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Kai phaie tis an epi ton agron estékenai tas poleis
kakeinous einai krepida tautais par’ on puroi, krithai,
botrues, oinos, elaion, troph& men anthropois, trophé de
tois allois =0o1s. Ei de m8 boes esan med’ arotron mede
spermata méde phuta méde agelai boskématdn, oud’ an egenonto
tén archen poleis. FKai genomenai de tés ekeinon exértentai
tuches, kai to eu te kal cheiron autais prattein ekeithen
esti.

- Libanius De angariis 34

Nam is demum cultissimus rus habebit, ut ait Tremelius, qui
et colere sciet et poterit et volet. Neque enim scire aut
velle cuiquam satis Ffuerit sine sumptibus, quos exigunt
opera; nec rursus faciendi aut impendendi voluntas profuerit
sine arte quia caput est 1n omni negotio nosse gquid agendum
sit, marsimeque in agri cultura, in gua volontas facultasque
citra scientiam saepe magnam dominis adferunt iacturam, cum
imprudenter facta opera frustratur impensas.

-~ Columella De re rustica 1.1.1-2

Py

Nam paene, ut recordaris, cessante Africa fames in limine
erat...

- Symmachus Epistles 3.55
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INTRODUCTION

The wealth of the Roman Empire came from agriculture. This is
often obscured by the written records and "... those cities whose
ruined buildings still survive as silent monuments of the immense
majesty of the Roman peace", ensuring that knowledge of antiquity has
urban orientation.?* "The cities have told us their story, the country
always remained silent and reserved."? The reality, however, was quite
different. Far every person who lived in the cities, there were
probably ten in the countryside. The cities were "... atolls of
civilization (etymologically ‘citification’) on an ocean of rural
primitivism".= In modern economic terms, the majority of the labour
force was employed in sub:istence‘agriculture. Furthermore, the lack
of any challenge from industry, which remained almost entirely
small—-scale and non-capital intensive, or trade, which suffered from a
lack of demand and an excess of risk and expense, meant that land
remained by far the greatest avenue for investment. It provided a
secure and steady income, and social prestige as well. Agriculture’s
primary importance in the ancient economy was never challenged.*

This truth was as applicable in the African provinces as
anywhere, To early imperial writers Africa was a byword for a land of

'grain growing - to Pliny cereri totum i1d natura concessit.® In later
years, in the areas not suited to grain cultivation, there arose a

great oleoculture, producing an east coast of AFfrica proconsularis that



was one huge olive grove, and able to claim that gasne ipsa omnibus
gentibus wusum oler praestat.® FPliny chose Africa as his example of a
province whose large agricultural estates were the dominant feature of
the social—economic fabric.”

Yet this agricultural system was of significance to more than
just Raman Africa. In fact, by becaming the producer of a large
exportable surplus of grain, which was sent to Italy to become the food
supply of the million consumers of Rome, African farms gained an
importance far beyond their own shores. As early as the days of the
late Republic, Africa was one of Aaec tria frumentaria subsidia rei
publicae, along with Sicily and Sardinia.® To these there would later
be added Egypt, but Africa was to continue its role as granary of Rome:
sed Africam potius et RAegyplum exNercemus, AIviOUusgue et casibus vita
popull  Aomanr permissa est.® By the Late Empire, when Egyptian grain
was diverted to the east to feed the new rival to Rome, Constantinople,
Africa was supporting Rome by itself.r® At its height during the
Principate Africa was supplying Rome with perhaps as much as three
hundred thousand tonnes of grain annually.2* At the same time, Africa
came to export olive o0il to such an extent that, as just noted, it
could eventually claim to supply the whole world alone. But perhaps
the most revealing proof of the international importance of African
agriculture -and of the Romans’ recognition of the fact- is the
regularity with which rebellious generals bidding for the purple made
certain to capture Africa, in order to use the threat of withholding
its agricultural products as a political weapon.*2 As late as the end

of the fourth century, rebellion in Africa meant potential starvation



in Italy.*® Africa was not the only land whose food exports were vital
to the Empire’'s urban life (even if its role as the chief supplier of
Rome meant that it received more notice from Roman writers), but it
certainly was one aof the most important.

The importance of agriculture is fundamental indeed to any study
of Africa’s economy, fundamental, in fact, to almost every aspect of
its history in the Roman period. In the wider view, the significance
of African farming to the Empire was substantial as well, particularly
to the city of Rome. Imperial policy and actions could not help but be
shaped by the vital role of this supply. At the same time there can
perhaps be seen in the progress of African agriculture something of the
nature of the attitude of the Romans in general, and the imperial
government in particular, towards the development and exploitation of
the provinces. And although there was much in African agriculture that
was unique, it is possible that in its workings there may be elements
that can lead to a better understanding of equivalent systems

el sewhere.

The agricultural history of Roman Africa has long been understood
to be of importance and has been much written about. The conventional
picture of the course of that history has been drawn in some detail and
it may be briefly sketched in outline here.t4

It is acknowledged that Carthage had developed agriculture in the
area around that city, using slaves to produce large quantities of
olives, fruit, wine and livestock, while further out, beyond the

immediate environs of Carthage, the free native population was left to
2



grow grain. The first Roman attempt to affect this pattern came with
the destruction of Carthage in 146 B.C., when most of the developed
lands near the city were laid waste. This probably destroyed most of
the arboriculture and vineyards, but left the natives in place. In the
120's B.C., C. Gracchus planned to introduce Italian farmers, but the
scheme was only partially carried out. Much of the province of
Africa’'s land was eventually sold to rich absentee land speculators and
farmed by slaves. Some Italians did move to Africa during the
Republic, but mostly as negofiatores, not as farmers. Beginning with
Marius, but mainly under Caesar and Augustus, large numbers of veterans
were given land grants and settled as farmers. In the same period
Italian civilian immigration was not insignificant. Investment in land
by the rich continued and large estates became the dominant form of
landholding, within which system slave labour continued to play a
prominent roleé. The main crops during the Republic and early
Principate were cereals, needed to supply the consuming population of
Rome and Italy. Arboriculture and viticulture were not commonly
practised, in order to avoid competition with Italian production.

To protect this expanding agriculture the nomadic tribesmen, who
had been the only inhabitants of North Africa outside the area
immediately around Carthage before the Romans took control, were forced
to submit to Rome, though not without conflict. They were either
settled-down to become farmers themselves, or pushed ever southwards by
the advancing frontier of Roman suzerainty. With this new southern
territory now safe for agriculture there came land unsuited to grain

growing. At the same time some of the older fields of the north, long



farmed, began to give out. As well, the increasing population required
higher production. The result, from around A.D. 200 onwards, was a
shift from extensive cereoculture to intensive farming of mixed crops
and fruits in the north, and the creation of a vast arboriculture
across the entire south, Olives, vines, livestock and grain (less
dominant, but still a 'significant crop) became the common exports.,
Official policy by the imperial government aided this transition.
Eventually oil exports fueled a great economic expansion. The lands
which produced all this now came to be organized on the basis of
tenancy. Farmers, mostly poor peasants, rented their land, paid what
they owed in kind and worked the land themselves. Glaves, less
plentiful now that the wars of expansion were over, became rare as

agricultural workers.

Parts of this history have attracted more attention from scholars
than others. There is not much doubt about the crops grown, or where
specific types of agriculture were centered. There has always, on the
other hand, been a considerable interest in the systems of agricultural
management and rural labour that were in use in Africa.

Largely this 1is to be explained by the not unnatural desire to
discover how Rome first created, and then kept functioning for
centuries, an apparent agricultural miracle out of a land previously
home mainly to nomads. Fartly responsible as well was the fact that
there exists more information on the problems of how farms were
actually run in Africa than in almost any other province. That this is

s0 1s due mainly to the discovery of a number of important inscriptions



relating to imperially owned estates in the area of the Medjerda river
(the ancient Fagradas) in north-central Tunisia, but which potentially
have a much wider applicability. These ‘grandes inscriptions’, as they
are commonly called provide a depth of knowledge in matters of farm
management, rural labour, landholding and other key subjects that is
unparallelled in Africa, indeed anywhere in the Empire. Recause of
them, investigation of the problems of agricultural management and
labour in Africa is not only desirable, but feasible as well.*®

Ever since the discovery of the '‘grandes inscriptions’ at the
turn of the century, the topics of agricultural management and rural
labour have been the object of intensive scholarly attention.®® The
result has been a very great number of studies. These works have,
however, generally suffered from two main flaws.

Although it has 1long been realized that Africa under Rome
retained to a very great degree an individual character, and was never
thoroughly ‘romanized’, most analyses of agriculture 1n Africa fail to
take this into account. The terms of reference under which farming in
Africa are considered are more applicable to Italy than Numidia. Land
is conceived of in the language of private ownership, leased under the
rules of locatio-conductro; farmers are ‘small owners’, ‘hired
labourers’, or ‘tenants’, who pay ‘rent’'.” These are concepts which
the Romans will, of course, have brought with them, but little serious
account 1is taken of the implications of the survival under Roman rule
of elements of the pre—-Roman, even pre-Punic, socio-economic structures
that will have been found in what was essentially a tribal society. An

obligatory reference to the mass of the population being ‘native’



obscures the fact that such natives will probably have kept in use a
whole vﬁriety of features, such as communal landholding, inalienability
of land and the assured rights to land of tribal members which, though
not to be Ffound in Latin legal terms, will have deeply affected how
agriculture really worked. It is only relatively recently, with the
seminal paper of C.R. Whittaker, "Land and Labour in North Africa” that
this whole issue has come to be appreciated properly.?®

Secondly, although a great many words have been written on the
topics of how farms were operated in Africa, and on who made up their
labour forces, no thorough economic analysis of the best evidence in
existence —-the ’‘grandes inscriptions’- has been undertaken, even though
it forms the basis of much of those writings. Such an analysis was

begun by J. Kolendo in his Le colonat en Afrique sous le Haut-Empire!®,

but bhas been most satisfactorily completed in D. Kehoe's The Economics

of Food Production on Roman Imperial Estates in North Africa.=e

Important though these works are, they doc not take into account
each others’ advances. Kehoe still writes in terms of African farms
from the market-economy, landowning, perspective of the Italian writers
on agronomy, Whittaker and Kolendo have not benefitted from the
insights made by Kehoe into the economic status of farmers on the
\imperial estates.

The questions of agricultural management and the rural labour
force are thus very much alive and remain central problems in the
agricultural history of North Africa, which is to say, in all aspects
of the history of North Africa. Given the obvious significance of the

topic and the fact that important, but as yet separate advances have



been recently made, it would seem appropriate at this time to
reconsider the management and labour force of agriculture in Roman
Africa.

The aim of this study, then, is to examine how agricultural
production was organized in Afr-ica proconsularis during the Principate.
The central themes will be the form which the organizational system, or
systems, took and the forces which shaped them. The important
guestions will be: the degree of structural change under Rome, or, in
other words, to what entent was agricultwe in the period a 'Roman’
(or, alternatively 'non-Roman’) activity; the true nature of the system
in place in the one area about which there is much informgtion, namely
the 1imperial estates of the Medjerda area; and what other systems, if
any, can be uncovered elsewhere in Africa.

To fufill this aim, the study will be divided into two main
parts. The first will concern itself with the prablem of agrarian
change, focussing on how the agricultural situation in Africa developed
under Roman rule. The first chapter will describe the agricultural
state-of-affairs 1n North\ Africa as the Romans found it 1n 144 R.C.
The second will then examine the means by which the arrival of Roman
rule could have brought about changes in this pre-existing structure.

The second part will then reinterpret the evidence of the’
agricultural conditions prevailing in W®frics proconswlaris at the
height of its development, in light of the facts revealed in Fart One.
Chapter Three will survey the state of knowledge of the systems of
agricultural ownership, administration, management and rural labour in

Africa proconsularss, Chapter Four will then focus on the system in



place in the one area that can be discussed in detail, the imperial
estate district of the Medjerda river area, as revealed by the ’'grandes

inscriptions’.

It is a commonplace that historians of Antiquity have

to contend with an intrinsic lack of sources. This lack is

felt more acutely in the economic than in any other field

of study.=21

S0 wrote P.W. de Neeve in the introduction to his study of
agricultural tenancy in Republican 1Italy. The historian of African
agriculture might be tempted to add ‘and most acutely of all in the
economic history of the provinces’.

The standard limitations apply. There are no sources of
trustworthy statistics and figures of any kind, with the result that
all conclusions are broad and comparative, which severely limits any
attempt at guantitative analysis. Economic references are in any case
rare, and those which do exist constitute such an arbitrary selection
from the whole of ancient economic life as to make almost any general
statement very risky and leave any specific certainty without a wider
context. The sources used are often widely separated in time and
space, not only from each other, but from their subject, with resultant
doubts as to their credibility. Nor can one go beyond written sources
to more than a limited extent. Archaeology reveals much, but not
labour organization, or ‘modes of production’. Limited objectives are
the most an economic historian can expect.=2

African economic history (or that of any province, one suspects)

suffers an additional handicap. There were certainly ancient writers



on economic affairs, writers specifically enough interested in
agriculture that their works have enabled K.D. White to insist that
there is no part of Roman life on which we are better informed than the
exploitation of the s0il.®® However true this may be for Italy, that
truth is confined to Italy. The great writers on agriculture -Cato,
Varro and Columella- wrote only of Italy. Even if they do present
something of a problem when it comes to deciding the relationship of
their 1deas to the actual state of Italian farming, they nonetheless
provide far more information than 1is available to anyone studying
provincial agriculture. Most of the other writers who commonly present
useful facts about agriculture suffer from the same flaw. There are,
in fact, no comprehensive written sources on the agriculture of Roman
Africa. Nor bhas rural archaeology, useful for at least giving the
basic background on agriculture -areas farmed, types of farms,
densities of populations, types of crops, and so on- if not on the less
tangible aspects of economic relations, much to offer. M. Janon has
sard of the Aures region of southern Numidia that "Nous n’avons pas A&
notre disposition le moindre compte rendu de fouille, pour 1 ‘excellente
raison qu’'il n‘'y a jamais eu de fouilles", a remark that iz almost as
true for the rest of Africa, and which 1s only now being redressed.z4
The problems are particularly acute in examining the pre-Roman
period. There is almost no rural archaeology. Economic history is
forced to rely in its entirety on the essentially incidental references
to pertinent matters in the writing of those ancient authors who had
cause to discuss African affairs. The bulk of these were historians,

often Greek, commenting on the various Roman military campaigns against
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either the Carthaginians, the Libyans, or each other. Economics had
little relevance here. Even assuming that an historian’'s facts were
correct {(which, since many had never seen Africa, is far from certain),
one still possesses only a relatively few of them, and those usually
unconnected. It is a particularly great 1loss that the work on
agriculture by the Carthaginian Mago has survived only in fragments.
Nonetheless, Polybius, Livy, Appian, Diodorus Siculus and Ballust, (to
name only the most prominent), along with an assortment of other
sources, such as the geographical writings of Herodotus and Strabo,
have produced enough useful facts to allow one to reconstruct at least
a broad outline of pre-Roman agriculture.

The emphasis 1is on written sources as well in the analysis of
change wrought by Roman control to this system. Here, though, it must
be Roman authors who play the most important role, as it is the Roman
era that is being dealt with. Comparison can now be made to the
agricultural writers, though with caution, to see how Italian practice
may have been translated to Africa. Epigraphical evidence is also very
useful here, The bulk of the information still comes from incidental
references to agriculture in sources which are not concerned
essentially with that subject.

All this changes in Part Two. Here one has a direct, explicit
and even moderately comprehensive source on exactly the subject at
hand. The ‘grandes inscriptions’ referred to above allow one to
comment in detail on the legal organization of agriculture in at least
one part, and possibly much, of #&Frica proconsularis. 1t is even

possible to discern something of the difference between legal theory

11



and the ‘on the ground’ reality. Epigraphic evidence, therefore, forms
the heart of these chapters. Other sources, some written, some
epigraphic, allow views of other parts of the province, as well as
permitting one to check and expand on the major inscriptions. These
other sources are as diverse as the novelist Apuleius, the engineer

Frontinus, Pliny’'s Natural History and the Digest.

The ancient sources have, of course, been primary in the study.
Any attempt to review & subject which has been comprehensively
commented upon must, however, take into account modern scholarship.
Every attempt has been made to da this. Particular attention has been
paid to recent writings. The key works in this regafd are those of
Kolendo, Whittaker and Kehoe. As well modern anthropological research
has proved vital in understandihg some key topics, such as tribal

economic structures and pastoral nomadism.

Finally, the exact scope of the study. The limitations which
have been placed on this discussion are several. In terms of subject
matter, it will be clear at this point that the concentration will be
entirely on the question of rural labour and agricultural management.
There is neither any particular need, nor the space in this study, to
widen the topic by describing in detail facts about the nature of the
agricultural lands of Africa, the overall importance of various crops,
or the physical details of African farming, as these facts are not in
any dispute. More a1mportantly, there will be no attempt here to
consider the guestion of the ‘colonate’ of the Late Empire, the process

by which the common farmer's status degenerated from free man to serf.
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The topic is directly related to the subject under considera;ion and
there are those who bhelieve that the African inscriptions give
important information on the creation of the colonate. That, however,
is a problem far too large to be included here, and would require its
own work.

Chronologically, the limits of the study are theoretically 146
B.C. to A.D. 235, with emphasis on what is normally referred to in
English as the ’'Principate’ and in French as the 'Haut-Empire’. The
earlier choice of date is obvious, as this is an examination of Roman
agriculture, but 1is necessarily &}lexible: to understand how Roman
agriculture developed it is important to know on what it was based.
Chapter One, therefore, will concern the pre-Roman situation. The
terminal date 1is somewhat more arbitrary. Inclusion of the reign of
Severus was necessary, &s one of the ‘grandes inscriptions’ dates to
that period, but it was not desirable to go much bevond, as one then
enters a period which produced very different social and economic
formations from the Principate, and great changes in Africa. The
convenient date of A.D. 235, corresponding to the nominal end of the
Principate has therefore been chosen.

Geographically, the study 1is limited to Africa proconsularrss.
This includes modern Tunisia, eastern Algeria and the coastal strip of
western Libya called Tripolitania.=® Concentration within this
province has been on the northern area, what is today essentially north
and central Tunisia. This was the most important part of Roman Africa,
containing the largest share of the population, most of the cities and,

probably, the most important agricultural areas (in terms, at least, of
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exports). It is also the only area on which there is much detailed

evidence.
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This includes much of what is usually called Numidia. In fact
Numidia was not created a separate province until the reign of
Severus, despite what is to be found in most atlases of the Empire.
Before this the province of AFfrica proconsularis was divided into a
civilian zone, encompassing the eastern portion, and a military
zone, 1n the west, under the de Ffacto rule of the military legate.
This will probably have had only a limited effect on agriculture,
if any at all. Frovincial boundaries were changed again during
the Late Empire. See André Berthier, La Numidie: Rome et le
Maghreb (Faris: FPayot, 1981), pp.139-41: Brent D. Shaw, "Soldiers
and Society: the Army in Numidia,” Opus 2 (1983): 133-60, pp.142-
43,

Although this study concentrates on Africa proconsularis, it
has inevitably been necessary to make reference to areas bevond
this one province. In this regard it should be noted that the word
‘Africa’ has been taken to mean North Africa, north of the Sahara
and west of Cyrenaica - that is, modern Morocco, Algeria and
Tunisia and part of Libva. The ancients did not normally consider
Egypt as part of Africa, as is evidenced by the choice of names
Rome made for her provinces on the African continent (ie., Africa
and £zypt). Cyrenaica (modern East Libya) was part of Africa, but
was always much more part of the Greek than Latin world, and I have
not included it here. Tripolitania (modern West Libya) was Latin
and is included. For the sake of vocabulary variety I have used
‘Africa’, 'North Africa’ and 'northwest Africa’ interchangably when
referring to the whole of North Africa generally; 1n the same sense
I have anachronistically also used the modern term for Tunisia-
Algeria—-Morocco, that is “the Maghreb’, although properly speaking
it does not include Tripolitania. This area was, however, legally,
culturally and economically part of Africa proconsulary’s in
antiquity. Any references relating specifically to the province of
Africa proconsularis use that name, or equivalent phrases such as
‘the proconsular province'.



CHAPTER ONE
Agriculture in Pre-Roman Africa

Not much information about the agricultural economy of the
Maghreb in the pre—Roman period has survived. Carthage has left no
written history; nor, of course, have the native kingdoms. Most of the
earliest references in literature come from Greek historians, many of
whom had never visited the region. Those who had first-hand knowledge
tell little directly about agriculture in any of its forms. One must
inevitably rely on the writers of the Roman period to provide much of
the knowledge, but they not only suffer from the same essential lack of
interest in the topic at hand, but are necessarily anachronistic as
well., Archaeology is of limited use, as simple agricultural systems
leave few recoverable traces. Excavation cannot reveal anything about
social details and the organizational aspects of agriculture. Little
rural archaeological prospection has been done in any case.

One is thus hard-pressed to gain much information on the extent
and nature of agricultural activity in the pre-Roman era, and even less
able to extact much on the social and organizational side of the
question. Monetheless, some attempt is necessary, if one is to
understand the events and processes of the iater, Roman times. The
Roman systems which developed in Africa cannot help but have been
influenced by the situation they inherited. Whatever conclusions can
be arrived at will inevitably be tentative and fragmentary, but useful

all the same.
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In agricultural terms, the Maghreb at the time of the arrival of
the Romans can be divided into three broad zones, based upon their
state of development. The raising of crops was known throughout the
region quite early in prehistory, but it was not practised equally
everywhere. Carthage had appropriated, or gained political and
military control over much of the most fertile land in the north-east
‘corner” of what is today Tunisia., Agriculture reached its highest
intensity of production here. Beyond Carthage’'s territory lay the
kingdom of the Massy/sri. Here, under the influence of Carthage, the
lands bardering Carthage’'s territory also advanced agriculturally, to
reach a fairly advanced state. These two areas, forming as they do the
part of Africa most heavily developed by Rome in later years, will be
the main focus of attention here. In the rest of the Maghreb
agriculture was much less developed and, though it was certainly
carried on, pastoral herding formed the larger part of economic
activity.

The exact 1limits of the territory which came under direct
Carthaginian control are not yet entirely clear. It is generally
accepted that, for much of her early history, Carthage possessed little
territory 1in Africa. "Beyond her walls the country belonged to the
natives."? After the stifling of her ambitions in Sicily with the
defeat at Himera in 480 B.C., Carthage turned her attention towards her
hitherto unexploited hinterland.= At the height of her power
Carthage's territorial 1limit ran more or less along the line of the

modern Tunisian-Algerian frontier, from ancient Thabraca on the north
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coast southwards to 8icca Veneria; from there eastwards to near the
east coast at Hadrumetum; and probably southwards towards Acholla to
form a narrow coastal strip.=

Within this boundary the Carthaginians had, in K.D. White’'s
words, "... laid the foundations of a first class system of intensive
cultivation..."* Particularly after the end of the Second Punic War
agricultural production was stressed and expanded.® It seems probable
that by 146 B.C. most of the suitable land in the north-east of modern
Tunisia -bounded roughly by Thabraca-Sicca-Hadrumetum— was in use.®
Strabo noted rather generally that the Phoenicians annexed all the
African land which could support more than a nomadic way of life,
which, though certainly not true of the Maghreb, or even of the area of
the later Roman province of A&Africa proconsul/aris, is probably fair
enough for this area.”

The area immediately adjacent to the city of Carthage itself,
including the Cap Bon peninsula, the northern Sahel, the western Tell
and the lower valley of the Ragradas river (the modern Medjerda)
probably concentrated on arboriculture and viticulture.® The army of
the Greek invader Agathocles, in the late fourth century B.C., marched
past vineyards and orchards on its campaign in this area, while no
mention is made of wheat fields.® The fragments of the famous
agricultural treatise by the Carthaginian Mago contain many references
to the production of trees.3:®

There is no doubt that the large-scale farming of vines and trees
in the chora, as this zone was called, was an important part of

agriculture there. To suggest that such commercial agriculture drove
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all else out is perhaps an overstatement, however. Polybius does note
that Carthage needed only the cfors to survive, but the revenues from
‘Libya’ for war and amassing provisions.*! This suggests at least some
cereal arowing in the chora. Whatever crops were grown, the
cultivation was no doubt intensive.

Beyond the cAors, but still within the area under direct Punic
control, lay the area Polybius referred to as Libya: the middle and
upper valley of the fagradas, the upper Mrlrana valley and the valley
of the Sr/rara, as well as the coastal plain of Byzacium. The accepted
view is that here the land was left to the aboriginal Africans, who are
believed to have grown mainly cereal crops; fruit trees and vines were
rare.= Whether this choice of crops was a consequence of official
Punic policy -as seems to have been the case in Sardinia, where the
planting of olive trees is said to have been a capital offence- is
unknown.*S

Though Carthage was by far the most important of the Punic cities
in Africa, there were others situated along the coast of the
Medi terranean. Leptis Magna, Sabratha and Oea in Tripelitania, Hippo,
Rusicade, Chullu, Rusgunia, Icosium and Iol on the Algerian coast and
Hadrumetum and Utica on the east coast of Tunisia were all Phoenician
settlements of at least some importance.** It is probable that each
more or less reduplicated the general division of intensively farmed
land immediately around the town and extensively farmed cereal fields
beyond, all on a very much reduced scale and with due regard for the
local potential. Leptis Magna, for example, possessed huge olive

groves by the days of Caesar, undoubtedly begun in the Punic era.?®
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They took advantage of a climate less suited to grain than that of
Carthage’'s hinterland.

Within the territory ‘owned’ by Carthage a few writers give some
clues to the organization of agriculture, though the picture is far
from complete. It is known that the rich, presumably the Carthaginian
nobility, owned successful, even magnificent estates near the city,
particularly on the Cap Bon peninsula.*® They may have owned estates
further afield as well: Hannibal owned land near Thapsus.®” The size
of such estates cannot have been particularly great, since the amount
of land in the cAora was not large enough to permit vast /atrfundia to
grow up.'® There is no really strong evidence that the estates were as
uniformly small as is sometimes accepted, however.3®*® Certainly it is
not a matter of holdings on the scale of later Roman operations, but
some, especially those further out from Carthage (such as the possible
Hannibalic farm at Thapsus) may have been larger.

Beyond this, 1little +s known of the organization of Carthage’s
lands, in the chara,\or beyond. There is no information on possible
state ownership of land.=2° If the cfora was owned mostly by Punic
nobles, one cannot tell if the rest of Carthaginian ‘Libya’ was owned
by the same persons, by the state, or by the natives.®* The territory
was no doubt divided into administrative districts, of which it is now
possible to define the broad outlines,=®= But no details can be
recovered of how this framework was used to organize agricultural
production, 1if 1in fact it was, or extract taxes, as is known it was.
Carthage certainly had extensive contacts with the Hellenistic East in

her last centuries, as the recent excavations of the city have shown.
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It is also commonly accepted that Carthaginian agriculturalists drew
heavily on Greek sources.2™® Whether this means that some of the traits
and practices of Hellenistic agriculture were adopted in Carthaginian
farming is not known, though it remains a possibility.

One is only slightly better off in regards to details of the
rural labour force. It is certain that the bulk of the rural
population was native African - that is, of aboriginal, not Punic,
stock. Phoenician immigration had no doubt been fairly heavy by
ancient standards, but the population of Carthage and her chora
together cannot much have exceeded four hundred thousand at her height,
and intermarriage with the Libyans must have been common in the early
period.=24 By 1446 B.C. even the late influx of Phoenicians after the
sack of Tyre by Alexander in 332 B.C. had probably been submerged in
the 1local Libyan population after two hundred years.2® No figures on
the inland population are possible, but it is not unreasonable to
assume that most of the Phoenician population outside the city would
have been found in the cAorea and fewer beyond 1ty and that
intermarriage with whatever Phoenicians settled here would have been
even more freguent.=2e Thus, inland the population would have been
little altered by immigration, while even in the chora archaeological
prospection has shown a strong Libyan cultural tradition.27 The effect
of the Punic culture on the natives would have been undeniable, but it
should not be overestimated. It is simply not known what influence it
had on agricultural organization and production.

The size of this rural population is uncertain. It seems, at

first sight, to have been quite large. There are several references to
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the plentiful villages of Carthage’'s territory. Agathocles took over
two hundred poi/ers during his invasion.®® A similar number fell to
Regulus.=®* Masinissa 1is claimed to have taken over seventy oopida
castellagus From Carthage in two vyears in the 170°'s B.C.=° By the
middle of the second century B.C., the much reduced Carthaginian
territory still had over three bhundred ‘cities’ {(polers) in it.3?
During the final Punic war Libyans took refuge in purgous Aar phrourra,
g palla én eu tF chora, usually taken as “towers and castles .32 It is
true that these are conventional round numbers, but they clearly
represent the reality of numerous inhabited places. What is equally
true, however, 1is that they were not ‘cities’ in any usual sense, but
villages and hamlets, some or all of them fortified. They are the
‘petit bourgs’® and ‘hameaux’ still to be found on the Roman Ffurdus
Aufidianus in the Late Empire, and elsewhere throughout northwest
Africa later in antiguity.33 Large numbers of them do not presuppose a
particularly large rural population: pre-colonial Tunisia was dotted
with villages, but was still under-populated.>4 The population was,
however, clearly wéll sedentarized.

It is worth noting briefly here that a well sedentarized farming
system need not rule out the continued presence of pastoral
stock-raising and herding. In most parts of North Africa the two go
very much hand in hand, or have in recent times.®*® Modern evidence
shows that long distance transhumance from the south crosses what was
the area owned by Carthage. It is true that it is not positive that
this reflects ancient practice, but the constraints imposed by the

existence of the same geographic and climatic conditions then as now
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suggest that, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, migratory
pastoralism should probably be accepted for antiquity. Certainly there
is nothing amounting to proof that Carthage did not let pre-existing
pastoralism continue.>e

It 1is known that Carthage imposed a not inconsiderable burden on
its subjects in the form of taxes:

kata gar ton progegonota polemon ewlogous aphormas echeln

upol ambranontes pliros epestatésan ton  kata tén  libuén

antﬁr@gﬁw paralronkenct  men  ton  allon panton ton @gnaﬁn

tous e mrsers Jiplasious ge tars polesr tous pharous € prin

epitatantes. =7

This is thought to mean that, during the First Punic War,
Carthage took one-half of the native population’s harvest and, at the
same time, doubled the tribute which the cities had to pay to her. The
presumption is that the percentage of the harvest given over had been
increased by the same factor. This suggests a normal, peacetime tax,
or tribute of one—guarter of the harvest.>® Qhatever the exact amount
of the tax burden taken from the natives of Carthaginian territory,
there 1s no reason to doubt that (at least during wartime) "... il
privait la population rurale d’'une grande partie de ses récoltes".3®

It is in this 1light that one should view the exhortation by
Hannibal to his troops before the battle of the Ticinus, when he
promised to grant them 'free’ land: agrum sese daturum esse in Italra
Africa Hispania wbi guisgue velrt, Immunem 1psI  qui  acceprsset
liberisgue.4° The implication 1is clear that there were significant
burdens imposed by Carthage on its rural subjects, burdens the removal

of which was worth the risk of death. It is not too much to assume

that the taxes from which this land was to be immune were the one-half
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grain tithes which Polybius mentions.

This tax would presumably be the source of the large guantities
of grain which Carthage in her last years was able to furnish to Rome
and the Roman army. Livy has a number of references to such donations:
500,000 moosis of wheat and 300,000 of barley in 203 R.C.: a similar
figure in 191 B.C.; a citation on 170 B.LC. which specifically
distinguishes between grain supplied by Carthage and that by
neighbouring Masinissa’s kingdom (which was another African source).*?
Polybius mentions that Scipio’'s terms after Zama included Carthage
providing grain for his army for three months.*2 Tax-in—kind drawn
from her subjects is clearly what is represented here; mast of such a
burden would have fallen on the natives if it is true that it was they
who grew grain while the Carthaginians concentrated on arboriculture.4>

So far only the ‘free’ portion of the labour force in the
Carthaginian territory has been discussed. The possibility exists of
largely slave run estates. This is a system which has been thought to
have been typically Carthaginian.%4 It is to be admitted that there is
some justification for this. There are certainly references to the
existence of slaves.4® There are also reports of what were called
slave revolts, 4e There is even specific mention of enslaved foreign
prisoners—-of-war forced into chain-gang field work.4”

The evidence is not overwhelming, however. First, the references
that exist apply mainly to the cfhora.*® Even within this area there is
room for doubt. Many of the statements turn out to refer only to
‘slaves’ with no rural qualifier; some specifically deal with slaves in

towns. That Carthaginians had some domestic chattel slaves does not
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prove slave-run estates. Some of the slave revolts sound rather more
like simple native uprisings. Thus the rebellion of 396 B.C. mentioned
by Diodorus was prompted largely by the abandonment of an army in
Sicily manned mainly by Libyans.4® Imported foreign slaves are
unlikely to have been upset over this. Note too that the revolt was by
two hundred thousand freemen (gl/ewutfieron), joined by slaves. At most
one is dealing with Libyans pressed into some sort of submission by
Carthage and connected {(probably) by kinship to the lost soldiers, but
even then not many need be slaves, even fewer rural ones. Given that
the Libyans were being heavily taxed and conscripted to fight in
foreign wars, one need not invoke a hated slavery to explain Libyan
revolt.se Such arguments are never conclusive, and the aim is not to
prove that there was no use of slaves in Carthage’'s agriculture. They
do, however, suggest that it may not have been as exclusively servile

as is often thought, even in the cfora.

Beyond the borders of Carthage’'s official territory control
passed out of the hands of the Carthaginians. By the later part of
Carthage’s history this outer area had been taken over by the Numidian
kingdom of the ﬁhssyfji, which reached its peak under Masinissa (c.
240-148 B.C.). However, though paliticél control may have stopped, the
influence of the Punic state was felt well beyond the actual frontier,
. It is not difficult to see the 'civilizing’ influence of Carthage which
provided the impetus for the development of the Massylian kingdom under
Masinissa.®?

The extent of the kingdom is still debated, but the areas

28



relevant to agriculture are not.®2 For climatological and topographic
reasons, the best lands for the growing of grain outside the Funic pale
lie to the west and sputh-west; along the upper reaches of the
Fagr adas, around modern Souk  Ahras  (Thagaste), and west to Guelma
(Calama) and on towards Constantine (Cirta) and Setif (Bitifis)y and

e
south-west to the Thala region.® It was 1n this region that the Pumic
influence would have produced the greatest result agriculturally. It
has been noted that the recovery of inscriptions referring to the cult
of the J{ereres, non-Roman grain goddesses whose worship originated in
Carthage, and continued well into the Roman era, has been concentrated
1in precisely these areas ~ the western Carthaginian lands and on to the
west to Cirta and south-west to Thalla and Lambaesis.®* The greatest
number are i1n the eastern part of this zone, that 1s, nearest
Carthaginian territory. This concentration, 1t 1f 1s truly indicative
of those areas where grain was being grown i1n significant amounts by
the second century R.C., 15 just what should be expected of
agricultural development spurred by Carthage’'s influence.™®

It was common 1n antiquity 1o attribute fto Masnis=« the actual
introduction of agriculture into Numidia. Polybius spole of him 1n
mraculous terms, claiming that Numidia was sterile before him and that
he alone began the growing ULhere of many linds of crops.®®  Strabo
repeats the tale, as does Appiran.=7

Modern opinion rejects this. It does seem unlitely. Certainly
1t would seem odd that no agricultural practices had seeped out of
Punic territories, peopled as they were by essentially the same foll as

the rest of Numidia. FPurely nomadic peoples are, in fact, exceedingly



rare, some agriculture almost always being present, as was mentioned
above.®® There is, in any case, archaeological evidence for very early
agriculture in central and southern Numidia and it is difficult to
accept that it existed there and not in the more attractive lands of
the Massyilsi in northeastern Numidia.®® It is altogether more likely
that Masinissa was able to benefit from Carthage’'s downgraded power
after the Second Punic War to impose his control to a greater degree
than previously possible, and so help the expansion and increase of
pre—existing agricultural production, bringing about additions to the
area planted, and so larger production wvolumes, while possibly
intraducing such crops as the olive and vine.e®

What Masinissa’'s reign possibly did see was the beginning of
truly large-scale production of wheat and barley, in the fertile part
of his kingdom. There are numerous ancient references to the grain of
Numidia. In 200 B.C. Masinissa was able to provide Rome with 200,000
modsy of wheat and as much barley; two years later another 200,000
moorr went to the Roman army in Macedonia.®* In 191 B.C. Masinissa’'s
ambassadors more than matched Carthaginian offers to Rome, promising
500,000 mogrr of wheat and 300,000 of barley to the army in Greece, and
another 300,000 and 250,000 modsr respectively for Rome itself.e=
These levels of contribution were kept up, and in 170 B.C. Numidia was
again able to promise to donate a full million of wheat and a
half-million of barley, again matching a Carthaginian gift.*s> [t is
known, in addition, that grain was sent to Delos in the 160°'s B.C.®4
And all these donations occured before Masinissa annexed the Magnrs

Campr, the fertile and productive grain lands of Carthage’'s Fagradas
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valley after the 170's B.C., as part of his expansionist policy.oS It
1s also worth noting that several of these gifts took place 1n
successive  or nearly successive years, eliminating the possibility of
the use of stored grain,®e

Froduction clearly did not decline after the ling’'s death., His
son sent  grain to the Roman army 10 Sardinia.®? Caesar claimed after
he annexed Numidia that the new province wowld provide 1,200,000 modrz
of grain i1n tribute annually.®®

It seems lilely that grain was the chief crop of this heartland
of the Mzssirlrz. FPolybius’® reference mentioned above certainly
suggests other crops were grown as well, but there 1s no mention of
them 1n this area 1in the period before the Romans.®® It 15 perhaps
sigmficant that BSallust, with the advantage of personal euperience,
was able to comment that Africa was not a good land for growing trees.
Although 1t 1s 1mpossible to lnow to what extent the lacl of orchards
which he depicts was due to the ravages of the last Fumic war, 1t 21s
notable that his accounts of the military operations i1n eastern Numidia
during the war with Jugurtha stress the grain production of the
region. 7% If the above mentioned Carthaginian reluctance to allow the
spread of arboriculture and v1€1cu1ture into the natives’ lands 1s at
all asccurate, 1t 15 probable that such 1inngvation was not encouraged by
Carthage 1n i1ndependent Numidia either.

It probably should not be thought that settled agriculture
completely eliminated semi-nomadic herding even in this region. There
1s no prcof of this, and admittedly the relationship between the

pastoralists who used the region before Masinissa's period and the
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farmers who now farmed more land must have changed. The pastoralists’
freedom of movement must have been restricted, for one thing. Eut
there s mention of pastoral herders 1n the early days of Masinissa in
eastern Numidia.”? Sallust mentions the Muthul river, in the same
area, as being deserted and freguented only by cattle farmers 1n
Jugurtha’s dav.”® Polybius, also a visitor to Africa, comments on the
vast number of horses, oxen, sheep and goats, suggesting pastoral
herding.”® As noted above 1t 1s not lnown what routes the pastoralists
frequented 1n antiquity, but 1t 1s certain that modern pastoralists use
routes which +find their way from the mountains of the Dued N=1l,
Nemenchas and Aures 1n the south into this very part of Numidia,
between Soul Ahras in the east and Setif 1n the west.?”* Given the fact
that the pastoralists were able to provide reeded services for farmers
-harvest labour, animal transport for grain- as they have done 1n
recent history, there 1s no reason to believe that such movements were
npot standard 1n the period of Masinissa.”s

There 18 not much i1nformation on the organization of the
agricultural lands of the developed part of Numidia, any more than
there 15 on the Carthagimian territories. There 1s a distinct
possibility that the Numidian ltings continued to use the same
Carthaginian administrative system as had eristed before 1n those areas
which were taken from Carthage.”® There are no data on how the sreas
never under Carthaginian control  were run. The only further
information 15 limited entirely to the possessions fo the Massylian
kings and their family.77 Both Polybius and Diodorus recount that

Masinissa possessed enough land personally to set up estates of ten



thousand plethers, with Dicdorus adding that one such estate was given
to each of the ling’'s sons as a beguest, along with all that was needed
te run 1t.7® As ten sons survived him, the assumption i1s that
Masinissa controlled a fairly large group of roval eslates.

It has been suggested that 1¥ a location for these properties 1s
to be sought, the central FSagradzs valley 15 the place to look.?® The
reasoning 1s that this was the most developed area agriculturally, and
also that 1t 1s 1n this area that there are to be found a number of
towns bearing the epithet A=gia or Asgius -Zama Regia, Bulla Regia,
Mippe Regius. Agquae Regiae and (possibly) Thimida Regia- and so thought
to have been royal residences, or to have other royal connections.
This 1s plausible enpugh, though far from proven.®® It 1s also }nown
that the Massylian Fings were given land inside the new province of
Africa after the Third Funic War i1n reward for their ai1d.®! These
lands found their way eventually 1nto the hands of |1ng Hiempasal 11 aof
Numidia, who Cicero mentions as possessing lands "in ora marzfima".®®
Given that such lands would have been entirely within a Roman province,
they were probably considered the personal property of the tings,
rather than as part of a foreign state,®>

It 18 not possible to male any reasonable statement of the size
of the royal estates of the Massylian !ings. The references by
Falybius and Diodorus are by no means complete catalogues. The figures
there are do not require the royal estatec to have been very large.
If, as 1s usual, one uses the figure of ten thousand g/ethera given to
each of ten sons, and uses Varro's figure of one gl/&thron as equaal to

ten thousand square Roman feet, the area begueathed by Masinissa
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amounts only to some eighty-nine square kilometers.®* All ancient
figures of this sort must be viewed with the gravest suspicion, of
course; and 1t 1s true that the word mvigol/ethros used b; the sources
may well not have been i1ntended to represent any spec1f1c\area of land
at all. However, other data do lead to the same general conclusion.
The figures of 200,000, 3I00,000, 500,000 and even 1,000,000 mogr: of
grain which are found 1n the sources sound i1mpressive, but not that
much land would be needed to produce such amounts: the accepted figures
range from twenty to two hundred square miles for the 1,200,000 modiz
mentioned 1n Caesar’'s claim i1n Plutarch.®® Thus, even 1f all the grain
exported came from land controlled personally by the king, such estates
are not proven to have been extensive. All one can be absolutely sure
of 1s that grain was grown on a large scale 1n Numidia before the Roman
annexation, and the kings of the Massylzz controlled some sort of
estates, though not necessarily large ones.

It 15 possible to make only the broadest comments on the status
of rural agricultural populations i1in this part of Masinissa’s hingdom.
It 1s certainly clear that some sort of taxation was 1mposed upon the
farmers: the quantities of wheat and barley donated by the rulers of
Numidia can only have been obtained by some form of taxation-in-kind.
It not possible to know 1f such taxes were 1mposed equally upon all
settled agriculturalists, or only upon those working the roval estates.
Though the latter seems unlikely, 1t 1s uncertain whether the same
system was at work across the whole kingdom. OStrabo mentions a census
of foals ordered by the Fings of Numidia, suggesting the possibility of

some sort of proportional tax-in-kind on these animals, and possibly on
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other pastoral products as well.®® Thus pastoralists were probably at
least partially under royal control as well. (

There 1is a tric of references which bears upon the agricultural
work force’'s position, but which are vague in the extreme and open to a
number of interpretations. They do seem to suggest some sort of legal
and social constraints upon the freedoms of the farmers of Numidia in
the second century E.C. The +First century A.D. writer Vitruvius
records that near Zama there was an copidum called Ismuc. This ogoidum
was entirely the property of one man, land and all: "&arus Jwlius,
Masinissae Frlius, cuius erant (olius copldi sgrorum possessiones" .87
Taken in this context copsdum must here mean an estate of some sort.®®
It was, moreaver, a large holding: "...gopidum fsmuc Culus RGrorum
reglones Incredibils Finrtae sunt terwinations",

The point is, of course, that if all the land was the property of
one man, the local population was entirely dependant upon him
economically. One would either be dealing with slaves or tenant
farmers as the agricultural productive force.®® Was this some early
form of the colonate? The relevance to the pre-Roman situation comes
from the fact that there is fair reason to believe that this estate was
not founded after the Roman conguest, but had pre-Roman origins. The
name Masinissae Frlius suggests this may be one of the roval estates;
the location is certainly right, and opens the possibility (though no
more than that) that Ismuc was not unique.®? FPresumably the land had
been inherited directly, or confiscated by Caesar from Juba I {who
backed Fompey in the Civil War) and given to Gaius Iulius for services

rendered.
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The problem with all this is that, while the estate may well have
existed and its ownership may well have been handed down intact, this
hardly requires that 1its organization had remained unchanged. What
existed in the first century A.D. may, but need not have, existed into
the first B.C.

Somewhat similar is a passage in Diodorus Siculus to which
reference has already been made, concerning Masinissa’'s agricultural
bequests. Diodorus includes the detail that Masinissa

&n de tals agron epimelerais tosouton JIénegken 05 ekasto

ton wion apolipern agron murioplethron Kekosmemnencn pIsals

2ars Aataskerars.®?

A number of scholars have taken Asfaskesrs to mean rather more
than simply ‘well-equipped’. It is interpreted as "with everything
needed for cultivation’, and includes the manpower necessary for
farming. ®= There would thus be evidence for not only an economically
dependant labour force, but one over which political control could be
transferred at will. In short, a tied, serf-like labour force in the
fields of Numidia well before the arrival of Roman control, with either
slaves or tenants transferable with the land they worked. In the same
vein, during the Civil War, Caesar promised native African recruits
that Kar autous sleutherous apfeselin, which only makes sense if in his
eyes they were not free. =

How much of this is to be accepted? It is not difficult to feel
that too much is being read into evidence such as that just presented,
though it admittedly 1is suggestive. The real problem lies in the
interpretation. It is probable enough that the rural population of

Carthage’'s territory and of the Numidian kingdom were ‘peasantized’ in
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the broadest sense of that term {rural farmers who have to transfer
their surplus to ancother, dominant group). It 1s entirely possihble
that Africa’s farmers were to some ertent not "free’ - 1t 15 arguable,
indeed, that any 1nvestigation of ancient rural labourers should
proceed from the assumption of a ‘"basis of dependency not of
liberty".%e But 1= one to see 1n this a pre-Roman colonate, or
something along the same lines™ If not, what other model can be used
to describe the organization of rural labow 1n the pre—-Roman period”

There has hbeen a tendency to lool beyond Africa i1tself for an
explanation. The 1nfluence of the Hellenmistic world has been i1nvoled
and the fields of Africa seen to be a reflection of the highly
developed system of economic organization present in the East. To
Rostovtzeff, 1t =eemed

eonvery litely... that the tings of Numidia -1 not indeed

the Carthaginians— had regulated relations between tenants

and landlords 1n a Hellenistic sense, and treated the

peasant almost 1n the way 1n which Saszlilor georgor were

treated in Egypt.?=

Folendo and, 1t seems, treissig appear to have accepted this
explanation. ®&

There 15 an 1nitial plausibility to this. Carthage was certainly
in contact with the East, and her agricultural practices could have
been 1influenced by Greel ones, particularly in the cAora. Masinissa
was an admirer of PFunic and Greet culture, and could have been
influenced by them. But as nas been seen, Carthage’'s empire was a late
acquisition, with relatively few non-Libyan settlers and, 1i1n all

probability, a fairly unaltered native culture.®” The dramatic change

necessary to turn sem:-nomadic pastoral Libyans i1nto Saszl/ida georgor



is unlikely, though 1f 1t occured anywhere the c/ora 1s the spot to
expect. But what was just possible for Carthage seems unlikely i1n the
extreme +for the Numidian Fingdom. It 15 generally agreed that the
administrative apparatus of Masinissa’s kingdom was, for all i1ts Punic
and Hellenistic airs, "unsophisticated" and "characterized by a lack of
coherent administrative structures”.®® Masinissa began as essentially
a tribal chieftain 1n a tribal society and whatever considerable
abilities he may have possessed, 1t 15 hard to envisage that he, or his
less capable successors, could have turned Massylian Numidia i1nto
anything 1like the "large scale experiment 1n bureaucratic centralism
and in mercantilism” that was Ptolemaic Egypt.=®® The tribal
organization of society, the size of his kingdom and the difficulty of
controlling 1t, the probable continuation of the pastoral nomadic way
of life even i1n the most settled parts - all these things male such a
revolution unlikely. There was no doubt something of an administrative
structure, and Masinissa may even have wished to emulate Greek
practice, but 1t 15 not likely he changed things that much.

There may be an explanation for the hints of a tied and
peasantized rural population closer at hand than the Hellenistic East.
The background of Africa was tribal and 1t 1s to the socio-economic
systems of tribal societies that one can loobk for a useful model of how
agriculture was structured i1n pre-Roman Africa.ioe

A theoretical description of the socio-economic concepts of
societies which fall into the category of tribal produces an unfamiliar
picture. o2 One of the Fkey points about them 1s that the land 1s

conceived of as belonging to the group. This group may be any one of
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the various levels of organization present in tribal society - the
tribe itself, or more often the clan, lineage, or local community.°=2
The land may be explicitly thought of as communally owned, as is often
the case 1in North Africa: among the Beni Mtir of the Central Atlas of
Morocco, the land is considered the collective property of all the male
members of the clan and is called famarrid 7 fmatr ('land of the
group’).*°¥ Alternatively, the land may be said to 'belong’ to a king,
or chief. The king may be said to ‘own’ the land, but it is not
ownership in the European sense. His powers of control and disposal
over the land are limited. He is better thought of as a trustee, or
steward than an owner in the sense that that word is usually used, and
the land as being in his custody rather than belonging to him. This
system is today typical of sub-Saharan African societies. o4

Whichever approach is used, the central fact is that, since the
land belongs to all, all have rights to it. No individual can really
‘own’ land, at most he can have use of it. This is the case with the
just—-mentioned Beni Mtir, for example. By the same token, however,
each is guaranteed by his membership in the group that he will always
have the use of some of the land.°® In the Medjerda valley of
Tunisia, in the nineteenth century, where society was still essentially
tribal, the local peasant farmers possessed definite rights to the land
and could not be evicted from it, even though the alien concept of
private ownership had been imposed in theory, and the land was part of
estates that, in the Beylical government’'s eyes, belonged to one large

landowner. :oe

The rights tribesmen have to the land are expressed in different
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WaYS. In some cultures the land is redistributed annually to prevent
individuals laving «claim to specific plots. This was the rule in
ancient Germany, according to Caesar, and has its North African
counterparts, *°7 More commonly, some of the land (usually pasture) is
kept as communal land to be used by all members of whichever group it
is that owns it, while some (usually arable) is divided up among
families to farm. Families will often farm the same land for years and
even generations, and 1indeed do come to have ge Ffacto rights of
possession over it. They do not truly own it, however. These rights
of possession may develop to the point where the land can even be sold,
but there are still restrictions on it. Among the Igari'yen of the Rif
of Morocco all land has today come to be of this type (we/4) and can be
bought and sold. Such transfers can only take place within the
membership of the local community, however, for it is here that the
ultimate ownership of the land is thought to reside. The land has
become individualized, but not i1ndividually owned. Among the Igar:iyen
today all land 1s so individualized, but until recently across much of
the Maghreb, and even today in many places, some of the land -often a
large portion of it- was communally held. o8

The second important point about tribal economic systeﬁs centres
on the classic anthropological phrase ‘the economy 1s embedded in the
society ' .1°? Most of what one would consider economic acts do not take
place as individual and specific actions with a chiefly economic
purpose, but as a function of social relationships. Society is made up
of a hierarchy of social, political and kinship groups and these

determine what economic actions will occur. "People are linked in

40



transactions with one another because of pre-existing relationships of
status between them,"110 The result 1s the existence of obligations
and ri1ghts Dased on one's position 1in society. One both owes
ogbiigations and has rights.

The points which must be drawn from this are several. Fairstly,
such obligations and rights worl both upwards and downwards through
saciety. They are effective at every societal level; that 1s, one man
may owe obligations to a second and be owed them by a third. 112
Secondly, such obligations are owed to the position occupied in the
society, not the person, and 1f one has a right 1t 1s because of one’s
role 1n society, not an individual right. The basic right, that of
land, may be demanded by a farmer, but only because he 13 a member of
the group. A leader may be able to demand tribute and service from
that farmer, but only because of his role as leader, not out of any
personal guality. The rights are 1i1nvested 1n the title: "We must
continually differentiate between a society as a structure of social
positions (titles) and as a structure of relationships between the
incumbents of those positions”.212

It might be tlhought that in segmentary tribal societies (which
are universal 1n North Africa), which minimize social status, these
tendencies would be of limited 1mportance.®= In fact, there are
plenty of eramples of obligations and righls at wort i1n the Maghreb.
Among the Beni Mtir the local leader 1s elected and carries out his
duties. Then, the leader (amghar) 1s owed tribute:

L amghar n’est  pas rétribue. Four le dédommager de

585 pelnss, de ca responsibilite et des frais d hospitalaite
qu 'exrrgent ses fonctions, 11 joult de certains avantages.
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Les groupements désignent en effet des hommes gquir executent

ce qgu'on appelle "les corvées d'agaghsr on lur laboure ses

champs, or morsonne st on dépigque sa recolte. 114

Similar e amples are available Ffram pre-colonmial Algeria and
Tunisia. In the Mitidjya 1n Algeria during the 1830°'s, the 1mportant
level of scciety was the local community (Aassh).  This was often
effectively dominated by the head of the most important family within
1t, who had access to the income arising from the lesser families’
labours. This 1nstance was not unigque, and tribute was often enacted,
wusually 1n tind or 1n labour.*'S In Tunisia the same Medjerda area
tribal farmers who had the right to land also had the obligation to
provide their labour services to the man who leased the estate from the
government appointed owner,11e

In the terminology of a European system (i1ncluding Rome's) labour

services performed of necessity by one man for another i1mply vassalage,

as indeed the evocative word ‘corvee’ 1mmediately suggests 1ts feudal

origins. Fayment by a farmer of part of his harvest to a superior
would 1ndicate tenancy. This 15 simply not the case 1n tribal
societies. "The essence of such societies 1s, in fact,., that payment of

tribute 1mplies a corresponding right to land rather than a contracted
vassalage."117 It may be true, as a number of the Mar«ist historians
of the recent Maghreb have 1insisted., that the ability to exwtrach
obligations was 1nversely proportional to the rights of those who had
to fulfill those ohligations - that 1s, that all the above examples of
tribute and corvée labour 1mply a lessened strength 1n the less
powerful tribesmen’'s rights, to the e«tent that one can speal of

oppressing and oppressed clesses.''® Byt to whatever extent that may
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have progressed, the nineteenth century Maghreb was still an area where
tribal rights to land could be successfully claimed, as the example of
the Ffarmers of the Medjerda valley indicate.11® Even tndavy the
Igari 'ven, at the cther end of the Maghreb, are no oppressed peasantry:

cael@s  sédentaires du Rif sont des guerriers et ne se

conforment en aucun cas A cette image du paysan, européen

pu autre, écrasé ou dominé par des feéodaux....12e

Pre~Raman Afica was, of course, in many respects unlike the
Maghreb o©of the modern pre-colontal era. The Arab invasions installed
an entirely different culture in much of the region. It has often been
suggested that the extreme cultural conservatism of the Berber peoples,
the pre-Arab population, allows one to see in them the ancient society
of the Maghreb. Thizs may be true, but the events of the last
millenium, and particularly the Arab invasions, have confined the
Berbers to areas which are far from typical of the whole of the
region. *=1 It is difficult to know how applicable Berber culture in
the High Atlas mountains 1s to the Dorszale of Tunisia, or the Aures of
Algeria, let alone the Steppe. Nonetheless, the modern North African
examples chosen above are all concrete illustrations of larger
principles which are operative in almost &7/ tribal soclieties and, as
such, were almost certainly present in tribal pre-Roman Africa.®2®2 (One
cannot look for direct comparison between modern and ancient practice,
at least not without very convincing evidence. But these larger, basic
elements of tribal societies can provide parallels which can be most
instructive in illuminating ancient Africa.

In summary then,

In those gsocieties which can be described as



tribal... membership of the corporation almost always

brings with it both claims to the land as well as

obligations. It is the obligations which confuse... all

have their own set of the rights to the land. Services

therefore... do not in principle prove the existence of

oppressive exploitation nor of landless 1labour. And
certainly the ability to command corvee and metayage 13 not

an index of ‘ownership" but of status in this type of

society.... Both parties are egually tied by obligations

which cannot be arbitrarily terminated without serious

disruptive consequences and both are 1in some sense

owners, ==

If these points have been made at some length it is because it is
important to understand the background to the claim that one can use
the assumption that little had been done to change the tribal nature of
society in pre-Roman Africa to explain the evidence that exists on
agrarian social structures of that era. With that background the claim
can safely be made.

The paying of a tax in grain by Masinissa’'s tribal AMassy/i7 and
by Carthage’'s tribal subjects is quite possible in a tribal economy.
The grain will have been proffered by tribesmen as tribute to their
king. The king, such as Masinissa, can comprehensibly begueath to his
sons land, the individualized and heritable lands found in most tribal
societies (the equivalent of w»mel/4). What would have occured had he
tried to put the land into the hands of someone from outside the group
in whose name it was owned is another question. Alternatively, one
could look at the bequest as a king assigning Masyllian lahd to his
sons as his role provided, for it is the chief role of a tribal king to
assign land to tribal members, who have rights to it, and Masinissa’s
sons would have had the same claim as any Masyllian man. It is also
easy to see how a local chief, like C. Iulius Masinissae, could be said

£
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to ‘own’ all the land of 'his’ estate, when the peasants who farmed it
had claims to the land which did not get mentioned. 6And the transfer
of farmers along with the land they farmed was only realistic, It was
the essence of their society that they owed obligations to the man
holding the position of ‘chief’, whoever he was, Masinissa, or his son.
They also had rights to the land that they were unlikely to be willing
to abdicate. It 15 easy too to see how Caesar might think such men
were unfree, and to the extent that they owed tribute and labour to
another he would be correct. What must be remembered 1s that the same
system which made them ‘unfree’ also gave them rights which to an
extent constrained the men who could demand their tribute. 'Free’ and
‘unfree’, liFke land ‘owning’, are not really applicable concepts.124
But Caesar would not have been alone 1n being confused by a tribal
system - later European colonial administrators certainly did not
understand the ones with which they were confronted. =%

It 1s thus much more satisfactory to invole Ockham’'s razor here
and choose an explanation for the evidence one possesses on how
agriculture 1n pre—-Roman Africa was organized that 1s native to Africa
than to import a Hellenistic model. This 1s particularly true of
Masinissa’'s kingdom and the outer parts of Carthage’'s territory, where
little attempt to alter the native way of life seems to have been made.
Within the chora 1t 15 possible that a rather more advanced conception
of land ownership and economic relations developed. Certainly the
Carthaginians themselves wi1ll have thought 1n non-tribal terms:
Hannibal 's offer of tax-free land only really makes sense 1n such a

context. What one cannot know 1s 1f the offer was even understood by
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his Libyan troops. To the Carthaginians the demand for ‘tax’ may have
begun as something like what would today be meant by that word; to the
natives who paid it it may well have heen interpreted as simply the
tribute they had always given to those whose position in society meant
they could demand it. However it was understood, as long as the grain
came in Carthage had no need to change the native svstem, even if she
could have. If she had, it is questionable how long the changes would
have survived her fall.

Possession of the basic principles common to tribal societies
should enable one to make predictions on the way in which the economy
of a tribal society such as that of pre—-Roman Africa was organized, if
only at the broadest level. Unfortunately this would involve an
excursion into comparative anthropology that, though enlightening,
would be beyvond the scope of the present study. It will be sufficient
here to comment briefly on one element that such an enquiry can
illuminate, the nature of landholding. It is clearly of relevance to
discover, if possible, how the lands on which agriculture was practised
were held and organized.

As was stated earlier, the land in tribal societies is owned by
the group. Various levels make up such a society, from tribe down to
family, and each can be the group in which ownership is vested. What
should be clarified here is that all groups can own land at the same
time. For example, 1n the High Atlas of Morocco the Ait Mizane of
Imlil make terraced and irrigated fields highly individualized
property, in the exclusive possession of one man; unirrigated lands

beyond these, used for dry farming and pasture, belong to the clan,
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without fixed ownership by individuals, and are open to any member of
the clan; and the distant upland pastures are owned by the tribe and
can be used by all *he clans which comprise that tribe.12é

As a corollary to this, 1t 1s generally true in North Africa that
land 1i1s more apt to become individualized the greater intensity with
which 1t A5 worl ed. Among predor.nantly pastoral people the agreat
majority of the land 1s collectivly owned, at the clan or tribal level.
With 1ntensive cultivation, especially on irrigated land and where
arboricul ture 1s Comman , nost of the land becomes highly
individualized, to the point of becoming o Ffacto personal property.
Cereal growing lands appear to fall somewhere in-between, 127

These facts obviously do not permit any specific applications,
but they are useful when 1t comes to considering how to reconcstruct
landholding from ancient evidence. In areas of irrigated farming. or
where tree crops were the chief crop, one might expect land to be
highly perscnalized, at least on those parts of 1t where such crops
were grown. Cereal growing areas, on the other hand, should perhaps be
thought o©of as holding land rather more communally, at the family or
local community level. Where herding was the chief occupation land 13
15 litely to have been mainly held at the clan level or higher. None
of these categories will have been absolute: except 1n places where
only irrigated land was farmed, 1t 15 probably not accurate to thint of
all land being 1ndividualized, and since there were very +tew places
where only herding was practised there were probably not many where no
land was 1ndividualized.:ze Most groups would havse had some of each

kind of land, the relative proportions being determined by the type of
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agriculture which predominated. This may be a very rough set of
distinctions, but with them 1n mind, analysis of landholding is

somewhat more practical.
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as bounded by the hills of the troumerie and the Dorsale - see Jean
Despois, L Afrigque du Nord, 2nd ed. (Paris: Presses universitaires
de France, 1944), Carte C (at end of volume).

Strabo 17.2.15. In terms of the conceptions of the province
of Africa in his day, 1t would seem even more so.

This 15 commonly accepted: Gilbert Charles Picard and Colette
Picard, Daily Life :1n Carthage at the Time of Hanmbal, trans. A.E.
Foster (London: Allen and Unwin, 19461}, pp.85-87; Warmington,
Carthage, p.139; J. Illevbarre, "Economc Evolution in North Africa
1n Carthaginian and Roman Times," Nigeria and the Classics 13
(1971): 65-82, pp.&7-8; 5. Moscati, The World of the Phoenicians,
trans., A. Hamilton (London: Cardinal, 19723, p.220. The
cultivated olive may have been a Phoenician introduction - Gsell,
Histoire ancienne, 5:201. Also farmed were pomegranates
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(Columella De re rustica 12.46.5-6), almonds (Pliny N.H. 17.467.131)
and Cato’s famous figs (Fliny N.H., 15.74-7%).

9. Diodorus Siculus 20.8.7-4,

10, Eleven of twenty-siv, to be precise — White, Roman Farming,
p.18. The emphasis 1n Roman writers 1n whose worls Mago s
preserved 13 an commerclxl agriculture, which may well have ol ewed
the survival rate, of corss. Nor can one be sure Mago s advice
was widely followed, and repressnts reality on the ground.

11. Folvbius 1.71.1. J. Debergh, "L 'Occident phénicien et
punigue «—t-11 connu une forme de communauteé rurale™,” in Les
communauteés ryrales, Fecueils de la Socireété Jean Bodin, 41 (Paris:
Dessain et Tolra, 1987, 7°91-407, p.2%4 draws e actly the opposite
conclusion from this passage, to my confusion.

-~

2. Gsell, Mistoire ancienne, 5:48; Ficard and Ficard, Daily Life
pp.85-6; R.M. Haywood, "Roran Africa.” 1n An Economic Survey of
Ancient Rome, ed. Jenney Franl, & vols. (Paterson, New Jercey:
Fageant Bools, 19239; orin. 1928), 4:7-119, p.15; Warmington,
Carthage, p.178; Rostovizef+, Social and Economic History, p.l0.

-

a Fepurdm—Aristotle De mirabilibus auscultationibus 100, It 1s
accepted by some as Funuc policy -i1e. Reotoviceff, Social and
Economic Mistory, p.10; Ilevbarre, "Econcm.o Evolution,” pp.&68-9-
without amy more apparent proof than this rather dubious source.
No account i1s laken of the fact that Carthage may have viewed
Sardinia differently than her ‘bacivard’, even if the source 1s

correct.

14, Gsell, Histoire ancienne, 2:121-746 lists some 50 Fhoenician
settlements besides Carthage. Not all would have amounted to much,
of course.

15. Bell. Afr. 2.728.1.
16. Dicdorus Siculus 20,8.3-4,
17. Livy Z7.48.1. Literally he possessed a fwurris, but

presumably also an estate on which 1t was built.

18. Gsell, Histoire ancienne, 4:446; Warmington, Carthage, p.137.

19. The assumption rests on such observations as: Agathocles
marched pas* maeny farms 11 his fairly short march (Gsell, Histoire
ancilenne, 4:435): that Mago recommended an estate owner chould be
solely a farmer (Ficard and Ficerd, Daily vife, p.87, commenting on
Columella De re rustica 1.1.18): on a Carthaginian saving that
small farms are better than large (Columella De re rustica 1.39).
Only the first i1s direct evidence, and only for one ared.
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Columella also guotes an Italian saying about the superiority of
small farms (1.2.8) that would hardly be used as proof for Italian
agriculture i his rday. 792 stale that "1t was a point of honour
to culiivete one s own property personalliy" (Moscati, The World of
the Phasnicians, p.220) 1s totally unwarranted,

20, gsell, Hisioire ancienne, 4:48. Fietro Romanell., "La
condirione giuridiche del suolo 1n Africa,” 1n In Africa e a Roma:
scripta minora selecta (Rome: L7ERMA, 19793 orig. 1971), T19-44,

-

Paced.

=21, That Hannibal owned an estate (1f that 15 what 1t was)
outside the cAors may point at least partially to the first
possibility.

22, Gilbert Charles Ficard, "L Administration territoriale de
Carthage,"” 1n Mélanges d archéclogie et d 'histoire offerts A André
Figaniol, ed. Raymond Chevallier (Faris: S.E.V.F.E.N., 1946, 1257~
1265. A rather theoretical reconstr wtion. There are references
to governors of Libya e Polyb.ous 1,867,157 1.72,.7; Diodorus Siculus

Jusbin 21.6-7, however, refere 1o indirect rule.
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27, For a convement summary of contacts, see Giibert Charles
Ficard and Colette Ficard, The Lifte and Death nof Carthage, brans,
Dominigque Collon {(London: Sidowict and Jaclson, 1968, pp.272-08;%
267-71n; Picard ard Ficard, Daily Life, pp.1i80-B4. For -ome of the
Hellenictic material found in the var1ous UNESCO "Save Carthage’
campairgr eucasations of the last decade., see Serge Lancel! &fFf 2/,
Byrsa l: Mission archéoclogigue “rangaise & Carthage 1974-76 (Rome:
Ecole frangar se de Rome, 1979), pp.126-42. Serge fancel, Gerard
Robine and Jear-Faul Thuwill.er, "Town Flanning and Domestic
Architecture of the Early Second Century B.C. on the Byresa,
Carthage.,”" .n J.G6. Fedley, ed. New Light on Ancient Carcthage (Ann
Arbor: Un.vera.ty of Michigen Fress, 1980), 17-08 discuss Gree}
influences on architecture. Samue! R. Wolff, "Carthage and the
Mediterranean: Imported Amphoras from Lhe Funic Commercial Harbour"
Cahie : d=. Etures Aacoennes 19 {1986): 175-30 demonstratez *the
apparent predominance of Greece and Greel Italy on Carthage's
overseas trade. For the theory that Mago's sources were mainly
Gree:, see Cedr.c Yeo, "The Development of the Roman Flantation
and Mariering of Ferm Froducts,’ Finanzarchiyv series 2, 17 (1932):
S21-42, pluT09, White, Roman Farming, p.45%%9, n. 7. for encient
references. The evidence for Carthaginian adherence to Greeh
methods seems less than conclusive.

24, Strabo saye that the population was 700,000 for the city
alone, no doubt too high (Strabo 17.2.15):1 see also Warmington,
Carthage. pp.127-74: Frangots Decret and Mhammed Fantar, L Afrique

du Nord dans 1 Antiquité: nmistoire et c.vilisat.on (des origines

au Ve ciacle) Paris: Fayot, 1981), p.60. 0On i1ntermarriage, see

C.R. Whittater, "The Western Fhoenicians: Colonisation and
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26.

4.

35.

Assimilation," PCPS 200 (1974): 58-79, pp.70-71.

Jean-Marie Lassére, Ubigque Fopulus: peuplement et mouvements
de population dars 1 Afrigque romairz de Ja chite de Carthage 3 la
fin de la dynast, s deg Ge &res (146 A.0. 075 p.l.). (Faris:
Editions doe — 0 F G0 777 p.o?-%

it E 5 ik

Warmiiyton, Carthage, p.124 guesses 100,000 people of more or
less pure Fhoenician descent i1n all of Africa outside Carthage, but
with no obvious basis,

See Ficard and Ficard, Daily Life, pp.87-88; G. Camps, "Aux
origines de la Berbérie. Masinissa ou les deébuts de 1 'histoire,”
Libyca 8 71960), p.40%9. LCertainly the large numhers of Libyans 1in
the Carihagimian army suggests a small population that wae
recognizably Funic - see Gsell, Histolre ancienne, 2:72351; Folybius
T.25.17-185 T.56.1-4; Diocdorus Siculus 19.106.20.

Diodorus Siculus 20.17.6.

Appian Lib. 7. {Other sources refer to guords (Orosius 4.8.
16) and cividates (Florus 1.18.19).

Livy 42.27.
Strabo 17.7.15.
Appian Lib. 101.

Charles R. Whittater, "Land and Labour in North Africa,” klio
60 (1978): Z71-40, p.279; Jean Feyras, "Le Furous Hufidianus: étude
d’'un grand domaine de la région de Matew (Tunisie du Nord),”
AntAfr. 9 (1973): 181-200, pp. 194, 207: Richard Lawlesc,
"Lréevoletion du peuplement, de 1 habitat et des paysages agraires
du Mahgreb," Annales de Géographie 31 (1972):451-54, passimg
settlements diccussed r Elizabeth Fentress, Numdia and the
Roman Army: Social, Militar v and Economic Aspects of the Frontier
Zone, BAR Internaticnal Series 57 (Orford: BAR, 1979, pp. 0-35 -
the area 1n gquestion 1s southern Numidia, but the comments are
relevant.

See Lucette Valensi, Fellahs tunisiens: 1 'économie rurale et
la vie des campagrnes aux 18% et 19% sidcles (Faris: Mouton, 19770,
pp.1-24, on population and sedentarization i1n pre-colonial Tunisia.

See Despois, L Afrique du Nord, pp.217-75:; A.M. thazanov,
Nomnads and the Outside World, trans., Julia Crootendor {(Cambridge:
Cambridge Uni.ersity Fress, 1987), pp.19-25%, for an 1ntroduection
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relevanlt Lo antigu.tyy Whiltater, "Land and Labour." pp.375-37.

Brent D. Shaw, 'Fear and Loathing: the Nomad Menace and Roman
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’
Africa, ' 1n L'Afrigue romaine: les conférences Vamier 1980/ Roman
Africa: the Vanisr Lectures 1980, ad. C.M., Wells (Ottawa:
University of Cttraws Toon- . 19870 79-S . pp, ~8-7 Some nfd the
ideas of Wh.tta'sr, a3 Labwe," p. T I% are interestirg,
particularly the PFunay fitctes o given the later probable use of
simiiar structures called /705022 10 Roman tires, which were used
to channel and control, not halt, transhumance. For A summars of
ideas on OJauser dg, see David Mattingly armg G.D.EBE. Jones, "A New
Clauswa 1n Weslern Tripolitaniar Wady Sliffa South,” Libyan
Stud.es 17 {(198&): B7-24, with referenctes tn earlier '1terature,

On modern pasloral migration in Tunisia, J. Clarte, "Studies 1n
Semi-Nomadi=m .n North A&fri.3," Economic Geography 5 (1959): 95~
108 a @ "Surmer Nomadiem 10 TiisiAa,” Jog cal of Foonor o Geography
31 (1935):157-467. It 1s tnown for certain that pastorsl
transhumance was practised as earlwv as the fiftkh millemium B.C. 1n
the Aures mountains, 1n a form that shows close parellels between
ancient and modern practice — see Coletlie Roubet and Falv . ch
Carter, "Origine néclithigue de la transhumarce ovine dans le
Maghreb opriental,”" in The Deva Conference of Frehistory, =d.
William Waldren &f &/, 4 vols. (Oxford: BAR, 1984), 1:229-30.

Folybius 1.72.

Jerzy tolendo, Le colonat en Afrigque sous le Haut-Empire,
Annales littéraires de Hesangon, 177 (Paris: Universite de
Besangon, 1976), p.27.

Jercy tolendo, "Sur le colonat en Afrique préromaine," 1in
Neue Beitrage -ur Geschichte der Alten Welt II: romisches Reich,
ed. E.C.Weistopf (Berlin: Alademie-Verlag, 1963}, 45-54, pp.50-51.
Some heve azen thi. as too high, 1e. Whittaler, "Land and Labouwr,”
p.>3%. n. 41, who feeles this does not correspond to the word
prIAros 1n the te t. He ooes not, however, dispute the e.istence of
a "viigous" La. system.

Livy 21.45.5. Whether or not Hanmibal reall, said this, 1t
18 whal Livy believed would have appealed Lo Libyen troops: nor was
Livy eitrapolating from similar Italian conditions - see tolendo,
Colonat, p.2 8.

Livy J0.16.11; 26.4.5-6; 47.6.117 see also Z1.4.6 and

S1.500 1.

Folybius 15.18.6.

As shall be seen when discussing Masinissa’s kingdom,
however, these amounts of grain could be grown 1n a fairly small

area, and so do not necessarily 1mply a very heavy ta rate.

Yeo, "Development of the Roman Slantation,” p.729:; Gsell,
Histoire ancienne, 2:700; 4:47; Warmington, Carthage, 5.137;
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48,

Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, p.215.

Folybhius '3.18.1; Appian Lib. 24, Varro De re rustica 1.17
contains & izng guotabtion oo slaves L on Dassius Dionysius of
tica, who was the trans™ator of Mago.

Diodorus Biculus 14.77.7; Justin 21.4.6.
Appian Lib. 15; Diodorus Siculus 20.469.2.

Gsell. Histoire ancienne 4:46 confirns that he believed that,
while zlave were commonly nsad, sost of the Lerritory of Carthage
was worted by Lib,ns. 1" was the view of Rostovtzef$, Soccial «ond
Economic History, pp.714-17 as well. 7
Rostovizetf, Soc.~1 and Economic History, p.-15.

See above, at n. 45.
See above, at n. 27.

For erample, Decret and Fantar, L 'Afrigque du Nord dans
1'Antiguaté, p. 1015 Ilevbarre, "Economic Evolution," p.6&8; F.G.
Walsh, "Masinissa," JRS 55 (1965): 149-60, p.1532. This 1s not to
deny thal agriculiture was bnown and praclised before Carthage’'s
arrival on the scene (aee Camps, "Masinissa, " paseim), only to

yplain 1ts e:pansion and developmenl under the influence of what
was orgznicationally and commercially, :1f not technically, a more
advanced society.

See Decret and Fantar, L 'Afrigue du Nord dans 1 Antiguaté,
pp. 106-07; Walsh, "Masinissa,” pp.151-32, on territory. The
boundar.es of such ‘tingdoms’ tended to be flexible, and Masinissa
was an eupansionist.

Haywood, "Roman Africa,"” p.l1é6: Despois, L Afrigue du Nord,
pp.?7-107.

Walsh, "Masinissa,” p.132.

Ilevbarre, "Economic Evolution,"” p.71 feels the land brought
into productivity 1ncluded lands farther west.

Polybius 7.7,

Strabo 17.3.5; Appiran Lib. 1063 Dicdorus Siculus 4.17.4
grants the honour rather more improbably to Hercules.

See above, n. 2%; thazanov, Nomads, p.19.

For a discussion of the origins of the tales about Masinissa,
see Fentress, Numidia, p.20.
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68.
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74.

Walsh, "Masinissa," pp.132-54; Decret and Fantar, L Afrigue
du Nord dans 1 'Antiquité, p.111.

Livy Z1.19.4; To.27. 0.
ibid., 76.4.8.

ibid., 47.6.17; see also 42.29.8.

Inscripticns Jde Délos, 44248, 100-04; Inscriptiones Braecae
XI.4,1115-16; Sylloge Inscraipticnum Graecarum Vol. 11, 450,

Livy 41.22; Appran Lib. &8; for a summary and discussion of
this amrne:ation, zee Walsh, "Masinissa," pp.l157-6u.

Noted by olendo, Colonat, p.9.
Flutarch C. Gracchus 2.

Flutarch Caesar 33. Caesar may have been wrong, or just
guessing about the actual figure, but high production was clearly
common. The actual figure as given 1s 200,000 attic medrmrr.
Walsh, "Masimissa.,” p.1%4 notec that this would have been grown 1n
even less area than Masinl-sa had had, since the productive Cairta
regiron had been given to Sittius.

1" -

Haywood, "Roman Africa," p.25.
Sallust B.Jd. 17.5; 47.2, 46.5. Of course grain 1s more
fundamental to an army than cil or wine.

Livy 29.21.7. The location 1s uninown, but close enough to
Carthage’'s territories to permit raiding. 0On this, see Andreé
Berthier, La Numidie: Fome et le Maghreb (Faris: Ficard, 1981, pp.
Z6-8.

Sallust B.J. 48.4.

[ —

Polybius 12.72.7.

-

Despois, L Afrigue du Nord, FPartie I, Chap. 1, pp.217-24, and
Carte 25, p.202.

Shaw, "Fear and Loathing," pp.47-48.

This 15 how the inscription of a boundary stone of the reign
of Micipsa., found 25 tm north of Maltar, 15 usually interpreted -
Ficard, "L'Administration territoriale,” p.1258, for text and
translation.
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Kolendo, "Le colonat en Afrigue préromaine,"” pp.49-32.

T,y

Folvhius 77.7; Diodorus Giculus TZ2.14.4.

scholars, 1ncluding Gilbert Charles Ficard, "Civitas
Mactaritana," ! ihyca 8 (1957, p.?: Gsell, Histoire ancienne,

F: 209y Camps, "Masinissa," p.212. For others, see tolendo, Colonat
p.95, n. I5. T

Numerovs

Fentress, Numidia, p.54 notes, for instance, that both Bulla
and Hippo failed to put the ting’'s i1mage on the coins they i1ssued,
The inclusion of Hippo, or Zama 1n the 'middle’ Bagrsdas 1s rather
genernus geographically, but fthey do a1l fall within the easztern
part of Numidia which has beern being discussed here, though this
advances our tnowledge of their precise location no further.

The Lex Agraria of 111 Z.C. (CIL., I, 385, line B1) mentions
this.

Cicero De lege agraria 2.22.58.

Folendo, Colonat, p.?. Whether such a distinction would
have meant much to the Numidians 1s another guestion.

Varro De re rustica 1.10; Fentress, Numidia, p.34.

Haywood, "Roman Africa," p.21 says 20 sg. miles (32 sqg. km)
with no sowrces: Walish, "Masinissa," p.134 gquotes Haywood, but
uses the figure 200 sg. miles (520 sg. imy. Walsh 13 apparently
assuming that 1,200,000 @e77: represents a 10% tithe, and 1s
giving the figure for the area needed for 1007 of the crop. My
own terntative calcuwlations have suggested a maaamum of some 63 sg.
mLies ‘.49 sg. o bmd o to grow 1,200,000 podi: of wheat at the very
low rates of return suggested o5 being typical by H.D. White 1n
"Wheat Farming 1n Roman Times," Antiquity 77 (1963):207-11.

Strabo 17.3.19.

-

Vitruvius De architectura 8.7.24-5.

t'omlendo, Colonat, p.26. The term copioun could derive from
the small villages of native farmers to be found on or near such
& #undus. The meaning of a town 1s cleerly 1napplicable.

At B.7.25 1t 15 mentiorned that C. Iulius 1s breeding slaves,
but as he was selecting for beauty and sweetness of voice i1t may be
doubted whether these were farm hands.

t‘olendo, Colonat, p.25.

~

Diocdorus Siculuse 220, 16.4.
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tolendo, "Le colonat en Afrique préromaine,” p.51; Colonat,
p.273 appsrently accepted by Whittaler, "Land and Labour," p.240:
Astasdersr= 15, he says, "presunabl, though* o he the eguivalen
f Lalin srsderementfs and to include zrsfrventa vorals or slave
1 1"
labour”,

Dio 47.5.2; cf. Whittaler, "Land and Labour," p.742.
Y. Garian, "La travail libre en Gréce ancienne,” i Non-Slave

Labour 1in the Oreco-Roman World, ed. F. Garnsey, Cambridge
Fhilnlogical Bociety Sonp ementary Vol. & (Cambridge: Cambridge

12
Fhilologioal Societ,, 1780, &£-07, 2031, For the defimition of
peas~ntry ,od here, see [r.or Wolf, Feasants (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Frent.ce-Hal’ ', 1944}, pp.T-4.

Rostcvtee®fr, Tocral and Eoooomac History, p.984, n. 8.

tolendo, Colonat, p.27; Heiny treiesig, "Pemer!ungen und
Productionsweise in Nordafrila (vorromsche Ieit),” 1n Afrila und
Rom 1n der éntite, ed. H.J. Deisner, H. Barth, and H.D. Zimmermann
(Halle-Witterberg: Mart . tuther Umiversitat, 1968), 175-40.

Whittater, "Land and Labour,” pp.278-40,

Walsh, "Mas.nissa,"” p.13
Gsell, Histoire anciernne, 5:14

S Fentress,; Numidia, pp.S50-57;7 cf.
Nord dans 1 'Antiquité, p. 108,

Uy Decret and Fantar, L'Afrigue du

F.W. Walbant, The Hellenistic World (Glasgow: Fontana. 1981),
p.104,

The seminal wort .s Whittater, "Land and Labour". This
approach 1s alsc talen by Fentress, Numidia., Chap. 4, referring
more spec.fically to southern Numid:a.

For an introduction to tribal societies and economics, see
Max Gluctman, FPolitics, Law and Fitual in Trabal Societies (New
Yort: New American Library. 1968); Marshall Sahlins, Tribesmen
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Frenlice-Hall, 1948), espec zlly
Chap. 5; Georgs Dalton, ed., Tribal and Feasait Economies: Rezdings
1n Economic Anthropology (New Yorl: Natural history Frezs, 1967,

Thus, among the Ren: Mtir of the Atlas {(zee nent nota)y the
chief landcwing segment 13 the cleny among the Iger 1,en f *he
Rif 1t 13 the local commuost, F. Jamous, Horneur et Sargid: les
structur es soclales traditionelles dans le Rif (Faris: Editions de
la Maison des sciences de 1 homme, 1981), p. 5.

A. Vinogradov, "The Socio-Folitical Organization of a Berber
Tarar Tribe: pre-protectorate Morocco," i1n Arabs and Berbere: from
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Tribe to Nation in North Africa, ed., E, Gellner and C. Michaud
{Londan: D.C. Heath and ™, 1277Y, £7-84, p.77; cf. David Seddon,
Morpocoan Feasants: a Men*iey of Change 1n the Eastern Rif 1870~
1970 (Lordo-: Tawsny, 1980, p.&7.

Glratman, Politics, pp.é6-72¢ David Grigg, The Harsh Lands: a
Study irm Agricultaral Pevelopment {(London: Macmiilan, S5t. Martin’s
Fress, 19701, p.119.

Gluctman, Folitics, pp.66~-72; Sahlins, Tribesmen, p.763
Brigg, Harsh Lands, p.119. For the recent Maghreb, see Lucette
Valensi, Le Maghre o avant la pr e @ Alger (1790-1820) (Faris:

Flammarion, 1969Y: ", 1 appartenance & la tribu donne d emblée
un droit d'exploitation de ses Lerres...”.

Jean Foncet, "Statut fonc.er et rapports sociau dans la
Junmisie d avant 1881," 1n Sur le féodalizme (Paris: Editions
sociales, 1971), 118-210, pp.192, 202-07.

Caesar B.G. 6.22.2-7: Foncet, "Statut foncier,'" p.205;

Vinogradov, "Socio-Folitical Organization," p.75.
L J

Valensi, Maghreb, p.42; Vinogradov,"Socio-Folitical
Orgamizationy” p.72:; Seddon, Moroccan Peasants, pp.40-41, 5337 Reneé
Gallissol, "Fre-Colon.al Algeria," trans., David Seddon Economy and
Sociely 4 (1975): 418-45, p.421; Jamous . Honneur et Aar 4o, p. 25
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Giuctman, Folitics, p.78: cf. Forde and Douglas, "Primitive
Economies,"” p.léb.

Gluciman, Folitics, p.71t Sahlins, Tribesmen, p.87.
Gluctman, Folitics, p.&9.

For the concept of segmentary tribes, see D. Hart, "The Tribe
in Modern Morocco: Twe Case Studies," 1n Arabs and Berbers: from
Tribe to Nation in North Africa, ed. E. Gellper and C. Michaud
{London: N.C. Heath and Co., 1972, 25-58, pp.lE-T71, with bhasic
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Whittaler, "Land and Labour," p.241.
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CHAPTER TWO .
Instrumentalities of Agrarian Change

In Carthage, Africa had a power whose culture, if not actually
born of African soil, was at least resident there. After 146 B.C..
however, the Maghreb entered a state which can fairly be described as
colonial. With the destruction of Carthage, and later the annexation
of Numidia, the eastern Maghreb became the overseas possession of a
foreign nation.

The comparison with modern colonialism is tempting. Recent
colonial imperialism has, without a doubt, often produced massive and
far-reaching changes 1in the lands involved. Many of the effects have
been negative, even catastrophic, and the system has been blamed for
the creation of much continuing poverty in former colonial states.?
The agricultural sphere has been particularly strongly affected. This
is not surprising, considering the procedures adopted by some colonial
powers with regards to the rural population and agriculture. The
process in one part of Africa has been described as involving initially
forcing the farmers to produce surpluses of food for the colonists,
thus creating a peasantized rural population, and then breaking up this
peasantry to provide cheap labour on the profit-oriented capitalist
farms of the colonists.? The shock to the pre—existing rural'lifestyle
is obvious, and often effectively led to its disappearance.

Such a colonial process by the Romans would have no doubt brought

about similarly sweeping changes in the agricultural life of ancient
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North Africa. It 1s doubtful that this kind of colonialism was
practised, however. A number of the key elements of the modern
colonial system were absent 1n the ancient world. The overriding
difference between the two periods was a lack of investible capital in
search of profit 1n the provinces (or elsewhere, for that matter).
There was no excess of such capital because 1nvestors had no particular
wge to turn a profit from 1t; as Finley has put at, "... the strong
drive to acquire wealth was not translated into a drive to create
capital". Equally, modern imperialism was 1n large part driven by the
presence of cheaper labour i1in the non-developed overseas lands. There
might, of course, be other, adverse factors which could negate such
advantages but overall this was still a significant attraction for the
ninteenth century European capitalist. In the ancient world, however,
there existed an 1n-built cheap labour force at home, i1n the form of
slavery. As a result there was no need to go overseas to create
profitable situations, even 1f they had hbeen desired. Without these
driving forces, the destructive effect of the modern colonial process
could not be duplicated.=

This 1s certainly not to say, however, that the Roman conguest
tould not have produced changes in the agricultural system. A number
of elements of the Roman arrival could have introduced disruptive
forces to the established way of life. Some such factors were: a
colonization of non-Africans on a large scale; the introduction of some
technological advance 1n farming: new forms of labour orgamization
unknown, or not common i1n the earlier period, notably slavery and wage

labour; and other organizational changes, related to the ownership,
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formation and management of the farm as a productive unit.® Each of
these potential instrumentalities of change will be examined in this

chapter.

Perhaps the most obvious means by which the Roman state could
have effected a major alteration in the existing agricultural
state—of-affairs in the ancient Maghreb was the large—scale immigration
of non-Africans into the African countryside. A large body of 'Roman’
(including in this term anyone of Italian origin) farmers acquiring
large quantities of land would have had inevitable effects. The
existing population could have been driven off the land, displaced to
become either migrants themselves, or a landless labour force. There
would have been an automatic introduction of Italian social
aorganization and those agricultural techniques and practices which
could survive their transplantation to the African soil. The
consequences of this demographic change could have been extemely
widespread and deep. Indeed, exactly such a situation has been
envisaged by some scholars, with bleak results:

Il en résulte, tres certainement une plus grande
prédisposition de 1 Afrique au sous—développement: toute
prospériteé devra vy ©tre analysée soigneusement, n’'étant
peut—-étre gu'une enclave, gu’'un corps étranger au sein de
la misére.>
That there was a movement of Italians into the Maghreb,

particularly during the «civil wars and early Principate, 15 not in
question. The debate centres on the significance of this immigration,

both in scale and effect. The former has sometimes been held to have

been quite large.® But, beyond the size of the immigrant population,
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the area in which they settled, their socio-economic status and the
types of land grant given will all have significantly affected the
overall impact which the new African population will have had on the
way agriculture was organized and practised.

The first major movement of Italians into Africa of which there
is evidence camg only a guarter—-century after the final fall of
Carthage. The Gracchan colony of funoniz was, as laid out, larger than
the Jev Aubrria, which authorized it, allowed, but it still only
amounted to six thousand lots.” O0OFf these, it is not known how many
colonists actually went out.® Of those who did go, it is not known how
many remained when the colonial charter was revoked.® That some did is
clear from the Jev agraria of 111 B.C., which confirmed their holdings,
though 1n a non-colonial setting.*® The same law alsoc makes it clear,
though, that some of the land had already been sold.

After the Gracchan scheme, with its relatively restricted
membership, there appears to have been no fuwrther settlement 1n Africa
for some time. In 103 R.C. the tribune Saturninus passed a law
permitting the assignment of land to the troops of Marius.®* That this
was carried out seems to be confirmed by a number of later inscriptions
from towns in the middle Aagradas valley, which claimed Marian
connections, 1including naming him as founder.?!= There have even been
estimates that about two legions, or 10,000 to 12,000 men, were so
settled. = However, a strong case has been made for the argument that
the men settled were not Italian immigrants, but native Gaetulian
auxiliary cavalry.?4 This is not certain, but the Marian veteran

settlement must be in doubt.
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Besides these two 1nstances there 1s little evidence for
larée~5:ale movement to Africa until the end of the Republic. There 1s
the possibility tha* a poeber of Etruscars, fleeing Sulla, followed
Carbo to Africa in BT B.C,*S; epigraphic evidence supports a claim for
their settlement south-west of Carthage.*® There 1s no hint as to the
numbers involved, o the land talen up, but they probably remained in
Africa.?” In the same period the-e musi have been various other
Italians who made their way to North Africa without doing so 1n groups
large erough to warrant mentton 10 the cources.  The A= lww Wéricas,
Plutarch and Appian all refer to the occurence of comierts o7, “he
members of which must have come over during this time.'® In these,
however, 1t seems lilely that one i1s seeinqg the mamifestat on of the
negotrstrorss  who had stationed themselves in the province. These men
may well have bought land, but they hardly farmed 1t themselves.?
Without some olher source of manpower beirg 1ntroduced, the native
African farmers must have remained on the land.

It 18 doubtful that many small Ffarmers came on their own as

settlerc, There wa

1

orobatly a strong disinclination among Italian
peasants to migrate overseas, for reasons which 1t 18 not hard to
imagine,=2° The hacardous trip, the difficulty of acguaring land in
another country, above all the laclt of the capirtal necessary to "‘mate a
new life’ oabroad, were all factors which would have prcduced a
situation 1n which the peasant would have had ne:ther the desire nor
ability to emigrate unless aided by the state - which, with the
excepi.on of the 1instances already noted, did not occur before the

Civil wars,.21
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By the end of the Republic, then, Italians in Africa would have
fallen 1nto three main categories: businessmen in the (mainly coastal?
towns, but perhaps ocwming estates inland; private cifizens owning and
rupning  their own land:  and  the colomsts.®2 But the first had no
practical effect on the worling of the land (in the context being
discissed here) and the second were probably very few in rumber, The
third group was not large either, 1n all probabil:ity. If the various
armies of the civil wars were able to raise large numbers of troops in
Africa. 1t was not from Italians on the land: of those Italians who
were taten, there would have been as many negofiatorss from the towns
as farmers, and most recruits would have been Africans.®s  One may
speal of Republican &frica, even i1n the province of Hrros 1iself, and
certainly even more so further i1nland, as having a Roman presence 1in

.

which "..,. 11 n'y a encore rien qui modifie vraiment la vie des
indigérnes...", of an Africa "a peine touchee par l1a présence des
nouveac.: arrivantsg”".=4

This situation only began to change with Caesar’s overseas
settlements. He approved the private movement of at least some
Italirans -mainly Campanmians, i1t seems- 1nto the area of Cirta, Chullu,
Mllexgk and Rusicade, all under the mantle of Sittius, i1n recompense for

oy

his usefuLl services.=29 In the province cof #AFfracx 1tseif, Caesar
definittely founded colonies at Clupea, Curubis and, of course,
Carthage; Hipppo Diarrhytus, Carpis and Neapolis are almost as
certainly Caesarian.=2®* There ray heve been =z few cthers, plus, no

doubt, viritene installations at various places not actually honoured

with colonial status.=7
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Numbers are scarce and often disputed. There 1s Suetomius’
statement that Caesar settled some BQ,000 Romans overseas.®® [t seems
unlitely +that this plan had been fulfilied al hie death: one figure
which has been suggested would see a scheme for around 70,000 civilians
from Rome and another 10,000 ogr sp Caesarian veterans to go overseas,
to which might be added zarother 10,000 e, ~FPompeian zoldiers.?® Not all
of these 20,000 would have ever made the lrip, before 44 E.[. or after.
0f course, their destinations included the whole colonizable area open
to Caesar. How many went to Africa cannot be tnown. 0One ecstimate pute
the Ffigure at 5,000 veterans; how many civilians cannot even be
estimated, but 1t probably was not very many.3°

The tempo of overseaz settlement picied up even more under
Augustus. By the end of his reign provincial Africa had received
between nine and fourteen colonial foundations: i1n addition Mauwretania
had seen no less than thirteen colonies planted on her shores.®t 0Only
by stretching the data can one begin to guess at the number of
colonists, but 1t 15 commonly accepted that the size of colonmies was
not great. An average of 700 to 300 Italians vetgﬁﬁﬁﬁ per foundation
is a f.gure which hes received some acceptance; 1t wowld give a total
of some 15,000 Ital:an veterans setiled 1n all of the Maghreb by
Augustus, =2 It 1s lnown, however, that veterans were also settled in
non—colonial  pagz by Augustus,. 3 Theretfore, Bront’'s ectimates, which
allow 2-2,000 veterans per colony are preferable, as they have (by his
own admission) the advantage of including some built-in overestimation

and so allow.ng for Lhe gagz tiat cainot be ennumerated. ™ (Onz may be

dealing with something lile 20,000 to 49,000 veterans at most 1n and
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immediately around provincial Africa.

The movement of civilians oubt of Italy under Caesar (if 1t
actually got under way) seems to have had no official counterpart under
Augustus. There 1% no esadence for Augustus sporeoring any settlement

of civilians i1ir Atrica. He may have been the cause of some movement,

7

though less consciously thar Lsesar, ;t 15 Fnown that Auqgustus set up
some wenty-sight  colomies 1n Italy for his veterans, probably
uprooting a fair number of civilian locals in the process.™® Npot all
the previous inhabitants need have been evicted for there to have been
a secondary wave of farmers forced to seel their livelicod abroad, but
there are no figures. Most, 1t 13 said, went to "Dyrachium, Philipp:
and elsewhere..."; which might suggest either that Africa did not
receirve  many {(else 1t would have been menticned) or that 1t did {under
‘elesewhare ). Similarly frustrating 1s Virgil's line in the Suwolics:
At nos Hinc 8lir srfiertrs 1biaus SHros.Te 11 may indicate movement to
Africe, or perheps 1ts negative tone shoold be read as proof of Ital.an
reluctance to move overseas, and sSo as evidence against private
settlement 1n Africa 1n  numbers.>” One simply does not |naow, nor,
necesszarlly did Virgil. He surely did not Pnow how meany., nor can
scholars today. The earlier restricticns on private migration still
applied: probably 1t has, 1n Hopltins' words, been "thoughtiessly
saggerated”.=e

There :s no doubt that this period marked the high-water line of
the Italian tide 1nto Africa. With far fewer soldiers to demobilize,
the Juliz-Claudian and Flavian emperor= did not have the pressures of

veteran settlement to drive a colonzal emigration policy.™®% Tiberius
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and BGaius did nothing. Under Claudius and Nero a few colonies were
founded: Oppidum Novum in Mauretania, and Ammaedara, Madauros and
Icosium respectively.®© There were three more under Nerva (5itifis,
Cuicul  and Mopth...)%*; and two by Trajan (Thamugaddi and, possibly,
Theveste).?2 This effectively marked the end of immigration on a large
scale. By Trajan’'s reign colonies were already being “founded’ without
any Italian content, and after him one may assume such foundations were
the rule,*4= Indeed, as early as Claudius one meets non-Italians as
veteran settlers i1n Africa.®® Within a short time it was Africans who
were 1n the majority as veterans, for the recruiting for the one legion
stationed in Africa came to take place entirely within the Maghreb.4®
By the middle of the Julio-Claudian period, the bulk of the Italian and
other non-African immigrants had been installed in Africa; by Trajan’'s
time almost all.

After all this it should be clear that there is no way to put a
definitive number to the Italian immigrants to Roman North Africa. At
best one can get some idea of the order of magnitude with which one is
dealing. Brunt has convincingly argued that, up to the civil wars,
something like 150,000 Italian male adults went overseas; the various
settlements of Caesar and Augustus added to this a net total of around
215,000, & 0f these 365,000 {(a number to be taken very loosely,
needless to say), only a part was in North Africa; of those, not all,
and possibly not even many, were willing, or able after a military
career of many vyears to become actual farmers on the land.4” Africa
received something over one—quarter of all the colonies sent overseas

up to Augustus (28 of 103), but of course this does not mean Africa got
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that percentage of the total emgrants. Most veterans would not have
had wives and dependants.4® It 18 thus probable that there were
betweer 0,000 and 100,000 [talian immigrant=. The former ¢ qure 18
litely low, the latter high. The truth lies somewhere between.4®

To set this 1n perspective, 1t may be worthwhile to male a brief
#cursion into the question of the population of the Maghreb in
antiguty. The whole zubject 1s one fraught with great problems, and
1s almost entirely the province of modern speculation, with little
evidence on which to base at. Certainly evact numbers are notb
possible. All that 13 reguired, however, 1s the broadest of estimates,
for & compar:ison of scale. ﬂ

The population estimates for the Maghreb vary widely, not
surpr:singly. The highest suggested figure, for Africa at 1ts height,
15  about 8,000,000, the lowest about 4,000,000,9° I{ one rather
arbitrarily chooses a middlie-range eztimate, that of L.Ch. Ficard, one
gets 6,500,000 at Africa’s peal 1n the late second century AD. and
Z.200,00% u1n the late first AD.St It appears that a population would,
under the conditions prevailing 1n the ancient world, have achieved
sometting  lite a D2U% gair in population per century.®2  In short, by
wort.ng baclwards, 1t seeme the «L the beginning of the first century

AD. the Maghreb would have possessed at least 2,000,000 and probably

2,300,000 persons. With th:s p mind, 1t s clear that the Italian

i

immigrant pcpulation probably never amounted to more than fi1/e percent
of the totel population, probebly less.SS
Clearl, these ratios cannot jyustify thinting of an ethnmically

Roman Africa. The 1mportance of the figures couvld, however, easily
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have been changed by the location of the settlement of the immigrants.
The dispersal of the Italians, leaving one area with few non-natives
and another inundated with them would have greatly influenced the
effect immigration bhad on the agriculture of any one region. Here
again, one 1s speaking in relative terms. There 1is no way of
identifying how many settlers were located in any one area, and there
will have been Italians found in every part of the Maghreb, no doubt.
But their relative frequency will have varied considerably.

’vaiously the northern hal¥f of the province of Af7ca will have
been settled first. The Gracchan colonists, at two hundred sugera
each, must have effectively filled that part of provincial Africa
suitable for farming, when the land guaranteed to the loval cities and
other natives 1s considered.®* BREut only in legal terms: 4,000, 12,000,
even 24,000 (assuming four persons per family sent out) would have
produced a very feeble density of Italians over this area. The
landownership might have been changed but not the actual producing
population. As mentioned above, also, the land was being sold as early
as 111 B.C., and since large estates did grow up in the area, it is
entirely possible that some of the Gracchan owners sold their land and
moved away.®® There is just cause to think there were not six thousand
Gracchan settled families on the land by, say, Caesar’'s day.

Ferhaps the fact that legal title to all the goed land had gone
to the Gracchan settlers was why Marius set his ex—troops down in the
middle Sfagracdzs area, to the west; equally, it may have been a desire
to attach these productive lands to Rome and protect the obvious route

to Carthage.®e Whatever the reasoning, if Marius’' men were actually
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Italians, they would have Fformed a Roman core on the FRsgradas. VYet
some of these too may have ended up selling their land and moving.S7

Caesar settled most of his people, as far as 1s lnown, 1n the
province proper. Carthage, Clupea, Curubis, Carpis., Hippo and Neapol:is
are all coastal - put there, no doubt, for good strategic reasons.®®
(Caesar's ability to put numbers of new settlers i1nto the very area
supposedly all set out for the Gracchans, incidentally, suggests these
cannpot  have ﬁbeen too thick on the ground.) Only 1n the 5:ittian
settlement, +ar off to the west around Cirta was there a known
Caesarian influx outside the old Pumc chora.

Only under Augustus did Italian settlement move west 1n and
significant amounts. Still, Uthina and Thuburbo Minus, as well as the
possible colony at Thuburbo Minus were all 1n the old c/ora.®® The
possibles at Hadrumetum, Maxula and Thysdrus were all along the east
coast, also i1n Pumic territory.®° 0Only Thabraca, Simitthus, Thuburnica
Assuras, and Sicca Veneria were to the west of the old Fumic heartland,
on a line across the middle Fagradas.®* The Cirta zone was now made a
colony, perhaps reinforced.®® Resides these, all the other thirteen
Augustan colonies, nearly half the total, were strung out along the
coast of Mauretania Cassarensis, or even further west, in 7ingitans. s
It was only after Augustus that colonies were pushed south (1e.
Ammaedara, Thamugadi, Theveste). The rest of the post-Augustan
colomies continued the “filling-up’ of Numidia: Mopth..., Cuicul and
Siti1fis west of Cirta, Madauros on the western Fagradas, Icosium on the
coast of Mauretania,*s It 18 clear that by far the greatest

concentration of Italian immigrants was 1n the eastern part of ~AFfrica
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proconsularis, especially in the coastal areas. The effect of
immigration would have been much more limited in what is now western
Tunisia or eastern Algeria.

What was the nature of the settlers’ holdings? The earlier ones
were probably well-off., The colonists of Bracchus' programme were fous
chariestatous ton politon, so one must  suspect  they were fairly
weal thy. oS This is reflected in the very large land grants which each
appears to have been given: from the /Jev agraria the amount seems to
have been two hundred Jugers.%® The importance of this (s that two
hundred Jtwgsra 1s far more than one man, or even one family, could farm
alone. Columella’s calculations allow for about 10 man-days per
Tugerun of wheat cultivation, and he suggests between 6 and ? labourers
for a 200 Jugers farm.®? Cato advised using 14 workers on an olive
farm of 280 Jugers.e® Exact numbers are not vital - clearly the
Gracchan colonists were men running big farms, needing additional
labour and not inconsiderable equipment. As Frayn has said,
"Allocations of 200 sfugers were clearly adequate for subsistence, but
could not be required for this alone".®® These were not peasants, but
landowners of some importance. The same would apply, though to a
lesser degree, to the putative Marian colonists, for Saturninus’ law
allowed for centena agri Iugera.’®

Caesar ‘s and Augustus’ beneficiaries will not have done so well.
There are no real data on the size of veteran land assignments.
Republican veteran grants ranged from 100 Jug=ra at Aguileia in 181
B.C. for centurions to only 3 for Latins in 173 B.C.7* (Caesar gave

grants of 10-12 rugers in ltaly for families of 5 and 6.7% These are
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not particularly helpful Ffor provincial practices. Attempts at
calculating farm sires based on  the lnown amount of money spent by
Augustus on  land (HS 840,000,000 and !nown land prices 1n Italy (HS

00D per  regStum), glven an average grant of’ 10 sugery, are doubtful

Py
-

even for ltaly, futile for Africa.”7™ Comparizons with other provinces,

N

such as Zgypt. where soldiers in one Fayur community held 1T sugers

=

.

farms on average, founder on one’'s i1nability to lnow how to equate
Egyptian land to African and on the limited value of the use of
averAagos, 74 References 1n Hyginus to the effect that centuries were
sometimes diztributed as S0 1ugera lote, and 1n the Llider [olontiarim,
which mentions 25, 73, 50 and &0 sugera lots, are not helpful either,
being eilher unreliable ond/or Italian.”®  Frobably the amounts given
by Caesar were higher than by Augustus: equally probable i1s that farms
in Africa would have been larger than 1n Italy. Some have assumed that
allotmerts were on the scale of &4 swysra, at least i1n the triumveral
period, but this has been challenged.”® Frobably 1t was not so great,
but, land prices being lower 1n Africa (possibly as low as HE 790 in
some parts), the pg«asmium pard by the later emparors on discharge would
have bought more lend.?”” Something around 20 Jugsrs would seem
minimumi more would not be unrealistic. A veteran with 20 sugera would
probably have been no more than a worling peasant farmer.

What influence, ther, would the Ital:zn i1mmigration have had as
an agent of change on agricultural orgamization and production™ To
worl eastwards towards Carthage, 1t seems probable that in Mauretania,
the small numbers of Italians, mostly coastesl, separated by great

distances and poor communications would have remained i1slands of Roman



infiuence in a sea of pre-Roman agricultural practices. Within the
island agriculture would have been 1intensified perhaps. and Roman
concep*s of cwnership <rd organization snbroducec, bet most of the area
of Africa remained unaftfected.

In Numidia and provincial Africa, the effect would have been
somewhat greater. It wag here that the bulhk of the immigrants came,
though they would st:11 have been greatly outnumbered, since this was
where most of the natives were too. They were not evenly distributed,

either: ore zges masses of settiements on the north and east Tunisian

i

and Algerian coasts, a band running north-south across the middle
Fagradas, a clump around Cirta-S5:itif1s.7® Between these the map 1s
bare, and though one cannot claim anything l:te a complete picture, 1t
must De wondersd just how much of Arrica groconsular:s had significant
numbers of Italians settled on the land.

Evern so, an immigration in the area of six figures i1s not to be
ignored.”® There will have been an effect, though perhaps a patchy
one. The earlier settlers may have been landlords, thanks to their

\
allotments’ large size, but Caesar’s and Augustus’ men, most of the
immrgrants, probakly were not. Around the colonies, as well as i1n the
a3g:  that are tnown, and the many that surely are mot, immigrants will
have introduced their way of life - to an extent. As has been noted,
veterans mostly married 1n the province of their settlemert, and
cultural fusion will have begun at once.®® In the colony at Sitifis,
for example, opurials exhibit a surprisingly high degree of nat.ve
Libyan cultural content.9t There 1s o hint of forced remaval of

natives {from the land.®2 Immigration, in short, was a factor, but the

74



Italians never overwhelmed the natives, and one will have to look

elsewhere for decisive change.

It might be thought that, whether there were foreigners present
in large numbers or not, the superior agricultural technology of the

Romans must have had a significant impact on agricultural production.

ot

-

This has certainly been the case in modern contacts between Curope and
its colonies, In +fact, however,; the Romans possessed no particular
advantage in technology. For all intents and purposes the farmer of
Italy raised his crops using the same eguipment as did his Libyan
counterpart on the Great Flains of the Sagradss valley.

There was little technical innovebion in the Roman period, or for
that matter, the Greek pericd before. All the basic processes of
agriculture wers developed)in the Neglithic period, to which Rome and
Greece can claim to have added little.o> There were certainly
refinements in existing technology, but few practical innovations,
Those important new developments which did occur, such as the famous
‘Gallic Reaper’', or the potentially revolutionary water-driven mill,
were but little (or at least only locally) used.®<4

The problem lay in the socio-economic ethos of the wealthy,
landowning class. This was a basic fact of Roman society, and is
beyond the scope of this study. Suffice it to note that technological
progress  aims essentially at the increase of productivity. There was
no desire for any such increase in the Roman world.®%  The reason was
simple. The value of land lay &8s much in the owning as in the vyield.®e

As long as this was the case, the corcllary was inevitable: "... where



ownership of land is matter of status and prestige, and agriculture is
the sole occupation of the gentleman, the landowner is not motivated in
the direction of i1ncreasing productivity".®” As a result, the tendency
was to expend one’'s resources on  acquiring new land, rather than
stepping up the yield of what one already possessed, and so no interest
was shown 1in labour saving devices to increase output, or in new
methods, &9 The patterns and methods of land use stagnated.®® And the
equipment available to & Roman f;rmer. no matter how wealthy he might
be, was eutremely simple, and completely comparable to those of his
cousins elsewhere. One need only look at examples of Roman ploughs,
along with those of underdeveloped modern nations to see that the
ploughs of Rome held no superiority bestowed by advanced culture.®e
Comparisons with Libvan ploughs of antiguity are not possible, but
Punic examples look equally sophisticated.®?

Seen from the other side, the native African agriculture was very
probably quite productive. The Carthaginians’ agronomy, as has been
noted, was advanced enough to be worth translating into Lating
Carthage’'s territory turned out considerable quantities of grain; the
Numidian kingdom did likewisé. Rome was not encountering a totally
backward native body, but people who had long been exposed to the
influences of the Mediterranean world. No doubt, in the remoter parts
of the provinces of Africa the local peasant was less sophisticated
than the Roman who possessed his copy of Cato, Columella or Mago. But
they were not on different technological planes.

An  example may be found in precisely that area where superior

Roman technology might be expected to be unquestioned -~ water
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transportatiorn  and management. The great agueducts of Carthage and
Caesarea were products of Roman technology, but they had no effect on

farming. In terms oFf rural, agricultural water management, there 13

o
ina

now some cansensus th what was once unthinbingly accepted as "Romsn’
may actually have originated 1n Africa i1tseif, not Italy.®2 1In the
words of the noted gepgrapher of the Maghreh, Despois, "... 11 faut
noter gque... les Berb#res n'avasent certainement pas sttendus les
Latins... pour s’ingénier & wutiliser au miew: les eauw indispensables
auwt cultureg”,®™

There are examples of such systems in areas which were never
under the sure control of Rome, and so unlitely to be Roman
construeztions; and  ir those areas that were firmly 1i1n hand, the
archaenlogical evidence suggests that the water-control systems
pre—-date the Romans.®4 It 15 indeed notable that in the orne area where
a Roman techricel contribution is certain — the building of dams, such
as those of the Tripolitanian a30r ‘e~ the "improved’ system proved
catastrophically 1nferior to the ‘primitive’ local versgion.®s

It 1- perhaps also worlh noting that the Romans may have had
something to learn from Africa. Columella wrates that Mago's
recomendations did not always worl i1n Italy, being designed for African
so1ls,.%e N doubt he was closely studied by new 1mmigrants.
Similarly, *he vyields 1n certain conditions present in North Africa
-mainly 1in 1irrigated, water-controlled fields— can be amazingly high,
much heyond what was common in Italy., yet without ary technological
difference.®” The Somans probebly profited from that, as weli.

The conclusion 1s straightforward. Fomponius Mela, for all his
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historical faults, was not far wrong when he said of the Libyan farmers

that orae s10 Aabrtantur a0 nrostrum mavime r1ium poratrs cul torlbus. e

The agricultural system of Carthage, as has been seen, utilized
slavery on a significant scale. Slaves performing actual agricultural
labour were probably only common, though, on the estates of the
immediate oAors of the Punic capital. Bevond this the frequency of
slaves 1n the fields declined, being less frequent 1n the outer
Carthaginian territories and guite rare, 1¥ to be found at all, 1n the
Numidian }ingdoms. And even the estate system of the oAor-s must have
been thoroughly disrupted duwring the Third Funic War. There was thus
scope for considerable change 1f the advent ofwﬁoman rule brought with
1t the introduction of widespread agricultural slave labour. To find
the euntent and effect of such an introduction, 14 i1ndeed one was even
attempted, 15 therefore vital. It might be expected that such a
development would occur, given the freguency of agricultural slavery in
Italv.®® The evidence, however, 1s far from clear cut.

It should be pointed out at the beginning that by the term
‘slave’ labour what 15 meant 1s actual legal slavery, what 1s often
called ‘chattel slavery.'©?® The so-called free natives of Libva may
well have been 1n some sense unfree, 1f only through the constraints
imposed by the eristing structure of a tribal societal system. They
were not, however, i1n any sense ’‘slaves’, or, 1n all likelihood, even
what could be called 'serfs’. What will be discussed here 1s not the
continuation or changes i1n the status of such men, but the actual owned

slave.
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In addition, it should be noted that it is the actual physical
work of Ffarming that is in question here. It has been quite rightly
asserted that slave managers (1r/so7) and other administrative
positions held by slaves contributed significantly to the production
process. *°! This avoids the point, howesver, since slave overseers
could guite easily administer free tenant farmers, who would have done
the physical wor:.*?2 In any case, servile administrative staff were a
conmon  phenomenon across the Empire and their examination i1n detail 1s
beyond the scope of this study.1°® What one needs to lnow, in relation
specifically to Africa, 15 the significance of servile labour in
agriculture, how many "rustres auy mains calleuses", to use Gsell's
phrase, there were i1n the fields,°4

Viewed 1n these terms, the evidence i1s at best equivocal. There
are no real references for the Republican period 1n Africa that can be
taken seriously as solid proof of servile agricultural labour. Sallust
hints at 1t, when writing of the undisciplined actions of Albinus’
soldiers, during the Jugurthine War: ... wr/ias expugnare, pecoris et
MIPEILLOMUM  prI3sdas  certantes Sgere  SIgue  mutars  cum mercIatoribus
b1 .. M 10S The context 1s such thet mancrozorum could well refer to
field hands. Yet one might wonder, with only slight exaggeration, 1f
any ‘farmhouse’ worth plundering would not have had a slave domestic or
two worth something 1n trade. Sallust 1s here no clear proof for farm
slavery. Neither are such references as that by Cicero, to Aelius
Lamia‘'s ‘“negotra. procuratores, libertos, Fawiliam" 1n Africa. ioe
Lamia had estates in Africa., but no doubt town-houses too, where slaves

would have been used 1n a variety of roles; there 1s no certainty his
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slaves were even 1n the countryside.

To state, on the basis of cuch references as these, which are all
there really are, tra* large slave-rurn eshtate epmerged 1n oo
proconsdlar:s  duaring  the Republican period i1z wrijust:f.able.*©”  The
assumpticn 15 being made, one suspects, that what held true for Italy
in the sanwe perind Tust tave held for Rfrica - oa Far from celure
propos:tion, given that large slave-run estates were by no means
universal throughout the Itali1amn peninsula.t®®

The state nof the evidence for the Froncipate i1s not much belter.
Only in Tripolitania 1s there evplicit, reliirable mention of slave
worlers 1n the fields, and even here only from one source.

That source i1s the Jool/ogras of Apulelus, writter by that author
to defend himself sgainst a charge of sorcery 1n the city of Oea.
Here, bhe =says, he once persuaded his evtremely rich wife, Fudentilla,
to advance to her chilaoren a large portion of her wezxlihte®; Yeradderaf
27 prIsdl . . AAGRIAGUE L riticr @ order ef vimr g ol
CELOrumFUE  Fructium, Seros guogue faud minus LO00, pecora amplius. ...
The agr.cullural setting of the passage males 1t hard to believe that
the author would be =—pealing 2f non-agricultural slaves, though the
scepticism just appiied to Sallust should be used here too. No doubt
some dopesticse  and administrat:ive slaves wouid Le found i1ncluded., but
the large ~number males 1t rather i1mplaceible that one .s here dealing
entirely with non-labowring slaves. 119

One must wonder , however, how typical a lady worth HS four

million really was.*®? Fortunately, there are other placez 1n

Apuleius’™ narrative which seem to confirm  that agricultural slave
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labour was common. Earlier in the work, the author resorts to some
personal invective to cast aspersion on an enemy. At one point he
comments that “fgo adeo servosne fu fHabere a0 ageum col endum an ipse
MUEUAFTUS OOSIAS CWUm WICInIS LS Cambies, n8gue scio negue fatoro”. 212
The implication must surely be that anvone of decent standing would
possess slaves to work in the fields. The attacg loses much of its
power 1f the possibility of having field hands who were slaves was a
fanciful one. The suggestion 1s the same when, a short while later,
Apuleius continues, "... qui nuper usgue agellum Farathensum, quem Libr
s om pater  tuwes  religuerst solus wno asello 87 tempesdiiuum @mbrem
L evardbust. 1S Though not stated, the suggestion, in light of
the passages already gquoted, is that he would have a slave to help in
the field, if he were worth anything.

It 1s unfortunate that all the data on Tripolitania come from a
single source, restricted to one area (Jea) and to one time (the date
of Apuleius’ writing was around 1358). Nonetheless., the background
si1tuation which his words outline 15 strongly suggestive of one where
agricultural slave labour was in use, certainly on estates owned by the
richy possibly on smaller farms as well. This is proof only for
Tripolitania, however, and cannot be automatically assumed to hold for
other parts of the province.,14

I¥f the 1information From Tripolitania is far from perfect, one
might nonetheless wish for a statement as definite about the remaining
portion of Africa proconsularrs, or the rest of Africa, for that
matter. It 1s particularly frustrating that the one explicit reference

which exists to slave labour 15 1n a work that 1s of very doubtful use
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in  an historical enguiry, namely the Ssfiricor of Petronius. He tells
of a rich man who "paw familiam gurdem tam magnam per gros Momicias
ESSS  SpSr sar, o8 possrF ] Lasthsginss Jqoece. 23 Not only 13 the
wort  a fiction, but the very character of the rich man 1s specifaically
referred *o0 as  an 1maginary  one. There 15 no guestion of this
referring to  an actual s:tuation, but a case might be made for such a

character bsing typical of large landrwners, 0O should one tale tha

Iy

as humour, the point of which 15 the far-fetched nature of his
holdings”™ I~ 15 very difficult to decide, and 1t best not to place
much weight on the evidence of Fetronius.tie

After this, evtraordinarily, there 13 no literary reference to
rural slavery until after the per.od with which this paper deals. One,
however, 13 on'y shor*ly *hereafter, «nd on  the assumption that
whatever practices eusted then had not suddenly sprung up without
precedent, t van be i1ncluded safely.

L ¥ o ]

In 270 Tceal troubles in Thysdrus  (modern El Djem), 1n the
eastern coastal area of Africea proconswlsris, led to the rebellion
which brought Bordian I to the throne for a short period. Tt began as
a protest oy landowners against a particularly roapacious gorocurstor.
Herodian relates that the owners "Aelousr rnuitor Katelthern towsel ton
AGror redfrsAous Y, with the result that "or oo persthentes Aelewows:
tors  OPspetors o Ces f0 seaslthen gs ten polin' 27 They billed the
prociracory,  touchirg off the rebellion. Immediately below, the same

n

rustic people are described as "@letHhos Lton crieton”.
The problem I:es 1n how one 15 to tale cidefton. Some have

believed that 1n using a word normally reserved for chattel slavery,



Herodian 185 specifically designating the mob as such.!'!® (Others, more
recently, have been willirg to accept that these were perhaps people
who were techrically free, but bound by ties of client status to their
large land owning patrons.*'®  Didefsr, 1t 1s true, 13 normally talen
as meanring & chattel slave.*®? [t 1s again very hard to tnow whether
one has here siaves o free’ farmers, bub 1f 1t were to be accepled at
face val.ae, there would be procf of the evistence of just the hind of
rural servile labour force under discussion  here. It has to be
sgriously  Juesrticned, howe.er, how litely slave owners would have been
to arm their field hands and incite them to murder, even the murder of
the opponents of the owners. It was not the sort of precedent they
would have wanted to set for their slaves.

The legal compilations of the Jrgest and the Jodey 7heooosianus
date {from after the Frincipate, and care must be taten with their
evidence, even 11 they were based on much earlier legal wort. They do
make reference to rural slaves. There are opinions by Scaevola, among
others, such as one on the estate of a Cornelia in Africa, which deals
with wmancipra and rustios oFf*1cia. 2 Frobably this should be talen as
confirming the presence of agricultural slave labourers, 122 There are
also other legal references to the erislence i1n Africa of msncigra,
religua calonaearm  and  pRacipra rusticoA. 123 Their appearance 1n the
late legal codes presumably attecte to the r continuing applicability,
though not recessarily in Africa. How representative such situations
were 1= not Fnown.

Aleo wvery late 1s the ‘Life’ of Ste. Melania, who, before she

departed Africa in 417, possessed several thousand slaves. The sheer



numbers would agair male one think it almost impossible that this was
not, 10 part at least, an agricultural labour force, though mention is
made of the @wlics arfsfioes, Surd F108s arpEntarios, g Fersco1os owned
by her, which has to throw into guestion the sice of her slave field
hand holdings. 124

Through  all of this no wmention has been made of epigraphical
evidence. Work has, in fact, been done or the i1dentification of slaves
and ev-zlavses 1 the inscriptional remains from Africa, and almost
invariably they have indicated a very low ocourence pf servile names.
One such study has noted that the numbers for slaves 1n Africa are
noticeably lower than those in Spain.®®® Ancther has found that the
propor Lianal Jofference between Lhe number of slaves 1 Ttaly., Gaul and
Spain on the one hand and Africa on the other 15 around ten to one,?=s
The statistics clearly point to few slaves 1n Africa,

Unfortumately for this engairy, such data are probably of limited
usefulness. The reality 1s that very few cimple agr ccltural worlers
will ever have bheen memorialiced on stone. This applies to some ertent
to free farmers, but all the more so to servile ones 27 The slave, or
more commonly, er-slave whu did get mention was the one who was of more
indivicual importance to his owner - the 2/lJicus, actor, tabularius,
gz spEnsaior,  OF Arcarlas. 128 No wealth was wasted on a slave who died
in  the fields, perhaps "guére plus de frais pour un esclave rural mort
gue pouwr  un  ars creve"'2%  Such humble workers simply disappear from
history without leaving the slighteet epigrephic trace.

There are, to be sure, other references to slaves 1n the

countryside of Africa, which can be construed as evidence of slave
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labourers. St. Augustine speaks of troublesome slaves in the
countryside during the troubles with the circumcelliones.*=° Similarly
late mention comes from Optatus.®™®* Rut, as Gsell admits, these are
not without their flaws as evidence, namely that most tell nothing
precise about what these people actually did: Augustine, at least,
seems to think of slaves mainly as domestics. 3= One is also getting
uncomfortably late and into the period of the colonate. The famous
Zaf;i tarif of the early third century, recording duties on items
brought intoc Raman territory, proclaims a charge for slaves. ™% All
this proves 1is that the slave trade was alive at the time. It tells
nothing of what the slaves so imported were used for, nor, in fact, i¥
many slaves were imported at all. It would hardly be surprising that
there was a market for slaves inside the Roman provinces in any case.
More reliable is the Henchir Snobbeur inscription that specifically
refers to slaves being used as shepherds; it dates from the late second
century, 1= Nor do mosaics provide the kind of detail that would
enable one to say 1f the rural workers they depict are free or
servile, 13>

What, then, 1is to be made of African agricultural slavery? As
the evidence has shown, 1t was far from being a universally
acknowledged phenomenon, as it was in Italy. This does not necessarily
mean 1t was not present - there is a danger in expecting proof where 1t
cannot reasonably be expected to have survived.!®® And there is some
evidence for slaves in the fields, in early and late times, and in both
Tripolaitania and in Af~sca vetus. Nonetheless, 1t would be too much to

argue from this that it was ever the dominant form of labour. There



are a great number of references to free co/ons, tenant farmers in
Africa proconsularis. 37 Free labour must have been most common.

I fact, be=i1des a

1
il

g-ting that slave labour enisted and
was used, but was never the most commen type of labour, there 13 very
little one can say with certainty. Tracing the chronological evolution
is nopt feazible. DZ hae bear ccserted tha* slavery was post common 1n
the FRepublican and early Imperi1al per:iods., but soon Jdied oul due Lo an
empire—wide decline in the availability of slaves and 1mperi1al policies
aimed at supanding tenancy. *™® Whal evidence that eiists just doez not
support theat.

Yarious schemes splaining the spatisl distribution of slaves
fail For the same resson. Csell believed that "Four 1o culture, la
main-d’oeuvre servile devalt &tre emplovée, s clutivemant ou presgue,
sur des proprietés movennes, dirigees par le maitre lui-méme ou par son
reglsseur ', 179 The references to Apuleins’ insalts to bis accusers
which Gsell adduces as proof are accurate in showing slaves were used
on such estates, but only in Tripolitania, and even there they hardly
prove euclusivity., The sice of Pudentilla’s ond Melania’'s estates and
slave populat_ons seem to contredict this thesis.

Similar 1n nature, though originating from a Marxist analysis, 1s
the assertion that rural slavery was confined essentially to the
middle-sized estates of the territories of cities.®4? The events of
Herodian, since they tool place in Thysdrus, cen be assumed toc involve
peri—urban slaves {(i1f they were slaves at all), but none of the other
spources can be placed specifically. In one city whose ferritory 18

fairly well-irnown -Cassarea- all evidence points to the continuance of
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village based free labour.14* The fact that two of the rare references
to slave labour relate to large estates (which were probably not
immediately around cities) also works against this.
It is interesting that in the one area where one can speak with
some certainty of slave labour, 1t is not even certain that it was a
Roman introduction. Tripolitania was the one part of Punic Africa
least upset by the wars with Rome, and Funic culture survived here into
the Roman era. It 1s not at all unlikely that Pudentilla’s slaves were
part of an institution older than Roman rule.®4=2
One possible pattern of slave distribution which deserves some
consideration was suggested by Gsell.14® He reasoned that the southern
parts of Tunisia, where the climate does not permit cereal cultivation,
and where the olive was the chief crop, must have been largely farmed
by slaves, on the grounds that olive trees take up to two decades to
produce their first Ffruit, and no tenant or small owner could have
survived the long maturation pericd. 0Only a large landowner, using
slaves could have afforded to open up these areas. There 1s some logic
in this, though 1t has not been widely accepted., or even discussed. 144
Unfortunately, given the laclk of explicit sources and what has been
said of the failings of epigraphic evidence, there seems to be no way
uf testing Gsell ‘s thesis. However, 1t 1s a fact that the same areas
which he mentions have been ‘opened up’ again in recent history for
olive cultivation on a large scale without the use of slavery. The
most common means was the wgharasat contract. whereby a large landowner
lets an area to a tenant for a number of years, on the condition that

the tenant plant olive trees on 1t. At the end of those vears, the
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previously landless tenant gets a part of the area as his own and the
main owner gets the rest, with an established olive grove on 1t. In
practice the tenant often became heavily i1ndebted. Without advocating
the agharasa? specifically as the solution 1n antiguity, 1t 1s clear
there are ways other than slavery of establishing agriculture i1n these
areas. 148

That one cannot say where the slaves were does not mean they were
not anywhere. It 15 not necessarily the case that the widespread use
of tenant farming precludes the presence of agricultural slave labour.
Some owners will have lept some sort of "home farm’™ for themselves,
whether to be farmed under their own direction, 1f they lived on the
land, or by an overseer they appointed. Such farms could easily be
worted either by slaves or wage labourers. Thus there may have been
slaves 1n some numbers working the land even on those estates which are
known to have been mainly organized i1n the form of tenancies.®?® Along
the same lines, some slaves may have been given their own land to farm,
becoming what was called serius guas: colonus. There 1s evidence for
these 1n Republican Italy., and some possible evidence for Africa as
well.147 I+ this aspect of slave labow 1s not here erxamined in
detail, 1t 15 because 1t was effectively (though not legally) more lile
tenancy than slave labour 1n terms of agricultural organization. In
addition, the whole concept 15 not universally accepted as representing
a Ffunctional system, and even i1ts proponents do not claim 1t to have
been vervy widespread,14e

I+ slaves were never the main source of farm labour, perhaps

never even very 1mportant outside Tripolitania, why 1s this the case”
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The economic answer is obvious. If an alternative source of farmers is
available, then the costs of purchasing slaves are avoided, as is the
cost of eqguipment (assuming the tenant co/orns supply their own) and
the risk of Ffarming is spread oput,?4? As was shown in the last
chapter. there was a body of native farmers, already peasantized to
some extent, on the land, and, as will be argued below, the additional
labour of pastoralists available when needed. "Why", to qguote
Whittaker, "should slaves have been introduced in large numbers into
systems where there was an adequate supply of native labour already
under the control of the rich?"ise

Slavery on the land was not the dominant form of labour, from any
of the evidence that exists, and there is clear evidence that other
forms wers present. It may not even have been important to any degree.
It would be disregarding what few facts that there are to insist that
the evidence "“... can without violence be almost entirely reduced to
supervisory and domestic staff',1rS2 But, though there were rural
slaves 1n the imperial period, in Tripolitania and possibly elsewhere,
there is no reason to believe they ever formed a large portion of the

agricultural work force.

There was a potential source for agricultural labour in Roman
Africa which has not been properly taken into account in examinations
of the development of its farming systems; & source which, on the
contrary, has usually been seen as the very antithesis of evervthing
connected with settled agriculture. The source is the pastoralist

population of North Africa, more commonly referred to as ‘nomads’ .132
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Destruction of any pre-etisting nomadic pastoral economic system has

normally been talen as one of the cornerstones of the establishment of
3

a sucressful agricultural S0 ONDMY .« Conver=zely, a successful

nomad:c~paztoralist population has been seen as inevitably a grave

threat £ 3111 sedentary farming. 1SS

Unti1l comparatively recently 1t has been talen almost for granted

that FRome’'s ol

W
s
-1

the Meghreb anc the cortiruvation of noradic

pastoralises were gquite incompatible. One of the fundamental hislorie

[}

of Romarm Afr:ca put 1t .n these terms:

.

Cette congquiEte o scl par | 'agriculteur avait assuwrément
pour  contrepariie ‘Lo frfement  de semades esteors. ...
l'histai-e de 1'Q+r1un o Nord eot dominde, plas weneore
que par  la s woes-ion de: dorieat oone pelcotoogars, par
1l 'cppozivior et 1 'altermrance de deu- modes de vie
incompalibles, Le pays=an ne peut vivre dvidemment s1 le

nomacde vient rarmier sey =2lps, fart ndtu-er ses betee dans
les champs, détruit les palsorsg, *®9

i1

There .s nothing unique 1n this analysis of agricultural-pastoral

relationg, o9 Nor has there heen anuct doubt to the outcome of the

jat]
i1

inpevitable conflict between sedentary Roman and nomadic Libvan. The
struggle was bound to favour Rome’'s orgamiced military might, at least
unt:l the decay of the Empire allowed the conflict to be renewed on
more eqgqual *erms. M. Janon has neatly summed-up this view of the course
of events, which he justifiably feels 15 a caricature of reality:

Grace & la puissance de 1l armée romaine, et avec 1 accord
de 1. guas: totalite de la population sédertaire f(ou

sedentar zzde par Sore), e, wnades étarent refoulés au
dela du J1nes meflflﬁ"ﬁl de ] 'Empire, dans les sables du
Sahare; les montagnar ds 2tzient  blogugs  dans  lau-s
mont3gnes. Les one sur lears pitone, 185 o So@s zur LEUYE
chamesu attendeient, sanc L -cp = 1mpat. e ter, gque 1 'Zmpire
donne des w:gnes de faiblesse pour  venir enfir, opras
guelques siecles, prendee leur revarcha, ;lllEF res vollas,
broler les récoltes, couper les arbres et faire retomber le



Maghreb dans 1 anarchie et la stérilité d ol Rome avait =0
le tirer,156

In this scheme of things there 13 clearly no place for common or
productive interactions between farmers and herders, and 1t migh%t well
be wondered what relevance the pastoralist has to a study of the
agricultural aspect of Roman Africa. The answer Lhat ihe pastoraslist
doss 1n fact have a role derives from the fact that the raricature
described by Janon 15 ensctly that. The all-or-nothing,
confrontational view of pastoral-agricultural relations has  been
thorooghly repusiated by research 1ntpo modern pastoral societies.
Anthropological field-wort has demonstrated that there are few modern
instances of pure pastoraslism, and fewer still of pure nomadism. 27
Rather, most pastoraliste both practice some farming themselves and are
capable of peaceful interaction with thoze who are full-ftime sedentary
farmers, 198

The reality of the matter 1s that pure pastoralism as an economic
regime 15 inevitably non-autarchic. *®® The pastoralist may devote most
of his activity to caring for his amimals, and +.s herds or flocks can
provide many necessery  pgroducts,  but animal  prodects cannct of
themselves ensure him an adequate diet or meet 1! h.s material
needs.®® A=z a result, contact with agriculture 1n some form i1s an
absolute necessity. There 15, 1n W. bwidler’'s words, "... a close
interglay, betawen stoct and grair, between grafing «rd coltivation,
between the decsert and the sown".®!®* So important 1s this interplay
that 1t 1s preferable not to thinl of separate pastoral and sedentary

economies, but of pastoralist and farmer as "participants 1n a common
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regional economy", &2

The contact with agriculture can take two basic forms. Most
pastoralists do some farming themselves, in a number of variations. but
which can generally be grouped under the heading of ‘semi-nomadism’, &=
Often large tribal units contain within themselves some sections which
are pastoral, some which are sedentary. Thus a "tribe’” may often
thought of as nomadic when it in fact is not such a simply unitary
structure. ¢4 More specifically important to the present study, almost
all semi-nomads, along with those pure nomads who do exist, also gain
access to agriculture through contacts with completely settled
farmers. t6s Sometimes the nomadic pastoralist will subjugate a group
of farmers and compel them to contribute their harvest.1®® More often
contact takes the form of trade. for the pastoralist has goods typical
of his economic system {(wool, leather, etc) which the farmer desires if
not actually depends on. In addition the nomad can carry out mediatory
trade, acting as a middleman transferring, for example, dates from
vases to cereal Ffarmers by means of the now-fabled caravan.'®” The
site of this trading activity 1is usually large, periodic rural
markets, 108 In return, the pastoralist gets the products, especially
grain, on which he does depend.

Trade can involve less tangible goods. The nomad needs to
pasture his flocks in late summer; the farmer needs the stubble of his
harvested fields removed, a job which flocks do nicely, with automatic
manuring added. Then there 15 the matter of getting such fields
harvested in the first place. The farmer often experiences times when

the normally available labour —-for a peasant, essentially his family-
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1s insufficient for the taslts at hand. The problem 1s not constant,
however; for many crops (cereals and olives included) harvest means a
great nrneed for many hands, but 1t would not he feasible to employ this
number of worbkers for the rest of the year, when wort levels are low.
Much the same cycle controls the pastoralist’'s life, but 1n reverse, s0
that his time of least labour often coincides with the settled farmer's
harvest., The potential combination 15 obvious and often brought into
effect. The pastoralists sell their labour during the harvest, today
mostly for cash, though even now pavment often includes some grain, and
for the right to pastuwre their animals on the stubble afterwards.?®?

The stereotypical roving nomad 15 really almost a myth, and
pastoralists are very much aware of and familiar with agriculture.
That they should want to destroy agriculture 15 thus guite nonsensical;
pastoralism 15 1n the end absolutely dependant on farming. It 1s, 1n
fact., now commonly accepted that pastoralism as an economic svstem 1s
actually derived Ffrom settled farming, precisely because only farming
of some sort can produce what the pastoralist needs.?*?? Such 1s the
source of a delightful saying about nomadic Turls and sedentary
Tadjiks: "There 1s no Turt without a Tadjib, there 1s no hat without a
head".+7? This 1s not to say there 1s never farmer—nomad violence
—-there certainly can be—- but that viclence results from pastoralists’
attempts at acgquistion of control over, not destructicn of, sedentary
resources,

~ Beneralized conclusions about pastoral-sedentary relations based
on studies 1n vartrous parts of the world, even the Middle East, are, 1t

15 true, far from proof of similar relations i1n ancient North Africa.
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As correct as this caution 15, one can at least see eractly the
phenomena just discussed in ethnographic studies of modern Maghrebian
groups. 7= Semi—nomads who both farm and herd include the Bedouin of
Cyrenaica'?=, the Sii1an of Traipolitamia*??, the Merazigues, Hamama and
Frechich of Tunisia®?®, and the Said Atba of Algeri1at?®, to name but a
few. Trade contacts with purely settled farmers are also prominent 1in
North-west Africa. In Algeria the above mentioned Said Atba are joined
by the Arbaa 1n their summer movemenit north, where they are employed as
harvesters 1n the area of the Sersou, near Tiaret.?” Farther to the
east. 1n Tunisia, the number of nomadic pastoralists who come north in
the summer can be very large, occasionally up to 300,000 persons,
though the actual number of harvesters is more normally 1n the range of
50,000 to 40,000, or one tenth of the pastoral population.?”® And this
15 despite the introduction of modern technology for harvesting. The
route of these migrating pastoralists tales them right across the most
fertile and farmed parts of northern Tunisia {(and thus of Roman
Africa).

I+ the changes wrought by the modern agriculture brought to
North Africa by the French have not brought about the end of
pastoralism and 1ts interaction with settled farmers, 1t may be
legitimate to doubt that Roman rule did eirther. And, 1n fact, there 1s
not inconsiderable evidence that 1t did continue.

One may begin by noting that the pre-requisites were present.

P

From the ancient sources there can be no doubt that pastoralism was
practiced osver much of North Africa in the pre-Roman period:; and 1t 1s

equally clear +from physical remains that, 1n places, farming was
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carried on as well.??? And lest 1t be supposed that the two areas may
not have coincided, note that 1t 1s 1n the area which at the height of
the Principate belonged to the ‘nomadic’ AMusw/amr:, that 1s the Methul
River area, that the agricultural remains referred to above have been
found. Given this, one should consider carefully what bind of a
si1tuation Sallust 1s describing when he writes that around the MfAul
there were commonly many farmers and many cattle, or that the Romans
invading eastern Numidia found the same thing.?*®° Any farmer could
have had cattle, but perhaps what one sees here 1s one element of a
partially pastoral, partially sedentary Muswlamiz. There 1s evidence
that 1in other areas - the land of the G&aramanfes of southern
Tripolitania and in the area of Oudia 1n eastern Morocco- agri-pastoral
economies were practised, 1®1

If the potential supply of nomadic labour was available, so too
was a need for 1t. Roman agricultuwre, like most non-technologically
advanced agriculture, was heavily dependant on addit:onal labour at
harvest time, 182 This was true even throughout much of Europe until
quite recently.*®3 The famous career of the so-called ‘Maktar
Harvester ', from central Tunisia, shows guite clearly that large gangs
of hired labourers were needed at the harvest in Africa, as does a
reference in 5t. Augustine.184

What 1s lacting 1s any real evidence that nomads were ever either
‘refoule’, or Fforcibly settled as farmers. The most obvious possible
proof 1s the supposed ‘cantonment’ of the Musulamzi, just mentioned.
That they and other pastoralists had their territory defined by Rome 1s

not i1n doubt - there are at least ten boundary stones for the Musulamir



alone. 185 However, 1t 1s hard to see i1n this the i1mplementation of a
particularly harsh ‘reservation’ policy such as the modern world has
kEnown. The area delimited by the boundary mariers 1s actually guite
large, including good land in the upper Fagradas and Muelful vallevs,
and encompassing Theveste. Since this 1s all that 1s lnown of the
native area of these people, 1t cannot prove the Jiwmifatrio 1nvolved any
reduction 1n size or guality of land.*®e Nor 1s there any partizular
proof here of forced sedentarization. No doubt some farming was
practised by the Muswlamzzy but nomadic pastoralists have 1n recent
times often proved guite willing te settle on their own 1nitiative 1f
economic stimuli  are present, and the M/su/amrr may well have already
tncluded some farmers 1n  any case. 197 The very size of their
terrrtoriun,  and  the 1nclusion of both mountain and plain in 1t,
suggest transhumance went on. It has been noted, too, that the tribal
territory lacls signs of centuriation, which opens the possibility of
some specilal status for the tribe’s land. ®® The argument for official
Roman acceptance of cont:nued pastoral movements has been made for the
Micrves and the Suburbes Aegran: around Cirta even more explicitly,
since there 1s epigraphic evidence for these groups ir widely seperated
places that has been 1nterpreted as the staling out of winter and
summer pastures, 189

Frobably the most 1nteresting positive evidence for continued
pastoral movements 1n the Principate :1s the so-called Zarair Tarif,
dating to 202, and found at Ain ZIraia, some 60km north-west of
lLambaesis, *?° It 15, as the name 1mplies, a customs duty list stating

the amounts charged on various 1tems brought acraoss the frontier.
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Whether the frontier 1in guestion here was one between Mauretania and
Numidia, o between Numidia and lands to the south 18 unclear, but nol
particulariy vital. what 15 significant 1s that many of the i1tems
listed are products of a pastoral economy (22 of T8, including horses,
goats and sheep, as well as typical ‘middleman’ goods such as dates and
figs), while thopse 1items coming from sedentary agriculture are not
commaorn . *®1 There 1s little doubt that one has here the movement of
pastoralists intg Roman territory. Note toc that the area moved into
is the Flain of Betif, a grain-growing ares of .mportance. The point
is made all lhe more persuazive when 11 19 realised that Min Zraia lies
right on  the line of modern pastarel novements north from the Sahara,
via the Hodna Hasin %2 A very similar inecription, more fragmentary,
but alsc mentioning Sovaw, I52100. .. and porcwn, was found at Lambaesis
itself, ancther pornt on modern pastoral migratory routes.*®S
Aleo :mportant 1s that the duty charged per head on the animals
at Zarai 1=, relatively, very low - less than 0.2-0,.7% of their value.
The 1nanimate goods were taied at a rate of 2-2.9% of velue. In fthas
one 1s presumably seeing & policy of maling possible the regular
transportetion of leérge numbers of an.mels not for sale. (nly such a
nominal charge w~ould be acceptable to a herder who could mate no cash
profit off the animals he was only taling north to pasture,t®4
If one accepts that nomad:c paestoral movement continued 1n the
Roman period, there are a number of other pieces of evidence which,
though not in themselves proof, do begin to male more sense than tn a
urely cedentary province. Inscriptional mention of a marlet -

typical, as has been said, of points at which nomades and farmere trade-
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177 torrrtorte Musulsssorus a7 (3sss can be seen as possible
continuation of the old nomadic movements into the second century. 199
S0 too do references to #sopsfrs, the transportable huts of the nomads,
by Fliny and others.®®® Whittaler has drawn attention +2 the naming of
twe places .r 2frios proconswsar s with the word Maposl/is —~one of them
being one of the imperial estates right 1n the heart of grein country-—
which may sigral continuved penetral.un of nomads here 1n the
Roman  period, just as theroe was i1n the nineleenth cenlw y.'®” Perhaps
the mosaic representetion of what has been called a "Bedouwin tent’ on
one of the Dudna mesaics 135 reflective of the arrival of nomads to
harvest, pasture and trade in this aresa, 1%®

There 15 another element which males more sense 1¥ nomadic
pastoralism continued 1nto the Frincipate. The Afri.an Jimsfes have
been oFten and inftensively studied, and there 15 obviously no space to
discuss them here.'®? Suffice t to way that the remains nf the
Fomadéesm  Sfrioze of southern Numidia do not provide any abttempt at an
effective zystem of border defence. There are four main ceclioans, with
gaps many tens of tilureters 10 length between: the siting of sections
15 in2 L7 _er e an Lernss of soulual molitery cupporby oand Lhe phy, o o

locat.on Jf zome parts of the ‘defernces’ 1w taclically indefensible.=9°

Exac*ly, +the same problems apply fto the linear ‘defences’ found 1in
Triprnlztania z2nd 'nown fs ofs LhRe.®°Y The obl.iguz def: lienc.ies of
thewe wurtz ws classic border defences has convirced mary scholars of
the reed Ffor a different e.plsanation. A gpooo number rnave come to

belireve that the post reasonable role for the fCnsofum and cl/Aus., 3&

was some sort of regulation of nomadic mo.ement.®°2 Cartairl, there 13
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a concentration of such works i1n the area of the Lambaesis-Zarair ‘gap’,
a gepgraphically unavoirdable passage, which i1n recent history has been
a major route for pastoral movement; since geography 1s unchanging this
area would almost certainly have plaved a similar role in antiguity, 1f
any long range migrations from north to south did occur. The olausurae
are almost universally placed across modern migration routes as
well.20= Janon has argued that the whole role of the complet of
settlements 1n the Zarai-Diana Veteranorum—Lambaesis area in Roman
times was to allow contraol to be exercised over nomadic passage through
this tey area.®°4 It 1s notable too that the /imess system as a whole
15 divisible 1into Jimes i1nfercor (northern) and Jiwmes svierior
{southern!, the area between which 1s essentially the same as that
between desert and the land where cereals can grow without irrigation.
This area has been used 1n modern times as a ‘'waiting area’ by nomadic
pastoralists, that 1s, as the area i1nto which flocks can be driven in
early summer to escape the drying up of the southern pastures and 1n
which they can remain unt:il the crops further north have been harvested
{(with the help of many of the herders), at which point the flocls can
proceed nortnh to pasture on  the stubble.®°® It 1s suggestive of a
frontier system buwilt around regulation, not removal, of pastoral
migratory movement.

Two points should be made. Fairst, there 15 no need to see 1n
this continuation of pastoral nomadism a ‘'compassionate Roman
imperialism”, =2Pe A controlled pastoralism was advantageous. Rome
could be adegustely ruthless when necessary, as the history of the

various revolts 1n Africa demonstrates. But the cause of these revolts
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need not have been the destruction of the nomadic pastoral economy.
Roman assumption of political primacy, the limitation of the political
freedom of the pastoralist (including the right to subjegate sedentary
farmers), the freezing of the nebulous and ever-changing balance of
power typical of tribal societies — all these would have occured, and
all are adeguate euxplanations of revelt without needing to invole
torced sedentarization.2e” Which leads directly to the second point.
There w:ill have beer changes i1n the social-eccnomic male-up of Africa,
of course. Frobably some nomadic herders will have seen the advantages
of farming and begun to concentrate on 1t. But since they were ﬂGt'ln
the +first place pure nomads the change was one of emphasis rather than
of nature. The area of purely sedentary farmers evpanded and within 1t
the emphasis no doubt went from semi-nomadism i1n which only a little
farming was done, to semi-sedentary pastoralism, 1n which nomadic
movement was less i1mportant, and tarming more so, and even in places to
herdsman husbandry, 1n which most of the people farm and only some
herd, =e® But the evidence suggests that pastoral migration never
ceased entirelv. And this fact 1s what 1s 1mportant, for 1n 1t lies
the e«planation of why Africa, despite a population that 1n comparison
with the modern Maghreb was small., was thought of i1n antiquity as

poluantiropos - a plentiful seasonal labour force provided by nomadic

herders, #°®

What all the above sections have indicated 1s that major changes
in the social-economic structure of African life which could have

significantly altered the organication of agricultural production did
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not occur, at least to a very significant degree. There can be little
doubt that over most of the Maghrebh the land was worlbed by the same
population as in pre-Roman times, with the same technology.

To this statement 1t might be ob);ected that no account 15 being
taken of the effect of romanisation on that population. In other words
though the rural population mav have been of aporiginal stoct, the
effects of 1ts acguisition of Romarn culture would have made this fact
largely irrelevant.

The guestion of the romanisation of the Empire 1s a large topic
and one that has been evhaustively studied. It 1s not within the scope
of this discussion to investigate cultural change i1n detail, even in
the rural parts of Africa alone. At most a statement of the general
scholarly consensus on the subject can be attempted.

In general the trend of modern opinion has been to downplay the
significance of the romanisation of the provinces. This 18
particuiarly true of the rural areas; the cities were far more 'Roman’
than the countryside. Even 1n rural districts there was, of course,
some cultural penetration. However, 1t appears that such penetration
was not deep, and that most of the rural population was not heavily
romanised. In the words of MacMullen, the "... tendancy of non-—-Roman,
that 15 non-Italian elements of Roman imperial civilization to assert
themselves among the poor and rustic’ produced the result that "there
was plenty of movement and flowering 1n  the upper branches of
provincial society, but little detectable in the broad roogts".21°©

There 1s 1little doubt that this was the case 1n Roman Africa.

Broughton long agc closed his work on the romanisation of provincial
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Africa with the words "The Romans adapted themselves to Africa:; they
gave her peace., and made her prosperous, but they never made her
Roman", =211 Half a century of further research does not appear to have
brought to light any significant causes for disagreement.?®'* The most
important study of the ‘resistance’ of Africa to Roman rule has shown
that (whether one accepts the concept of resistance or not) there was
in the cultural sphere a very significant continuation of the non-Roman
element. African religion not only survived in its own right, but
‘caorrupted’ the Roman introductions; Punic and Libyan were spoken
throughout the centuries of Roman rule; onomastics reveal many
non-Roman naming patterns.=*® There iz evidence of the continuation of
the tribal organization of socciety, and some local political forms
survived as well,=21s I; may he safely said that Roman culture did not
conguer Africa. At most there was created an unigue Romano—-African
culture. Even this probably did not fully extend over the countryside,
which proebably remained culturally African for the whole of the
Principate.

This does not mean, however, that no change occurred under Rome’s
rule. There were a number of factors created by the presence of Africa
in the Empire which will have had their effect on agriculture. As a
province Africa now had to produce not only for the subsistence of its
population and for appropriation by 1ts native upper class, but also to
satifisfy Rome. This meant the provincial land tax, support for the
army stationed on African soi1l, the removal overseas of much of the
production of extensive imperially-owned lands. Then too there was an

increased uwrban population, effectively non-productive, which now had



to be fed. All this should have caused agricultural production to
rise,®:s

What 1is difficult to know is whether technigques of production,
organizational methods or labour relations would have been changed.
The extension of land area farmed may have been able to account for the
presumed 1ncrease 1n  output, even with farming going on 1n the same
manner. Alternatively, 1t 1is entirely conceivable that the greater
amount of agr:cultural goods being appropriated simply resulted in less
for the peasant producers, without any increase in overall production
at all.=e But is is egually possible that there was an increase in
production and that it was not made up entirely by increasing the area
farmed. In this case the intensity of production will have had to
increase, and that will possibly have had effects on how that
production was carried out. These are points which must be borne in
mind.

Even if no changes were brought about in this way, the colonial
relationship will have had i1ts effects. The presence of the army
cannot but have been in some way destabilizing to the pre—Roman way of
life. The monetarization of the economy comes to mind at once, a vital
problem since modern colonial experience has shown that increased use
of money 1n an agrarian society often brings about a major change from
communal to private land tenure.®17 Rut the extent of monetarization
may not have been great, beyvond the i1mmediate vicinity of the legionary
camps: the evidence of the ‘grandes inscriptions’, at least, suggests
that cash cropping, far from being the chief mode of farming, was

subordinate to payment i1n kind.2'® The growth of cities, 1n number and
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in size, no doubt did lead to an altering of socio-economic
relationships in those areas which they controlled.®®  These things
too must be considered.

The centuries of Roman rule, then, brought about perhaps fewer of

the obvious changes to the rural part of Africa than might have been

expected. It left the same people on the same land, with the same
means of farming it. It did not radically alter their social
structure, or socic-economic relationships. it is against this

background -and, admittedly., with the changes it did cause in mind-
that the evidence of agricultural organization in Africae proconsularis

during the Frincipate must now be examined.
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Sitifis = CIL., VIII, 8.441: 8.,477: Cuicul - R. Cagnat,
CRAI 1916, 397:; Mopth... — Pnnee Epigraphigue 1939, 124.

Thamugadd: - CIL., VIIT, 17,842 17.,847; Theveste - H. Syme,

"Notes sur la Leg1oﬁ 1T Augusta," REA B (1976): 18I-90, pp.1B2-4.

Broughton, Romanization, p.120.

Thus, one 71. Jlaudius Congonneéracls, natione Rririyv, of
the a 77 Thracrum, from Cassarea - CIL., VIII, 21,204,

Whitta.er, "Rural Labour,” p.7%9% Thompson, "Settler," p.143;
see Brent D. Shaw, "Soldiers and Society:s the Army 1n Numidia,"”
Opus 2 (19885): 177-40, pp.144-48,

Brunt, Italian Manpower, pp.262-564. Accepted by Whittaler,
"Rural Labour," p.74; Hoplins, Conquerors, p.é&B8.

Shaw, "Soldiers and Society," p.140.
Thompson, "Settler," p.147.

Two thousand colonists per colony (see above, at n. 34) and
2B colonies gives 90,000 coleonists. Three thousand per colony
gives 70,000, One guarter of the total 265,000 emigrant veterans
comes to something over 90,000, These numbers are., 1t must again
be stressed, :ntended only to convey some conception of the scale
of the settlement.

The whole population guestion 1s a particularly vexed one.
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57.

60,

61,

68,

69.

70.

71.

72.

Gaetulians - see above, at n. 17), but they presumably would have
remembered where their good fortune came from.

The spldiers were probably not the city proletarians that
Frant envisaged ("Inscriptions,” p.&&) - see P, Brunt, "The Army
and the Land 1n the Roman Revolufion,” JRE 52 (1962): 49-BbH, po.
73-%5. They could, however, easily fail at farming, as Brunt
himself admits, 1f onlv through being given btad land.

As noted by Benabou, Resistance, p.41.

Uthina - Fliny N.H. 5.29; CIL., VI, 76,917; Thuburbo Minus -
Flinv N.H. %.29; ILAf., 414; Thuburbo Maius - see Brunt, Itaiian
Manpower, p.59% for sources. Carthage was reinforced as well -

Appran Lib. 134,

Hadrumetum to Thsydrus — see Brunt, Italian Manpower, p.3595
for ancient sources.

Thabraca - ILAlg., I. 109: Année Epigraphique 1937, 77.
Simithus to Sicca - see Brunt, Italian Manpower. pp.S594-5: and
Pflaum, "Romanisation," pp.353-72 for details

Fliny N.H, 2.227 Annde Enigraphigue 1933, ZO0Z.

Brunt, Italian Manpower, pp.393-97: and Fflaum,
"Romanisation," pp.55-72.

For details on these, see above, at nn. 40-42,
Flutarch C. 6racchus 9.

CIL., I, 2% - the Loy agrarra. LX-LXI.

Columells De re rustica 2.17.7-9. See t.D. White,
"Productivity of Labour 1in Roman Agriculture.” Antiguity 59

N P Shodiorii ShutiSoiiiactr. i)
(1963): 102-07, for comparison with modern data.

Catg De agr:i cultura 10, As Frayn notes, Cato was not an
author *o recommend e'travagences - Joan Frayn, Subsistence
Farming 1n Roman Italy (Fonwwell and London: Centaur Fress, 1979),
p.%97.

Frayn, Subsistence Farming, p.9%. This, and n.&8, above, of
course refer to Italian conditions.

Liber de vs1r1 1llustribus 72.

Livy 40.74; 42.4; cf. 25.9; 25.40; 37.57.

Cicero Ad. Att. 1.16.1; De leg. agr. 2.83.
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See ahove, at n.48.

F.f. Février, cited by Whittater, "Rural Labour," pp.73; 92,
n. 12,

Noted by Thompson, "Bettler," pp.140-41. Trhas dod, of
course, happer in Britain - Toec.tus Annals Z.72.% and 14.71.35.

T - T~ i cpr=be == e . sy s
Mo [ SN Techn.c-l Tnno.etior oanc Ec

the Arcoznt Werld," Ecorom.s Hr tor, Reyiew

Firley, "Techrnical Innovatiorn,” pp.797 Z00 F.D.Whaite, Roman
Farm.ry ’Iiﬁa;a, Neny Yort: Corneil Urivers:ty Fress, 1970, pp.44é6-

48; 450-27.

Fliny N.H. B.76.28, 472,
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Finley. Ancient Economy, pp.l21-22.

White, Roman Farming, pp.4575-54

How Tlebet, "Tochrology nd Society in the Graeco—-Roman
Wortd," Acta Higstori=o MocrTandoa 0 01947y 1-025, pp. 19-20

See pilustr bions o UD. White, Agricultural Implements of
the Roman World  (Carbs 2 Uraiversity FPrezs, 1767), pp.
N
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Martins’ "roes, 19775, pp 170, 172,

A Puric plough drawn o s Carthaginian cipows is 11lustrated
in 5.-E. Tiatly, La Carthage prrmique (Paris: Liursirie d Arérigque
et o’ OQ-irent, 1978, p. 120,

The bect recert wort 15 Frent L. Shaw, "Water and Society 1n
the Ancient Maghraib,” AntAlr. 020 (1984 121-73

Jean Despriz, "La Fu?tvre or terrasoes dans 1 'Afrigque du
nord,”" Anrale= ESC, 11 (19548Y: 40-50, 0,47,

iard Lawles

For areas outside Roman control - Rich
t des payaag&: agralres

“evolution de peuplement, de  Thabitzt e
du Maghreb,” Annales de Géographie 81 (1972): 431-564. For Roman
araaz Raynornd Chey all-2r, "La centur.oatior
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Shaw, "Water and Society," pp.160-62.

Pomponi.s Mela 1.41.

I do noct thint there 15 any need to attempt to prove that
agricultural slavery, was common in Italy {~hich 12 9ct Lo zay
uriversal - see below, 8t n. 108). A few refersocas ol oades

Columella De re rustica 1.2.10; Pluvtarch €. Oraochus .93 Martial
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106.
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111G,

7.22.4. References to ergasiv/a include Suetonius Augustus 223
Sueton:us Tiberius 8; Seneca Exc. Controv. 5.335 Fliny N.H. 18,2
Z41 Juvenal At. 8.180,

We may accept here a modern legal definition — that of the
League of Netipns' Slaverv Donventicn: "the status or condition of
a person over whom any or all of the powers attaching *o the right
ownership are evercised’ (Articie (1)1,

G.E.M. de SBte. Croiv, The Class Struggle 1n the Ancient
Greet Wor'd (Ithaca, New Yori: Cornell University Press, 1981,

pp.S&7~44, n. 122 - cizagreeing with the usage of Whittaker, “"Rural
Labour.” p. 7.

See, for evample, CIL., VIII, 25,902 {(the '"Henchir Mettich’
inscription) which zpears D{ 12drcr (e, slaves) running estates

manned by free soionr.

Stéphare Gsell, "Esclaves ruraus dans 1 'Afrique romaine,”" in
Melanges Gustave Blotz 2 vols., (Faris: Fresses universitaires de
France, 1922y, 1:797-413, pp.407-11 discusses these 1n Africa.

ibid., p.407%. The problems of defining what we mean by
agricultural slavery has recentiy been cocfrontea by E.M. Wood 1n
the introducticn to her “Agricultural Slavery in Classical
Athens,” AJAH © (19871 1-47,

Sallust B.J. 44.5.

Cicerc Ad Fam., 105.29.

Brcughton, Romanization, p.29 FPicard, Civilisation, pp.48-9.
It 15, of course, 2qua.ly wunprovable that events tool the other

courses and tha* immmigrants brought only a few slaves (Gbsell,
Histolre ancienne, 7:94).

On *his, see F, Jarnsey "Non-5lave Labnur 1n the Roman World"
1n Non-5iave Labour 1n the Greco-Fomarm Worlid, ed. F. (Garnsey,
Cambridge Philological Society Supplementary VYol. & (Cambridge:

1

cl
Cambridge Phirlclogical Societ,, 1980, 74-47, Lp.75%-&. For a
detatiec discussion, zese F W, de repve, (olonus: Private Farm
Tenancy 1n Roman Itsly during the FﬁELmlﬁ:_an Earl, Frincipate

(Amsteraar: Gle:ben, 1984y, Chaps. T and 4, pp.&63-174,
Aouleius  Apology 90,

Duncan-Jones, Economy of the Roman Empire, App. 9, p.748 has
estimated *that two-tnirds of her slaves would have been adult male
farm hards and also notes rhat we woulo uadoubtesly have been tcold,
given the natures of the Soofogra, 1+ F. nad impoverisned hersal+ by
her donation: thus she must have had a good deal more than 400
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slaves - D.-J. says &00. [ can find no obvious basis for his exact
figures, but his logic seems cogent. Ramsay MacMuilen, "Late Roman
Slavery,” Historia 26 (1987): Z59-B1, p.Ié6 agrees. On F.'s wealth

cf. Apologs 71; 77

Ramsay MacMullen, ‘“Feasants, During tbe Frincipate,” ANRW

IT.1: 255-&1, p.l36.

Apuleius Apclogy 17.

ibid., 27. Chained slaves are mentioned at Apology 47.

For the date of +the SJoofogra see F., Syne, "Froconsuls
d'Afrigue scus Antnrin e FPrew..” REA 61 (1939): T10-19. TLG.,
2,907 ones refer tc 8 large numbe- of slaves rwned bv one owner.
Henrietts FPavis d Escurac, "Pow une étude sociale de 1 'Apologie
d Apulée " QDEE££‘ 2 (1974, p.92 comments orn this: ske believes

5
Tripoiitamia was guite diffe-ent from the rest of Africa i1in this
regard; cf. MacMulien, 'ate Roman Slaverv," p. &b, n. 42.

g
=

Fetronius BSatyricon 117,

bzell, "Esclaves," pp.298-99 declined to place any weight on
this reference. Dennis F. Fehoe, "The Economics of Foog Production
on Roman Imperial Estates 1n North Africa"  (Fh.D. Dissertation,
University nof Michigan., 1982), pp.17-14 accepts that there must
have been some basis for P.'s ruse.

Herodian 7, 4745,

W.E. hHeitlard, Agricola: a Study of Agricuiture and Rustic
Life 1n the Greco-Roman World from the Point of View of Lahour
Westport, Corn.: TOreenwood Prese, Fuplishers, 19703 orig. 19210
pp.T41-47: ... are we to zuppose that by ‘slaves’ Herodian loosely
means c3/an7:” Surely not, "

The Leeb transiavion -Herodian, trans. C.R. Whittaler, 2
vols. (Cambridge: Harvard Lniversitv Fress, 1969)- refers to the
mob as ‘country foll’ and a ‘mass of retainers’. O.E.M. de Ste.
Cror - has indicated {(though nct 1n relation specifically to this

incident that he beli1eves oid&far can refer to non-slaves of the
group he calis se~fs - Class Struggle, p.157.

Qiford Lat. o Dictignary, s.v.

Digest XXXIII.7.27.1.

Garnsey, "RKome's Afr:can Empire," p.277.

Codex Theo. X.1.2: X.8.4;VII1.19.1.357 IX.42.7; XI.27.2.
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Ubique Fopulus, p.427; Jerzv tolendo, Le Colonat en Afrigue sous le
Haut-Emoire, Annales l-tieraires de Eesancon 177 (Faris:
Un:versite de Hesangon, 1972, op.41-2: For “he argument against a
significnt decline in slave numbers throughout the Empire, see

r
Garrsey, "Non-5lave Labour,” op.05, 40, MacM_ ller, "lLate Roman

.
lavery " pp-Jé646-7 realites the unsubstantiate nature of the usual
view,
139, Gsell, "Esclaves,” p.40%5,
140, E.M. Bchtajerman, Die Frise der Sklavenhalterordnung im

westen des romischen Reiches, trans. W. Sevfarth (Berlin: Al ademie-
Verlag. 1%&4). Accepted by tolendo, Colonat, p.47. Rejected by
Whittater, "Lend and Labour.,' p.341, n. 58:; Garnsey, "Rome's

;
frican Empire," p.248, n., &2,

141, On Caesarea, see below, Chapter Three, at n. ?1. The
epigraphic evidence for Hippo Regius, to tale another evample, also
contains no provable slave lahourers and several who are obviously
not - noted by Whittater, "Fura! tLabow," 0.78. Ore suspects that
Marvict and non-Marvigt notions of production’ are agein clashing
here - =ee above, n. 1Gl. Alsc, see below, Chapter Three, at

n. 102
142, Garnsey, "Rome's African Empir-e," p.277.
147, N Gesell, "Esclaves," p.405.
144, tolendo, Lolonat. p.29 dismisses Gsell out of hand, though

rot explaining just how he would have the co/onr he proposes for
these areas fed. V. obviously has not noticed that G. has
specified sreas where cereals carnot he growr, as he provides the
Hagradis estates as proof that cofoor could be used to grow olives.

145. Piscussed by Whittaler, "Rural Labour," pp.88-89; Elizabeth
Fentress, "Forever Berber™," Opus 2 (1987): 1461-76, p.1é6.
146. Gzell, 'Esclaves,' pp.405-054; Gzrnse,, "Rome s Atrican

1
Empire," p.077; o.f. Digest. XX.1.30. The reterences 1n the
Henchir Mettich irscripticn menticoning sév 25 gominzls could refer
to such s.aves as well as ts administrators - CIL., VIII, 25,902
IV. 6.

147, n Italy, see de Neeve, Colonus., p.l1473; for Africa, the
nscriptior evidence 1s colliected 1 Gsell, "Esclaves,” pp.407-11:
accepted and expanded by tolendo, Colonat, pp.4C-47,

148. Garnsey. "Non-Slave Labour," p.40 1s dubious. Folendo.
Coionat, p.47 admizs 1t= limited eitent.

149, See tolendo, Colonat, p.4l.
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Whittaker, "Rural Labour," p.7%9.
ib:d., p.78.

There 15 no universally accepted definition of ‘nomad’ or
i1gt’. The basic concept of a people who rely on the
raisirg and rerding oF animals, and who undertale perinoic

I

movemenls o allow the pasturing of these amirals 18 sufficient for

cur purposes. See ALY, tharanov, Nomads and +Re Outside World
{(Cambridae: Caabridge University fress, 196870, pp.13-175 D.L.
Johnzon, The Nat oe o+ Nomadigm: a Compsrats.oe Stucy cof Fastoral
Migrationz 1 d Nor- se-n Africs (Chic
Univerzitv of Chicaga, Depsroment of Geo:ribnyq 19469y , Chap. 1.

Far an sicellent introductiorn fo ancient and modern attitudes
towards nomads, beginnirng with the Fezsopotamian cualtures,. see Brent
D. Shaw, "Fear and Loathing: —he Nomad “ernace and Roman horth
Africa,” 1n L'0Mrigus womaing: les corferences Vanier 1989 Roman
Africar the Vamier Lectures 1980, =d C.M. Wells (Lthawa:

University of Uttawa Frens, 98D, 2750, pp.20~2: and Brent D.

Shaw, " Eatere o4 Flesk, Drinters of.Mit ": the Ancient

Meditervanear Ideologv of the Fastoral Nemad," Ancient Society
1

17/14 11980-A7: 5-7

Ficard, Civ.lization, pp.&S-é.

See, for exampie, W. rrerd, "North Africa and Euwrope in the
Early Middle Ages."” Trans. Recyal Hist, Soc. (ser. 35) 5 (1955)- 41—
80, pp.&7 4; W. Frend, "Nomadlds ard Christisnity 1n the Middle Ages”
JEH T& 11973y: 20901, pp.2li-12: Broughton. Fomenization, po.1i-12
{more impilicitly); Rachet, Rome et les Pérberes, passim: Deman,
"Developpement =2t sous-développement,” pp.2I1-T6H.

Miche.: Janon, "Paysans et soldats," i1n L'Afrigue romaine:les
conterences Vamier 1980/ Foman Africa: the Vamer Lectures 1980 ed.
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CHAPTER THREE

Continuity and Change in the Organization

of Agriculture

The first part of this study has demonstrated that the
organisation of agriculture in pre-Roman Africa was, outside of a
restricted area immediately around Carthage, largely determined by the
tribal nature of society, and that even near Carthage nothing like a
complete disruption of this occurred. It has also been shown that the
changes caused by the advent of Roman rule wers limited., The evidence
from the Roman period on agricultural managemen; and labour will now be
reconsidered in the light of these facts.

To do this it will be necessary to examine all the various levels
of management at which agriculture was organized, from province-wide
administration down to the basic regulations governing how particular
estates were farmed. The main areas of interest are three: the
government ‘s involvement in the administration of agriculture; the
ownership of agricultural lands; and how estates were actually manned
and directed, including the existence of common systems of farm
management . A detailed discussion of the management of the best known

group of estates, the imperial sa/tus of the Fagradas, will be reserved

for Chapter Four.

There was, it appears, no government body charged with overseeing

agriculture across the whole of North Africa, or even just across
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Africa proconsularis. The imperial government was not generally
interested in interfering in the operation of the properties of private
citizens, so the absence of that sort of government control is not
surprising.?* What is unexpected is the limited establishment set up
even for the collection from such private estates of the government’'s
share of Africa’s bounty, the taxes—in—kind that made up the provincial
tithe (stipendium) and provided Africa’s contribution to the annons.
Important as Africa was in supplying Rome with grain, the government’s
portion of agricul tural exports was managed entirely by the
administrative system already in place for governing the province. It
had to make do with the usual, small number of officials available -
governor, financial procurator, and so on. There is no evidence for
any permanent official in charge of the grain exports for the annons
until the very late second century.? The single possible exception is
the appointment of one T. Flavius Macer as curator frumentr comparandi
In  annonam Wbis. Yet even this is now thought to have been an
extraordinary and temporary position, possibly in response to a
shortfall in grain exports from Egypt due to rebellion, or drought.=

It is not wuntil the reign of Septimius Severus that one finds
gsolid evidence of permanent administrative posts specifically charged
with the agricultural production of Africa, and then still only with
the vital anrona grain. One Herennius Victor was proc. Augg. nn. ad
fusa frument: et res popull tractum utriusgue Mumidiae.* A few years
later L. Iulius Victor Modianus was proc. Auggg. nnn. tractiues
Mwmidrae, a frumentis.® Probably, though not certainly, these men were

in charge of obtaining the grain from both imperial and private
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estates. Both, as well as Macer in the previous century, were
Africans.*

It was only later still that the whole process of grain
collection in Africa and its shipment to Rome was finally organized
comprehensively, with the creation of the preefectus annonae Africae.
This post is first attested only in 314 and may have been part of
Diocletian’'s reforms; in any case the only other three known occupants
date to the later fourth century.? The only other governmental
interference in the agricultural production of Africa as a whole was
the creation, or more probably reorganization, by Commodus, of the
fleet of merchant vessels that carried African grain to Rome (c/assis
Africanae) . Even these probably remained privately owned vessels.®
There thus exists no evidence for governmental control over, or
interference in, private agriculture in Africa during the Principate.*

What did exist was an administrative organisation to control the
imperially owned estates of Africa, the land belonging to the emperor
personally. This was an impartant structure, because the emperor was
proprietor of a great deal of land in Africa; he was almost certainly
the single largest landowner. This is why it was necessary to create
what came to be a complex and extensive system devoted to managing his
estates.

In theory, the countryside seems to have been divided into large
administrative areas called ¢ractus. Each ftractus was itself divided
into regiones wmade up of all the estates belonging to the emperor
within a given area. There were procurators in charge of each regio

and tractus; at the top of the system was the procurator for Africa.?®
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There is a significant amount of evidence available for only one
tractus, albeit the most important one. The fractus Larthaginiensrs
was made up of at least six regiones: Vaga, Thisiduo, Thugga, Assura,
Thuburbo Maius and one the name of which is laost but for the letters
+«atana.*? From the locations of its regiones, it appears this tractus
contained much of the best land of Africa proconsularis, but it is not
possible to delineate its boundaries.

Elsewhere the system seems not to have been so neat. In some
areas there may have been regiones that did not belong to any #ractus,
for there are references to regriones where no fractus is known. One
such was the regiso whose headquarters was at Thamugaddi.®® Gimilarly,
there was an apparently independant regro for the district of
Hadrumetum, a regic Lepliminensis and a regio for  all of
Tripolitania.3 Numidia, on the other hand, was all one ftractus,
possibly with a different internal structure than that of Carthage.
The impression given by inscriptions which speak of a tractus utriusgue
Mumidiae and & Ffrscus advocatl ad fusa per Mmrdram is that Numidia's
tractus may have been one large, undivided unit.®4 Unfortunately it is
not possible to know whether all this represents a real difference
between the manner in which the area around Carthage was administered
and the way other areas were handled, or if it is simply the product of
gaps in evidence that 1is, after all, hopelessly incomplete and
Qaphazard. There may well have been fractus and regrones all record of
wgi;h have been lost.

The administration of the imperial estates appears to have lacked

standardization in another way as well. From the evidence as it now
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stands, it seems there was a great deal of flexibility in the use of
titles for administrative districts. Thus the regsc of Hadrumetum was
also known as a Jdrioecesrs and a provincia.*® The emperor s holdings
about Theveste were at one point managed as part of a regio that
contained Hadrumetum, at another as part of a unit with the odd title
of saltus and were finally designated the fractus 7hevestini.** This
inconsistency is again no doubt partially due to the lack of complete
evidence: it is not known what all the titles were, or even if there
were some that, if preserved, would make the whole system seem more
rational. Even more important, the confusion represents changes over
time. The inscriptional record is simply too fragmentary to allow the
course of these inevitable developments to be traced.

Nonetheless, the possibility remains that the apparent
incoherence of these arrangements 1is the reflection of a reality of
different methods of organization existing concurrently. It has been
suggested that this state—-of-affairs would have come about because of
differences in rates of growth between areas. The fractus of Carthage

was established first, and the lands which made it up were already
nearly fully developed. In the south and west, on the other hand,
great expansion in both land cultivated and estates owned by the
emperor occurred. Because the imperial holdings in these latter areas
were not originally important enough to justify setting up the complete
administratiye apparatus, the government created independant regsones
here. As the emperor’'s estates grew and multiplied, some of these
regiones may have expanded until they were effectively on the same

scale as the whole fractus of Carthage, without necessarily assuming
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the title of {tractus. Aegioc may, in short, have meant different things
in different places.?” This explanation is plausible, but the very
incomplete evidence makes it no more than a tentative hypothesis.

The organization of this bureaucracy must have been fairly
complex. From the cemetery of officials at Carthage there is proof of
a substantial number of different posts connected with the
administrative system, including Zabwiarius, custos tabulars, adiutor
tabularsi, adiutor a commentarils, adiutor ad Instrumenta commentarium,
reOIseguus, librarius, drspensator, notarius, cursor and agrimensor.?:®
All these (and possibly many whose titles have hot survived) would have
worked for the procurator of the fractus CLarthaginiensrs, who, in turn,
would have reported to the provincial procurator of the imperial
estates. Some of the inner workings of the system are revealed by the
Ain-el-Djemala inscription, one of the 'grandes inscriptions’ from the
Bagradas valley.?*® The relationships of the various procuratores
mentioned in this ingcription are not clear, but it appears there was a
definite chain-of-command. The responsibilities of the procurator at
each level are not clarified either, but as a group they dealt with
complaints and disputes, enacted imperial decisions concerning the

emperor 's land and, it seems, dispensed justice on the estates.=2e

The next important factor in the organization of agriculture was
that of the ownership of agricultural land.2* The ownership of land
will have had a great significance in terms of the management of
farming, since it decided how the land was held, who determined what

the aims of production would be and, in turn, how these aims were to be
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achieved. In Africa, as anywhere, there are two important elements to
the question of ownership. The first is, who owned the land - that is,
were the farm lands of Africe proconsularis owned by a small, rich
proportion of the population, or was ownership distributed equally?
Were the land owners native Africans, or absentee Italian landlords?
The second problem 1s how ownership affected the way in which land was
held. Were most of the lands held as parts of large estates, or were
small freeholds common? Did the men who owned large amounts of land
hold it in small plots scattered over a wide area, as was often the
case in ltaly, or were large estates covering great areas common?22
Part of the question, at least, is easily answered. It is clear
from a variety of Roman authors that it was large—scale landowning
which was particularly characteristic here. Landownership and the
structure of agrarian life were dominated by the large agricultural
estate.=> According to the now famous phrase of Pliny, at the time of
Nero, ‘half’ of Africa was owned by six men, whom that emperor had
killed so that he could confiscate their land for himself.2®* The exact
proportion quoted by Pliny does not have to be accepted for his point
to be. Similarly, the fact that the Satyricon of Petronius is a
fantasy does not necessarily negate the equation of rich African and
large—-scale landowner made when one of the characters pretends to have
three hundred million sesterces of land in Africa. Indeed, the
deception involved hinges on the tale’'s plausibility.2® [If a more
sober source is desired, one need only look as far as Seneca, who
mentions Africa as one of the lands where thousands of farmers

regularly laboured for the benefit of a single landowner.?* Perhaps
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the most striking confirmation of the type of estate commonly found in
Africa are the lines of the asgrimsnsor Agennius Urbicus:

e Africa, wbi saltus non minores fabent privall quam res

P territoria: guin 1nme multis saltus longe wmaiores sunt

territarirs: firbent autem 1n saltibus privalis non exiguum

papulum  pleberun et vicos cires villam 1n modum

mnd txonum. 27

Against this body of opinion there is no countervailing
commentary on the existence of small, privately owned farms, though
logic tells one that they must have existed. Only chance mention in
the literature and inscriptions reveals the small-owner.

Who were the great landowners of Africa? Some of the land was no
doubt in the hands of absentee Italian landlords, particularly in the
early period. For example, during the Republic there were Italians
such as L. Julius Calidus, and M. Caelius Rufus, who had family
holdings, possibly at Horrea Caelia. After the start of the first
century A.D. this probably began to change, with the rise of the first
African born, but Italian descended wealthy families. There is no need
to doubt that the +first African senators, from Cirta, based their
wealth thoroughly on rural property. The numbers of Africans obtaining
senatorial status increased through the Principate and though the
emperors tried to force such men to invest up to one-third of their
wealth in Italian land the repetition of these orders hints at their
lack of success. Those Africans lower down the scale, but still
possessing considerable wealth -equestrians and local aristocrats- also
built wup large estates. Apuleius’ wife Aemilia Pudentilla, worth

several million sesterces, owned a good deal of land at Oea. The best

analysis is that, though some land, perhaps including the larger
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estates, was held by men not resident in Africa, much too was in the
hands of Africans, increasingly so as time went on.=2®

The emperor was certainly one of the greatest of the absentee
landowners.®® Admittedly, his African holdings in the early years of
the Principate may not bhave been that great. There are only a few,
scattered references from this period. Pliny wrote of procurators
sending remarkable examples of agricultural produce to Augustus from
Byzacena, presumably from his estates there.®® There is mention of
one Delius, the vicarius of a vilicus of Augustus, who built a Zel/oneum
on an estate near Bisica; the presence of a wi/icus suggests an
agricultural setting.3? Both Tiberius’' and Claudius’ reigns provide
evidence of imperial land at Calama.>2 It would be too much to argue
from the meagre state of the evidence alone that the emperor ‘s land in
Africa were few at this time - the Julio-Claudian era was not
particularly productive epigraphically, and there is no way of knowing
how many estates were not preserved on stone.33 But it is a logical
inference that by this early date not much land had been accumulated
into the emperor’'s hands, and the lack of reference to such lands may
be evidence of this fact.

There is no doubt, however, that the number of imperial estates
later grew considerably. This probably began with Nero’'s confiscation
of the lands of Pliny’'s seyv oomin: who owned half of Africa.>4
Confiscation was now added to inheritance and gifts as the ways by
which the emperors could enlarge their holdings.®® From this point the
imperial lands must have grown fairly rapidly, for by the height of the

Principate there were a good number. From the ‘grandes inscriptions’
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there come the (4/1la Magna Varrana, of Trajan's day, the sal/tus
Meronranus, saltus Rlandranus et (densis, saltus Lamianus et
Domi tianus, saltus Tusrritssus (all by Hadrian's reign), the saltus
Burunitanus (of the 180°s), and others unnamed.3® This area clearly
formed an important complex of imperial lands. Farther south there was
the saltus Massipranus, near Ammaedara (reign of Marcus Aurelius).>”
The saltus Fhriiomusrianus lay near Simitthus.3® Some scholars have
argued for a significant imperial presence in the area just north of
the Aures Mts.®® To these directly owned imperial properties (a list
that includes, of course, only those estates whose names have chanced
to be preserved, and not an exhaustive list of those), must be added
the properties belonging to the family of the emperor, which, though
administered seperately, must commonly have fallen into imperial hands
upon the owner 's death.4°

The evidence is not sufficient to permit drawing any map of the
imperial holdings. It may be that it is only chance preservation that
locates such a large proportion of the known imperial land in the
middle reaches of the fagradas river. 0On the other hand, it was this
region which was probably the best developed in the pre-Roman period,
and it is among the best grain land in Africa. It is only natural that
many estates should be found here and that the emperor should have his
share of these.4? That this was so would seem to be confirmed to some
extent by the relative completeness and order of the imperial
administrative organization in this area (discussed above), as compared
with the rather patchy network that appears elsewhere. This is not

enough, however, to allow the claim that mos¢ imperial property was in
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this area. All that can be said is that the emperor owned land in most
parts of the province, including a large amount in the SAsgracdas area.

By the end of the Principate the emperor was very probably the
single largest landowner in the province. This can be stated with some
certainty because there are, as it happens, some precise numbers on the
amount of land owned by the emperor in Africe proconsularis. The
usefullness of this windfall, most rare in ancient sources, is,
however, tempered by its late date. It comes in the form of an
imperial constitution of A.D. 411, in the logey 7heodosianus, stating
the areas of imperial land, cultivated and uncultivated, in the two
smaller provinces which by this date had been created out of the Afr-ica
proconsularis of the Principate. In the northern province (still
called Froconsularrs) there were 14,702 centuriae, 283.5 iugera of
imperial land (about 7,432 sq. km); in the southern province, fyracena,
there were 15,075 centuriae, 18B3.5 Jugera (7,620 sq. km). Since the
total area of the two provinces together was about 91,000 sq. km, the
emperor owned one-sixth of their land surface.*2

It has been argued that the amount of imperial land would have
remained at about the same level from the second century to the date of
this law, the forces of acquisition and alienation balancing out.43 It
is true that the emperors probably gave up some of their lands over
this period. But some of them also engaged in large confiscations,
particularly Septimius Severus. It 1s therefore unwise to assume that
the imperial holdings had reached this level during the second century.
Still, it is hard to believe that there was any other, single

individual who owned more land in the province than the emperor.44 Aas
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Aggenius Urbicus understatedly put it, "“...Claesare, gur 1n provinclia
nen exIguum possidet. "4®

One can be no more specific about the amount of land in the hands
of the great private landowners. The references to thoudands of
tenants working for one man, the half-province owned by six men, the
private estates larger than city territories - these establish securely
enough that the province was the site of a good deal of investment in
land by the rich. Beyond that unremarkable generality they do not
reveal much.

The names of several specific private estates survive. Vitruvius
spent time at the estate of his friend C. Iulius Masinissae frl/ius
called Ismuc, which he described as follows: curus agrorum regiones
Incredibils  finitae sunt terminationse.*®, This was near Zama. It is
notable too that most of the imperial estates whose names have
survived, and which bhave just been mentioned, can be reliably
attributed to specific private citizens, who presumably owned them
before their acquisition by the imperial house. Thus the W/la Magra
Variana 1is accepted as deriving its name from P. Quinctilius Varus,
proconsul of Africa c.7-4 B.C. The sal/tus Rlandranus can be connected
with €. Rubellius Blandus, proconsul A.D. 35-36. The sa/tus Lamianus
&t Jomritianws may once have been owned (or formed out of two earlier
estates owned) by L. Aelius Lamia and either L. Domitius Ahenobarbus,
or, as has recently been suggested convincingly, Cn. Domitius
Lucanus. +? There is information on estates in the south of the
province as well. There was a sa/tus BReguensis, for example, belonging

to one Lucius Africanus.*® Valeria Atticilla owned property in the
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same region.4® The inscriptions confirming these facts date to before
138 and to 105 respectively, but it is probable the estates in this
region were on the whole created later than those in the Asgradas
region and close to Carthage.

As the transition from private to imperial status of the Fagracas
estates indicates, the imperial holdings in Africa grew at least
partially at the expense of private holdings. Nonetheless, there is
sufficient evidence from later periods to indicate that large private
estates remained common throughout the period. Augustine speaks of
wealthy landlords, both resident and absent.®° When the crown
confiscated the lands of the rebellious Gildo (admittedly in Mawretania
Srtrfensrs), a special officer, the comes 6rlooniacs patrimoniy, had to
be appointed to take care of them, so large were his estates.®2
Perhaps the largest single owner of any period (besides the emperor)
was Melania, who owned est;fes in all the African provinces, one of
which, near Thagaste, was larger than that city’'s territory.®2 There
is no reason to think that large-scale private landholding was ever
uncommon in Roman Africa.

Despite this it is quite impossible to estimate the area in the
hande of great landowners at any time, or to locate any one area where
their estates were most common. No area can be ruled out; the Ffagradas
area may have held many imperial estates, for example, but since there
is no clue as to their size, there is no way of knowing if all the land
was the emperor’s. There may have been private sa/tus here, as
anywhere. 3

There is one point which can be made about large-scale ownership
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of land in Africa proconsularis, private and imperial alike: the actual
estates seem to have been very large. In Italy a man might own a great
amount of land, but as often as not it was scattered into small pieces
over a large area, or at least divided into two or three smaller
estates. The evidence from Africa suggests a different rule there.
Estates seems to have consisted of large, unitary blocks of land. The
statement of Aggenius Urbicus about estates larger than city
territories is definitely presented as a common situation. This would
tend to be supported by other references already quoted, such as the
claim that Melania had an estate larger than Thagaste's territory, and
Vitruvius® description of lsmuc: cuwius agrorum regiones incredrbrli
finitae sunt terminations.>* The explanation for this difference in
landholding patterns may simply be that there were more opportunities
in Africa +for rich men to buy up all the land in one area than in
Italy, since much of the province’'s land will have originally been held
by the state as ager publricus (as all provincial land theoretically
was) and sold off in vast amounts.

Most of the really large estates were probably to be found in the
south and west of the province, because it 1is likely that dense
urbanization and large estates would havé tended to be mutually
exclusive. A town with its own ¢erritorium would automatically
subtract from the area of a private large estate.

This theory can to some extent be tested. The survey done by P.
Leveau around the city of Caesarea is almost the only source of
evidence for the effect of urbanization on landholding, but it is an

excellent work. Naturally its limitations must be borne in mind - as a
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surface survey Leveau’'s project was able to provide only the barest
outline of land wuse around Caesarea, which itself is in a different
cultural and geographic setting than that of Africe proconsularis.
Nonetheless, it does provide an opportunity to see at least how the
presence of a city affected landholding in one area.=®

In terms of landowning most of Leveau’'s findings bear out what
might be expected. In the area immediately around the city the villas
seem to have controlled fairly small areas - 100 to 200 ha of plain,
plus some land in the hills. The area increased with distance from the
town, so that in the inland mountain zone estates were considerably
bigger - from 500 to 700 ha.Se

What 1is perhaps most interesting, though again not unexpected,
given the limitations of ancient communications, is the relatively
small area in which landowning patterns were affected by the presence
of a city. O0Of the sixty to seventy villas located, almost all are to
be found within fifteen km of the city. It may not be true that villa
distribution is absolutely eguivalent to landownership by city
residents, but it is a fairly good indicator, and the indication is
that Caesareans, at least, did not own land very far from their city.®?
This is all the more striking when it is remembered that Caesarea, one
of Africa’'s larger cities, being a coastal town, was forced to
concentrate all its control over a hinterland in one direction only; an
inland town of the same size would have presumably affected an even
smaller radius. Note too that as a capital Caesarea would probably
have attracted more citizens likely to build villas than a simple town

of equivalent size (or so evidence in other provinces has indicated).®®
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All in all, the effect of urbanization on landowning can be described
as fairly intensive, but over a quite restricted area.

On the whole, then, one would expect that the most urbanized part
of the province —-the northeast ‘corner’ of Tunisia, on either side of
‘and between the lower Ragradas and Mrlisna valleys— would have had
fewer large estates. It should be remembered, though, that much of the
municipalization 1in this region was fairly late; Septimius Severus was
responsible for much of it. Before this time there would have been
fewer territoria and less city-estate conflict. Indeed, it is possible
that it was the reluctance of large landowners, among whom the emperors
were most prominent, along with the cities which already had large
territoria (especially Carthage), to part with the advantage of having
significant amounts of territory under control that kept the
municipalization so late. In summary, there probably were always some
large estates in all parts of the province, but the areas they
dominated no doubt shifted towards the south and the west with time, as
municipalization progressed in the northeast.®=?

Large-scale landowning and the great estates receive attention in
the literature of antigquity. Far less interest was shown by writers in
the small owner and as a consequence very little is known of the
African peasants who owned and farmed their own land - such men do not
leave many monuments, and archaeology can reveal that small-scale
farming was carried on, but cannot tell if the farmers were tenants or
owners. It is more than a little ironic that one of the few references
to the small independant farmer in Africa exists precisely because the

urban elite had such a dismissive attitude to such men. It occurs when
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Apuleius seeks to discredit an accusor by pointing out that the man
owns only a tiny farm at Zarat, and a single ass to work it.e°

Does this lack of evidence reflect a lack of small owners?
Certainly the conditions of the Roman state were inimical to the
existence of a free peasantry - the state and its leaders hastened
rather than arrested the decline of the Italian peasantry. But they
also acted to create new peasants through the settlement as peasants of
veterans. It is difficult to know how significant the effect of this
was in Africa. As was argued in Chapter Two, the immigrant Italian
veterans were not as numerous as has often been thought; something on
the order of seventy-five thousand is a realistic figure. However, the
process of granting retiring veterans land continued throughout the
Principate, so some new independant farmers were assured.®! Estimates
of the numbers of such men vary, but there was only one legion in
Africa and, given the low life expectancy of antiquity, one hundred
retirees per vyear from the legion itself is not unreasonable. This
would give about ten thousand new farmers per century, not all of whom
would have chosen to become farmers. Still, two thousand or so new
peasant holdings could have been created each generation. These would
presumably have been concentrated in the areas around the legionary
camps, especially Lambaesis. Not only Was this where the
veterans/settlers were, but it was the one area which night have had
adequate quantities of land available for them, since it was in the
south, at the limits of pre-Roman cultivation. The land had previously
probably either been used only for pastoralism, or at most for low

intensity cultivation, 2
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It has been suggested by Fentress that many of these veteran
farmers were given land on imperially-owned estates, at least from the
early to mid-second century, and so became tenants rather than small
owners., > This proposal has not been particularly well received, and
the evidence is certainly not as convincing as Fentress claims. It
does support the presence of some imperial holdings in the south
Numidian region; what it fails to do is establish any large scale
coincidence of imperial property and veteran settlement. 0OFf the
twenty-one imperial sites recorded by Fentress which can be safely
accepted as imperial on the evidence she presents, only two have
veterans recorded nearby. The creation of imperial veteran tenants in
southern Numidia does not seem to have been a general policy.®4

As it happens there does exist some evidence for peasant farming
in this region. It comes from the famous Lamasba inscription. This is
a register showing the amounts of water to which a number of properties
were entitled as part of a local irrigation scheme near the town of
Lamasba, some forty km north-west of Lambaesis; it is dated c. 218-222,
The inscription itself is rather problematic, since it lists the areas
to be irrigated only in terms of a land unit called 'K’ and not
defined, but in analysing it much can be learned.s®

The inscription was set up by local farmers who called themselves
colonr. Whether this means they were 'tenants’ or just 'farmers’ is
uncertain, but most scholars take them as peasants owning their own
land. s Four of the seventy-eight landholders are specifically listed
as veterans - for example, Flavius Fortis veteranus. Two more names

reveal possible military connections -Steminia Aemerrta and Sextilius

140



Aeperitus- possibly meaning their fathers had received honourable
(emeritus) discharge. This hardly suggests that the bulk of local
holdings were veteran related.®”

Three of these veterans are listed as holding almost exactly the
same land area in their possession. Flavius Fortis and one Iulius
Felix each had 600 K and one Iunius Saturninus had 650. It seems
reasonable to assume that one is seeing here a standard legionary
discharge grant (either 1in land, or in an amount of cash which would
buy about 600 K of land). The problem is to decide what 600 K
represents. It has been suggested that a 'K’ was a direct unit of land
measurement, equal to 0.025 Jugera. This, however, is based on a
comparison with known veterans’ farms in Egypt, which were about 15
Jugera.»® This is suspect, because Nile Valley land values will hardly
have been equivalent to those in southern Numidia. Much more plausible
is the suggestion that, since the Lamasba area was undoubtedly planted
with olives, the unit 'K’ represents one tree, or more accurately, a
measurement of land area based on the area needed by one tree to grow.
In southern Tunisia, under similar conditions, this is today about 235
5q. metres. One ‘K’ would thus be equal to something like 0.01
Tugera.s”

This gives a veteran’'s holding of 600 K an area of about 6 to 9
fugera. Whether planted with trees or cereals (in which case the use
of the ‘K° would be an indirect measurement), or both, these areas
would seem at first sight too small to plausibly support a family in
this region.7e There are a number of solutions to this problem. The

inscription 1is not complete, so given the ancient tradition of holding
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land in separated parcels (seen even in the surviving portions of the
inscription) each veteran may have held land that was not recorded on
the portion of the stone that survived. Further, not all the land
owned by one man need have been irrigated, and so would not have been
recorded. As well, if the tribal landholding practices described in
Chapter One persisted (as will be argued below) each man may have had
use of unirrigated land belonging to his clan or village. These ideas
may be supported by the fact that the fourth known veteran is recorded
on the surviving stone as holding only 350 K.

A good deal more can be discerned about farming at Lamasba.
Owners did hold separate parcels of land, for example. One Germanius
Valentinius appears as the thirty-ninth entry, holding 430 K there, and
as the sixty-second entry, holding another 444 K. Because this was a
linear 1irrigation scheme, this represents an actual separation on the
ground. Aemilius Secundus likewise appears forty-first (4350 K) and
eighty—fourth (2300 K).73

Even more striking is the close tie between kinship and land
holding. Members of the same family tend to hold land -or at least
irrigated plots- 1in contiguous units. Thus, along one branch of the
system, Marius Saturninus held 200 K next to Maria Satura (1350 K),
whose property lay next to Maria Donatula’s (100 K), who in turn owned
land next to Marius Felix (200 K). In the same way, among the largest
family in terms of land held, the Germanii, Germanius Fetronianus (620
K) had land beside Germanius Valens (600 K), who had land beside
Germanius Valentinus (664 K), all on one canal, while on another there

was a"block of land made up of properties owned by the son of Germanius
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Petronianus (440 K), Germanius Castula (803 K) and, after an
intervening three properties, the same Germanius Valentinus met just
abave (430 K). The same sort of groupings can be established for the
Apulei (5 members), Dentillii (2 members), Caecilli (2 members) and up
to five other families. Linked to this, there is an apparent tendency
for neighbouring +amilies to intermarry, probably to consolidate land
holdings. 7=

Perhaps the most important feature is the extreme unevenness of
property distribution. The smallest plot is 70 K, the largest 4000,
The last two owners on the list as it now stands, Aemilius Secundus and
a man whose name 1is lost, owned 2300 K’and 4000 K respectively -
together 12.7% of the total known; Secundus alone owned 7.5% of the
total. The ten largest owners held more than the first fifty together;
twenty owners, over one gquarter of the known total, owned less than 5%
of the land. Fully 66 owners fall into the category of owning 1000 K
(that 1s, 10 Jugera) or less. In short, there were a large number of
small owners and a very few large ones.”>

Lamasba was definitely a community of peasant farmers. Even the
largest holding, 4000 K, only amounts to some 40-50 sugers, and a
typical large family holding would only be about 13500 K (15 sugera).
It should be remembered that in Italy, by means of comparison, anything
under 80 rugera may, it has been argued, be legitimately thought of as
a small-holding.”+ 0f course, there was probably more land, the record
of which is lost, for many of the names that survive, and perhaps
non-irrigated land as well. But it still seems unlikely that the

farmers of Lamasba were ever more than small holders.
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Yet it was clearly not a purely veteran community, made up of
lands doled out in equal portions. There are few named veterans, and
besides that, the distribution of land is so uneven that it is
difficult to envisage any way that the reqular 1land grants of a
legionary settlement could have been so totally altered.

What probably should be seen here are aspects of the pre-Roman
social and economic system which was discussed in Chapter One. A brief
glance at the names engraved on the register is enough to convince that
the population was ethnically African - there are five variations on
Saturninus, +four on Rogatus, four on Felix, and two each on Fortunatus
and Donatus, plus others such as Africanus, Expectatus, Castula,
Honoratus, Quadratus and so on.?”® It should be recalled that even the
veterans had by this period been Africans for some time, albeit many of
them from the other end of the province.?®

An interesting hint of non—-Roman landholding practices relates to
possible inheritance patterns. Iulius Fortunatus held a plot of 530 K,
while beside this ;was another plot of exactly the same size held in
common by the heirs of Iulius Petronianus. Shaw has suggested that
this reveals an inheritance system related to Semitic practice, whereby
the eldest son received the same inheritance share as the rest of the
heirs together. Fortunatus would by this theory be the eldest heir of
Petronianus. Among the Apuleii a similar situation can be seen:
Apuleius Rogatinus and Apuleius Africanus each held 110 K, Apuleius
Processus 220, all three forming one block. Probably Processus was the
eldest son, getting exactly what the other two heirs together got (and

which they, unlike the heirs of Iulius Petronianus, split up).”?
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On the other hand, it cannot be claimed that this was a purely
non—-Romanized community. The same names that probably reveal African
blood are, after all, Latinized forms. There are other Roman features
as well. Women could own land -for example, Lollia Mustia (150 K),
Maria Batura (150 K) and Iulia Victoria (245 K)- and, in fact, owned
8.5% of the land. This would probably have been a Roman influence at
work. But what has to be kept in mind is that the fact that land was
apparently owned and inherited (14% was specifically stated to be held
by joint bheirs) does not mean there was a truly European sense of
landholding present. As was pointed out in Chapter One, tribal systems
can often allow for Joe Ffactfo personal possession of land without
removal of the many restriction on the powers of disposal which the
possessor has aver the land. This has, in North Africa, at least,
often been particularly common where high intensity crops, especially
irrigated or arboreal crops, have been grown, as was the case here.
That the land could be inherited, therefore, does not prove that a
Roman landowning system was present.

Lamasba was relatively near the main legionary base and in fairly
accessible country. It was open to romanizing influences through
settlement of romanized veterans, or simply by example of the romanized
Africans still in uniform. A landholding system in this area should
reasonably be expected to exhibit some traces of such influence, and
Lamasba has no reason to be different. It was probably a transitory
system, between the older, pre-Roman forms and more romanized types.
But the evidence as it stands does not require that the change have

been great. The distribution pattern of landholding (few large - many
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small), the influence of kinship on where land was owned and the
probable inheritance patterns all point to native agrarian practices
more or less intact; and none of the evidence compels the conclusion
that non—-tribal landholding concepts had been introduced.

There 1is no equivalent to the Lamasba table for other parts of
Africa proconsularis. As a result it is not possible to say how small
landowning worked in any particular part of the province. Indeed, the
single Lamasba inscription does not really justify claiming that it was
common even there, or that the system revealed in it was typical of the
region. I+ there were many other small, independantly owned farms it
might be expected that they would be most common in the hills and
mountain areas, and in the remoter parts of the province - in the
places, that 1is, where large landowners would have had little
opportunity or incentive to buy up land. But this is purely
hypothesis, however logical.

To return to the question asked earlier in this section, how
common were small peasant-owned farms like those of Lamasba? The
answer, quite simply, is that it 1is impossible to know. It is
difficult to believe that they were extemely rare, but this is
unprovable. Nor is there much chance of ever being able to shed any

light on this aspect of landownership.

Finally, a comment must be made on one last aspect of landowning,
namely how land was owned in the territories given to the native
tribes. There is, unfortunately, little evidence on landholding in

these areas. The native African gentes who were assigned land
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certainly practised farming, even before the Roman adsignatic took
place, but knowledge of these tribal homelands comes essentially from
boundary stones, not particularly informative on agricultural practice.
Based on the wording of a single inscription, from a group called the
Zimizes, which reads ¢ scriant Jimizes non plus in usum se fabere
gquam..., it has been argued that tribal land was held in a communal
form called uwsus.”™ This was "... an umbrella term covering usus
fructus and or Aabitetico, though somewhat less than each...", which
meant that land could not be considered as private, but only held as a
"..« ‘habitation’ or a bundle of access rights".?”® This certainly
sounds plausible, given that predominantly pastoral tribal peoples
often,‘hold land, particularly pasture, communally, as was seen in
Chapter O0One. Unfortunately there simply are not enough data to
confirmy, and for all practical purposes landownership in tribal areas

remains a blank.

Because the evidence from Roman Africa stresses the importance of
the large estate, it is vital to attempt to gain some understanding of
how such estates were run, how they were managed and how they were
manned. Once again, the evidence is slight.

Before proceeding to examine the management of large estates, the
small-scale farm may be dealt with briefly. For farmers of this sort,
men such as the veteran with his twenty or so Jugera, the members of
the irrigation system of Lamasba, or the man with the one ass and tiny
farm at Zarat whom Apuleius deprecated, there were probably few

management or labour choices to be made. There was no alternative but
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to work the fields himself, with the labour of his sons and perhaps a
slave or two to help handle the work-load. Such men do not think in
terms of ‘management systems’'. What could not be done 'in—house’ was
taken care of by cooperation with neighbours. An instance of this is
alluded to by Apuleius in his attack on his accusor: he says of how the
man was forced to run his farm that "... sgo adeo servosne tu habeas ad
agrum colenaum an IRSe MULUIrIus GpEras cum vIicinls tuls cambres...".®°
Clearly some sort of mutual labour exchange between neighbours was in
use by those who could not work their farms alone. This is not,
however, particularly exceptional for farmers in this sort of position
~ indeed, it 1is a typical part of defensive strategies formulated by
peasantries to cope with demands on them.®* Examples are to be found
'in native North African contexts, as in Morocco, where donation of
labour at harvest time in return for reciprocal labour when needed is
called in Berber (twiza.®2 Without more evidence than this there is
little to be drawn from Apuleius’ reference.

Peasant proprietors undertaking communal action on a slightly
more organized level can be seen in the Agua C/audrana irrigation
system of Lamasba. Such schemes were by their very nature joint
ventures. Furthermore, they must have been exceedingly common in North
Africa, where much of the land was only really productive when water
management was carried out. As the Lamasba inscription makes clear,
the irrigation system was entirely a locally-run affair: only when the
previous, consensual routine of water distribution broke down was an
arbitration commission set up, the decision of which makes up the

Lamasba inscription. And, as Shaw points out, the rarity of such
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inscriptions when there were so many irrigation systems suggests they
were mostly managed by customary, unwritten practice rather than
elaborate formulae.®* pProbably these were the sort of functions that
the many wici and gagi: associations which are recorded in rural Africa
carried out. By such means small farmer-owners were able to counteract

the power of large estate owners and maintain their independance.®4

For the larger owner in Africa farming will have been rather less
straightforward than for the peasant. He will have had to make a
number of basic management decisions, of the same sort as are known
from Italy. Among these were: whether to supervise his estates
directly, either by himself or through a vi/icus, or to rent out the
estate to tenant who would do the managing: if he chose to rent,
whether to rent out his estate as a whole, or to break it up into
several leaseholds; whether to rent the entire estate, or to keep part
as a ‘home farm’ for himself; whether to collect his rents in cash, or
in kind; whether to set a fixed rent amount, or to adopt sharecropping;
and, finally, how to man his estate - by slaves, or with free
labourers.®s

In one respect his decision-making will have been simplified - as
was seen in Chapter Two, rural slave labour was probably never adopted
on a large scale. But the very native labourers whose existence in a
dependant status made slaves unnecessary would have in themselves
presented a problem. Where the concept of private property is not well
established, the notion of tenancy must likewise be unsure. The "free’

men who could be called on to farm the fields of Africa may not have
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been totally free, but’they would have considered those fields in some
way their own, or at least not entirely the estate owner’'s. To create
& true tenancy system such as existed in Italy these rights to land
would have had to be legally and effectively denied. The alternative
would have been to accept a system which was in nature different from
that in Italy. Much of the evidence about farm management suggests
that such a complete change did not take place.

The regions in which the greatest such change might be expected
to have occured, and the most 'Italian’ systems of management put into
place, are those near the cities, the most romanized parts of Africa.
And indeed this can be seen to have occurred to an extent. As was
mentioned above, evidence 1is scarce, but Leveau’'s Caesarea survey is
revealing. The first and second centuries saw the installation of a
‘villa econaomy’ in the area around the city, where none had existed
before. Aside from the immediate surroundings of the city (one or two
km from the walls), which are relatively empty of villas and were
probably given over to market-garden agriculture run from the city, the
whole remainder of the hinterland of Caesarea came to be covered with
some five to six dozen villas, some of them quite large (there are
eight of 2,000 sqg. m). Numerous large olive press installations attest
to an olive o0il industry on a fairly grand scale, aiming at least to
meet city demands, possibly export ones as well.®e Equally
unsurprising, few of the villas had residential quarters; most were
obviously centres of farm estates whose owners lived in the city.
There 1s enough evidence from other parts of North Africa of city

residents owning farms nearby to make it clear that this was fairly
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common . Some examples are the farm of one L. Saedius Octavius Felix,
Fuwmviir of Tipasa, three km east of that town, or the agricola bonus Q.
Vetidius Juvenalis, who lived in, and obtained municipal honours from,
Thubursicu Numidarum.®” All of this was a great change.

It is clear that one of the city’'s roles was to act as an
organizer of space. By becoming the spot where essential services were
offered from, it created a countryside that was gquite new. The ring of
villas around Caesarea 1illustrates this clearly. It conforms to the
geographical concept of 'Central Place Theory’, according to which
important centres (in this case towns) providing services group around
themselves smaller centres using those services, the area in which the
secondary units are found being equal to the area of control of the
centre place.®® The villas of Caesarea, all within fifteen km of the
city, define its area of economic influence. It is thus clear that the
presence of the city affected how agriculture was run. Instead of the
village oriented agriculture that had existed before, there was created
a new countryside - one, near the city, which had estates centered on
villas, "& 1la romaine". Farther out, beyond the city’'s influence,

agriculture remained "fidéle a la tradition indigene de 1l ‘organisation

b

3
villagecise".®” In Leveau'’'s words:

A un espace agricole dont la mise en valeur était
réalisée par un réseau de vi//ae succédait un autre espace
ol les wi/l/ae étaient absentes et ol 1'élemént déterminant
du paysage agraire était constitue par les ruines de
petites et de moyennes agglomérations paysannes.”®
The rise of the city had created a romanized, ‘citified’ (ie.,

with villas) agrarian system.

This said, the limitations of the effect of the cities as
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arganisers of space must be recognized. There is the point made
earlier in connection with landowning — that this countryside "A la
romaine" was not large, only fifteen km across, and this for a large
city of high status. This area of economic influence was much smaller
than the legal territory of Caesarea. Even more important than this,
there are signs that within the area economically influenced by the
city not everything changed. As was just noted, there was an area of
villas near the city and an unaffected area of villages beyond. But
even within the area dominated by villas there were still numerous
villages and hamlets, of the effectively timeless type native to North
Africa (and apparently identical to those of the village zone beyond).
Many of these agglomerations were found in close proximity to villas,
and there can be little doubt that they were the homes of the farmers
who worked the land of those villas. However, some villages in the
villa zone were isolated from any villa.®? Thus, though the
romanization of the countryside appears to have moved the centres of
management into the villas, the presence of ‘bourgs ruraux’ within that
romanized area strongly suggests continuity at the level of the labour
supply, at least. If the isolated villages were anything more than
manpower reserves for the villa economy, then there is the possibility
that some land continued at every level -ownership, management, labour-
as it had been before the city arose. And this within ten km of its
walls.

Caesarea is a useful test case for the effects of urbanization on
the organization of rural life precisely because it is relatively

isolated from other urban centres. This was not the case in the east,
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in the main agricultural zone of Africa, where towns were common. Yet
the same pattern of agrarian bhabitation appears in the few surveys
which bhave been done in these areas. In the very heart of Africa
proconsularrs, the valley of the Oued et-Tine, only sixty km west of
Carthage, was gquite heavily urbanized, and there appeared here numerous
farms that can probably safely be thought of as vi//ae. Yet the native
village persisted as well. In one area of little more than 300 sq. km,
there were 12 towns or small cities and at least 73 farms, but there
were also at 1least 10 of what the surveyor has called "hameaux" and
"bourgades".”? Similarly, in the area immediately east of the
important centre of Thysdrus in the central east coast region of the
province, examination of the landscape has revealed not only that the
Roman centuriation of the land brought about the installation of
vil/ae, but also that there continued to exist similar non-Roman
villages, from pre-Roman times until the Late Empire.®3 The overall
impact of these archaeolpdgical findings must be to confirm that
urbanization did not necessarily change all aspects of rural life in
the areas around towns. Villas sprang up, certainly altering
agriculture considerably, at the level of the ‘estate of
administration’, but around them persisted the many native villages,
suggesting that for the actual labourers, at the level of the ‘estate
of production’, much remained the same.®+

To this general conclusion that the change caused by urbanization
was not total and was limited 1in scope one caution must be appended.
Not all areas will have been affected in the same way. A recent survey

of the southern portions of proconsular Africa, in the area
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Sufetula-Cillium—Thelepte, has uncovered large and small farm sites,
but only two agricultural villages, and these in hill country ten
kilometers east of the nearest town, Cillium.®® Presumably in these
southern reaches there was less settled agriculture than nomadic
pastoralism in pre—-Roman times, and so fewer settlements of the village
type. The expansion of agriculture, being a Raman innovation, seems to
have taken the Roman form of individual farms. It is a reminder that

local and regional variation must always be kept in mind.

Interesting though these facts may be, they do not provide any
real detail about how farms were manned, about what the men who lived
in the villages and villas revealed by the various surveys actually
grd. Archaeology tells nothing of how estates were managed. Only
written records can do that. Fortunately, such records do exist, in
the form of a series of inscriptions from the area of the middle course
of the GFagracas river, some one hundred kilometers west of Carthage.
The system of agricultural management described in these ’‘grandes
inscriptions’ is important enough to warrant a detailed discussion, and
it will be considered in depth in Chapter Four. However, as the
Bagradas system had implications for farming elsewhere and over a great
period of time, its chief features will be summarized here.

The earliest and most important of the Bagradas inscriptions is
that found at Henchir Mettich t(hereafter, the HM inscription), which
dates to 116-117.7% It contains the text of an order written by two
imperial procurators giving permission to col/ons on an estate called

Villa Magna Varrana to bring under cultivation unused lands on the
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estate called suwbsecriva, on the terms of a ‘law of Mancia', "a¢
evemplum JI1egris Mancianas". When they have brought these lands into
use, the Jey Manciana required that a certain portion of the crops be
paid to "dominis aut concductoribus vilicrisve", to the ‘owners, lessors
or stewards’ of the estate. In return, the law guarantees the colons
will have the right of wsus proprius over the land they bring under the
plow.®” The bulk of the inscription is devoted to clarifying how the
crop shares were to be determined for specific crops, who was in charge
of land left fallow, payment for pasturage rights for the animals of
the colons, restitution for crops destroyed by co/onr, and the
confirmation that col/onr cultivating the new land had the right to
bequeath it and use it as security for loans.®® The only restriction
on this right was that if a col/onus let land he had brought under
cultivation lapse into idleness again, he lost his right to it.®® The
inscription ends with a statement that the colons gur intra Fundum...
Hhabirtabunt must contribute to the owner, lessor or steward a total of
six days labour a vyear, while men called colons inguilini have to
perform guard duty.io°

The inscription, in short, defines a system by which an imperial
estate (for the order was given by imperial procuratores) was managed
in a form of sharecropping tenancy. The estate was probably leased as
a whole to a chief tenant, or lessor (conductor) who sub-let to lesser
tenants who each held but a part of the estate. The sub-tenants
(colons) had specific labour duties in addition to their share
requirements, but also had perpetual hold on at least some of the land

they farmed.
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The next most important of the inscriptions is that from Ain
el-Djemala (the AD inscription), dating to Hadrian's reign.?°t It
begins with a petition by a group of farmers to some group of
procurators, that the farmers be given the wooded and swampy parts of
their unnamed estate, in order to plant olives and vines on them. It
is specifically stated that they wish to do this "/Jsge Manciana,
condicione saltus Meronianus vicinr pobris", 'in accordance with the law
of Mancia, on the terms applying to the neighbouring estate called
Neronianus '. 102 The inscription also contains the government’'s reply,
stating that permission 1s given to everyone who wishes to take under
cultivation any part of two specific estates not then being farmed by
the conductores, and that those doing so would have the rights of
possession and use of the products of the land, and rights of
bequeathal. These rights are said to be based, not as might be
expected on the Jexy Manciana, but on a “Jege Hadriana comprefensum e
rudibus  agris et 115 gur per Y annos continuos i1ncultis sunt'. 193 A
third 1inscription, from Ai1n Wassel (AW i1nscription) consists of a copy
of the AD inscription’s reply to the petition, and 1s useful mainly for
restoring the complete AD text. The AW 1nscription dates to the reign
of Septimius Severus.1o4

The inscription found at Souk-el—-Khmis (SK) is of interest not
for what 1t reveals of the regulations of i1mperial estate management,
but of 1ts realities.1°® The colons of a saltus Burunitanus complain
to the emperor Commodus (thus dating the i1nscription to 181) that an
imperial procurator had been conspiring with several conductores to

raise the share of harvest they owed and their labour dues, and that
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when they had complained before, he had used troops to force them into
line, to the extent of torturing some of them. All the col/oens (who
call themselves inhabitants of sa/fwwum tuorum when addressing the
emperor, thereby showing theirs to be an imperial estate) want is that
the levels of crop shares and labour dues be kept at those fixed by the
ley MHadgriana. The inscription concludes with Commodus® reply, ordering
that the law be obeyed, and shares and labour dues be left as they are.
A copy of the imperial command was found engraved on ancther stone at
Ain Zaga, some thirty kilometers from Souk-el-Khmis. It is o+
contemporary date, but the distance between the two find spots suggests
that it probably came from a different estate.19®

Finally, there is the Gasr Mezuar inscription (GM).3®*°7 [t is
poorly preserved, but also appears to date to Commodus’ reign. It is
another appeal by colonr against overly great exactions. Its two
points of interest are that the labour dues set by law here were twice
that elsewhere, twelve days instead of six; and that the colons
threaten to move away if their demands are not met.

It certainly seems that all six inscriptions refer to the same
basic system of agricultural organization, what is normally called the
Mancian system, after the /ev mentioned in the ngand AD inscriptions.
This Mancian system would be important enough i; it only pertained to
the area of the six inscriptions, since this was an important
agricultural zone. Its significance, however, extended far beyond just
this,

An inscription from Djenan-ez-Zaytouna (which lies to the west of

the region of the Aagradas estates), dating to the period of Septimius
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Severus, refers to its dedicator as a Mancrianae cultor. Since there is
another inscription from the same place mentioning possessores fundis
JTapp..., it 1is probable that this is a reference to a farmer with a
lease based on the /ey Mancrans type, on a large estate,10®

Rather more remarkable than this, both in place and time, is the
second piece of associated evidence. The previous information
presented a system of relatively restricted area, known to be in use
from the early second century to its later parts. The so-called
Albertini Tablets, from an area about one hundred kilometers south of
Theveste, on the present Tunisian—Algerian frontier, change all that.
Not only are they far from the other known Mancian sites, but they date
to the 4%90°'s, during the Vandal period. They are deeds of sale of
plots of land in a larger fFfundus, the plots being sold under the
condition that they be farmed by the rules of culturae MNancianae.
Despite the great separation in time, features of the system described
above are still visible. A private individual, one Fl. Geminius
Catullinus, 1is the dominus of the Ffundus, but takes no part in the
sales. Instead, the purchaser of each plot acquires it "ut AHialbieat/
P ossigeat.) wtatur Frudlurgue 1pse heredesbe eius in perpetuc”, despite
Catullinus’ Jdominium.1°" Although no conductor 1s mentioned, the
rights of the purchasers in these tablets are clearly like those of the
coloni of the Bagradas.

In some form, then, the Mancian system was in use throughout most
of the course of the Principate and beyond, outlasting even Roman rule
in Africa. Further, it is attested in widely enough separated places

to make it possible that it was in use over the whole of Africa
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proconsularrs. The system was clearly of the greatest significance.
Unfortunately, its parameters cannot be determined much more
precisely than this. Its origin can at best be sketched in. The name
of the /ey on which the system was based presumably derives from one T.
Curtilius Mancia. His exigt role in its creation is uncertain.t2®
Some scholars believed that Mancia was sent as an official legate by
Vespasian to Africa, to organize agricultural production there.,23
Others argued that the JZeyv Mancriarns really originated in a private
lease arrangement created by Mancia for an estate which he owned in
Africa, and which was later retained by the government when it acquired
the estate; later yet, the arrangement proved successful enough that it
was implemented on other imperial estates.t12 Although there is
evidence that a reorganization of African landholding by the government
may have taken place in the 60°'s and 70°s, it is probable that Mancia’s
role was as private landowner rather than imperial agent.*3 There is
no attestation for an African position for Mancia and the date of his
role there would be an unusually long time after his consulship in c.
70-72. Further, it would be odd for a senator to be in charge of
reordering the affairs of lands owned by the emperor: all other actions
concerning these estates were handled by imperial procurators.
Probably, therefore, the /ev Mancrana began as a management system on
private estates (a /ey Jocafionis) and only later was taken over by the
government for the imperial estates recorded on the ‘grandes
inscriptions’.214
Whether Mancia created the system himself or adopted it from

some earlier prototype is unknown. However, it is certainly possible
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that the latter was the case. The Mancian system does appear to be
peculiar to Africa, and as will be seen in Chapter Four certain aspects
of it suggest a native African source. It is the opinion of some of
the scholars who have studied the question that Mancia drew on and
adopted existing native tenure arrangements,13®

If it is true that the Mancian system originated in a private
rather than a public manner, it is reasonable to ask whether the system
was regularly used on private estates as well as the imperial ones
which the ’'grandes inscriptions’ record. This is a tempting idea, for
it allows the possibility of explaining in one bound how the whole of
African agriculture was regulated.*?*e

It does not seem likely that the Jev Mancriana, in its role as a
government policy, applied to private estates. The argument for its
doing 50 rests on the repeated use of the phrase domini aut
conductorrbus vilricrisve in the HM inscription. Since owners (doming)
in the plural can hardly refer to the emperor, private owners, and thus
private estates, must have been involved as well as emperor and his
estates. This intrusion of the government into private estate managing
would be unparallelled in the Principate, however. Furthermore, since
the HM inscription appears to be the application of the Jev Mancrana to
the situation of a specific estate, rather than a complete publication
of its articles, it seems unlikely that the procuratores writing it
would have wunthinkingly used words that did not apply to the case at
hand simply because they were in the original private regulation. The
best explanation is probably that the plural domins were included in

case the estates were ever passed back into private handsy the
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procurators had to cover this possibility because the Mancian system
provided permanent rights for co/ors and the future private owners had
to know to what rules they were bound. This is presumably what
eventually happened to the estate to which the Albertini Tablets
pertain, since it was in the 490's owned by Fl. Geminius Catullinus.*1?

The Jev MNanciana was thus by the second century an imperial law
regulating only imperial estates, deriving from a private estate
management system that itself probably originated in local tenure
arrangements. The fact that the Jev Mancriana itseld was a purely
imperial regulation does not, however, mean that its basic elements
could not have been copied by private landowners for their estates, if
they saw that (as its wide extent in time and space suggest) it was a
successful system. If it worked well enough that the imperial
government adopted it, it seems likely that many private owners would
have followed suit.

This may well have been the case. The Albertini Tablets would
tentatively suggest this. GSimilarly the evidence of an estate in the
heart of #&Ffrica proconsularis, the Fundus Aufidranus, near Matera
{(modern Mateur) 1is perhaps most easily understood as the result of a
system not unlike that of the /ey Manciana. The archaeological remains
of the 6,400 rugera (1,600 ha) estate reveal a large, central farm, at
least 12 smaller, but still sizable, farms scattered across the estate
and two large villages at its edges. An inscription found at the
central farm speaks of a farmer of the nearby town of Biha Bilta who,
as conductor, restored the rFundus Aufidrianus, planting a new olive

grove, an orchard and vines, as well as digging wells. The inscription
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was erected as his funeral monument by his widow.2:®

Certain aspects recall the Mancian system. As on the imperial
fundy there was a congductor, acting for the estate’s owner — here a
private individual apparently, though he is unnamed.®*® There are a
dozen or so farms that it would seem reasonable to connect with the
‘grandes inscriptions’’ colonr gerr I fundc... villas Aabent
Habebunt. ... 129 The villages around the estate edge may have been
inhabited by farmers of the same status as the co/ons fnguilini of the
‘grandes inscriptions’, a mysterious group, apparently distinct from
the men just called co/ons and usually accepted as being of lower
status. =1

There were divergences from the Mancian system as well, though.
Unlike the conductores of the imperial estates, who appear to have been
mainly middlemen, ensuring collection of the crop shares owed by the
coleni to the government, the concuctor on this farm was obviously a
farmer - he planted numerous new crops and improved the condition of
the AFundus.r2=2 This was probably only possible if he had a long-term
contract to manage the estate (since crops like olives take years to
mature). In fact, the evidence that he was buried there and a monument
raised by his widow, implying that she may have continued in his place,
suggests that he had a permanent, or emphyteutic lease.®?®3® From all
indications, the conductores on imperial estates appear to have held
short-term leases.?*24

Whether an imitation of the system used on imperial estates or
not, the Ffundus Aufidranus tells a good deal. Clearly this large

estate was run by indirect management, and a particularly decentralized
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form at that. Not only were there colom: (this seems the only
reasonahle explanation of the twelve or more farms), but a farm manager
who bhimself was a tenant, albeit probably a permanent one. What one
would of course like to know 1s whether the cofon: of the farms on this
estate had the same sort of permanent tenure as those of the imperial
estates, but this remains unknown. The conductor was probably a
moderately wealthy man and a landowner himself, for he 1s stated to be
a citizen of +the town of Biha Bilta.'2® The colom: of the various
farms were, 1t seems, not particularly poor men either. Even 1f, as
appears probable, only about half the estate’'s farms have been found,
there would still have been only one farm per century of land.:2& Q4
farm of one hundred or more sugera would be considerably more than
could be called a peasant holding.!27 The labour force, 1t appears,
was to be found 1n the villages at the edge of the fFfunous, as vital
here as 1n the many other areas 1n which they have been noted.

The Mancian system was very probably the most common single
system of agricultural management i1n use 1n AFfrica proconswularis. It
could conceivably even have been used on the majority of large estates,
private as well as 1mperial, though there is no proof of this. It
should not be 1magined, however, that the Mancian system and 1ts
variations were the only way estates were run i1n Africa. There 1s
evidence that other schemes of organization were to be found. From the
area of Sitifis, 1n Mauretania Srtrfens:ts, (to give an example that :s
admittedly from the very boundaries of the territory and time with
which this discussion 1s concerned) there comes a series of

inscriptions 1n which are mentioned i1mperial procuratores i1n charge of
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communities called castellsy, 1n which live color:..*2® The i1nscraiptions
do not reveal much about agricultrue, since their subject 1s mainly
construction in the estate’'s casfell/a, but they do show a different
organizational structure from that to be found 1n the Mancian system.
The colont: are apparently residents of an imperial estate, but they are
not referred to as being the colon: of any one Ffundus or saltus, as
those 1n the 1inscriptions from the Bagradas area were. Rather, the
colont are specifically stated to belong to various castella.?r=°
Further, 11nstead of a hierarchy of grocurator-conductor—- colonus as
found 1n the Mancian regulations, here there appears to have been
direct control of the colon: by the procuratores. Thus 1t looks as
though 1mperial estates 1i1n this area were managed on an entirely
different basis from those farther east, the key element of which was
the native agricultural village, the castel/um. 1t has been proposed
that the greater reliance on the village as part of the management
system of estates was due to the less romanized nature of the area, but
as Chapter Four will show, the Mancian system was not a particularly
‘Roman’ one.*3>° (nfortunately no alternative reason for the different
system 1s apparent.

An equally interesting situation existed at the other end of the
province, 1n the 1nland parts of Tripolitania. Here all settled
farming was centered on the numerous seasonal river valleys (wgods), the
lact of precipitation precluding any other arrangement. Widespread
settled agriculture appears to have begun here i1n the mid-to-late first
century based on large undefended courtyard farms, often built i1n ogpus

arfricanum, that would not have been out of place in Italy, and which 1t
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seems reasonable to consider as vr//a2.23* Thus far a fairly romanized
countryside seems to have been developing, with each villa likely
controlling a specific stretch of asdr as its estate. S0, for example,
along one four kilometer stretch of the Wadi Mansur, about one hundred
kilometers south of Lepcis Magna, there were three such courtyard
farms, each the centre of an estate of about 3I3-50 ha (counting only
the wad: floor; each estate could have held land on the plateau behind
the waodz, probably mainly for pastoral activity),1>2

What 1is fascinating about this area is that the apparently
romanized villa did not last. Most such farms declined i1n the third
century. They were replaced by large, fortified structures known as
gsur, which date to the late second century and beyond.*>3 Thus, on
the above mentioned Wad: Mansur, the three courtyard villas were
replaced as important centres in the second and third centuries by an
equal number of gsur, which presumably controlled similarly sized
estates. 134 This sequence 15 paralleled elsewhere: 1n one case a
courtyard farm actually developed into a gasr, 38

The gsur's role 1n their estates 1s unclear, but it seems likely
they acted as storehouses for crops, were distribution points for
foodstuffs and coordinated activaties, each one serving as a “focal
point for water supply and manpower".:!3e Certainly there was a
hierarchy of farmsteads of various si1zes apparently dependant on
them, 337 This 1n 1tself is unexceptional - the courtyard farms
probably fulfilled a similar function. But 1t 15 difficult not to
believe that some organizational change 1s reflected in the shift from

villa to gasr. Parts of the waosr agricultural system look to be very
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native and local - the population of the gsuw were definitely Libyan in
culture, and the hill-top villages which +formed the pre—Roman
population centres are still to be +found inhabited in most of the
Romano-Libyan period wad7 valleys.'™® Yet at the same time the gsur
must have been part of a wider, 'Roman’ economy, serving as a "... link
in a market chain dispatching grain, olive pil and perhaps wine to the
coast as well as probably along the trade routes to the south". From
these markets they "... received in return above all money and supplies
of non-local materials such as better classes of pottery."*=% The
blend is typical of African agriculture, though the details are quite
specific to Tripolitania. The course of development has been explained
as follows: "... a more intensive agricultural system capable of a
modest surplus was developed by local chieftains in response to the
economic pressure of the Roman coastal market".14° This suggests that
in Tripolitania the effect of Roman rule on how farming was run was
considerable, but that it did not remove it totally from the pre-Roman

methads. It is a conclusion that, as much as of the evidence has

shown, applies to most of Africa proconsularis.

Variations though there may have been in the ways agricultural
estates were organized in various parts of Africa, there were no doubt
many elements common to most regions. There has already been occasion
to mention the native village, and it seems likely that this was one
part of rural life that was to be found in most areas. Two other
particularly important aspects will be mentioned here.

Another typically North African institution which would have
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entered into any estate manager 's calculations was the rural market.
The rural market ~the temporary assembly of peasants for the purpose of
trading- is a common feature of many agrarian societies. Rural markets
are usually periodic {(ie. once a week, month, etc.) gatherings of short
duration (typically part of one day) at a customary place that offers
both accessibility and placement between two areas of complementary
production (often mountain-plain), as well as a neutral location
between the various social groups which attend, since they are not
necessarily friendly. Their two key facets are that they are defined
by their periodicity, rather than location —hence the Latin name for
them, nundinze- and that they are a specifically rural, not urban,
phenomenon. 141

The rural market has been particularly important in the life of
the Maghreb for all its recorded history. This seems to have been just
as true during the Roman era; the evidence for sundinae in Africa,
though limited, 1is greater than for any other part of the Empire. 142
Though this might suggest agricultural continuity, there was in fact
considerable change imposed on the market institution by the Romans.
For example, in most places the creation and location of markets are
determined solely by the factors mentioned above. Yet in the surviving
inscriptions of Roman Africa, the vast majority of the known
establishments of markets were by large estate owners on their
properties. This is quite atypical of normal distributions. The
sample 1s not large and this might be dismissed as coincidence, but
there 15 other evidence of interference in traditional market systems.

All known African markets display a basic fifteen-day cycle that is
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African in origin, not Italian. But within this basic periodicity they
are highly erratic, more so than any other known market system. The
cause was the shift to calculating time by Roman methods, 14>

Most interesting of all is the known interaction of markets. In
traditional systems, the days of various markets in one area tend to be
ordered to produce a mutually interconnected cycle of non-competitive
markets, Near Cirta in the mid-second century one Antonia Saturnina
founded a market on her estate, at Ain Meshira. Only ten kilometers
away, one Phosphorus did likewise on his estate at Ain Meldk. Normally
such close markets could be expected to form part of a non-competitive
cycle. In fact, however, the markets were set to occur on exactly the
same days for the whole year. Since the procedure of creating a market
involved considerable effort by the establisher, it is unlikely that
this was a coincidence. 44

There was more intervention here, it seems, than a simple
unconscious effect such as might explain the change wrought by a new
mode of time reckoning. The estate owners were actively interfering in
the rural market systems of Africa. There could be a number of reasons
for this. An owner might be worried about one of the most common
traits of rural markets —-their great propensity for violent conflict as
differing, potentially hostile groups come together- and wish to
control this by moving a market to where he could keep an eye on 1it.
Markets are also often the chief arena for local political activity in
their area, the place where alliances are made and prominent leaders
get their start. For this reason too an estate owner would want the

market to be where he could control it.
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There could be reasons other than security, as well. An owner
might found a new rural market because it helped make his estate self-
sufficient, which as Cato demonstrates, was important to a Roman
farmer. As the one main point of trading activity for his calonsr, it
meant that

"... all the trading and marketing done by the
colonr on his lands took place within the socio—economic

frame of the domain itself. At one stroke the landlord

increased the isolation and dependance of his workforce,

and also enhanced the awtariersa or economic selfsufficiency

of his domain."*4s

There are references as well to the effect that African
nundinage were connected with tax collecting, which has certainly been
the case with markets in the more recent Maghreb, since they are some
of the few spots where all 1locals must at some time or another
congregate., 14e Finally, if the modern =sgdg of the Maghreb is any
indication, the rural market probably also served as a point of
congregation +for labourers who wished to work for hire. The market
thus became &a labour exchange in which the owner could get the vital
extra labour he would need at harvest time (and also where he could
ensure that no co/onus was spending his time selling labour which he
owed to the owner for free).14?

These were all benefits which accrued to an owner who set up a
market where he could control it. Why, however, did such owners go to
the trouble of destroying the complementary cycles of markets, as
Antonia Saturnina and Phosphorus appear to have done? The answer is

probably similar to the logic offered above for increasing estate

self-sufficiency. Owners wanted their colon: to trade within the
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estate, but not A4efwesr estates. "Thus aundinae were tied to the
internal economy of the domain, but ~ot to the external sphere of large
scale trade and exchange between domains, and between agricultural
estates and the central State."*4® Guch trade was the prerogative of
the owner. The owner was aiming at ensuring a dependant population:
this appears to have been another af the eternals of African agrarian
management.

Finally, the references to markets as labour exchanges brings up
one last element which was probably present in most parts of Africa,
and a factor in any estate owner’'s running of his farm - migrant
seasonal labourers. Most non-technologically advanced agriculture, and
this includes that of Roman Italy, relies on such additional labour at
harvest time, and the typical crops of Africa, especially the olive,
make 1t imperative, because they require so little labour at other
times of the year.14® The question is thus not whether hired seasonal
labourers were important in African agriculture -it is inherently
likely that they were— but a#c such workers were.

The one piece of evidence which permits a glimpse of this
phenomenon during the Principate is the celebrated 'Maktar Harvester’
inscription.19° This monument tells the story of a poor peasant with
only a little land who each harvest season joined the gangs of hired
harvesters who travelled the plains around Cirta, and through this work
gained enough money to rise to a respectable station in society. His
success was probably far from common, but clearly the existence of such
men  was not, 91 Indeed, his statement that he commanded a troop of

harvesters <for eleven years might suggest a requlated and orderly
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system of employing them.

Unfortunately, the Maktar Harvester does not reveal much about
his origins. That he was not a landless labourer is clear - he
inherited land from his father, though only a little. But whether this
means he was simply a sedentary peasant whose land was insufficient to
feed his family (or at least to meet his desires), as was probably the
case with most Italian seasonal labourers, is not so certain.®2 There
is the distinct possibility that in the Maktar Harvester one is seeing
the manifestation of those yearly movements by pastoral herders which,
as was pointed out in Chapter Two, are so typical of North Africa.?®s
Such pastoralists were not usually purely nomadic, and many will have
possessed same farmed land. An increased demand for workers probably
occurred, because of the extension of settled agriculture that Roman
cities demanded and Roman peace made possible; but the demand was met,
at least partially, by one of the region’'s native elements, the
pastoral nomad. This explanation is, admittedly, unproven, but it is
perfectly consistent with the Roman Africa that this discussion has
attempted to argue existed. Like the persistance of the rural market,
and much else that has been examined here, it typifies the blend of

change and continuity that seems to have made up African agriculture.
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CHAFTER FOUR
The Management of Imperial Estates

Inm a1l of Roman Africa, there is only one area about which enough
information exists to make a detailed description of the svstem of
agricultural management feasible. This is the region of the imperial
estates of the Ssgrsdss valley, This chaptsr will investigate in some
depth the workings of these estates, as reuéaled mainly by ‘les grandes
inscriptions’. It will look in turn at the laws and regulations that
governecs haws  the estates were run, at the component members of the
estates (managers, tenants, etc.)y and at the economic and social
dynamics of the system.

It should be stated at the cutset that no sttempt will bz made
here to dnvestigate all +the points of the interest raised by the
grandes dnscriptions’. They, and particulariy the Henchir Mettich
inscription which Fforms the core of the grdup, are long and difficult
texnta. They present many posszible points of contertion concerning
their imtesrpretation, even without the difficulties created by many,
often serious, lacunas. The problems of the texts have beern the centre
of considerable debate since the Ffirst was published in the late
nineteenth century, and there are still many questions for which there
are ni3 clear  and adequate solutions. Indesd, much space could quite
gasily be devoted Yo textual coriticism of the Henchir Mettich and

e

0

5]

Ain-el-Djiemala inscriptions.? Thers is, however, obviously no ss

£

for that dn this discussion. Instead, the focus will be on uncovering
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the wmrkinés of  the system of agricultural management defined by the
Ley  Manciand. Wherever possible the common consensus on textual
problems {usually as embodied in the text of D. Flach®) will be
acvcepted; though there are points -such as the guestions of how many
types of cofosd there were and whether they lived on or off the estate-

where some discussion of the text is inevitable.

It is best to begin by setting the ‘grandes inscriptions’ and the
system they describe . in their historicsl perspective. The ‘grandes
inscriptions’ are a seriegs of Latin inscriptions found around the turn
of the century in northern Tunisia. The inscriptions deal with details

of the managemesnt of agricultural sstates owned by the Emperor.

‘ The arga where the inscriptions were found lay on either side of
the widdie rcowse of the river Sygrades (modern Qued Medjerda), the
principal river of Sfdos proconsularis, It may bz conveni=zrtly
defined ag the area between the point at which the Esgracas was joined
by the tributary today known as the Oued Siliana and that at which its
othass  important Lributary, the MAHd (modern Dued Mellegue) flowed
into  it. The area was bounded, roughly, by the towns of Vage {(modern
Bzia) on  the north, Thugga (modern Dougga) on the south, Bulla Regia
{(near modern Souk-el~- Arbal on the west, and Tichills I(modern Testour)
orn  the east. It is thus not & particularly large region, measuring
some seventy kilometers East-West and forty kilometers North-South. It
lieg Ffrom one hundred to one hundred and gevent§ Eilometers west of

Carthage.™

The HAagradas possesses only a narrow valley through amuch of this
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regiony only in  the western part does the valley widen appreciably.
For most of the region the land is guite hillye® Five of the six
‘grandes inscriptions’ were Ffound in the hill country bevend the
villey.® It is thus not truly accurate to speak, as most authors do,
of the ‘estates of the Bsgradss valley' ' .® The ares usually receives
over four hundred  millimeters of rain annually, allowing safe

an

L

K

ltivation of cereals and other crops without irrigstion.” The rough
nature of much of the land, however, means that even today a fairly

vortion of it i
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=till used mainly for pasture.®

The area was, as was sean in Chapter Oney, in the hinterland of
Punic Carthage, with & native population of settled farmers who were
left in place to cultivate mostly grain. The area may well have been
very productive in Punic  times. By the period of Masinissa it was
probably  one of the most important parts of the Massylian Eingdom. By
Jugurtha's day it was growing much grain and attracting large numbers
of Ttalianm braders.® The only major Roman settlament plan in the area
of  which anything i1s known was that of Marius, bubt it is not certain
that his veterans wers sven Italians., From the names of later imperial
eztates it appeasrs the land fell into the hands of rich senators such
as  F. Buinctilius Varus, L. fAelius Lamia and £. Rubesllius Blandus, all
proconsuls  at  one point  or another in the first half century of the

]

Frincipate. '@ Under these men ths land was presumably formed into larg

m

estates, which were later taken over by the emperor, praobably sometime
during or shortly after Nero's reign.t?
The estates of the niddle Aygradss had thus been in existence for

at least a half-century whien the earlies

E

of the ‘grandes
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inscriptions’y that of Henchir Metbich {(HM)}, was erected in 116-117.

There is no direct evidence on bhow the estates were run before that

date. The HM and other inscriptions, however, make repeated referencs
to  the Jsyv Mancians, which regulated at least part of the agricultural

life of s=everal of the estates.?® Since there is general agreement

among  scholars that the Jev took its name from T. Curtilivs Mancia, 4t

oy
B

possible to date it. Mancia was suffect consul in 85 and legate of
Upper Bermany in S8-58, which gives at least a general period.®™
Further, the Jevy Mwcians is referred to in the HM inscripticn as a
cersisiigs (HM L2324 of. HM O II.LE-193, which suggests that it had
been in effect Ffor some time by 116-117. The Mancian %yﬁtem had, it
seems, probably come  into effect guite early on in the perioed of
imperial ocwnership.

From that time the Mancian system had a long history. The seriss
of inscriptions which is the subject of this chapter illustrates that

the system was

2]

in continual use for some eighty to ninety years, at
least. The First, the HM inscription, detes to 116~17; the last, ithe

AW imscription, dates to some part of the reigrn of Septimius Severus,

probably about 198-211. Continuity between the two ig nfirmed by the
AD inscription, which comess feom Hadrianic times (117-38) and the three
inscriptions which werse =set up during Commodus’ reign (1B0-92) - the

8k, GM, and A7 dinsoriptions
This uninterrupted cemtury i only the minimum, though. The
: Albertini Tablets, found south of Tebessa, contain references to

cLeld oz BANICT RVE Since these date to the 490 there is evidencse

that the Mancian system survived beyond the end of Romar rule in
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Africa, in some form.

The tablets also confirm that it was used over an extensive area,
Had only the 'grandes inscriptions’ of the Asgradas valley survived, it
wauld be impossible to say that the Mancian system was used ocutside the
restricted area described abcve; But there is a reference to a
Mancians culior  from Djenan—ez~Zaytouna, west of the Sspracas v

1

2

12l
tot
e

{Severan in date) and there are the Albertini Tablets, from far to the
south. These suggest that the Mancian system, or soms part or form of
it, came to be widely used, perhaps throughowt S roe proconsul o0 5.
The ‘'grandes inscriptions’ deal specifically wiith imperially
owned estates. Similarly, the inscription from Dijenan-ez-Zaytouna
probably comes  from  an imperial estate; All the evidence from the
Frincipate thus points to the Manclan systesn being restricted to
imperial land. The Albertini Tablets, it is true seem Lo come from a
private estate, bubt the change in political dominance in Africa caused
by the Vandal conguest makes it impossible to know 1f there were
private lancian—system estates dwing the Principate. It seems
unlikely,
What, +Finally, was this system? In brief, it was a system by
which imperially owned agricultural estates were administered by
imperial agents Corocuratorss) , and  leased by wealthy leszees

{conductores), who leased whole estates The
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conductores then  sub-let the estate in smaller parts to tepnants
lealons) . The cowlons paild their rents to the covdntores; it was a
share rent, the amcunt of which was fised by law, usually at one third

of the crop. The colons had the right to hold their land as long as
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they kept it cultivated, and could even bequeath it. The ooifons had to
provide several days of labour and the use of draught animals to the

copdiictores.  The conduciorss used this labour to help farm the land on

the estate which was not being used by the codfons. The comductors

made their profit from the crops grown on this land, plus by keeping

o

some  portion of the crops handed over by the oolans. The rest of the

p= ord

i

coloal s harvest  was passed ony naturally, to the imperial government
that owned the estate.

Both the cofoss and the imperial government showed an interest in
perfecting ang improving this system. Tha cwdfond petitioned the
government to have this system xtended to cover new lands.  The
éovernment agregd, and beginning at least under Trajan and continuing
to at least Severus’ reign, it maintained the policy of broadening the
area farmed under the Mancian system. The government also granted
special tﬁﬁmeuﬁhpt status to several crops at varipus times, in order
to increase production. The cofoss also petitiorned the emperor about
mistreatment by the conductores and procuratores and, in all surviving
cases, the.r ples was favourably received.

Thie is what is kmown of the Mancian system. It wouwld be well to

4

point out that there is no doubt much that iz not known about it.  The
surviving inzcriptiQHE are .remarkably irformative, it is trus, but
therz is no reason  to think that they represent the totality of the
government s rulings on the way estates were to be run, or even & large
part of it. There were no doubt many other estates,; many other

petitions anc  marny other imperial r
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niies than the
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hat what happened on these estates happened
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in exactly the same way on all other estates. Though it seems likely
that the imperial government will have tried to be as consistent as
possible, it must be remembered that it is not known how consistent
that was.

Ampther problem is  that of change over time. Even in the
inscriptions which survive there is visible a process of interpretation
of the rules. Tenants petition, the government interprets and issues a
decrae. The decrees that survive are admittedly conservative, in the
sense  that  they support the previous interpretation of the rules,; but
in at least one case a new law (the Loy Magrians o rodibus sg0is)
extended the area over which zthe system applied. In the other
dirgction, it is clear that the lessees tried, and to some extent
succeeded, in changing the realities of how the system worked {iIf not

nts; and it is clear that such

il
m

its legal basis) when they ralsed r
viplalions did oocur over a periéd of time, not just once. Change was,
thus, poseible. There ie no certainty that the Mancian system remained
subztantially the same hevond the period which is preserved in detail.
Thers is, after all, the problem of the slave~1ike garf-oolorus of the
Late Empire to be explained.

What Follows, then, is a description in detail of the syctem of

management d on imperial esstates in the second centivry. It was used-

=
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m

but poseibly with charges that cannot now be
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elsewhers o
ascerta%ned" These limitations must be borne in mind.

Given the central position of the Jav Mancisns in the whole
problem of how imperial estates were managed, it is logical to begin an

examinati of the agriculture of the imperial estates by determining
' #
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the nature of the daw Mancisna. Many of the garlier commentators on
the fsw Wancisns have believed that the law concerned only the bringing
under cultivation of sufsscdve. Subsecive was unused land; either the
land that lay between the regular borders of a centuriation pattern and
the {irregular) outer limits of the area being surveyed, or the land
that waz within a century, bul was unsuitable for farming because of
its natureg, o land that was of good guality, but simply had not yet
been  assigned because of 3 lack of landholders.'e St seciva by

definition did not belong to an estate, even if lying within it.
This view of the Jey AMesciass is based essentially on the

opening lines of the HM inscription, where it ig stated

LT EEUE 1/71‘; A Fundum VIl lae Magnas Varlanag Id est

Mapnzld s Rt gnd Fllas Asbitsbount,  s55 Sos SOros gul
sUbCesl va Funl, Syoodsrs permr P tue legs Kencians vy 1ia,

et @os gul evoodused b wsem geogeslom Asbesd 1HM 1. 6-100 18

Thus the Jev Mancians s purpose was to perait the cultivation of
subssciva,y and the HM inscription’s purpose was to apply the permission
to a particular estate.t®

The most extreme version of this thesis was propounded by Ch,

Saumagne, He not only helieved that the Jav Mancrans avthorized just

cultivation of subserdes, but also that it limited that cultivation to

i)

vings and oclives.'7 The purpose of the Jev was for Saumagne summed up
in the petition of the coloni of the Ain-el-Djiemala (AD) estate,; when
they asked of the empercr oere 1obls 205 8gros, 08 sunl in paludibes
et In silvestoribus, Institusndos olivetss &f vinsis lege Manciang. .. (AD

1.4-6). ‘Land  that is marshy or forested’ is a perfect definition of

Subseciva  and the colons were asiing for it for olives and



vines "according to the law of Mancia" was because that was all the law -
concerned.

ey
However, the HM inscriptio does not connect the Jsv Marscians

T

with any particular crops. In the section that deals with the
cultivation of suwbsecrva (& Srwuclibus qul o Joco nalsl srunl. .., where
go Joce refers to the agros gudf subseciva sunt one line abovel), it
declares that rents re  to he paid on Arwcfus cwlvsgue ool furss (HM
I.10-13).1® Furthermore, the verb used for ‘cultivation’ of subsscrivs
is &veolerg, a very genegral word.®®  Saumagne thought that fthis simply
allowed for intercultivation of other crops among the mandated vines
and olive trees, but Kolendo reasonably protests that it is rather odd
that the inscription should pay more attention to éubsidiary crops than
the main ones, which i3z what it does.®® fOnd it later specifically
refers to rents paid sv copsueluding Naoclana on Crops CWlisgUE generd s
{(HM I.23-25).

If it is accepted that there is no real support for the Jav
Manciana concerning only olives and vines, is there any for 1t even

I3

Ll e v This was the view of most other scholars,

in

CONCErning  onsy

itly with D

it

beginning with M, Rostovicetd and conclading most recer
Y
Flach. There are problass with this proposal as wellﬁxhuwever.

For instance, the HM inscription devoles much of its length to
describing how the rents of potentially confusing crops were to be
handled. Among thess were vines. i was permiscable, 1t is declared,
to grow new vineyards on the sites of old ongs ~ winsas severe colsce

e 1

Lows  weterum  pErel fA R0 .. HM ITL24-23) . Now it ig clear that the

lJoco veterdn has to refer to vinevards that were once cwltivated on the



estate and for some reasor bandored. The key point is that they were
on  the estate, not on swhsecrive, permission for the cultivation of
which is only now being given. Egually important, these vinevards are
explicitly connected with the Jev Mwnciams (HM 11.29),

Likewise, the inscription mentions old fig and olive groves —

]

Filowts wefers & odivels, guss asnie bave Jeges safs swnf... (HM
.

IT.17-18).2%  These too would have besn  in the estate, not on the

subsecivs  land around it.  These were to pay their rent & consustvding

(II.18-1%7:. The only corsuetude actually named in the inscription is

L -~

the  conswetuds Mancizna of  twenty-four  lines previously (1.24),
obviously a synonym for the Jev Mancisna.

It is clear that there are two direct connections between the Jav
Mancrians  and cultivation of land that was inside the estate. The
passages just guoted concerning the use of the phrase cowsusflodo
Mancians also offer similar svidence. A phrase Euﬁh 55 ‘shall pay rent
arcording  to custon’ only makes sense if the rent has been being paid
that way for a considerable time. The farmers of this estate had
clearly been working under the rules of the Jev Mascrans hefore the HM
inscription was  sebt up. Bub it was only by that HM inscription, and

from  the moment  when its ruling were orescribed, thalt swbhsscdva

g

cultivation could legally commence. The Jey was in use long before

subsecivy cultivation was authorized and

[

ertainly did not exist just
to provide that authorization.=2=2
Even i+ it was not clear that the Jev Marcrsne did not just

4
S

regulate subssciva, it would still be necessary to rethink the concept

that the HM inscriplhion simply applied a law concerning subsscivs



G

cultivation to the F/ls Azgrs estate. Some clauses of the i¢§criptinn
certainly do concern suwpesscrva, but others seem to deal with land
inside the estate without actually mentioning the Jev. The discussion

gf pastursge

g

ights and of iiability of cofons for crop damages, for
example, never maention subsecres (HM I11.16-IV.32). Fassages about
rights of bequest and new olive groves, on the other hand, specifically
state subssciva or supsrficier & Jnculfc, which would seem superflunus
if the whole inscription concerned those lands {(HM IV.2-10p; TI1.2-100.
Tusively of all, the s=section dealing with labowr duties
mentions three kinds of farmer - codond guid fndea fundim. . . Habitabunt,

§

cord ot fFaguiding, and  smfipsndiacrs  (HM IV, 22-38). Yet at the

inscription’s beginning it was ordered that only those who lived on the
estate had the right to cultivate sudsscd e (HM I.é~7}. The other two
sorts of farmer ~ooforns Foguslind and stioenciardd- are irrelevant and
would not be mentioned unless some land other than swhsscs s was being

dealt with by the inscription.

It is apparent, thus, that the J&v Mancrians did not concern

23

solely swbseslvz, and that the HM inscription did not have as its

purpose  the application of a law on sebsecsvs cultivation to one

state. If this is so, however, it is necessary to discover whal both
the Jey Maocians and the HM inscription did do.

Bince the Jev Mancians clearly had been in use for a considerable

time, since it concerned both swbsecsiva and land inside the Eﬁtate,‘and

gsince the farmers of the estate who read the HM inscription were

clearly euwpected to be familiar enough with it to wnderstand a

reference to it as simply convswsludine, 1t seems  that  the best
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suggestion for its function is  that put forward by FEpolendo.®F He
arguss that the Jav AMsoscdscos was the basic lease regulation for the
whole estate; defining the legal siatus of all ibts lands and the tenure
arrangements of all its Jfarmers. When sufsecives cultivation was

ranted, that land, formerly outside the estate, became part of it, and
g 3 3 B2 -3

therefore fell under the rules of the Jsv Manciasns.  Thus, when the HM

fre

insc

-

~iption states of  subsecive  that  sveoglere perpritdibour Jege
Manciani..., the term Jsge Aeeciana is not an instrumental ablative
{'by order of... ), but a circunstantizl ablative {('conforming tc the
terms of... )1.®% The Jsv Mancians provided an overall set of rules for
cultivaltion, ariginally adopted for the whple estate, and the
grocuratorss who were allowing swbseci e to be legally cultivated from
this point on were doing so on the condition that these same rules
applied to the new cultivations.

I+ this is what the Jev Marcians was, the HM inscription still
needs  to be cuplained. Part of its role was clearly to announce that
subzeciva cultivation was now permitited (ie. I.46-10). But its second
and longer part deals with orops on what might be called the ‘old

estate’, that part of it which comprised the estate befors the

subsecl vd  was  added,=2® Why should such a disjointed document be

o

published, lacking a wunifving purpose?=e Kolendo fails to exuplal

13

this, as do earlier theoriss which take the Jev Msworans as regulating

o

D. Kehoe suggests a possible solution.®” He has proposed that
the HM inscriptior is the document in which the imperial procurstorss

announced a set of policies aimed at increasing production on one
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specific estate, (Fils Magrns lVardansg. Ore of the policies was to
encourage the bringing under cultivation of unused land, the swhsecsiw.
To bring abowl swbsscdws cultivation the grocwwsiorss offered the

incentive of full Mancian rights for this land, such as the land on the

i3
L
i
i
I
W
-
m
21}

lready possessed (HM I.46-10). This was an incentive,

because Mancian terms were, as will he seen short

4

encourage the cuitivation of

il
R}

Another policy o raise production was

high wvalus corops, such as  honey, fruit trees, fig trees, vines and
plive tress. These could be grown on newly cultivated suwbsscivs; or on
the ‘oid estate’. Im either case, the incentive was somes sorit of
reduced rent for large-scale producers of fruit and honey (IT.13-173
1.29-10.6Y2%;  and a rent-free period for the trees and vines (five
years for figs and wvines, ten for olive btrees) (I1.21; II7.A-7; but ses
ITI 11 IT.2&). Naturally, once the rent—free period, which more or
less corresponded to the initial fruitless periocd of a2 newly planted
tres or ving, was over, the regular Mancian rent of one-third had to be
paid (I71.2%; I1I.9y III.11-13; 1I1.29).2°
The important peoint here is that the HM inscription is not a
statement of what the J&v Mascians was, nor oan application of that law
to one estate. It is a unified document aimed at increasing production
on one estate by applying a ;ariety of incentives, one of which was
granting Mancian status to swbssciva, another of which was reduced
gnts  for honey producers and a third of which was rent-free periods

for certain crops.®®  Its second purpose was to state a variety of

o

ati

rules designed to clarify potentially dispute-causing problems r

]

1..v

ng

to the incentives {II1.12-20 on rights to pasture; TI1.20-IV.2 on crop
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damages I11.4-13 on honey fraud). e
The farmers af the salfus Willa Magrs Uerians, both on

gx-subEesl vy and  older estate land, worked under the rules of the Jav

=y

r

Mamcrans. As will be recalled from Chapter Threes, the terms of the /
were several.™' Mancian colod were sharecroppers, paying one—third of
their crop to the soedictorss (MM 1,.24-27). They also had to perform
~orveds labour duties for the covdtcforss, in the amount of six days per

CTU T

year (IV.23-27, tLthough the Jev Miscians 1s not specificailly oited in

this regard). In retuwrn, they had certain rights tp their land, celled

ot

wEs progriegs (1.7, which  apparently meant permanent possession as
long as the land was cultivated (IV.9-12), the right to begueath the

land they farmed {(IV.2-4), and the right to use it as security for

i

1nans IV.&~-2)1.%%  These things are what defined a cwlior Mancisnas.
When it is recalled that this form of tenuwre persisted for over four
centuries across a wide area of Jfdoca procomsularis, it would sesem to
confirm that the Jev Mesoclasa and Mancian tenwe were this kind of
general arrangement, broad and easily applicable, rather than some
relatively insignificant ruling on marginal lahd, the importance of
which would have been forgobten soon after its institution, let alone
by 490, when cwltwrase Mancranas were mentioned in the Albertini

Tablets.=>

There was a second regulation governing the imperial estates of

[l
oot
]
i

the Fagradss area, & ast atter some point in Hadrian's reign. This
one was a true /&v, issued by the esperor. It announcement is found in

the Aun-al-Diemals (AR} inscriphtion.™e

In the AD inscription, the cofans of an unnamed estate request
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pernission to cultivate marsh and forest land on the terms of the Jev
MNROCT R When the imperial grocoraforss replied, they granted the
request, but went further. Rather than referring to the Jav Mssciana,
the procuratorial answer cited a J&v Aeordans oe rudi bus sgerds s Irs

gud o X anaocs  conlisucs  fncul ity sund, which granted the right to

¥

cultivate not only swhsscsed, but alse any land within the estate which

was lving . unused. All of such land was to be given to the men who
brought it under cultivation. They were to have the right that frisgue
Guy  OoCupRverinl possicsendl & Frusndl sredigus swo rediguensdy 18 Jus
ety (11.4-21 = AW II1.1-13), This is essentially the wses proprius of
the HM inscription.

It iz fairly clear that the Jey Msohdans Jde rudibus sgeis had as

[+

its purpose  the anthorization of cultivation of unused lands., (It i
wmrth‘ noting  that  as such it would have effectively replaced the Jav
Manciana 1t, as most scholars believe, the Jﬁw'ﬁwﬁﬁjiﬁa regulated the
use  of swebsecive only. The continued reforences to bthe Jev Mancians in
later inscriptions is  thus another indication that the usual view of
that regulation is  incorrect, and that the Interpretation of it
described above 1s probably acowabe, ™) The Jev ARcrriana oe rudibus

gyrrs may have applied to both privaete and imperial lands, but more

/
probably only to the latter; it is unknown whether it applied Dnéf/in
Africa; or throughout the Enpire.™e

The [fev Hadrians ode rudibes agrls thus gave permission to farm
all kinds of unused land. From a reference to a ey Hsoriana in the

Souk-el-Fhemiz (8K} inscription, it seesms this law may also have

forbidden the changing of crop share rents or labour duties on such
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lands as were already being Farmed when the law was issued (BH
I11.4-5). This is & difficult point, however, and it has heen argued
that the Jev Madriana of the SK inscription is not the Jay Aeorians oe
g Sees ageds at all.F7

Finally,; ijust as the Jey Mzeoisrns and the HM inscription are not
the same thing, so the Jsv AHMadkisns o radibus zgrrs and the AD
inscription are different. The law authorized farming of unused land.
The inscription applied the law, gave some incentives to ensure 1t
would be taken—advantage of ~ again, rent-free periaods (AD III.9-15 =
Al I11.8-14), and set out some rules on preventing conflicts (AW
IV.14-181.

The FSagradas imperial estates were thus run under the terms of a
basic tenure agresment called the Jeyv Mancianz. From the time of
Trajan at lesast one estale was extending those rules to its surrounding
and intsrnal  wnused landy from Hadrian’s reign there was a general
legal regulation to the same end. The rules set up estates farmed by

permanent sharecroppers who had considerable rights to their lands.

Understanding the legal structure that formed the framework of
agricultural life on the imperial estates; at least in the Fagradas
area anid probably across a much wider area, it is possible to look at
the various categories of farmers who made up an sstate.

. At the top of the hierarchy were the imperial procuratorss.
These were the agents of the emperor appeinted to oversee his

cesepssions.  The grocurstors is a Familiar figurs in the ‘grandss
~ 9

he opening lines of ths HM inscription introduce ftwo
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procuraltores: dalta & Liciodo Mavimo &t Faliciores Augustd Jiserto
grocuratorss (HM O 1.4-5%).  The farmers of the AD inscription addressed
their request Ffor land to their grocwrsior (AD 11.1), and received
replies from a variety of different men with this title (AD II.1; IV.1,
Iy T-6).7®  The 8K colfons first appealed to their estate's procurator
about unfair treatment, then complained directly to %he emperor about
his reaction (8K 1I1.1-23). Asfroclus Suggg. Ifﬁ&wfaﬂ republished the
AD  inscription’s ruling in Severus’ day in his caepacity as procurator
of another estate (AW I.4-5).

As  the multiple replies by procwslorss to the AD inscription’s
farmers indicate, there was more than one kind of procuwrsfor.  As was
described in Chapter Three, there was an edtensive and complex network
of administrative districts for the imperial holdings in Africa.™  The
Fagragas  estates fell into the most important of these districts, the
fracius Karthaginiensris, which in  turn was made up of several
reglonss.*° The fractus, and each ~2gro, would certainly have been run
by & grocuwrsifor of  suitable rank. It has also been suggested that
there existed & orocurzfor for  each estate. This is based on the
evidence of several inscriptions from elsewhere in Africa referring to
procusatores of Fundd and saltus, 4

In fact, however, the BGagradas Ffarms probably did not have

estate porocurstores. Despite the detailed nature of the rules set out

in the inscriptions, there is nowhers any hint of a grocusstor being

actual running of the estates. For

h

irggnlved in  any part of th

example, the key operation on the estate from the government’ s point of

il

of crop the colonvs would
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view wazs the determination



hand over at harvest. Yet the rule here was that the codforus would
make his own estimate of his crop yield, and hence his share amount,
and  twrn it over, not to the grocwrasfor, but to the comdictor (HM
T.11~-19}. Similarly, as far as one can tell, when the cwlov/ came to
do their reguired corwvdde labour, it was to the cossieofor, not to the
Leonirador,  that they went {(IV.28-31). If he did not even inspect the
harvest the grocwrséor probably did not involve himself deeply in any

part of the estate’s operations.®® There is then little point in having

o

one  for each estate.®™ This is not swprising, though. With a
oncguwctor  leasing the estate, there really was no place for a
procusgior  salftfas  in the system. He would have added an unecessary
level of bureaucracy.®® The references to grocwrstores of Fund? from
elsewhere in Africa come from private estates. These would not have
been part of an intricete administrative structure, such as the
imperial government used to manage its estates. The private estates,
Without reggog@{ procuratores (and possibly even withowt conductores)
would have need grocuralorss on 2ach estate.

Rather than procuratorss of  each saliwus, then, the officials
named in the inscriptions were probably at the regional and/or fracfus
level. The ~egioness were small enough in this part of the province to
provide adeguate surveillance. It is perhaps possible to determine the
status of the various named grocuralorss, but for the present it
suffices to know Lhat sach estale probably did not have its own.s®

What, then, did the grocuwafor do, if not the day-to-day running
of an individual estate? The fact that it was they who published

documents that were legally binding on the colond! and conductorss shows



that they were superior in rank to, and in charge of, both.%* From the

nature nf the orders they di

R

oL
H

i

sue it would appear their role was

mainly supervisory - ensuwring the gensral profitability and harmonicus

a

existence of the emperor’s estates in  their area. fne specific

function, perhaps the major one, appears to have been to act as a

£

e

highser authority in arbitrating disputes betwesen ooodicdor and

-

s cinis . 47 This is revealed in the &K inscription, where the

groctestor took sides with the sovdbeforsr, an act stated to he covdrs

This 8N grocwursfor was alseo acoused of ‘sending in the troops’ to
put  the codfond  who  had complained in their place (I.11-13). This
suggests  that ancother of the procurstores' functions was keeping the
peace, and possibly  dispensing  justice. The gutent of this power is
uncertaing the complaint that cives sfran Sowmanos were beaten could be
construed as  implying thet non-gitizens couwld be treated thus legally
bry pfgcuratarial order, or alternatively that any such action was
wrono,  but that  inflicting it on a citizen was worse yet., The
theoretical legal powers of the procwursfor remain unenown, bubt it seems
clear that he had some practical coriminal jurisdiction over the

gstate’'s inkabitants, 49

The nest rung on the sa/fws ladder was the conductor. This was

he man who leased an entire estate from the emperor and was in charge

)
4y
e+

of Lt. He thes sub-lst part out to sub-tenants, who did most of

i1

the actual farming. “he conductss was thus a head, or chief tenant.

ih
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The condictor presumably obtained the Ilease for & parti
o 7
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pstate by bidding on it competitively.4® The inscriptions do not say
how long the lgase was, but the AD inscription makeslrEFerence to a
rule by which certain crops ess groviag gulangusnnio & dabit I culus
COMTUCET onE  Fgriir ooopaverdfa .. (AR IT1.15-17).  This suggests thal a
conductorial  lease was five years. The svidence ls slight, but this
standard figure was the norm in Italy.®°® The comstirfor no doubt based
his hid Ffor the estate on his estimate of the amount of produce he
could extract from it in those five vears.S?

The inscriptions mention two wave in which the condiwtor could go
about extracting that produce. First, his tenancy gave him the right
and duty of collecting the shares handed over by the actual farmers,
the oziond. The rules of the HM inscription make this clear: v
Froctibes gud sm Joos naty erand SJominals sl comductoribus viliclsee
@rus  Fundd partes e Jege Nancians praestsee debeboent (HM T.10-12). At
the same time the covdicfor could farm some part of the estate he
lpased. The HM inscription states the conctefor could seize and
cultivate any land on his estable thal the cofoss had left idle (HM
IV.14&). The AR inscription makes reference to land on the estate not
being wsed by the condiictor —sa locs neglects a conductoribus— with
the obhvious corollary that there were fields not so neglected (AD
ITI.Z; cf. I11.10-12). Furthermore, the labour which the colons had to
perform for the conductores was in the fors of ploughing, weeding and
harvesting, which only makes sense if the latter was producing crops
(HM IV, 23-8; SK ITI,11~13; GM A 12). A rule in the HM inscription gave
the covductor rights to  the agrd Serbosr, that ls pasturs lands (HM

I1I.i2-14&3. This indicates that ‘the cowiwlorss did carry pul some



ranching, but the labow duss owed them show that this was not all they
did, as zome have believed.®™® The comducior also received a small fee
for sheep which the sofors pastured on the estate, but at four asses
per head, the amount wouwld have heen too small Lo make this a very
significant source of income (HM IT1.18-21).

Once he had collected his crops from the cofoar s shares and his
own prodaction, the soodiefos would  submit to the grocwssforss the
amount he had bid as his rent. Whalt surplus resained,; sinus whatever
the corcucrfor needed for his own subsistence, formed his profits, to be
sold, presumably.

0f thz two main sources of conductorial income, the farming which
he himself did, or rather which was done on the land he retained for
£, has commonly beesn assumed to have been the more lucrative. As
Folendo argues, the free labouwr given by the codoss sade this land more

£

profitable  than the oofond’s share tobtals, since the conductor was

(AR
et
ot

gett of its crops; as opposed to  just one-~third of the

fa

g
colonl s, 9%
While there is some truth in this argument on a theoretical

level, it must be noted that the amount of labouwr extracted from the

et
i3

colonr was really gquite small - a tota f six days per year on the

gstates of the HM and 8K inscriptions, twelve per year on that of the

a
N

Gazr Mezuar (GM) inscription. Ever; if there wers a great many codovs
farming small and unproductive plots {(which Is not abt all certaing as
be =pen), it is guestionables if two days sach of ploughing,

weeding and harvesting by egach colorws could have produced a crop worth

more  than that produced by their other hundred or so days of labour in



their own fields. If the cofond were running large, productive farms
it would be all the more unlikely. Unless the sum the Eéﬁﬁbﬁfﬁfgﬁ bid
covered only the land they themselves worked, and not that worked by
the cofons —and it is unlikely that the government would have let a
siggable chunk of produce slip through its fingers by granting such an
gxemption— it is hard to envisage how the covscforss could have made
the bullk of their profit through ferping.SS

There is  another reason why this should he so.  The coodbefor
4

leazed for five years. Since high-value crops such as olives and vines

(%2

take more than this length of time to start bearing fruit, the
condusior woutd be unlikely to plant such crops on the land he kept for
himself ~ he would be putting capital into an invesiment that would not
Bring returns  until after he had (or could have) left.™ 5o he would
plant mainly grain, which vyields & crop in its first year.®” Rut
cargals are a low value crop, exacltly the wrong thing for a farmer
spering  {(presumably?) more to ssll his -crop for profit than to subsist
o it. P9 The colond, who had permanent held on their land, would have
no  such  hesitation over planting valuable crops like trees and vines,
and  their shares would bring in significant amounts of these salable
products, The conductor’s position, thus, avtomatically priented him
more to "{farming rents’ than to farming the land.

These arguments suggest  that, theoretically, the conductores
should have drawn most of their profit from the colond’s rents rather
than from farming and there is evidence that this was in fact the way
things really wWorhad,. The HM inscription tells that the colfons were

authorized to replant vines on old vineyard sites (HM I1.24-28). Bfs



was  seen sarlier, these abandoned vineyards were actually on the
estate, not on swbseciva., IF the conductor was drawing his profit from
farming estate lands not used by cofons he would be unlikely to let.

Nor was this
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gal tus (Fils MNagra barisns, for in the AD
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aituation confinsd to

inscription’s s&maz Oroctratorsn  permission was  given to farm Yess
OFEESe o o guids Jn rEnltueil 5 Slocslis. .. nec 8 condictoribus evercenitor”
(AR 11.9-15 = AW II.1-7).®% The wording of the law on which thé
permission was based strongly suggests that land could typically sit
for long pericds unused — lands which " ger 4 annos continucs Inouddd
supd” AN TI1.10-13).%° The republication of the AD s&rmo in Severus’
reign on the Ain Wassel (AW) inscription shows the situabtion had
persisted to the end of the zecond certury. It is hard to see how the
copaeforEs could be  drawing  the bulk of their profits from farming
when they regularly left significant portions of the land that was
le Lo them uncultivated., OF cowese, 1F they were farming rents,
not  ocrops,  the covclcfores  should still have preferred to have the
unused  lands producing rents, and should have tried to install tenants
on bhen, The reasons for the land remaining unused will be discuseed
bel@w, hat it can be noted here that it was mainly due to a lack of

potential tenants.

1]
fl

This is not to say that the copdictforss did no farming all -
the labour dues of which they made use show they did. But the relative
importance of the profit produced by thiszs farming was probably low when

compared to that drawn from collecting shares. Given thos, it kmight be

wondered just how much farming the condictores really did. It is



usuwally accepted thalt the comdictor routinely maintained a "home farm’
of his own on the estate; permanently keeping some area of land near it
for his own use, in addition to the land he farmed afiter confiscalting
it from colond who let it lie idle.®' Bub there is, in fact, ne
evidence for a "home farm’ in the iﬂscriptiéfﬁs the only farms referred
to are the wiilasy of the oof pﬂfséﬁ it is impossible to speak with any
this point, but it is entirely possible that the corsiclor
did not maintain any permanent estabklishment of his own on the estate,
but rather concentrated whatever farming he did on the abandoned land

he had tabken over from cofond.  And even this clearly was not all that

much, &s larnd set unused.

If farming was not the consrctor’'s principal occupation, or the
main source of his profit, and [ f he may not even have lived on the

estate, it is doubtful whether he concentrated mpch of his attention on

the day~to-day rurnning of it. Presumably a wealthy man to be able to

nterests elsewhere ag well .o

e

lease & whole sstate; he probably had

-
¥
2y
i

s probable, then, that the conductfor emploved a steward (707w

i

to look after what crops he had planted and to see to the cofonr. Thi
ie  supported by the inscriptiors. The HM document refers to "dowinizs
dud conductoryis wilicisve edus Fundd',  though ownership  of the
vilrews  is not clarifizd.®* On the other hand, there are a number of
references just o oonouctoribus  wIlioises), e Thiz certainly

suggests that  the cowdlctorss were thought likely to employ slave, or
3

fresdman w/707. This makes cense, since sharecropping-type operaticns
usually invu a falrly close supervision of the sharecropper by the
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is agent},; to ensure high crop yields,®®
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It ig less clear whether the cosductiorss would have used any
labow  heyond that provided by the cwfons’'s siz (or twelve) days a
YEAF . Since they had only a five vear lease, the cowdtalorss would be
unlikely to buy slaves to work their part of the estate under any
circumstances, bult  they could, of courss, have owned slaves elsewhere
{on land the cosdecdor may  have owned) and used them on the lesased
estates. There is no evidence the emperor provided the estates
Irstrumenton.®7  As slaves were fairly uncommon in Africa, this was
probably not  too important  in overall labour terms.®®  The land the
copcucdss farmed could be hardled by the colons; with the suira harvest
labopuwr needs being Filled, probably, by pastoralists come north for

just this purpose.e”

The image 1s emerging of the cosoctos as something more than a
simple farmer. Rather than being confined to one estate, he may well

kave bHad many interests, and wes probably guite wealthy, a "rather
grand gentleman”, in de Neeve's words,”® It is Barnsey’'s opiniorn that
"The conductorss of the imperiel saltus... are probably to be found in
the top stratum of +the sub-curial class, if they did not actually
penstrate  into hie local aristocracy”.?'  An snemple of this sort of
man  would be A, Babinias Datus, menber of the conductores pragolorim
Thuggensis,  that dis  in one of the regionss of the Sagradas area; to

le local
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whom his fellows srechted a sonumsnt.”=2 The Gabi

The dedication to Gabinius is interesting for ancother reason.
The inscripticn reads rondictorls prasdiorur regionls Thuggensiz., 1t

-

used to bes thought that this should be smended to read cowdictors, thus
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producing a single large-scale lessees of all the imperial estates in
the regic.?® This would Fit well enough with the wealthy corductor
outlined above, but most scholars now accspt Carcopino’s argument that
coaducioris is sieply an archaic plural form.7*  This produces a group

of conduciorss in the regio, from which Carcopino argued that it should

he inferred that they formed "socieldés publicaines”, that is took the
lwases for all the imperisl estales of & »&gsfo as a corporate body. It
is peesible that this happened, for there are similar inscriptions from

elsewhers, 7% The evidence of the ‘grandes inscriptions’ on this point
ie somewhat eguivocal. The BE inscription clearly refers to {he crimes

L

of  ong oowdberfor,  but it admiltedly does y there was collusign

betwesn all  the oowdiecforss (88 II11.a-3). These could well be the
lessores of all the estates in  the area, or, conceivably, all Lhe

U ) CSTIN. (o
LT e

of ore epstate.  The AD inscription orders that crops of new

plots are to be automatically given to the condiutor during whose lease

the plot wWas brought  under culitivation (AD III.13-15). The
implication is  that there was one cosdicdoys for tham to be given to.

Or  the balance of the evidence it would seem the Bsgradas estates were
leased by individual condicfoses, not corporations of them, but this is
not  certain.”® Whether the collusion of orocossfor and all the
conductorss just  remarked  on omeans that sach had several comdutores
(which ocould szuppert the corporation theory, or even the view that
estates were not in fact leased as wholes, but in parts to several

condiciores) ,  or simply refers to a largsr sreas than one estate is not

clear.,7”
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The comnductor was thus a wealthy large-scal
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interested in collecting farmers’ shares for his profit than farming
. .

for himsslf. This is a straightforward enough picture of the
covdtictor . but might perhaps be considered somewhat theoretical. That
such a creaturs could exish, however, is not in doubt. For proof of
this it is necesszary only to tun to Roman Sicily. Here the grain
tithe {decuma) was farmed out to contractors {(oecemsns) who bid onthe
righf to collect the fithe from city territories. The dscuwssns based
their bids on a2 detailed list of farms, farmers, and orops to be
planted, drawn un by the city officials, as well as on & knowledge of
local conditions. They then collected the-tithe gdirectly from the
farmers.”® The parallel iz not abseolute, since fthe coadtctfor worked by
estate, not city, and alsc did some farming, but it does show the
reality of the conductor type pictured above.

In Bicily the dwcwmsns appesr to have remained essentially
Siciliané, rather than outsiders; it is rnotable perhaps in this regard
that A. Gabinius Datus reveals by hig name his African ancestry. This
raises  the gquestion of the place of the conductorial system within the

rest  of  the sort of economy which has been postulated in the previous

chaplers. The imperial procusalor was obvicusly an intrasion, éne of
the changes brought about by Rome. o too was  the rols of the
condestar  as  conduit through whiéh local surpluses could be channeled
to an overseas consuming  populztion. Thi= does not mean that the

conductorial system was incompatible with the sort of pre-Romarn, tribal

economic  system of which substantial elements seem to have survived
the FPrincipate. O the contrary, & local man of high

shares were due would




0

fit perfectly intoc a ftribal socio-economic milieu. FParts of the
conductor’s role were new, such as the temporary nature of his term,

but this presented no real ocbstacle to the systes’s comprehension by

position to which the tribute is owed, not the individual.®® fs long
as the position is filled, the system will work.

The conductorial  system was feasible in an essentially tribal
BCONOmY . That +this is w0 may bs illustrated by a parallel with the
tribal  ecomomies of  the pre-colonial Maghreb. It was common in that
period for a ruler to exlract tawes from a tribe or town by appointing
a proxy who would do the collecting. The beneficiary of this fiscal
concession  {which ﬁas called sgia) obteined only a temporarysright to
extract taxes from a specific groupi he gained no rights over the

Land. This continued to belong to the tribe which had usufruct of it.

Nor did the delegate acquire governmental, sdminisbrative, or judicial

de

rights over his area.®' His sole berefit was from the amount he could

collect be;ond the fixed amount he had paid the ruler. The Jgia
delegate was nobt at all unlike Lhe conductor.

Even more to the pointy, in nineteenth century Tunisia it is
recorded  *hat the esstates of the statesman and reformer Eherredine, in
the area of Souk-el-Arba f(only slightly west of the region of the

imperial estates of the Fagradas) were legased to a ‘patron’, or

haead-terant, who lived not on the land, but in Beja. The ‘patron’ then

sub-lst  the whole sstate to fareers who were shavecroppers. The land
was  wvaluable to  the ‘patron’ not for the potential farsing profit it

could bring nim directly —often he did not farm it at all- but rather

ra
s
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hecause of the

guite striking,

coexist with the

in rural

well-being

concerning  themselves

Roman Af

tribute owed him by the farmers.®® The parallel is

and illustrates neatly how a conductorial system could

tribal economy that probably edisted to a large degree

rica. .

imperial grocurafosss looking after

agricultures whole regions  and

with the profitability of whole estates, it

clear that it is necessary to look further for the men in charge of the
actual operation of farming the land. One thus comes to the people the

grandes inscriptions’ refsr to as the :afanf;
Just who  the coodons were iz not cléarly defined in the

inscriptions.
to bring
. hadl A ralien It

which

SHF

o 7
mentioned
unused
men  who 1iv
meanings of

point tg  take

renting land on the Villa

too simplistic,

rents,

The opening lines

cirsed

people called

just aboves™ .

= Lnder

ithi

farmer’

straightforward

the HM insocription 14

of the Hm inscription grant the right

lands under coltivation to those qui... Jrtes Sfundm

than goes on immediately to set out the procedure by

colond will go about paying rents on the orops gud

oo most probably refers to the unused lands

that the men who were bringing the

cultivation were colfond B8 [(ol/ons, therefore, were

Since the word codomes has the two

w
pa ]

and  Ttenant '®e, it seems a reasconable starting

ool of the HM inscription as tenant farmers,

Magna Variana eshtate.

picture of the ooford could possibly be

however . for

For, after outling the procedurs paying

the amounts of those



be. Rather than saving that the ‘cofons will be obliged to pay...’ or
something similar, 1t says that gui In Fundo Wl1is Nagns... villas
Habsnt Asbefunt,  Jdowminicas Sowinis eigs Fuandd sul conductoribos

yilicisve Ssorum In assem partes frecltuum SE CIOS8RINm. - o pragsiare

The problem at once arises of who these people who ‘have or yill
have wiillas Fowinicads’ — are. Indeed, it is far from clear just what
"wilias Sominicas’ are, thsugh it seems most likely that the words mean
Farmsteads  ownsd by the landlord’, which in this case mgans Lhe
emperor . 87? Were there thus ftwo kinds of tenants — tenants who wused
farmsteads belwnging t¢  the estate’'s owner and fenants who had their
awry Farms? Or was the phrase guwi... wWiiss Foarnioas. .. habsiunt
simply anothesr way of designating the codoss mentioned in Line 107
After all, on an imperially owned estate, all wi'idse could plausibly
belong to the emperor. But, if so, it is not at all clear why this

passage ie worded so differently from the ones above.®®

There thus exists the possibility of two kinds of cofons.  This

]

iz not certaln, however., There is only one list of rent amounts - the

L.

one for the group with wWilas... Jdosinicss.

-

i

this phrase was
included to distinguish this group from the mern simply called co/ons in

Line 10, one would expsct & rent list for the latter as well.

Al in ally the problem a= it stands is insoluble.  The general

i

]

view is that there was only one group of tenpants, despite the confusing

wording, arnd it seems hest to  accept that judgement.®®  The vaery
problematic nature of the evidence must not be forgotten, however.

t,

The solopd  were  sharecroppsics, that iz farmers  who

]
s
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percentage of their harvest to the landowner. These shares were called
variously gartes, gartes agrariae, and partes colorioss (HM 1,11, 16,
ryy

22; IIT.15; IV.13). The Jey Mascians, the basic lease regulation, set

the proportion of the harvest to be turned over at one-third for most

crops, including wheat, barley, figs, wine and oil (HM I.25-29;
IT1.9-10; AD III.4-5:. The exceptions included beans, of which only

one~fifth, or one-fourth was o be giveny this presumably was an
incentive Yo grow hears, which are good for the soil (HM I1.37).%° The
other exception to the one-third rule was honey. For the coloses who
raised honey bees, one sevfsrdws {one-hald a litre) of honey was the
amount reguired to be handed over,; but the text is not clear on whether
this amount applied to those with five hives or less, or only to those
with more than five,®?

The cofons determined their own share amounts, since they were
allowed to simply state what their harvest total had been (HM I.100).
They may avan have abeen responsible for  thelr  own threshing and
pressing, for thelir shares were to be handed over in the processed form

(1.20-2a2), Ir the case of fruit, only that part of the harvest which

¥

ubsistence was liakhle to

]

whe colonwe  did not gesp  for hisself as

division, at least from the time of the AD inscription: mec s/7s poms
fo divizlongm  anguan  cadent  guam guas venibunt & possessoriius (AD
I11.12-17),°=

Az has already been mentioned, the co/ons were also required to

perforn ooeras, labour, for the condicfor

"_t

res. On the saltes 27703 Magna
tarsana  and  the salfvs Aurwrdtasws  this  asounted fo two days of

ploughing per year, two of weeding and two of harvesting (HM IV.22-28;

3
oy
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g IIl.B, 13; IV.&). On the unnamed estate of the GM inscription, the
amount was twelve days in total (BM A 12). This suggests local
variation waz peraitted.® dny col/ones who owned draught animals was
required to make then available for his ooeds Labour (BE II11.9).
fofons who  owned sheep had to pay a small fee tao the conductor

for the right of pastwre on estate land (HM III.18-2i). This is the

only money rent, {f it may be so considered, mentioned in the

inscriptions. There were other, secondary payments—-in-kind which
codlond  on some estates  (local variation again) were required to

profer, ®9 4

Ty balance these dues the roloor were permitted by the Jav
Mancians  and  the Jev Asorians to keesp their land as long as they
continued to cﬁltivate it, to begueath it and to use it as securibty faor
loans.®" This right was veferred to as wsus graeclus 1o the HM
inscription, and by the words Jisgus guld oooipasvesdond }4‘5 Cr T Y AR o

FerliEndl SrEdigue s el fnguendy Y Jus dalfer in the 0D inscription (HM

, k)

1.6-9; IV 1-22y AW I1.7-11). The result was a population who wers born
and raised on the imperial estates - men who could call themselves
alumnd  sxdfucr faoror when addressing the smperor (8K I11.29).  They
were, however, legally free men who could openly threaten toc leave
their estate when oppressed, as the sofons of the GM estate did.®e

With this combination of rights the imperial ooforns of the

Fagrazdas were cerbainly not a class of tenant farmers in the senss
which that term is used for Italy. They are something of a puzzle.
Az Kehos has sesa, the key gquestion about the cofond is that of

their economic status.®? From the beginning of research on the



‘grandes inscriptions’ opinion has been almost universally agreed that
the colfond were peasants, poor men farming small plots of land with the
labhour of their families. Rastovizedd called them "mesisfens arwen
Aol ongn" . =8 Heitlarnd asswed his readers, "That the cofoss on this
estate were themselves hand-workers can hardly be doubted”.®® To these
comments few objections were raised.

:

The only real difference of opinion which was raised in this

regard was a debate over a relatively minor differentistion in these

cwlons s economic status. Some scholars saw the cofory as a poor and
downtvrodden peasanitry, some as & relatively prosperous one. The early

commentators  on the inscriptions seemed generally to take the former
Cviaw, often linking *the codonsl to the sert colonate of the Late
Empire. R. Clausing, in his chaplers reviewing these works, disagreed
e conmection with the ceolonate, but still felt they were "poor and
humble®. T.R.5. Brouéhtbn thought in terms of forcibly settled ex-
nomads, obviously poor. This view has been kept alive by nore recent
writers, such as W. Held, who accepts both the poor codorus and his
evenlual development into the serf-col/oous of the Late Empire, and Al
Deman, who analyses the Africans as the victims of a Roman imperialism
similar to  that of modern empires, stressing the exploitation of the

in commoen with the

]
oo
i
1]

poor peasant. Even M.1. Finley, who has little
Marxist siswpoint of Deman and Held, seems to adopt the concept of the
poor, oppressed pegasant. 1°9°

In opposition to this was the school of thought which saw the

calonus as a well-to-do peasant. The thesis in this csse was that the

imperial legislation, the evidence of which s fo be found in the texts

217



of the inscriptions produced a new agricultural syétem throughout
Africa, G.Ch. Picard sees Africe as experiencing s period of great
prosperity  in the second and third centuries because of this, and the
calonr, while still peasants, profitting from it. Ch. Saumagne cowld -
envisage cofoed  who were well-enough off to be able to take advantage
i

of the imperial legislation Yo eipand their farms. F. Ropanelld

gsgentially concurred, as did A, PFiganiol, J. Carcopino, and J.M.

I+ iz only fairly recently that the concept of the cod orE as
peasant  has  been  guestioned. F.D.A. Barnsey has suggested that the
rules of the inscriptions would have concernesd ngt peasants, but "...

small  and medium landowners" with a "... gap separating them from the

mass of the rural population”".?®2 0.R, Whittaker has noted that the

—

codons  appear  to possess  land other than on the estates fas will be

seenl, ane gquestioned whether they were really typical small

tenants. '*® By far the most important analysis, however, iz that of D.

-

Kehog; who has chalienged in detail the conception that the colows were

There are a nunbsr of avepues for the exploration of this

guestion. One way to begin is with a rather theoretical approach,

-+
=
i
i

sged on rural sulation. Eis & hat in == iere b wols &
bagsd on rural populaticr Ik that areas whers there is

high rural population density, the economic status of the farmer tends

to be low., Although 2 rise in the population of & modestly populated

area will provide an initial increase in the work-force; and thus

groduction, there iz an optimal population lewsel. Once this is

surpasssd  overpopulation appears to have a number of effects. There
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develops a shortage of land. This tends to cause farm sizes Lo shrink
as partible inheritance splits-up holdings. Fragmsntation of holdings
into dispersed plots also occwrs, for a variety of reasons. The value
of land increases; taking with it rents. The amount of investible
AS

capital available to the farmer declines, as he is usually supporting a
larger number of dependants. 1o

The result of this is that large landowners prosper, since they
control  the commodity whose value is increasing ~the land- and can
gither charge high rents for it, or work it with labour which, because
of its availability, is cheap. The small owner, who has land enocugh
only for his subsistence, and the terant suffer, because their factor
of production ~labowr-— is less valuable. The main benefit of this

zituation for armers iz higher gorices for Jroduce, but the small

farmer gets little from this, producing as he doess  mainly for
subsiztence. it is true that a system based on tenancy aogans there is

ne ehligation for ocwoers to divide un the land to provide some for each

mar,  bui o though farm o sizes in ownership terme mey nobt oshrink, dn

operational terms they mayv,still do so, since there are many tenants,

and rents for them rise too. Alternatively, & land

f
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If the rural population is low, on the other hand, labour is

sCarce ang land readily available. The farmer’'s position is
advantageous. He is able to pay low rents and farm larger amounts of
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to expand his holding.
High rural populations thus make an iopoverished peasantry more

likely, low populations make it less so In Morth African terms, a

r»



high rural population density would suggest that the codoss really were
poor peasants, suffering Ffrom the problems ust putlined. The
government could have used them as a forsm of cheap labowr, charging
high rents for small farmes. If the population were small, the
situation would have been reversed. The government would not have been
able to charge the high rents, and might actually not have been able Lo

o 3

g land farmed if it insisted on each cofonus possessing only
4

i

get all i
a small holding. Rather more likely, the sodfors would have tended to
rent larger amounts of land. o7
here 1z no real ohance of determining the rural population of
Strics proconsulacss  in absclute terms.  But if it can be discoversd
what the state of some of the key elements of the eguation were —such
as avaiilabilty of land and the presswe the colovs could exert on the
government as  a group- it may be possible to determine the general
level of rural population, and so how the co/fonr’'s probable status
stood.

It ie unlikely that Afrdca proconsulac-is was overpopulated., Even

By

if on of the large population estimates is accepted ~Ficard’'s figure

h

i~ ~

of  &,T00,000  for  all of Roman Africa at its height and 2,500,000 for
the area corresponding to modern Tunisia- St ig hard fo see how one
could Ethine of SAfdca grocoosularis as severely overpopulated when a

pre-colonial  population of the sams order could lead ons historian ho

refer  to the reglion as  "ure terre san:s hommes', and when a modern

Tunisian population of 5,600,000 puts it in the second lowest category

on a map of world population densiti

i
i

5,198 Curther, it must be

recalled that the pressnes of a frontier area in the south and

]
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the province, being opened up for satt;ement, will have made available
an outlet for any swcess population.

Despite this, it must be admitted that at first sight the
inscriptions =suggest exactly the high rural population that most
scholars have accepted. The HM inscription begins with a decree
parmitting the colord to cultivate swhseciva, often land initially
passed  over for reascn of its unsuitability for farming; the AD coiond

actually specifically asked to be allowed to farm agros qul sunt in

+

Lalwdibus g in silvesirdous (HM 1.6~10; AD I.4-B). This appears to be
exactly the 1”.== clearing of woodland and" waste for extra arable
land..." which characterizes overpopulated land.*”?

There is, however »  other  evidence which contradicts this
interpretation,**® As has been seen above, there appears to have in
fact been unused arable land on the estates. The HM inscription
permits  the cultivation of vires on old, abandoned vineyvard sites

the AD inscription ordered that the co/omsd not only

withinm the

be allowed to have the subseclva they had asked for, but also "owres

LRCEEE  AGFUN w2 ELIAM  SAF  pArtes  occupEnds,  guse  in csnburlis

FZloralis. .. nec & conductorifus  exercentur.. .t (HM O I1.24-25;  AD
I11.4-14 AW I1.12-11.7). The centuria elocalfs refers to land that had

Jote
-

been  included the estate by the original survey., There is thus a
clear reference to  the existence within the estate of unused lands.
Some of it, since the HM inscription calls it Jora velers, was proba bly\
once  farmed by cofons and then abandoned.  The amount of this land was

]

significant encugh that the imperial government would issae an edict to
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encourage  its cultivation, and the problem wa



the government’'s first order had to be repeated years later on the AW
inscription.

Why then were the colord asking for marginal land? One possible
answer 1s  that they may not have besn. As was noted earlier in this
chapter, subsscive could mean  any  land on an estate that had not
already heen allogated, regardless of its value, and the HM inscription
may have heen refsrring to thet sort of subseciva.®*r Thig will not
do as an explanation for the woods and marshes of the AD inscription,
however, and perhaps should be avoided altogether. Fehoe suggests
another possibile solutions  that the sltate land was not open to
them. **®  The codord had permanent rights to the land they farmed, but
once  they stopped farming it, the land reverted to the cosdlefos. He
had the right to farm it, bub not the right to give it to some other
codones to farm,  at least not with the right of wsws propriwes that the

codones would have on any land he already farmed. Only the emperor,; as

owner, could do  that. So land, once farmed and now abandoned, sat
tnuwsed. What the codonss were asking for was the land they could have
LOSLIE ol il 0N What they received when the government zaw the

amolunl o land going to waste was the Jev Aeokians oy rudibus agris,
which removed the whole probler by giving them what amounted to usws

oo lus over any land they took up.

There is another reason why colond asked for subsecsiva.31® The

AD  colont were asking for land in ordsr to plant olives and vines. It
is known from Columells that when planting such crops the Roman euperis
felt that soil which had already been farmed, either for cereals or for
oclives and vines, should he svoided, as 1Y would be worked oub. Newly



clearsed wooded land was the best possible choice in Columelia’s view
for new vineyards.®**  Thus the so/osd, in asking for wooded and marshy
subseci vy, were nobt just  seeking the only land available to them on
'goad terms’ (ie. where they could get wsws groociusy, but aleo the
land best suited for the crops they wished to grow.

There are, az well, indications that when it came to the other
key indicator -the guestion of whefhﬁr the cofons wers scarce enough io
be &ble to put leverage on the government- conditions for the cofons

were not  eso bad. The very petition of the AD codons asks for Mancian

:

status for the lands requested, as had been granted on the neighbouring
saltus Merondkows, where {(if the incomplete text has been correctly
restored)  Lhe resull had been an Jocremsndum o0 tztorun (AD 1.8-11).
Futting such  a statesent in an appeal for land only makes zense i an
increase in  colovd  was desirables which in turn implies a relatively
low population.

here  are other indicators. Im an overcrowded land i poor

peasant will probably have fto  make do with a small piece of land,

pertian net eaven  large  enough to feed his family.1*® Byt in the HM
inscription one seges a different shory. The inscription, while

discussing the rules on honey production, imposes the penalty of

confiscation of hives on any colonus who

&y Fundo Villase Magrns s1ve

Haopalias Sigass I ocfonarium franstulery B those hives to avold paying

"
&

LEm130 . The oofonasfr s pro nably provinoial

lard on which the sfipendium  {land  tax) was payable.1te It

st
t

necessary  to accept that, as Whittaker has said,; the inscriptions "...

suppose  that some of the resident labow force of oolonrd on the fundus



will have had gther land apart from that under discussion on the
estate”.**”  There is also reference to ancther group of farmers,
sipendizsisy who  are  in some way attached to the sstate, since they
are included in its rules, bul who seem *o get their Litle from

cultivating  the
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were probably not, however, the samg as the cofons under discussion
here, and will be freated separately (HM IV.3IZ).139

This wview of the coloss as holding a sizable amount of land is
supported by  the BM inscription, where codfond complain of harsh
treatment by their cosctecfor  and threaten to "Sowmer revecfamir, obi
Jibere  morars possiaus . " (BM A 6).22% The point is that the coloni
clearly had someplace else to go to; and whether it was land they
already held, or simply wunused land they Ynew to be available, esither
case suggests a relative abundance of land, and operns up the
possibility of well-off colond. Similarly, i+ ong bakes the statement

aye of oofonl to make such a

1l
8]
3
i

at face value, lhere must have beesn a
threst  anyihing more thar lagghables it could only work 1f the emperor
would have had a difficult time finding other farmers to take their
pglace, Mg iE o odid work, Ffor the emperor  and his agents replied

fasurably  to the GM colonds, and to all the other appeals which are

[y
Il

preserved A5 well. It 1s ue tLhat the enamples of thess appeals are

not  many, and unfavourable replies, which wil
G, may  well have occowrsd. @9 Tt gtill zeems from the

imperial decisions which do siist fThat the oofond were in sach a

position that the government had to take into account their desires. =%

) . . . . ‘4,
Thue there are indications that the gitualion on these sstates

@



Was ane of a relatively low population density. This makes
intrinsically wunlikely a mass of poor and oppressed codfoed acting as

serf-like labowr. Besides this, howsver, there are pieces of direct

The maost obvious evidence is  tied Lo their petitions to grow

vines and alives on the subsscles they wanted, =<9 These are
gssentially cash orops, not subsistence ones. If the cofond were

switching over entirely to the latter from the former, one should
to  be poor pzasants, since this is a typical reaction of
poor farsers, who can buy more food with the cash they get from selling
a high-valus crop like wine or oil than Lthey can grow themselves. 25
But this idis not what the ooford appesr to have been doing. The HM
inscription clearly showg  thaet all sorts of crops, from ceresals to

1
L

vings, were sgdpected to be produced; the AD inscription likewise speaks
of cereal crops (parfes #rioes) as well as arbori- and viticulture (HM
1.24-111,12; Al ITI.14), 1= S the cofons were not replacing

subsistence crops, but adding to them with cash crops. This suggests

they were in a gogd pgosition in terms of subsistence and were bent on

To do so would have heen a fairly expensive proposition, =S
Columells made an estimate of the costs of setting up one Jugsrwur as a

vineyard. *®*  Many of his costs do not apply to an imperial estate {egq.

i

land did not need to be purchased) and have been gquestionped in any

s r . ) ) 1 4 KT H % ¥

CaBE. But of those that are accepted and did apgly{ at lmast HE 2,000
o

ware needed per Jugscar, as well as considerable labour.'®?  Ngither of




of  money  and  could not afford to take the reguisite time from his

subsistence farming fto work on the vinevard. Foor peasants, as was

noted, have litile frees capital.
Thers are other clues. The HM inscription states that if a

[t

codfonus were to have his land confiscated for failures to cultivate ity

any buildings (s800 #7073 he had build on 1t would be lost with it (HM
IV, 9-12). AegySiciuw is not specific, but erecting anything but the

most modest of shacks would require labour and capital. Likewise, the
celond  are characterized as  living in w@f7ae (HM 1.20-21). This,
again, is not specific, bubt it doess not sound like wsppslis, which is
the African word for the kind of hut a poor peasant lived in.

The codond of the saltus Fewandtanes complained that they were
being forced Lo give up too such of their draught animals’ time for the
operae owed  to the cowbctorss (8K I11.6-93cf. HM TI1.17-18). This
implies they owned the animals. They probably also owned their own
honey  making equipment, since the government gave them incentives fo
own  more  than five hives, which would be peointless if it had supplied
them in the first place (HM I.29-11.86).'®® This amnd all the other
factors just oublined suggest cofows who were not particularly poor.

In other words, the colond appear to have been wealthy enough to

afford, in all prohability, the costs of expanding their holdings by

setting up new vineyards and olive groves. In this context the

i

rent-fres periods make sense as an inducement to the co/ors to put out
negcessary  for  such Hpansions How they could plant,
knowing not only that they had permansnt lease on the land on whichn the

trees  and vines were located; by virtue of the rights granted by the



ley Manciana and lew Hadriarns, but as well that during the long initial
period when such crops bear no fruit,; they did not have to worry about
acquiring a debt load to pay rent on them.?=®?

It is also worth noting that there were cw/ory in other paris of
the province who were apparently inhabitants of imperial estates and
who bhore similarities to the codony hers. 1™ What is most noteworthy
about these men is-that somes of the dedications by which they are kEnown
ware clegarly paid for at their esxpense. To give only one sxample, the
“owdond  Fundd Terio Auwlundus fomind nostrl Augesitd Templom deacsur
gEe Fud  pEcunid  Fecerunt S ooum columndls oenstis.. .27 One should

ot stress the similarities between different areas too much, but here

the imperial codovrd  appear not as impoverished, but wealthy men who
were  the Thackbone of  thelr community', and whao paid the costs
involved involved in maintaining its physical appearance and cultural
life,r™=

Finally, one may note that there is evidence from ocutside Africa
which can b interpreted as  supporting this view of the cofors.
Firstly, it is clear that colosy who could afford to rent farms in
several. places at once and work them with slave or hired labowr existed
in Italy and Bicily. Cicero makes reference in his [errsnss to tenants
who leased whold farms in Bicily and in zeveral different parts of

it, == There are no such references for SFrica, but there is an

interezting bit of archaeclogical evidence. The Fundis BAudldiants
mentioned in Chaplter Three shows signe of & dozen or so large farms as
well as two oublying villages. Previously the willages had been

hought of as the homes of colons on such estates. Ferhaps it is mor &

227



likely that the large farms were the wwilape of the colond gui ir
FLnGse .« VviZlas Sabent. ... 159

It is reasswing to know that theres is proof that there dig exist

s
3

the Roman world wealthy agricultural tenants who were in & positi

at least somewhat comparable to that of the Fagradss colons. The
problem is to determine  just how appropriate that comparison is.
Kehor, who is .largely responsible for demonstrating that the calass

wer e relatively wealthy, sstrapoliates from this that they were

H

capitalist farmers whose aim was solely monetary profit and who would
abandaon  farming if  that profit were not forthocoming. ™% In other
words, he sess them as essenbially the same sort of large-scale farmer

as was  to be found dn Italy. It has been argued above Lhat

considerable glemsnts of African social and economic  shtruciures

L

ereiatz during Roman rule, and that native practices of landholding
3 ¥

and  labour are discernable in places. And the system of eztate
managemsnt found in the ‘grandes inscriptions’ deoes appsar to be unigue

to Africa.  IEoin thus perhaps anore Dikely that the real nature of the

imparial cologws -some of whom, after all, were farming an estate still

bnowrn by a  very unlloman  second name, Msgeslss Sfga- is to be found
among the types of members of tribal sccieties than in Bicily or Italy.

Ar examination of the cofons’'s salient characteristics supports

this. The colond had the right to heir land as

i
T
e

cultivated it, This is usually referred to as & “permanent lease’; but

this terminology may be more confusing than revealinpg.i™e

i

snvironment it would make more sense as an edpression of the right to
+ <

1

1

tribal  land  that every tribal member has. Rather than seeing a



situation in which the "owner’' grants use of land which belongs to him
te anocther, one shouwld be considered in which the cofonss had, and
always had had, righits %o that land which could not {in their eves, at
least) %e cancelled by anyone, since it dic not belong to any one man.
The related clauses of the Mancian system could easily be of

y
7

native African origin as well. The cofond acguired permanent hold on

...

1

any new land they brought under cultivation. In the standard model

-’

this was a grant of privilege by the land’'s owner, due to the "untiring

i

zeal with which Caesar constantly guards human needs", but it is not
inapposite b point out that the tradition by which a man wsho opened up
a plot of land gained thereby the rights to that land was one to be
found in pre-colonial, tribal North Africa '™ The rclause that cost a
celongs his land for letting it lie unused longer than mere falliowing
reguired also bas its parallel: Poncet refers to an identical tradition
that saw land left fallow for three years retwn to common land, 138

The ooford gave one-third of  thelr harvest to the condicior.
This is invarlably referred to as ‘rent’, with the corollary that the
celond  wers  tenants.'®® Appropriastion of bharvest shares, however, is
entirely compatiule with the tribal concept of obligation owed to one
superior in status. The same argument applies with esgual force to the

orEras required  of  the oolors. They need be nothing more than the

Tabour dues found in tribal societies. Buch tribute of goods or labour

in nooway makes the glver a ‘tenant’ nor the receiver 3 "landlord’; on

the contrary, "... the payment of tribute implies a corresponding right

han a4 conbracted vassslage”. 149 There is no evidence



government ‘s acknowledgement of their rights to land in  the Jey
Manciaas  and Jev Aackrans, it seems the administration may have
understood the difference too. It never refered to the cofons by the
term  that ;egally meant tenant —coadiefor- veserving that for another
level of management. 141

There is an exact parallel for this sort of situation in the
Tuniﬁiaﬁ gatates of Khereddine in the Medierda wvalley during the
nineteenth century,; which were referred to while discussing the role of
the Torcedor. Though  the estates were, in the eyves of the Beylical
governmenty  the property of Ehereddine, and though the tarmers on the
land gave labou} and  harvest tribute, they were fewary (Cancestral

pooupants ) and had  rights  to the land. Fhereddine appears to have

recognized this fact when he wrote "Les lacunes de mes ftitres sont
certaines...”. Az Poncet has sald, "Ces ‘ocoupants’ ne sonbt pas des

serts wisgu'ils ne sont pas lids & la terre mais ils ne sont pas plus
3 r
des locataires, DL Brue mual e sult los chasser du sol ob ils sont
3

irstalles "de pere egn filg'", 242

1o
i

a tribal social-economic system can explain the details of the

3

calons s tenure  arrangemerts, can it &lso accomodate the well-to-do

farmers the colons appear to have been? In fact, 1t can. Historical
accounts  of  the Maghereb demonstrate the existence of a rich psasant
stratum, F. Montagne in his olassic work on the Berbers of Morocoo

gescribed what are commonly called ‘notables’y, or ‘hig men’ ('grands’

in French),14s These were the rich locals who held sway in Rerber

courncile, three or four per village. In Aluyeria, R.

degpictecs the riss of such men through



with the result that "... at the lowest level there emerges from the
peasant mass a large number of family heads who already possess
political weight by virtue of their economic standing...."298 J& isg
possible to obtain some precision on men of this sort of standing in
pre~Frotectorate Tunisia, among the Foudd, a fraction of the Madja
tribe. 4% With 474 landholders, this group in 18461 farmed 4i2,5 mdchi A
{one wmdchia sgquals approximately hen hal. Senerally the land was held
relatively sgually -the average amount was B3 sdcokrs- but some asn
held more. The oad¢ held 11 #8804y, his brother &, ancther man 9; two
gthers I esach. Whalt s interesting is fgat thase are sizable chunks of
land: T advAis is eguivalent to some 30 ha, or over 100 Jugersz in Roman

times, aoore than ernough to gualify as a medium sized estate in ancient

Italy. e Aheredoine’s ~5 seem to have worked more than a small

piece of land as well.147 Both examples would appear to be fairly
well~to-ds men of the type envisaged by Kehoe for the colons.

THi -
}

le  wview of oolaond fits with other points as well. The ‘grand’

-y

of  tribal soclety maintains his position by conspicucus expenditure of
his wealih. iz is exactly the sort of thing that one sees the
wealthy codons  doing, such  as  the aen who refurbished the decrepit
temple aenlliones  ahove, 149 Similarly, the cofond of one of the

Fagraras estates refer to themsslves deprecatingly as rustics fenuss

and  fud  veraulas,  terms thatb sound odd coming  from men who were

is perfecily understandable since




action which, to them, prababl} implied to them that they were at the
same time stating their rights to land, its use, and, in this case,

protection. 14%

There is o way of knowing, of course, how much land an ancient

‘big man’ might have controlledy nor sven if the comparison is
particuldrly  apt. The sort of data presented here are parallels that

allow interpretation of the anclent evidence, not evidence themselves
There have been too many changes in the Maghreb since the Roman period

4
t possible o directly eguate the codfores with a Berber

o
)
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m
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‘grande’, o any cther specific position in any  modern sociegby.  What

ge do sxist 0 most of the tribal

fras bheen

socisbiss  which have hoeen studied. Given that this is the st of

-
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sooliety, ir the broasdest terms, whicn Roman Africa sgems lilely o have

been, it is reasonable for the cofond to have filled a similar role, ™o

About the last ftwe groups mentioned in the ‘grandes inscriptions’

The MM inscription mentions, while discussing
labour dues, that Yoaloed Inguiliol eras Fundie. . RomIing Sua
sConSuctoribus wlIisve Fn custodias Singulas, guss IR SgrlE prasstase

ok e PR
FEIEETET T Orum gld Jrtes Fenndlim

F

fRbd tabunl, nominsg  sBus pomicsct  In custocias, guss  condustordbus
wilicisve  Slus fund? prasstars Jdebsnd” (WM IVL27-34). Nothing else is
‘said in the inscriptions about these cwlond froguiliny and stipendiarii.

It is  one common, snd sensible, Interpretation of sfopsnofarius
to assume a connschion between the name and the ager slipendrarius, the
land on which the provinoisl land fag was paid. @ This land would not

e inen
et



include imperial estates. The sfigewfsriy would thus be farmers who
in some way held lang outside the sstates, but  who, from thelr

inclusion in the inscription, olearly either worked or lived on the

estalbe. This view may hes supported by the reference Lo oofonarius
sgesy land held off the sstate to which farmers sight remove hives to

avolid payving their share of honey. This océtonarius agec would be

nothing other than sgsr slipsnadiasius on which the amount of sfeipeadium

was opne-gighth of the crop, or perhaps elght denarss per Jugsrum. 199

Its existence would be proof of the presence near the estate of the
=N

¥

drariy  are believed to have held. An

altermative explanation for  the name s 0essfaris 1s that they held
land which had heen liable to the sficsrdum when the grovinoe of
Afroa was crested. '™ The land had since become imperially cwnsd, and

the tey was no longer applicable, but the name had stuck., In this view

3 'r{
T‘k
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could be both living on and working imperial estate land.
The svidence is not strong encugh o permit firm conclusions, bulb it is
hare  to  ser why the sfipesddasrry wers singled out as a special class,

with lesser labow duties, ¥ the second explanation is correct.
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likely
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Thersfore, it sesrs that of the two po lities, it i:

it

¥
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that  the sfipsndar7y lived on the imperial sstate and worked land off
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e strospdaril; one
sees  the migranht pastoralistzs who, as hired seasonal labouwr, were so

vital to African agriculture. The word stizendrarius could be being

used Ln the senze of hired workse, and the one group of hired workers
who would  De sroagt saployed on these estates to warerant



mention in their hasic rules were the seasonal harvesters. The

slipendfarii s required gosss  was cusiodra, probably watching herds,
which would be a suitable role for pastoralists. Unfortunately, there
is no proof for this., Perhaps the words god Falers Funscum. .. Ha87fabunt

in the inscription make it unlikely one is dealing here with nomads,

this passage is reconstruction, there is ne real compulsion to accept
that they did live ‘on' the estate. The whole guestion of the
slipenoiards is unsolved, 199

The colonl foguriiind sre even more mysterious. It has béen the
usual  opinion that  they were a separate group from the men simply
cailed oodfons  and  than they were of falrly poor status. '™ They may
have Eeen poorar  natives from the region who lived on and worked the
estates” lands. Cartainly the laler use of the word Jeguilinus
suggests @ poor farmer, attached to the land he works. It is difficult
to franglate this into A&fricen terms with any confidence. The most

recent  scholarly opinion has suggested that the colond frgorling werea

e ol

he labowr that is listed unoer

o

the same people os the colond and that

the  Fformer  btere iz sinply additionsl to the lé Tivted under Lhe
lathar, 198 Why the term lrgurlisg should be sadded to colons here and

only here iz unclear, however, though Jt admittedly would remove the

1

:

i
'

i3

ancmaly of  the relatively high status ooloss having to do nore labour
than the lower status colond Fngulling.

Bevond etating the facts it is

logical to accept the sédpesdissss az o

have  their own land off the estate to fars™ Yeb if they were nobt, and



if the Fogullinl were not a separate group, one is then lefi without
any referspce in  the inscriptions to the main body of the peasantry

were wall-off as has been suggested herel.

take separate groups of Jogeidiss  and

the bulk of the poorer, native population.
The JIogwidind would have besen those peasants who both lived on and
worked on the estates, while the sfipsrdias-ss would have bgen those
living on the estates, but farming nearby, non-imperial land. The two
group would  then be the inhabitants of the villages that have been
found or the edges of sstates like bthe fAwmcies Sudrdisnus,; and which
ware said to have ringed African large estates like walls. 197 Thig
typical position around the edge of estates would of course have suited
strpensly-sd Tarming Land outside an estate.

Besides the roles and
the imperial estates of the Ssgradas, it is

of the sopcial and economic dymamics of

appear to have been a significant state of

and the rovductorss

This, bt lessty; is the impression g

= speak of  petitions b
arno over-taxation, and

favourasle repliss. They are thus val

tn be found in the imperial estate system

typical  Inhe  greobhlems clited were.  Thers are

of petitions (the AZ document merely repeat

interests of the various parties malki

ing up

nesible to know something

the estates as well. There

tension between the codons
iven and AZ

by the SK, BM,

colons to the government

include the government’'s

gvidence of the conflicts

It iz not easy to say how

only two actual instances

the pfficial reply to the
\
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8k petition? and it is unwise to generalize too widely. Nonetheless,
the GM inscription makss reference to government orders of many years
hefore on the same subject as was heing disputed in 181. The AZ
inscription copiss the BH's decrese, suggesting the problem was common
to hoth. The &K inscription refers to a conspirvacy of a grocurstor
with all the cosductores of {probably) an area, again hinting at’'a
fairly common problem. Likewisze the citing of previous rulings on the
subject of the dispute -a lex Hadrians, a serao grocuraforss and a
poragetus Foras inscribed iﬁA bronze- indicates the problems involved

ware nplt new. 158

The  aubjects of conflict as recorded by the inscriptions were
three: increases by the congurforss of share amounis; geers duesy and
the wuse of draught animals. The AD inscription’s petition to the
government for rights to use subsecdvs may reflect as well an sarlier
conflict hbetween cofony and covduciosss over rights tm‘land and how it

was v be osed. And there would, of course, have heen conflicts over

indivicual  pecblems, cuch  as  the owdonws who avoided paymernt on his

hi

honey  prodaction, or the cofoves who suffered the loss of part of hi
crop at the hords of ancther and demanded restitution,5®
The rising labowr dues appear Lo have been the chief problem on
k.

both the s&alfws Furwndfanes (8K) and the GM estates; though it must be

noted  thal  the col/oss protestsd not against the fact of gosss but its

uriiateral lnoresase by the  sowducfor. The codons also protested the

increased shars levels, and the overuse of their arnimals, but recelved

no  sp=scific reply to thsse (8K OIIILT7-9; BM A 12-173).  Foss

Bly the

Jute

reason lay  in the fact {to be explained more fully below) that the

236
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shares constituted the only source of profit of the government, while
the labowr went entirely towards snsuring the cowdbecfor’'s profits the
government was willing Lo sacrifice the latter, but nobt its own.

The source of these conflicts lay in the basic natwe of the
estate system. The covgtawfor leased the sstate for only five years and
naturally wantsd to exbrack as much prc fit From it as possible in that
time. Since his profits came mainly from shares,; thers could e&%ily(be
a tendancy for him to try to force the cofoos to overfarm, what Eolendo
has celled "une 2conomie du raping’. e It is not surprising to find
the concefor trying to raise shares either, no matter how profitable
they were in the first place. Why he should want more labour from the
codfons 1w abt first sight puzzling, since more wors for the conductor
meant  less on the celosd’'s own farms,  and so less profit for the

he end.  If, however, the codfows were fairly few, a5 has

there may not have been enough land being farmed by

tham  bo o a2llow the concwetor to extract 2 large encugh rent to mest and

surpase  the sum he hao bid to get the estate, forcing him to farm some

lard in order to make & profit. For this he needed the colons s
labour, e Lastly, being in charge foo only five years, the comduwslor

would want  the cofons to farm ‘guick yield® crops such as cereals; he

wonld not want ther Lo plant as clives @ vines, which would

i
‘:
{
1
X
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not yvield any return untll

G,

e ol on the pther hand, would want to ba

with profit. fs  long-term inhabitants,; they would strenuously
any verfarming  that wight hars the land’'s fertility. If they we

237



to move beyond subsistence and plant profitable plives and vines. And
no matitsr what status  they had, the oodfovs would want to keep down
share rents and labow dues, just as awtomabtically as the condctorss
would warh to raise them.

¥

the colory were thus in conflict on several

fomd

issues. The govenment, the third party involved, wanted above all to

keep the sstates producing & steady flow of crops, as high as possible,

of course, but not 80 high as to impoverish the scodoss in the long-term

for short-term gain.

b ol

There would thus he inevitable gnsions, The course of bthe
conftlict  they engendered can be followed in some detall, al lsast on
the swlfus Sweunitancs.  The colons appealed the condwlforss
to Lhe grocuqstor, He, however; was in alliance with the cosducfor,
and  they responded by using troops to snforce the increase and punish
the colonr. The colond remained undaunted and through their spokesman
appeared directly to o the emperor, who issued a favowrable reply (BE

IT.5, i-4; IITl.1; IV.1-8)., How much real effect this had is unknowns

againzt the Jact Lhat the oofond were totally in the power of the

LrOCLE b arEs M the fact Lthalt the gorocwurators asould now bDe

-

to keep the farmars who

g

watched 2y an emperor whose one interest was
produced Fome's grain happy. re®

the  codlon/ seem to have relisd meinly on soeh petitiong o pres

g
theiv wase, though thelr Jlbtimate weapon,  as revealed in the BM

too, they refused to perform their operse, or to hand over thelr

shares. The government clearly took their threats seriously, for it

7

et



must  be remembered that the interests of the colond and the government
more or less coinoided - a prosperous estate planned for the long term
he concictorss had opposing interests, and used

=
their powse  as rich men bto influence the grocussforss away from their

was what Rome wanted. T

duty to  the ooperor and towards the sossbatorss’, to the government's

dicadvantage {5 point  the oolors  were slow to point out).re=

Fosgibly, az well, the relatively low number of codons meant that the

s

gstates were not producing goite up to whalt Rome desired and the
Seorardlorss,  under  pressuwre o omeeslt ‘guotas’, decided to let shares

and COESHE be railsed gomenhat., 169 Whatever the reason, the

sestoeas 1D not alwayes Ful¥ill their assigned role as arbitrators

of disputes: the system for mediating precisely such conflicts as these
failed and direct laperial intervenlion Was NECOSSary.

I there were swuch inbuill fepsions, it nay be asked why the
goveroment vsed =such a management system in the first place.

Imperial estates may have been kept, as cpposed to sales to
private owners, for  a number of  reasons. The most important was
probably o th ni it allowed direct imperial control over the source of
much  of  Rome's food supply, and prevented possible use of its control

g & political  weapon.  Dnee the decision to keep the sstates in the

hrooght  aboot  ton such  sooiad  digrupbion  and  been impracticsl o

create, Betiter, rather, to leave the natives on the
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was thought of, naturally, by the Romans as some form of
concessions to the tribal matuwre of African societyy the

locals probably would not have understood the concept of

o
o aohstacle, as long as they produced.  The permanent
had some  beneficial eff =, as in creating farmers

interested in improving their holdings.
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of  surplus  appropriation was  the next problem, A

rent was conceivable, but what Rome nesded was food, rot

A Fived rent in kind would have emet this reguiremsnt, as would

a share rent.
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Share rent tgnancies have a number of disadvant

ges, the
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ig thal sharecroppers di not naturally farm intensively,

ore  they producs, the more crop they have to hand over.
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ing the shares, forcing the sharecropper to farm so small

“

2 has to farm intensively, allowing ornly short leases so0

rarecroppers who do not farm ictensively zan be replaced, and =0

R Sageadas estates none of these ocould be wsed, since

o

ived, colons could expand at will irto swbseciva, and

ermanant. The result was good for the colomws, but bad
gnt, s=ince the sharecroppers could not be forced to faram

did the government chogse sharecropping? Partly the

srotected from the risk
by of what they actually

soms fFixed amount that might be wore tharn they brought

absolutsly pgssential in Morth Africa,;, whers the «iskh of
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drought  was  constant. 1o The colons were thus unlikely to fall into
debt, which was a serious problem in Italy, where indebted tenants sold
off their beslongings to pay off their debts, but theresby impoverished
ithem5e1v95,1¢7 The government was assuming some of the risk , but the

tradecff onf risgk for a debi-free and successful body of codond wa

in

worthwhile {and besides which,; much of the government’'s risk was passed

on to the covdtwlfores, who had to pay the set amount they bBid).

~mfons o farm
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In addition, ¥ the goverrnmenl cou
more intensively, it might persuade thes Lo do so.  The permanent
nature of the cofoss s holdings made them likely to improve them, since

they Frnew they would always have them: long-ters leases are a principal

way of snsuring improvements by tenants. 166 By giving rent—fres
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on wlives and vines, the government couwld overcome somewhat the

;0 limited ambitions. The bhest persuwader of all, though, was the

CER who could, and would, apply pressure on the colomus,

gsince his profil dependsd on high crop swrpluses.

The governmant MR thus B unceasonable irn  choosing
sharecronpling. Against the poss lity of a production level that was

less than the maxisum conceivable, 1t got a system of debt-free farmers

[

pEoEsing

o wf prodacey and improving thelr farms as wel
And  all this without Fforcing the introduction of any new concepts of
Y

benure  that wight  well have proven shatlering to the agrarian social

As  for the conductorial system, one very maja® reason for using
it has just been ssen -~ the quick-profit oriented conductor would

gvel of farming intensity. here were obher



reasons, as well,

03

ne of them may he found in the Romans’ views on land management.
It was an  almost universal opinion among Roman agriculiural writers
that an estate could only be run efficiently as long as the owner could
take some part in its management, if only at the level of regular
vigits and inspections.te” Whern the size or location of the sstate
made this impossible, difficulties were to be expected. EBlave managers
had no direct interest in keeping an sstate az efficient as posesibles

letting toc a tenant, who did have an interest in efficiency,

e
—p
T
o
it

The emperor  faced problem in &frica. Not only were his
holdings great, but he was the ultimate absentee landlord. By letting

egach was

W
in
3
i
5
i
L
or
=
it
jory

thke estates out to tenante ~the covgte forss-

i e haods of a man who had @ finanuial inters

functioring at i1ts peal.  For the emperor this wowld ideally have meant

the corctactor running his gstate day-to-day and nobt using & wiicws,

As has been seen, the congictores probably Jdid employ w5700, Hut the
coviductor was  still  probably a  local man, able to visit his leasad
3

o .

patate (or estales) regularly end keep his <707 in line. It might be
argued thal orocursfores for each regio or saivs could have done the
same  Lhing. The condiet howsver 3 had & finanzial incentive the
procurator would lack,

Yet anothar reason  for wsing the condicforss can be drawn from
analogy with the tax-farmers of antiquity. As AH.M Jones argusd, the

gree of  taw-farming in the
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the right to collect an area’s tases, bthe tax total coll
ammint bid constituting the tax-farmer s
not the highest possible fax return, but  a figed

pred e The role of the consictor,

be called a ‘rert-farsmer’, was very similar.

obtainsed Iits rent from its imperial sstates in A&frica

products, since  the farmers were sharecroppers.  Th
thess crops, sspecially grain, o the ywrors for Rom
overestimated, and must have occupied the attention of

ected above the

profit) gave to the government

[

and {above

who could justifiably

The imperial government

in agricultural

e importance of
e can hardly be

the government.

By leasing oubt bthe estates to the covwgucforss, the government assured
itself a steady and certain income on which it could plan.?72

This, then, was the system by which the imperial estates of the
Fagradzs  region,  and mach of the province, were managed.
It was an intricate combination of: imperial agents cherged with making
sure  the government ' interests were leobed after; head tenants who
ensur ed  profitable estatez: and a steady income; wealthy peasants who
kepl  Lhe balance between short-term and long-term planning; and
labourers who did the actual work. it was carefully designed to
balance checks and incentives, in order to ensurs what the government
wanted - teady production. It was perheps overly complicated, since
its  structure oreated ingvitable internal tensions, but it appears to
have buén successful  erougl te last several centuriss and help bring
Bfrica the agriculiuwral sucoess for which it became famous.



Notes — Chapter Four

Thus, for example, Dennis Kehoe, "Lease Regulations for
Imperial Estates in North Africa,” Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und
Epigraphik 3& (1984): 193-21% and 59 (1983): 151-72 spends five
pages arguing for a rearrangement of the AD inscription’s columns,
to better explain the various procuratorial commentaries, in one of
the better pre%erved‘iﬁscriﬂtions,

Dieter Flach, "Inschriftenuntersuchungen um romischen kolonat
in Neordafrika,” Chiron 8 (1978): 441-92, pp.477-91.

Maps of the imperial estates of the Fsgradas region are to be
found in J.A. Talbert, ed., Atlas of Classical History (London:
Croom Helm, 1983), p.l15l; Jean-Marie Lassere, Ubigue Fopuluss
peuplement et mouvements de population dans 1 8frigue de la chute
de Carthage & la fin de la dynastie des Bévéres (Faris: Editions du
CNRS, 1977), Carte III, facing p.334.

The French 1:200,000 series maps of Tunisia (Faris: Ministére
des Travaux Fublics et des Transports, 1923 reveal the nature of
the landforms in detail. The relevant sheets are Flles. V (Tunis)
and VI (Souk el Arba). For a more general view, the Afrika-
Kartenwerlk series maps, produced by the German Research Society at
101,000,000 are yseful. G, Btuckmann, ed. Afrika Kartenwerk Ni
(Berlin: German Research Society, 1977) covers topography.

For the findspots of the inscriptions, see Jérome Carcopino,
"L'inscription d’Ain-el-Djemala," MEFR 26 (190&): 3465481, pp.423-
440, The Souk-el-khmis inscription is the one found in the valley.

Gilbert Charles FPicard, La civilisation de 1 'Afrigue raomaine
(Faris: Librairie Flon, 193%9), p.6&l; T.R.S5. Broughton, The
Romanization of Africa Proconsularis (New York: breenwood Press
Fublicshers, 19683 orig. 1927), p.158; Elizabeth Fentress, Numidia
and the Roman Army, British Archaeological Reports International
Series 33 (Ouxford: BAR, 1979), p.133; Dennis Kehos, "The Econaomics
of Food Production on Roman Imperial Estates in North Africa®
(Fh.D. Dissertation, University of Michigan, 1982}, Introduction
passim; C.R. Whittaker, "Land and Labouwr in North Africa,” KElio
60 {1978y I31-462, p.385. Tenney Frank, "The Inscriptions of the
Imperial Domains of Africa," AJPh 14 (1926): S5-77 points out the
inaccuracy of the term.

Jean Despois, L'Afrigue du Mord, 3rd ed. {Faris: Fresses
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14,

15.

16.

17.
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universitaires de France, 1%64), Carte O3 J.M. Houston, The Western

Mediterranean World: An Introduction to its Regional Landscapes
{London: Longmans, 19&64), pp.ad0-63.

H. Achenbach, ed. Afrika-Kartenwerk N1l (Bedenutzung)
(Berlin: African Research Society, 1976).

On Carthage’'s control and the crops grown, see above, Chapter
Dne, at n.n. 12-13. On the region in Masinissa‘s kingdom, see
above, Chapter One, at nn. 79-83. 0On traders in Jugurtha’'s day,
see Sallust BE.J. 47.1.

On settlement, see above, Chapter Two, at nn. 11-14, On
zenatorial holdings, see above, Chapter Three, at n. 44,

Based on Fliny's famous six landowners killed by Nero for the
‘half of Africa’ they owned - Fliny N.H. 18.33. This is commonly
taken as part of a concerted plan of confiscation by the emperor,
rather than a caprice ~ see Broughton, Romanization, p.158; R.M.
Haywood,; "Roman Africa,” in An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome,
ed. Tenney Frank, & vols. (New York: Fageant Books, 1959; orig.
1938, 4y 84-5; Picard, Civilisation, p.&2; Dennis P. Fehos,
"Private and Imperial Management of FRoman Estates in North Africa,"
Law and History Review 2 (1984): 241-47, p.244.

See above, Chapter Three, at nn. 107-115.

Tacitus Annals 13.56.2. The fact that the Jeyv Mancriana was
named after a private individual suggests that it was not
technically a J&yv, bult some private regulation.

F. Blume, K. Lachmann and A. Rudorff, edd. Bromatici Veteres:
die Schriften der romischen Feldmesser, 2 vols. (Berlin: §. Reimer,
1846-32), 2:390-%4; D.A.W. Dilke, The Roman Land Burveyors (Newton
Abbot: David and Charles, 1971}, p.%4.

The text of the ’'grandes inscriptions’ printed here is that
of Flach, "Inschriftenuntersuchungen,” pp.477-21. This is the most
complete modern edition of these documents. The most important of
them are reproduced below in the Appendices. It should be noted
here that I do not accept all of F.'s interpretations of the
inscriptions,

For a discussion of this view of the Jey Mincisna, listing
the opinions of the various scholars concerned, see Dieter Flach,
"Die Fachtbedingungen der Kolonen und die Verwaltung der
Faiseriichen Buter in Nordafrika," ANRW 2.10.2: 427-73, pp.443-54.

C. Courtois, L. Leschi, C. Perrat and Ch. Baumagne, edd.,

Les Tahlettes Albertini (Paris: AM.G., 1992}, pp.108, 110-13. The
chapter by Saumagne concerned here has been reprinted as Ch.
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18.

19,

2‘:"

Saumagne, "Essai sur la législation agraire: la Jev manciana et le
Jus manciasumy” CT 10 (1962): 11-114 - this view of Yhe Jev is
stated on p. 104, et

See Kehoe, "Lease Regulations,"” pp.205-04&6 on why &o... oo
must refer to the swhsecivs mentioned in lines 7-B.

Kehoe, "Lease Regulations," p.208.

Saumagne, Tablettes Albertini, pp.125-26; Jerzy kKolendo, Le
colonat en Afrigue sous le Haut-Empire, Annales littéraires de
1'Université de Besamcon 177 {(Paris: Université de Besangon, 1976},
p.A4%.

Not II1.17, as Kolendo, Colonat, p.350 prints.
behoe, "lLease Regulations,” p.217%.

Folendo, Colonat, pp.30-51: Kehpe, "Lease Regulations," pp.
209, 217 accepts this argument.

Folendo, Colonat, p.5i; Kehoe, "Lease Regulations,"” p.205;
and particularly, Kehoe, "Economics," pp.45-46. Fehoe points out
other places in the inscriptions where there are parallels to this
circumstantial ablative, ie. HM I1.11-12 and II.24-25.

See above, at n. 19.

e

Fehpe, "Lease Regqulations," pp.209, 214,
i ] 3

"

ibid., pp.214-19: Kehoe, "Economics," pp.45-5Z2.

On honey, see Molendo, Colonat, p.S56, nn. I5-37; Kehoe,
"Economics,” p.14%, n. Bb6; Kehoe, "Lease Regulatione,” p.27, n. 48;

Flach, "Inscriftenuntersuchungen,” pp.448-50. 0On fruit, Kehoe,
"Economics," p.&8, n.48; Kolendo, Colonat, pp.27-8; kKehoe, "Lease
Regulations,” p.217, n. 49.

Folendo, Colonat, p.104, n. 18; Kehoe, "Economics," p.l46, n.
87. The rent—free periods may be somewhat longer than the
fruitless period, but thisz is in itself an incentive far the farmer
who gets a year or two of rent—free crops. The government loses in
the short-run, but gains in the long-term. I1.23 and II.29 refer
specifically to the Zey Manciana, while the others say ga~flew
Lol am.

The HM inscription applies to one estate; that does not mean,
of course, that it could not be part of a wider policy. But the
lev Mancians was not that scheme, ie. M. Rostovtzeff, Social and
Economic History of the Roman Empire, ed. P.M. Fraser; 2nd ed.,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953), p.348.
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Kehoe, "Lease Regulations," pp.156-28; see above, Chapter
Three, at nn. 108-12.

Bee Kehoe, "Lease Regulations," p.136, n. &0 for references
to various theories on wsus progrivs; p. 157, n. 62 on permanent
£ ks 3
possession; p.194, n. 42 on bequests,

See above, Chapter Three, at nn. 119-20.

The AD inscription poses many problems and has provoked much
discussiorn, into which it is not possible to venture here. Kehoe,
"Lease Regulations," pp.l&0-70; Flach, "Inschriftenuntersuchungen,”
pp. 461703 Flach, "Fachtbedingungen,” pp.456-68 all cover the issue
and refer to the relevant preceeding work.

NE. The AD inscription is badly damaged; fortunately a copy
of much of it survives on the inscription from Ain-Wassel (AK).
Some references to the AD inscription in the ftext include lines
reconstructed from the AW inscription. At these points the
appropriate AW line numbers have been included.

Pointed out by kolendo, Colonat, pp.51-32.

See Flach, "Fachtbedingungen,” pp.4355-546; Kehoe, "lease
Regulations," p.1&67, n. 79. '

ibid., p.52; condrs, Flach, "Inscriftenuntersuchungen,” pp.
473745 Flach, "Pachtbedingungen,” p.450. FKehoe, '"Lease
Regulations,”" p.211 accepts Flach's arguments.

Some of these could possibly have been other than
procurators ~ see Flach, "Fachtbedingungen," p.459.

See above, Chapter Three, at nn. 10-20,

The two regionss into which most of the fAagracdass estates
would have fallen were Vaga -CIL., VIII, 12,883~ and Thugga ~-ClIL.,
VIII, 12,892,

Ealendo, Colonat, p.63, n. 76 provides sources of such
estate procurators, but does not believe the imperial estates had
them.

kehoe, "Economics," p.l66.
Despite acknowledging that the procurator did not do much on
the estate level, Kehbe does not appear to make this connection,

and believes there were (presumably severely underemployed) sa/fus
procuralores.  Folendo's view (next note) is more satisfactory.
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43.

A&,

47.

48,

49,
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Kolendo, Colonat, pp.&4-63.

Jerzy Eolendo, "La hierarchie des procurateurs dans
1'inscription d'Ain-el-Diemala (C.I.L. VIII, 235943)," REL 4&
19468 319-29.

This is the opinion of Fergus Millar, "Somg Evidence of the
Meaning of Tacitus Annals XI1I1.460," Historia 13 (1944): 1B0O-B7, pp.
i83-87;: and of Feter Brunt, "Frocurateorial Jurisdiction," Latomus
D5 (19&4): 441-89, p.485.

Fehoe, "Economics,” p.léd.

Folendo, Colonat, p.&4. Whether they had technical
jurisdiction is debatable. See Fergus Millar, "The Development
of Jurisdiction by Imperial Frocurators,” Historia 14 (194639):
362467, Brunt, "Freocuratorial Jurisdiction,” disagrees on their
criminal powers.

Kehog, "Economics," p.l6é; M. Rostovtzeff [Rostowzewl,
Studien zur Beschichte des romischen Kolonats {(Lepzig-Berlin, 1210
pp.=217-18. Admittedly, there is no proof of this, but see below,
at n. 7&.

F.W. de Neeve, Colonus: Frivate Farm Tenancy In Roman Italy
during the Republic and Early Principate (Amsterdam: J.G. Gieben,
1984), p.10, n. 39 lists the relevant ancient sources. M.I. Finley
"Frivate Farm Tenancy in Italy Before Diccletian,” in Btudies in
Roman Froperty, ed. M.I. Finley (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1974), 103-21, p.10&6 accepts them, as do Havwood, "Roman
Africa," p.101; Dorothy Crawford, "Imperial Estates,” in Btudies in
Roman Froperty, ed. M.I. Finley (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Fress, 1976), 35-70, p.48.

Kehpe, "Economics," p.l&7.

Rostovtzeff, Studien, pp.348-49, n.l; cf. Kehoe, "Economics,”
p.16&7.

Kolendo, Colonat, pp.39-60.

See above, at n. SO,

Fehoe, "Economics,"” p.l168.

Fehoe, "Lease Regulations," p.216, n. 47 for sources.
Folendo, Colonat, pp.35-26.

Richard Duncan-—-Jones has dealt with this question in his
Economy of the Roman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
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59.

60,

61,

bb.

67.

683

1974}, pp.45-51 and Table, p.58. Some very basic calculations are
possible; they are based on Italian data, but the relations of
wheat and wine should probably have been roughly the same
elsewhere. Duncan—Jones lists the relevant sowrces; in addition to
which, see K.D. White, "Wheat Farming in Roman Times," Antiguity 37
{1963 207-1Z2.

Most sowrces agree on a sowing rate for wheat of S #odfs per
fugerum. The evidence for crop returns varies from fourfold to
fifteenfold. The highest grain prices for Italy are about HE 4 per
Mmodres.  Thus the gross profit on a Jugerus of wheat would vary
from HE 80 to HS 300 per Jugeros.

The average vield of wine, in contrast to this, was probably
about 1.17 suldier per fugerurn {1 owdlewus = 20 amphorae).  The
average price for wine in Italy appears to have been about HBE 27
per amphora. Thus the gross profit on a Jugerwusm of vines was HS
631.8 per Jugsrim.

Obviously these figures are intended only to give a general
illustration of the fact that even the most productive wheat farm
could not hope to match a vineyard in profitability. (‘\

Kehoe, "Economics,” pp.170-71. /
This probably amounted to exactly two conductorial leases.

W.E. Heitland, Agricola (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Fress,
Publishers, 1970; orig. 1921), p.353.

Fointed out by Whittaker, "Land and Labour," p.337, n.13.

Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History, p.327.

The dowinl here is potentially puzzling ~ why should owners
in the plural be mentioned when the only owner was the emnperor?
See above, Chapter Three, at n. 127 for the most likely answer.

Geell thought that at these points the dowrns had been
accidentally omitted, but offered no support for this view -
Btéphane Gsell, "Esclaves rurau: dans 1 Afrique romaine,"” in
Mélanges Bustave Blotz, 2 vols. {(Faris: Presses universitaires
de France, 1932), 1:397-415, p.407, n. 5.

Folendo, Colonat, p.6%. That close supervision is typical of
sharecropping is only natural - the lessor’'s profit depends
entirely on how productive the leasehold is, so he inevitably keeps
close watch on how well the lessee is managing it. See de Neeve,
Colonus, p.17; Fshoe, "Economics," p.202.

As Heitland, Agricola, p.345 points out,

See above, Chapter Two, at nn. 978-148.
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73.

74.

75,

76.

77,

78.

81'

82.

See above, Chapter Two, at nn. 149-2035,
De Neeve, Colonus, p.20.

Feter D. Barnsey, "Rome’s African Empire under the
Frincipate," in Imperialism in the Ancient World, ed. Feter D.
Garnsey and C.R. Whittaker (Cambridge: Cambridge University Fress,
1978y, 223-54, p.2%4; Broughton, Romanisation, pp.173-4; Jerome
Carcopino, "Fermier géneral ou societeés publicaines?,” REA 24
(1920): 13~-36 all agree. ‘

13

Carcoping, "Fermier géneral," passimi; Garnsey, "Rome’'s
African Empire," pp.234, 748, n.55; kKehoe, "Economics,” pp. 182583,

-

Ma 2

L. Poinssot, "Gabiniuse Datus, conducior regionis THuggensis,"
CRAI 1920, pp.357-5%.

Fehoe, "Economics,” p.182, n. 133 Garnsey, "Rome’'s African
Empire," pp.274, 348, n.55; Folendo, Colonat, pp.é&2-6%. It could,
alternatively, have hesn a stonecutlter’'s ervror.

For example, ILAlg., 1, 3,992 - conductores gul In regions
Hrpoonl cens!) consistent.

Kolendo, Colonat, p.67%.

Heitland, Agricola, p.350, who bases his view on the AD/AW
inscription, which could support the view of several conductores
per estate.

For a discussion of the decums, with ancient sources cited,
see V.M. Scramuzoa, "Romaen Sicily,” in An Economic Survey of
Ancient Rome, ed. TJenney Frank, 6 vols. {(New York: Fageant Books,
1959), 3:225-378, pp.227-40,

Fehoeg, "Economics,”" p.187, n. 32 points out that such a time
limitation would have bheen new.

Cf. Maw Gluckman, Folitics, Law and Ritual in Tribal
Society (New York: New American Library, 1963), p.40. See also
above, Chapter One, at n. 112,

Yves Lacoste, "General Characteristics and Fundamental
Structures of Mediasval North Africam Society," trans., David
Seddon Ecgnomy and Sociesty I (1974): pp.S5S-é6.

Jean Poncet, "Statut foncier et rapports sociaux dans la
Tunisie d’avant 1881," in Sur le féodalisme (Paris: Editions
sociales, 1971, 188-2Z10, p.203. This article is an extract from




86.

87.

B8.
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Foncet ‘s La colonisation européenne en Tunisie (Paris: Mouton,
1962), cited by Whittaker, "Land and Labour,” pp.337-38; and in
C.R. Whittaker, "Rural Labour in Three Roman Provinces," in Non-
Slave Labour in the Breco-~Roman World, =d. Peter D. Barnsey,
Cambridge Philological Society Supp. Vol. & (Cambridge: Cambridge
Philological Society, 198BO), 73-99, p.B9.

The argument ig not simplified by the existence of a
disagreement over the actual reading of the text at this point.
Most read {rinifra, which would, as I have translated it, mean men
who live ‘on’ the estate - see C.I.L., VIII, 25,902; Flach,
"Inschriftenuntersuchungen,” pp.477 and 444, nn. 14-16. Saumagne,
Tablettes Albertini, p.122, however, takes exactly the opposite
point of view and reads [evJ/ira, meaning ‘outside’ the estate. In
this he follows Tgutain, RD (1987), pp.374 and 377-78, who read
Letd Feira.  The arguments of Saumagne and Toutain are apparently
convincingly refuted by J. Lambert, "Les ‘Tablettes Albertini’,”
RAf 97 (1957), p.206, n.Zl (which I have not seen). The point is a
vital one, but in the absence of any evidence either way —-even
Saumagne admits the letter before the ...¢r% could be a "2, "1 or
‘£t~ it seems preferable to accept the opinion of the vast majority
of scholars and see in this line a parallel with other references
in the HM text to 7n or rnérs, especially IV.23-4,

N

Fehoe, "Lease Regulations," pp.203-06.

Imterestingly, but not necessarily significantly, however,
the AD inscription never refers to the men therein who are bringing
unused land under cultivation as oofond.

See discussion an the meaning of cofomus in de Neeve,
Colonus, pp.31-42.

‘Belonging to the landlord’ - Rostovtzeff, Studien, p.342;
Flach, "Inschriftenuntersuchungen," p.481 ("Herrenhofe"}; The
Thesaurus Linguae Latinae provides a slightly different
explanation, classing Jominsoas as used in this inscription as
meaning J.g. a7 imperatorem peréinsns.  This amounts to the same
thing in terms of the problem at hand, but which splution is
correct cannot be said,

In the opening passage of the HM inscription just discussed
the word Aspstapwnd {'will live’) is in fact reconstruction.
Fehoe, “"Lease Regulations,” p.198 suggests a possible alternative,
putting v/J/7as Aabebunt here in place of Asbrtabund, which would
a parallel with the wi/l/as... gominicss passage, and possibly
reduce the problems. BEoth references to co/ony would mention
willa2 and there would be no need for two groups - all codons
would be thoze with w//as.

Fehoe, "Economics," p.85. The actual teuxt reads wi//as



90,
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97.
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100.

Habent habsbunt dominicas efus fundry but most editions insert
domrnrs hetween dominicas and erus —~ Flach,
*"Inschriftenuntersuchungen,” p.477, following C.I.L., VIII, 25,902,
J.J. Van Nostrand, "Imperial Domains of Africa Froconsularis @ an
Epigraphic Study," University of California Fublications in
History 14 (1923): 1-88, p.27 does not add Jowmrns. One possible
solution to the whole problem is suggested by Kehoe, "Economics,"
p.133, who feels dowminsoas is the product of a corruption of
Jomiaids by analogy with w/i//as; with the result that the text
reads v/ilas. .. domindicals sius fundd. It is the opinion of M.
Janan, however, thait this is rather implausible {personal
communication). Saumagne, Tablettes Albertini, p.l125 also reads
Jomint fcalts, though his only reason appears to be to explain the
conjunction ‘and’ in the wiicisee which follows the words guoted
here. The whole matter must remain unsettled.

The text as pressrved would support either guinfaws or
guartan, See F.D. White, Roman Farming (Ithaca, New York: Cornell
University Press, 1970), pp.190, 215 for gqualities of beans as

oy

finers of nitrogen: cof. Kolendo, Colonat, p.4&7, n.33.

Ses Kolendo, Colonat, pp.36-937 for discussion and possible
solution.

ibid., pp.57-58.

Though it is possible that this higher amount is the source
af the cofond’s complaints., Cf. John Percival, "Seigneurial
Aspects of Late Roman Estate Management," EHR B4 (19469): 449-73%,

-

p.437, n. .

Kolendo, Colonat, pp.&0-61 for discussion of these; also
Fercival, "Seigneurial Aspects,” pp.465-68.

But see kKehoe, "Lease Regulations,” p.l836, n. 60.

The reading here of domum reveriamur wubl 1ibere morars
possipes is uncertaing orverfame and converdames have been
suggested. The sense of departure is clear. See Folendo, Colonat,
P69, nn. 97-99.

Kehoe, ”Econdmics,” pp.7, 74.

Rostovizeff, Studien, p.369.

Heitland, Agricola, pp.342-61, especially pp.345, 358-39.

Roth Clausing, The Roman Colonate: the Theories of itsg
Origin (Rome, L'ERMA, 19635; orig. 1925); Broughton, Romanization,

pp.137-72, especially pp.170-74; k. Held, "Einige Frobleme des
Folonates in Nordafrika zur Zeit des Prinzipats," Afrika und Rom
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104,

107,

108.

109.

in der Antike, edd. H. Diesner et al. (Halle-Wittenberg, 196869},
143-5%; Albert Deman, "Matariaux et réflexions pour servir & une
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CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this thesis has been to investigate how agriculture
was organized in Africe proconsularis during the Principate, at every
level -~ how the government adininistered agricultural production, how
farm lands were owned and held, how actual estates were managed and
mannad. The central guestion which has run throughout the enguiry has
beern, how nuch did Rome alter the agrarian organization that existed
oeforg her arrival? A number of important conclusions have been
reached.

The first iz that agricultwre in pre-Roman Africa was very much a
native African affair. Carthage created a zone of intensive farming
and  introduced slavery *o an extent, but the area in which all this
occurred was limited to the region immediately around the Funic
capital. Across the rest of what would become Hieros proconsularis
agricultural practice continued to be conditioned by the fact that
society remained tribally organized. The change from this was not
complete even in the region around Carthage.

The changes to this situation caused by Roman rule turn out to
have besen less than might have been expected. The immigratiocn of
Italian farmers was not inconsiderable, but it never came close to

seriously diluting the overwhslmingly aboriginal population of the

X

countryside. This populatic

[N

n was never deeply romanized.  The Romans

brought no technological superiority  that would have caused massive
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change to agriculture. They also do not appear to have introduced
agricultural slavery to any great extent. {(As a corcllary to this, the
commonly held view of a widespread use of farm slaves in Republican
times, followed by a decline in favour of tenancy during the Principate
has been shown to be fzlse.} And the Roman government almost certainly
made no  attempt to forcibly settle the pastoral,; nomadic herders who
had always formed a vital part of the African economy; thess herders
cantinued to interact profitably with settled farmers, ang particularly
to act as a wvery significant sowce of hired, seasonal labour
throughout  the Principate. All  these things suggested that the
agriculture of the Roman period should be reconsidered, to see if
native African elements in its organization were not present.

That they were has been confirmed by bthe examination of what
details are bknown of agriculture in the Roman era. The chief
conclusion is that the effect of romanization was greatest at the upper
levels of organization, though incomplete even here, but much less
apparent further down,

Thus, the government’'s attempts at directing agriculture were
purely FRoman (the creation of a system of administrative districts and
& buresaucracy to run it); but they concerned only the lands belonging
to the emperor. All the rest of African agricultuwre was left utterly
unregulated., The citiess which grew up created "villa economies® around
themselves, but thiszs effect was of limited scope geographically, and in
fact incomplete even near the cities. Landowning patterns did come to
refiect Italian practice in  that much land was ownsd by rich men,

including the smperor; who was the greatest landowner of all; and land
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¢ was( accumulated into huge estates. Yet where small landowners can be
discerned (such as in the Lamasbha register) the way in which they held
land appears to reflect +tribal African practices. énd even for the
large estates, the methods of managing them which can be uncovered,
even 1if only fragmentarily, all reveal significant aspects of native
practices, especially in  the continued existence of the village
community as the centre of agrarian life.

The chief among these manegement programs was, of course, the
Mancian system, best known from the estates of the Fagrsdas area, but
which has been shown to have been uwsed across much of  SF7os
paroconsalards for many  centuries.  Examination of this system has
revealed that in several respects the standsrd analyses of it are
incorrect. It has shown that the well-known Jev Masciana, often
thought to bhe a government scheme for utilizing marginal land, was
actually & private estate lease regulation for whole estates, which was
later adopted by the government for imperial estates. The roles of the
various kinds of agriculturalists on the Mancian estates have been
re-gvaluated A5 well., The government rented estates to rich
codstorgs who made their profit not fros large scale cultivation, as
is wuzually thought, but by farming rents. The sslates were supervised
by imperial grocuratores, whose role wes not to run individual estates,

but to supervize groups of them. The estates were sub-let to colfowd,

whiz were nobt  poogr  peasants,; bubt rather fairly well-off medium sized
landholders, the notable men of their villagez. The actual farm labour
was done mastly by poorer men, called fnguilind and séipendisc-is.

What is perhapz most significant of all is that Mancian



management was a mixture of Roman and non-Roman traits. Administered
at the +top by typically Roman grocursfores, there were also colond,
condictores,  Inguidling  and séipEsdiarid who corresponded in many ways

o various ranks of a tribal sociesty. The system is so thoroughly

i

penetrated by non-Roman tribal elements, such as the right of every
farmer to land and the obligaticn to give tribute to societal

it is not accurate to think of it, as is usually done,

r+

supsriors, tha
as a form of tenancy at all.

The Mancian system, and African agriculture generally, appear to
have been sxtremely successful. If there is an overall conclusion to
which this investigation has come, it is that this success was due to
the fact that Rome did not attempt to recreate the agriculture of Italy

'

in ffrica e avoiding the cultural shocks this would have entailed.
3 e

The aftfect of Roman colaonialism was  rather to add to African

agriculture in those upper levels of management, the ‘estate of
administation’, whére Aoman civilization was more advanced, while
leaving the lower levels, the 'estate of production’, much as it was
betore her arrival. The agricultural prosperity for which Roman Africa

was famous bears witness to the success of the fusion.



APPENDIX ONE

Epigraphical Evidence for the Management of
African Imperial Estates
This appendix contains the most important of the ‘'grandes
inscriptions' from the Bagradas valley region, discussed in Chapter
Four. The texts are those of Dieter Flach, "Die

Inschri ftenuntersuchungen der rdmischen Kolonats in Nordafrika,"
Chiron 8 (1978): 441-92, pp.477-91.

1. The Henchir Mettich Inscription (C.I.L., VIII, 25,902)

I

[Pro sal lute
fAJugCusti) n(ostri) imlp(eratoris)d Caes(aris) Traiani

| prinfc(ipis)]

- totiusqulel domus divindare-

[opltimi Germanici Palrlthici. Data a Licinio
S [Malximo et Feliciore Aug(usti) lib(erto) proc(uratoribus) ad
exemplulm

leglis Manlclian<a>e. Gui eorum [ilntra fund<um> Villae Mag-
[nl<a*e Varian<a>e id est Mappalia Siga <habitabunt>, eis eos
agros, qui sulb-
clesiva sunt, excolere permittitur lege Manciana
vyy ita, ut e<os> qui excoluerit usum proprium habe-
10 at., Ex fructibus, qui eo loco nati erunt, dominis aultl
conductoribus vilicisve eius f(undi) partes e lege Ma-
nciana pr{arestare debebunt hac cond<i>cione coloni:
fructus cuiusque cultur<{a’>e, quos ad area<m> deportare
et terere debebunt, summas rL[eddlant arbitratu
15 [sluo conductoribus vilicislve eilus flundi); et si conductlo—
r1{ibu’s vilicisve eius flundi) in assem plartes clold{onXicas
<ser datur—
{or»s renuntiaverint, tabelllis intra dies trles cavea-
nt eius fructus partes, qulas in assem darle debent
conductor{ibu*s vilicisve eius [f(undi): ita colloni colonic-
20 as partes pr<{a’estare debeant. GQuli iln f(undo) Villae Mag-
nae sive Mappaliad{e> Siga<e’ villas [habelnt habebunt
dominicas, <dominis> eius f(undi) aut conductoribus vilicisvlel
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eorum in assem partes fructududm et vinea<ruim ex
consuetudine Mancian<a>, culilsque gene-

ris habet, pr<a’estare debebunt: tritici ex a-
Lrlea{m} partem tertiam, hordei ex area{m?}
[palrtem tertiam, fab<are ex areai{m} partem qu-—
Larltam, vin<i> de lac<{u? partem tertiam, oclle-

i colacti partem tertiam, mellis in alve-

[is] mellar<{i>s sextarios singulos. Gui supra

11

quinque alveos .
habebit, in tempore qulo vinl-
demia mellaria fuelrit, aut]
dominis aut conductolribus vilil-
cisve eius flundi) qui<ntam?> in assem [parteml
d(are) d(ebebit). §8i quis alveos, examina, apes, [vasal
mellaria ex flundo) Villae Magn{a’e sive M-
appali<ae Sig<a>e in octonarium agrulm]
transtulerit, quo fraus aut dominis aultl
conductoribus vilicisve eiduds {f{undi)> quam {{(maxime?)> fiat,
’ A allvl-
ei{s}, exam{inXa, apes, vasa mellaria, mel, qui inllatil
erunt, conductor{um?> vI[ililcorumve in assem eliusl
fCundi) erunt. Ficus arid<ae> arborles eius flundi)l, qu<a’e
extra pomlal-
rio erunt, qua pomarium [ita intlra villam ipsfaml
sit, ut non amplius iulgeris tot patelat, collfonl-
us arbitrio suo colactorum fructuulm conlductol-
ri vilicisve eius flundi) parltem tertiam d{are) d(ebebit)].
Ficeta veltel-
ra et oliveta, quda’>e ante [h(anc) legelm [sata sunt, el
consuetlul-
dine{m} fructum conductori vilicisve eius {f(undi)> pr<arestar(el
debeat. Si quod ficetum postea factum erit, eius ficletil
fruct{uctlum per continuas ficationes quinque
arbitrio suo e{i>, qui sef{rl}verit, percipere permittitur,
post quintam ficationem eadem lege{m}, qua s(upra) s(criptum)
est,
conductoribus vilicisve eius f(undi) p(raestare) d(ebebit).
Vineas serere
colere loco veterum permittitur ea’condicione, ult]
ex ea satione proxumis vindemi<i’>s quinque fructulm]
earum vinearum is, qui ita {se’verit, suo arbitr<i>o per-
cip<irat itemque post quinta vindemia guam ita sata
erit, fructus partes tertias e lege Manciana conduc-
toribus
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vlilicisvle eius <fdundi)> in assem dare debe-
bulnt. 0Ollivetum serere colere in
ea loclol, qua quis incultum excolu-
erit, permittitur ea condici{ci’one u-
t ex ea satione eius fructus oliveti, g-
u<o>d ita satum est, per olivationes pro-
ximas decem arbitrio suc per{mitte-
re} <cipi’>at, item poslt] olivationes <{decem> olelil
coacti partem tlelrtialm clonducto-
ribus vilicisve eifus f(undi)] d(are) d{ebebit). ([(GJui
inse{r}ve-
rit oleastra, post [vindemias quilngque par-
tem tertiam d{are) d(ebebit). @[ui agri herbosil in f(undo)
Vill<a*e Magniare Varlian<a’e sivel] Mappaliae
Sig{are sunt eruntve extrla eosl agros, qui
vicias habent, eorum alglrorum fruct-
ufurs conductoribus vilicisvle delntfulr. Custodes e-—
xigere debebuin>t pro pecor<{ibus>, qlulae intra f(undum) Vill<a>e
M..
agn<are Mappali<are Sig<a>Cel pascentur: in pecora sin-
gula aera quattus conductoribus vilicisve do-
minorum eius flundi) pr<arestare debeblulnt. 8i quis ex f{undo)
Vill{aje
Magn<a*e sive Mappali<are Sig<a¥e fructus stantem pen-
dentem maturum inmaturum caeciderit excider-—
it exportaverit deportaverit conbudslerit dese<{c’uer-
it, sequ(entis) [blien{n>ii detrimentum conductoribus vilicsve
ei
us f(undi)

1v

[pr{arestare
cloloni erit; ei, cui detlrimentum intulerit, quanti fueritl,
tantum pr<a>estare dlebebit. @Qui in f(undo) Vill<a> Magn<a>e

Varial-
n{a>ve si{v>e Mappali<a>e Sigl<{a>e ficetum olivetum vineas sel-
verunt severinlt, eis eam superficiem heredibusl,
qui e ligitimlis matrimoniis nati sunt eruntve,
testamenlto relinquere permittitur. $8i quae supl-
erficies [post]l hoc tempus lege Malnciana pignol-
vi....fiduci<a>eve data<e> sunt dabuntur, [heredibus]

«resius fiduciae lege Mancian{a’ servalbitur. 0Oui

sulper ficiem ex inculto excoluit excoluerfit eive qui

ibil aedificium deposuit posuerit eive qui [coluerit, sil
desierit perdiesierit, eo tempore quo ita ea superficlies]
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coli desit desierit, ea, quo fuit fuerit ius colendi, dumtalxal-
<t> bienn{i>o proximo ex qua die colere desierit servatulr]l
servabitur, post biennium conductor<ibuls vilicisve eorluml.
Ea superificies, qu<ade proxumo anno {f} culta fuit et coli
[desi 1~
erit, conductor vilicusve eius f(undi) <ei, cuius’> ea
superificies esse dlicitl-
ur, denuntiet superficiem cultam testato negitalvissel
denuntiatiocnem. Denuntiatur Mappaliasigalis testanindl-
o, itemgue <iX*nsequentem annum [si negiltat, eadm?> sine quelrell-
a rpius {eius fipost biendnXium conductor vilicusve <eius f(undi)>
colelre del-
beto. Ne quis conductor vilicusvlie {eorulm} inlqluilinulm eiusl
f(undi? <amplius gquam ter binas operas praestare praecipiat’:
Coloni,
qui intra f{undum) Vill<a>e Magn<{a>[e sive Mapplalidare Sig<are
halbitl-
abunt, dominis aut conductforibus vilicisve eoruml] in assem [qg—
ulo<t>annis in hominibus [singulis in aratioclnes oper-—
as n(umerac) II et in messem opleras n(umero) II et cuisqule
generils
slingulas operas binlas] plr<{arestare debebunlt. Colonlil
inguilini eius flundi) Cintlra [pridie) kal (endas) primas
cuiusquel] anni n-
omina sua conlfducltorlibus vilicisve iln custo-
dias singulas, qulas in agris pr<a’estare debent, nomilnent,
ratam seorsum [seor Isum.
Stipendiaricrfum, qui intra fdundum) Vill<{a>e Magn<are sive
Mlappa-
li{a>e Sig<a’>e habitabulnt, nomina sua nominent in custodias,
qluas c-
onductoribus villicisve eius f(undi) pr<{arestare debenlt. Cust-
odias flundi) servis dominiclis ] est
—~—— sequuntur quinque versus, qui restitui non possunt-—-

The Ain-el-Djemala Inscription (CIL., VIII, 25,942

I

cssasssessituant, rogamus, procurato-

Cres, per prlovidentiam vestram, quam
Cnomine Calesaris praestatis, velitis nobis
[et utilitatli illius consulere, dare no{s}-
bfis eos agrosl, qui sunt in paludibus et

in silvestribus, instituendos olivetis

et vineis lege Manciana, condicione
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[slaltus Neroniani vicini nobis. Culm
edleremus hanc petitionem nostrlam,
fulndum suprascriptum Nleronian-

um ilncrementum habitlatoruml
-~—desunt complures versus——-—

II

iubeas. Sermo procuratorew [iml-
pleratoris) <{Craes(aris) Hadriani Aug(usti): BQuia Caesar

infatigabili cura sua, per quam adsi-

due humanis utili<{tar*tibus excubat, om—
nes partes agrorum, quae tam oleis ault]
vineis quam frumentis aptae sunt, elx]-
coli iubet, idd>circo permissuim} provlid-
enltiae eius potestas fit omnibus eltial-
m eas partes occupandi, quae in cent--
uri<i’s elocatis saltus Blandiani eltl U
densis <{et> in illis partibus sunt, quae ex
saltu Lawmiano et Domitiano iunctae
Tuzritano sunt, nec a condactoribus
exercentur;

ces ${irisque qui occupaverint pos-—

sidendi ac fruien>rdi {i} =redique su-

o relinquendi id ius datar,

quod es>t lege Haldrianira compre-—

hensum de rudibus agris

et iis, qui per X an{nros conti-

nuos inculti sunt;

I1I

nec ex Blandiano et Udensi

saltu maiores partes frucCtuum

captorum quisquam debebit dare
condlulctoriblus qfualm MLancianas,

sed quli 22 loca neglecta a colndu-
ctloribus ocupaverit, quale da-

ri sollent, tertias partes fructuulm
dalbit. De eis gquoque regionibus, qula-
el #x Lamiano et Domitiano

[saltul iunctae Tuzritano sunt,
[tantundem} dabit. De oleis, quas quisg(ue)

267
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3.

Lin scrolbibus posuerit aut oleast-

ris Linseli{r}verit, captorum fructaum

nrullla parsl decem proximis annis

exigetlurl,

set nec de pomis septem aninris proximilsl Al
pec alia poelal in divisione(m) umquam

cadent guia’m quae venibunt a posses—

soribus. Quas partes aridas fructful-

um quisque debebit dare, eas prlol- AW
ximo quinquennio ei dabit, in

cuius conductione agrium) occupa—

verit, post ii{d> tempus rationi

[fiscid

Iv

LEJarinus et Doryphorus Primigelnio

sJuo salutem. Exemplum epistulae scrip-

tae nobis a Tutilio Pudente, egregrio viro,

ut notum haberes, et i<{d», gquod subiectum est,
Ccleleberrimis locis propone. Verridius
Bassus et Ianuarius Martiali suo salulteml.

8i qui agri cessant et rudes sunt [sive sill-
vestres aut palustres in eo salltu agri

sunt, vlolentes lege Mancilana eos agros
excolere ne prohibeas].

NB. Text in italics supplied from the Ain-Wassel inscription
(CIL., VIII, 26,416).

The Scuk—el-Khmis Inscription (CIL., VIII, 10,570)

11

fpraevaricationem],
guam non mod<o> cum Allio Maximo advier]-
sario nostro, set cum onmibus fere [conl-
ductorib(us) contra fas atq(ue) in perniciem
rationum tuarum sine modo exercuit,
ut non sclum cognoscere per tot retro
annos instantibus ac sup{p>licantibus
vestramq{ue) divinam subscriptionem
adlegantibus nobis supersederit, ve-
rum etiam hoc eiusdem Alli<i> Maximi
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[clonductoris artibus gratiosissimi
[ultlimo indulserit, ut missis militib(us)
fin eulndem saltum Burunitanum ali-

[os nosltrum adprehendi et vexari, ali-

[os vincliri, non{n>ullos- cives etiam Ro-
fmanos]— virgis et fustibus effligi iusse-
[rit, sciliclet ec solo merite nostro, qu-
[od euntesl in tam gravi pro modulo me-
[diocritatlis nostrae tamq(ue) manifesta
fiuniuria imlploratum maiestatem tu-—

Lam immodesta elpistula usi fuissemus. Cu-
[ius nostrae inliuriae evidentia, Caestar),
finde profeclto potest aestimari, qu-

Codl
—-——gequuntur caomplures versus, qui restitui non possunt—-—

III

[Buae res colmpulit nos miserrimos homni-

[nes iam rurlsum divinae providentiae

ftuae sup<{p>llicare, et ideoc rogamus, sa-

cratissime imp(erator), subvenias. Ut kapite le—

gis Hadrian<a>e, quod supra scriptum est, ad-

emptum est, ademptum sit ius etiam procch.,

nedum conductori, adversus colonos am-

pliandi partes agrarias aut operar(um) prae-

bitionem iugorumve et, ut se haben litter<a’e
proc(uratorum), quae sunt in ta<blulario tuo tractus Kar-
thag(iniensis), non amplius annuas quam binas
aratorias, binas sartorias, binas messo-

rias operas debeamus; i<{d>q{ue) sine ulla contro-
versia sit, utpote cum in aere incisc et ab

omnib(us) omnino undiq(ue) versum vicinis nostrlis]
perpetua in hodiernum forma praestitulml,

tum et proc{uratorum) litteris, quas supra scripsimus,
ita conflirImatum. Subvenias et, cum homi-

nes rustici tenues manu<{u’m nostrarum ope-

ris victum tolerantes conductori profusis
largitionib(us) gratiosis<{si>mo impares apudd>
proc(uratores) tuos simulsl, quib{us) [pelr vices successi-
on(is) per condicionem conductionis notus est,
miser<e’alri’>s ac sacro rescripto tuoc niond ampli-

us praestare nos quam ex lege Hadriana et

ex litter<i’s proc(uratorum) tuor (um) debemus, id est ter
binas operas, praecipere digneris, ut bene-

ficio maiestatis tuae rustici tui vernulae

et alumni saltud{u?m tuorum n(on) ultrCa) a conduc-
toriblus) agror(um) fiscalium inquietemlur].

——-desunt quaedap—--
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{Imp(erator) Cales(ar) M. Aurelius Commodus An-—
Ltoni Jus Aug(ustus) Sarmat(icus) Germanicus
Maximus Luric Lucullo et nomine a-
liorum. Proc(uratores) contemplatione dis—
cipulinae et instituti mei —ne plus
quam ter binas operas— curabunt
ne qui<d> per iniuriam contra perpe-
tuam formam a vobis exigatur.
Et alia manu: Scripsi. Recognovi.

Exemplum epistulae proc(uratoris) e(gregii) vliri):
Tussanius Aristo et Chrysanthus
Andronico suc salutem. Secundum
sacram subscriptionem domini n(ostri)
sanctissimi imp(eratoris), quam ad libellum
suum datam Lurius Lucullus [accepit]d,
—~—col. IV 16-21: versus erasi———

[Et alil-
a manu: L[Optlamus te feli-
cissimum belne vivelre., Vale. Dat(a)
pr{idie) idus Sept(embres) Karthagin{e>.
Feliciter

consummata et dedicata
idibus M[ali<i>s Aureliano et Corne-

lianfol col(nds(ulibus), cura agente
C. Julio PLellope Salaputi mag(istro).
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AFPENDIX TWD

TRANSLATIONG OF THE
EFIGRAFHICAL EVIDENCE FOR THE MANAGEMENT

AFRICAN IMPERIAL ESTATES

This appendix contains translations of the inscriptions found in
Appendix  One. The translations are based on those of: Dennis kKehoe,
"Lease Regulations for Tmperial Estates in North Africa,” Ieitschrift
fur Fapyvroleogie und Epigraphik 54 (1984): 1923-01% arnd 59 (1789)

151723 Jd.d. Van Nostrand, "The Imperial Domains of Africa
Froconsul at ig: an Epigraphic Study, " University of California

Publications in History 14 (1925): 1-88; and Naptali Lewis and Meyer
Rheinhold, =dd. and comm., Roman Civilization: Selected Readings, Vol.
IT The Empire (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966}, pp.178-184.

1. The Henchir Mettich Inscription (C.I.L., VIII, 25,702

For the safety of our Augustus Emperor Caesar Trajan Princeps
optimus Bermanicus Parthicus and of all the sacred family;

Fresented by Licinius Maninmus and Felicior, freedmen of Augustus,
procurators, according to the example of the law of Mancia.

Those of Lthem who shall live [withinl the estate of Villa Magna
Variana, that [z, of Mappalia ©Biga, are permitted to bring under
cultivation those fields that are classified as unused, in accordance

with the

§

aw  of Mancla, under the condition that whosver brings the

land under cultivation have provisional title. Tenants shall be



12

obliged to furnish shares, in accordance with the law of Mancia, from
the crops that will be raised in that place, to the landlords or
lessees or baliffs of this estate, under the follwing terms: they shall
give to the lessees or baliffs of this estate their own estimate of the
total vield of every kind of crop which they must bring to the
threshing floor and thresh; and if the lessees or baliffs of this
estate announce that they will give the tenants their tenant’'s share in
full, the tenants shall pledge in witing [within three daysl the total
amount they are obliged to give to the lessees and baliffs of this
[estate,] and the [tenants] shall be ochliged to furnish their tenant’s
share.

Those who [havel or will have farmsteads which are propsrty of the
Jandiare™  in the estate of Villa Magna Variana, or Mappalia Siga, will
be obliged to furnish the total shéres of crops and vines they have, in
accordance  with the customary Mancian practice, to the landlords of
this estate or the lessees or the baliffs: one third of the wheat from
the threshing floor, one third of the barley from the threshing floor,
one fourth of the besans from the threshing floor, one third of the wine
from the wvat, one third of the oil from the press, one gextarius of
honey from each hive. Anyone whe has more than five hives when the
honey shall be gathered shall be obliged to give the landlords or
lessees or baliffs a one fifth [sharel in total. If anyone shall have
transferred hives, cwarms, bees, or honey-ljars] from the estate of
Villa ﬁagna Variana, or Mappalia Biga, to Jand whers the sHare 7's
one-erghirs=®,  (that is, off the estate) with the intent to defraud as

much as possible either the landlords or lessees or baliffs, the hives,



swarms, bees, honey—jars and the honey in them shall all belong to the
lessees or baliffs of the estate.

In the case of fig trees [of this sstatel that stand outside the
grchard, if that orchard [be onl the farmstead itselt and does neot
extend more than an Dilugeruml, the tenant shall be obliged to give the
lessee or haliff of this estate a one third share of the [picked fruitl
at his own sstinate.

The woid +ig and olive groves which [were planted] before [this
regulationl (was published) shall be chliged to fuwrnish to the lessee
or haliffs of this sstate their share according to customary practice.

I+ any fig grove shall have been planted after thiz time, he who
shall nhave planted it shall be allowed to dispose of the fruit of that

fig grove ab his own pleasure for five consecutive harvests, but after

~ -
-~ -

the Fifth harvezt he will be ohliged to furniegh to the lessees or
baliffs of this estate (the amount fiwxed by) this law, which is written
above.

FPermigssion ig given to plant and cultivate new vines in pléce of
old on the following condition: he who shall have planted them shall

dispose at his own pleasure of the fruit of these vines from that

m

planting for the next five harvests, but after the fifth harvest from
vines thus planted they shall be obliged to give to the lessess or
baliffs of this estate a one third share of the crop in accordance with
the law of Mancia.

Permission 1s given to plant and to cultivate an olive grove in
that place ghere someonse  has  brought uwncultivated land under

cultivation on the following conditiom: that Ffor ten consecutive



harvests after the planting he shall be permitted to dispose at his
pleasure of the crop of the grove thus planted, but after the tenth
crop, he shall be ohliged to give a one third share of the pressed oil
tc the lessees or baliffs of [this estatel.

Those who shall graft wild clives shall be obliged to furnish a
one third share atter the fifth Tharvestl.

Khatever [grass fields] are or will be in the sstate of Villa
Maéna Variana, L[orl Mappalia Siga, besides [thosel fields which have
vetches, the products of those fields [should be givenl to the lessees
or baliff.

They are required to provide watchmen for the animals which are

pastured within the estate of Villa Magna, that is, Mappalia EBiga: they

n
ju]

shall ke obliged fo pay fouwr asses for sach animal to the lessees or
baliffs of the landlords of this estate.

If anyone from the estate of Villa Magna, or Mappalia 8iga cuts
or chops oub or carries out or carries away or burns up or cuts down
crops, whether standing or hanging, ripe or unripe, it will be the duty
of the tenant to furnish the loss for the next two years to the lessees
or the baliffzy to him {the tenant) on whom he [will have inflicted]
the less, he will be obliged to pay [the equivalent to the lossl.

[Whoever in +the estate of Villa Magna Varianal or Mappalia Siga
have or will have sown [figs, olives or vines, it is permitted to theml
to  begusath [these to heirsl who Lhave besn or will have been bornl
from leqgitimate [marriages]. TIF anyl surfaces of land [afterl this
time have been or will be given Lby right of] pledge or security in

accordance with the law o©of Mancia, the right of security will he



maintained [for the heirs] in accordance with the laﬁ of Mancia.

I anyone has brought or shall bring under cultivation land
hitherto uncultivated, I[whether or notl he has built or shall build a
building thereon, then he who [shall cultivatel (there), [if] he shall
have ceased or shall cease cultivating the right of cultivation which
belonged o shall belong to the cultivator is and =hall be preserved
for the two years succeeding the day on which he ceased cuitivation,
(and) after the second vyear the lessee or baliffs (shall cultivate
themn). As  to that piece of land which was cultivated in the previous
year, and ceases to be cultivated, the leszee or baliff of that estate
shall report to the men whose property this land is said to be that the
land must be cultivated. If, after this report, the man continues to
delay, and likewize in the following year he persists, after the second
year the lessee or baliff of this estate ehall cultivate the land with
no right of redress.

Let rno lessee or baliff order any of [theilrl Jrguilins™ of [thisld
estate to owe mpre than  two days work., The tenants who shall live
within the estate Villa Magna,lor] Mappalia Siga, shall he [obliged to
furnishl to the landlords or lessees [or balif{fsl in total per vear,
par [manl, two days’ work at the [plowl, two days’ work at the harvest,
and at ezach sort of cultivating one days’' work, making two days’ work
total.

The colont JIrgulilind® of this estate should submit their names,
Ihefore the eve of the first day of sachl year to the lessess [or the
baliffsl for s=single days of guard duty, Twhich they are obliged to

furnish in the fields,l each day of guard duty reckoned seperately...



The stigendrarii®, [who live within the est8te of Villa Magna, orl
Mappalia &iga, should give their names for guard duty, which they are

the lessees or baliffs of this estate. Slaves of

u]

obliged to give, %
the landlord of the estate... guard duty...

o s o it mung e b o e fov

1. Bee Chapter Fouwr, pp.213-14 and n. 116 on the meaning of this.

2. 8Bee Chapter Four, F.227 and nn. B7-88.

I. Due to the difficulties surrouvnding the interpretation of these
words, it has been thought best to leave them untranslated. See
Chapter Four, pp.232-34 and nni131-57 for a discussion of their
possible meanings.

2. The Ain-el-Djemala Inscription (C.I.L., VIII, 25,7943)

aawe  ask  youw, procurators, [throughl yow foresight, which you
exercise in the [namel of Caesar, to have regard for us, and for his
advantage [andl to grant to us [those fieldsl which are in marsh- and
forestlands, +to be set up with olive orchards and vineyards in
accordance  with the law of Mancia, under the terms of the [Neronianl

estate neighbouaring us.

s Ordered.

The commentary | of the procurators of the emperor faesar Hadrian
Augustus: ince our Caesar, irr his untiring care with which he
assidunusly watches over the interests of humanity, has ordered that

all parts of the land which are sultable for olives or vines as well as

grain be cultivated, therefore, with permission by his providence, the
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authority accrues to everyone to occupy even those parts which are in

the leased out centuries of the estate of Blandus and Udens and in

1

thosse part which have been joined to the Tuzzritan estate from the
Lamian and Domitian estate, and are not being worked by the lessees...
to those who have occupied them that right of possession and enjoyment
and beguest is given, which is included in the law of Hadrian

concerning wvacant lands and those which have been uncultivated for ten

conseculsve veEars.

Nor [will anyonel From the estate of Blandus and Udens [he
obliged toc givel to the lessees greater shares of [gatheredl crops than
Mancian shares, Thut whoeverl will have occupied those places neglected
by the lessees will give one third shares of his crops, which are
customarily [givenl. Also from those regions which have been joined to
the Tursritan estate from  the Lamian and Domitian Testatel, he will
give [the same amountl. From the olive trees which anyone sets out or
gratts onto wild olives ne Cpartl of the crop obtained will be exacted
for the nedt ten years; nor of fruits for the next seven years, nor
shall fruitsz at any time be subject to division other than those which
are sold by the possessors. Whatever dry shares of crops each person
will be abliged to give, he will be ohliged to give them for the next
five vyears to that person; in whose lease he will have ogccupied the

field, after that time to the general account.
3 =

fEJarinus and Doryphorus send greetings to Primigenius. Please
’
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take naticeyaf a copy of a letter written to us by Tutilius Pudens, of
egquestrian rank, and publish what is attached below in the most public
places. Verridius Hassus and Januarius send grestings to Martialis.
If any fFields are upused or vacant, Lor if there are any fields] in
forest- or marshland in that estate, [you should not prohibit] those
who wish Tto bring those fields under cultivationl in accordance with

the law of Mancia.

3. The Souk-el-kEhmis Inﬁcriptidﬂ (Colol., VIII, 10,570

[... the collusion vour procurator] has practised without limit, not
oniy with our adversary Allius Maximus, but with practically all the
lessees, in violation of right and to the detriment of your treasury,

with the result that he has not only for the last many years refrained
from investigating o applications and representations and
supplications to  vour divine order, but has even vielded to the wiles
gf this Allius Maximus, the lessee, to the point of sending troops into
the gaid estate of Burunitanus and ordering some of us to be arrested
and tortured, others put in irons, and some -even Roman citizens-
beatern with clubs and sticks, when in fact all we did to deserve this
Was that, faced with Linjuryl that was, in proportion to our
[insignificancel; so grave and manifest, we had written a [frankl
letter, imploring your majesty (for aid). The evidence of our injury,
Casgar, can

Tsurelyld be gauged from the fact that...
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fe:: whichl forces us,; the most miserable of men, to again beg [yvourld
diving providence, and we thus ask, most sacred emperor, that you help
Us. Singe by ths section of the law of Hadrian, which is cited %bmveE
gven the procurators and not  just the lessees, are deprived of the
right of increasing orop shares or the labowr or animals to be
furnished, o let +them be deprived of that right, and that, as the
procurators’ commentaries in your archives of the Carthaginian district
have it, let us owe no more than two days of ploughing, two of
harvesting, and two of cultivating; and let there bhe no dispute,
inasmuch as  these have been inscribed in bronze and observed as
gstablished practice down to the present by absolutely all  our
neighbours Everywhére, and in the samne way confirmed by the
procurators’  commentaries, which were mentioned above. Help wus, poor
peasants, men who earn their dailly bread with their own hands, who, in
gur relations with vyour procurator, are no match for the lessee, who
stands wvery high in  their favour becsuse of his lavish gifts and is
well  hknown  to each of them in succession by virtusg of the lease, take
pity on us and deigrn to instruct by your sacred order that we are to
give no more than we are obligated to by the law of Hadrian and the
procurators’ commentaries, that s thrice two days works, so that by
the benefaction of vour majesty vouwr peasants, born and bred on your

own estates, may be harrassed by the lessees of imperial land no more.


http://cammentari.es

[Emperor] Caesar M. Aurelius Commodus  Antoninus Augustus
Sarmaticus Bermanicus, to Lurius Lucullus and others. Procurators
will, in wview of the law and my orders, take care that no more than
thrice two days of work be required of vou, lest there be an injustice
in viplation of established practice.

And in another hands 1 have written. 1T have certified.

A copy of the commentaries of the procurators, of eguestrian
rank, Tussanius Aristo and Chrysanthus, to their Andronicus, greetings.
According to the zacred rescript of our master the nost sacred empsror,
which rescript to their report Luarius Loucullus Dsentld. ..

In another hand: We wish vou all the best. Farewell., Written
the day before the Ides of September, at Carthage.

Happily completsd and dedicated +the Ides of May, in the
consulship of Auwelianus and Cornelianus, under the supervision of

Caius ITulius Pelops Salaputis, magistrate.
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ABSTRACT

The subject of this thesis is the organisation of agricultural
production in the Roman province of &Ffdos oroconsadlscris (modern
Tunisia) during the early part of the imperial era. It seeks to reveal
how Ffarming in this agricultwrally important province was run, and
particularly to what degree it was the product of Roman methods. To do
this ‘it zamines  the wmajor aspects of agricultural organisation,
including landownership, farm management and rural labour.

The first chapter éxamines the eviderce for agriculture in North
Africa in the pre-Roman period. It shows that, despite the presence of
Carthage, agriculiuwre was very much a native African affair. QCarthage
created a small zone of intensive farming around that city, emploving
slavery to some extent. Across the rest of what was to become AF~7cs
paroconsudarrs  agricultural practice continued to be conditioned by the
fact that aociet; remained tribally organised; and the change from this
was not complete even in the zone around Carthage.

The second chapter discusses the possible changes to  this
gituation caused by the imposition of Roman rule. These turn out to
have been surprisingly feaw. The possible major agents of agrarian

change include immigration of Italian farmers, a FRoman technological

-

[

superiority 1n  farming, the introduction of agricultural slavery such

41

a% mwWas common  in taly and the widely accepted destruction of the

nomadic pastaralist way of Lif

1}

of much of pre-Roman Africa’s



population. In fact, immigration never came close to diluting the
native population of the countryside, the Romans had no technological
superiority, slavery does not appear to have been introduced on a large
scale and there iz considerable evidence for the continuation of
nomadic herding. All these indicate that farming in the Roman period
was probably not all that different from earlier times.

The third and fourth chepters investigate this hypothesis. Their
chief conclusion is  that agriculture was most romanized at the upper
levels of organisation, though incomplete even here, and much less so
further down. Thus, Chapter Three shows that the imperial goverment's
attempts at directing agriculture created a purely Roman system of
administrative districts and a bureaucracy to run it, bubt that all this

concerned  only lands owned by the emperor. All the rest of African

s

farning was lelt unregulated. Cities grew up and crealted 'villa
gconomies’ arcund themselves, but over only a small area. Landowning
patterns did come to reflect Italian conditions, in that much land was
owned by the rich and was accunulated into huge estates. Yet small
landowning persisted and it reflected native concepts of land tenure.
And even on the large estates, the methods of farm management reveal
aspects of native African pratices.

This is most clear in Chapter Four, which covers the one well

documented group of esztates, the imperia

Ly

D saltus of the Segradas area.
These estates were managed by a compley systesn in which estates were
supervised by very Roman grocuratores, and leased in Italian fashion to
large-scale tenants, bub which were actually farmed by ‘sub-tenants’

who were guite un-Roman in that they possessed rights such as permanent



|

hold on their land and thé ability to begqueath it - rights that in fact
are best explained as manifestations of tribal concepts of land tenure.
The system was thus a mixture of Roman and non—-Roman elements.

The thesis concludes that the organisation of agriculture in
Africa procooselssis remained non~Romanized to a large degree, and
based on native African, tribal agricultural practice. The main
contribution of Rome was to add Roman expertise in the upper levels of

organization, while leaving actual production more or less African.

.
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