included: founded by 1295 Farm Grant Farm Grant
all royal by 1348 all royal by 1348 all royal
Farm grant by 1295 0.453 0.436**
(0.059) (0.075)
In(years grant 1066-1348) 0.134 0.155**
(0.025) (0.026)
Grant and constraint on sheriff 0.722 0.628** 0.660** 0.519*
(0.057) (0.077) (0.048) (0.074)
Grant, no constraint on sheriff 0.401 0.443* 0.399* 0.387**
(0.071) (0.092) (0.068) (0.090)
R? 0.17 0.20 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.23 0.17 0.23
Observations 450 146 91 550 146 91 550 146
Mean of dep. var.: 0.216 0.397 0.681 0.235 0.50 0.769 0.345 6240.

Note The table shows that chartered boroughs were also sigmtificanore likely to be represented in the first Par-
liamentin 1295 (‘Model Parliament’). In addition, the a@arlCharters of Liberties were granted, the more likely was
the borough to be represented in Parliament. Finally, aieffi sizes are much larger for boroughs that also had con-
straints on sheriffs entering the borough (and thus resttigossibilities for central authorities to collect extrainary
taxes). All regressions are run at the borough level. Rogtasidard errors in parentheses.<@1, ** p<0.05, ***
p<0.01.

t Constraints on sheriff is a dummy variable that takes onevale if a borough possessed additional liberties that
prohibited royal officials from entering the borough in thedicial functions flon-intromitta), in financial functions
(direct access to the Excheqieor to enforce royal ordersdturn of writ9.

Grants had significantly more open elections of their MPs adeng time span between 1690 and
1832.

of Incorporation where reestablished after the kingsmgieto change them in the 1640s and 1660s (in an attempt to
manipulate the election of MPs): Both Charles | and Jameadifbrced numerous incorporated boroughs to hand over
their Charters of Incorporation. New charters were themeidswith the objective of imposing mayors and aldermen
sympathetic to the royal caudedrritt, 1909 Howell, 1982 Miller, 1983. Following the Glorious Revolution in 1688,
boroughs petitioned king and Parliament to have their olttteins reestablishe#iénning 1983 Cruickshanks et al.
2002. This process resulted in fresh contests for city couraeil$, arguably, boroughs’ parliamentary seats.
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Table A.5: Inclusiveness of Borough-Level MP Elections @820

Dependent variable: Indicator for open elections of MPg tive indicated period

(1) (2 3) (4) ) (6) (7) (8)
Period considered 1820-1832 1790-1820 1754-1790 1690-1715

Farm Grant 1348  0.187 0.194** 0.213* 0.189* 0.197* 0.19%* 0.246* 0.210*
(0.061) (0.067) (0.066) (0.072) (0.067) (0.072) (0.077) .093)

County FE v v v v

R? 0.06 0.29 0.06 0.31 0.05 0.29 0.06 0.27
Observations 191 191 188 188 190 190 168 168
Mean of dep. var.: 0.168 0.168 0.213 0.213 0.237 0.237 0.363 .3630

Note The table shows that boroughs with medieval Farm Grantsiwed open elections of their MPs over the period
1690-1832. The construction of the dependent variablesssribed in AppendixA.3. All regressions are run at the
borough level. Robust standard errors in parentheses®* ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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