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Building on Greek and Hellenistic institutions, smt Rome created the largest slave
society in history. There are several reasons for defining the Ronmapife as a slave society,
above all in its Italian core but also to varyiregdees in its subject territories. Slaves, numigerin
in the millions and widely dispersed, accounteddaron-trivial share of its total population. In
key areas, slaves were not merely present but stiggpbwhat has been termed a ‘slave mode of
production,” a mode that rested both on an integratystem of enslavement, slave trade, and
slave employment in production, and on “the syst@amsubjection of slaves to the control of
their masters in the process of production andodmtion.? Most importantly, Rome counts as
a slave society in terms of the structural locatbdslavery: dominant groups, once again above
all at the core, relied to a significant degreeslaive labor to generate surplus and maintain their
position of dominancg.Since the role of slavery in central productivegasses turned Rome
into a ‘slave economy’ just as the widespread datiom of slaves as a primary social
relationship made it a ‘slave society,’” these tewns may be used interchangeably, especially in
those strata where slaves and ex-slaves continuenskloped owners and patrons and mediated
their interaction with the freeborn population.dimort, Rome was a ‘slave society’ to the extent
that without slavery it would have looked profoundifferent?

In keeping with the theme of this volume, this deapfocuses on the economic
dimension of Roman slaverylt addresses the three principal questions of tyvhahy,” and
‘how.” What was the Roman slave economy like — wdhdtslaves do, where, and for whom; how
many were there and where did they come from; awvd did Roman slavery compare to other
major slave systems in world history? Why did Rosmamploy slave labor the way they did?

This paper will be published as Chapter 6 of W.esddl (ed.),The Cambridge Companion to the Roman
Economy

! If the Roman Empire contained several million elysee Section 1) for twenty or more generations,
anywhere from 100 to 200 million individual slavesuld have existed during the Roman period,
depending on overall numbers and the incidence arffumission. By comparison, the transatlantic slave
trade involved no more than 10 million people afittcaugh the total slave population of the New World
around 1860 may briefly have approximated thathef Roman Empire the underlying slave system was
less long-lived and for the most part more modestciale. This is not to say that ‘Roman slavergust

be regarded as a single unified institution: thenBo Empire encompassed a conglomerate of (perhaps
increasingly interrelated) ‘slaveries.’

For general surveys of Roman slavery, see Brad®4 land chapters 11-22 of Bradley and Cartledge
(eds.) 2010. Westermann 1955 is still useful asraey of the evidence while Finley 1998 remains the
most incisive discussion of the nature of Greco-Borslavery. For slavery in the Roman Republic, see
Hopkins 1978: 1-115 and Dumont 1987; for the L&eman Empire, see Harper forthcoming. Bellen and
Heinen (eds.) 2003 provide the most comprehensibdiography. For world-historical context, see
Patterson 1982; Finkelman and Miller (eds.) 199#{dy 2000; Flaig 2009.

| owe thanks to Keith Bradley, Kyle Harper, Elio Gascio, and Henrik Mouritsen for comments on this
chapter and/or sharing unpublished work with me.

2 See Lovejoy 2000: 10 for the former and Wickhar@4t85; 2005: 260-2 for the latter.

% For the concept of ‘slave society,” see variouslgpkins 1978: 99-102; Finley 1998: 147-50, 274
(originally published in 1978 and 1982); Patterd@82: 353 (for the equivalent notion of ‘large-scalave
system’); Oakes 1990: 36-9; Bradley 1994: 12-14léju2000: 4-5, 62-3, 76-100; and cf. also de Ste
Croix 1981: 509. | use the terms ‘society’ and ®@my’ in a generic sense without wishing to imphjty

or high levels of integration.

* Oakes 1990: 37-8 introduces the useful criteribeoanterfactual outcomes. In this respect, andRate
was much more of a slave society than most othegetes in history yet markedly less so than NewrM/o
slave systems, which would simply not have existediny even remotely comparable form without
slavery. This suggests that the notion of a specttisi more appropriate than the often-invoked and
deceptively neat dichotomy of ‘societies with slsivend ‘slave societies.’

® For this reason, notwithstanding slavery’s primand universal quality as a system of domination
(Patterson 1982: 1-101, esp. 13), it is treated hbove in the first instance as a labor systenl (ofejoy
2000: 5).



How did the Roman slave system develop over timk& @verall objective is to assess the
economic importance and consequences of Romamglatgecontribution to the formation of the
Roman economy as a distinctively imperial systerdashination, production, and exchange.

1 Slavery in the Roman Empire

Throughout the centuries that have produced the evidence, from the late Republic to
late antiquity, slavery is amply documented. Thiscumentation primarily conveys the
impression that slavery was important and ubiq@iteithout enabling us to quantify its scale and
contribution: it is much easier to establish thespince of slaves in the record or to encounter
sentiments that consider their presence common tiheameasure their numbers, origins, and
spatial and occupational distribution. For thissma any modern assessments of the overall
importance of Roman slavery are bound to remaimmfartably vague, at least by the standards
of the study of modern slave societies.

Relevant information comes from a wide range of&es, such as literary accounts, legal
sources, inscriptions, papyri, and (albeit ofterrentenuously) from material remaifi€lass bias
permeates many of these sources: literature wapased by and for elites, law catered to them,
and inscriptions recording slaves and freedperfeagsiently emanated from the social networks
of the propertied. In some sense this is not aoserproblem: evidence of elite interest and
involvement in slavery is critical for establishitige structural location of Roman slavery. At the
same time, the nature of the evidence, with redhtifew exceptions, makes it more difficult to
answer questions about the spread of slavery ibeeBte groups and into more peripheral
regions. Occasional references offer tantalizingngges of a world that may have been
thoroughly permeated by the institution of slaveny214 BCE, middling Roman citizens could
be expected to own slaves; in surviving censusrdscsom Roman Egypt during the first few
centuries CE, some 13 per cent of adequately dot@aidnouseholds owned slaves; and literary
sources repeatedly portray slaveownership as a comeature well beyond elite circlés.

Slaves were engaged in an enormous variety ofitkefivas estate managers, field hands,
shepherds, hunters, domestic servants, craftsroasiraction workers, retailers, miners, clerks,
teachers, doctors, midwives, wetnurses, textilekess, potters, and entertainers. In addition to
private sector employment, they worked in publicnadstration and served in military support
functions. They were owned by private individuadsagell as the state, communities, temples, and
partnerships. Asservi vicarii slaves were put at the disposal of fellow slav&heir
responsibilities ranged from the most basic taskkbbatmen and water-carriers to the complex
duties of stewards and business managers. Slautslm® kept in chains or placed in positions of
trust, resided in their owners’ homes or were apized or rented out. They are attested in every
part of the Empire. Freed slaves were active immalagly wide range of occupations, and in
addition rose into the most senior echelons ofgtehand public administratidn.

® ‘Roman’ is defined very broadly, with emphasislaly and citizen society but encompassing all srea
under Roman rule. In keeping with the overall pectipe of this volume, | focus on the economic
properties of the imperial system (see Chapter 1).

" Rosenstein 2008: 5-7 on Liv. 24.11.7-8 (214 B&gnall and Frier 2006: 70, with Bagnall, Frier and
Rutherford 1997: 98 (31 of 234 households, butrgoerd is skewed in favor of slave-rich urban sgg).
Harper forthcoming: ch.1 gathers dozens of late &onreferences suggestive of widespread
slaveownership.

8 Bradley 1994: 57-80 and Bodel 2010 are the mosessible discussions of Roman slave labor. Public
slaves: Weaver 1972 (state); Weiss 2004 (citig®arii: Reduzzi Merola 1990. Slaves in the military
sector: Welwei 1988. Staerman and Trofimova 197&ei®nan et al. 1987; Marinovic et al. 1992 provide
geographical surveys of the evidence. Hezser 26@5ancient Jewish slavery, also covers the Roman
period. For freedpersons, see below, ***,



As already noted, it is difficult to translate thhswerful impression of ubiquity into a
demographic assessment. Roman sources do not teponumber of slaves in any particular
community, let alone in entire regions or the Empms a whole. The only apparent exception,
Galen’s casual claim that his hometown of Perganmrsia Minor was inhabited by 40,000
(adult male) citizens and 80,000 ‘wives and slaveakes us wonder how children fit into this
scheme. A number of texts refer to large-scaleeslaming in Italy and the provinces: 4,116
slaves bequeathed by a rich freedman, 400 slawsirdhe households of a Roman aristocrat
and a North African landowner, 2,000 slaves ownedat pretender, imperial legislation
addressing owners of more than 500 slaves, more3688 slaves repairing buildings in the city
of Rome and 700 slaves taking care of its aquedumtse than 152 slaves owned by a single
landowner on a small Aegean island, 107 publicedaappropriated from an Anatolian town,
1,000 or 2,000 slaves ascribed to each of the lmnealt Antioch in Syria, 3,000 and 6,000 slaves
held by two Cappadocian temples; and 2,400 or mmoral slaves freed by a late Roman
aristocra. Although some of these figures may well reflecttdnical stylization or hyperbole,
they are probably just the tip of the iceberg.

Nevertheless, isolated numbers do not readily stppmad generalizations. Modern
estimates of overall slave numbers are logicaligteel to our assumptions about slaves’ presence
in different occupations, whereas the latter ase al function of the former: we are dealing with
an equation replete with known unknowns. All we canfidently posit are logical corollaries: if
slaves had been very numerous, slavery had to lieeee widespread, not limited to the rich and
urban settings but extending into the general @ijmi and/or the countryside — which is just
another way of saying that for slaves to have plegqe important role in farming there had to be
very many of them.

The only proper statistics come from the censugmstof Roman Egypt in the first three
centuries CE. Close to 15 percent of urban residamtl more than 8 percent of villagers, mostly
in Middle Egypt, were slaves, but only 7 percenthef residents of a town in Upper Egypt. This
points to significant variation even within a putaty fairly homogeneous region, and higher
rates of slaveownership are plausible but not tetteim Alexandrid® The evidence is consistent
with a rough estimate that between 5 to 10 peroktiie population of Roman Egypt was made
up of slaves! Much more limited and fragmentary data from fowo#mtury CE census
inscriptions from the Aegean point to a significatdve presence on rural holdings but do not
permit more general estimat®s.

Modern attention has traditionally centered onyltathich may well have been the most
slave-rich part of the Empire. Given that blankeegses at overall tallies are of no value, the
only even remotely promising way of getting somesgeof the overall size of the Italian slave
population is by estimating likely demand for sldabor’® This approach, for what it is worth,
works best for rural slavery, an area where slavabers can be more reliably linked to labor
requirements. Estimates of rural slavery are higldpsitive to our assumptions about slaves’
involvement in grain production, ranging from ardua quarter of a million slaves (for low
involvement) to perhaps three times as many (fgih mvolvement). The scale of urban slavery is

% Galen 5.49 (ed. Kiihn); PlilNH 33.135; TacAnn 14.43; Apul.Apol. 93; SHAFirmus 12.2; Gai.lnst.
1.43 (cf.ILS 2927); Plut.Crass.2; Frontin.Aqu. 116; Harper 2008: 107 (Therd3RR4.914; Ioh. Chrys.
Homil. In Mt. 63.4 PG 58.608); Strabo 12.2.3, &/ita Melaniae(L) 18.3. Cf. also Athen. 272e and,
perhaps, JosAnt. 13.359. For references to large but unspecifiethbars of slaves, see Harper
forthcoming.

19 Bagnall, Frier and Rutherford 1997: 98. For Aledaa, see esp. P.Oxy XLIV 3197. Biezunska-Malowist
1977 discusses slavery in Roman Egypt.

1 See Scheidel 2010b for the computational prodessying a target rate of 7 percent.

12 Harper 2008: 101-4 (on Tralles, Lesbos, and Thera)

13 Scheidel 2005: 64-6, rejecting Brunt 1987: 1248 aarlier guesses.



even more difficult to assess because it is veffjcdit to determine demand for services. A
proposed range from half a million to one milliorban slaves reflects these uncertaintidsis
quite possible but by no means certain that slaway, in numerical terms, a predominantly
urban phenomenon: an epigraphic roster of from aneum makes it hard to avoid the
conclusion that a very large part and perhaps thprnty of its inhabitants were current and
former slaves, an observation that indicates théenpial for extraordinary levels of
slaveownership in the very core of the imperiatesys>

Complicating matters further, abiding uncertainté®ut the size of the free population
of Roman Italy make it difficult to convert any iesate of overall slave numbers into a
proportion: 1 to 1.5 million slaves might repres&btto 25 percent of the population of imperial
Italy (see Chapter 1), and their share may have lesten larger in the western central Italy.
Empirical information for the bulk of the imperiabpulation, the 80-odd percent residing outside
Italy and Egypt, is non-existent and even conjediare therefore fraught with great hazards. A
speculative reconstruction bounded by the estinfatdtaly and Egypt suggests a share of slaves
in the imperial population of somewhere around é&fcent, a figure that should best be taken as
an order of magnitude in the sense that much I¢w&mpercent) or higher (20+ percent) would
seem more difficult to defend.

Estimates of slave numbers are logically connetiteithose of the slave supply and the
incidence of manumission. Both of these featuresvall documented in qualitative terms but
usually impossible to measure empirically. Ancisntirces mention various sources of slaves
from capture in warfare and kidnapping by pirated hArigands to penal slavery, the enslavement
of abandoned or sold children, self-sale, foreigyparts, and birth to slave women. Roman
historiography emphasizes violent seizure espgcthlling the Republican period: from 297 to
167 BCE alone, some 700,000 slaves were reportetiiaved in military campaigns, a tally that
does not lay claim to completeness, and millionsla¥es were supposedly created in later wars.
Other types of seizure and imports would have ado¢dese total’.

While capture was clearly an important means olfding up a large slave population in
Roman lItaly and Sicily, natural reproduction hadhably always been of considerable
importance and eventually became the single masiirdmt source of slaves. This observation
cannot be directly derived from ancient sourcesiclwimention home-born slavesefnae or
oikogenei} but not do normally allow quantification. Undepman law, the children of slave
women retained the status of their mothers. Treeahhatural reproduction of a slave population
is a function of servile sex ratios, (de facto @t iormal) family formation, and manumission
rates, none of which are adequately documentedaMebugh these multiple uncertainties may
seem to forestall any estimate of the relative rijoumtion of natural reproduction to the Roman
slave supply, there can be little doubt about visrall significance. Due to the sheer size of the
imperial slave population, running in the milliorsgurces other than natural reproduction would
have been demographically insufficient to mainttiis system for centuries. Claims to the
contrary inevitably entail implausible rates of wap in war or child enslavement. Moreover,
capture in warfare most likely produced a surféiskave women, thereby already facilitating
natural reproduction early on, and comparative datav that imbalanced servile sex ratios in

14 Scheidel 2005: 66-71, for a total of 1-1.5 millisklaves in Italy. See also De Ligt 2004: 745-7|éover
numbers than previously assumed. Jongman 200316 Xk8nphasizes the limits of slave employment in
Italian agriculture, but see now Harper forthcomaig4 on agricultural slavery more generally. Tdpatin
cultivation by slaves was feasible in principle (8pl986: 133-43; Scheidel 1994) does not tell tistiver

it was common.

> CIL X 1403, with Mouritsen 2007.

16 Scheidel 2010b, for an estimate of 7-13 perceatpkr forthcoming posits a similar total.

" For discussions of the sources of Roman slavesBedley 1987b; 1994: 31-56; Scheidel 2010b; Harpe
forthcoming: ch.2. Enslavement tallies: Scheidel@f table 2. Slave trade: Boese 1973; Harris 1980;
1999; Bodel 2005.



any case tend to even out over time. Recent sahiahas stressed the economic contributions
of slave women and childréf.

What little empirical evidence happens to existpsufs this evaluation. The sex ratio of
slaves recorded in Roman Egyptian census returriairiy balanced up to age thirty, when
differential manumission practices appear to hagkased men but retained women of
childbearing age; slave children were common. Simihpressions can be gleaned from a census
inscription from the Aegean island of Thera. Thet that in Diocletian’s Price Edict of 301 CE,
slave women reached already their peak value asgees is consistent with appreciation of their
reproductive capacity. Possible counterexamplesuat@guous at best. If it could be ascertained
whether the overrepresentation of males in theeskletecord from Herculaneum reflects the
structure of the local population of slaves anedgeersons, we would have to surmise that this
particular environment was not conducive to adegmuates of natural reproduction. The
acquisition of highly skilled male slaves by ellieuseholds would have skewed sex ratios in
favor of males. However, high (i.e., male-heavyy sstios of slaves and freedpersons found in
clusters epitaphs such as tt@umbariaof aristocratic households may, albeit to an umkatae
extent, merely be a function of commemoration fitastthat disfavored women.

Manumission rates are mostly unknown. The promiaeeat freedpersons in Italian
funerary epigraphy has convincingly been attributedepigraphic habit,” represented by that
group’s unusually strong desire for a particulanfaf commemoration. Cultural preferences for
specifying the age at death of those who died yoommay well account for the fact that the
majority of freedpersons in Rome and ltaly are reggbto have died before they turned thifty.
The best evidence for the frequency of manumisgioRoman ltaly is furnished by epigraphic
rosters that list the members of associatiaudlégia) or other entities and by the wax tablets
recording business dealings that have survived dmpgeii and Herculaneum: freedmen are
strongly represented in all these documéhiss already noted, frequent male manumission is
implied by Egyptian census returns. Other soureésr ito young as well as elderly slaves but
cannot be used for quantificatiGhlt remains unclear if the concentration of refees to
freedpersons in urban settings reflects actual lances between town and courftty.

If millions of slaves lived in the Roman Empire,seeems very likely, many had to be the
offspring of slaves because alternative sourcesldvoat have sufficed to sustain the whole
system. If many slaves descended from slaves, miasiam could not have been very common at

'8 For supporting argument, see Scheidel 1997; 2608t(a Harris 1999); 2010b; and cf. McKeown 2007:
124-40 on the debat¥.ernae Herrmann-Otto 1994. Roth 2007 and Laes 2008 egmipédabor by slave
women and children; and note also the former'saetitve argument that female labor would have gyeatl
increased the profitability of Romarilla estates. At the same time, slave labor remaineditsee to
gender norms: Saller 2003.

9 Scheidel 1997: 160-3 (Egypt); Harper 2008: 106 li%era); Diocletian’s Price Edict § 29 with Schdide
1996: 72-3 (prices); Camodeca 2008 with Capassd:2886-71 (Herculaneum); Scheidel 2005: 73 and
Mouritsen 2011: ch.5 (inscriptions). Burial nichiescolumbariawere often unmarked. Saller 2003: 203
and above, Chapter 5, estimates that it would Ingage financial sense to raise foundlings as slaves.

% See Mouritsen 2005 and 2011: ch.5, finally laytogrest the notion of frequent and early (urban)
manumission propounded by Alféldy 1986: 286-331.

L See Mouritsen 2011: ch.6.

22 0ld slaves: Wiedemann 1996. Constraints on marsionsWiedemann 1985.

% Rarity of rural manumission is often assumed hardhto substantiate: the epigraphic record mostly
reveals absence of evidence (but see now Harp&: 20%-6 for some indirect epigraphic evidence)e Th
relative neglect of manumission by the Roman agrosts and the preponderance of effort-intensivikstas
in the countryside (see Section 2) support theitioawl view; it seems that even estate managerg we
rarely manumitted (Carlsen 1996: 96-100). For vwagiceasons, such as skills, proximity to owners, an
employment opportunities for ex-slaves, urban shauwmay very well have been more conducive to
manumission.



most ages because it would have simultaneouslyeased demand for replacements and
interfered with their supply. In the final analysikerefore, the four variables of slave numbers,
societal penetration by slavery, servile naturgbraduction, and manumission rates are
inextricably interrelated and none of them can tmesdered in isolation: assumptions about any
one of them inevitably entail assumptions aboutdtiers. While an appreciation of this nexus
does not reveal actual conditions, it very helgfdbnstrains our imagination by narrowing our
choices to particular scenarios: a smaller slaveufaion with concomitantly limited societal
penetration would be compatible with a greater irtgpce of various forms of capture and
habitual manumission, whereas a larger slave putpaldogically requires higher natural
reproduction rates and less manumission. Regardfessr hunches and preferences, the debate
necessarily has to acknowledge this matrix in orterretain a measure of intellectual
respectability’

The preponderance of the evidence favors the natiamRoman imperial slave system
that was sufficiently large in scale for naturgnauction to have been its most important means
of maintenance and manumission to have been fiiniyed. High slave prices likewise speak
against indiscriminate manumission (see below,i@e@&). Then again, regional variation may
have been significant, and a wide range of soustsspply would have been required to support
the system once it had reached its apex, mitigahaytfalls arising from locally skewed sex
ratios, manumission, flight, and health hazardsnecoted perhaps not so much with slave labor
per se as with urban residence and attendant epgtusinfectious disease.

This leaves the question of how Roman slavery coetpt other major slave systems in
history. Ancient Greek and Roman slavery — or npmexisely conditions observed in classical
Athens and Roman Italy — were in many ways veryilaimBoth systems were primarily
intrusive (that is, dependent on the enslavementutéiders) and formally treated slaves as
chattel; engaged in both capture and purchase;rieghslaves into densely settled cores; and
employed them in a wide variety of occupations athbtown and country, including on slave
estates. Access to land rather than labor was ritieat variable. Apart from issues of scale,
which are not relevant to the consideration ofctmal features, and minor variations in style, the
only main differences lie in the frequency of maimsion and especially in the manner in which
freedpersons were integrated into society. Althocgditions in other regions may have varied,
in focusing on the best-documented areas it is tairsay that with only relatively slight
modifications, Roman slavery effectivalyas Greek slavery. This need not be a coincidencé: jus
as the Roman imperial economy is best seen astenston and maturation of the Hellenistic
economy, Roman chattel slavery might be regardednasxtension and adaptation of Aegean
forms of slavery, mediated perhaps by (generallgrlgoknown) practices among the western
Greeks and Carthaginians (see below, Section 3).

These similarities are thrown into sharp reliefdoynparison between Roman slavery and
the modern slave systems of the New World, whidfeidid much more significantly. American
slaveries were peripheral, characterized by lessumésion or integration (even in Brazil),
focused on agricultural slavery and constrictedrédmge of slave activities, a restriction that was
strongly associated with racial bias. Slavery waly fcommercialized, in the double sense that
slaves almost exclusively produced for marketsaace purchased rather than captured. Labor,
not land, was scarce. Despite some similaritiesch s the higher valuation of male slaves, the
organization of plantations, or the influence ofnikm law on some of the American slave
systems —, differences dominate. Indeed, amongapwsént slave systems, slavery in the Sokoto
Caliphate in nineteenth-century West Africa offédre most parallels to the Roman experience.

4 For this reason alone, the recurrent condemnatiggarametric models is misguided. Their purpose is
not to show ‘how it really was’ but to establiske tlogical implications of modern reconstructionsd ahey

are therefore inevitably less arbitrary than imemp contextualized claims advanced on the basis of
particular source references or individual preceptioes.



Similarities include the wide range of servile quations, urban and rural employment,
intrusiveness and frequent capture, and the cetdtipnovement of slaves. Higher valuation of
women (in part a function of African labor regimes)higher degree of non-market allocation of
slaves and non-market production, and the critioglortance of labor rather than land represent
the main difference$. Even so, controlling for ecologically contingeriffefences (in terms of
gender and the ratio of land to labor), observedamizational similarities outweigh the
differences, which are primarily a consequenceoafek commercial development. Comparative
approaches to Roman slavery, which have thus failggred the New World, need to adopt a
more global perspective.

2 The economy of Roman davery

There are three basic preconditions for the empémnof slave labor. Two of them
concern supply: slavery must be institutionally egatable and slaves must be effectively
available. The third and ultimately most importane is that there must be demand for slave
labor because alternative sources of labor areareoconsidered to be — insufficient or otherwise
inadequate. The third variable subsumes severabpditions that are commonly regarded as
separate but are actually components of demanuifisant asset inequality (creating demand for
non-family labor), accumulation of capital (allowithe acquisition of slaves) or military power
(allowing their capture), the existence of mark&thowing the sale of the products of slave
labor), constraints on the free labor supply, angleyers’ taste&’

While the three basic preconditions must be mdatiitate slave labor, a large-scale
system such as the one that existed in the Romanir&ihepends on an additional condition to be
viable in the long term. Slaves must, on averagedyce enough to justify the capital input
associated with their purchase and maintenancs. cdmdition, which does not strictly speaking
require slave labor to be more profitable than fedmr, applies for the simple reason that in a
system where millions of slaves were kept for ceegy it is not credible to view slavery
primarily as a mean of surplus consumption: altlongt all slaves had to earn their keep, and
although the importance of status value of slavesalmp and path dependence should not be
underrated, it is difficult to see how such a systwuld have survived on such a large scale and
for such a long time if it was burdened by strugtuideficits. The notion that in this very
fundamental sense, slave labor must have beenitalytef receives further support from the
observation that slave prices were considerabke{stow).

The property rights over labor that the institutioinslavery bestowed on slaveowners
required them to make a capital investment that masnecessary for the employment of free
labor. The fixed capital invested in slaves dintieid as slaves aged, and further depreciation was
caused by the probability of loss due to deatlghtli or manumission. High and unpredictable
mortality at all ages added considerably to theltodst of slaveownership (see Chapter 16). The
incidence of defection cannot be measured but appeahave been non-trivial, as was the
incidence of manumission. We also have to allow tfae possibility of costly avoidance or
resistance behavior that might have been spedifi&lave labor as opposed to work for others
more generally’ In addition to bearing the cost of acquiring sEvewners had to pay wages in
the form of maintenance, provide for supervisiord might also incur additional tax liabilities.

% See Lovejoy 1979; 1981.

% This refines my earlier statement in Scheidel 20085-16. For different disaggregations of theahir
factor, see Finley 1998: 154; Cartledge 2002a: 162.

" Slave flight: Bellen 1971; Bradley 1994: 118-2flisl much easier to document and argue about slave
resistance (see especially Bradley 1989; 1990; :1994-31; 2010a) than to relate it to baseline Ieoé
malfeasance and counterfactuals (i.e., how wagedab or serfs would have behaved).



From a narrowly economic perspective, slave labas sustainable if, for a given output,
slaves’ ‘wages’ were lower than free wages by amuwarhthat was at least equivalent to the
depreciation of the fixed capital invested in thesss, or if slaves’ output was greater by at least
the same amount than that of free workers. Formbeun of reasons, it is impossible to test this
assumption for the Roman world. First, althoughase sometimes able to compare free wages
and subsistence costs, this exercise would naigedbout the ratios of inputs to outputs: if stave
could be made to work more for the same wage, cdempe between wages and subsistence
levels would not tell us about marginal productivit Second, even the most basic slave wages
may generally have differed from bare physiologisabsistence, and would almost certainly
have done so to the extent that their tasks favémedapplication of reward incentives (see
below). Third, we have to take account of transactiosts such as those associated with the
potential for higher turnover rates for free labdfourth, we cannot assume simple
substitutability: owing to lack of skills or othezasons, free labor need not have been available to
perform particular tasks. Fifth, Roman slave lab@as organized in very different ways, from
guasi-familial domestic service to rationalizedgkscale production, yet owners were required
to make equivalent capital investments in slavgandiess of how they used them, which means
that we would have to find ways to ascertain therage profitability of slave labor across a wide
range of contexts. | belabor this point to showt tha profitability of Roman slave labor cannot
be empirically determined.This, however, does not mean that it did not maBaced with the
large-scale and long-term slave system of the Rdemapire, we must proceed on the assumption
that slavery was, indeed, profitable.

This raises the question which factors could haseoanted for this outcome. In the
absence of measurements, the best we can do Egb wrobabilities whose relative significance
is open to debate. Labor may become scarce faousreasons. They include a shift in the ratio
of labor to resources, especially land, for instawben the Black Death raised real wages in late
medieval Europe or when colonial plantation farmipgned up land in the New World after the
indigenous population had been decimated by epmerfiiommitments of the free labor force to
public service such as war, whether compulsoryan@t least potentially) more rewarding than
civilian employment, may also contribute to labcargity.

In the case of Republican Rome, the seizure arltbcation of arable land during the
Italian conquests suggest that labor had not ailyinbeen scarce, even though these
redistributions may have raised the price of ladtothe center. Massive attrition during the first
two Punic Wars would have had a similar effect. Batemographic and institutional
developments that reduced elite access to andotaer labor were intimately related to war-
making and empire-building. The Roman Republic &sditalian allies shared high military
participation rates, a situation that can be trauack to the fourth century BCE and continued
into the early monarchical peridiMilitary service put pressure on the labor supmdy only by
increasing attrition by death or migration: it alsrved to destabilize and ‘thin out’ labor markets
by raising unpredictability and turnover costs (betow). This process primarily affected young
adults, the healthiest segment of the labor fontkthe one most amenable to migration in search
of resources and skills acquisition. Roman militergbilization was facilitated by the abolition
of debt-bondage and other forms of state-societgaiaing that enhanced the freedom of citizens
which, in turn, diminished the elite’'s capacity fwontrolling labor outside slavery and favored
the rise of non-coercive contractual tenancy andesMabor arrangements (see Chapter 7). All
these developments coincided with ongoing expansfofgenerally successful) warfare which

2 For higher outputs relative to inputs in slavesge Barzel 1977.

% For the same reasarpntraJongman 2007: 601-2, we cannot readily infer Wages from slave prices.
% See Scheidel 2004 (migrations); Brunt 1987 (&M}t Service commitments: Hopkins 1978: 31-5;
Scheidel 2007: 325 fig.1. For the nexus betweem mpbilization levels and slavery in city-stateslan
beyond, see Scheidel 2008: 117-23.



triggered capital inflows and facilitated the captwand purchase of slaves, and with Italy’s
integration into Hellenistic economic systems whatt@nal organization of slave labor had long
been established. Taken together, these processesrged in creating an environment that was
highly conducive to the employment of slave latfor.

However, while this may explain the rise of slavamyRoman Italy, we also need to
explain how it was sustained and why it was apghreot uncommon in other parts of the
Empire. These questions are lent urgency by thetfeat throughout the monarchical period,
Roman slave prices were high in terms of subsistetists and probable per capita GDP.
Existing price data are far from satisfactory buffisient to establish that from the first to the
early fourth centuries CE, the price of a youngltachale slave without special skills, expressed
in wheat equivalent, normally fell in a range oftehs plus/minus 40 percent, equivalent to
between 4 and 8 times mean annual per capita GiEfeiRoman Empire. Real prices remained
at comparable levels until the sixth century CEtHis respect, Roman slave prices resembled
those in the United States around 1850, when a amabje slave was valued at the equivalent of
7 times mean annual national per capita GDP. Imgeuf labor, the initial capital outlay for a
Roman slave was very roughly worth 1,000 daily veaige an unskilled rural laborer. In so far as
slave prices reflected the value of slave labanesdwnership that regularly required considerable
capital outlays (or entailed equivalent opportumitsts if slave offspring were retained) ought to
have generated considerable benefits as¥vell.

How did owners obtain such benefits? Because oéli@nce on fixed capital, slave labor
is particularly suited to economic activities witblatively steady employment opportunitiés.
These may be divided into effort-intensive and éatensive types of work. The former are
amenable to close supervision and the applicatibrpain incentives, and include mining,
lumbering, field labor performed by gangs, and tbasbnstruction work. The successful
performance of the latter depends to a greatenexie the ability to motivate workers with the
help of reward incentives. They tend to be chareeté by a higher degree of autonomy and
include artisanal, commercial, and management iieBy domestic service, herding, and
specialized forms of agricultural labor. Efforténisive activities involve more supervision costs
than costs for rewards, andce versafor care-intensive work. In practice, we encourder
spectrum from effort-intensive to care-intensivediamatched by a spectrum of treatment from
harsh and closely monitored to autonomous and fenégn, a spectrum that also reflects the

3L While this array of contributing factors may seenoverdetermine outcomes, we lack the necessaay da
to create a more parsimonious explanation. Compankey’s famous model (Finley 1998: 157-8; cf.
Morris 2002: 29-41) of the rise of chattel slavarnyancient Greece that emphasizes the nexus betiveen
abolition of debt bondage, private landownershipg aitizen rights that made the free populatiors les
susceptible to exploitation and created a binasyirtition between free and slave (for which see 8t
Croix 1981: 141; Patterson 1991). This dichotomys wae of the basic determinants of social identity:
Cartledge 1993: 118-51. As Finley 1981: 165-6 iati@s, an analogous process may have occurred in
fourth-century BCE Rome. Hopkins 1978: 1-98 devslapcomprehensive model of the growth of slavery
in Roman lItaly driven by the mobilization of citizeand capital inflows.

32 For nominal and real slave prices, see Scheid@bt20Harper 2010; and cf. also Ruffing and Drexhage
2008. (I define ‘real’ prices in relation to othgwods: what one might call the ‘effective’ slavécpris the
price of purchase minus the resale value plus thpomunity cost of capital, maintenance, and
depreciation.) Manumission fees recorded in Deiplthe last two centuries BCE, which may but neetd n
reflect actual slave prices (see below, n.***), thpdall in the same range (see Scheidel ibid.) #e
Republican period, see below, Section 3. For Ro@@R: see Chapter 1, n.***. American slave priced an
GDP: Scheidel 1996: 74, with http://www.measuringtvamrg/usgdp/. Harper 2010, drawing on
comparative evidence, elucidates the economicfiignce of ancient slave prices.

3 Anderson and Gallman 1977: 26. Fixed capital cabeovaried unlike circulating capital such as veage
Eggertsson 1990: 203-13 provides a useful briefesuof the economics of slave labor.
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overall likelihood of manumission (from low to higit Unlike in the New World, where slaves
were concentrated in effort-intensive activitiegnkan slaves were successfully employed and
managed across the entire spectrum.

Slave labor for effort-intensive tasks makes semsh for unpleasant or dangerous
activities such as mining and whenever labor marke¢ ‘thin’ in the sense that turnover costs
are high and labor cannot readily be substituteer avne, as in farming. Differences in the
supply of free labor help account for variationtle employment of slaves in such activities in
different parts of the Roman EmpifeEffort-intensive slave labor also allows ratioration that
generates economies of scale, as in gang fAbidie employment of slaves in care-intensives
tasks makes sense when human capital is scarceh wbnerally appears to have been the case
(see Chapter 5), but also requires owners to ballyegnd culturally capable of applying the
appropriate reward incentives. Therefore, this typslave labor flourishes most in ‘open’ slave
systems where institutional arrangements and @lltnorms allow slaves to be granted
autonomy, assume positions of trust, and to bedfreed become socially integrated upon
manumission. In contrast to the more racialistseldi slave systems of the New World and to a
lesser degree even to the more exclusive Greegk, @lithese preconditions were met by Roman
law and practicd” Roman institutions maximized owners’ flexibility managing their slaves:
just as secure property rights enabled ruthleskitapon, societal inclusivity supported the use
of reward incentives and created opportunities dotinoue to benefit from slaves after their
manumission (see below). This flexibility accoufts the employment of slave labor in an
extraordinarily wide range of settings, from thee usf chained slaves and gangs in effort-
intensive tasks to the existence of highly autonasnglaves who were endowed with their own
sub-slaves \carii) and business accountgetulig and subsequently flourished as freedmen,
with some of their descendants even joining thetipal ruling class® Unfortunately, the
evidence does not allow us to measure the relgieyalence of these various types of
occupationd? The gradual integration of local elites into an pierwide ruling class,
accompanied by the spread of Roman law and custay,well have encouraged employers to
embrace and adapt these highly flexible arrangesneutside the core areas of Greco-Roman
chattel slavery.

Manumission was an integral element of the rewaceitive systerff. Like slavery
itself, it was a multi-faceted practice, not meralypenefit but also a powerful source of anxiety
and thus social control both during slavery (asoattome that was always possible but never
guaranteed) and beyond, especially when the fresdps kin were retained in bondaQe.

3 Fenoaltea 1984. Canarella and Tomaske 1975 amtlain975 discuss the balance between coercion
and rewards.

% See Hanes 1996 for turnover costs, and Scheidd: 20.1-12.

% E.g., Metzer 1975; Toman 2005.

37 Scheidel 2008: 112-15, drawing on Watson 1980;ifi@04.

% Backhaus 1989 servi vinct); Kaltenstadler 1978; Carandini 1988: 19-108, 388 (rational
organization). For privileges, see above, n.***dd@radley 1987a: 39-112.

39 Joshel 1992: 173-82 lists occupational designatim measures their representation in the epigraph
record of the city of Rome. The representationahi@ance of certain sectors (manufacturing, domestic
service, and administration) may be a functiorhefintensity of association with elite owners, etlewugh
less prominently documented occupational fieldel{sas construction and transportation) may wellehav
involved less slave labor. Silver 2009 consideesriiationship between terminological specificibdahe
frequency of occupations.

0 Mouritsen 2011: ch.5 and 6 is now the fundametésitment. Valuable earlier work includes Treggiari
1969 and Fabre 1981.

*1 Manumission was functionally analogous to slavailies, which likewise served as a reward, a means
of control, and a source of profit: see Bradley&@817-80, for familial relations as a means oftadnand
above n.*** for the importance of slave reproduntio
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Although manumission may not have been an indigidasstrategy given that alternative
benefits — wages, autononpeculium vicarii, and quasi-familial relations — could be employed
to manipulate slave behavior, it was attractiveowmers because it did not merely represent a
reward but also a means of continuing to draw darmer slave’s labor. The latter was made
possible by a lasting bond between patrons and fskves? This relationship was constructed
in pseudo-kinship terms, advertised by the freestpes assuming elements of the name of the
former owner. Freed slaves commonly continued tlrge to the patron’damilia, merely
adjusting their status, and sometimes were not owayried to or buried with other members of
that household but even continued to reside wigr iormer owners. As Henrik Mouritsen puts
it, “manumission did not mark the end of a prodassrepresented a point on a broad continuum
of incentives that covered the entire working tifehe slave/freedman’®

In working with and through their freed slaves,rpas continued to be able to apply both
reward incentives — such as benefits from agen@ngements and investment — and (moderate)
pain incentives, especially if kin remained ensthvwdoreover, immediate pecuniary gains from
manumission might accrue to owners. Manumissioa &egiivalent to the replacement value of a
freed slave and the imposition of service obligaidparamong are well documented in the
Hellenistic East. Payments for manumission are attgsted in Roman society but it is unclear
how common they wer¥.Continuing bonds between former owners and slawas often have
been the most important benefit to both partiesalfig Romans were said to operpss servos
atque libertos with the help of slaves and freedmféThrough the latter, individual Romans as
well as the state extended the relationships eksjainto the sphere of the free citizenry. Unlike
more reciprocal kin networks or patron-client riglaships, freedpersons’ dependence on their
former owners created networks of subordination tauast that could not readily be replicated
among those who had not passed through slaveryn Frosocial perspective, slavery and
manumission made it possible to convert matergbueces into personal power and domination,
commodifying labor relations and familial relatiofsom an economic perspective, manumission
helped owners to balance the costs and gains\af Eaor.

Gains from slavery relative to the employment adefrlabor accrued from lowered
transaction costs, control over human capitalyétienalization of labor arrangements, a possible
muting of gender constraints on labor, the reprodecapacity of slaves that renewed the fixed
capital they represented, and the creation of ayjately socialized and skilled free(ed) agents.
They also included any additional utility derivebrh the direct domination of other human
beings, such as sexual services and status enhance@osts were incurred by fixed capital
outlays, depreciation including unpredictable ttni risks, supervision costs in so far as slaves
required monitoring beyond working hours, the needhaintain idle workers or find lessees, and
tax liabilities ® While we cannot blithely assume that the formersistently exceeded the latter,
they must regularly have done so across a wideerah@ccupations in order to account for the

2 Mouritsen 2011: ch.6, and also Los 1995. This avagobally common pattern: Patterson 1982: 240-61.
Genuinely independent freedmen (cf. Garnsey 1988t4 may have been (much?) rarer.

3 Mouritsen 2011: *** (quote). Co-residence: sealibih.6 n.124-5 and Fabre 1981: 131-62. Marriage:
Fabre 1981: 163-215; Blirge 1988.

* Straus 1973 (Egypt); Hopkins 1978: 131-71 (DelpMpuritsen 2011: ch.5 holds that payment for
manumission was less common in Rome; in so fart @&viered bonds it may have been more of an
alternative to than an element of continuing pafreedman relations. Days of serviagpérag ex-slaves
owed their patrons (Waldstein 1986) may not havenhmarticularly profitable.

%5 Cai. Dig. 40.9.10. For their employment in top elite houseéfosee Treggiari 1975; Hasegawa 2005;
Mouritsen forthcoming. See also Kirschenbaum 1@8Heir role as agents in commerce.

8 For attrition, see above, ***. Steady employmeriswmore important for slaves than in other labor
systems: Anderson and Gallman 1977. Leasing waabdevoption but incurred transaction costs ankkris
of impairment. Slaveownership established propéaty obligations, for instance through the poll tax
attested in Roman Eypt and the inheritance and mesion taxes imposed on Roman citizens.
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scale and duration of the Roman slave system. Témenhdous flexibility of management
strategies from brute force to ample rewards mddees/ a highly versatile and adaptable
institution, thereby ensuring its success in aemgrof contexts.

3 The development of Roman slavery

We do not know when Rome became a slave societyL@tv of the Twelve Tables, if it
does indeed date from the fifth century BCE, medgdguments the existence of slavery at that
time. The annalistic tradition, unreliable as ityntee, indicates that slavery was already common
in the fourth and third centuries BCEEarly references must be treated with cautiorh siscthe
claim of mass enslavement following the conquesteaif in the 390s BCE, the introduction of a
manumission tax in 357 BCE, and political conflieier the tribal enrolment of freedmen in 312
BCE. While the abolition of debt-bondageekum in 326 or 313 BCE may have been facilitated
by elite access to slave labor, any such conneatiost ultimately remain conjecture. We move
onto somewhat more solid ground with the largeesibf enslaved captives in the final stages of
the wars that established Roman hegemony over gdamitaly in the early third century BCE
and the provision that Romans provide slaves fotipservice during the Second Punic Wr.

That all of this predates the emergence of thaahabilla system and the massive
urbanization of the late second and first centuB€&E should not be considered a serious
problem. First of all, there is no need to assuma¢ all war captives were employed by Romans.
In the earliest stages of Roman expansion, slaegshave been sold to Greek and Punic traders.
It is hardly unreasonable to conjecture significdetnand for slaves in the more developed
regions to the south: we hear about Greek enslaveofi@ther Greeks in Sicily and of Africans,
and the treaty of 346 BCE between Rome and Cartimegeioned the Carthaginian slave trade in
Italy.49 Just as the Gauls, Dacians, and Germans whodalerslaves to the Romans, the early
Roman state occupied a semiperipheral positioniveléo a more developed (Greco-Punic) core
and there is no compelling reason to believe thdidi not sell slaves merely because our much
later sources did not write (or know or care) abbut

More importantly, however, military commitments tye citizenry were already high,
thereby curbing the civilian labor supply and nagsturnover risks. As colonists left Latium to
settle conquered and redistributed land, slaveshmsg taken their placdlt is at least possible
that precursors of the lateilla, the so-called ‘Hellenistic’ farms that appeah&ve produced for
the market, already employed slave laboMoreover, we do not know how commercialized
Roman slavery was in this period: if war captivesl lneen allocated to citizens, capital outlays
would have been avoided, and slaves could usetdlyemployed in small-scale units of

" For the early stages of Roman slavery, see We2@@0; Bradley 2010b. The notion that slavery used t
be a characteristic of Mediterranean societiesoisect (Horden and Purcell 2000: 388-91, following
Braudel) but unhelpful in as much as it neglects thtical importance of organizational variatiacf. (
above, Chapter 1, ***),

8 Rosenstein 2008: 5-7, on Liv. 24.11.7-8 (but clelWiei 1988: 35, 37). It is unfortunate that we are
ignorant of the participation of slaves in the Ergaval campaigns of the First Punic War: Welwl.iB9-
34.

9 VVolkmann 1990: 57, 148 (Greeks); Polyb. 3.24 (ypdt is unclear to what extent the western Geeek
employed indigenous serfs but that institution rhaye been in decline: Van Wees 2003, especiallg 45-
on Syracuse.

*0 Centrifugal mobility and high commitments: Schéig@04: 10-12; 2007: 325 fig.1.

°1 Rathbone 1983: 162; Terrenato 2001. Rosivach 1®8@ides instructive comparanda for the possible
role of smaller-scale slavery.
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production>? Unlike other ancient states such as Pharaonic tEgyb Assyria that imported large
numbers of war captives, the Roman Republic didcootrol them collectively but earmarked
them for private use through purchase and, perlwdipsr means. In a period of little regular state
income and primitive accumulation through plundglaveownership represented one of few
opportunities for elites to privatize of the gafrem empire>®

The notion that slavery was already widespreadhm late third and early second
centuries BCE receives support not only from th@eahentioned provision that citizens commit
slaves to the war effort in 214 BCE and reportslafe uprisings in the early second century
BCE but also from events such as the mass enslatevhéhe population of Epirus in 167 BCE
which, however inflated by the record, is hard talerstand except in the context of an existing
large-scale system of slave labor and concomitaemathd for labor replacement and
augmentatiori:

In the Italian core of the growing empire, thisteys continued to expand under the late
Republic, a period of unusually dynamic economigetfgoment that witnessed unprecedented
capital inflows; high mobility engendered by migoat and at times extraordinary military
commitments of the free labor force, both of whiebuld have destabilized labor markets; and
growing access to slaves through war and tradeh Bet demand for and the supply of slaves
soared. Rapid urbanization and the spreadllaf estates — perhaps a new style rather than a new
system of labor but surely indicative of increasescale (and attendant economies of scale) —
were closely linked to the expansion of slaverythis period®® It would be moot to argue
whether this process was the result of Roman irafi@m or of new commercial opportunities: in
as much as Roman economic development was a carsagof empire (see Chapter 1), empire
was both the ultimate cause of economic expansidritee proximate cause of slave imports.

To the east and south of Italy, conquest brougtvestich regions under Roman control.
There is no good reason to regard this as an eiqran$ Roman slavery except in the trivial
sense that local slaveowners came to be subjddbdrican rule. It makes better sense to view this
as a process of integration or, more boldly, evem @tep in the incorporation of Italy into the
Hellenistic slave system: if anything, urbanizataond slaveownership made Roman society look
more Greek. The probable Greek and Punic rootseoRbmarvilla illustrate this premis.

Outside Italy and Sicily, net growth of slaveryasesult of Roman expansion occurred
in the first instance farther west and north. Owitw the scarcity of regional textual
documentation prior to late antiquity and uncettaiabout the status of the labor forces of
provincialvilla estates, it is supremely difficult to gauge thales@nd chronology of this process.
We may conjecture that Roman-style slavery exteradddast to the nodal points of provincial
development. The extent of slave labor in the agside remains an intractable issue: most of
the relevant evidence is fairly late and the mdigsliof labor organization are obscaofe.

°2 References of allocation of war captives in thehsand fifth centuries BCE (Volkmann 1990: 37) diee
not be true but might reflect actual later practi8ee also Cae8G 7.89.5. The evidence from Sokoto,
whilst not necessarily germane to the Roman casggestive.

%3 Contrast Oded 1979; Gundlach 1994,

> Bradley 1989: 41-3 (uprisings); Ziolkowski 1986p{Eis); and above, n.***,

> E.g., Carandini 1988: 19-326; Marzano 2007: 1256%ansion: Giardina and Schiavone (eds.) 1981;
Morel 2007. Mobility and commitments: Scheidel 2004-13, 21 fig.1; 2007: 323-9. Capital inflows:
above, Chapter 1, n.*** Gains for commoners: SdaeP007: 329-33.

%% Fentress 2001.

" The prominence of freedmen in the epigraphic medmMarbo (Narbonne) may reflect the replicatidn o
Italian practices of slavery and manumission: Wd@®B8: 99. For slavery in the western provinces in
general, see Staerman et al. 1987; Morley 2010pétdorthcoming: ch.4. Finds of chains on rurabtes

in Roman Gaul might be linked to slave labor: Theop2003: 217-44; Henning 2008. For other forms of
labor, see, e.g. Whittaker 1993: ch.1-2, and belwapter 7.
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During the first two centuries of the monarchy gredhaps also later, population growth
can be expected to have put downward pressureeorost of labor while a reduction in the scale
of warfare curbed the slave supply, and that thegagence of these two developments reduced
the appeal of slave labdt.Although the logical premises of this model arersh empirical
testing poses great challenges. In the westertonegihere would have been ample scope for
economic development (including the adoption oleldabor) before Malthusian constraints
made themselves felt (see Chapter 1). In more dpedlregions, such as Italy and the Eastern
Mediterranean, slavery may very well have stoppguaerding but we cannot simply assume
major contractions. Established slaveholdings wduwde generated large numbers of slave
children. The imperial integration of slave markitgored regions with high nominal incomes,
such as ltaly, giving it a comparative advantaggh@competition for slave labdt The fact that
the net expansion of the Italiasila system peaked in the first century BCE does novera
subsequent decline in the slave mode of produdbecause the archaeological record may
merely reflect changes in elite residential pateor concentration of landownership. The
apparent decline in some agricultural exports mjgst as well reflect growing local demand as
reductions in rural slave labor. We cannot be surether rural slavery contracted and/or came to
be differently organize®f.

In principle, slave labor remained suitable forHhggrisk, higher-investment ventures
that required supervision and produced commodfbeshe market. It is therefore telling that
adult male slaves continued to be more highly \dlbhan their female counterparts, a historically
uncommon feature that suggests the heavy involvewofesiaves in productive activitiés.The
apparent long-term stability of slave prices inth@narchical period (see Section 2) is potentially
of great importance to our understanding of Ronbavesy but difficult to interpret. It is logically
compatible with stable demand and supply, dimirdsiiemand and supply, and increased
demand and supply, which seems to be the leasy bkenario. If the price of labor fell thanks to
demographic growth, slave prices could have rendaimgh even if imports declined relative to
the demand for replacements.

Kyle Harper has argued against the notion of a imaskecline of Roman slavery in the
fourth century CE. Qualitative evidence, for whiatsi worth, and a sprinkling of census data
point to substantial levels of slaveownershipslunlikely that the emerging ‘colonate’ eroded
the status of free workers to the extent that denrmined slave labor, and there is no sign that lot
of slaves were transformed into quasi-tenants. 8#illas boomed in many regions, we cannot
be sure about the composition of their labor fGfde. so far as the employment of slaves was

%8 o Cascio 2009: 189 and 2010, a more sophistioaesion of the ‘conquest thesis’ (critiqued by ptar
forthcoming) that accords critical importance toaebes in the slave supply. The incorporation of a
demographic dimension is important and all too lmf@oman economic history: see above, Chapter 1.

* Slave prices of the Republican period are virualhknown but ransom rates are sporadically
documented: see Prachner 1995. Higher fees fornalitbmnal release in Delphi during the transitioarh
republic to monarchy, albeit conceivably a refleatiof rising slave prices (Hopkins 1978: 162-3¢ ar
difficult to interpret due to changes in sampleesand our ignorance of their circumstances (cf.dann
Jones 1984). Although the enslavement of war captoontinued under the monarchy (Bradley 2004), its
relative contribution to the slave supply probatddclined given that campaigns became less exteasiae
time when the overall slave population was probdabger than before. The catchment area for slave
imports was relatively sparsely populated: Scheld7: 159-60. Nominal slave prices appear to have
been fairly homogeneous outside Egypt (where réiguls: constrained slave exports, depressing nominal
prices). For higher nominal incomes and pricedaly) see Freyberg 1989.

°@ Marzano 2007: 199-222.

®1 Scheidel 1996: 72-73 (on Diocletian’s Price Edittrper 2010.

%2 See Harper forthcoming. Shaw 1998: 31-43 is manoed. MacMullen 1987 and Whittaker 1987 are
among the most salient earlier studies. Quantéadiata: Harper 2008. For villas, see Lewit 2004 Vefra
1995. For the nature of the colonate, see, e.qy 887, and below, Chapter 7.
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associated with elites’ commodity production andhenge, and in so far as elite profits from
such ventures and from their involvement in thdestistained elite access to the services of
slaves, there is no obvious reason why the slastsyshould have been greatly weakened prior
to the fifth century CE. By the same token we woeNgect it to have contracted during the fifth
and sixth centuries CE as these favorable predondibegan to disappear in the west and more
radical forms of constraining workers’ freedom egeet in the easf.

Rising nominal slave prices under the early Caliphaay have been related to labor
shortages caused by the plague and/or inflows dtai bullion®* By that time, the economic
center of gravity in western Eurasia had once aghifted back to the Aegean and especially the
Near East, both of which Europe took to supplyirithwslaves The Roman system of slavery,
centered on Italy, had come to an end and, likdttrean Empire itself, was never rebuilt.

4 Conclusion: slavery, empire, and the natur e of the Roman economy

The Roman economy was made distinctively ‘Romanthgyinstitution of empire which,
both directly and indirectly, mobilized resourcasniovel ways and ultimately accounted for the
economic expansion we observe in the historicabrne¢see Chapter 1). Empire facilitated a
system of exchange that favored production forniaeket, a feature which in turn favored the
employment of slave labor and the slave mode odiywtion with its comprehensive control and
rationalized organization. Just as most productonl consumption were contained within
households, most economic activities continued dopbrformed by free or semi-autonomous
workers. Nevertheless, in terms of its intrinsiargtter and its structural location, slavery
occupied a central position in the Roman economy.

By nature, empire and chattel slavery were very hmalike, constituting analogous
systems of violent and asymmetric domination aretlarory appropriation that mobilized and
allocated resources and created, sustained, amfdnead inequality and hierarchy. It was not by
coincidence that slavery and empire flourished dedined together. Complementing imperial
power over collectives, slavery ensured elite poaxar individuals. The fact that both empire
and slavery were rooted in violent domination digt mequire violence to be continuously
expressed or exercised: by necessity, state ralmisslaveowners both relied on the effective
sharing of claimed resources and ostensible actsengficence in the management of their
affairs. None of this altered the essence of ingheule or slavery, nor did it diminish rulers’ and
owners’ entitlement to and capacity for violeneivention.

The structural location of Roman slavery was nanarily a function of scale. A vital
component of the households and ventures of therdmingroups (be they rulers, landowners, or
even merchants), slave labor occupied a centraltiggosin the creation, management, and
consumption of elite wealth and social power. Staend manumission enabled elite members to
create distinctive networks of subordination andnemic control that increased their autonomy
from the free commoner populatih.

Slavery had mixed effects on labor markets andett@omic standing of the freeborn
working population. On the one hand, access tcagadl outsiders may have curbed the elite’s

% See in general Wickham 2005, and cf. above, Chaptadscripticii may have been more similar to
slaves: Harper forthcoming.

% See Harper 2010. High real wages due to labotatper Scheidel 2010b: ***,

% Harper forthcoming; McCormick 2001: 733-77; Hemni2D08; Rotman 2009: 57-81.

% This is a variant of the more global thesis adeartzy Miller 2008 that throughout world historyagéry
empowered owners relative to competitors who lackeckss to slaves, thereby allowing the former to
effect innovations. In the Roman case, slaveowrngmiad not create a new dominant class but reddfine
the relationship between slaveowning dominantsthadulk of the freeborn population.
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desire to control non-slave labor with the helfpngtitutions such as debt-bondage. One the other,
elite reliance on slaves and freedpersons woulé kis&favored freeborn workers by constricting
their access to employment in the households asthésses of the wealthy and discouraging
investment in human capital beyond the confinethe$e households and busine$$&lavery
also distorted labor markets. While it is true thlalves participated in labor markets in that they
effectively received wages (in the form of maintece and reward incentives) and their
compensation levels were sensitive to their taties,extent of owners’ claims to their slaves
greatly raised the costs the latter faced in chrapgimployers and consequently reduced slaves’
bargaining powe?®

One might object that all forms of labor for othémgolve asymmetries and coercion.
Even so, chattel slavery, farm tenancy, wage lamor serfdom differ in many ways, including
owners’ capacity for violence against workers airéall control over their labor. The specific
configuration of labor regimes that underpinned plsition of the dominant groups matters a
great deal to our understanding of a given econa@ystem. Slavery may be regarded as the
‘dominant exception’ of the Roman economy. Whereslave labor was organized in a rational
fashion, on a large scale and geared to produtdiocine market, it arguably represented the most
advanced — the most ‘capitalist — segment of toen& economy. As such, it was the leading
edge of intensive growth, making it possible targanize manufacturing processes and colonize
the countryside with capital. Unlike in the slaweisties of the New World, Roman slave labor
never dominated market production in quantitativems but created vital pockets of
development? Scholarly fashion swings like a pendulum: the gtatithe Roman economy has
moved from sweeping claims about the absolute aktytrof slave labor to a growing lack of
enthusiasm for this topi€.Adjustment of what may have been an excessive asiplbn slavery
among previous generations of scholars has ledddféerence that is now itself in need of
adjustment. Slavery is critical to our understagdifh the Roman imperial economy as a product
of organized violence and coercive integration.
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