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1 Introduction

The evolution of income inequality during the process of development has attracted much at-
tention in the economic literature. Recent studies have constructed series for shares of income
accruing to upper income groups for various countries using income tax statistics (Atkinson
and Piketty, 2007, 2010). The countries studied are Australia, Canada, China, Denmark, Fin-
land, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mauritius, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tanzania, the
United Kingdom and the United States?. Few such study focus on colonies with the exception
of India (since 1922: Banerjee and Piketty, 2010), Indonesia (since 1920: Leigh and Vand der
Eng, 2006), Mauritius (since 1933: Atkinson, 2011a), Singapore (since 1946: Atkinson 2010),
and Tanzania (since 1948: Atkinson, 2011b). This paper proposes to start filling this gap by
analyzing the experience of British India between 1885 and 1922 using a novel dataset of income

tax statistics. The experience of British India sheds new lights on several important issues.

A first issue is the short term impact of colonisation on income inequality. One aspect is the
position of the colonial elite during the period of British rule. To which extent were resources
appropriated by the ruling class 7 Another aspect is the composition of the elite. How important
was the European elite 7 Was the elite mostly agricultural, salarial, governmental, industrial or
commercial 7 There is little firm empirical evidence about the short term impact of colonisation
on income inequality in British India. Maddison (1971), Milanovic, Lindert and Williamson
(2007) and Roy (2007) find high levels of income inequality during the colonial period but their

results rely on scant data®.

A second issue is the evolution of colonial and post-colonial income inequality. Banerjee and
Piketty (2010) have constructed series of top Indian incomes between 1922 and 2000 but little
is known about the anterior evolution of income concentration in India. Constructing long run
series of income concentration in British India would put in historical perspective the evolution

of top incomes during the interwar and the process of decolonisation.

A third issue is the long term impact of colonisation on inequality. Recent research has empha-
sized the role of colonial political and economic institutions in determining subsequent economic
performance (Acemoglu, Johnson and Robinson, 2001 and 2002, Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012).
Angeles (2007) has argued that “Colonial History is a major explanatory factor behind today’s

large differences in inequality”, finding that the percentage of European settlers is associated

2 See Atkinson & Leigh (2007a), Veal (2012), Piketty and Qian (2010), Atkinson and Sggaard (2013), Jantti
et al. (2010), Piketty (2003), Dell (2007), Banerjee and Piketty (2010), Leigh and van der Eng (2010), Brian
(2007), Alvaredo & Pisano (2010), Moriguchi and Saez (2008), Atkison (2011a), Atkinson and Salverda (2007),
Atkinson and Leigh (2007b), Aaberge and Atkinson (2010), Alvaredo (2010), Atkinson (2010), Alvaredo &
Atkinson (2011), Alvaredo & Saez (2010), Roine & Waldenstrom (2008), Dell, Piketty and Saez (2007), Atkinson
(2011b), Atkinson (2007), and Piketty & Saez (2007).

3 Maddison (1971) provides a description of the social structure of India at the end of British rule based on
miscellaneous budgetary and census material, and national income data. Milanovic, Lindert and Williamson
(2007) use social tables for Moghul India in 1750 and for British India in 1947. They estimate that the Gini
coefficient lied between 38.5 and 48.9 in 1750 and between 48.2 and 49.7 in 1947. Roy (2007) uses Atkinson’s
(1902) national income estimate for 1875 and the first compilation of the national accounts in 1948. He estimates
that the Gini coefficient was 35 in 1875 and 30 in 1948.
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with significantly higher values of today’s Gini coefficient. In the case of colonial India, Iyer
(2010) has found evidence that the quality of governance in the colonial period had a significant
and persistent effect on postcolonial outcomes. Areas that experienced direct rule have signifi-
cantly lower levels of access to schools, health centers, and roads and higher levels of inequality

in the postcolonial period than areas under indirect rule.

In order to throw new lights on these issues we construct series of top income shares and analyze
the shape of the top of the income distribution in British India between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923
using new income tax data. The use of tax statistics is not without drawbacks. First, since only
a fraction of the population files a tax return, studies using tax data are restricted to the upper
part of the income distribution and are silent about changes in the lower and middle part of the
distribution. Second, estimates may be biased due to exemptions, tax evasion and corruption.
These elements, which are common to all countries, are critical in the case of British India. Yet
despite their shortcomings, and because there is little concrete alternative information, results

using income tax data remain a unique and useful source to describe income concentration.

We obtain four main results. First, income in British India was highly concentrated. The top
0.1 per cent of the income distribution accounted for over 8 per cent of total income in the 1880s.
This is at the highest level of inequality in the period in the World Top Incomes Database sample.
It is also the highest level of income concentration in India between 1885 and 2000 and about
two times as high as in the recent period. Second, contrary to the traditional image of a colonial
administrative elite, only a minority of high income individuals were civil servants. High-income
individuals in British India mainly earned their income from commerce, trade, properties and
learned professions. Third, income concentration declined throughout the period, driven by
the decline in income from commerce, trade, properties and learned profession and, to a lesser
extent, by the decrease in employment income. Fourth, regional income concentration within
British India also mattered. The provinces of Bengal and Bombay, economically dominant,
concentrated more than 60 per cent of top incomes, leaving 40 per cent to Madras, Agra and
Oudh, Punjab and Central Provinces. Over the period the evolution of top income shares can
be decomposed into the decrease of income concentration in Bengal and Agra and Oudh and
the increase of income concentration in Bombay, Madras, Punjab and Central Provinces. This

can be explained by differences in regional development patterns.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 describes our income tax data, outlines our esti-
mation methods, and discusses the issues of exemption, tax evasion and corruption in British
India. In section 3 we explain the derivation of the control totals for population and income.
Section 4 describes the population of income tax payers. The results are analyzed in section
5, which presents estimates of the top income shares in British India, and section 6, concerned
with the shape of the upper tail. Section 7 concludes. The complete details on our data and

methods, as well as the complete sets of results are presented in Appendices A to D.
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2 The Income Tax Data

2.1 Obtaining the Income Tax Data

The first pre-requisite for constructing the new dataset is that a personal income tax to be in
existence. The income tax was introduced in British India with the Indian Income Tax Act
of 1860 but due to strong opposition of the economic elite it was abolished in 1865 4. The
government of British India returned to the income tax with the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886
to correct the injustice of the fiscal regime®. The Indian Income Tax Act of 1918 and then the
Indian Income Tax Act of 1922 repealed the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886.

The second factor determining the feasibility of the research is that the tax authorities assemble
statistics on the taxpaying population. The information that we have been able to locate
concerning the distribution of taxpayers are the income tax returns published annually by the
administration of each province of British India under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1886, 1918
and 1922. Two types of publications containing informations on the distribution of tax payers
have been used in this study, namely the Annual Reports on the Administration of the Income
Taz Act and the Triennial Reports on the Administration of the Income Tazx Act. The first year
for which income tax tabulations are available is 1886-1887 and the last year is 1923-1924.

2.2 Description of the Income Tax Data

The main data employed are the tabulations of taxpayers by ranges of income, giving the number
of taxpayers and the amount of tax collected in the range. We estimated the total taxable income
in each range by means of the statutory tax scales. The income tax was assessed on income
accruing in the previous year. An assessment was thus made in year (¢t + 1) on the total income
accruing in year t. The later is referred to here as income year ¢t. Unless otherwise stated, we
refer to income year, so that the first year for which we have data is 1885-1886 and the last year
is 1922-1923 6.

4 According to Pagar (1920), “The Indian Income Tax Act of 1860 was abolished due to the strong opposition
from the trade associations of Calcutta, Madras and Bombay”.

5 According to Niyogi (1929), Lord Dufferin, Viceroy of India, advocated in 1886 that “the growth of rich
salaried positions under the Government, the increase in the number of the foreign merchants and traders, the
slow but steady growth of the cotton and jute manufactures, and the rise of the learned professions, all point to
the adoption of an income tax”.

6 Financial years run from April 1st to March 31st in British India (1886-1887 refers to the period running
from April 1st 1886 to March 31st 1887, etc., 1923-1924 to the period running from April 1st 1922 to March
31st 1923). Tabulations published in the Annual Reports on the Administration of the Income Tax Act and the
Triennial Reports on the Administration of the Income Tax Act always refer to assessment years, i.e. the year
in which the income is assessed, while we always refer to income years. For instance, tabulations published for
1886-1887 contains the data on income year 1885-1886, etc., tabulations published for 1923-1924 contains the
data on income year 1922-1923.
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Under the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886 the income tax was not levied on individuals total
income but on different sources, or schedules of income: salary, annuity, pension or gratuity
(schedule one); net profit made by a company (schedule two); interest on the securities of the
government of India (schedule three) and other sources of income, i.e. income from commerce,
trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided
families (schedule four). In order to obtain total income tabulations we made two changes to
the income tax tabulations. Firstly, to obtain the number of income taxpayers we summed the
number of taxpayers under schedule one and four by income brackets. Secondly, to obtain the
amount of income tax we summed the amount of tax collected under schedule one and four by
income range 7. As a consequence, by implicitly assuming that no taxpayer is liable to both
schedule one and four we underestimate individual’s income to an extent that is difficult to
assess 8. Under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1918 and 1922 the schedular tax system was
abolished and an overall income tax was introduced. We did not make any change to the income
tax tabulation as they directly report the number of taxpayers and the amount of tax collected

by ranges of total income °.

2.3 Analysis of the data

Since the income tax data are in the form of grouped tabulations, and the intervals do not in
general coincide with the percentage groups of the population with which we are concerned (such
as the top 0.1 per cent, the top 0.05 per cent, etc.), we have to interpolate in order to arrive at
the shares of total income. Under the assumption that the top tail of the income distribution is
well approximated by a Pareto distribution, we can use simple parametric interpolation methods
to estimate the threshold and average income levels for each fractile. This method follows the
classical study by Kuznets (1953) and has been used in most of the top income studies presented
in Atkinson and Piketty (2007, 2010).

7 We do not use the information on net profit made by a company (schedule two) as it only concerns firms.
We do not include Interest on the securities of the government of India (schedule three) in our definition of total
income since the Annual Reports on the Administration of the Income Taxr Act and the Triennial Reports on
the Administration of the Income Tax Act record the amount of tax collected by range of income but not the
number of taxpayers.

8 For example Pagar (1920) reports the case of salaried military surgeons (income corresponding to schedule
one) who are also employed as house surgeons in private hospitals (income corresponding to schedule four). We
underestimate their income for two reasons. First, if one of the sources of income is below the exempt threshold
then it is not reported in the tabulations. Second, if both sources of incomes are above the exempt threshold
both are taxed separately and we consider two taxpayers instead of one.

9 The demand for systematic returns of income under the provisions of the Indian Income Tax Act of 1918
aroused a great deal of opposition during the assessment years 1918-1919 and 1919-1920 (income years 1917-1918
and 1918-1919) in Bengal, Bombay and Madras (details are provided in the Reports on the Administration of
the Income Tazx Act for the Triennum ending 31st March 1920). The statistical quality of the data for those
years is defective with obvious and large inconsistencies which make the data non-usable.
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This paper is not only concerned with top income shares. These depend crucially on the esti-
mated control totals for income, and for this reason we also analyse the shape of the distribution
that do not depend on the income totals. In order to understand more fully the distribution
among the tax paying elite, we makes use of two different approaches presented in Atkinson and
Piketty (2007,2010) and Atkinson (2013). First, we report the inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficient
B by income range. Second, we show at different percentile points the upward slope of the

income distribution M.

2.4 The Issue of Exemptions, Tax Evasion and Corruption

The income tax data are drawn from an administrative process that had shortcomings. Coverage

of taxpayers and income is likely to be incomplete due to exemptions, tax evasion and corruption.

First of all, some sources of income were exempted from the income tax. Incomes from agri-
cultural land and houses, assessed to the Land Tax and provincial cesses, were exempted!?.
Attempts to include agricultural incomes in a general income tax were rejected on account of
strong opposition from the middle and upper class landholders'!'. Agricultural land and houses
remained exempt from the income tax under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1922, 1956 and
1961 used by Banerjee and Piketty (2010)*2. Other minor exemptions existed for casual receipts;
premia paid to an insurance company; savings not exceeding one sixth of total income and house
insurance and repairs not exceeding ten per cent of the gross rental.

Secondly, some sources of income evaded the income tax. Tax evasion was very limited in the

13 Nevertheless for other sources of

case of employment incomes which were taxed at source
incomes the income tax was directly assessed by local registrers under the Indian Income Tax
Act of 1886 and based on taxpayer’s compulsory returns of income verified by assessing officers
under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1918 and 1922. Tax compliance was limited since little
resources were allocated to the assessment. Throughout the period, as the resources allocated

to income tax assessment increased, tax evasion diminished.

10 Sources suggest that a minority of top income earners were landowners in British India. The Census of India
of 1901,1911 and 1921 report that only 4 per cent of British subjects and other Europeans derived their income
from rents. Acccording to Maddison (1971) big zamindars and jagirdars (i.e. Indian landowners) constituted
0.05 per cent of the population and took less than 1 per cent of national income.

11 Pagar (1920) reports that “attempts were made to bring agricultural incomes under the income tax but
the representatives of the great landed estates in combination with the official sympathisers always carried the
amendment and left the law where it was before”

12 The definition of taxable income did not change under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1886, 1918 and
1922. Our top incomes series and the ones provided by Banerjee and Piketty (2010) are thus compatible and
comparable.

13 Income tax reports always explain thoroughly changes in the number of taxed salaries, annuities, pensions
and gratuities. For example, the Report on the Administration of the Income-Tax Act in the Central Province for
the year 1894-95 indicates that “the increase in the Nagpur District is due to the additions of a few employees of
the Empress Mills whose salaries had been increased. In Rajpur the increased is stated to be due to the taxation
for the first time of the salaries of the establishment of the recently opened Rajkumar College, and to the increase
in the staff of the Executive Engineer, Chhattisgarh Feudatory States Road Division. etc. ”

14 For example the Report on the Income Tax Administration of the Punjab and North West Frontier Province
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Thirdly, other factors might have afffected the accuracy of income tax figures. For example
cases of corruption and identity theft of income tax assessors have been reported by the income

tax administration'®.

The tax data are affected by exemptions, tax evasion and corruption and must be treated with
caution. The reader must bear in mind that incomes are likely to be under-stated in the results
that follow to a degree that is difficult to assess. At the same time they provide an insight
into the distribution of income in a country and period about which we have no other empirical

information.

3 Control Totals for Population and Income

3.1 Control totals for population

The number of tax units recorded in the income tax statistics has to be related to the population
of tax units as a whole. Under the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886, 1918 and 1922 the tax unit
was the single adult individual or the married couple or the Hindu Undivided Family. The
corresponding total is taken therefore to be the total population minus the number of persons
aged under 15 minus the number of married women minus the number of single adults or
married couples who are members of a Hindu Undivided Family. There are therefore four steps:
(a) estimation of total population, (b) substraction of those aged under 15, (¢) substraction
of married women aged above 15, (d) substraction of single adults or married couples who are

members of a Hindu Undivided Family.

The total population data for British India are taken from Davis (1951). At the heart of these
population figures are the Census of India and these provide the basis for the adjusment to adult
population and for married women discussed below. The earlier censuses of India have however
been the subject of debate. As argued by Visaria and Visaria (1983) the censuses of 1881 and
1891 should be treated with caution on the grounds that there had been under-enumeration of
some 2 per cent. It is for this reason that the population figures provided by Davis (1951) for
1881 and 1891 ares higher than those published at the time in the Census of India. By 1901
the entire sub-continent was covered by the census and there was important improvements in
enumeration techniques. The population figures provided by Davis for 1901, 1911, 1921 and
1931 are thus those published in the Census of India.

for the Year 1922-1923 indicates that “Under the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886 there were 11 special Income-
tax Officer and a staff of 30 Naib-Tahsildars for enquiry and survey. Under the Indian Income Tax Act of 1918
the new department started with a staff of two assistant commissioners to hear appeals, 20 Income-tax Officers
to do the work of assessment and 54 Inspectors for survey and enquiry. In addition there were 17 temporary
Munims or Accountants. Under the new Indian Income Tax Act of 1922 the number of Income-tax Offficers and
Inspectors increased to 26 and 56 respectively”.

15 The Report on the Administration of the Income Tax Act in the lower provinces during the triennium ending
on the 31st March 1902 indicates that “the income tax assessors worked on the whole satisfactorily with two
exceptions. A serious charge of corruption was brought in the Dinajpur district and in Calcutta a man who
used to personate the assessor was caught by the Police. Both were sentenced by the Court of the Presidency
Magistrate to imprisonment for nine years”.
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We first substract individuals aged under 15 to the total population figures. The Census of
India of 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921 and 1931 have attempted to record the exact ages of the
population, which have been tabulated in quinquennial age groups. Over the period there was
little variations in the proportion of the total population aged under 15: 38.6 per cent in 1881,
38.8 per cent in 1891, 38.4 per cent in 1901, 38.3 per cent in 1911, 38,8 per cent in 1921 and 38.7
per cent in 1931. The average proportion of 38.6 per cent of the total population aged under 15
has been applied throughout the period.

We then substract married women aged above 15 to the population figures. The Census of India
of 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921 and 1931 record the number of married men and women for
each quinquennial age group. According to the census figures, there had been little variations
in the proportion of married women aged above 15: 17.8 per cent of the total population in
1881, 18 per cent in 1891, 18.4 per cent in 1901, 17.9 per cent in 1911, 18.3 in 1921 and 18.2
in 1921. Throughout the period considered here we apply the average proportion and consider

that married women aged above 15 constituted 18.1 per cent of the total population.

Finally, we substract single adults or married couples who are members of a Hindu Undivided
Family. There is very little evidence on the total number of Hindu Undivided Family. Through-
out the period considered here we apply the figure provided by Visaria and Visaria (1983) who
estimate that Hindu Undivided Family constituted roughly 10 per cent of the total population
in the early twentieth century. Applying the adjustment to adult population and for married
women discussed above we can consider that 43.4 per cent of the members of a Hindu Undivided
Family are single adults or married couples. Throughout the period considered here single adults
or married couples who were members of a Hindu Undivided Family can thus be considered to

constitute 4.3 per cent of the total population.

Taken together this means that the tax unit total is equal to 39 per cent of the total population.
In their study on top Indian Incomes between 1922 and 2000 Banerjee and Piketty (2010) set
the theoretical number of tax units to be equal to 40 per cent of the total population of India
throughout the period!'®. Since we want our top incomes series to be comparable to those
provided by Banerjee and Piketty (2010) and because the number of tax units are only being
used here to provide a sense of scale, the number of tax unit is set to be equal to 40 per cent of

the total population of British India throughout the period!”.

16 According to Banerjee and Piketty (2010), this number is lower than India’s adult population (the 15-year-
and-over population makes about 60 per cent of total population since the 1920s), very close to India’s labor
force (the labor force consists of about 45 per cent of total population since the 1920s) and represents a rough
estimate of the potential “positive-income population” of India.

17 When, for instance, considering the 446,634 income taxpayers in British India in 1901-1902, it is enough to
know that they constitute between 0.5 and 0.51 per cent of all tax units depending on whether we consider the

tax unit total as equal to 39 per cent or 40 per cent of the total population.
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3.2 Control totals for income

The income reported in the income tax statistics has to be related to the total household
income. It is obtained in two steps: (i) obtaining a measure of total current national income;

(ii) identifying the part of national income that accrues to households.

One difficulty when seeking a measure of total national income is that estimates of national
income for India are of recent origin. The first official attempt at preparing national income
estimates started in 1949 with the appointment of the National Income Committee (NIC). In
1951 it submitted its First Report presenting the estimates of national income for 1948-1949.
This was followed by the Final Report in 1954, setting out the estimates for 1948-1949 to 1950-
1951. The compilation of the annual estimates of national income was thereafter continued by
the National Income Unit (NIU) and later transferred to the Central Statistical Organisation
(CSO).

Since we are seeking control totals for the period 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 we can not rely
on official estimates. Throughout the period considered here a number of pioneer estimates of
national income have been made. Particular mention may be made for the estimates by Atkinson
(1902) for 1895-1896, Dighy (1901) for 1898-1899 and Shah and Khambatta (1924) for 1921-1922.
There have also been a number of attempts to extend point estimates backward and forward.
Notable among them are the series by Patel (1958), Arora and Iyengar (1960) and Mukerjee
(1969). Nevertheless, these studies are very dissimilar, rely on scanty data and use rough and
ready methods'®. For these reasons they should be considered as mere approximations and are

not used in this study.

We make use in this paper of the later estimates by Heston (1983) and Sivasubramonian (2000).
Heston (1983) provides annual estimates of domestic product for the 1868-1869 to 1899-1900
period. He uses the output approach for the agricultural sector, based on official statistics
of crop yields and on all-India crop cuting results. For industry and services he extrapolates
backwards the initial estimates of Sivasubramonian (1965) with the help of labour force esti-
mates. Sivasubramonian (2000) presents annual estimates of national income for the 1900-1901
to 1946-1947 period. National income is obtained by direct computation on the basis of available
data in a large number of official and non-official publications, annual reports and blue books,
report of various committees and commissions, ad hoc enquiries and investigations, as well as
the works of various scholars. The output approach is adopted for the whole of the primary
sector and also for mining, manufacturing, and house property, while the income approach is
adopted for the other sectors. Net income from abroad is estimated separately and added to the
net domestic product to obtain national income. The figures provided by Heston (1983) and
Sivasubramonian (2000) are subject to qualification but they provide the best available series

for the period considered here!®.

18 see Mukerjee (1969) pp. 46-55 Sivasubramonian (2000) pp. 3-4 and Roy (2011) pp. 83 for a critical survey
of early national income estimates

19 Heston (1983) pp. 409 “Our historical income estimates have limitations for at least two reasons. First of
all, the crop reporting system is subjective and biased downward. Secondly, the distribution of the working force



4 The Colonial Income Taxpayers 9

Heston (1983) does not provide estimates of national income but of domestic product. Conse-
quently for the 1885-1886 to 1899-1900 period, the national income series is obtained by extend-
ing Sivasubramonian (2000) backwards using year-to-year variations in the domestic product
series provided by Heston (1983). For the 1900-1901 to 1922-1923 the national income series
are directly provided by Sivasubramonian (2000). Our series are compatible with Banerjee and
Piketty (2010) who also make use of the national income series provided by Sivasubramonian

(2000) for their control totals for income.

The second step concerns the breakdown of national income. Household income is less than
national income to the extent that income accrues to the government and there are undistributed
company profits; operating in the opposite direction, government transfers and payment of debt
interest add to household income. Typically, this leads household income to be less than national
income. In their study on top Indian Incomes between 1922 and 2000, Banerjee and Piketty
(2010) set household income as 70 per cent of national income for the entire 1922-2000 period.
In order to be able to compare our top incomes series with the one provided by Banerjee and
Piketty (2010) and in the absence of more reliable estimates, household income is set to 70 per
cent of the national income throughout the 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 period.

4 The Colonial Income Taxpayers

4.1 Who were the income taxpayers?

From the level at which the tax threshold was set, it is evident that tax payers were an extremely
well-off minority. Figure 1 displays the exempt minimum as a ratio of mean current income per
tax unit. In 1885-1886 the exempt minimum was Rs. 500, which was six times the average income
per tax units. In 1902-1903 when the exempt minimum increased to Rs. 1,000 it represented
nine times the mean income per tax unit. Finally, in 1918-1919 the exempt minimum was set

to Rs. 2,000, which was seven times the average income per tax unit?°.

seems to have varied more with the changes in census questions than with the economy”. Sivasubramonian (2000)
pp. 9 “Compelled by the staggering gaps in the Indian statistics, we had to resort to some bold assumptions to
arrive at some of the estimates. These assumptions would naturally affect the reliability of the estimates. So
varied is the material that has been pressed into service and so many have been the adjustments that became
necessary to make them comparable that any precise statement of the margin of error is likely to be misleading.”

20 According to Pagar (1920) the increases in the exempt minimum were “a concession of the government to

the group of rich traders, lawyers and industrialists who pleaded for lower taxation”
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Figure 1. Exempt minimum as a ratio of mean income in British India, 1885-1922
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Available data on income and wages in British India confirm that only a tiny elite was liable for
the income tax. The mean income and wages by occupation in British India between 1900-1901
and 1922-1923 reported by Sivasubramonian (2000) and displayed in Figure 2 are all below the
exempt minimum. Atkinson (1902) provides a more detailed overview of wages and income in
British India in 1895. According to his study, were liable for the income tax: civil and mili-
tary officers, high-ranking government officials (deputy collector, extra assistant commissioners,
subordinate judges and higher law officiers), high-ranking professions (barristers, solicitors, sur-
geons, engineers, priests) and high-ranking traders (bankers, money lenders, merchants, brokers,

shopkeepers, factory managers, estate agents)?!.

21 The yearly salaries of the civil and military officers and of the high-ranking government officials is ascerained
with accuracy as they rely on pay drawns: Covenanted civil officer Rs. 18,840, Uncovenanted officer Rs. 7,920,
Staff corps officer Rs. 10,560, Army British service officer Rs. 7,920, Marine officer Rs. 6,000, Native commis-
sioned officer Rs. 900, European non-commissioned officer Rs. 800, High-ranking government officials (deputy
collector, extra assistant commissioners, subordinate judges and higher law officiers) Rs. 6,420. For the other
classes the approximate average wage and income is obtained from the income tax figures : Barristors and sol-
licitors Rs. 923, Surgeons Rs. 948, Engineers Rs. 832, Priests Rs. 776, Bankers Rs. 1,200, Money lenders Rs.
861, Merchants Rs. 706, Brokers Rs. 600, Shopkeepers Rs. 526, estate agents and managers Rs. 1,200.
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Figure 2. Earnings and income in British India, 1900-1922
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Were the taxpayers mostly Europeans ? The European population was relatively small in British
India. The Census of India of 1901 reports 127,621 British subjects and 11,329 other Europeans.
Substracting individuals aged under 15 (22,168 and 1,693 respectively) and married women aged
above 15 (15,884 and 1,803 respectively) gives a total of 89,569 British tax units and 7,833 other
European tax units. The same year there were 88,815,579 estimated tax units and 446,634
taxpayers. Assuming that all were liable for the income tax, British tax units thus constituted
0.1 per cent of tax units and 20 per cent of taxpayers while other Europeans represented 0.01
per cent of tax units and 2 per cent of taxpayers. The Census of India of 1911 and 1922 report
numbers of the same order of magnitude??. The actual proportion must have been lower since

many Europeans were certainly not receiving sufficient income to be liable for the income tax?3.

22 The Census of India of 1881 and 1891 only report population by birthplace and do not specify the decom-
position by age and gender which makes the data non-usable to estimate the share of Europeans tax units. The
Census of India of 1911 reports for British India 148,000 British subjects and 9,779 other Europeans. Substract-
ing individuals aged under 15 (25,128 and 1,355 respectively) and married women aged above 15 (19,204 and
1,739 respectively) gives a total of 103,668 British tax units and 6,676 other European tax units. The same year
there were 92,501,974 estimated tax units and 245,487 taxpayers. Assuming that all of them were liable for the
income tax, British tax units thus constituted 0.1 per cent of tax units and 42 per cent of taxpayers while other
Europeans represented 0.01 per cent of tax units and 3 per cent of taxpayers. The Census of India of 1921 reports
for British India 133,010 British subjects and 8,559 other Europeans. Substracting individuals aged under 15
(22,188 and 1,957 respectively) and married women aged above 15 (17,967 and 1,695 respectively) gives a total
of 92,855 British tax units and 4,907 other European tax units. The same year there were 93,617,443 estimated
tax units and 215,048 taxpayers. Assuming that all of them were liable for the income tax, British tax units
thus constituted 0.1 per cent of tax units and 43 per cent of taxpayers while other Europeans represented 0.01
per cent of tax units and 2 per cent of taxpayers.

23 According to Atkinson (1902) in British India in 1895 there were 66,500 European soldiers, whose average
yearly wage was Rs. 372, i.e. below the exempt minimum
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4.2 The erosion of the income tax

Figure 3 presents the evolution of the percentage of taxable tax units. In 1885-1886, 0.49 per cent
of the tax units paid the income tax. In 1902-1903 with the increase in the exempt minimum the
number of taxpayers diminished by more than half and only 0.22 per cent of the tax units paid
the income tax. The proportion of taxpayers once again diminished with the second increase
in the exempt minimum in 1918-1919 when 0.18 per cent of the tax units paid the income tax.
Over the period the increase in the exempt minimum implied a decrease in the proportion of
taxpayers and an erosion of income taxation. The proportion paying the income tax might seem
low but in this context it is worth remembering that in the early day of the US personal income
tax (1913-1915) the corresponding proportion of taxpayers was 0.9 per cent (Piketty and Saez,
2007).

Figure 3. Taxpayers in per cent of total tax units in British India, 1885-1922
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5 Top Income Shares and Composition

5.1 Historical Background

At the beginning of the period, British India was predominantly a rural society based on agricul-
ture and handicraft industry. its GDP per capita was around $550 (in 2012 dollars), similar to
poor countries such as Burundi, Central African Republic, Niger and Togo today?*. Through-
out the period studied here, agricultural expansion was the mainstay of economic growth. The
colonial regime played a role in enhancing the productive power of agriculture by means of the
railways and inverstments in large irrigation schemes. Industrial expansion suffered from Euro-
pean manufactures flooding the market. As a result most economic historians regard the period
as an episode of “de-industrialisation” (Bagchi, 1976, Twomey, 1983, Guha, 1989, Harnetty,
1991). The share of agriculture in total employment rose from 72.4 per cent to 74.5 per cent. In
small-scale industries that used no machinery like handloom weaving and leather manufacture
employment fell from 13.4 to 11.3 per cent of the workforce. In large-scale industries like cotton,

jute, iron and steel employment increased from 0.2 to 1.2 per cent??.

Figure 4. Real income per tax unit and consumer price index in British India,
1885-1922
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Source: authors’ computations using income tax returns and tax units estimates. See Appendix C, Table C.1,
Column 8 and 10

24 See the historical series of real GDP per capita provided by Bolt and van Zanden (2013)
25 Employment composition is provided by Krishnamurty (1983)
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To provide an overview of our sample period figure 4 depicts the average real income per capita,
per adult and per tax unit, estimated from the total controls for population and income along
with the price index for the period 1885-1886 to 1922-1923. Before the First World War, as the
world demand for agricultural goods increased commercialisation of agriculture increased and
the average income rose by 1.3 per cent per year. In the war and inter-war period, land scarcity
relative to population led to a rural crisis. While land became scarce, land-saving investments
did not occur to the extent required. Consumer prices rose by 76 per cent and the average

income declined by 1.2 per cent per year .

5.2 Trends in Top Income Shares

Figure 5 displays the top 0.1 per cent income share from 1885-1886 to 1999-2000 using our new
series as well as the series provided by Banerjee and Piketty (2010)%%. Figure 6 decomposes the
top 0.1 per cent between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923 into three subgroups: the top 0.01 per cent,
the next 0.04 per cent (top 0.05 - 0.01), and the bottom half of the top 0.1 per cent (top 0.1 -

0.05 per cent). Two findings emerge from these figures.

Firstly, the highest income concentration occurs in the 1880s. The top 0.1 per cent share was
around 8 per cent and about two times as high as in the recent period. This finding is not
surprising as British India was characterized by low average income and the presence of an
extremely well-off elite. However, lack of any statistics on income concentration made this claim
impossible to establish rigorously. The income tax statistics used here demonstrate that Indian

income concentration was indeed much higher in the colonial period than it is today?”.

Secondly, the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1886, 1918 and 1922 display an overall decrease in the
top 0.1 per cent income share. Only the First World War period saw an increase in top income
shares. The higher income group experienced the faster and larger fall in their top income shares
between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923. While the share of the top 0.1-0.05 per cent group declined
by 12 per cent (from 8.1 per cent to 5.5 per cent), the next 0.04 per cent group fell by more than
18 per cent (from 1.7 per cent to 1.2 per cent) and the top 0.1 per cent income share decreased

by 31 per cent (from 8.1 per cent to 5.6 per cent).

26 Our top incomes series and the series provided by banerjee and Piketty (2000) have the income year 1922-
1923 in common. Our estimate of the top 0.1 per cent as well as the estimate provided by Banerjee and Piketty
(2010) have been reported in Figure 4. They only differ by 1% (i.e. 0,06 percentage point). It reinforces our
conviction that our top incomes series and the ones provided by Banerjee and Piketty (2010) are compatible and
comparable.

27 If tax evasion at the very top was higher during the colonial period than today, then this reinforces our
finding that income concentration was higher during the colonial period
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Figure 5. Top 0.1 per cent income shares in India, 1885-1999
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Source: Banerjee and Piketty (2010) and authors’ computations using income tax returns and tax units

estimates. See Appendix D, Table D.1

Figure 6. Composition of the top 0.1 per cent income shares in India, 1885-1922
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In light of our discussion in the Introduction about the specificity of colonies in terms of inequal-
ities relative to western countries it is interesting to compare the trends in income concentration
between colonial India and other countries. Figure 7 displays the top 0.01 per cent income share
in British India, United Kingdom (from Atkinson, 2007), Germany (Dell, 2007) and Japan
(Moriguchi and Saez, 2010) between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923%8.

British India started with a level of income concentration in the late nineteenth century that
was higher than Germany or Japan. However, income concentration in British India declined
during the early twentieth century while it increased in Germany and Japan. By the end of
the period top income shares in British India were slightly lower than in Germany, Japan and
the United Kingdom. Differences in the evolution of top income shares over the period can be
explained by different growth trajectories. In the United Kingdom, Germany and Japan the
ongoing industrial revolution led to high pace industrialization and large profits®®. In contrast

British India experienced an episode of de-industrialisation.

Figure 7. Decomposition of the top 0.01 per cent income shares in India, 1885-1922
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Source: Atkinson (2007), Dell (2007), Moriguchi and Saez (2010) and authors’ computations using income tax
returns and tax units estimates. See Appendix Appendix D, Table D.1

28 The series are estimated using similar methodologies across countries although there are of course differences
in the details. However, it is important to note that the denominator (as a fraction of national income) is
comparable across countries. It is actually lower in British India (70 % of national income) than in United
Kingdom (85% of national income), Germany (85 % of national income) and in Japan (80 % of national income).

29 In Germany, the industrial revolution started in the late 1870s with the develoment of iron, steel and coal
industries as well as chemical industries. In Japan the industrial revolution started in the late 1880s with the
formation of large-scale corporation in modern industries such as railroads or textiles
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5.3 Trends in Top Income Composition by source of income

To better understand the mechanisms that led to the progressive decline in the top income shares
in British India between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923, we use composition data from the income tax
statistics. In Figure 8 we decompose the top 0.1 per cent income share into three categories: (i)
employment income paid by the government or by local authorities; (ii) employment income paid
by companies, associations and private employers; (iii) income from commerce, trade, properties,
learned professions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided families®". Figure
9 displays the composition of income across top groups within the top 0.1 per cent income share
for 1885-1886 and 1922-1923.

Because our estimates are based on the composition of total income reported in the income tax
statistics, immediate caveats are in order. Firstly, as incomes from agricultural land and houses
were exempted they are missing from the assessed income tax statistics. Secondly the series are
not perfectly homegeneous since the income tax was schedular under the Indian Income Tax Act
of 1886 while an overall income tax was introduced under the Indian Income Taz Acts of 1918
and 1922. Thirdly, taxation at source likely reduced tax evasion of employment income relative

to other sources of income.

With these caveats in mind, we make the following observations from the top income compo-
sition data. First, throughout the 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 period, approximately 72 per cent
of the top 0.1 income consisted of income from commerce, trade, properties, learned profes-
sions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided families with roughly 62 per
cent for commerce and trade, 4 per cent for property, 3 per cent for professions, 2 per cent
for manufacture and 2 per cent for the rest®'. Employment income paid by the government
and local authorities constituted 16 per cent of the top 0.1 per cent income, slightly more than
employment income paid by companies, associations and private employers, which represented
12 per cent of the top 0.1 per cent income. Contrary to the traditional image of a colonial
administrative elite, only a minority of high income earners were civil servants. Top income

earners were much more likely to be traders, bankers, money lenders,etc.

30 Under the Indian Income Tax Acts of 1886, 1918 and 1922 the income tax tabulations report the number of
taxpayers and the amount taxed by income brackets separately for (i) salaries, pensions, annuities and gratuities
paid by the Government; (ii) salaries, pensions, annuities and gratuities paid by local authorities; (iii) salaries,
pensions, annuities and gratuities paid by companies, public bodies, associations and private employers; (iv) Other
sources of Income (i.e. income from commerce, trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture, construction
and income of Hindu undivided families).

31 The income tax tabulations do not systematically report the distribution of assessment of income from
commerce, trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided
families. Nevertheless, a few Reports on the Administration of the Income Tax Act provide some informations.
In the Annual Reports on the Administration of the Income Tax Act in the North- West Frontier Province for the
year 1902-1908 on can read that “commerce and trade head the list with 84 per cent of the collections. Property
comes next with 5 per cent, while professions contribute 4 per cent and manufacture only 3 per cent. Under
commerce and trade bankers and money-lenders have contributed to no less than 28 per cent, dealers in food-
grains contributed 16.7 per cent, dealers in animals 13.2 per cent, and contractors and piece-good merchants
11 per cent. Under professions education is reponsible for 2 per cent, barristers for 17 per cent, other legal
practitioners 59 per cent and medical 33 per cent. Under manufacture builders paid 2 per cent, cotton spinning
and weaving 5 per cent, flour mills 6 per cent, silk reeling and weaving 6 per cent, spirits 5 per cent, sugar making
and refining 19 per cent and tanneries and leather works 16 per cent.”
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Second, the composition of income varied substantially within the top 0.1 per cent. In 1885-
1886 the income of the bottom half of the top 0.1 per cent (top 0.1-0.05 per cent), could be
decomposed into employment income paid by the government and local authorities (24 per cent),
employment income paid by companies, associations and private employers (16 per cent) and
income from commerce, trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture, construction and
income of Hindu undivided families (60 per cent). The share of employment income paid by
the government or by local authorities droped with rank, constituting only 5.5 per cent of the
income of the top 0.001 per cent group. Employment income paid by companies, associations
and private employers also fell with rank, representing only 0.1 per cent of total income of
the top 0.001 per cent group. In contrast, income from commerce, trade, properties, learned
professions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided families made up the
largest share of the very top of the distribution. 1922-1923 displays a similar pattern with an

even stronger drop in employment income with rank.

Third, the decrease in top income shares between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923 is due to a 40 per
cent decrease in income from commerce, trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture,
construction and income of Hindu undivided families and to a 7 per cent decrease in income paid
by the government and local authorities. Employment income paid by companies, associations

and private employers increased by 20 per cent.

Figure 8. The top 0.1 per cent income share and composition in British India,
1885-1922
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Figure 9. Income composition of top groups within the top 0.1 per cent in 1885-1922
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5.4 Trends in top Incomes composition by Province

To further understand the trends in income concentration in British India between 1885-1886
and 1922-1923, we analyze variations in income concentration within British India, using the
fact that income tax statistics were published separately by each province of British India. This
is new in the top income litterature3?. In Figure 10 we decompose the top 0.1 per cent income
share in British India into six groups of provinces : (i) Bengal; (ii) Bombay; (iii) Madras; (iv)

Agra and Oudh; (v) Punjab; (vi) Central Provinces 33.

Figure 11 represents the provincial
composition of income across top groups within the top 0.1 per cent income share for 1885-
1886 and 1922-1923. Keeping in mind that income from agricultural land and houses is missing
from the assessed income tax statistics, we make the following observations from the provincial

composition.

First of all, high income earners were mostly concentrated in Bengal and Bombay. Throughout
the 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 period approximately 60 per cent of the top 0.1 per cent income
belonged to these two provinces with 34 per cent accruing to Bengal and 26 per cent to Bombay.
Madras, Agra and Oudh, Punjab and Central Provinces concentrated 15 per cent, 14 per cent,

8 per cent and 3 per cent of the top 0.1 per cent income, respectively.

Secondly, the provincial composition of income varied substantially within the top 0.1 per cent.
In 1885-1886 the income of the bottom half of the top 0.1 per cent (top 0.1-0.05 per cent), could
be decomposed into Bengal (25 per cent), Bombay (25 per cent), Agra and Oudh (21 per cent),
Punjab (14 per cent), Madras (12 per cent) and Central Provinces (3 per cent). The share of
Bengal and Bombay increased with rank, constituting 44 per cent and 29 per cent of the income
of the top 0.001 per cent group, respectively. In contrast, the share of Madras, Agra and Oudh,
Punjab and Central Provinces dropped at the very top of the distribution.

Thirdly, over the period the share of Bengal and Agra and Oudh in the top 0.1 per cent decreased
by 23 per cent and 54 per cent, respectively. In contrast the share of Bombay, Madras, Punjab
and Central Provinces increased by 32 per cent, 66 per cent, 6 per cent and 96 per cent,
respectively. The provincial composition of income within the top 0.1 saw a large increased in

the share of Bombay with rank throughout the period.

32 None of the studies gathered in Atkinson and Piketty (2007, 2010) analyze within country variations in income
concentration. The reason is that in most of the cases the income tax tabulations used were only published at
the national level.

33 During the period coverd by this study, the geographic delimitations as well as the number of provinces varied
considerably in British India due to administrative and political changes. In order to provide consistent series
we present our results for six groups of provinces whose delimination did not vary between 1885-1886 and 1922-
1923 : (i) Bengal (Assam, [1885-1904 & 1911-1922], Eastern Bengal and Assam [1905-1910], Lower Provinces of
Bengal [1885-1922] and Bihar and Orissa [1912-1922] ; (ii) Bombay (Bombay [1885-1922|); (iii) Madras (Madras
[1885-1922]); (iv) Agra and Oudh (North Western Province and Oudh [1885-1901] and United Provinces of Agra
and Oudh [1902-1923]); (v) Punjab (Punjab [1885-1922], North-West Frontier [1901-1922|, Delhi [1912-1922]);
(vi) Central Provinces (Central Provinces [1885-1922]; Coorg [1885-1922]).
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The concentration of top incomes in Bengal and Bombay can be explained by their economic
dominance. Throughout the period large-scale agricultural and industrial activities and infras-
tructures were mostly concentrated in the provinces of Bengal and Bombay. Along with the
development of suitable infrastructures (railways, electric power, banking sector, etc.) these
provinces and the city ports of Calcutta and Bombay benefited from exceptional growth of for-
eign trade and from important natural resources. In Bengal, the vast inland provided jute, tea,
barley, silk, coal and weaving industries flourished. Bombay with its inland rich in cotton spe-
cialized in cotton spinning and heavy metal industries. The increase in top income composition
in some of the provinces of British India might be explained by asymmetric provincial develop-
ment. As described by Bagchi (1976), Bombay benefited from heavy expenditures on railways,
large-scale irrigation works, the development of an Indian capitalist class and the boom in cot-
ton demand. In Madras, Punjab and Central Provinces the government undertook large-scale

irrigation works and encouraged the use of improved implements in agriculture.

Figure 10. Provincial decomposition of the top 0.1 per cent income share in British
India, 1885-1922
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6 Studying the Shape of the Income Distribution

One of the most important qualifications surrounding the top income share estimates is that
relating to the control total for income. The uncertainties surrounding the control totals for

income can be avoided if we look at the shape of the upper part of the income distribution.

6.1 Pareto in British India

The general interpolation technique used to compute top income shares is based on the well
known empirical regularity that the top tail of the income distribution is very closely approxi-
mated by a Pareto distribution. A pareto distribution has the following cumulative distribution
function:

Fly)=1—(k/y)*,k>0,a>1 (1)

k and a are constants, and a is the Pareto parameter of the distribution. The corresponding

density function is given by:
ak®

fy) =+ (2)

y1+a

Such a distribution has the key property that the ratio of average income y*(y) of individuals
with income above a given threshold y is always exactly proportional to y:

fe)dz) = ([

z>y

dz/2%)/( / a2/ =af(a— 1)y (3)

>y

y () = ( / _H(a)

>y

The ratio y*(y)/y does not depend on the income threshold y:
y'(y)/y=a/(a—1) (4)

The standard way of investigating the shape of the upper part of the income distribution is to
compute the Pareto-Lorenz coefficient o by regressing the logarithm of the reverse cumulative
distribution, 1 — F(y) on the income level y3%. The value of « is most easily interpreted in terms
of the upward slope of the logarithm of income line as one moves up the distribution, where
a smaller « indicates a steeper slope. Shirras (1935) adopted this approach using income tax
statistics for British India between 1913-1914 and 1929-1930 and estimated o ~ 1.45%°.

34 The relationship between log(1 — F(y)), log(y) and « is log(1 — F(y)) = log((k/y)®) = alog(k) — alog(y)

35 Shirras (1935) estimates of « vary year by year: 1.45 in 1913-1914, 1.46 in 1914-1915, 1.46 in 1915-1916, 1.44
in 1916-1917, 1.39 in 1917-1918, 1.13 in 1923-1924. Consequently, the author concluded that “there is indeed no
Pareto law. It is time that it should be entirely discarded in studies on the distribution of income”. This point
of view has been criticized by Adarkar and Sen Gupta (1936).
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6.2 Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients

This way of investigating the shape of the upper part of the income distribution, however, ignores
the information on the total income received by each income range. A possible alternative is to
consider by income range the inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficient 8 = a/(a — 1). A higher inverse
Pareto-Lorenz coefficient means a fatter upper tail of the distribution and thus higher inequality.
In Figure 12 we display the inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficient 3 for British India, Japan, Germany
and the United Kingdom between 1885-1886 and 1922-192336. Figure 13 represents the Invese
Pareto-Lorenz coefficient 3, separately by source of income in British India between 1885-1886

and 1922-1923. Two findings emerge from these figures.

First of all, 3 coefficients were high and decreased slightly throughout the period. This indicates
a high level of income concentration and a progressive decrease in income concentration. f
coefficients were also always higher in British India than in Japan, Germany and the United
Kingdom. Nevertheless, when comparing values of the inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficient 5 we
have to bear in mind that the value of the Beta coefficient as a summary measure depends on
how closely the Pareto assumption holds. In the case of British India we can see that the values

of B coefficients strongly depend on the points chosen on the distribution.

Figure 12. Inverse Pareto coefficient in British India, 1885-1886 to 1922-1923
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Source: Atkinson (2007), Dell (2007), Moriguchi and Saez (2010) and authors’ computations using income tax
returns and tax units estimates. See Appendix Appendix D, Table D.2

36 Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients can be computed from top income shares. Assuming that the comulative
distribution F within the top group is such that (1 — F') is proportional to y~¢, then the within-group share
of the top 0.01 per cent within the top 0.1 per cent, denoted So.01/S0.1 is given by (0.1)1~1/¢  The previous
relationship can be written a = 1/(1 + Log10(S0.001/50.1))-
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Secondly, 8 coefficients for employment income were lower than g coefficients for commerce,
trade, properties, learned professions, manufacture, construction and income of Hindu undivided
families. Income concentration was thus lower for employment income than for other sources of
income. 3 coefficients for employment income significantly decreased and S coefficients for other
sources of income slightly declined. Employment income and other source of income experienced

a decline in income concentration of different magnitudes.

Figure 13. Inverse Pareto coefficient by source of Income in British India, 1885-1886
to 1922-1923
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Source: authors’ computations using income tax returns and tax units estimates. See Appendix D, Table D.4

6.3 The M Ratio

The inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficient 8 takes into account the share of total income and the
share of total population but ignores the information about the income at which each range
commences. An alternative, initiated by Atkinson (2013), consist in mapping the upward slope
of the income distribution as summarized by the ratio M = y*(y)/y>7. This approach takes
into account the share of total income, the share of total population and the income at which
each range commences. In Figure 14 we map the M curves in British India between 1885-1886
and 1922-1923. Figure 15 and 16 display the M curves in British India by source of income and
Province for a selection of years of the 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 period. We make the following

obervations:

37 With the Pareto distribution this curve is constant. But the evidence for British India suggests that this is
not generally the case.
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First of all, the M curves were high and slightly moved downward throughout the period,
meaning that income concentration was high but decreased between 1885-1886 and 1922-1923.

Secondly, M curves for employment income significantly moved downward throughout the pe-
riod, indicating a decrease in employment income concentration. M curves for other sources
of income slightly moved downward, suggesting a smaller decline in income concentration for
other sources of income. While during the late nineteenth century, M curves for employment
income and other sources of income intersected, during the early twentieth century M curves for
employment income were always below M curves for other income. Progressively employment

income became less concentrated than other sources of income at all percentiles.

Thirdly, at the beginning of our period, the M curves of Bengal and Bombay are the highest,
indicating high income concentration in these two provinces. Throughout the period the M
curves of Bengal and Agra and Oudh moved downward and the M curves of Bombay, Madras,
Punjab and Central Porvinces moved upward. Income concentration increased in Bombay,

Madras, Punjab and Central Provinces and decreased in Bengal as well as in Agra and Oudh.

The analyzis of the shape of the upper part of the income distribution confirms the main
results presented in section 5. Income concentration was high in British India and decreased
throughout the period. It also provides some further evidence that the decrease in income
concentration was due to both a decrease in employment income concentration and to a decrease
in income concentration for other sources of income. Finally it confirms that there was a great
deal of variation in income concentration within British India. Throughout the period income
concentration increased in Bombay, Madras, Punjab and Central Provinces and decreased in

Bengal as well as Agra and Oudh.
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Figure 14. M curves in British India, 1885-1886 to 1922-1923
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Figure 15. M curves by source of income in British India, 1885-1886 to 1922-1923
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Figure 16. M curves in the Provinces of British India, 1890-1891 and 1920-1921
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7 Conclusion

This work constitutes an effort to estimate top income shares and to study the shape of the
upper part of the income distribution in British India based on individual tax returns as well as
population and national income estimates. These data are used to assess income concentration

and its change over time.

The results suggest that income inequality was very high in British India. In particular, income
concentration was much higher during the colonial period than it has ever been since Indepen-
dence. Moreover, for most of the 1885-1886 to 1922-1923 period income concentration in British
India is at the highest level in the World Top Incomes Database sample. Throughout the period
studied here concentration at the top declined. The dynamic of top incomes have been mainly
driven by the decline in income from commerce, trade, properties and learned professions which
constituted the major part of top incomes. Employment income also contributed in the decline

in income concentration but to a lesser extent.

Regional income concentration within British India also mattered. The provinces of Bengal and
Bombay, economically dominant, concentrated more than 60 per cent of top incomes, leaving
40 per cent to Madras, Agra and Oudh, Punjab and Central Provinces. Over the period the
dynamics of the top income shares can be decomposed into a decrease in income concentration
in Bengal and Agra and Oudh and an increase in income concentration in Bombay, Madras,
Punjab and Central Provinces. This can well be explained by differences in regional development

patterns.

Our findings must be interpreted with caution due to the shortcomings of the available data
(not the least the importance of tax exemption and evasion). Despite this, our work has sought
to show that tax records remain a unique and useful source to provide insights on the evolution

of income inequality for periods of times when there is little concrete alternative information.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. The Income Tax in British India

This section draws extensively from Niyogi (1929), Pagar (1920) and Rao (1931).

A.1. The period of Experiment, (1860-1886)

The Indian Income Tax Act of 1860 was enforced to meet the losses sustained by the government
on account of the military mutiny of 1857. Income was divided into four schedules taxed
separately: (1) Income from landed property; (2) Income from professions and trades; (3) Income
from Securities and (4) Income from Salaries and pensions. Under each schedule the tax rate

was 2 % for incomes below Rs. 500 and 4 % for incomes above that amount.

Were exempted: (1) the persons with less than Rs. 200 a year income from all sources; (2)
officers and soldiers of any military or police force, whose pay and allowances were less than
Rs. 500; (3) naval and marine officers; (4) peasants or tenant farmers having less than Rs.
600 yearly as land revenue. Moreover, some belongings and estates were not included in the
definition of taxable income: (1) government properties; (2) houses owned or rented for the
purpose of habitation only; (3) properties devoted to charitable and religious purposes; (4) life
insurance premiums not exceeding one-sixth of the income. To avoid double taxation, wages,
pensions and allowances paid by the British government or by a company located in Great
Britain as well as the income from property situated in Great Britain were not liable for the
Indian Income tax- even though received in India - as they were taxable under the Income tax

in Great Britain.

Returns of income were required from all who were liable for taxation. In the rural districts,
the assessment was made by the Panchayat, a local committee, appointed by the collector of
a district. In large towns, special commissioners and collectors were entrusted with the work.
Understatement was high due to the low minimum of Rs. 200 and to relative high taxation
rates compared to the flat rate of 0,83 % of the Income Tax, for example, in Great Britain over

the same period.

When the temporary Income Tax expired in 1865 no income tax was re-imposed. The Gov-
ernment preferred the License-Tax with its much less troublesome methods of assessment (in-
dividuals were divided into income brackets and a fixed fee had to be paid by members of each
brackets). Accordingly, a license-tax was imposed in 1867 and replaced by a certificate tax in
1868. Nevertheless, financial difficulties compelled the Government to replace the certificate-tax
by an income tax between 1869 and 1873. Under the Indian Income-tax Act, 1869, companies
and salaries were taxed at 2 pies per rupees and individuals, divided into classes, paid fixed fees
that went from Rs 6 on an income of Rs. 500 up to Rs. 1,140 on an income of Rs. 1,10,000.
The exemptions were practically the same as those in the Indian Income Tax Act of 1860. The

act expired in 1873 and was not renewed. During the following period, Indian experimented
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with various forms of licence and certificate taxes: The Pandhari Tax Act of 1867 in the Central
Provinces, The Licensing Act of 1877 in Northern India and the License Tax Act of 1878 in
Bombay, Bengal, Madras, Punjab, North Western Province and Oudh.

A.2. The Period of Integration, (1886-1916)

With the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886, the government returned once again to the income
tax. This was needed in view of the financial stringency that confronted the Government at the
time. Income was divided into four schedules taxed differently: (Schedule 1) salaries, pensions
or gratuities paid in Colonial India; (Schedule 2) net profits made in colonial India by a com-
pany; (Schedule 3) interests on the securities of the Government of India payable in colonial
India; (Schedule 4) other sources of Income (i.e. income from learned professions, manufacture
construction and manipulation, commerce and trade, property and other taxable estates, etc.).
Incomes under Schedule 1 and 4 were taxed at the same rate, reported in Table A. Incomes
under Schedule 2, provided they were superior to Rs. 1,000 were taxable at 5 pies in the rupee.
Incomes under Schedule 3 were charged a progressive fee: Rs. 10 for income between Rs. 500
and 750, Rs. 15 for income between Rs. 750 and 1,000, Rs. 20 for income between Rs. 1,000
and 1250, Rs. 28 for income between Rs. 1,250 and 1,500, Rs. 35 for income between Rs. 1,500
and 1,750 and Rs. 42 for income between Rs. 1,750 and 2,000. The exempt minimum was
raised to Rs. 1,000 in 1903 in order to relieve the higher middle classes.

Were exempted: (1) foreign consuls and consular employees; (2) officers whose salary was less
than Rs. 500 and (3) inhabitants of specific territories like the hill tribes regions. Some com-
panies in specific sectors were also exempted from the tax: (1) railway companies; (2) shipping
companies and (3) companies producing indigo. Furthermore, some belongings and estates were
not included in the definition of taxable income: (1) agricultural incomes; (2) properties devoted
to charitable and religious purposes; (3) savings up to one sixth of total income; (4) capital gains

and (5) casual profits.

Incomes under Schedule 1 and 3 were taxed at source while local registrars assessed incomes
under Schedule 2 and 4. Several difficulties regarding its applicability and a high exemption and

non-compliance rate forced the progressive substitution of the Indian Income Tax Act, 1886.

A.3. Legislative Consolidations, (1916-1922)

A modification was introduced in 1916 with the establishment of more progressive tax rates
for incomes under schedule 1 and 4. In 1916, tax rates thus went from 4 pies in the rupee for
incomes between Rs. 500 and Rs. 2,000 to 12 pies in the rupee for incomes over Rs. 25,000.
In 1921 and 1922 new rates were introduced for the upper income brackets. Details of the tax

rates are provided in Table A.
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The main reforms were due to administrative and financial difficulties and were implemented
between 1918 and 1922. The Indian Income Tax Act of 1918 repealed the Indian Income Tax
Act of 1886 and introduced several important changes: (1) the system moved from a scheduler
one to an overall income one; (2) the definition of “income” was made uniform throughout
the country; (3) some of the exemptions allowed under the Indian Income Tax Act of 1886
such as the military and political exemptions or the exemptions of railway, shipping, or indigo
companies were disallowed; (4) returns of income were made compulsory (5) the income taxed
was the current year income. In 1919, due to the rise in the level of prices, which had followed
the war, and the consequent distress of the middle classes, the taxable minimum was raised
from Rs. 1,000 to Rs. 2,000. The Indian Income Tax Act of 1922 was implemented to overcome
some unsuccessful aspects of the Indian Income-Tazx Act of 1918 and introduced two important
changes (1) the basis of assessment was the previous year’s profits; (2) the tax rates were not
embodied in the Income Tax Act but fixed by the annual Finance Acts. It remained in force
until the year 1961.

Table A. Tax Scale under the Income Tax Act, 1886, 1918, 1922 in colonial India

Tax Scale Under schedule 1 and 4 of the Income Tax Act, 1886

1886-1903 1903 - 1916 1916 - 1918
Taxable Income Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
(pies in the Rupee) (%)  (pies in the Rupee) (%)  (pies in the Rupee) (%)
500 — 1,000 4 2,083 Not taxed 0 Not Taxed 0
1,000 — 2,000 4 2,083 4 2,083 4 2,083
2,000 - 5,000 5 2,604 5 2,604 5 2,604
5,000 — 10,000 5 2,604 5 2,604 6 3,125
10,000 — 25,000 5 2,604 5 2,604 9 4,687
25,000 and over 5 2,604 5 2,604 12 6,25
Tax Scale Under the Income Tax Act, 1918, 1922
1919-1920 1921-1922 1922-1923
Taxable Income Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
(pies in the Rupee) (%)  (pies in the Rupee) (%)  (pies in the Rupee) (%)
1,000 - 2,000 Not taxed 0 Not taxed 0 Not taxed 0
2,000 — 5,000 5 2,604 5 2,604 5 2,604
5,000 — 10,000 6 3,125 6 3,125 6 3,125
10,000 — 20,000 9 4,687 9 4,687 9 4,687
20,000 -25,000 9 4,687 12 6,25 12 6,25
25,000 - 30,000 12 6,25 12 6,25 12 6,25
30,000 — 40,000 12 6,25 14 7,292 15 7,812
40,000 and over 12 6,25 16 8,333 18 9,375

Source: Niyogi (1929)
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Appendix B. Data Sources for British India

Available statistical information about distribution of income or tax paid by brackets under the
1886, 1918 and 1922 Income Tax Act have been published annually by each Province of Colonial
India in two types of documents: The Annual Reports on the Administration of the Income-Tax
Act and The Triennial Reports on the Administration of the Income-Tax Act. The sources used
in this study for the Income tax data are indicated in Table B.1, while Table B.2 shows the

years and provinces of Colonial India covered by the Income tax reports indicated in Table B.1.

Table B.1. Sources for the Income Tax data in British India,

1885-1886 to 1922-1923

Province Source Table
Annual Report on the working of the Income Tax Act :
1886-1887, 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892,
1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898,  1888-1922 :
Assam 1898-1900, 1900-1901, 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, Return N°III
1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1916-1917,  1922-1923 :
1917-1918, 1920-1921, 1921-1922, 1922-1923 Return N°IV
Triennial Report on the working of the Income Tax Act :
1899/1902, 1902/1905, 1911,/1914, 1914/1920, 1917/1920
1911-1918 :
Bihar Annual Report on the working of the Income Tax Act : Return N°III
and 1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1918-1919 :
Orissa 1916-1917, 1917-1918, 1920-1921,1921-1922, 1922-1923 Return N°II
1919-1920 :
Return N°I
1920-1921 :
Triennial Report on the Working of the Income Tax : Appendix III
1911/1914, 1914/1917, 1917,/1920 1921-1923 :
Return N°II
Reports on the Operations in Connection with the Income Tax:
1886-1887, 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892,  1886-1918 :
1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898, 1899-1900, Return N°III
Bombay  1900-1901, 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, 1905-1906,  1918-1923 :
1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911, 1911-1912,  Return N°I
1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1916-1917, 1917-1918,
1917-1918, 1920-1921, 1921-1922, 1922-1923
Report on the Administration of the Income Tax Act 1891-1918 :
Central  1891-1892, 1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, Return N°III
Province 1896-1897, 1897-1898, 1898-1899, 1899-1900, 1900-1901, 1901-1902,  1918-1920 :
and 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, 1905-1906, 1906-1907, 1907-1908,  Return N°I
Berar 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911, 1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914,  1921-1922 :
1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1916-1917, 1917-1918, 1921-1922, 1922-1923  Return N°II
Annual Report on the working of the Income Tax Act :
Coorg 1886-1887, 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892, Return N°III
1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898,
1898-1899, 1899-1900
Delhi Annual Report and Returns of the Income Tax Department : Return N°IV

1922-1923
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Table B.1. (Cont.) Sources for the Income Tax data in British India,

1885-1886 to 1922-1923

Province Source Table
Eastern
Bengal Report on the working of the Income Tax Act : Return N°III
and 1905-1906, 1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911
Assam
Report on the Financial Results of the Income Tax Administration
1886-1887, 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892, 1886-1918 :
1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898, ReturnN°III
1898-1899, 1899-1900, 1900-1901, 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904 1918-1919 :
Lower 1904-1905, 1905-1906, 1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, Appendix IT
Provinces 1910-1911, 1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1919-1920 :
1916-1917, 1917-1918, 1920-1921, 1921-1922 Appendix I
Triennial Report on the Administration of Income Tax : 1922-1923 :
1899,/1902, 1902/1905, 1905/1908, 1908/1911, 1911/1914, 1914/1917, Return N°IV
1917,/1920
Report on the Administration of the Income Tax :
1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892, 1892-1893, 1893-1894,
1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898, 1898-1899, 1899-1900,
Madras 1900-1901, 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, 1905-1906,  Return N°III
1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911, 1911-1912,
1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1916-1917, 1917-1918,
1920-1921, 1922-1923
North Brief Note on Income Tax Operations :
West 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, 1905-1906, 1906-1907,  Return N°III
Frontier 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911, 1911-1912, 1912-1913,
Province 1913-1914, 1914-1915,
North Report on the Administration of the Income Tax :
Western 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892, 1892-1893,
Province 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898, 1898-1899,  Appendix III
and 1899-1900,
Oudh
Report on the Income Tax Administration :
1886-1887, 1887-1888, 1888-1889, 1889-1890, 1890-1891, 1891-1892, 1886-1918 :
1892-1893, 1893-1894, 1894-1895, 1895-1896, 1896-1897, 1897-1898,  Return N°III
1898-1899, 1899-1900, 1900-1901, 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904 1918-1919 :
Punjab 1904-1905, 1905-1906, 1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1908-1909, 1909-1910, Return N°II
1910-1911, 1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914, 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1919-1923 :
1916-1917, 1917-1918, 1920-1921, 1921-1922 Return N°IIT
Triennial Report on the Income Tax Administration:
1902/1905, 1905,/1908
Punjab Report on the Income Tax Administration : Return N°IV
& NWF 1922-1923
Report on the Administration of the Income Tax :

United 1901-1902, 1902-1903, 1903-1904, 1904-1905, 1906-1907, 1907-1908, 1902-1919 :
Provinces 1908-1909, 1909-1910, 1910-1911, 1911-1912, 1912-1913, 1913-1914,  Appendix IIT
of Agra 1914-1915, 1915-1916, 1916-1917, 1917-1918, 1920-1921, 1921-1922, 1919-1923 :
and Oudh 1922-1923, 1923-1924 Return N°T

Triennial Report on the Administration of the Income Tax :

1902/1905, 1905/1908, 1908/1911, 1911/1914, 1914/1917, 1917/1920
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Appendix C. Control Totals for Individuals and Income

When estimating top incomes share from tax records, a more or less standard methodology has
been established, combining tax data with external source for the reference population and total
income (Atkinson and Piketty, 2007, 2010).

C.1. Total Number of Individuals and Tax Units

Table C.1 reports the total population of British India (column 1), the population of the
Provinces of British India covered by the income tax tabulations (column 2), the number of
tax units (column 3), the number of tax returns actually field (column 4) and the taxpayers in

per cent of total tax units (column 5).

C.2. Total Income Denominator

Table C.1 reports the total nominal income (column 6) as well as the total real income, base

1900 (column 7) and the average real income per tax unit (column 8).

C.3. Prices

Table C.1, column 10 shows the weighted index of all commodity prices (base 100 in 1900) from
the Index Numbers of Indian Prices as reported by McAlpin (1983).
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Appendix D. Estimating Top Shares

As the income or earning brackets in the income tax reports do not generally coincide with the
percentage groups of the population with which we are concerned (such as the top 0.1 per cent,
the top 0.05 per cent, etc.), it is necessary to interpolate to obtain the shares of total income.
As the top tail of the earnings or income distribution is in general very well approximated by
Pareto distributions, this study uses simple parametric interpolation methods to estimate the
thresholds and average income levels for each fractile. This method follows the classic study by
Kuznets (1953) and has been used in many of the top income studies presented in Atkinson and
Piketty (2007, 2010).

D.1. Key Properties of the Pareto Law

The general interpolation technique is based on the well known empirical regularity that the
top tail of the income distribution is very closely approximated by a Pareto distribution. A
pareto distribution has a comulative distribution function of the form F(y) =1 — (%)a, k>0,
a > 1 where k and a are constants, and a is the Pareto parameter of the distribution. The
corresponding density function is given by f(y) = y‘ﬁ% Such a distribution has the key property
that the ratio of average income y*(y) of individuals with income above a given threshold y is

always exactly proportional to ¥ :

Y W)~y 2FD[oey F(2)d2) = ([, d2/2)/([., d2/21) = af(a = 1)y
i.e. the ratio y*(y)/y does not depend on the income threshold y :

y*(y)/y=a/(a—1).

The inverted Pareto coefficient a/(a — 1) is related to the shape of the income distribution. A
higher inverted Pareto coefficient means a fatter upper tail of the distribution and thus a larger

top income shares and higher inequality.

D.2. First Step of the Estimation

This step consists in estimating the income or earnings thresholds for each of the percentiles
(top 0.1 per cent, top 0.05 per cent, etc.) that define the top earnings and income groups. For
each percentile p, we first look for the bracket of income or earnings [r, s] containing p. We then
estimate the parameters (a, k) of the Pareto distribution by solving the system of two equations:
k = rp'/® and k = sq'/® with p the fraction of tax returns above r and ¢ the fraction of tax
returns above s. Note that the Pareto parameters (a, k) may vary from bracket to bracket. Once
we have estimated the density distribution on the interval [r, s] it is straightforward to estimate

the earnings or income threshold, y,,, corresponding to percentile p.



7 Conclusion 39

D.3. Second Step of the Estimation

This step consists in estimating the amount of income or earnings reported above the earnings or
income threshold y,. The amount reported between y,, and s (the upper bound of the published
brackets [r, s| containing y,,) is estimated using the estimated Pareto density with parameters
(a, k). We then add to that amount the amounts in all the published brackets above s. Once the
total amount of income or earnings above y,, is computed, we obtain directly the mean income or
earnings above percentilep by dividing the amount by the number of individuals above percentile
p. Finally, the share of income or earnings accruing to individuals above percentile p is obtained
by dividing the total amount above ¥, by the income or earnings denominator series. Average
incomes and income shares for intermediate fractiles (top 0.1-0,05 per cent, top 0.05-0,01 per

cent, etc.) are obtained by subtraction.

D.4. Adjustment to Raw Pareto Interpolations

Statistics for each provinces of British India are organized by ranges of income and they display
for each income bracket the number of tax files as well as the amount of tax collected. For each
income bracket we estimated the amount of income by means of the statutory tax scale and
the taxable thresholds given in Table A. When, for a given year, the income tax tabulation of a
provinces is missing we do not include its population in the control total for population. We also
deduce from the control total for income a proportion equal to the proportion of the population
of the province in the total population of British India. Since we do not have estimates of the
decomposition by province of the national income this is the best possible approximation for
the control total. Finally, when computing the composition of top income shares by province,
we consider that top shares for missing provinces folow the same trend as the average of the

provinces for which we have observations.

The estimates of top income shares in British India are presented in table D.1. Table D.2 presents
the Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients. The decomposition of top income shares and Inverse
Pareto-Lorenz coefficients by source of income are given in table D.3. and D.4., respectively.
The decomposition of top income shares and Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients by province are

given in table D.5. and D.6., respectively.
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Table D.1. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

Top Top Top Top Top Top Top

0.1% 0.06% 0.01% 0.005% 0.001 % 0.0005% 0.0001 %
1885 8,11 6,44 4,24 2,67 1,25 0,86 0,35
1886 8,05 6,28 4,14 2,62 1,20 0,86 0,34
1887 7,46 5,82 3,90 2,41 1,16 0,83 0,35
1888 7,08 5,54 3,74 2,38 1,15 0,83 0,35
1889 6,87 5,37 3,62 2,26 1,13 0,83 0,36
1890 6,52 5,09 3,43 2,14 1,07 0,78 0,34
1891 6,33 4,94 3,32 2,08 1,04 0,76 0,34
1892 6,18 4,83 3,23 2,07 1,01 0,73 0,33
1893 5,65 4,43 2,99 1,87 0,94 0,69 0,32
1894 6,89 5,44 3,63 2,31 1,13 0,81 0,36
1895 7,24 5,70 3,81 2,46 1,18 0,83 0,33
1896 7,17 5,66 3,80 2,47 1,20 0,86 0,35
1897 6,20 4,84 3,23 2,06 1,01 0,74 0,34
1898 6,42 5,02 3,27 2,10 1,00 0,70 0,28
1899 6,52 5,14 3,43 2,19 1,10 0,80 0,37
1900 5,97 4,68 3,08 1,95 0,97 0,74 0,38
1901 6,05 4,73 3,10 1,97 0,98 0,73 0,36
1902 5,97 4,67 3,06 1,94 0,98 0,72 0,36
1903 6,35 4,96 3,27 2,08 1,05 0,78 0,38
1904 5,99 4,69 3,08 1,95 0,99 0,74 0,36
1905 5,93 4,71 3,15 2,03 1,07 0,81 0,41
1906 5,04 3,97 2,65 1,70 0,89 0,67 0,33
1907 5,06 4,00 2,62 1,69 0,89 0,67 0,34
1908 5,30 4,17 2,71 1,72 0,87 0,65 0,33
1909 5,15 4,04 2,58 1,64 0,82 0,61 0,29
1910 5,35 4,21 2,68 1,70 0,86 0,64 0,31
1911 5,33 4,20 2,69 1,71 0,87 0,64 0,32
1912 5,20 4,11 2,67 1,70 0,89 0,67 0,35
1913 5,30 4,18 2,68 1,71 0,91 0,69 0,36
1914 5,10 4,03 2,63 1,69 0,91 0,72 0,41
1915 5,67 4,48 2,95 1,91 1,12 0,91 0,56
1916 6,23 4,99 3,38 2,22 1,36 1,08 0,65
1919 6,27 4,87 2,97 1,76 0,77 0,54 0,23
1920 5,70 4,43 2,68 1,60 0,70 0,49 0,21
1921 5,75 4,38 2,52 1,50 0,68 0,46 0,19
1922 5,55 4,08 2,52 1,50 0,68 0,46 0,19
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Table D.1. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

Top Top Top Top Top Top Top

0.5- 0.1- 0.05- 0.01- 0.005- 0.001- 0.0005-

0.1% 0.05% 0.01% 0.006% 0.001 % 0.0005% 0.0001 %
1885 5,86 1,68 2,90 0,86 1,43 0,38 0,52
1886 6,03 1,76 2,83 0,84 1,42 0,34 0,52
1887 5,66 1,63 2,58 0,84 1,25 0,33 0,48
1888 5,28 1,54 2,42 0,74 1,23 0,32 0,48
1889 5,17 1,50 2,35 0,76 1,12 0,30 0,47
1890 4,91 1,43 2,24 0,72 1,07 0,29 0,44
1891 4,76 1,39 2,17 0,69 1,04 0,28 0,42
1892 4,61 1,34 2,14 0,63 1,06 0,28 0,40
1893 4,27 1,22 1,94 0,62 0,93 0,25 0,37
1894 5,06 1,45 2,42 0,71 1,18 0,32 0,45
1895 5,30 1,54 2,52 0,72 1,28 0,35 0,50
1896 5,19 1,51 2,49 0,70 1,26 0,34 0,51
1897 4,55 1,36 2,15 0,63 1,05 0,27 0,41
1898 4,76 1,40 2,29 0,63 1,10 0,30 0,42
1899 4,63 1,38 2,28 0,67 1,10 0,30 0,43
1900 4,37 1,30 2,11 0,61 0,98 0,24 0,36
1901 4,47 1,32 2,15 0,61 0,99 0,25 0,37
1902 5,02 1,30 2,12 0,61 0,96 0,26 0,36
1903 5,27 1,39 2,24 0,64 1,03 0,27 0,40
1904 4,87 1,29 2,13 0,61 0,96 0,25 0,37
1905 4,55 1,23 2,08 0,60 0,96 0,26 0,40
1906 3,95 1,07 1,76 0,51 0,81 0,22 0,34
1907 3,97 1,06 1,82 0,49 0,80 0,22 0,33
1908 4,22 1,12 1,92 0,54 0,85 0,22 0,33
1909 4,09 1,11 1,89 0,51 0,82 0,22 0,31
1910 4,19 1,15 1,97 0,54 0,84 0,22 0,33
1911 4,11 1,13 1,95 0,54 0,84 0,22 0,32
1912 3,94 1,10 1,88 0,52 0,81 0,22 0,32
1913 4,01 1,12 1,94 0,53 0,80 0,22 0,33
1914 3,78 1,07 1,85 0,50 0,78 0,19 0,32
1915 3,85 1,19 2,02 0,55 0,79 0,20 0,35
1916 3,83 1,23 2,18 0,60 0,86 0,28 0,43
1919 4,15 1,40 2,41 0,70 0,99 0,23 0,30
1920 3,77 1,27 2,20 0,63 0,90 0,21 0,28
1921 4,01 1,37 2,28 0,60 0,83 0,22 0,27
1922 4,32 1,47 2,37 0,63 0,85 0,13 0,09
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Table D.2. Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients in British India, 1885-1922

based on based on based on based on based on
0.01 0.005 0.001 0.0005 0.0001
within 0.1% within 0.05% within 0.01% within 0.005% within 0.001%
1885 2,77 2,62 2,21 2,04 1,79
1886 2,72 2,63 2,17 2,07 1,82
1887 2,77 2,61 2,24 2,17 1,93
1888 2,81 2,72 2,31 2,19 1,96
1889 2,79 2,66 2,36 2,31 2,02
1890 2,79 2,65 2,34 2,28 1,99
1891 2,78 2,66 2,35 2,28 2,07
1892 2,77 2,71 2,35 2,22 2,07
1893 2,81 2,67 2,37 2,31 2,15
1894 2,80 2,69 2,34 2,19 2,02
1895 2,79 2,74 2,33 2,13 1,82
1896 2,82 2,77 2,38 2,19 1,87
1897 2,76 2,70 2,35 2,25 2,08
1898 2,69 2,64 2,29 2,10 1,82
1899 2,80 2,70 2,40 2,29 2,14
1900 2,72 2,64 2,38 2,36 2,43
1901 2,70 2,63 2,37 2,32 2,33
1902 2,71 2,62 2,40 2,33 2,29
1903 2,72 2,64 2,42 2,34 2,24
1904 2,71 2,62 2,41 2,36 2,30
1905 2,83 2,73 2,56 2,50 2,40
1906 2,79 2,71 2,52 2,46 2,32
1907 2,73 2,68 2,56 2,49 2,41
1908 2,70 2,59 2,42 2,38 2,34
1909 2,64 2,55 2,40 2,32 2,23
1910 2,63 2,54 2,40 2,36 2,25
1911 2,67 2,56 2,42 2,36 2,33
1912 2,71 2,61 2,51 2,47 2,47
1913 2,67 2,58 2,56 2,54 2,50
1914 2,72 2,65 2,63 2,70 2,83
1915 2,76 2,70 2,92 3,13 3,37
1916 2,90 2,84 3,16 3,20 3,10
1919 2,46 2,26 1,99 1,94 1,92
1920 2,46 2,26 1,99 1,94 1,92
1921 2,29 2,15 2,03 1,95 1,81
1922 2,37 2,31 2,03 1,95 1,81
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Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.1 % Top 0.05 %
government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources

income income income income
1885 16,89 12,17 70,94 18,58 12,56 68,86
1886 16,19 10,36 73,45 18,51 10,88 70,61
1887 17,62 10,32 72,05 20,13 10,85 69,02
1888 16,78 10,34 72,89 19,05 10,63 70,32
1889 16,99 10,12 72,89 19,34 10,40 70,25
1890 16,63 10,04 73,33 18,82 10,36 70,82
1891 16,61 9,85 73,53 18,75 9,99 71,26
1892 16,81 10,36 72,83 19,07 10,68 70,25
1893 17,48 9,06 73,46 20,04 9,80 70,15
1894 16,88 11,14 71,98 18,85 11,3 69,85
1895 16,43 11,22 72,35 18,20 11,38 70,41
1896 16,70 11,54 71,76 18,34 11,64 70,02
1897 16,52 10,61 72,87 18,51 11,33 70,16
1898 16,12 12,12 71,76 17,66 12,31 70,03
1899 15,40 12,68 71,92 16,47 12,45 71,08
1900 15,21 11,62 73,16 16,39 11,50 72,11
1901 15,31 11,54 73,16 16,62 11,51 71,87
1902 15,51 11,69 72,80 16,87 11,50 71,64
1903 15,01 11,71 73,28 16,11 11,36 72,53
1904 15,16 11,84 73,00 16,04 11,41 72,55
1905 14,71 13,19 72,1 15,11 12,25 72,63
1906 15,23 12,62 72,15 15,73 11,99 72,28
1907 15,61 13,08 71,31 16,04 12,32 71,65
1908 15,60 13,69 70,71 15,90 13,23 70,87
1909 15,84 13,62 70,54 15,95 12,93 71,12
1910 16,52 13,60 69,89 16,76 12,71 70,53
1911 16,11 13,67 70,21 16,19 12,71 71,1
1912 15,43 13,33 71,24 15,34 12,23 72,43
1913 15,31 13,42 71,27 15,27 12,26 72,47
1914 14,44 13,22 72,34 14,36 12,12 73,51
1915 14,14 14,44 71,42 14,50 13,51 71,99
1916 12,30 13,75 73,95 12,20 13,02 74,78
1919 11,51 14,02 74,47 11,86 12,66 75,48
1920 11,40 13,96 74,64 11,68 12,60 75,72
1921 11,89 13,30 74,81 11,63 12,42 75,95
1922 12,84 14,35 72,81 12,66 13,51 73,83
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Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.01 % Top 0.005 %
government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources

income income income income
1885 19,85 6,58 73,57 19,11 3,68 77,21
1886 20,70 5,98 73,31 20,57 3,568 75,85
1887 22,22 6,18 71,60 21,77 3,63 74,61
1888 20,71 5,79 73,50 20,23 3,29 76,48
1889 21,01 5,91 73,08 20,39 3,34 76,27
1890 20,33 5,99 73,67 19,66 3,50 76,84
1891 20,14 5,88 73,98 19,63 3,41 76,95
1892 20,91 6,01 73,09 20,75 3,53 75,72
1893 22,82 5,91 71,27 23,50 3,44 73,06
1894 21,31 6,49 72,20 21,83 3,88 74,29
1895 19,63 7,23 73,14 19,47 4,77 75,76
1896 19,39 7,33 73,28 19,00 4,92 76,08
1897 20,31 6,96 72,73 20,89 4,12 75,00
1898 19,00 8,07 72,93 18,76 5,64 75,61
1899 17,14 6,87 75,99 16,52 4,24 79,24
1900 17,43 6,51 76,07 17,15 3,94 78,91
1901 18,04 6,59 75,37 17,88 3,94 78,18
1902 18,81 6,65 74,54 18,94 4,25 76,8
1903 17,75 6,27 75,98 17,54 3,87 78,59
1904 17,40 6,42 76,18 17,04 3,97 79,00
1905 15,71 6,02 78,27 14,70 3,53 81,77
1906 16,78 6,23 76,99 16,09 3,71 80,20
1907 17,49 5,94 76,58 16,81 3,55 79,64
1908 17,12 7,17 75,71 16,60 4,37 79,03
1909 17,31 6,80 75,89 16,56 4,27 79,17
1910 17,99 6,61 75,40 16,89 4,21 78,90
1911 16,92 6,39 76,69 15,82 4,12 80,06
1912 15,84 6,00 78,16 14,50 3,90 81,61
1913 15,62 6,00 78,38 14,14 4,04 81,82
1914 14,54 6,04 79,42 13,33 3,75 82,91
1915 14,19 7,73 78,08 11,60 3,51 84,89
1916 10,75 6,46 82,79 8,26 2,91 88,83
1919 11,24 6,76 82,00 9,49 3,34 87,17
1920 11,41 6,85 81,74 9,90 3,49 86,61
1921 10,24 6,15 83,61 8,43 2,97 88,60
1922 11,09 6,67 82,24 8,79 3,09 88,12
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Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.001 % Top 0.0005 %
government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources

income income income income
1885 13,62 0,59 85,79 8,14 0,36 91,5
1886 15,08 0,98 83,95 10,67 0,44 88,89
1887 15,78 1,29 82,94 11,46 0,87 87,68
1888 14,40 1,00 84,60 9,91 0,52 89,57
1889 13,40 0,67 85,93 8,90 0,29 90,81
1890 13,53 0,83 85,64 9,54 0,58 89,88
1891 13,18 0,67 86,15 8,96 0,33 90,72
1892 13,44 0,63 85,92 9,34 0,14 90,52
1893 18,79 0,73 80,48 12,10 0,45 87,45
1894 15,86 0,6 83,55 9,55 0,18 90,27
1895 12,95 0,94 86,10 7,26 0,36 92,38
1896 11,97 1,04 86,99 7,02 0,46 92,52
1897 14,68 0,98 84,34 10,02 0,48 89,5
1898 12,48 1,15 86,37 8,18 0,58 91,25
1899 9,26 0,88 89,86 4,88 0,58 94,54
1900 10,1 0,7 89,20 6,86 0,3 92,83
1901 10,62 0,77 88,61 6,41 0,24 93,35
1902 13,54 0,64 85,82 8,99 0,34 90,68
1903 10,8 0,45 88,75 6,02 0,22 93,76
1904 9,96 0,50 89,54 5,40 0,14 94,46
1905 6,97 0,35 92,67 2,62 0,00 97,38
1906 8,18 0,45 91,37 3,12 0,18 96,7
1907 8,23 0,54 91,23 3,03 0,18 96,79
1908 8,57 0,58 90,85 4,11 0,28 95,61
1909 8,04 0,71 91,24 3,21 0,11 96,68
1910 8,44 0,75 90,81 3,57 0,09 96,34
1911 7,75 0,69 91,56 3,04 0,16 96,8
1912 6,59 0,69 92,72 2,96 0,17 96,87
1913 5,91 0,90 93,19 2,64 0,18 97,18
1914 5,33 0,60 94,06 2,56 0,28 97,16
1915 3,73 0,64 95,63 1,57 0,35 98,08
1916 1,34 0,56 98,11 0,73 0,33 98,93
1919 3,19 1,34 95,47 2,98 1,35 95,68
1920 3,82 1,59 94,59 3,73 1,68 94,59
1921 3,33 1,39 95,28 3,25 1,47 95,28
1922 5,24 2,19 92,57 5,12 2,31 92,57
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Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.1-0.05 %

Top 0.05-0.01 %

government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources
income income income income

1885 10,40 10,67 78,92 17,03 19,84 63,13
1886 7,92 8,51 83,567 15,84 16,86 67,31
1887 8,68 8,43 82,85 17,49 16,74 65,77
1888 8,63 9,30 82,12 16,91 16,87 66,22
1889 8,60 9,12 82,32 17,20 16,15 66,63
1890 8,85 8,90 82,25 16,89 15,94 67,18
1891 9,02 9,35 81,58 16,98 15,23 67,80
1892 8,68 9,21 82,12 16,76 16,55 66,68
1893 8,21 6,38 85,44 16,47 14,80 68,71
1894 9,48 10,54 79,98 15,77 17,32 66,91
1895 9,90 10,63 79,51 16,40 16,59 66,98
1896 10,56 11,17 78,27 17,01 17,12 65,88
1897 9,42 8,04 82,54 16,25 16,81 66,94
1898 10,62 11,44 77,94 16,06 17,36 66,58
1899 11,41 13,54 75,05 15,63 19,46 64,91
1900 10,95 12,05 76,95 15,13 17,56 67,30
1901 10,63 11,65 77,76 14,91 17,43 67,66
1902 10,60 12,38 76,99 14,54 17,32 68,16
1903 11,07 12,96 75,97 14,12 17,54 68,34
1904 11,96 13,40 74,63 14,40 17,41 68,18
1905 13,18 16,79 70,07 14,35 20,14 65,49
1906 13,37 14,96 71,67 14,42 19,20 66,38
1907 13,99 15,94 70,03 14,30 19,97 65,74
1908 14,48 15,40 70,11 14,47 20,36 65,18
1909 15,44 16,13 68,43 14,40 19,92 65,68
1910 15,64 16,86 67,54 15,37 19,62 65,02
1911 15,81 17,24 66,90 15,35 19,98 64,67
1912 15,77 17,45 66,79 14,75 19,58 65,67
1913 15,46 17,74 66,80 14,87 19,48 65,65
1914 14,74 17,39 67,91 14,15 19,33 66,51
1915 12,79 17,93 69,28 14,88 20,55 64,57
1916 12,71 16,71 70,58 14,07 21,48 64,45
1919 13,94 18,33 67,73 14,88 22,72 62,41
1920 15,17 19,95 64,88 15,69 23,95 60,36
1921 12,46 16,37 71,17 12,31 18,80 68,89
1922 13,09 17,20 69,71 13,01 19,86 67,13




7 Conclusion A7
Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.01-0.005 % Top 0.005-0.001 %
government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources

income income income income
1885 22,14 15,56 62,30 23,90 6,38 69,72
1886 21,11 13,48 65,37 25,20 5,78 69,01
1887 23,51 13,51 62,95 27,33 5,80 66,87
1888 22,24 13,78 63,97 25,69 5,44 68,87
1889 22,86 13,58 63,56 27,45 6,04 66,52
1890 22,32 13,37 64,27 25,80 6,17 68,03
1891 21,67 13,29 65,07 26,10 6,16 67,71
1892 21,44 14,20 64,41 27,73 6,30 65,97
1893 20,78 13,32 65,90 28,29 6,19 65,52
1894 19,63 14,94 65,44 27,56 7,03 65,40
1895 20,18 15,66 64,16 25,48 8,30 66,22
1896 20,76 15,80 63,43 25,71 8,62 65,66
1897 18,41 16,25 65,30 26,88 7,15 66,00
1898 19,80 16,16 64,01 24,44 9,70 65,88
1899 19,18 15,50 65,32 23,80 7,61 68,59
1900 18,32 14,71 67,01 24,15 7,16 68,69
1901 18,55 15,09 66,35 25,06 7,07 67,87
1902 18,40 14,30 67,34 24,41 7,91 67,66
1903 18,43 14,01 67,56 24,44 7,37 68,18
1904 18,54 14,20 67,23 24,29 7,52 68,21
1905 19,10 14,39 66,51 23,33 7,08 69,59
1906 19,09 14,66 66,25 24,71 7,26 68,03
1907 19,84 14,20 66,00 26,28 6,87 66,85
1908 18,78 16,09 65,13 24,87 8,27 66,86
1909 19,70 14,87 65,42 25,16 7,86 66,98
1910 21,47 14,19 64,34 25,49 7,73 66,78
1911 20,40 13,57 66,02 24,14 7,66 68,20
1912 20,23 12,87 66,87 23,15 7,41 69,46
1913 20,44 12,39 67,17 23,45 7,59 68,96
1914 18,65 13,81 67,58 22,73 7,45 69,81
1915 23,16 22,35 54,49 22,70 7,56 69,74
1916 20,01 19,67 60,32 19,18 6,62 74,19
1919 18,40 18,09 63,51 17,15 5,92 76,93
1920 16,79 16,51 66,70 15,12 5,22 79,66
1921 14,60 14,35 71,05 12,53 4,33 83,14
1922 14,44 14,20 71,36 10,26 3,54 86,20
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Table D.3. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922
By income sources (in %)

Top 0.001-0.0005 %

Top 0.0005-0.0001 %

government private other  government private other
employment employment sources employment employment sources
income income income income

1885 25,95 1,11 72,94 9,87 0,60 89,53
1886 26,25 2,35 71,43 13,60 0,73 85,68
1887 26,78 2,36 70,87 15,76 0,61 83,65
1888 26,03 2,24 71,72 14,06 0,91 85,03
1889 25,80 1,72 72,49 12,31 0,51 87,17
1890 24,13 1,49 74,37 13,65 0,28 86,07
1891 24,47 1,58 73,93 12,51 0,59 86,91
1892 24,18 1,91 73,87 13,98 0,25 85,78
1893 37,08 1,50 61,42 18,92 0,83 80,25
1894 31,60 1,65 66,79 14,14 0,33 85,53
1895 26,69 2,34 70,94 9,65 0,60 89,76
1896 24,50 2,51 72,99 8,99 0,78 90,23
1897 27,50 2,36 70,14 15,71 0,32 83,97
1898 22,70 2,50 74,77 10,28 0,59 89,15
1899 21,13 1,69 77,18 7,37 0,61 92,02
1900 20,11 1,94 77,99 12,00 0,15 87,84
1901 22,95 2,32 74,73 10,77 0,02 89,21
1902 26,35 1,48 72,13 11,41 0,24 88,36
1903 24,35 1,10 74,54 9,38 0,23 90,39
1904 23,38 1,56 75,06 7,70 0,28 92,02
1905 20,30 1,42 78,24 3,76 0,00 96,24
1906 23,50 1,27 75,23 4,65 0,36 94,99
1907 24,29 1,65 74,06 4,68 0,37 94,96
1908 21,85 1,47 76,68 6,97 0,56 92,47
1909 21,55 2,39 76,02 5,46 0,19 94,34
1910 22,78 2,69 74,53 4,75 0,17 95,07
1911 21,33 2,22 76,45 4,14 0,32 95,54
1912 17,63 2,27 80,10 4,19 0,36 95,45
1913 16,39 3,21 80,41 3,46 0,38 96,16
1914 15,66 1,79 82,50 4,50 0,50 95,00
1915 13,46 1,95 84,60 4,10 0,83 95,07
1916 3,71 1,45 94,93 1,82 0,82 97,33
1919 3,80 1,49 94,76 2,77 1,25 95,96
1920 3,89 1,52 94,59 3,73 1,68 94,59
1921 3,39 1,33 95,28 3,25 1,47 95,28
1922 5,34 2,09 92,57 5,12 2,31 92,57
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Table D.4. Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients in British India, 1885-1922

By income sources

Employment Income

based on based on based on based on based on
0.01 0.005 0.001 0.0005 0.0001
within 0.1%  within 0.05% within 0.01% within 0.005% within 0.001%
1885 3,34 2,88 1,93 1,81 1,52
1886 3,42 2,98 2,03 1,90 1,49
1887 3,37 2,91 2,05 1,93 1,56
1888 3,30 2,86 2,03 1,99 1,50
1889 3,31 2,86 2,03 1,92 1,52
1890 3,27 2,82 2,04 1,99 1,55
1891 3,25 2,82 2,05 1,97 1,55
1892 3,23 2,88 2,05 1,89 1,51
1893 3,35 2,96 2,16 2,00 1,55
1894 3,11 2,87 2,03 1,84 1,57
1895 3,08 2,78 2,00 1,82 1,57
1896 3,02 2,74 2,00 1,82 1,59
1897 3,10 2,77 2,06 1,89 1,55
1898 2,95 2,65 1,97 1,82 1,55
1899 2,85 2,49 1,93 1,78 1,51
1900 2,83 2,51 1,95 1,79 1,52
1901 2,89 2,54 1,96 1,81 1,51
1902 2,65 2,54 2,02 1,86 1,64
1903 2,64 2,50 1,96 1,78 1,42
1904 2,65 2,46 1,89 1,74 1,45
1905 2,54 2,37 1,85 1,71 1,46
1906 2,61 2,41 1,90 1,74 1,51
1907 2,51 2,30 1,75 1,72 1,59
1908 2,57 2,35 1,85 1,67 1,41
1909 2,47 2,28 1,78 1,67 1,43
1910 2,49 2,27 1,78 1,69 1,52
1911 2,50 2,27 1,83 1,69 1,45
1912 2,46 2,26 1,84 1,71 1,48
1913 2,44 2,22 1,81 1,68 1,46
1914 2,46 2,22 1,79 1,65 1,47
1915 2,58 2,17 1,59 1,48 1,48
1916 2,63 2,25 1,56 1,53 1,49
1919 2,26 1,88 1,21 1,17 1,15
1920 2,26 1,88 1,21 1,17 1,15
1921 2,12 1,80 1,22 1,17 1,11
1922 2,19 1,91 1,22 1,17 1,11
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Table D.4. Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients in British India, 1885-1922

By income sources

Other Sources of Income

based on based on based on based on based on
0.01 0.005 0.001 0.0005 0.0001
within 0.1%  within 0.05% within 0.01% within 0.005% within 0.001%
1885 3,35 3,26 2,45 2,29 1,86
1886 3,14 3,14 2,50 2,30 1,89
1887 3,12 3,16 2,59 2,38 1,98
1888 3,19 3,21 2,62 2,44 2,04
1889 3,17 3,22 2,74 2,54 2,08
1890 3,13 3,16 2,68 2,47 2,06
1891 3,12 3,14 2,68 2,49 2,12
1892 3,07 3,09 2,69 2,49 2,15
1893 2,86 3,00 2,72 2,59 2,28
1894 2,96 3,04 2,64 2,49 2,12
1895 3,02 2,90 2,54 2,46 1,92
1896 3,10 2,96 2,59 2,55 1,99
1897 2,89 2,90 2,69 2,55 2,18
1898 2,91 2,80 2,49 2,41 1,93
1899 3,08 3,04 2,68 2,53 2,20
1900 2,95 2,93 2,68 2,59 2,47
1901 2,90 2,89 2,67 2,58 2,40
1902 2,90 2,87 2,64 2,55 2,33
1903 2,93 2,91 2,71 2,62 2,34
1904 2,95 2,91 2,69 2,62 2,40
1905 3,15 3,13 2,87 2,72 2,45
1906 3,08 3,04 2,82 2,73 2,40
1907 3,08 3,06 2,84 2,75 2,47
1908 2,98 2,94 2,71 2,64 2,40
1909 2,95 2,88 2,68 2,58 2,29
1910 2,96 2,90 2,67 2,55 2,30
1911 2,99 2,92 2,70 2,59 2,40
1912 3,04 2,98 2,79 2,68 2,54
1913 3,01 2,95 2,83 2,76 2,56
1914 3,07 3,02 2,92 2,92 2,91
1915 3,17 3,19 3,34 3,41 3,45
1916 3,41 3,42 3,45 3,36 3,21
1919 2,81 2,62 2,10 2,00 1,96
1920 2,81 2,62 2,10 2,00 1,96
1921 2,59 2,48 2,15 2,01 1,84
1922 2,70 2,68 2,15 2,01 1,84
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.1 %
Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 35,25 26,76 8,59 18,40 9,47 1,53
1886 34,85 26,58 9,33 18,11 9,35 1,76
1887 34,45 26,40 10,07 17,82 9,23 1,99
1888 34,05 26,22 10,81 17,53 9,11 2,22
1889 33,65 26,04 11,55 17,24 8,99 2,45
1890 33,25 25,86 12,29 16,95 8,87 2,68
1891 32,85 25,68 13,03 16,66 8,75 2,91
1892 33,56 23,90 14,04 16,68 8,80 2,89
1893 33,10 23,58 15,72 16,20 8,52 2,75
1894 32,63 23,26 17,40 15,71 8,23 2,61
1895 33,54 21,62 18,62 15,48 8,12 2,51
1896 34,10 20,64 18,45 15,52 8,75 2,44
1897 34,32 20,54 18,97 15,24 8,47 2,36
1898 34,54 20,43 19,49 14,96 8,19 2,28
1899 35,12 21,14 18,11 14,95 8,49 2,15
1900 35,69 21,85 16,73 14,93 8,79 2,01
1901 35,55 21,91 17,12 14,44 8,88 2,09
1902 34,97 23,44 16,67 13,98 8,91 2,03
1903 34,30 22,51 17,20 13,43 8,79 3,78
1904 34,48 22,43 17,35 13,35 8,77 3,61
1905 35,21 22,65 16,76 13,16 8,78 3,46
1906 35,94 22,86 16,16 12,96 8,78 3,30
1907 36,58 22,44 16,25 12,74 8,81 3,19
1908 36,01 23,16 16,54 12,46 8,76 3,06
1909 34,36 24,90 16,42 12,42 8,65 3,26
1910 34,09 25,78 15,44 12,29 8,79 3,61
1911 34,43 26,70 15,47 11,91 7,92 3,58
1912 34,27 27,30 15,44 11,38 7,81 3,80
1913 33,97 27,41 15,94 11,19 7,64 3,86
1914 33,76 28,88 15,53 11,11 6,95 3,77
1915 3347 30,32 14,74 10,86 6,76 3,85
1916 31,73 34,34 13,28 9,93 7,09 3,62
1919 31,11 32,66 14,35 9,93 7,91 4,04
1920 28,76 34,99 13,96 9,01 9,06 4,23
1921 25,78 35,64 14,64 8,08 11,03 4,84
1922 27,27 35,32 14,30 8,54 10,05 4,54
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.05 %
Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 37,32 27,49 8,72 17,02 7,88 1,56
1886 36,96 27,22 9,44 16,78 7,82 1,75
1887 36,60 26,95 10,16 16,54 7,76 1,94
1888 36,24 26,68 10,88 16,30 7,70 2,13
1889 35,88 26,41 11,60 16,06 7,64 2,32
1890 35,52 26,14 12,32 15,82 7,58 2,51
1891 35,16 25,87 13,04 15,58 7,52 2,70
1892 36,06 23,76 13,89 15,68 7,63 2,86
1893 35,41 23,43 15,70 15,22 7,41 2,71
1894 34,75 23,10 17,50 14,75 7,18 2,56
1895 35,75 21,48 18,67 14,52 7,03 2,44
1896 36,12 20,98 18,23 14,53 7,60 2,40
1897 36,44 20,66 18,84 14,25 7,37 2,32
1898 36,76 20,33 19,45 13,97 7,14 2,24
1899 37,46 21,08 17,92 14,01 7,43 2,05
1900 38,16 21,83 16,38 14,05 7,72 1,85
1901 38,02 21,58 16,80 13,45 8,07 2,09
1902 37,13 23,66 16,23 12,96 8,04 1,99
1903 36,33 22,44 17,14 12,44 8,02 3,63
1904 36,46 22,46 17,21 12,44 7,97 3,45
1905 37,16 22,92 16,58 12,15 7,95 3,25
1906 37,86 23,37 15,94 11,86 7,92 3,05
1907 38,58 22,88 16,17 11,63 7,84 2,91
1908 37,85 23,71 16,38 11,33 7,87 2,86
1909 35,74 25,75 16,26 11,43 7,80 3,01
1910 35,44 26,72 15,08 11,34 8,04 3,40
1911 35,66 27,82 15,15 10,96 7,08 3,35
1912 35,43 28,40 15,16 10,40 7,00 3,62
1913 35,10 28,42 15,70 10,28 6,87 3,61
1914 34,98 30,05 15,21 10,17 6,06 3,52
1915 34,58 32,06 13,95 9,87 5,95 3,59
1916 32,63 36,56 12,66 8,72 6,09 3,34
1919 31,88 34,62 13,66 8,93 7,06 3,86
1920 29,18 37,17 13,37 7,99 8,18 4,12
1921 25,73 37,78 14,08 7,25 10,26 4,90
1922 27,46 37,48 13,73 7,62 9,22 4,51
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.01 %
Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 40,44 27,72 10,28 14,33 6,18 0,98
1886 40,21 27,65 10,60 14,13 6,12 1,22
1887 39,98 27,58 10,92 13,93 6,06 1,46
1888 39,75 27,51 11,24 13,73 6,00 1,70
1889 39,52 27,44 11,56 13,53 5,94 1,94
1890 39,29 27,37 11,88 13,33 5,88 2,18
1891 39,06 27,30 12,20 13,13 5,82 2,42
1892 40,30 23,80 13,74 13,37 5,95 2,79
1893 39,26 23,62 15,79 12,80 5,82 2,66
1894 38,22 23,44 17,83 12,22 5,69 2,52
1895 38,63 24,13 18,37 11,33 5,34 2,14
1896 38,53 24,43 17,61 11,39 5,80 2,19
1897 39,26 23,50 18,11 11,28 5,67 2,14
1898 39,99 22,56 18,61 11,16 5,54 2,08
1899 41,61 22,05 17,28 11,38 5,84 1,83
1900 43,23 21,53 15,94 11,59 6,13 1,58
1901 42,69 21,33 15,89 11,14 6,97 1,98
1902 41,14 24,07 14,98 10,86 7,09 1,85
1903 39,77 22,89 16,80 10,38 7,25 2,91
1904 40,30 23,34 16,41 10,37 6,87 2,69
1905 40,53 24,56 15,48 10,14 6,78 2,52
1906 40,76 25,77 14,55 9,90 6,68 2,35
1907 41,90 25,11 15,23 9,20 6,43 2,13
1908 40,72 26,55 14,60 9,17 6,65 2,30
1909 37,75 29,39 14,54 9,19 6,77 2,35
1910 37,61 30,45 13,08 9,05 7,06 2,76
1911 37,58 31,93 13,37 8,62 5,91 2,59
1912 3751 32,72 13,01 8,20 5,76 2,79
1913 37,23 32,63 13,55 8,13 5,75 2,71
1914 37,43 34,65 12,43 7,94 4,89 2,66
1915 37,22 37,41 10,89 7,58 4,41 2,50
1916 33,86 43,57 10,06 5,93 4,31 2,27
1919 33,10 40,45 10,93 6,73 5,68 3,13
1920 28,98 43,48 10,97 5,88 6,95 3,75
1921 24,10 43,39 11,87 5,82 9,59 5,23
1922 33,87 20,06 20,06 6,41 12,79 6,82
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.005 %
Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 41,76 28,30 11,92 12,62 5,04 0,25
1886 41,68 28,31 11,86 12,46 5,04 0,55
1887 41,60 28,32 11,80 12,30 5,04 0,85
1888 41,52 28,33 11,74 12,14 5,04 1,15
1889 41,44 2834 11,68 11,98 5,04 1,45
1890 41,36 28,35 11,62 11,82 5,04 1,75
1891 41,28 28,36 11,56 11,66 5,04 2,05
1892 42,54 24,25 13,24 12,16 5,22 2,57
1893 41,32 24,02 15,38 11,63 5,19 2,44
1894 40,09 23,79 17,51 11,10 5,15 2,30
1895 40,57 24,73 18,02 10,11 4,68 1,87
1896 39,96 25,42 17,17 10,29 5,19 1,94
1897 40,95 24,11 17,65 10,27 5,05 1,94
1898 41,94 22,79 18,13 10,25 4,91 1,93
1899 44,01 22,04 16,82 10,35 5,13 1,64
1900 46,07 21,29 15,50 10,45 5,34 1,35
1901 45,14 21,38 15,22 10,12 6,33 1,81
1902 43,24 24,36 14,24 9,92 6,53 1,71
1903 41,59 23,16 16,54 9,46 6,78 2,48
1904 42,42 23,88 15,81 9,41 6,23 2,26
1905 42,32 25,52 14,81 9,16 6,07 2,14
1906 42,22 27,16 13,80 8,90 5,91 2,02
1907 43,59 26,34 14,59 8,06 5,65 1,77
1908 42,33 28,00 13,52 8,13 6,03 2,00
1909 38,82 31,33 13,56 8,07 6,20 2,02
1910 38,85 32,25 12,17 7,99 6,33 2,41
1911 38,66 34,07 12,41 7,50 5,13 2,23
1912 38,73 34,69 12,06 7,05 5,05 2,43
1913 38,72 34,40 12,57 7,03 4,96 2,32
1914 39,14 36,21 11,18 6,92 4,25 2,29
1915 38,41 39,06 10,00 6,64 3,80 2,10
1916 34,68 46,22 9,01 4,73 3,56 1,80
1919 33,82 42,60 9,86 5,79 5,12 2,83
1920 29,22 46,15 9,71 4,93 6,44 3,56
1921 23,76 46,07 10,41 5,13 9,31 5,32
1922 26,49 46,11 10,06 5,03 7,87 4,44
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.1-0.05 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 27,89 24,11 8,13 23,37 15,21 1,43
1886 27,35 24,26 8,94 22,89 14,86 1,80
1887 26,81 24,41 9,75 22,41 14,51 2,17
1888 26,27 24,56 10,56 21,93 14,16 2,54
1889 25,73 24,71 11,37 21,45 13,81 2,91
1890 25,19 24,86 12,18 20,97 13,46 3,28
1891 24,65 25,01 12,99 20,49 13,11 3,65
1892 24,57 24,40 14,58 20,28 13,01 3,00
1893 24,62 24,13 15,80 19,80 12,59 2,90
1894 24,67 23,86 17,02 19,31 12,17 2,80
1895 25,38 22,14 18,44 19,02 12,14 2,77
1896 26,53 19,37 19,27 19,23 13,06 2,59
1897 26,57 20,08 19,45 18,87 12,50 2,51
1898 26,61 20,79 19,63 18,50 11,94 2,42
1899 26,69 21,36 18,81 18,31 12,30 2,51
1900 26,77 21,92 17,99 18,11 12,66 2,59
1901 26,74 23,09 18,26 17,97 11,77 2,09
1902 27,18 22,65 18,26 17,66 12,05 2,17
1903 27,03 22,76 17,41 16,98 11,55 4,31
1904 27,29 22,32 17,86 16,66 11,68 4,19
1905 28,05 21,65 17,42 16,86 11,83 4,21
1906 28,81 20,97 16,98 17,05 11,97 4,23
1907 29,06 20,79 16,55 16,91 12,46 4,24
1908 29,16 21,11 17,14 16,67 12,07 3,81
1909 29,34 21,81 17,00 16,02 11,74 4,17
1910 29,14 22,33 16,76 15,77 11,54 4,38
1911 29,86 22,54 16,66 15,44 11,04 4,43
1912 29,92 23,18 16,49 15,05 10,84 4,48
1913 29,76 23,65 16,83 14,58 10,50 4,79
1914 29,13 24,45 16,74 14,67 10,32 4,71
1915 29,30 23,78 17,71 14,58 9,80 4,83
1916 28,07 25,33 15,80 14,84 11,15 4,76
1919 28,15 25,42 16,91 13,68 11,06 4,77
1920 27,01 27,07 16,12 12,79 12,32 4,71
1921 25,94 28,80 16,43 10,73 13,49 4,65
1922 27,79 21,20 21,20 9,89 13,94 5,96
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.0005 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 41,66 25,61 19,49 6,29 5,08 1,88
1886 43,55 26,15 17,73 6,20 4,61 1,77
1887 45,44 26,69 15,97 6,11 4,14 1,66
1888 47,33 27,23 14,21 6,02 3,67 1,55
1889 49,22 27,77 12,45 5,93 3,20 1,44
1890 51,11 28,31 10,69 5,84 2,73 1,33
1891 53,00 28,85 8,93 5,75 2,26 1,22
1892 54,50 22,27 13,32 6,10 2,26 1,55
1893 52,83 22,61 15,34 5,69 2,10 1,44
1894 51,16 22,94 17,36 5,27 1,94 1,33
1895 53,42 19,06 20,10 4,56 1,58 1,29
1896 51,74 23,99 16,72 4,79 1,61 1,15
1897 53,85 20,05 17,02 5,71 2,17 1,21
1898 55,95 16,11 17,32 6,63 2,73 1,27
1899 57,99 17,46 15,06 5,76 2,61 1,13
1900 60,03 18,80 12,80 4,89 2,49 0,99
1901 58,55 20,01 12,96 4,65 2,42 1,41
1902 56,12 23,77 11,03 4,59 3,06 1,42
1903 52,09 22,87 15,00 4,72 3,80 1,53
1904 53,84 24,49 12,61 5,25 2,55 1,26
1905 51,83 28,23 11,62 4,75 2,43 1,16
1906 49,81 31,96 10,62 4,24 2,30 1,06
1907 52,80 29,94 11,73 2,62 1,77 1,15
1908 53,08 31,37 9,15 3,04 2,04 1,32
1909 46,81 37,40 9,48 2,51 2,50 1,29
1910 47,28 38,80 7,51 3,18 1,72 1,50
1911 46,68 40,82 8,00 2,30 0,92 1,28
1912 48,14 39,59 7,27 2,55 1,45 1,00
1913 48,44 37,83 7,76 2,94 2,06 0,95
1914 49,37 40,14 5,34 2,72 1,61 0,81
1915 48,79 41,12 5,22 2,50 1,71 0,65
1916 44,25 46,41 6,06 1,52 1,41 0,36
1919 41,33 44,36 6,24 2,66 3,60 1,82
1920 33,86 47,60 7,27 2,82 5,49 2,98
1921 2347 48,78 8,47 4,12 9,57 5,60
1922 39,45 17,76 17,76 5,18 12,75 7,10
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.05-0.01 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 33,20 27,17 6,73 20,50 10,05 2,28
1886 32,70 26,65 7,96 20,20 9,99 2,41
1887 32,20 26,13 9,19 19,90 9,93 2,54
1888 31,70 25,61 10,42 19,60 9,87 2,67
1889 31,20 25,09 11,65 19,30 9,81 2,80
1890 30,70 24,57 12,88 19,00 9,75 2,93
1891 30,20 24,05 14,11 18,70 9,69 3,06
1892 30,73 23,71 14,08 18,59 9,74 2,95
1893 30,57 23,19 15,59 18,26 9,40 2,78
1894 30,40 22,67 17,09 17,92 9,05 2,61
1895 32,13 18,15 19,05 18,53 9,15 2,82
1896 33,05 16,60 19,02 18,52 9,89 2,67
1897 32,99 17,14 19,74 17,92 9,47 2,55
1898 32,92 17,68 20,45 17,31 9,04 2,43
1899 32,46 19,94 18,68 17,18 9,35 2,31
1900 32,00 22,19 16,91 17,04 9,65 2,18
1901 32,40 21,88 17,89 16,23 9,39 2,22
1902 32,32 23,17 17,73 15,48 9,18 2,16
1903 32,15 21,89 17,55 14,94 8,95 4,50
1904 31,84 21,40 18,17 14,93 9,29 4,36
1905 33,04 20,89 17,93 14,62 9,38 4,15
1906 34,23 20,37 17,68 14,31 9,47 3,93
1907 34,60 20,20 17,30 14,55 9,53 3,85
1908 34,48 20,37 18,47 13,87 9,30 3,52
1909 33,45 21,60 18,22 13,98 8,98 3,76
1910 32,98 22,50 17,34 13,93 9,15 4,12
1911 33,45 23,09 17,20 13,65 8,43 4,22
1912 32,97 23,30 17,70 12,99 8,46 4,59
1913 32,64 23,57 18,18 12,76 8,16 4,65
1914 32,08 24,60 18,51 12,81 7,45 4,54
1915 31,36 25,54 17,68 12,66 7,83 4,92
1916 31,04 27,52 16,01 12,32 8,39 4,72
1919 30,25 27,80 16,87 11,55 8,73 4,79
1920 29,14 30,07 16,07 10,45 9,64 4,66
1921 27,24 32,61 16,12 8,57 10,88 4,60
1922 30,41 2151 21,51 8,63 12,29 5,67
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.01-0.005 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 36,90 26,16 5,30 19,16 9,42 3,11
1886 36,15 25,82 6,77 18,89 9,21 3,18
1887 35,40 25,48 8,24 18,62 9,00 3,25
1888 34,65 25,14 9,71 18,35 8,79 3,32
1889 33,90 24,80 11,18 18,08 8,58 3,39
1890 33,15 24,46 12,65 17,81 8,37 3,46
1891 32,40 24,12 14,12 17,54 8,16 3,53
1892 32,90 22,31 15,39 17,37 8,36 3,52
1893 32,54 22,31 17,13 16,61 7,90 3,38
1894 32,17 22,31 18,87 15,85 7,44 3,23
1895 31,98 22,07 19,57 15,51 7,60 3,07
1896 33,50 20,95 19,16 15,26 7,95 3,07
1897 33,50 21,37 19,69 14,73 7,80 2,83
1898 33,50 21,79 20,21 14,19 7,64 2,58
1899 33,84 22,05 18,78 14,71 8,15 2,45
1900 34,17 22,30 17,34 15,23 8,65 2,31
1901 34,83 21,17 18,04 14,41 9,02 2,53
1902 34,45 23,15 17,34 13,86 8,88 2,30
1903 33,90 22,02 17,64 13,35 8,77 4,30
1904 33,57 21,63 18,31 13,42 8,91 4,06
1905 34,72 21,38 17,69 13,33 9,09 3,76
1906 35,87 21,12 17,06 13,24 9,26 3,46
1907 36,06 20,86 17,44 13,14 9,12 3,37
1908 35,59 21,93 18,04 12,48 8,63 3,26
1909 34,34 23,20 17,67 12,76 8,59 3,40
1910 33,69 24,76 15,96 12,40 9,37 3,87
1911 34,16 25,16 16,41 12,16 8,38 3,73
1912 33,51 26,27 16,12 11,96 8,09 3,97
1913 32,37 26,86 16,74 11,71 8,32 3,98
1914 31,63 29,36 16,67 11,40 7,06 3,91
1915 33,10 31,69 13,97 10,84 6,52 3,88
1916 30,81 33,71 13,97 10,39 7,10 4,02
1919 30,49 33,43 14,37 9,91 7,61 4,20
1920 27,89 35,18 14,76 8,98 8,70 4,51
1921 24,96 36,64 15,55 7,56 10,29 5,00
1922 28,86 2221 2221 7 A7 12,26 7,01
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Table D.5. Top Income Shares in British India, 1885-1922

by province (in %)

Top 0.005-0.001 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab  Central
Provinces
1885 40,01 29,89 9,87 14,31 6,58 1,46
1886 38,92 29,44 10,45 14,60 6,66 1,60
1887 37,83 28,99 11,03 14,89 6,74 1,74
1888 36,74 28,54 11,61 15,18 6,32 1,89
1889 35,65 28,09 12,19 15,47 6,90 2,03
1890 34,56 27,64 12,77 15,76 6,98 2,17
1891 3347 27,19 13,35 16,05 7,06 2,78
1892 35,32 23,89 13,99 16,41 6,95 3,41
1893 34,695 23,66 16,02 15,35 6,96 3,24
1894 34,07 23,43 18,05 14,30 6,97 3,07
1895 33,44 26,85 17,49 13,21 6,69 2,28
1896 33,27 25,69 17,55 13,41 7,45 2,55
1897 33,775 25,68 18,22 12,90 6,87 2,44
1898 34,28 25,68 18,90 12,40 6,30 2,33
1899 35,605 24,1 18,42 13,01 6,32 1,98
1900 36,93 22,52 17,95 13,62 7,35 1,63
1901 36,65 21,54 17,29 13,90 8,53 2,09
1902 35,49 23,48 17,36 13,08 8,74 1,83
1903 34,89 22,92 17,79 12,50 8,61 3,30
1904 34,83 23,25 17,98 12,14 8,77 3,07
1905 36,19 23,00 17,03 12,05 8,71 3,03
1906 37,55 22,76 16,09 11,97 8,65 2,99
1907 37,73 22,54 16,84 11,70 8,69 2,51
1908 36,12 24,71 16,52 11,08 8,93 2,66
1909 34,5 26,03 16,51 11,49 8,68 2,78
1910 33,71 26,84 15,22 11,32 9,53 3,39
1911 33,63 2829 1554 11,24 8,11 3,20
1912 32,77 29,76 15,35 10,76 7,71 3,65
1913 32,2 29,93 16,40 10,47 7,42 3,59
1914 32,02 30,58 16,17 10,79 6,67 3,75
1915 29,34 35,11 14,54 11,04 6,07 3,92
1916 27,72 41,28 12,12 8,90 6,24 3,72
1919 27,6 38,84 13,30 9,23 6,87 4,16
1920 25,86 42,56 12,06 7,43 7,67 4,40
1921 24,00 43,85 12,00 5,96 9,10 5,09
1922 36,01 19,11 19,11 5,97 13,19 6,60
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Table D.6. Inverse Pareto-Lorenz coefficients in British India, 1885-1922

by province

based on 0.01 within 0.1 %

Bengal Bombay Madras Agra and Oudh Punjab Central
Provinces

1885 1,48 1,96 1,42

1886 1,51 1,88 1,60 1,53

1887 1,67 1,93 1,86 1,48 1,36

1888 1,49 2,15 1,73 1,58 1,42

1889 1,64 2,15 1,86 1,61 1,65

1890 1,70 2,10 1,89 1,55 1,61 1,95
1891 1,86 2,27 1,76 1,59 1,55 1,92
1892 1,72 2,35 1,94 1,48 1,48 1,83
1893 2,15 2,28 1,45 1,48 1,79
1894 1,87 2,14 1,99 1,51 1,54 1,86
1895 1,68 2,32 2,07 1,49 1,50 1,92
1896 1,75 2,20 1,72 1,49 1,37 1,82
1897 2,29 1,56 1,42 1,60 1,82
1898 2,00 2,31 1,52 1,53 1,60 1,77
1899 2,12 2,28 1,68 1,57 1,86
1900 2,00 2,50 1,67 1,53 1,63 1,85
1901 1,88 2,77 1,74 1,51 1,91 1,95
1902 2,08 2,70 1,63 1,52 1,93 1,78
1903 1,92 2,67 1,83 1,69 2,09 1,90
1904 1,83 2,69 1,94 1,62 2,04 1,88
1905 2,11 2,84 1,75 2,03 1,77
1906 2,04 2,86 1,56 1,57 2,02 1,57
1907 2,02 2,92 1,77 1,51 1,99 1,62
1908 2,08 2,79 1,65 1,54 1,89 1,80
1909 1,88 2,64 1,82 1,53 1,99 1,87
1910 1,88 2,73 1,81 1,59 1,97 1,73
1911 2,18 2,83 1,59 1,53 1,79 1,72
1912 2,20 3,14 1,68 1,56 1,84 1,55
1913 2,15 3,21 1,73 1,62 1,86 1,61
1914 2,23 3,36 1,62 1,64 1,97 1,69
1915 2,07 3,78 1,78 1,74 2,23 1,70
1916 2,11 3,93 2,21 1,76 2,34 1,65
1919 2,32 3,93 2,43 1,94 2,58 1,81
1920 2,30 3,64 2,61 1,91 2,58 1,79
1921 2,14 3,64 2,37 1,79 2,35 1,67
1922 2,00 3,38 2,04 1,68 2,12 1,57




7 Conclusion 61

References

[1] Aaberge, R. and Atkinson, A. B. (2010). “Top Incomes in Norway”; in Atkinson, A. B. and
Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford University Press, chapter
9.

[2] Acemoglu, D. Johnson, S. and Robinson, J. (2001). “The Colonial Origins of Comparative
Development: An Empirical Investigation”. American Economic Review, 91, pp. 1369-1401.

[3] Acemoglu, D. Johnson, S. and Robinson, J. (2002). “Reversal of Fortune: Geography and
Institutions in the Making of the Modern World Income Distribution”. Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 117, pp. 1231-1294.

[4] Acemoglu, D. and Robinson, J. A. (2012). Why nations fail. Profile Books, London.

[5] Adarkar, B. P. Adarkar and Sen Gupta, S. N. (1936). “The Pareto Law and the Distribution
of Incomes in India”. The Economic Journal, Vol. 46, No. 1818. pp. 168-171.

[6] Alvaredo, F. (2010). “Top Incomes and Earnings in Portugal 1936-2005”; in Atkinson, A.
B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford University Press,
2010, chapter 11.

[7] Alvaredo, F. and Atkinson, A. B. (2011). “Colonial Rule, Apartheid and Natural Resources:
Top Incomes in South Africa 1903-2007”. CEPR Discussion Paper 8155.

[8] Alvaredo, F. and Saez, E. (2010). “Income and Wealth Concentration in Spain in a Historical
and Fiscal Perspective”; in Atkinson, B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global
Perspective , Oxford University Press, chapter 10.

[9] Alvaredo, F. and Pisano, E. (2010). “Top Incomes in Italy 1974-2004”; in Atkinson, A.
B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford University Press,
chapter 12.

[10] Angeles, L. (2007). “Income Inequality and Colonialism”. European Economic Review. Vol.
51(5), pp. 1155-1176.

[11] Arora H. C. and Iyengar, K. R. R. (1960). “Long Term Growth of National Income in India,
1901-1956”. National Income and Applied Topics, Vol. I (ed.) V. K. R. V. Rao, S. R. Sen,
V. M. Divitia and Uma Dutta. Asia Publishing House, London, UK.

[12] Atkinson, A. B. (2007). “The Distribution of Top Incomes in the United Kingdom 1908-
20007; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century.
A Contrast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries, Oxford Uni-
versity Press, chapter 4.

[13] Atkinson, A. B. (2010). “Top Incomes in a Rapidly Growing Economy: Singapore”; in
Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford
University Press, chapter 5.

[14] Atkinson, A. B. (2011a). “Income Distribution and Taxation in Mauritius: A Seventy-five
Year History of Top Incomes”. Mimeo.

[15] Atkinson, A. B. (2011b). “Evidence on Top Incomes in Tanzania 1948-1970”. Mimeo.

[16] Atkinson, A. B. (2013). “Top Income Shares, Income Totals and the Pareto Distribution”.
Mimeo.



7 Conclusion 62

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]

[30]

Atkinson, A. B. and Leigh, A. (2007a). “The Distribution of Top Incomes in Australia”; in
Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century. A Con-
trast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries, Oxford University
Press, chapter 7.

Atkinson, A. B. and Leigh, A. (2007b). The Distribution of Top Incomes in New Zealand; in
Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century. A Con-
trast Between Continental FEuropean and English-Speaking Countries , Oxford University
Press, chapter 8.

Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (2007). Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century. A Con-
trast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries. Oxford University
Press.

Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (2010). Top Incomes: A Global Perspective. Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Atkinson, A. B. and Salverda, W. (2007). “Top Incomes in the Netherlands over the Twenti-
eth Century”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth
Century. A Contrast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries, Ox-
ford University Press, chapter 10.

Atkinson, A. B. and Sggaard, J. (2013). “The long-run history of income inequality in
Denmark: Top incomes from 1870 to 2010”. EPRU Working Paper Series 2013-01.

Atkinson, F. J. (1902). “A statistical review of income and wealth in british India” Journal
of the Royal Statistical Society, 65:209-283.

Bagchi A. (1976). « Reflections on Patterns of Regional Growth in India during the Period
of British Rule ». In Bengal Past and Present, XCV (1), January-june, pp. 247-89.

Banerjee, A. and Piketty, T. (2010). “Top Indian Incomes 1922-2000”; in Atkinson, A. B.
and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford University Press,
chapter 1.

Bolt, J. and van Zanden, J. L. (2013). “The First Update of the Maddison Project; Re-
Estimating Growth Before 1820”. Maddison Project Working Paper 4.

N. Brian (2007). “Long Term Trends in Top Income Shares in Ireland”; in Atkinson, A. B.
and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century. A Contrast Between
Continental European and English-Speaking Countries, Oxford University Press, chapter
12.

Davis, K. (1951). The population of India and Pakistan. Princeton University office of
population research.

Dell, F. (2007). “Top Incomes in Germany Throughout the Twentieth Century 1891-1998”;
in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century. A
Contrast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries , Oxford Univer-
sity Press, chapter 9.

Dell, F.; Piketty, T. and Saez, E. (2007). “Income and Wealth Concentration in Switzerland
over the Twentieth Century”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over
the Twentieth Century. A Contrast Between Continental European and English-Speaking
Countries, Oxford University Press, chapter 11.



7 Conclusion 63

[31] Digby W. (1901). Prosperous British India, A Revelation from Official Records. London,
UK: T. F. Unwin.

[32] Guha, A. (1989). The Decline of India’s Cotton Handicrafts: 1800-1905, A quantitative
Macro-study. Calcutta: Centre for Studies in Social Sciences.

[33] Harnetty, P. (1991). “’Deindustrialization’ Revisited: The Handloom Weavers of the Central
Provinces of India c. 1800-1947”, Modern Asian Studies 25 (3): pp. 455-510.

[34] Heston, A. (1983). “National Income”. In Kumar D. and Desai, M. (1983) The Cambridge
Economic History of India: Vol. 2: c. 1757-C. 1970. Cambridge University Press. Chapter
4. 376-462 pp.

[35] Iyer, L. (2010). “Direct versus Indirect Colonial Rule in India: Long-term Consequences”,
Review of Economics and Statistics 92, no. 4.

[36] Jantti, M.; Riiheld, M.; Sullstrom, R. and Tuomala, M. (2010). “Trends in Top Income
Shares in Finland”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global
Perspective, Oxford University Press, chapter 8.

[37] Kuznets, S. (1953). « Shares of Upper Income Groups in Income and Savings ». New York
: National Bureau of Economic Research.

[38] Leigh, A. and van der Eng, P. (2010). “Top Incomes in Indonesia 1920-2004”; in Atkinson,
A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective, Oxford University
Press, chapter 4.

[39] Maddison A. (1971). Class Structure and Economic Growth: India and Pakistan Since the
Moghuls. London, UK: Allen and Unwin.

[40] Milanovic, B., Lindert, P. H. and Williamson, J. G. (2007). “Measuring Ancient Inequality”.
NBER Working Paper No. 13550.

[41] Moriguchi, C. and Saez, E. (2010). “The Evolution of Income Concentration in Japan 1886-
2005”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective,
Oxford University Press, chapter 3.

[42] Mukerjee, M. (1969). National Income of India: Trends and Structure. Statistical Pub.
Society. Calcutta.

[43] Niyogi, J. P. (1929). The evolution of the Indian income taz. London P.S. King & son, ltd,
Westminster.

[44] Pagar, S. M. (1920). The Indian Income Tax its history, theory and practice. Lakshmi Vilas
P. Press Co.

[45] Patel, S. J. (1958). “Long Term Changes in Output and Income in India”, Indian Economic
Journal, V, No. 3, January, 233-246.

[46] Piketty, T. (2003). “Income inequality in France, 1901-1998”; Journal of Political Economy
, 111(5): pp. 1004-1042.

[47] Piketty, T. and Qian, N. (2010). “Income Inequality and Progressive Income Taxation in
China and India 1986-2015”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A
Global Perspective, Oxford University Press, chapter 2.



7 Conclusion 64

48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]
[53]

[54]
[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

Piketty, T. and Saez, E. (2007). “Income and Wage Inequality in the United States 1913-
2002”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes over the Twentieth Century.
A Contrast Between Continental European and English-Speaking Countries, Oxford Uni-
versity Press, chapter 5.

Rao, V.K.R.V. (1931). Tazation of Income in India. Edited by C. N. Vakil, Longmans,
green and co.ltd. London, New York and Toronto.

Roine, J. and Waldenstréom, D. (2010). “Top Incomes in Sweden over the Twentieth Cen-
tury”; in Atkinson, A. B. and Piketty, T. (editors) Top Incomes: A Global Perspective,
Oxford University Press, chapter 7.

Roy, T. (2007). “Globalisation, Factor Prices, and Poverty in Colonial India”, Australian
Economic History Review, 47, 1: pp. 73-94.

Shah, K. T. and Khambatta (1924). Wealth and Tazable Capacity of India. Bombay.

Shirras, G. F. (1935) “The Pareto Law and the Distribution of Income”. The Economic
Journal. Vol. 45, No. 180. pp. 663-681.

Sivasubramonian, S. (1965). “National Income of India, 1900-1901 to 1946-1947”. Mimeo.

Sivasubramonian, S. (2000). The National Income of India in the Twentieth Century. Ox-
ford University Press.

Twomey, M. J. (1983). “Employment in Nineteenth Century Indian Textiles”. Exploration
in Economic History, 20 (1), p. 37-57.

Veall, M. (2012). “Top income shares in Canada: recent trends and policy implications”;
Canadian Journal of Economics , 45(4): pp. 1247-1272.

Visaria, L. and Visaria, P. (1983). “Population (1757-1947)”. In Raychaudhuri, T., Kumar
D. and Habib I. (1983) The Cambridge Economic History of India : Vol. 2 : c. 1757-C.
1970. Cambridge University Press. pp. 463-532.



