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ABSTRACT

A primary hypothesis is proposed concerning the presence and
importance of market exchange systems within the Roman economy.
In Part I this hypothesis is placed in its context with a number
of contrasting models of the Roman economy being summarised and

discussed. Those produced by c¢lassical historians are

supplemented by the less familiar but often theoretically more
sound models derived from the work of a selection of social and
economic historians. Problems of economic theory are further

highlighted in the closing chapter.

In Part II the relevance o0f archaeology and in particular the
evidence of ceramic data to the testing of the primary hypothesis
is examined. An analysis of a set of ceramic data from an area
in Northamptonshire is preceded by a resumé& of the archaeology
and pottery of that county. The analysis concludes that market

exchange systems were indeed operating in second century

Northamptonshire.

Part III takes this conclusion as a starting point for

reassessing archaeological models of the Romano-British economy
and then extends the discussion to incorporate the Roman economy
as a whole. The use of ethnographic and historical analogies in
this context 1is examined, and the latter used to produce a
modified, dynamic model of the Roman economy. The concluding
chapter assesses the validity of the final model, stressing the
fact that even though the Roman economy seems never to have been
fully 'marketized' this does not mean that it was in any way a

failure. The increase in material wealth enjoyed by almost the
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entire population of the empire is confirmed by archaeologists

and economic historians alike.

The theslis closes with a section in which suggestions are made
about directions for future research into the subject of the

Roman economy.



INTRODUCTION

Section i) - Aims and Hypotheses

The origins of this thesis and the research that it entailed lie
in an undergraduate reading of Finley's 'The Ancient Economy’
(Finley 1973). Finley's primitivist/negativist treatment of the
Roman economy has been extremely influential amongst those who
study ancient economic history, archaeologists included. With
the current open-armed acceptance of Finley's model, even a

modified one (see Hopkins 1983) with its dismissive attitude

towards even the most obvious archaeological evidence for the
complexity and sophistication of the Roman economy, it was
thought useful to propose and test a counter~-hypothesis using
data from as many sources as possible, but with a particular
emphasis on that provided by archaeology. In its barest bones

this primary hypothesis was that:

a self-regulating, free-enterprise market system of exchange
operated extensively during the first centuries of Rome's

occupation of Britain, at least in the lowland civilian 2zone.

The extent, importance and even existence of systems of market
exchange in the ancient world forms the basis of much that is in
dispute in the study of Roman economics. Ancient economic
historians have become aware of how their own experience of
modern market-centred economies has 1influenced their
interpretation of the past. Prehistorians have led the way in
this in the world of archaeology, closely followed by
medievaliéts. Romanists have unfortunately lagged far behind and
not for nothing was the study of Roman Britain recently likened

to "... an aged, cosseted old lady, sitting immobile in an



airless room reeking of stale scent, fawned on by a bevy of

tireless dedicated servants " (Cunliffe 1984 178).

Roman economic archaeologists in fact start at a great

disadvantage to their cousins in Prehistoric and Medieval
archaeology. 1In these latter fields, theory and methodology have
been adopted, modified and developed from other disciplines to
aid research for many years. This has not been the case in Roman
archaeology, perhaps because 0f the sheer mass of data which
needs to be processed., It is of course the scale of this data
which makes it all the more important that new approaches are
tried in Roman archaeology, not just for their relevance to the
Roman situation but also for their relevance to the development of

archaeological theory and methodology in general.

The lack of a sound theoretical and methodological basis for the
study of Roman economics has radically influenced the author's

approach to this thesis, A desire to stress the crucial

importance of archaeological data to the study of marketing in
the Roman economy has had to be tempered by the necessary

incorporation of a large amount of theoretical groundwork as well

as historical background information.

Since the approach to the subject matter is so novel to the Roman

archaeologist it was decided that the layout of the thesis should
very much reflect the research procedure that produced it. Many
Roman archaeologists are becoming familiar with such research

procedures but too many more are not.




Paradoxically it was perhaps Finley above all others who first
introduced the new approach to the Roman economist and in setting
up here such a radically opposing primary hypothesis this author
in no way wishes to negate Finley's outstanding contribution to
the study of the ancient economy. The aim of this thesis is in
fact to counterbalance rather than destroy. The exploration of
the contradictions between the primary hypothesis and those of
Finley and others as well as 1its testing using archaeological

data will, it is hoped, give a clearer picture of the role market

exchange had to play in the Roman world, and its overall

importance in the exchange systems operating in the Roman

economy.



Section ii)~Archaeological Methodology

In the past archaeologists have had a rather lowly role to play
as the 'handmaidens of history'. The physical realities of
archaeological 'data' (if it was even considered as such), were
of a sort that only the most tentative generalisations based on
inference, analogies with ethnographic data and certain guiding
principles like how a flint fractured, were allowed. The further
an archaeologist went from the 'facts', the less acceptable were
the hypotheses induced from those facts or data. This so-called
'inductive' methodology based on the interpretation from
empirical data, was seriously challenged in the 1960's by the New
Archaeologists., Lewis Binford represented much of their original
thinking on archaeological methodology in his book 'An
Archaeological Perspective' (Binford 1972). In it Binford
proposes a new 'perspective' on methodology derived from the
scientific method of deductive reasoning. In this a proposition
is made and then a series of testable hypotheses are deduced
which, 1f supported against independent empirical data, would
tend to verify the proposition (ibid 90). Thus the soundness of

the hypothesis rests not in the way it was arrived at but the way

it stands up when tested against relevant observational data (see

Hempel 1965 6).

The New Archaeology was eagerly, if often inadequately utilized
by prehistorians, but hardly touched the world of Classical
Archaeology until very recently. The process of model building
implicit in Binford's explanation and made explicit in for
example T.F. Carney's 'The Shape of the Past' (Carney 1975),
seems suddenly to have dawned upon the Roman archaeologist, See

for example D.P.S. Peacock's chapter 'Towards a Model for Roman

L0



Pottery Studies' in his 'Pottery in the Roman World' (Peacock

1982) .

The scientific credibility attached to the deductive approach is
obviously one of its attractions. There are already however,
dissenting voices. The key to Binford's new perspective was the
testing of hypotheses and the models built from them.
Unfortunately, archaeologists are beginning more and more to
realise that the testing or as Barrett (1983) points out, the
refutation of hypotheses has left most of them in the dark. The
root of the problem lies in the fact that it is impossible to
talk about a dynamic past ".... if we cannot firstly agree what
our observations on the static archaeological record represents”
(ibid 189). The necessity being, in Binford's words, the
establishment of a 'Middle Range Theory' (ibid 189)., For

Barrett, at the moment this is a practical impossibility. His

suggestion is that archaeologists must alter their aims.

The New Archaeologists were attempting in their research to

define scientific laws of human behaviour. The idea that the
formulation of mathematically testable scientific laws is the
only way to the truth is now being seriously doubted (see Sayer
1984), see for example, current research by physicists into

super-symmetry and beyond. For Barret (1983) the new challenge

to New Archaeology is the study of human actions or ".... the way
individuals and groups actively construct and manipulate a

social order " (ibid 189). This is in effect history.

As far as the author of this thesis is concerned however, the

Il



archaeologist must resist a reversion to the 0ld 'handmaiden®
role. Though archaeologists may have to abandon the hope of
formulating general laws of human behaviour, they need not
abandon their scientific approach to their data. Clive Orton
provides a simple compromise to the induction versus deduction
debate. He calls it the 'statistical cycle' and illustrates it
as in Fig. 1 (Orton 1980 20). Being a cycle it illustrates well
how many of the present generation of researchers approach their
work. In particular it shows how a prior knowledge of data will

affect the hypothesis instead of the ‘'out of thin air' procedure
of deductive reasoning. It 1is thus well suited to the

archaeological realities but still gives scope for model and

hypothesis building before actually analysing the data.

As an aside, the use 0of models in archaeological research has
been much abused, see for example two reviews of Peacock (1982),

(McVicar 1983 and Griffiths and Greene 1983).

Here models are understood to be simplifications of hypotheses,
and as Orton writes ".... @a good model has to strike a balance
between being a) complicated enough to represent the real world
adequately and b) simple enough to be amenable to statistical
analysis."” (Orton 1980 20). The use of models is felt here to

be vital if any valid attempt is to be made to statistically

analyse archaeological data.
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PART I

GENERAL MODELS OF THE ROMAN ECONOMY



INTRODUCTION

As pointed out 1in the section above on Archaeological Methodology

the formulation of hypotheses is always affected by a prior

knowledge of the data in question and by the work that has

already been done on that data by others.

Being such a vast subject the Roman economy has provided fertile
ground for model building and not just by classical historians.
The following sections are intended to be brief summaries of the
most influential and/or interesting models of the Roman economy
that so far have been produced. It is by no means exhaustive but
is as far as possible representative. The models of Rostovtzeff
(1957) and Finley (1973) will be discussed from a theoretical
stand point in Chapter 3 below. They may perhaps be taken as
representing the two furthest poles of the subject. As will be

seen there are many stages in between.

The models of the ancient economic historians and classicists

will be summarised first, followed by those of sociologists and
economic historians. Two further groups will be incorporated
later on in the thesis. These are those constructed by

archaeologists and numismatists and those put forward by
anthropologists and ethno-archaeologists. It was felt that
adding these two groups of models after the proposed statistical
analysis instead of before, would be more 1instructive,

pafticulafly in modifying the initial hypothesis and models,
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CHAPTER 1
THE ECONOMIC MODELS OF THE ANCIENT HISTORIANS

Section 1) - Ideal versus Reality: the reliability of the

historical sources.

In discussing interpretations of the Roman economy by classicists
and ancient historians it must be stressed that no attempt will
be made to criticise them from the point of view of their

interpretations of the classical sources. Few archaeologists are
qualified to do so., What can be done though, is to briefly

mention some of the traps into which classicists are likely to

fall.

Two reviews of major works by eminent ancient historians
immediately spring to mind. The first and perhaps most pertinent
is the review by M.W., Frederiksen of M. Finley's 'Ancient Econony'
(Frederiksen 1975). Frederiksen opens by examining Finley's

solidly sociological approach:

".ese the social framework.... a view of Roman
society that may be likened to a large and
rather complicated layer cake. The emphasis on
'stratification' has the advantage of
reminding us of a total society, in which the

great majority were the voiceless; the image

conveys visually that statuses always existed,
and were based on huge discrepancies of
wealth, For Finley, however, status also

determined the mentality, and so the economic

relations, of the Roman world; to understand



its economic life, we must look to the

opinions of its 'top people'™ (ibid 165).

Frederiksen questions the soundness of Finley's social framework,

wondering at his definition of the "prevailing social ethos"

based as it is solely on the writings of Rome's 'top people’.
Frederiksen concludes this point with the question of whether,

"..oethe book succeeds in proving that ‘economy' was negligible

because it was subordinated to one cultural and psychological

framework®™ (ibid 170).

The second review is by Keith Hopkins who looks at Fergus

Millar's weighty tome 'The Emperor in the Roman World' (Hopkins
1978a). The review is called 'Rules of Evidence' and it is

exactly the application of these 'rules' that Hopkins criticises.

He quotes Millar's defence as being that we should base "...o0ur
conceptions solely on those attitudes and expectations"” expressed

in the sources and should not come to the study of Roman society,

armed with ".... an array of concepts derived from the study of
other societies.” Hopkins makes it quite clear that such a
defence is untenable, illustrating his point with an excerpt from
a fifth century A.D. Chinese text which describes the
contemporary Romans as follows, "The people are tall and upright
in their dealings, like the Chinese...." Hopkins insists that
such sources add dimensions which cannot be ignored. He thus
questions the validity of dismissing one part of a record and
citing another part as though it described reality, "The evidence
is not holy, it is itself a social construct and so should not be

taken at face value any more than one should take the Times....

as necessarily right * (ibid 183).
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All too often there has been a conflict between the 'ideal’' of a

written source and the 'reality' of an archaeological fact. 1In

the past archaeology always took second place, today hopefully

no longer.

It must be pointed out here in conclusion that not all classical
historians are guilty of the above mistakes. Two notable
exceptions are N. Lewis (1985) and R. MacMullen (1974). Both
authors have attempted to give Frederiksen's 'voiceless majority’
tongues. Lewis has examined a very large collection of
papyrological evidence from Egypt to give a picture of everyday
life in Roman Egypt. MacMullen has used a huge variety of
sources including papyri; tombstones; Jewlish doctrines; as well
as the usual classical authors, in his attempt to describe the
entire social framework from the top to the bottom and beyond
Italy to the provinces, "...beyond the city to the countryside,
and beyond the external, the legal and administrative aspects, to
the internal ® (MacMullen 1974 viii). It is a brave if rather

idiosyncratic effort and goes some way to redressing a very

unbalanced picture.

The following summaries of the economic models of ancient

historians and classicists often mirror this imbalance which

should therefore be kept very much in mind. Each summary follows

a strict pattern as will become apparent. It will also be

noticed that agriculture is in each case only briefly looked at,

this reflects the bias of the hypothesis upon which this thesis

is based (see above). Similarly with the emphasis on the

situation in the first two centuries A.D. only.
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Section ii) -~ The Models

a) M.I.ROSTOVTZEFF

'The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire' Vols. I and

II 1st Ed. 1926, 2nd Ed. 1957 Oxford

Rostovtzeff's great work is characterised above all else by its
author's enormous enthusiasm for all that belonged to the ancient
world. His knowledge of the historical sources is amply matched
by his familiarity with ancient archaeology. Rostovtzeff's view
of the ancient economy is very much of an empire-wide, unified
system, though he does mention special cases such as Britain,
northern Gaul and Germany where in his opinion, urbanization

failed to gain a foothold and the economy was almost completely

agrarian.

In the rest of the empire, even where towns and cities continued

or started to exert their civilizing influence, Rostovtzeff
quickly points out that the majority of the population, rich and

poor, would have gained their livelihood through agriculture too.
From the late Republic into the Augustan era, all over the
empire, large and medium-sized farms at least, would have been
run on capitalistic lines, the largest using slave labour and
being at pains to maximize efficiency, with an emphasis on cash
crops and the ".... more or less scientific tillage of the soil "
(1957 343). Rostovtzeff sees a general tendency throughout the
empire towards the concentration of land in the hands of a few

proprietors who lived in the cities, particularly members of the

imperial aristocracy, the emperor chief among them., Rostovtzeff

sees this process, the growth of the latifundia, as fairly slow
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in Italy, Spain and Gaul but extremely fast in North Africa and
Egypt. Describing the big agricultural concerns of Italy in

particular, Rostovtzeff terms them as of ‘'factory' type, "...

self-supporting as far as possible and forming a little world

in.... themselves " (ibid, notes to Plate X).

Rostovtzeff's view of the economic unity of the early empire is

emphasised in his description of trade in the second century A.D.

as still ",... truly a world commerce,”™ wholly unfettered. The

actual objects of this commerce in Rostovtzeff's eyes were far

from being mere luxuries, they were in fact almost exclusively

the necessities of life; fish; grain; oil; wine and manufactured

goods.

The business organisation backing up this commerce was to

Rostovtzeff, sophisticated in the extreme. He describes, for
instance, the late Republican forum in Rome as teeming with life,
financial deals being struck over real estate perhaps thousands
of miles away, or over ships, store houses, slaves or cattle, He
talks of shares and bonds, and the sale 0of goods for cash and
credit. Roman banking is seen as well able to handle the
financial implications of a large scale and widespread commerce,
This ability was not confined to Rome. Rostovtzeff writes of
fully developed credit and credit operations in the citles of the

empire and the establishment under the Flavians and Antonines of

" real banks, both private and municipal... throughout the

empire " (ibid 180).

Industry was flourishing as well during the early years of the

empire. In the late Republic the failing industries of Campania
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and Etruria in Italy were revived by rich Roman knights who had
made their fortunes during Rome's early colonization, first as
army suppliers and then very often as usurers and tax farmers.
The new Italian industries, thanks to the capital investment, as
Rostovtzeff puts it, of the knights,were soon growing fast,
producing for an indefinite market rather than to order, with
highly specialized workshops. However, the concentration of
money in the hands of Roman capitalists and its use for usury and
so on, began, according to Rostovtzeff to hold back Italian
industry and this "... handicapped the sound development of a
normally growing capitalist system " (ibid 36). Such problems
were not felt in the provinces until well into the second century
A.D. and the enthusiasm and enterprise of the Roman knights was

carried on in the early empire by what Rostovtzeff calls the

urban bourgeoisie of the empire,.

The actual organisation of industrial enterprises presents an

interesting paradox that Rostovtzeff is quick to underline.
Although many such enterprises were on a very large scale indeed,
they never completely succeeded in monopolising their own
particular corners of the market. The small individual urban
workshop was, it seems, well able to hold its own in competition.
Rostovtzeff notes the same phenomenon between urban producers and

those on the large estates. This latter subject will be returned

to below in Rostovtzeff's discussion of industrial stagnation,

The market for which these 'industrialists' produced was not
just geographically widespread. Rostovtzeff goes so far as to
term it a 'mass market' with even the poorer members of urban and

rural society participating. However, Rostovtzeff sees this as



having an unfortunate effect, since, though the 'lower classes'
were numerous, they were also very poor in relative terms and

manufactured goods had thus to be very cheap to be within their

means. This led eventually to a decay in artistic taste and

skill among the producers.

The question of industrial or technological stagnation does not

arise in Rostovtzeff's earlier chapters. 1In the late Republic

and first years of the empire there was no lack of men ready to

invest capital in commerce and industry:

"I feel confident that the pulse of economic
life beat very briskly in the Augustan age
both in Italy and the provinces. The
bourgeoisie of this period was not idle, and

the ideal of the rentier~-life was no more
widespread among its members than it is among

men of the same class in our own days." (ibid

58) .

The machinery of finance was not lacking either and so
Rostovtzeff feels bound to ask why ancient industry did not reach
the heights of development attained in the modern world, in

particular why the Roman empire failed to evolve the capitalistic

forms of industry peculiar to the modern age.

Rostovtzeff's answer, as he points out himself, runs in
opposition to the opinions of contemporary economic historians
such as Max Weber. These latter saw the general survival of the

so-called primitive house economies (Oikenwirtschaft) as being
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the major hindrance to economic development in the ancient world.
Rostovtzeff instead believed that, although certainly the house
economy did survive, it was just that, a survival. Home-
produced ﬁarticles such as cloth were far out numbered by those
supplied to the home via the market, Rostovtzeff cites
archaeological evidence to prove that this was applicable even to
the poorer rural sections of the empire. He prefers to change
the emphasis of the problem and ask instead why, in the face of
such market penetration and industrial development, the house

economy survived at all. It in fact later became the dominant

economy of the ancient world. Rostovtzeff dismisses explanations

laying the blame at the feet of the institution of slavery.

Instead he looks at the "... more general social and political

conditions of the empire". As soon as the empire ceased

expanding, with Romanization reaching a climax under Hadrian, the
market had become limited, The urban bourgeoisie seemingly lost

their enthusiasm and enterprise and developed the 'rentier-

mentality' that Rostovtzeff first mentions 1in his opening

chapters. As this city bourgeoisie became more entrenched and
exclusive, so the rural poor upon whom they ultimately depended,

gradually began to get poorer. Upon these weakening foundations,

Rostovtzeff suggests that it would have been impossible to base

progressive capitalistic industrialisation.

Rostovtzeff has much to say of the role of the state in economic

policy-making. Augustus for instance, though apparently having

" no special economic policy," did have a guiding principle,

for, "... in refraining from regulating the economic life of the

22



Roman empire, Augustus followed the same policy which he deemed
best for its political and social life..." (ibid 75). This
policy, or lack of it, is termed by Rostovtzeff 'laissez-faire',
and he writes that it continued to be practiced by Augustus'
successors right through the first and second centuries A.D..
Rostovtzeff does however, detect a certain degree of economic
paternalism, particularly in the deliberate fostering of city~-

life. This can be linked with early emperors' attitudes towards

the urban bourgeoisie, "This strong middle class formed the
economic back bone of the state and it was consciously developed
by the emperors " (1926 preface). Thus although the Roman
government seems to have taken hardly any economic measures at
all, Rostovtzeff sees this as a quite deliberate policy,
particularly since "... in the economic life of the empire the
great capitalists of Republican times seem to have remained

dominant... one of these capitalists and the largest of all was

the emperor™ (1957 54).

It 1is not surprising therefore that Rostovtzeff finds the
government'’s non-interference in the well known decline of

Italian industry rather hard to understand. What Rostovtzeff
calls the "slow economic emancipation of the provinces," the

decentralization of industry and the growth of provincial

autonomy, seems to culminate under Hadrian with his abandonment
of Italy for the provinces. Rostovtzeff is forced to admit that
the failure to halt the decline of Italian industry in the face

of provincial competition, could indicate a lack of policy or

initiative on the emperors' part but concludes that whatever the

reason it shows that the industrialists had no political power,

unlike the land owners and rich merchants. 1Italy's general
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economic decline may also have gone unnoticed for many years,
being a very gradual process according to Rostovtzeff, another

possible excuse for the state's apparent inaction.

b) F.M. HEICHELHEIM

'An Ancient Economic History' Vol III Trans. J. Stevens, 1970

'wirtschafts geschichte des

Leyden (original edition:

1 I | " O ool A S T N wialeel- e SN SN il

Alterturms' 1938).

This edition of Heichelheim's work was published posthumously and

unfortunately the translgﬂtion is of rather poor quality. Volume

III covers the period from Alexander to the end of the classical
Roman era. The section to be summarised here is that comprising

Chapter VIII (pp 208-274) which is concerned with the last years

of the Republic up until the start of Diocletian's reign.

Wwith the founding of the Roman empire, Heichelheim describes how

Rome's high standards of agricultural cultivation spread

il SR/aN B S S—— - (I - S— el S S A S— — —

throughout the provinces, though earlier, more primitive

techniques were never completely out-moded. 1In spite of this
process of unification, and the body of agricultural literature
built up at the time, very few technological advances were made
in that field. Land remained, though, a secure investment for
capital, in fact, Heichelheim writes that it became increasingly
so in comparison to other sectors of the economy. He sees this
fact as bringing ever larger numbers of capitalists into farming,

"... at the expense of the achievements of the free peasants of

all provinces without though, entirely destroying them" (1970

258) .

Heichelheim describes how, from the late Republic, free foreign
trade rode, "as a matter of course", on the back of the state

corn supply systems, From this beginning Heichelheim sees an
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economic revolution, "... the first for many thousands of years,
which brought into world-wide foreign exchange, luxury articles
only included in modern European trading progress since the
Renaissance"™ (ibid 237). Cheap goods for mass-consumption were
also shipped and carried, though Heichelheim sees a gradual

tendency for such goods to travel shorter and shorter distances,

"Only valuable products travelled unhampered over wide stretches

of land"” (ibid 219).

Throughout his work Heichelheim refers to the producers of

manufactured goods as craftworkers, there 1s no mention of

industrial production or the factory system. By implication

Heichelheim sees the urban and rural poor as just about able to
purchase the cheapest products of such manufacturers. The large
craft concerns of the empire are described by Heichelheim as
being based on large rural estate complexes, capable of supplying
the state, local and even foreign, markets. Heichelheim sees
them as eventually more profitable than town-based producers.
Even as early as the first and second centuries A.D. he sees what
he calls the 'rural market' bypassing the town market, "Even
exchange in kind was not completely excluded from this period"
(ibid 242). However, Heichelheim also notes the archaeological
evidence for the, "... wonderful marke‘t facilities ... provided
even in Britain and southern Arabia ... in surprisingly large
numbers" (ibid 242). It is difficult to gain an idea of how
Heichelheim actually visualised the productive capacity of the
empire's 'craft concerns' but at one point he does refer to "...
mass-produced goods, necessary to life.,.." (ibid 235) and he does

point out that in the Principate, inscriptions and other evidence

paint a picture of independent businesses flourishing 1in towns as



never before in spite of the early competition from estate-based

concerns.,

Heichelheim has little to say on the development of industrial

technology in the Roman world though he does refer to the lack

of advance in agricultural techniques.

From the very birth of the empire, Heichelheim sees the Roman
state as having had a fairly close involvement in the direction

of economic life. As he puts it himself, "The state began to

enter the field as the social and economic leader and

administrator,"” and Augustus' roads and canals "... did yeoman
service for world trade..." (ibid 210). Hadrian, recognising the
importance of the merchant professions to city life, actively
promoted their interests by the granting of privileges and
controls. Speaking of Republican Rome, Heichelheim writes that
it had "... a characteristically free economy which is very

similar to the modern policy of 'laissez-faire', although

practically and ideologically it did not go so far. This seems

to have continued even after the death of Augustus " (ibid 264).

Confusingly, Heichelheim adds a few pages later that he finds it:

"astonishing from the modern point of view how
a state selective people (sic] of the rank of
the Romans should ignore for so long so
politically important a consideration as that
of state economy... and that it should content

itself with half-hearted experiments and

improvisations™ (ibid 270).
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The rural, estate-based economies, though distinct and eventually

dominant, are seen by Heichelheim as run very much on the same

lines as the ‘'free economy' though he does add that:

"The opportunity to cross over from an area of

restricted economy to one of free competition
and there build up the family finances in a

steady and economically practicable form was

nevertheless considerably small®™ (ibid 264).

Financial institutions such as banks and "marine loans, Lombard

credit, security with actual possession, mortgage or personal
credit were all known in the widest possible legal variety and

were very often employed in this period [first to third centuries

A.D}“ (ibid 243).

27



c) J. TOUTAIN

'The Economic Life of the Ancient World.'! Trans. M.R. Dobie 1930

L B I I I e e N B ¢ T

Toutain's economic history runs from the time of Homer to the
fall of the Roman empire. Part IV (pp 251-329) entitled 'The

Economic Life of the Ancient World under the Roman Empire' is the

section to be summarised here.

The author examines agriculture, trade and industry in three

distinct sections. On the subject of agriculture, Toutain

describes the beneficial effect of the imperial adminstration
with improvements in methods of working effected and a "... more
detailed study and intelligent utilization of the soil and
climate” (1930 261), being encouraged, resulting in increases
in returns. Toutain emphasises the "... unity of conception and
application " (ibid 261), in the empire-wide rural economy. The
agricultural land of the provinces 1in the first and second
centuries A,D. was,according to Toutain mostly farmed in small
to medium~-sized estates, owned bf the urban "middie or w‘orkir;g

classes" even though the latifundia system was widespread

throughout the empire.

The theme of economic unification is continued with Toutain's

examination of Roman commerce., He visualises an increasing
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agricultural and industrial specialisation in the provinces.
This in it s turn automatically fostered a circulation of goods,
with Rome and Italy 1in particular, providing "a very powerful
centre of attraction for natural and manufactured products”
(ibid 305). Trade was thus organised and conducted on an empire-
wide scale, for example the stationes or crop agencies to be

found all over the Roman world, and of course the generalised use

of the standarised 1Imperial coinage.

Toutain writes that industrial production during the early empire
was characterised by great advances in the volume of production

as "... consumption became more general and outlets and markets

became more numerous" (ibid 284).

The West benefited particularly industrially speaking, with the

foundation of towns, the organisation of land road systems and
inland navigation and the increased demand of consumers, local,
regional and inter-regional. Toutain describes how most of each

town's economic needs were met by the output of ".,.. little

industrial concerns which had no ambition to do business on a

large scale" (ibid 291). As always though, there were
exceptions. Referring to first century A.D. pottery production,

Toutain writes that an industry is revealed that was "... chiefly

anxious for a large output and [soJ manufactured wholesale™ (ibid

295).

Thus in fact Toutain sees a broad range in the size of Roman
industrial units, from the small shop-cum=workshop usual in the

towns with "... the owner assisted by one or two slaves or a few
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free workers, himself making the things which he sold " (ibid

299),to the larger estate-based workshops whose owners "... did
not hesitate to supplement the revenues which they obtained from
agriculture and stock-breeding by the profits of various

industries, weaving, pottery, metal working"™ (ibid 299). Toutain

also describes the very largest of industrial units attested to

in the sources and archaeologically. However, he concludes with

these words:

"Establishments of this kind could only
develop and flourish if their owners had
considerable funds at their disposal. It has
therefore been said that industry in the last
centuries of antiquity, had become at least in

part, capitalistic. but one must not
exa