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A model is constructed which provides a coherent and logically consistent framework for
analyzing the enclosure movement. The relation between the implications of our model and the
standard literature on the causes and consequences of enclosures is examined in some detail.
We attempt to show that Marx’s analysis of ‘so-called primitive accumulation’ can be given an
interpretation that is more reasonable, logically consistent, and empirically sound than is
commonly acknowledged.

1. Introduction

Enclosing of land in England altered economic and social life in a fundaraental
way. It facilitated the transition from communal to private reulation of property
and in consequence transformed the basis of the rural ecoromy. By the time it
was completed, land and labor had emerged as full-fledged economic conimodi-
ties. Productior and distribution, once so tightly bound up with considerations
of rank, responsibility, and fealty, came to be guided by stiict calculations of
profit and loss. The transition was painful for a majority of > rural community
and they resisted it - sometimes with violence, almost aiways without success.
From the beginning, enclosures provided opponents of the movement as well as
supporters with inexhaustible topics for controversy. These same controversial
issues have raised a number of very important questions for economic historians.

Did enclosures increase economic efficiency and raise national income ? At the
same time did they contribute to immiserization of the working populaiion?
Wher land was enclosed, did it result in less labor intensive production and lead
to depopulation? Were rents simultaneously pushzd up? Did enclosures stimu-
late the cultivation of new lands, the growth of industry, the transfer of labor out
of agi:culture?

*We cannot possibly mention everyone who helped us .n one way or another during the
various stages of this project. However, the criticisms of some people were parti cuiarly valuaole.
Without implying that they share our conclusions, we would like t¢; thank: F.D. Domar, R.S.

Eckaug, S. Eddie, K. Helleiner, D.N. McCloskey, W.N. Parker, M. Piore and E.M. Truman.
Asim Dasgupta and Richard Levin provided excellent research assistance.
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Conspicuonusly abseat from the economic history literature is a coherent
f-amework. for analyzing the economic effects of enclosures. It is hoped that the
=xplicit model developed in this paper will provide such a framework. We readily
arknowledge thelegitimate objections that can be raised against theuse of a model
t: deal with so complex a historical phenomenoa as enclosure. For example,
it is obvious that no model can possibly account for all the regional variations in
cultural heritage, vicinity to markets, receptiveness to new ideas and tie like,
which play such a major role in most descriptive analyses of English agrarian
history.! Our iatention, however, is not to offer another detailed description of
enclosures. We propose instead to focus sharplv on those basic economic
features which underlay the whole movement, and tihe model buildir g approach
would seem to be the most 7.,ppropriate one for this purpose. What w 2 sacrifice in
descriptive accuracy we gain in analytical insight and rigor.

Although our approach departs from traditional methods of analysis in
economic history, our conception of medievali society as a world ruled by custom
and dominated by notions of common property resembles closeiy that of such
classical writers as Vinogradoff, Maitland, Pirenne and Bloch.? Similarly, our
position on the enclosure movement has much in common with that of Towney,
Thorold Rogers, Mantoux and others who perceived that its essence lay in a
struggle over property rights.®> Our model, however, is probably closer in spirit
to Marx’s position than to that of anyone else (his analysis of ‘so-called primitive
accumulation’). It sec:ms to us that if Marx’s basic ideas about enclosures we e
to be recast using modern methods of economic analysis the outcome would
have to be very close 20 the model presented in this paper.*

It 15 useful to state explicitly what we regard as the essence of Marx’s argument,
since his interpretation of enclosures is both controversial and frequently mis-
understood.” Marx craphasized more than any other writer the dual nature of
enclosures. For him they were both a source of progress and a mainspring of

!Economic historians have always stressed the influence of these regional differences on the
pace and impact of enclosures in England. We can only indicate here a few of the major v.orks
which illustrate this diversity and its importance : Kerridge (1967), Thirsk (1967, especially the
chapters by Thirsk, Everitt and Bowden), Gonrer (i5i2) and Gray (1959).
2As examples, see Vinogradoff (1892). Maiiland (1897), Pirenne (1937) and Bloch (1961,
1266).

*Sec Tawney (1967), Rogers1909) and Mantoux (1961).

“It may be argued the.t in some fundamental sense we do violence to Marx’s approach since
we make no use of the 1ibar theory of value nor do we distinguish, as Marx does, between the
capitziist farmer (tenan) and the landowner (rentier). Nevertheless, we think it is fair to say
that in dealing with the tre.nsition from the fendal to the capitalist mode of production, neither
of these aspects of Mar<’s analysis are essential. Our notion of surpluy and Marx’s concept of
surpl s value are identical in an economy without any capital. Similarly, the distribution of the
surplus between rentier and capitalis¢ tenant may have important implications for the develop-
iient of capitalist farming but not for the transition between modes of productior:.

5We refer here to part V11l in volume 1 of Capital. The paragraph in the text is based, for the
maost part, on what we ¢ ieve to be the essence of Marx’s analysis of enclosures. Although it is
poss blz to footnote every sentence of this paragraph, it would not make our interpretation any
more convincing. The r=ader must aecide for himself the validity of our position.
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social cendict. In his analysis, enclosures resulted from a ciass struggle in whic
Icadlords expelled peasants from: their traditional holdings and c'aimed the
agricultaral surplus. This surplus served as a primary source of primitive: capital
accumulation and formed a basis for the capitalist mode of production. In
Capital, Marx was concerncd with discovering the ‘laws of capitalist develop-
ment’, which he argued could only be doue in on historical context. Ttus he was
prompted to speculate on the essential economic features ot ‘feudalism’, which
he regarced as the precursor of ‘capitalism’. As Marx saw it, prior to enclosures,
property rights werz loosely defined and Jand use was more or less regulated by
the peasant community. Although the peasants were usually obliged to pay a
customary rent, it was of subsidiary interest to the ‘feudal’ lord compared with
the number of men he was able to control by holding land. Marx was thus in a
position to stress how the rise of a capitalist mentality altered the nature of
economic relations. Taking England as the ‘classical’ example, he arguzd that
the English landlord more and more came to view land primarily as a source
of income and men as potential wage laborers. The mechanism for this transition
was enclosure. It gave landlords legal rights to the land and the power to extract
a greater surplus from t. Income maximizing capitalist rent replaced traditional
‘feudal’ dues. Simultaneously, enclosure meant to the peasant that he was
divorced from his trad:tionai means of production, swept off the land, and was
‘free’ to enter the labor market at a lower standard of living. In the Marxian
framework, enclosures were progressive becauss they gave rise to the new, more
efficient capitalist moce of production and led (through the creation of a wage
labor force) to the rise of an industrial proletariat. At the same time, their
immediate impact on the English working population was shattering.

As the conventional wisdom has it, Marx’s analysis is by and large wrong or
irrelevant. Many economic historians have sought alternative explanations of
enclosures and their economic consequences. Demographic growth has replaced
the profit seeking landlord as a destabilizing factor. Technological change is now
held responsible for the progress of enclosures, and impersonal forces of the
market have pushed out class conflict as the catalyst for changes in the system of
production. Some mocern scholars depict the medieval lord as no iess a profit
maximizer than the nineteenth century commercial farmer, and contend that
changes in relztive prices then, as now. were the prime determinant of a land-
lord’s behavior.

There is no question that rodern scholarship has made substantial contribu-
tions to our uinderstanding of the enclosure movement. It has shown, for example,
the inaccuracy of the Hammonds’ (1966) contention that parliameniary en-
closures were nothing more than open swindles of the small landowners by the
gentry.® It has raised serious doubts about the direct connection between en-
closures and the creation of an industrial proletariat. It has dispelled the

5Se Tate (1967, 1942, 1945, 1949) and Mingay (1968).
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frequently implicit, but always visible, idealization of pre-cominercial conditions
in the English countryside which colored so much of the earlier literature. It has
provided veluable new information on various other aspects of agrarian change
in England. But in our opinion, the literature has not yet provided an acceptable
alternative to a properly specified model based on class conflict. As this paper will
attempt to dernoustrate, Marx’s analysis of enclosures is neither wrong nor
irrelevant. Tt can be given an interpretation that is more reasonable, logically
consistent, and empirically sound than is commonly acknowledged.

The next twa sections of the paper prepare the foundation for our economic
model. In the first of these some distinctivz features of the medieval English rural
economy ar: highlighted. Out purpose is {0 provide the elements of an answer to
a fundamernal economic question about this society which seems to have gone
unasked. What is the appropriate principle for describing, to a tolerably service-
able first approximation, who gets what and how people are distributed on the
land?

Any analytical treatment of the enclosure movernent naturally requires an
explicit economic definition of an enclosure. Such a definition is provided i the
third section. Without this kind cf statement it is impossibie to distinguish
between basic i:nd superficial aspects of the movement.

On the basis of our view of medieval rural socicty and of enclcsures, we attempt
in the fourth and fifth sections to establish a plausib’e economic tramework for
analyzing the transition from communal to private regulation of property.
Although highly abstract, our model captures the essence of this transition and
makes it possible to examine enclosures in a coherent fashion. The relation be-
tween our molel and the standard literature on the causes and consequences of
enclosures is d 2scribed in the s.xth seciion.

2. The medieval economy: A stylized description

We want to describe in economic terms the allocation of labor on land in the
open field regicns of England betweer: about the beginning of the 12th to the
middle of the [5th century. This is no easy task. To anyone familiar with modern
research on medieval economic history, perhaps the most striking feature of the
period was the complexity of organizational forms and economic relations which
typified the rurai economy. ‘“Thare is no heresy about the Miacle Ages quite so
pernicious as the theory that they were unchanging.”” The manorial system
was widesprez.d but hardly pervasive. Kent, Cornvzall, and Devon among other
areas were farmed for the most »art in severalty, at least by the end of the 12th
cei.tury. Socizl and economic difierentiation among the peasantry did not con-
form to the le;zal distinctions between freemen and villeins. In somc communities

Thee Levitt (1018),
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it was as common to find villeins who were men of substance, and freemen who
were poor small-holders as it was to find the reverse.® The 12th, 13th, 14th, and
15th centuries were each differentiable in terms of economic opportunities and
economic behavior.®

Whileit is important to recognize that medieval society sustained a great variety
of economic forms and patterns of behavior, it would be & mistake to overlook
those features which stand out as remarkably immutable over time and between
regions. One of these was the extent to which custom or tradition, rather than
the market, regulated economic activity. Economic bonds among classes and
individuals, no less than spiritual or military ties, were sealed by tradition:

Traditionalizis to the core, medicval men could be said with slight (very slight)
exaggeration to have ordered their lives on the assumption that the only title
to permanence was that conferred by long usage. Life was ruled by tradition,
by group custom.!®

Why this was so nzed r ot concern us except to note that both lord and peasant
accepted the role of cus.om because it served each one’s individual purpose. The
lord was guaranieed a work force, an army, and an income from his land. For
the peasant, relying on custom was at least preferable to the lord acting as sole
arbitzr and was in fact the only defense a peasant had against the superior
economic, political, and military strength of a lord.!*

Three inferences can be drawn from this pervasive feature of medieval society.
First, the system was slow to accept changes which challenged custom. Second,
as with all such tradition bound societies, organizations whose sole tasiis were
those of production or distribution did not exist.!? In consequence, it was un-
likely that the market, relative prices, and monetary profit and loss calculations
wuuld dictate relations among individuals or that they would determine econo-
mic behavior. Instead, and this is the third point, complex sets of obligations
governed the social, economic, and political relations between lord, vassal,
freeman, and sert. They were established by tradition and maintained by com-
mon assent.!?

8This comes out most clearly in the works of filton (1966, 1969). E.A. Kosminsky in ‘Studics
in the agrarian history of England’ also makes this point.

9See Miller (1973), Postan (1937), Duby (1968) and Raftis (1957).

1°A ithough Bioch (1966) refers to France, hi- observation would appear to hold for England
as well.

11Ge¢ Bloch (1966), Hilton (1954), Pollock and Maitland (1968, pp. 361-379).

12For a concise statement of this with regard to non-western traditional societies see Nash
(1967).

12As Bloch (1966, p. 236) observed

The segneurie was not a simple economic enterprise by which profits accumulated in a

strong man’s hands. It was also a unit of auttwrity. The powers of the chief were not confined,

as in capitalist enterprises, to work done on tis business premises but affected a man’s whole

life and acted concurrently with the power of he state and the family.
Pirenne (1937, p. 63) makes a similar observation.
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Rent in the sense of @ payntent in money or in kind for the us¢ of land was only
a small part of the specitic obligations which dc¢termined tenurial relations
between a medieval lord and his peasants.!* The villein, and frequently the
freeman as well, was expected to work the fields of the demesne during part of
the year.!* He was oblized to grind his grain at the lord’s mill and bake his bread
in the lord’s ovens for a fee.!® He made inheritanc: and marriage payments to
the lord, was subject to entry tines, paid a head tax and was liable for military
service in the lord’s army. In addition, most peasants were obliged to join a
tithing and to appear a: sessicns of the manorial court.! 7 The flow of obligations
was not unidirectional: a lord was expected to provide certain goods and services
fur his tenan's. For example, when a villein paid tis yearly rent, the lord was
obliged io invite him to his table.'® Meals were provided for laborers on boon
days and on most occasions lords had to repay labor services with agricultural
goods.!® These obligations affected every aspect of life on a medieval manor.
They determined a peasant’s legal status and life-style and taey established a
lord’s economic and sccial pesition and his remuneration from the land.

It is all toc easy for a m~dern economist to view these obligations as com-
ponents cf economic rent. Some would even go so {ar «.s to make the manorial
ford a prefit maximizing landowner. From our point of view such an interpreta-
tion would be forced.”® The medieval world was 2 scciety steeped in tradition,

'*Hilton (195C, pp. 14-18), among others, provides a list of services owed by a peasant to
his lord. See also Duby (1968, pp. }97-259) and Miller (1951, pp. 114-116). .

15At one time it was thought that services were graduaily cornmuted throughout the middle
ages so that by ti:¢ late medieval period labor services were an anachronism. Postan (1937) and
others have argu+! that the chronslogy was not so simple. At certain limes a lord might try to
commute services to money paynictts; on otier occasions he might attempt to recommute from
cash payments to services. It seemns that even peasants did not alw:vs favor commutation.
{See Bland, Brown and Tawney (1914, p. 85).] It is therefore reasonable to assume that
throughout the period under consideration, labor services forined a part of the obligations
owed by a tenant 10 his manorial lord.

16Duby {1268, . 213).

' Vinogradoff (1892, pr. 365-367).

1 8Vinogradnf (1892, p. 174).

' 9¥inogradoff (1892, p. 175).

20This statemert is noi meant to imply that landlords were unconceined with the income
they received from their estates. There is evidence that dering the 13th and early 14tk centuries
manorial lords begin a somewhat more systematic exploitation of their estates: they tightened
administrative conirol, atrempted to extract higher payments from their tenants, and brought
under personal control land that had recently Dbeen farmed out. [See, among others, Miller
1971}, Titow (1965, pp. 64-96), Duby (1968, pp. 258-259), and Postan (1937, pp. 581-584).]
Various fictors hav: been identified as causes o this change in landlord behavior: population
growth, expansion of trade and comnodity production, the first intimatiors of a capitalist
spirit, etc. Whatever the cuuses were, the demographic, economic, and political crises of the late
14th and !5th centvries caused a major reversal of these trends. Trade declined, estates were
agaip farmed for a fixed return, feudal obligations were commuted to fixed cash payments, and
many villeins slowly gained rights by the copy of the court rolls to the land they worked. The
decay of the manor.al econemy was thus associated with a zreater reliance on custom to
determinz who held 1nd : nd with a greater rigidity ii the value of paymerts. [This is noted by
Duby (1968, pp. 327- 331) aad Raitis (1957, pp. 292-295).] In spite of thece long-term fluctua-
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not a market economy n disguise. The preconditions that would have made
profit maximization ever: a feasivie objective were not evident. Other considera-
tions which affect land use were not subservient to the profit motive. Institutions
were not designed to enforce contractual obligations. Factor markets were for
the most part non-existent. The point is not that these features were totally a»sent
in medieval society, but «imply that they cannot be regarded as the main clter-
minants of economic activity.?! Even if we were to assume that the marnrial
lord was the proverbial greedy, covetous, and profit-oriented English landov/ner
of later centuries, custom, inertia, and passive and active resistance bv the
peasantry would have combined to pn svent him from capturing the full surpius
value of peasant cultivation. 22 But the medieval lord *v1s fundamentaily differ-
ent from his later counterpart. For him land was primariiy a means of obtaining
loyalty, =steem, military aid, and power, rather than merely a scurce of income.
As iate as the 18th century:

Many old-established landlords only valued their estates once a generation
and were riot prepared to increase rents simply because there were high grain
prices. In fact, ‘they estimate their reputation and character too high to allow

them to squeeze and suppress those whom providence has placed b:low
them’.23

A lord’s economic and political position depended more on the men he con-
trolled than the rent he collected. Marc Bloch’s observation for medieval France
isthat:

Nothing could he more misleading than to dwell exclusively on the econcmic
aspects of the relationship between a lerd and his men, however important
they may seem. For ihe lord was not merely director of an undertaking; he
was also a leader. He had power of command over his tenants, levied his
armmies from them as occasiorr demanded, and in return gave them his pro-
tection. . . . Many a Frankish king or French baron if asked wkai his land

brought him would have answered lik= the Highlander who said “ive hundred

men’. 2%

tions in economic activity, historians famniliar with manorial accounts have noted that they
were amazingly uniform over extended periods. This suggests that such receipts were not
economic rents in the modern sense. [See Page (1934, p. 194) and Levitt {1938).] Although it is
difficult to determire how much of ti e stability was only apparent (the result of poor account ng
techniques) and how much was real, it still provides some grounds to presume that rents were
not profit maximizing.

21gyen Kosminsky (1956, p. 228 who devoted much effo.t to discover capitalist relations
within the confines of the feudal mode of production was only willing "o argue that thes:
relations were preser.t in embryonic form. The dominating forces were those associated wii1
feudalism.

22Dyby (1968, p. 200-281). See also Hilton's introduction to Kosminsky (1956).

23Gee Griggs (1966, p. 37).

24%ee Bloch (1965, p. 72). Few have said it so well as Bloc, hut many have made similar
observations — see, among others, 2iiton (1966, pp. 24-25). Tawney (1967), of course, argues
eloquently for this interprataoon.
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Although it may not be an exaggeration to say that regular markets existed for
some goods, it would be incorrect to argue on the basis of occasional transactions
that this was the case for land and labor.?> Even in Tudor times rural England
remained an overwhelmingly peasant society where hired labor was only
occasionally employed at peak periods.?® Some leasing of land and outright
transfers did occur in medieval England, but these fransactions did not con-
stitute a land market in the modern sense.2” "The reluctance of both peasants and
lords to sell land, and the difficulties attached to such sales are persuasive evidence
that land had a «pecial status outside the maric=t place.

fndeed, the whole concepi of land ‘owner:hip’ was alien to me:ieval society,
and the word does not appear in contemporary legal documents.?® Feudal
tenure gave both a tenant and his lord rights vested ‘in the land’ itself.?°
Arcording to madieval law, a given piece of land was held by one member in the
fe 1dal hierarchv of a superior member. The progression oi overlapping claims
continued until the land was tvltimately held cf the Crown itself. No one had the
exclusive rights of land usage which we associate with true private property in
the modern sense.®® As R.B. S mith states:

The kind of control over land most familiar to modern minds is one in which
estaes, of varying sizes, ar: owned by individuals, family trusts or corpora-
tions, cach estate yielding 2 money income to its owners. Such a situation
existed in England by the second half of the 17th century. ... But not all
societies have been dominated by those concepts, and even in the England of
Henry VIII they were not clzarly established as the only way of thinking about
men’s relaticnship to the land. . . . If we go back tc the 12th century, . . . [the]
dominant concepts were not ownership and incones, rents and profits, but
lordship, tenure, and service. 3!

This sort of control did not confer on a lord the legal right to expel peasants from
their customary holdings, nor did it permit him to alter unilaterally either the
obligations duz him, or those he owed his tenants. Custom stood as a solid barrier
to any arbitraiy alterations in the use of property.? If the lord wished to change

“3Cn labor morkets, see Postan (1966. pp. 622-624) and (1954). Hilton (1947, pp. 69-78)
prevides a good description of lakor supply on demesne lands. o

26See Everitt (1967). )

*"Poilock and Maitland (1968, p. 346). See Hymans (1970) or a cr ticism of Postan’s (1960)
argument tha: an extensive peasant land market existed in England by the late 13th century.
As Page (1934) ohserves for Crer'and Abbey, some leasing of land by peasants occurred in the
}3thand 14th ceturies but there is no zvidence of sales. The osject of exchanges of land among
tenants was to achieve mo-e corvenic .t arrangements of strips in the ¢ pen fields.

258ee Simpso1 (1961, p. 44).

““See Pollock and Maitland (19¢8. pp. 2-37) and Macpherson (1973).

*9Gee Simpsea (1961, pp. 45-76).

*3S¢e Smith (1970, p. 43).

*2The lord wis co.netimes in a superior position and i1 some cascs he was capable of over-
riding the rights of the peasunt community. [See Bloch (196¢, pp. 2::5--236).] But this vas less
comron than nught be expected. It does not mean that obligations rever changed, mer 2ly that
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drastically the conditions of tenure, he had to chailenge directly the rule of
tradition.?* Within the medieval context, this was not to be done lightly.

In essence, thien, we ..e the medieval economy as a custom-based or non-
market system. What is the appropriatc model of such a system? It is important
tc answer this question, even though tl e answer may have to come at an almost
cosmic ievel of abstraction. What we - 'ant is some quantifiable principle whick
would describe how the population . as distributed on the land. If we were
dealing with a market economy, we wot:ld probably use the principle of equalizea
marginal products (quite an abstraction in its own right!). However, everything
we said about the medieval rural economy suggesis that profit maximization,
and hence marginalism, is nos the appropriate principle for this case. But then
what is? Some would say there is no analogous principle for the medieval
eco.iomy. What exactly does this mean ? If there is literally no way of describing
how the population is spread on the land, the relevant abstraction must be that
it is randomly distributed. The most straightforward interpretation of ‘random-
ness’ in this context is that people are scattered on the land somewhat like darts
thrown casually onto a map. However, it seems reasonable to expect to find a
lower population density on mountain tops than in fertile valleys. When we want
to think of a randomly distrituted agricultural population, it makes raore sense
to have people uniformly distributed across plots of land if each plot is measured
ir terms of fertility or yield instead o’ by arca. Th: very idea that there is no
principle of distribution seems to be pushirg us towards the corclusion that
there is scme crude tendency for average products to be equalized.

Does this really seem plausible as an abstraction of the medieval rural
economy ? Or are the deviations so significant that it .5 actually an inappropriate
abstraction — either because it is no better than some other quantifiable principle
or because there is just so much noise in the system that any principle is irrelevant?
We will argue that although i. “vas only observed as a tendency and raver < an
exact law, the principle of equal average products (as contrasted with the
principle of equal marginal products) is the relevani abstraction on which <o base
a theory cf distribution for open field agriculture. There is o way to ‘prove’ this
assertion. We will try to show thatit is at least not unreasovable, and tha:. if
accepted, it provides a powerful o-ganizing principle for analyzing a large

thev ware not arbitrarily or frequently adjusted. As Titow says (1969, p. 58): ‘Thirteenth
cenzury villeinage was ncither arbitrary nor unpredictable; even though it was deprived of the
protection of the royal courts, the lord knew what he was entitled to znd the peasants kuew
what 12 expect, since such matters were 2overned by the Custom of the Manor which was
binding on landlords and peasants alike.

Bloch makes an interesting point concer zing the etymology of the word for rent. In medievel
France the ordinary name for rents was ‘cu stoms’, a word which has come down to us with
overtones of fixedness or tradition {Bloch (1961, p. 248)].

335ee Macpherson (1973). As Hilton {954, p. 156) points out. it was against custom that
lords had to fight when they sought to increase rents or otherwise change the niture of tenurial
relations.



296 J1.S. Cohen and M.L.. Weitzman, A Marxian niwcdel of enclosures

number of topics in agrarian history. With the former of these aims in mind, we
turn now to an examination of certain aspewts of the open-ﬁeld systemi.

iy S, PO, PR i~ cm PR IR, USR-S, | $eATa O L

In Lﬂdmplun England, open field dglmbuuum ifipoOsSea & Surong spirit f com
munity on the peasantry, which to a large extent overshadowed a sense of prlvate
property.3* ‘An open-field village, wiih its concern for innumerable communal
routines, could not be the same as a village of individua! inclosed farms.” 3%
Questions of land usage were not settled by private decisions, but were subject to
communal regulation. Many, probably most, of the principal occupations of
agriculture were carried out cooperatively. A peasant held strips of land sca:tered
irregularly in great open fields where there were no fences, hedges, ditcizes, or
cther permanent barriers. Eaca viillager had customery rights to meadows,

commons and waste .. After the harvest, all the arable fields were thrown open
to common use, first for villagers to (rather straw and then for animals to graze

the stubble. *¢ The rules governing crops, crop rotation, the time of planting and
harvesting, regulation of the meadows, commons and wastes were framed and
enforced by the village community. 3’

For many purposes the community of the village can be regarded as a veritable
corporate bady.*® The village as a whole was often compelled to accept ‘public
responsibility’ in maiters of taxation, militia, police, criminal liability, and in the
constructior and maintenance of roads and bridges.3® A village on occasion
voiuntarily accepted fresh responsibilities when it ppeared in the interest of the
community s a whole to do s0. For examiple, it was not uncommon when a lord
farmed out Lis demesne, for & village as & whole to take the land. The clearing of
new Jand was generally a cooperative venture with the new tracts divided among
the viliagers more or less equally.*°

* *See Orwin and Orwin (1967, p. 48).

35Sez Hilten (1954, p. 181).

*%See Homeas (1970, pp. 53, 56) and Orwins (1967, pp. 4. -38).

*7Orwins (1967) contains the best descripiion of the system. (See also introduction by J.
Thirsk to the second edition.)

‘¢See Pollocic and Maitland (1968, p. 624).

19See Cam (1968, pp. 258-261), Hilton (1956, »p. 153-154}, and Vinogradoff (1911, pp. 318~
3260,

“SPocuments relating to certain *“orkshire villzges in the thirteenth century indicate that:

. indlividual st~‘ps of ploughlind were held vy owners in cach of the fields in an order of
distribution 2 nearly identical as to suggest a group of farmers 1ad cooperated in breakiny
the so< . . . and had allotted a strip of ploughland, the work of a day, to each farmer in town.
fAult (1963, 1. 6).]

The origias of tne commen-field ¢;stem of agriculture in England is at present a controvessial
top:c. Jo..n Thisk (1964 opened the coniroversy when she argued that the twelfth and first
half of the thirt.enth centaries were crucial onss for the development of the first common-fieid
systems iv Englund. Titow (1965) and Homans (1969) countered that the evidence is mixed,
unrchable and i " properly interpreted shows the existence of open-fields, certainly in tne §3th
century a.id in many areas centuries earlier. In part, the debate is one of definition. For Thirsk.
comimon- leld agriculture ha. four essential elements: fields divided into strips; cornmon
grazing or meadows and arable after harvest and when fallow; existence of mommon pasturage
and waste areas open to all cuitivators; activities regulated by assembly of cultivators. Both
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There is some presumption that an equalitarian spirit must have prevailed
among the shareholders of such a system and that in some sense it may have
constituted a guiding force,*! This kind of a theme has been picked up by many
scholars,*? but nc: one has stated it yuite so clearly as Vir.ogradoff:

[Open field agriculture] was a system primarily interded for the purpose of
equalizing shares, and it considered every man’s rights and property as irter-
woven with other people’s rights and property: it was thercfore a system
particularly adapted to bring bome the superior right of the community as a
whole, and the inferior, de:ivative character of individual rights. The niost
complete inference from such a gzneral conception would be to treat individual
occupation of the land as a <hifting ownership, to redistribute the land among
the raembers of the community from time to time, according to some system
of lot or rotation. The wcstern village community does not go so far, as a rule,
in regard to the arable, at least in the time to which our records belong. But.
even in the west, and particularly in England, traces of shifting ownership,
‘shifting severalty’. may be foun as scattered survivals of a condition which.
if not general, was certainly much more widely spread in eariier times. The
arable is sometims:s treated as meadows constantly are: every householder’s
lot is only an ‘idezl’ one, and may be assizned one year in one place, and next
year in another. "he stubborn existence of intermixed ownership, even as
described by feudal and later records, is in itself a strong testimony to the
communal character of early property. . . . I lay stress on the fact (that) if the
open-field system with its internixture had been mecrely a reflection of the
original allotment, it would have certainly lost its regularity very soon. . ..
And still the open-field intermixture holds its ground all threugh the middle
ages, and we find its survivals far into modern times. This can only mean, that
even when the shifting, ‘ideal’ share in the Jand of the community had given
way to the permanent ownership by each member of certain particular scattered
strips, this permanent ownership did by no means amount to private property
in the Rcman or in the modern sense. The communal principle with its equaliz-
ing tendency remained still as the efficient force regulating the whole and
strong enough to subject even the lord and the freeholders to its customary
influerice. By saying this I do not mean to maintain, of course, that private

Titow and Homans, for different reasons, question her definition and in consequence her
argument. Although the issues of the controversy lie ou side the bounds of our analysis, we
would argue that communal rather than private regulation of preperty was prevalent in the so-
called chanpion areas of England from the twelfth thrcugh much of the 15th century.

41We are well aware that K.osminsky, Hilton, and others have shown that by tne i4th
century land vvas unequally dist -ibuted in many rurai cor munities. Similarly, the Orwins note
that by 1635 i.1 Laxton the 1ind was unequally divided among the open-ficld vi lagers ; Hoskins
(1965) makes -he same obse vat:on fcr Wigston Magna in the 16th century. Nevertheless, these
authcrs continually stress t1e rou gh sense of equalit; and community which prevailed in an
open fichi ville ge.

42Ge¢ Bloct (14966, pp. 45 4¢), Maitland (1897, p. 337), and Pirenine (1937, pp. 64-65).
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property was not existent, that it was not breaking through the communal
system, and acting as a dissolvent of it. . . . Bt the fact remains that the system
which prevailed upon the whole during the middle ages appears directly
connected in its most important features with ideas of communal ownership
2nd equalized individual rights.*3

Sc long 23 there was at least some peasant mobility, ‘the communal principle
with its equalizing tendency’ must have operated to an extent between villages
as well as within a village. If a se/f-seeking peasant were relatively free to move
about, naturaliy, other things equal, he would gravitate towards a place offering
a higher standard of living. With even a limited amount of movement, this must
have represented a force for regional equality.

It is difficult to form a precise picture of the extent of peasant mobility in the
aggregate. However, we do have enough information to be able to say with some
confidence that the old image of the medieval villein as an immobile colonus
‘bound to the soil’ is highly inaccurate.** Case studies drawn from available
records show a surprising amount of peasant movement.*> There were even
institutions such as the frank-pledge, which had as one of its responsibilities the
recogn: tion and acceptance of newcomers into the village community.*®

Since a lord’s “men’ were his most valuatle asset it was generally in his interest
to play the benevolent host and attract as many tenants as possible.*” This was
ail the more imperative since it was difficult to prevent desertions and almost
impossible to secure the return of a truant villein. The medieval aristocracy was
a notoriously uncooperative group and the frequency with which conflicts over
rights an<' obligations arose merely exacerbated individual hostilities. In such
circumstances, a lord who discovered a new arrival or: his esiai™ at the annual
(or semi-annual) session of the manorial court was most unlikely to send the
truant back to his old village, and there was no central authority to compel hira
todo so.

A newcomer had a variety of ways to gain entrance into a village. The most
common method ‘was to marry an inhabitant,*® but other means were available:
he could work at odd jobs or as an occasional agricultural laborer, ‘or live
initially us a squaiter and graduzily work his way into the local society. We have
no evidence that villagers att=mpted to e.:lude a newcomer. Aithough a new
arrival was ancther person with whom to share the pie, Le also shared the fiscal,
military, and other communal obligations so that his piesence entailed benefits as
well as costs. There is no way to determine from the meagre records why people

#3See Vinogradoff (1892, pp. 236-238).

““See Bloch (1961, p. 263). See also Duby (1968, p. 121), Bloch (1966, p. 86), and Vinogradoff
{1911, pp 157-158).

**Sce Raftis (1964), Hoskins (1963, p. 193), and Titow (1968).

“¢On this see, among others, Bennett (1955, p. 163).

“7See Pollock and Maitland (1968, p. 376).

“*Hoskins (1963, p. 193) makes this point for 2 later period. See also Raftis (1964, pp. 1835-
181y and Titow (1969, pp. 44-45).
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moved but we can presume it was at least in part to improve their economic
situation.

3. Enclosuzes

The enclosure movement slowly but inexorably destroyed the economic basis
of the old system, with its nctions of customary rights, and replaced it with a
system based con the concept of private property.

For the most part, the aristocracy, landed gentry, and squirearchy were the
enclosers, but enierprising peasants and newly landed burghers sometimes
joined their ranks.*® For our purposes, the identity of the encloser is unimport-
ant. We are concerned with the power enclosure gave a landowner to wring from
his property the maximum possible profit. The essence of an enclosure was nct,
as some have intimated, in surveying, fencing, ditching, hedging, or any other
physicai manipulation of the land. For the purposes of economic analysis,
enciosing basically meant converting communally regulated larnd into private
property. Only if land were privately owned could the owner derive & maximuin
income from it. Engrossing and consolidation, to the extent that they accom-
plished this conversion, were merely alternative form:s of enclosure.

Although land was being enclosed as early as the 12th century, and continued
in some areas into the 20th century, our main concern is with enclosures which
took place from the mid-15th to the mid-18th century. It is reasonable to argue
that the slow piecemeal enclosure movement of the late medieval period was of
limited importance.® As for enclosures after the middle of the 18th century,
many of these are probably more appropriately regarded as formal legal
sanctions of a fait accompli than as enclosures proper (in the econoriic sense of
converting land use from primarily communal to primarily private rezulation).”?
By the time of the parliamentary enclosures, much of the land that was not
legally enclosed had already been consolidated and property rights to it had been
more or less well established for some time.> 2 The argument is not thzt the rather
extensive parliamentary enclosures were unimportan: in their own right, but that

49Rumsey (1965, pp. 32-32) rnetes that the squirearchy was responsible in Leicestershire for
nearly sixty percent of enclosures between 1435-1550 and seventy percent between 1551-16117,
M. Beresford (1954, pp. 189-196) makes a simila;" point. On the other hand, the merchant-
landowner must have exerted a powerful force for change in the countryside. His attitudes
towards property were influenced by his business experience and he was less constrainec by the
customs of the manor than was the feudal ford. [Habbakuk (1940) gives some indirect evidence
for this phenomenon.}

50See Hilton {1954, p. 192).

51The works of J.D. Chambers, Hosking, Martin, and others all confirm this no:ion.

A considerable degree of inequality in ‘he distribution of land had already come about by
the enclosure date in most parishes . . . even some ‘open’ ones like Tysoe and Napton possessed
by this time big estates created in an earlier period by some great landowner. [Martin (1367,

2D
P 528ee Hoskins (1965, p. 249), Kerridge (1967, p. 24), Mingay (1963, pp. 99, 180-181, 134,
186), Lavrovsky (1940, pp. 22-24), and Jores (1967, p. 13",
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their discernible economic impact was mitigated by previous changes which had
alrezdy begun to alter corditions of tenure. 1t is these previous changes that are
tnore properly identified a: enclosures in the economic sense.

In fact, it is possible to gain a totally inaccurate picture of enclosures by
focusing on those accorn plished through acts of parliament, and not only with
respect to timing and nunbers. Parliamentary enclosures often appear fres from
contlict and serve as models of 18th and 19th century administrative probity.>?
However, the enclosure movement as a whole was in essence a struggle over
property rights. Enclosure was not a communal operation in which every
member of the village community had an equal voice in the proceedings and from
which each individual received an equal share of the spoils. Quite the contrary,
even a so-called ‘enclosure by agreement’ was perpetrated by a small group of
individuals who claimed exclusive rights to property and thereby acquired the
privilege to exclude those not privy to the bergain. We can be fairly certain that
in most cases in which enclesures proceeded without conflicts that the decisive
batile over property rights had already been fought.

Many attempts have been made te explain enclosures. The process is seen by
some as a series of separate and unrelated moveinents, each one the result of
different causal frctors: the wool trade, population growth, technological
change, shifts in demand, market opportunities, inflation, and many others.
However, as Gonner emphasized, such a piecemeal approach gives an almost
entirely false impression of what actually occurred.’* Although the pace of
enclosing activity was uneven, the movement i; best viewed &s a continuous
p-ocess. The model described in the next section »i'l help to reveal the workings
of this process and tc identify the rationale und=rlying it.

4. Partial equilibrium analysis of enclosires

Our objective is tc #nalyze the economic impact of enclosing a single open
field viliage. In spite of the complex patterns of land use and crop muix which
characterized open-field agriculture, it will be possible to draw some important
conclusions from certain general economic principles.

To keep the analysis simplz, land, labor, apd agricultural output are treated as
uniform and homogeneous commodities. At least implicitly, w: are postulating
that the weights used for adding up diffzrent sub-componszats have been so
miraculously sei that by definition we can banish all the index number problems
tvpically associated with aggregation.

Taking the wta! village land as given, we mitially assunie thet two processes
are available: sheep raising to obtain wool (pasture) and wheat production
(arable). Table 1 irdicates the technical coefficients for each activicy.

*%ee Tate 11967).
“*5z¢ CGonner 1912, p. 152).
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Table 1
Pasture  Arable
Units of labor/Value of output  «, o,
Units of iand/Value of outpm  f, Ba

From what we know of these two techniques, sheep raising is less labor but
more land intensive than wheat growing. In symbols,

o, <, B> Ba.

Sexn nes 0 rsoyesnnnda .‘...-..Jn.-.(-:n coa nant nf
i1 aggivEailv }JI.UUU 19 T aw VUL Ul

the va:a glven in table 1. Taking tae total amount of vﬂ!age ‘iand as given (with-

out loss of generality it is set at unity), such a function tells us for every quantity

of labor input the corresponding maximum attainable value of agricultural
output. The aggregatc sillage production function is depicted as FI7 in fig. 1.

=]
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=

Value of output
1
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Fig. 1

The total product curve of the village is made up of just three straight lines
because we have so far limited the analysis to two processes between which the
marginal product of labor is constant. Of course, more than two processes were
available to a village. Aside from sheep and wheat, thicre wzr2 dairy husbandry,
other cereal crops, and various vegetables, all of which represented additional
optiuns, either separately or in combination, open to the vill:gers. Each of these
processes can be described in terms of their land and labor coeificients which, we
can assume, fall somewhere between the two extremes oi sheep raising and wheat
growing. For example, dairy farming required more iabor than sheep husbandry
but less than wheat growing. On the other hand. land requirements were lower
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for dairy farming than for sheep, but highe.: than for wheat, If we continue to
increase the number of processes, we can in the limit describe aggregate produc-
tion with & smooth curve like FF in fig. 2. The reader, however, must remember
that underlying the smooth total product curve for the village are identifiable
processes associated with varicus input mixes and with possibly different out-
puts.

In an open-field village, the peasants paid implicit or explicit obligations for
their use of the land. We are taking such payments as relatively fixed by law or
custom (possibly at zero in certain cases) and as nor-profit-maximizing. Eise-
where in this piper we discuss why it is improper to view feudal lords as profit
maximizers and why the array of dues, duties and services made by a tenant did
not coastitute economic rent in the modern sense. In the present context we
merely note that if a feudal lord’s well-being was a function not of his income

Vaiue of output
|

1
i

OO DU 15 Yo 1
Fig. 2

alone, but also of the numker »f men under his control, then a behavior pattern
which optimized overall utili:y would yield a sub-maximal amount of rent.

To highlight the basic economic features of the change from communal to
private reguletion of proparty, we first consider an extreme system of pure
communal property in which no obligations are paid to the local lord. We will
contrast this with the opposite extreme of pure private property where workers
are in effect hired to maximize profits. Later in the analysis we will introduce
nominal rent and head-tax payments but will show that this in no way alters any
basic conclusions.

In fig. 3 the slope of the straight line OA represents the average output per man
in the village when there are % villagers. Taking this average standard of living
i s a potential wage rate, “he profit maximizing position in this village would
ke where the marginal prod ict of labor is equal to tkc prevailing wage. That is,
at point E 'n fig. 3, where the slope of the total product curve equals the going
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wage. In the pure communal case, since no one has the right to exclude, such
points are unobtainable within the existing social structure.

What role does enclosure play in this system? Assume that the lord begins to
view his estate primarily as an income yielding asset. Whereas previously he
calculated the value of his land mostly in terms of the number of subjects it
supported, e now desires maximum profits, independent of the size of the labor
force. As a profit maximizer, the lord sees that if he could exclude %--x*
unnecessary workers and pay those who remain a wage equal to the prevailing
standard of living , he could raise his income to R*. This would reduce agricul-
tural output, but it would cut labor costs even more.

Value of output

A

pd

— —— Labor

Fig. 3

None of this is changed by introducing nominal feudal rents (or head taxes)
which yield less than a maximum income. A ‘typical’ pre-enclosure village is
represented in fig. 4. The lord collects a traditional rent of R, while X peasants
work the land at net per capita return to them of w. Since this villags is ‘typical’,
W is also approximately the prevailing peasant standard of living throughout the
economy. This makes sense as an aggregate abstraction because it was happen-
ing ‘on average’ for villages and because, due to migration, the nature of com-
munal property and other causes, forces existed which tended to push in this
direction at least to some extent. Again, when values change, the lord begins to
perceive that he can rais. his income to R* by paying peasanis at the going wage
W and cuiting back their numbers to x*.

The wish for maximum profits independcat of the size of the labor forie
represented a break with medieval values (where a lord measured his status not so
much by his income from the land as by rhe number of men he commanded).
Under this changed system of values, the right of exclusion becomes increasingly

B
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important. In England, erclosures proved the most effective way of establishing
private property rights to the land. This is what we see as the essence of the
enclosure movement.

The main thrust of this analysis, which seems to be completely bypassed in the
vast literature on enclosures, is that by its very naiure the act of enclosure must
lead to depopulation. That is why a would-be landiord encloses in the first place.
Profits cannot be increased unless peasants are squeezed off the land. Of course
the lord would not need to exclude peasants if they collectively agreed to pay the
new maximal rent R*, but they will refuse to do this. They could not raise a rent
of R* and yet have ail J* of them simultaneously remain on the village land
without depressing their standard of living below the prevailing rate of .

Value of cutput

b
I
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When village land is enclosed, the profit maximizing landowner chooses to
operate at a less iabor-intensive point on the production function. To some of the
¥—x* dispossessed peasants, it may appear as if they are being displaced for
purely ‘technological’ reasons because new, less labor-intensive techniques or
commodities have co:ne into being. In fact, this is exactly the reverse of what
actually occurs. A new technology is iniroduced precisely to save on labor.

This 1s as far as we can go with a partial equilibrium analysis of enclosures. It
can b= used to provide insights into what happens on a single piece of land when
it i enclosed. But to answer some more difficult questions concerning the ~cerall

im szt of enclosures, we must mcve on to a more complicated general equilibrium
framework.

5. The geperal equilibrium :nodel

Our aim in this section is to analyze the significance of enclosures for an entire
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rural economy. First we seck to quantify or state analytically production and
distribution conditions in a pre-capitalist ‘traditional’ agricultural system based
on communal regulation of property. Then we compare such conditions with
the relations which prevail under a ‘modern’ commercial system basea on private
property ownership. Some rather sharp difierences will emerge.

For analytical convenience, we ireat the countryside as if it is split up inio n
non-overlapping localities or villages. The term ‘village’ is used ir an extended
sense because it refers not to a collection of dwellings but rather to the land area
under control of its inhabitants. A village (with no inhabitants) is imputed to be
located even in unsettled areas.

The land of any given village is considered to be of unifcrm quality, although
it may differ from one village to another. Alternatively, we can think of the iand
within a village as being non-homogeneous but distributed in such a way that
every villager’s holdings are divided in the same fixed proportions between lands
of varying quality. So long as each man allocates his time between his holdings to
maximize his total output, for our purposes the results will be the same as if
village land were of uniform quality. We aiso treat labor as if it were homogencous
and uniform. This kind of an assumption is needed even to begin to talk about
whether laborers as a whole are made better or worse off by different institutional
arrangements.

The index i, running from 1 to n, will stand for village /. Let x; denote the
number of people working in village i. This results in total agricultural product
y; given by the production functiox

yi = f4x).

It is important to be clear about the meaning of the above functional relation.
As explained in the previous section, the production function fi(x;) gives the
maximum value of aggregate agricultural output in village i as a function of the
number of people working in that village. When x; is large, aggregate output is
maximized by ecciromizing on land and producing relatively labor intensively.
In the range wherz x; is small, the greatest value of output would be realized by
using land-intensive, labor-saving techniques. Naturally the appropriate price-
weights to use for aggregating outputs might shift over time, but for any given
moment the interpretation of a village production function should be clear. In
what follows, we assume that as a first approximation village production func-
tions are stable over time.

A typical village production function is depicied in fig. 5.

Production functions will normally differ from village to village due to varying
conditions of soil fertility, climate, drainage, etc. The following three features
are taken as standard for any village:

f{0) =0 (0 output without lubor). (n
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If x; < xj,then
Six) £ filx) (the more labor, the more output). (2)

If x; < xj, then

fiCed S fi(x) (the more labor, the less output per 3)
X; -3:-:_ laborer).

Purely for expository convenience, we assume that the derivative f(x) exists for
all x > 0 (at x = O existence of the right hand derivative suffices).

Fig. 5

To get a feeling for what the allocation of resources is like when there is
communal ownership and for how it differs under private ownership, we first
compare the polar situation where all property is strictly communally regulated
with the opposite extreme where it is all private. These are unrealistic pure cases
out they will serve to focus attention on the essential economic contrasts between
communal and private property and to indicate what h.-ppens when an economic
sysiem makes the transition from one to the other. Later we consider more
complicated ‘mix=d’ systems, but the results will be similar.

Commural ownersh'n is one of the most ancient foims of land management.
It is the predominant system for almost all primitive hunting, fishing, trapping
anc. gathering societies and it is common to many primitive agricultural com-
munities. We start by considering the pure economic theory of such an arrange-
ment.

The essence of the communal ownership system in its pure foru: is that society
as a whole denies to any individual or group the prerogative to block the usage
of cemmonly owned property. Anyone wiiling to work an equal amount as the
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other villagers can enter a viilage and iz entitled to an equal share of the output.
Note that there are no marksts ip labor or land.

What will be the distribution of labor on purely cominunally held land?
Suppose that the prevailing return per man throughout the econony is W, with
agricultural output as numeraire. Men wiil cnter the ith village if the average
product in that village is greater than w and leave it if the average product is less

than w. In equilibrium, %, peacants will settle in village i, where
SE)Z = W,

Yi

!
R
x

Fiz, 6

This point is shown in fig. 6. If f{(0) £ W,no one il beinduned to enter village
i because he can fare better elsewhere; and the iand of willage i, which is of
inferior quality, will not be cultivated. Such a situation is depicted in fig. 7.

If people are mobile, they will gravitate to that village offering them the most
product per person. An equilibrium is reached only when the average product
per person is equalized or all lands in use. In this case, there is no incentive for
further movement. The equilibrium is stable because once out of it, forces are set
in motion (via resettlement) which bring the system back to it.

The allocation system described above is denoted C (for communal) and the
equilibrium values of variables in it are capped by a tilde.

Let there be a total of L laborers. The equilibrium value: of {x;} and W for C
are determined as solutions to the following equations:

>0 [E)%, = W; 4
f. =0 : fi0) = w; {5)
3 % =1L (6)
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The opposite extreme to C is the case of pure private property in the context
of a market economy. This kind of an economic system sanctions the property
rights of a certain class or group who owns the land ond determines its use. The
services of land and labor can be bought and scld freely in the market, an
operation which had no meaning under C. With competition, labor can be hired
at a common wage, and income-sceking land owners will hire that amount
which maximizes their profits. When W is the prevailing wage ra‘e in terms of
output as numeraire, £; workers wiil be hired in village i, where

J{x)—wx; = max fi(x)—wx.
x20

i, > C,then
f.’(fi) = W.

Yi

—T {,(Xi)

Fig. 7

The marginai product of the last worker hired equals the wage rate. In fig. 8 this
po:intisillusirated.

The rental income earned on laad i, which will also be the competitive value of
its service in exchange, is

Ri = fz)-ws,.

A lower rent would not be in~ome maximizing, whereas a higher rent would find
no takers. I £(0) < W, it is not worthwhile to cultivate the land, nolaborers will

he hired, and the rental is zero. Such a situatioa can be depicted in fig. 7 with w
replacing .
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Motz that formally it is the same thing to a profit maximizing land owner
whether he hires the optimal number of laborers at the going wage rate or
charges a competitive rent for the vse of his land and allows laborers to allocate
themselves after paying the rent. With the one case e think of land as hiring
labor, with the other of labor hiring land. In theory, the resulting allocation of
resources and return to factors is the same with either case.

QOur ultimate aim is to compare the pure private property market system,
deroted P, with the pure communal property system C previcusly described. In
order to be able to make a mearringful comparison, we assume that the physical
basis of the economy - the production functions f(x;) and the total number of
laborers L ~ is the same in bcth systems.

e e S

 slope=w

Fig. 8

To close our model of this system we have to s»acify what the lanclords do
with the rental surplus they obtain. There are several possibilities. A landlord
might himself ‘use up’ the agricultural surplus, either by directly consuming it
or by employing it to finance the import of foreign commodities. Alternatively,
he could spend rental income on domestically produced manufactures, con-
struction, and services — which we will call ‘S-goods’.

Let A be the amount speat on S-goods per unit of rental income (0 £ /. < 1).
Let the variable £, denote the tetal amount of S-goods produced. To a first
approximation, S-goods are produced by labor alone, without the help of fixed
capital or the use of agricultural commodities as intermediate materials. Thus,
an S-good can be measured by its direct and indirect labor content, assumed to
be unity without loss of generalitv. With competition, the price of a unit of S-
goods must be 1, t1e prevailing wage rate. The total amount of S-goods that
would be purchased with rental income ¥4 R, is )7 R/#. Exactly as many
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workers (Quesnay’s ‘classe sterile’) will be drz.wri out of agricultural preduction
to satisfy this demand.

The P (private property) equilibyium systeri we have been describing, whose
variables are capped with a circumflex. thercfore satisfies the following three
equations:

R, = f{(#)—Ws, = max fi{x)—x, 0]
x2d
i3 R, = wi,, 8
1
Y #+% = L. ©)
1

In the long course of historical development, ecouvimic societies can be viewed
as moving in a general way from C to P (and then beyond when capital starts to
be accumulated). Suppose we induige in the fantasy that instead of a long drawn-
out process, the transicrmation from C to P taires place overnight. What kinds
of differznces would we expect to fin.. between the C and P economies ? Of course
such a transformation did not at ali take place quickly, and many things happened
along the way, but our extreme way of posing the question will isolate such
differences as arise purely from changing the economic system itself.

The most immediately striking difference between the two systenus is that in
the P system there is an agricultural surplus of magnitude ) R, which is
extracted by the landowners. This surplus manifests itself in part by causing a
net transfer of workers out of agriculture to satisfy the demand for domestically
produced non-agricultural goods which it creates. In C, on the other hand,
villagers themselves consurie everything that they produce. There are no surplus
activities (like the production of S-goods), there is no reason to transfer workers
out of agriculzure as there is in P, and there is no potential for accumulation.
The accumulation of capital, largely financed at first out of rental income,
eventually carries the P system forward into a new phase of development where
the prime mover becomes the accumulation of capital (which raises labor pro-
ductivity wherever it is employed). But this comes later, after the transition from
C to P, which is the subject of our present analysis.

A less apparent difference between the two systems is that P is efficient
whereas C is not. The peasants in C are inefficiently distributed on the land. By
reshuffling the existing amount of labor, greater total output could be achieved.

This pheromenon can be illustrated by the following numerical example.

Suppoce therz are two villages, .4 and B, and a total of 5 laborers. The production
function for village 4 is

Vo = 12x,=2x2,
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and for village Bit is
- 142
Yo = Txp—3X}.
Production in village A4 is more productive for small rumbers of men, but the
praduction function runs into diminishing returns more rapidly.

For C, the distribution of mea on land obeys the equations

12x,—7x2  iay—}xf

Xa Xp

’
xa"*‘xb = 5,

which has the solution x, = 3, x, = 2.

Each man gets 6 units of output; bui this is inefficient. To maximize total
output it is the marginal product of labor that should be equalized among
different lands, not its average product. In the example above the marginal
product of labor in village Bis tive, but it is zero in village A.

The distribution of the five laborers which would maximize total output
equalizes marginal products and ti:erefore obeys the cquations

12--4x, = T—x,,

Xgkxp = 5.

This has the solution x, = 2, x, = 3 with a uniform marginal product of 4 in
both villages. Total output per man is (16+161)/5 = 6%, higher than that
obtainable under C.

The preceding example could easily be generalized. Under averzge product
equalizing, the better properties are overworked and the maximum ouiput is not
realized. It would be more efficient to transfer people from the overcrowded
lands of better quality, where their marginal product is lower, to those of pooret
quality, where their marginal product is higher. In the P system, marginal pro-
ducts are automatically equalized due to profit maximization with a uniform
wage, and it is impossible to increase the output of agricultural produce gi+en
the number cf laborers working in agriculture. This is not true for C, which is an
inefficier:t system yielding less than its maximum possible agricuitural product.

There is an alternative way of looking at the efficiency issue which may be just
as instructive. Although the composition of output is different in the two
systems, naticnal product as conventionally measured (with agricultura! acods

~

as numeraire} will have to be higher in P than in . The national produc. in P is

Zﬁ(*’el) + ﬁ)f(‘s ’
1
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while in Citis
Z‘:fg(ff.-)-

irom (7),

which can be mewritten as
RN/ B £ 2) > \1; £iE) - (X £).
Using (6 and (9), we have
S ru)+is, > L1650, (10)

which is the resuit to be proved.

We now ask a fundamental question whose answer will have far reaching
consequences for our analysis. Under which system do the peasant-laborers fare
batter? P is an efficient system and in it the pie of national income is higher than
in C. But the workers in P are getting only a slice of the pie, while as peasants
they getall of it in C. So the answer would appear to be ambiguous.

Nevertheless, wz can prove that in a'l cases the working population must be
b:tter off under C tha. under P. That is,

W>w. (11)

This theorem s proved as follows:
Suppiose first there is an integer j with £; > Oand X; 2 X;.Then

SiX; AL . .
Wz Z/— > fi(x) =W,
X; X
W ere
1,10
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IfX; < %;forall £; > 0, then Y 1 f(%) < Y1 f{(%). This implies that

1

L= #%+ix, (Zf(x “3 R )M‘: R,

n

= Y8 --D Y R < $1x) = L w5, = L.

1

In either case we have the result to be proved.

The implications of (11) are important. While P is efficient and has a higher
national income than C, the workers don’t share in the increased benetits.

Because the price of non-agricultural commodities is primarily determined by
labour costs, in the P system by comparison with C the terms of trade have nioved
in favorofagricultural goods and against manufactures, construction,and services.
It is also easy to see that labor productivity is higher in P agriculture than in C,
or that

W) Zf (xx)
Y% Y%

What about the total output of agricultural commodities ? Is it greater under P
or C? The answer depends on the propensity to spend rental income on domes-
tically produced non-agricultural goods ard services. If 4 is small, for example
when rentiers are marketing most of the surpius abroad the agricultural output
of P exceeds that of C. If, ~» the other hand, all rental in-ome is spent on domes-
tically prcduced ncn-agricultural items (4 = 1), so .nany laborers raust be
siphoned out of agriculture that its output is lower unde P than C.

What are the effects on land usage of ch.anging from C to P? As we have already
noted, under P the number of agricultural workers will deciine by X,. Peasants
move off the land, seeking work in manufacturing and other trades which satisfy
the growing demand tor non-agricultural goods arising out of increased rental
income. The better pieces of land will have less workers on them under P than
under C (this notion could be quantified and proved as a theorem). On the other
hand new lands which were marginally undesirable under C will ncw be brought
into cultivation for the first time. If a village 7 is such that w < f/(0) < W, it will
be settled under P whereas it was unpopulated under . The transiiion from C
to P thus evens out settlement patterns. moving people off the better iunds, inte
the cities and onito newly cultivated areas.

So far we have been carrying out the analysis of this section as if the transition
from communal to private property occurred instantaneously. That assumption
has given us some valuable insights. Now it is appropriate to aaalyze in the
context of a more realistic equilibrium model what happens when just a singls
village is turned into private property or ‘enclo:ed’. Although the analysis is
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slightly more complicated, we will see that all the basic conclusions of the
simy “ler story are borne out.

fuppose that at a given time the total of » villages are divided into m open-
field, traditionally organized villages and n—m enclosed villages run along profit
maximizing lines. In each of the m open-field villages peasants pzy implicit or
explicit obligations for their use of the land. Whether they are ir. the form of a
head tax or a land rent, the essence of traditional feudal obligations is that they
are relatively fixed by law or custom (possibly at zero iu certain cases) and that
they yield the lord less than @ profit maximizing income.

Y;

/: .
|-
) / b P
/ IR A
s "," ‘E
- | :
| ;
e ’ A | !
v(‘ « ¢ i _ | ]
R siope=w+7; | ;
Pl ]
“ R;.‘ i H
g ] | !
— ————— —— — — ——— e - ~‘-«——-< ~——X.
X;’ G !
Fig. 9

What will be the equilibrium number of workers in open-field village i, where
I i 5 m?Let R, be the fixed feudal reat on the land of village i, and %, the
fixed feudai head tax. These are a stylizec representation of medieval economic
obligations. If there are x; > 0 villagers in /, the net return per man will be

fix) Ri -
x; U

In equilibrium this must equal w, the prevailing standard o living thrcughout
the economy. If %, is the equilibrium number of workers in village 7, then

JG) = Rﬁ'(ﬁ"}‘fi)fi- (12)

This solutisn is depicted graphically in fig. 9.
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At the point x; = %;, (12) is satisfied and each peasant reccives w. The total
return which the feudal landlord receives is

R:v = Ri+ff‘i'i’ =f,(.’?,-)-—ﬁ7f,

This is less than the profit maximizing return of R}, obtained after enclosure by
employing only x;* laborers, at the point where f;'(x}*) = w.

Now suppose village » is enclosed. The equilibria before and after this event
are shown in table 2.

Table 2
Equilibria

Before m is enclosed After m is enclosed

>0 1 f(%) = Ri+(w+7)%;,
¥=0 : ;0O £w,R =07, =0,

i=1,... m; i=1,...,m—1

RF = fiix})—wx} = ma!(f(x) wx

x

i=m+l,...,n

WX, [} (R;+1.%8)+ Z R;"]; Wi, = A[ 'EI(R,-+@.£-,.)+ Z R;“]
o1 m

m+1

_MS
T NA -
l 1
><|
I~
fl

M3
Ral
+
Ra!

*
+
Myi

Note that before a village is enclosed, the faudal obligations R; and 7; are
treated as fixed and exogencasly given. After enclosure the profit maximizing
renial R¥ is endogenously determined (as are w, all the X;, and all the x;*; each
suci variable takes ou dif’erent values before and after a village is enclosed).

The results of changing a singzle village from open-field control to privat:
property are just a scale d-dowi version of what happsns when the whole :ystem
changes from pure communal to pure private property. The return to labor is
lowered, the surplus goes up, land previously untilled gets drawn into cultivation,
the terms of trade turn in favor of foodstuffs, national income nises, there is a net
flow of workers out of agrict!ture, etc.

As we have seen, when an open-field village is enclosed, it must be deropu-
lated. Where do the displaced laborers from the enclosed village go? Since each
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enclosure nudges the prevailing wage rate down, profit maximizing landlords on
previousiy enclosed land will want 5 hire more wage laborers. Some displaced
workers will crowd into the remaining unenclosed villages because the return
obtainable there looks more attractive when the general standard of living is
lower. Virgin land will be called into cuitivation because the marginal product of
the first worker becomes higher than the prevailing wage and a fraction of the
displaced people will move there. Finaily, a; rents rise, the demand for non-
agricuitural goods financed out of the surplus increases, causing centers of
manufacturing and other nen-agricultural trades to attract some newly displaced
immigrants. Thus, as enclosures proceed, they give rise to a lot of population
movement and -esettlement, accompanied at all times by a decline in the standard
of living of the working populatior.
In stmmary, other things being equal, when village land is enclosed:

(1) Peasants are displaced from the newly enclosed land.

(Z) The standard of living of the working population declines.

(3) Rents rise and the surplus increases.

(4) Lesslabor-intensive techniques are used on the newly enclosed land.

(5} The population of other villages rises.

(%) New lands are settled.

(7) isational income is higher,

(%) Agricultural output is produc °d more efficiently.

(9) The terms of trade move in favor of agriculturc agaiast industry.
(i0) Thereis a net flow of labor out of agricuiture.

Of course it wo:ld be foolish to maintain that the extent to which effects (1)-
(10) have been observed is evidence of “he validity of our approach. Histery did
rot stand still during the many centuries of enclosing activity, and the effects
predicted by our theory may have been caused at least in part by other factors.
Great changes accompanied the enclosure movement, including changes in
population, technological knowledge, and capital. It would not be difficult to
spell out the implications of these and other exogenous changes (to a certain
extent they are already familiar). But even after it were clone, a component of
effects would remain due to the enclosure movement per se. It is this ceteris
paribus pure component which we have tried to isolaie. What has been observed
in the real historical record is naturally a sum of effects due to all the components,
including this one. It is our further contention that the particular coruponent we
have isclated is significant, although it has bezen relatively neglected in the
literature. We dea! with this issue in the next section.

6. Applications of the model

7he value of cur model lies in its ability to provide a coherent, logically
conststznt framework for analyzing enclosures. In this section we will use the
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medel to shed light on many of the controversial issues which surround the
enclosure movement. Such an approach has its limits, of course. A few comments
may help to make clear what we consider the proper use of the model in this
context.

The purpose of our model is noi to specify in detail the ‘feudal’ or ‘capitaiist’
modes of distribution. Our aim is to use the relevant abstractions of these
systems to illustrate the economic consequences for a rural economy of going
over from one to the other. For that purpose we need only establish a rcugh
approximation to the basic aggregate principles of distribution in each system.

The relevant abstraction of how pedsants were distributed on the land under
open-field agriculture is the principle of equalized net average products. not
because it is a literally true description, but because what actually occurs can be
thought of as brought about by soine kind of random process distributed around
this basic principle (as opposed to some other). Similarly, the relevant abstraction
of private prcperty distribution is that marginai products are equalized because
the actual operation of a competitive market econoniy can be regarded as based
on this principle, plus uncertainty. It is not the amount of variance that is
important for our purposes so much as the central principle around which the
variation is occurring. Although the competitive model is familiar and widcly
accepted, it is no less of an abstraction than average product equalization under
a system of communal property. We feel confident that we have identified the
correct abstractions as central principles, but in the final analysis this is an issue
that the reader must decide for himseif.

In the remainder of this section we examine by subtopics the standard versions
of the causes and consequences of the English enclosure movement. Then we
treat brieflv the transition from traditional to commercial agriculture in a general
economic development context. Our aim throughout this section is to compare
and contrast our model with various other viewposints. Hopefully this will
provide scme semblance of unity to what might otherwise appear to be a some-
what episodic survey of the enclosure literature.

While the present paper concentrates on the enclosure movement in England,
our model is really of an abstract character. It can just as well be used to analyze
certain aspects of the transition from ‘traditional’ to ‘modern’ agriculture in the
general context of eccnomic development. This theme is briefly touched upon
in the final part of scction six.

6.1. Causes of enclosures: The wool trade

According to this exnlanation, enciosure for pasture took place when the d=mand
for wool increased. The most prominent example of this approach is the argu-
ment that Tudor enclosures were a response t0 a rise in the demand for wool,””

553ea Fisher (1940), Bowden (1962), Ramsay (1965, pp. 24-25) and Tawney (1967, pp. 195-
197).
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esoecially for woolen cloth exports, between zbout the mid-i5th to mid-16th
cer:turies. This increase in woo: demand allegedly resulted in a rise in the price
of wool relative t. the price of corn. Fermiers were encouraged to raise more sheep
by putiing dewn more land to perinanent pasture. Compact farms were better
acdapted for sheep farming since fences were usefv! to keep the animals from
straying onto the arable. An unavoidable resuit was depopulatlon, since sheep
raising requircd raore land and less labor than mixed farming.®¢

Although th's general line of analysis is widely accepted, there are numerous
factual d'screpancies. Many enclosures were not followed by conversion to
pastare. Dztailed regional studies have shown that enclosures were followed by
a shift to some form of convertible kusbandry just abcut as often as by complete
conversion to pasture.®” This conformed to the advice of Fitzherbert, Tusser,
and other i4%th century agricuitural writers who advocated enclosures as a

means to introduce ronvertxlble husbandry.>® They explicitly opposed conversion
to permanent pasture. A shift to mixed farming is nor what we would expect
if sheep were the only cause of depopulatior: and if sheepmasters were the
only enclosers.*® Royal commissions set up to investigate enclosing activities
were well aware that enclosures were not by any means just for permanent
pasture. ¢°

A major problem with the wool trade explanation is that the price data simply
do not support the argument.®! If the analysis were correct, we would expect
the price of wool to rise relative to the price of grain. Ca close insgection of the
available data we can find no systematic difference in the trend of *vool and grain
prices between 1450 and 1550. If anything, the price of wool declines relative to
the pricz of grain.®? The data so blatantly contradict the standard analysis that
it ‘s difficult to undersiand how it has managed tc maintain such general
acieptance.

It is conceivabie that an increase in the amount of wool demanded has been

cenfused with an increase in the demand for wool. There was an undeniable

$¢*By enclosing his arable land and converting it to pasture, a farmer was able to cut down

his labour costs by changing from a crop using a comparatively large amount of labour to one
using little.” [Bowden (1962, p. 5).1

57See Smith (1970, ». 19), Kerridge (1959, p. 54) and Chambers (1966, pp. 137-172).

58See Fiwzherbert (1882, p. 77) and Tusser (1878, pp. 140-146).

$9See Thirsk (1959, p. 11).

503ee especi»ily Leadam (1892, 1293,

51Price data on wool 2 ¢ scanty. The best series is that prepared by Bowden (1952) and they
are open to criticism. [See Wrigh* (1955).1 8. Pollard (1955) makes sorae of the same observa-
tions which we da about trends in the wool and wheat series. Bowden uses his series to argue
that, although both wheat and wool prices rose in the first haif of the 1 6th century, there were
only two periods in which the pric: of wheat was high relative to the price of wool, and only
after 1552 did relative p-ices move in favor of wheat. For an extensicn of this series back to
1450 and for the series on grain see appendix by Bowden (1967) in. Thirsk.

©2A regression was run of the form P,/'P, = a+bt for the 101 years from 1450 to 1550
where P, is the price of wool, P, is the price of grair, and ¢ is time. The coefficient £ was negativy
with a #-statistic greater than three. The data were based on tables ! and VV in Bowden’s statistical
append x in Thirsk (1967).
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expansion in English exports of unfinished woclen cloths between 1450 and 1550.
The data on exports, more reliable than most for that period, demonstrate a
marked upward trend. Our point is that the standara analvsis has focused
exclusively 01 demand and has overlooked the possible push which came from
the supply side. The enclosing of laud always !ed to a movement back along the
total product curve to a less labor intensive precess. In many cases this must have
meant converting some land from arable to pasture. With only slight exaggera-
tion it is possible to argue that the conventional story of Tudor enclosures is the
exact opposite of what actually occurred — the enclosure mcvement gave rise to
the wool trade rather than the other way around.®?

Technologicu! factors

The ‘wool trade’ explanation is just one of many that rczard enclosures as a
series of separate movements, each one mechanically determined by different
forces. Various attempts to explain enclosures in terms of some kind of techno-
logical impeiative fall into this category. We do not mean to imply that techno-
logical change did not occur in agriculture, nor that it was ur important, only
that there is no reason to link it specifically to enclosing.

At one time it was commonplace to maintain that scientific methods of stock
breeding, new crops and crop rotations, and modern techniques of enhancing
soil fertility werz all incompatible with open-field agriculture.®* It was because
open-field farms seemed to prec’ude the introcuction of new techniques that the
shift to enclosed farms was made to appear dependent on technological change.
But open-field Jarming was in fact much more amenable to new techniques than
was once believed. Through various expedients, frequently by meaas of a change
in village bylaws. open-field agriculture was altered to faciiitate the introduction
of new farming techniques. Root crops, clover. sainfoin, trefoil. and lucerne were
cultivated in open-field areas as well as on enclosed farias. Evi: the floating of
water meadows, a task which required substantial labor and capital inputs by
16th and 17th century standards, was done in open-field areas, New rules were
designed to regulate the use of common grazing areas, both to prevent diseased
animals from infecting healthy ones and to coutrol the breedirg of quality bulls
and rams.®?

63This interpretation gains some support from studies of the wool trade in the 15th and
early 16th centuries. From all accounts, by the middle of the 15th century irade in woolens was
well organized with established outlets for English products on the coatinent. Aside from
temrorary gluts, these great international markets in Europe could abscrb almost unlimited
quuntities of English woolens. For information on the wool trade see Post..n and Power (1566),
Carus-Wilson (1959, 1967), Van der Wee (1963) and Bowden (1962).

“4See, among others, Grav (195 109).

55Gee Foskins (1963, p. 143}, Oirwins (1967, p. 161), Haviden (1968, pp. 156-159), Kerridge
(1967, p. 19) and Martin (1967). As an example:
In 1677 the tenantry of Wylye agreed to restrict their pea hitchings to or.e-third of the West

C
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The tendency to assume that enclosed farms were undisputed technoiogi:al
leaders is similarly disputable. In many areas agriculture practices on enclosed
farms weie no less backward than on common lands.®® The evidence cautions us
against irying to pos:t any gencral causal relationship between the new techno-
logy and the enclosurs movement.®’

In our framework, production functions do not shift as a result of enclosure
itself. This seems to us the best way to distinguish what we are trying to analyze -
the impact of enclosures per se - from the influence of other concurrent but raore
or less independent changes in the agrarian sector. The increases in efficiency due
to enclosures were more of the sort ‘. . . that could be achieved by recrganization
of existing resources rather than by invention of new techniques’.6® In an
econcmic sense, it was as if’ production moved from some point inside the
production possibilities frontier to a point on the frontier, instead of the frontier
itself shifting.

Inflation

The ‘price revolution’ of the 16th century sometimes receives credit for the
carly enclosures. The argument is that in those cases when rent, aud other
customary medieval obligations were fixed in money terms, ra*her than in kinc,
their real value tumbled as prices rose. A landlord whose inco.ns was based on
these payments was th: compelled to try any reasonuble expadient to mainta’n
his economic pezition. Since enclosure, among other things, gave (e landlord
power to aboush customary payments and to raise rents, he enclosed when
infiation bzgan to cut into the income from his land. The main difficuity with
this analysis is that the “price revolution’ dates from around 520, a fuli fifty
years after enclosures had become a seri»us sosial problem, and it 2nds vell before
the enclosure movement comes to a halt.®® The steep rise in prices in the 16th
century did indecd create severe difficulties for those who were unable to adjust
monetary obligations upward. In many cases the inflation probably presented a
forceful .ncentive io enclose. Our point is that enclosures would have occurred
(and did so) even without this kind of pressure. Monetary arguments (as well as

End Common fiel ‘< each year . . . to permit]individual farmers to grow other fillow crops as
they pleased. By 1716 at the latest clover was being sown in the comron fields of Chalke . ..
[Kerridge (1959, p. 57).]

¢6See Griggs (1966, pp. 47, 54).

®7A few eccnornic historians have noted that there was a savings in transit time which
foilowed from making tarms more compact. But in an age before m:chanization, the time
spent in transit betv-ecn strips of land in the same village had to be an izsignificant part of the
time it took to work a strip. Other arguments for the advantages of compactness based on
economies of scale seem similarly unconvincing in a context of non-mechanized agri-ulture.
McCloskey (1975; deziops this theme in more detail.

¢9See Chambers ar & Mingay (1966, p. 104).

““In iact, the uy »urge in enclosures after 1650 was accompanied by falling prices. See, for
example, Qushwaite (126%).
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other partial explanations) simply fail to account for the essence of the enclosure
movement.

A plausible explanation

In our model, the main force behind the enclosure movement was an urge to
maximize profits from the land. In this, the agent of change was the profit-
seeking landiord. He began to view land less as a definition of rank or a valuable
source of traditional services, and more as an income-yielding investment. The
paternalistic relationship between manorial lord and tenant gave way to one
based on profit maximization in a market economy.”°

It is beyond the scope of our paper to explore the causes which underlay the
rise of ‘capitalism’ or of the ‘profit motive’ in the early 15th century. Most
historians consider it a gradual process which evol-ed siowly over an extended
period of time Although this is the proper way to regard so fundamental o
change in attitudes and ideas, we would contend, as many others do, that the
Tudor perioa in England marked a watershed in the breakup of feudal mentality.
While it is extremel - difficult to disentangle causes and effects in so comrplex a
process, there is some consensus that the relative increase in internal stability
(even if only temporary) caused by the rise of a centralized zutl.ority, ~he long-
term intluence of trade expunsion, inncvat.ons in military techrelogy. secular-
ization of relig:ous doctrinz, the growith of new opportunities and new coasump-
tion dasires, each in scme fashion supported the development cf a profit-oriented
society. For our purposes it is enougk to take the gradual rise of a commercial
mentality as determined outside of our system and to concentrate on describing
its aliocative and distributive consequences when it appeared in the form cf e
enclosure movement.”!

6.2. Cons _quences of enclosures: Rent increases

Our theorv predicts that rents must rise on newly enclosed estates. In fact, th=
evidence for the early enclosures leaves no doubt thot this was the case.”” As
Lawrence Stone notes:

70See Stone (1972, p. 68) and Jordan (1959, p. 61).

71These observations are a rationalization for changes in cconomic behavior which secri to
gain a foothold at roughly the same time that enclosures began to bulk large in England.

72Rent data for the 16th and early 17th century are scarce. Kerridge’s (1953) index, compiled
from surveys of the Herbert estates in the Chalk couniry of Wiltshire, is probably the best series
we have. The data do not show a steady rise in the real value of vents when compared ic the
indices of grain prices or the Phelps Browa price index unless the years 1510-1519 arc included.
The level of real rents in 1630-39 was no higher than in 153039 [see also Stone (1965, p. 327)].
However, there is no question that throughout this period rents rose dramatically rela<ive te
wages. Money reats increased fourfold from 1530-39 to 1630--39, whereas money wages racre
than doubled [Kerridge (1953) and Phelps Brown ana Hookias (1955, 1976)].

Over the same period, the terms of trade moved strongiy in favor of agriculture and against
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The most obvious and most common form of dircet improvemert was
enclosure, by which all surveyors were agreed it was possible to increase the
value of arablz and pasture by fifty per cent.... Once consolidared and
enclosed, the demesne could be let in blocks of 100 acres or so ‘o substantial
farmers from whom a substantial rent could be expected.””

Fitzherbert and Tusser, among others, zgreed that rents rose appreciably on
newly enclosed lands. Even parliamentary enciosures, particularly when they
eeecurred in areas which had undergone relatively hittle engrossing or consolida-
iion, pushed vp the rental value of land.”4

Changes in tesure

In a strictly formal sense a landlord who had clear titl: to a pisce of land had
no need to enclose it if he could raise rents. But in most cases his ability to do so
on traditional peasant holdings’> was proscribed by law.”® This does not rean
that rents were immutable, oniy that custom presented thzm from being at profit
maximizing leveis. Beginning in the late 15th century, many landlords resorted
to varicus expedieats to circumvent the constraints which tradition placed on
raising rents to their full economic value. Cne of the more common devices was
the beneficial lease, a compromise between copyhold ard a modern lea:ehold
tenure, which allowed a lord to raise the arbitrable fine associated with old
tenures and to leave unchanged the customary rent payment.”” But the bene-
ficial lease was at best a short-run measure. Although tenants found it prefzrable
to a short-term lease with high annual payments, by the 17th century most sub-
stantial lords realired that the beneficial lease did not permit them to rmaximize

industry jPhelps Brown and Hopkins (1957, p. 296)], a result predicted by our model. We have
1o good estimates of the real va'ue of aggregate rents for the !8th century, either in absolute
terms or relative to other aggregates. While no one would dispu e thut rents increased o:1 newly
enclosed lunds, not all would agree with our explanation of why this occurred.

73See Srone (1965, . 323).

2ohn Mortimer, writing in 1707 argued:

I shall propose two things that are matters of fact, that, I think, are sufficient to prove the

advantages of enclcsures; which is, first, the great quntities of ground daily enclosed; and

secondl -, the incresse of rent that is evervwhere made by those that do enclose their lands.

{Quotec in Gonner (1912, p. 303).]

"*Sez Miartin (1967, p. 29) and Chambers and Mingay (1966, p. §4).

“*Fe- the most par:, we are cor.cerned with copyhold tenure. There were at least four ways in
wfich = tenant could hold his estate according to the copy of the court-roll - by inheritance

«th a fived entry finz, by inheritance with an arbitrable entry fine, and for life or lives with

cithes a fized or an arbitrable entry fine. [Among others, sez Stone (1965, p. 307).] Each one
bad differrnt legal i plicztions and were susceptible to different forms of rent adjustment. In
the text, ve treat copvholders as g zroup whose rights to the land and obligations to the lord
were determrined by custom.

“¢See (ray (1963, ch. 1).

“"Lords were not always able to bring about even this change! n obligations. Sce Stone
(1965, p. 308), Hoskir s (1965, pp. 104-106) and R.B. Smith (1970, p. 80)).
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the return from their estates.”* A lord’s position was clear. If he wanted to
maximize his income, he had to persuade or force his tenants to surrender their
copies and take new leases at market deterrnined rents. In many cases, it was only
through erclosure that conversion to modern lezsehold tenure was accom-
plishec.

The -z is another feature to coasider. All landlords were agreed that a good
esta’  as one made up of large farms run by substantial tenants.”® Among other
thi the larger tenant could pay a higher rent than the smaller ones and could
» 1 -ularly.®° The principal way to bring about this shift to larger farms was

s solidate and enclose. For mest landlords the attraction of enclosure was
cisely that it increased rents, got rid of the smaller and attracted the larger

aant.?! Enclosure was only a means to an end, but it was by far the most exped-
. *nt means available.

L.A. Parker’s study of the enclosure of Cotesbach manor provides an excell-
ent illustrztion of the points we are trying to make.®? A London merchant, John
Quarles, after some difficulties, obtained possession of the manor in about 1601~
1602 and resolved to make a profit. He offerzc the tenants n. v leases which they
refused on the grounds that the rent was too high. Quarles shortly thereafter
renewed his offer which the old tenants again rejected. This was his last effert to
preserve the traditional economy. ‘Determined to rayse the rente of the mannor
to some answerable proportion to his purchase’, he now made preparations for
the enclosure of its open fields. After acaling with the freeholders of the area,
he tried again to make some arrargement with the oid tenants. No: only did they
refuse, they petitioned James I to stop the enclosur: A commission was appointed
to investigate the tenants’ complaints. The comirission was made up of three
Leicestershire landowners who had recentiy enclcsed their estates and who were
sympathetic to Quarles’ position. The commissior decided in favor of Quarles,
who then obtained a royal lizense to enclose. After enclosure, the tznants had no
option but to accept new leases or leave the village. Some remained but had to
pay rents about double the pre-enclosur level. Cthers declined the new terms
and left the village altogether. Only by :nclosing was Quarles able to get clear
title to tre land, without which he couid not have secured the rent increases.

78Sze Stone (1965, pp. 314-322).

75See HaLbakuk (1940, p. 15).

8tgee Hubbakuk (1940).

81Chambers (1966, pp. 137-172) and Habbakuk (1940, p 16).

8:Gee Parker (1949). Many examples similar to Parker’s study can be found in the literature but
none can match his for completeness ordetail. See Hilton (1954, p. 194), R.B. Smith {1970, i 13),
Chambers (1966, pp. 145-166), Marin (1967), Hoskins (1965, pp. 241-260) and Power and
Tawney (1924). Tne list of gricvances presented by Ket and his associates ic a veritable case
study in what erclosures actually entailed: (1) stop rent increases; (2) keep commons open o

freeholders and copyholders; (3) keep down entry fines and halt the erosion of copyhold to
modern lezsehold. [See Bland, Brown and Tawney (1914, pp. 247-2517:]

M. Spufford (1965,  p. 44-48) tells 1 similar tale but inlerprets it differently.
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Four years later Quarles was called before a depopulation commission since the
number of peasant households on the manor had been cut in half.

Depopulation

A fundamental resu!t of our analysis is that workers are evicted from an estate
when it is enclosed.®? If « iandlord wants to increase his profits (raise his rents)
then he must reduce the number of peasants on a newly enclcsed piece of land.
This result does not ¢ pend on a conversion from arable to perraanent pasture
After enclosure. Rather it comes about more generally beczuse an enclosing
lord wili move back along his total product curve to less labor intensive activities
and will necessarily abridge the number of men on his land.

The relation between enclosure and depopulation, more than any other issue,
made the enclosure movement a subject of bitter controversy. In the 16th and
17th centuries most observers believed that enclosures led to depopulation.
Although the image of sheep eating men has dominated popular thinking, it is
important to not overlook the regional studies of Chambers, Hoskins, Kerridge
and Martin which give evidence that the enclosing of an estate for arable as well
as for pasture abridged labor.%*

It is sometimes argued that the later enclosures, particuiarly those accom-
plished by acts of parliament, actually led to an increase in the demand for labor
required to do the heuing, ditching, and rencing of the rearranged fields. Even
if enciosures were accompanied by a once-over rise in the demand for labor
services to set up the closes, such a shortrun increase in demand is hardly grounds
for arguing that enclosures did not abridge labor. As for the contention that

&3In cur model, some individuals ¢o the enclosirg and capture higher rents, while others are
forced off the land. Formally, it is imumaterial who plays which role. In the vast majority of
cases, as we would expect, it was the lord who did the enclosing and the traditional tenant wh.s
was evicted. k

In a major comprehensive study on the distribution ot enclosed land, Lavrovsky (1940, p.
174) shows that during the parliamentary enclosures less *han seven percent of enclosed land
went to peasants holding a total of 25 acres of land or less. In the carlier enclosures, not
regulated by parliamentary acts, the allotment was presumably even more disproportionate.
See zlso Hoskins (1965, pp. 165, 245-251).

I"a tenant was able to demonstiate to tl ¢ catisfaction of a court that he had good title to
land (if his family had worked it for time out »f mind), his tenure was secure, although this
did1't recessarily mean that he ended up ‘owning’ 1.. If he was unable to do this, he was at the
mercy of the enclosing lord. For the most part, good title to the land was difficult to establish
for a copyholder and insecurity was wid:spread where enclosures were extensive. [Ramsey
{1955, pp. 33-34) ]

#“See Chambers (1966, pp. 178-194), =oskins (1967, pp. 217-260) and Martin (1967).
Keridge brings t™is out in many places (1969, 1958-1960). Leadam (1892) argues that eviction
accompanied enciosures for pasture as well as those for arable. [Gay (1900, p. 247) disagrees
but he provides no evidence to the contrary.] These studies are no more than suggestive. They
treut restricted areas and consider only a small, although unknown, portion o7 the total number
of enclosures which occurred. But they leave no doubt that in the localities dealt with, enclosures
displaced tenants.
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newly introcuced techniques of production (particularly root crops) were labor
using rather than labor saving, we would argue once again that changes in
technology were preity much independent of enclosures.

A common source of confusion about the effect of enclosure on depopulation,
especially in studizs of parliamentary enclosures, is the failure to distinguish
between two essentially differenit forms of depopulation. In one case, the issue is
what happens to the population on a given piece cf land when it is enclosed. In
the second case, the concern is with the effects of enclosures in general on the

agricultural population as a whole. It is case I to which Ta.vney refers when he
observes:

The evidence of a general trend of opinion during a century and a half -
opinion by no means confined to peasants, or to the peasants’ champions like
Hales, or to idealists like Sir Thomas More, ur to the preachers of social
righteousness like Latimer and Crowley but shared by Wolsey and Thomas
Cronwell in the earlier part of the century, Rovert Cecil and Frar.cis Bacon
at tne end of it (is) to the effect that agrariaun changes causcd extensive
depopulation . . ..%5

It is case 11 that is relevant for analyzirg tae effects of enclosures on the ‘supply
of labor’ in the industrial revolution.®® In fact, acccrding to our model, both of
these types of depopulation follow enclosures, but for quite different reasons.
On a single piece of property, for a fixed wage equal to the prevailing standard of
living, profits are maximized by abridging workers after enclosure. But each act
of individual enclosure simultaneous!y nudges the wage level down. As a result,
some displaced tenants will merely move on to other Jands. More workers will be
hired in previously enclosed villages due to a lower viage, and more peasants will
move to unenclosed villages or new lands beczuse the returns there look more
attractive with a lower general standard of living. Whether or not enclosures
cause a relative decline of agricultural labor as a whole depends entirely on what
changes they induce in the overall structure of demand. If rents are used to buy
non-agricultural goods und services, then enclosures lead tc a net flow of workers
out of agriculture.®”

Expansion of culi'vated area and overcrowding
According to our model, enclosure had two readily apparent effects on the

85Gee Tawney (1967, p. 265).

86Gee Chambers (1952).

37In the sense that for any given wage being offered in the nonagricultural sector, more
workers will be drawn out of agricuiture if the standard of living is lower, enclosures might be
said to increase thz ‘supply of laku.” to the non-agricultural «ector were we forced to us¢ that
kind of partial equilibrium language. Unfortunately, the concept of a supply of labor schedule is
meaningless in the kind of general equilibrium context needed to analyze the effects of en-
closures.



326 J.S. Cohen and M.L. Weitzman, A Marxian model of enclosvres

distribution cf people in the countryside. First, it tznded to spread 'abor more
evealy on the land by reducing overcrowding on geod land and by encouraging
the use of previously uncultivated areas. All accounts of enclosures note that they
led to a great expansion of cultivated land - wastes, commons and other tracts
previously excluded from the regular rotation of crops and fallow were plowed
np and plantec.88 This spreading of workers was, according to our model, the
result of a more efficient allocation of lat or based on a decision by the land-
owners io maximize profits and thereby implicitly to equalize marginal products.
It was an essential feature of the process of enclosure itself and did not have to
be caused by changes in demand, population, or other external conditions.

The second effect was to be seen in the so-far unenclosed towns and villages
where some of the dispossessed tenants moved. The overcrowded squatter
settlements set up on the borders of these towns were a direct result of enclosuvres.
Two striking, examples a1 2 provided by studies of Nottinghamshire and Leicester-
shire. Chambers note; that Nottingkam, by its decision not to enclose, left itself
no choicz but to grow within its ancient manorial boundaries, and before the
end of the 18th century there were complaints of severc overcrowding. ‘By turning
its face agaiust enclosure, it had condemned itself to a period of unparalleled
overcro vding and squalor . ..’®® Hoskins makes an almost identical point
about Lezicestershire:

There was an inflow into towns and villages probably connected with the
contagious enclosure of Leicestershire parishes throughout the century [16th].
Tne displaced people drifted to towns .. or to large open field villages . . .
where labor was still needed in the fizlds.®°

A fall in the standard of living

The most provocative resul: of our model is ihe theorem that the transition
from communal to private property leads to an overal!! decline in real wages.
This means that as the economy moves towards greater specialization and inter-
dependence, as production becomes more efficient an  otal national income rises,
ihe standard of living of the working population simultaneously declines. Post-
enclos:re national product goes up (due to increased allocative efficiency), but
the greatly enlarged share of property income more than absorbs this increase, so
that iabor’s share contracts at the same time. In tact, many well known oppon-
ents of enclosures picked up this kind of theme. Enclosing, they maintained, not
only forced peasants off their traditional estates but also led tc their immisera-
tion as a class. Some anti-enclosure eccaomists and historians {Thorold Rogers,

8%See Mingay (19€3, p. 179) and Chambers (1966).
#9See Chambers (1960, p. 9').
?%See Hoskins (1965, p. 212), Tawney (1967, p. 277) und Martin (1967, p. 23).



J.8. Cohea and M.L. Weitzman, A Marxian model of enclosures 327

Slater, and Tawney prominent among them) ¢mphasized that the enclosure
moveinent constituted & threat to the living standard of the peasantry.®*

The more or less genevally accepted data show a severe and sustained decline

in real wages frcm about 1500 to 1700.°2 Although there is some doubt about

the magnitude of the decline, no question exists concerning the gencral ten-
dency.??

6.3. A contrasting view: L emographic pressure

Most economic historians today favor the view that rapid demographic
expansion, not enclosures caused among other things the decline in real wages.

‘Population pressure has replaced the wicked enclosing and rackrenting landlcrd
as the diabolus ex machina . . > %%

The argument is simple enough. At some point during the first half of the 16th
century the nopulation of Engluad began to grow rapidly - some would argue it
doubled between about 1500 and 1700.°° In economic terms, this caused an
increase in the supply of labor and put an intense downward pressure on real
wages. The demographic expansion also led to a shift in the terms of trade in favor
of grains and other food crops and against vool and manufactures of all sorts.
The overcrowded towns and villages, the large number of vagabonds and landless
peasants, in fact most of the unpleasant features of the Tudor economy are now
attributed to rapid population growth.?® It is important to note that the 16th

91Sec Tawney (1967, pp. 279-280), Rogers (1909, pp. 488—190) and Slater (1907, pp. 117-118).
Rogers, in fact, was the first economist to provide statistic: 1 evidence of a continucus decline
in real wages beiwcen 1500 and 1650.

92See Phelps Brown and Hopkins (1955, 1956). The Phelps Brown and Hopkins data are,
for the most part, a reworking of the statistics compiled by R ogers.

?3Nef (1937) took issue with the data of Rogers. He argued that the series exaggerated the
cost of subsistence, and underestimated the rise in money wages. In addition, Rogers faiizd tc
recognize that part of a workman’s pay was often in the forn of meals which shifted the burden
of rising food prices onto employers. Finally, workmer. probably hac gardens of their own or
maintained ties with the countryside frorm which they obtain.:d some of their neccssary supplics.
Even though Phelps Brown aid Hopkins took into account some of these cobjections, their
series still depict & drastic decline inreal wages.

94See Stone, introduction to Tawney (1967).

93See Stone (1972, p. 67) and (1966, p. 40).

96Stone has made the most explicit statement of this position:

.. Today we are beginning to be aware of the critical i aportance oI demographi= growth

as a destabilizing factor. It was demographic growth hich stimulated the change to a

inarket economy by increasing the number of townspeople dependent on the countryside for

food supplies. It was relentless demographic growth which multiplied the number of villagers
until the pressure on the land became acute. It was this re ther than the enclosing activities of
monopolistic landlords which caused the struggle over the common iands and the encr sack.-
ment on the waste. It was also responsible for the rise of a landless lat-ourer class, of a semi-

emploved squatter population eking out a living in cabins on the wastes and heaths, and of a

small but conspicuous body of unemployed vagrants. Demograpiic growth outpacing

agriculiural output pushed up the prices of food and fuel far beyord those for industrial
goods or wages, and so brought about the impoverishment of thel~ndless labour:ng classes.

[Stone, introduction to Tawney (1967).]
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century inflation provides a reasonable explanation of the decline in real wages
and the shift in the terms of trade only if it is used together with a rising popula-
tion.®”

Demographic expaasion undoubtedly influences economir corditicns. But
upon close examination, the arguments that a rapid growtt of population was
the prime mover behind economic changes in the 16th and early 17th centuries
are unsubstantiated, contradictory and scarcely warrant the widespread accept-
ance they have received. On the other hana, enclosures wers extensive during this
period and, in our opinion, it would be a serious error to ignore their impact on
the economy.®

All global estimates of the English population before Gregory King’s studies
at the end of the 17th century are little more than guesswork. The main documents
are records of the poll tax of 1377, the military survey of 1522, the subsidy of
1524-25, an ecc'esiastical census in the 1560’s for a few counties, and the Liber
Cleriin 1603. Our xnowledge of the scope of their coverage is subject to such huge
errors that estimates of global population based on these documents are practi-
cally meaningless except to provide a lower bound.®® A few parish registers are
zvailable after 1540, but they are incomplete, difficult to interpret, and as yet have
provided data only for a limited number of local population studies. Thus, esti-
mates of the total population of England before Gregory King’s time are parti-
cularly unreliable and do not provide scund estimates of population change.!??
As Outh:waite notes:

We know precious little about the population of the 16th century. 1t is clear
that between the mid-fifteenth century and the end of the 17th century

?70n this see Nef (1937) and Hamiltor (1929). For an excellent summary of these issues see
Outhwaite (1969, pp. 37-47).

?%The work of Gonner (1912), Kerridge (1955) and others has shown that the official
records of enclosures on which Gay based his estimates seriously understated the actual amount.
of land enclosed. Besides, what is relevant for the purposes of our analysis is not the number of
acres ‘legally enclosed’ but the amount of land changing from largely communal to primarily
private regulation. From this point of view, a very large amount cf enclosing was done in the
16th and 17th centuries, although only a fraction of it would show up in official statistics.

99See, for example Blanchard (1979).

1051t is well known that early demographic data for France are supe. ior to those for England.
Yet Pierre Goubert (1965, p. 458) argues that:

. all the figures which have been put forward in various works on the population of France
in 1509, 1600 or 1640, are pure inventions or at best bold extrapolations; not one of them
merits acceptance, and we must similarly reject any calculations made on the basis of these
conceptual fizures, and in particular the estimation of any ‘rate of demographic growth® ‘or
the country between 1500 and 1700.

His general comment (1955, p. 473) on French demographic experience probably has some
relevance for England as well:
Weare conung more and more to the belief, and 01 good grounds, that decisive changes did
not cccur in France before the second haif, and maybe not before th 2 end, of the eighteenth:
century.
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England’s population grew considerably, and it is probable that much of this
growth was concentrated in the period from about 1480 to about 1639
[Though it has to be pointed out that much of the evidence for this has corie
from the scrutiny of selative price movements. Thus, there is an enormcus
danger of explaining price movements by referring to population and account-
iny for the latter by referring to prices.] But we are not yet sure precisely when
population began to expand, when it eventually contracted, whether growth
proceeded evenly through time, whether it spread uniformly over England,
how fast it took place and so on.'°?

Data taken from local studies based on parish records are sometimes cited to
show a sharp increase in the rate of demographic expansion for the period 1540-
1620. But since parish records are only available for the period after 1540 (and
then very limited in numbers), the mos: they can show is that the population grew
at a slower rate in some places after 1620 than from 1540 to 1620.'°% Besides,
these local studies give a decidedly mixed picture of population trends. Some
show stable or declining population,!®3 and even where the overall trend of a
region is upward each locality within the region seems to have experienced
noticeably different rates of expansion (or contraction).'®* The implicaiions of
the locai studies are restricted in any event because of their limited coverage, and
at present it is certainly impossible to infer from them that population expansion
was exceptionally rapid throughout England in the 16th century.

The lack of solid demographic data has forced economic historians to us:
indirect evidence to buttress the weak case for a spurt of population growth in
the 16th century.!®® Incautious use of such material runs the risk of confusing
cause and effect.!®® There is abundant literary evidence from 16th century
observers which is frequently interpreted as saying that the popuiation grew
swiftly. But for the most part these contemporary critics were using as indications
of demographic expansion the growing number of vagabonds, penniless farm
hands, and burgeoning towns and villages, all o1 which could have been caused
by enciosure. In a similar fashion, economic historians now look to relative price
changes and declining real wagzs as evidence of population growth. But if demo-

1015ee Quthwaite (1945, p. 42).

1025ee, for example, Hoskins (1563, p. 194), Taylor (1965), and Wrigley (1970, p. 76). :Zee
also the family reconstitution study of Hollingsworth (1964).

103%¢e for example, Ilowson (1961).

1045ee G.T. Smith {1955, p. 141). R.B. Smith (1970, pp. 30-38) is unwilling to make any
general statement about population growth in the West Riding of Yorkshire in the 16th
century — the figures are subject to severe short-run fluctuations which make observations
about trends mezningless. Hoskins (1963, pp. 185-195) argues that the population of Wigston
Magna expanded by almost sixty percent betwzen 1563 and 1603, but he notes that the increase
is due in substantial part to immigration from the surroundipg areas by men seeking land. He
figures that the natural rate of population growth rose but he is unable to say by how much.

105Gee Blanchard (1970, pp. 428-429).

1060, +his see Habbakuk (1958, pp. 14£-149).
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graphic expansion insiead ol enclosure: is to explain the decline in real wages and
similar phenomena, these pieces of evic .nce cannot be employed at the same time
to make the case for population growi’: ! 7 This may seem too obvious 4 point to
warrant emphasis, but much of the econcmic history literature concerned with
the 16th and 17th centuries falls prey to exactly this kind of circular reason-
ing.!°® Ramsey’s observation on tte role of population growth in Tuder
England is properly cautious:

Why did enclosure become an especially live issue in the 16th certury? Partly
the answer lies in an increase of population, especially urban population.
Unfortunately, no reliable figures are available for this and we may be in
danger of inventing a plausible hypothesis simply to explain away enclosures.
the price-rise, wide-spread vagrancy and unemployment, and other embarrus-
sing phenomena of the Tudor scene.*°°

Of course it is reasonable to think that the English population grew between
1500 and 1700. But it is hard to imagine that the average rate of aggregate
demographic growth much exceeded one quarter percent per year.''® Further-
more, technological change must have offset the effects of demographic expan-
sion, at least to some extent. Rapid population growth as a destabilizing factor
has been overworked and propped up with the very evidence it purports to
explain. A rate of demographic exparsion sigunificantly greater than the rate of
ofiscttiug technological progress couid logically account for a decline in real
wages, an increase in rents, the taking in of new lands, greater crowding on
unenclosed land, an increase in the price of foodstuffs relative to manufactures,
the accelerated movement of people off the land into the cities and the rise of a
class of landless iaborers. We have demonstrated that enclosures provide an
explanation of these phenomena whick is also logically consistesit. From a purely
theoretical point of view, it is difficult to entirely reject one of these hypotheses in
lavor of the other. The only point we would make in conclusion is that we have
ample direct evidence of enclosures and very little direct evidence of increased
population growtn.

17This is, of course, Ou :waite’s point in the quote included in the text.

'©3The literature on enziosures is full of examples of this type of circular reasoning. Thirsk
11967 pp. 204-205) cites Kerridge’s article un rent increases as evidence for population growth.
But she begins her analysis by stating that population growth (rather than enclosures) explains
v rent increases. Bowden 71967, pp. 598-601) makes a similar error - he rightly states that
pepulation estimates for the period 1500-1640 are poor, then notes that evidence of mounting
:and hunger, increzsing poverty, and diverging price movements leave nro doubt tiat the
population rose and that this (rather than enclosures) vias responsible for increasing poverty.

165Ses Ramsey (1965, p. 22).

1#%Suppose for the sake of argument we accept Stone’s characterization that *. . . by the
death of Queen Anne in 1714 the population of England and Wales was more or less double
that at the accession of Henry VII in 1485. [Introduction tc Tawney (1967).] This works out
to an average growth rate of L 9 per year.
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6.4. Enclosures in economic develunment

We have tried to show with the wid of a formal cconomic model that there was
an urderlying logic and coherency to the enclosure movement. This was the case
despite surface impressions which at times led people to regard it as an historical
event of great diversity. The specific propositions yielded by the model are very
close to those enunciated by Marx in Part 8 of Capital. Indeed, the whole spirit

af thas madel sunnorts tha ides that =~ M roacida Marv’c santravarcial analucic
ol tnemoge: s wpp OIS theidea buul.., yvuy 11CH as1Ge, MiarX's CONtroversiai afidiysis

of primitive accumulation may be essentially an accurate and appropriate
description of the basic historical tendencies irherent in the enclosure movement,

Following the tradition of earlier cizassical economists, Marx viewed the
process of capital accumulation as the basic driving force of economic develop-
ment. Capitalist industry created a surplus because the value of output produced
by labor with capital was greater than the wage cost of labor alone. In its turn
this surplus was largeiy reinvested by the capitalist, increasing the stoch of

ramital oA that mara lnlhae snamae Ananld ha snmbinad #4 senvida Avan ~

Capiiai 50 taatl more 1a00r POWET CoUid vC COMUINCG 10 Proviae an ever gn\,a ier
surplus. According to Marx, enclosures were an essectial precondition to the
capitalist development of industry because they, along with merchants’ capital,
generated the original primitive accumulation which started up the process.

It is likelv that enclosures also contributed to maintaining sustained industrial
growth. Successful economic development to a large degree hinges on transfer-
ing workers from agriculture to industry in a way which does not e¢at into
capitalist profit marg.ns, thereby cloking off the main source of capital accumu-
lation. As labor is drawn away from agriculture, the output of that sector tends
to decline and the marginal product of Jabor rises, pushing up real wage rates (in
terms of agricultural goods) throughout the economy. The classical economists
avoided this problem by assuming; that the agricultural sector contained surplus
labor availablc at a fixea instituticnal wage, although it has always seemed para-
doxical to have profit maximizing behavior along with the ad hoc existence of an
arbitrary return to labor.''* Note that the enclosing of land has the same effects
as if there were surplus agricultura! labor in the classical sense. Enclosures
resulted in the possibility of transferring increased amounts of labor out of
agriculture without raising real wages.

There is another issue in economic development which our model may help to
luminate. This is the controversy over the meaning and significance of the
distinction between ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ agriculture. While it would be
pointless to catalogue the wide variety of forms encountered in attempts to
describe whit are sometimes wildly disparate examples of ‘traditional’ agricul-
ture, it is nonetheless striking Fow many of these cescriptions bear a generic
resemblance to our model of ‘fevdal’ agriculture.

A basic strand ruaning through maryy descriptions of ‘traditional’ agriculture
is the non-commer:ial, family, or even communal character of the system. This

1iGee Lewis (1958¢, b).
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feature is especially vivid in more primitive tribal societies where ‘ownership’ is
typically an alien conce,y. altogether, and lanc! in many circumstances has the
siatus of genuine common property.'!? Even in more ‘capitalistic’ traditional
systems there are usually telltale signs of the limited role of land markets, frag-
mented holdings by extended families, and multi-dimensional landlord-terant
relations with the concomitant non-commercial, sticky rents.!!3

The ‘stylized facts’ about underdeveloped agriculture have the degree of com-
mercialization of a farm varying directly with labor productivity and profitability,
but inversely with land productivity.!'# The proxy for ‘degree of commercializa-
tion’ is usually taken to be farm size, a variable which is highly correlated with
the proportion of hired labor (as opposed to /amily-based labor). While more
than one explanation is possible for this set of phenomena, it is certainly con-
sistent with the model set forth in section four of the present paper.

112There are many references that could be cited here. An especially useful account for West
Africa is givenin C.J. Raynor (n.d.).

¥13A¢ with the previous footnote, a great many references are possible. McClosky (1975)
Jists many of them. There is a very interesting study of 19th century Irish land tenure which
might be consuited [Solow (:1971)]. For Greece, a good description is given in Thompson
(1963). A numbe- of the same points we are trying to make have been expanded by Eckaus
(1969).

' 14There is abundant literary evidence from case stuclies in economic deve!opment, but it is
difficult to know what to make of it. The most comprehensive micro studies of farm management
in an underdeveloped country have been undertaken in India (Ministry of Food and Agri-
culture, Studies in the economics of farm management, 17 volumes, Delhi, 1957-62). A number
of articles have been baszd on this study, which in scope and refinement is generally considered
to have surpassed ail previous field studies of the economics of peasant agriculture. For
empirical evidence of the ‘stylized facts” drawn from the farm management studies, see Paglin
(1965), Rao (1966), R.L. Bennet (1967) and Bardhan (1973).
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