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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In this work I hope to compare the use and position of dependent labourers in
Carolingian Europe with those of Arpad-era Hungary. I argue that this compar-
ative work is justified, and even necessary, in order to shed light on both of the
societies in question. Quite simply, I hope that in juxtaposing the two periods,
the contrasts and comparisons will allow us to gain a greater understanding
of the nature of dependent labour, particularly those termed servi, ancillae,
or mancipia in each of the areas as we look at how these labourers lived, func-
tioned, and were viewed in their respective societies. To that end, each chapter
discusses the Carolingian and Hungarian evidence separately, concluding with
comparative discussions.

The comparison can also be justified by the similarity in source materials for
each period, which can prove informative from a methodological standpoint.
The way in which we deal with the sources from one period can inform how we
approach similar sources in the other. Perhaps more importantly, the periods
often intersected in Hungarian historiography. As we will see, from quite early
on Hungarian scholars were looking to Carolingian examples to explain early
Arpadian society.

Carolingian scholarship is more familiar in the Anglophone world while
Hungarian scholarship is virtually unknown outside Hungary. In a similar
manner, much of the discussion on definitions of slavery, while prominent
in Western European scholarship, has received little attention in Hungarian
scholarship. In the interest of bridging these gaps, I will explore definitions of
slavery to a degree that many Carolingian experts may consider unwarranted.
At the same time, my discussion on the Hungarian historiography of slavery
and early Arpadian society will probably seem excessive to Hungarian scholars.

Slavery and Continuity in the West

Classicists have long held that landlords stopped using gangs of slaves to till
their land even before the disintegration of the Roman Empire, but medieval-
ists argued for a time that slavery either endured or was reinstituted in Late
Antiquity. Adriaan Verhulst posited that slaves worked at least the demesne
lands of Merovingian estates. These demesnes were not so large as to make
slave labour inefficient, so tenancies did not replace slave production as slaves

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2015 DOI 10.1163/9789004301580_002



2 CHAPTER 1

formed a ready means to deal with the manpower needs of these estates.! The
landowner during this period used slaves who lived in his own house to work
the demesne directly. The records termed these landless slaves mancipia, and
they were nothing more than another piece of property, or a tool at the lord’s
full disposal.? Even the rusticus could exercise rights over his mancipia.? Other
forms of labour did exist. One example is paid labour in the form of preben-
daries. These labourers worked on the lord’s demesne in exchange for a direct
payment in food, but most labour came from slaves.* The supposed use of slav-
ery in the Merovingian period leads to questions of continuity, and some have
maintained a direct link with the Roman past.> Pierre Bonnassie proposed a
rather complicated chronology that had slavery disappearing in Late Antiquity
and reviving in the early Middle Ages. In simplified form, Bonnassie’s chronol-
ogy began with the end of the Roman Empire, which was accompanied by a
sharp decline in the use of slave labour between the third and the fifth centu-
ries. Next, the advent of the Germanic peoples with their own slave societies
brought a renewal of forced labour by the sixth century. As the wars of invasion
and conquest petered out, so did the number of available slaves, which once
again brought the decline of slavery in the eighth century. The end of the same
century saw the wars of Charlemagne, which flooded the markets with slaves,
and lords largely restored slavery on their lands in the ninth century. Finally,
the ‘feudal revolution’ of the tenth and eleventh centuries brought the end of
agricultural slavery in France for good.®

1 Adriaan Verhulst, ‘La genése du régime domanial classique en France au haut Moyen Age,
in Agricoltura e mondo rurale in Occidente nellalto Medioevo Settimane XIII. 22—28 aprile
(Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1965), 146-49. Georges Duby, Rural Economy and Country
Life in the Medieval West, trans. Cynthia Postan (London: Edward Arnold, 1968), 37-39.

2 Renée Doehaerd, The Early Middle Ages in the West: Economy and Society, trans. W.G. Deakin
(Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1978), 111. D. Higermann, ‘Einige Aspekte
der Grundherrschaft in den fréankischen formulae und in den leges des Frithmittelalters) in Le
grand domaine aux époques mérovingienne et carolingienne: Actes du colloque international,
Gand, 8-10 septembre 1983, ed. Adriaan Verhulst (Ghent: Centre Belge d’'Histoire Rurale,
1985), 59.

3 Higermann, ‘Einige Aspekte der Grundherrschaft, 67.

4 Doehaerd, The Early Middle Ages, 114-15.

5 Themostprominentandvociferous, though generally rejected, is Guy Bois, The Transformation
of the Year One Thousand: The Village of Lournand from Antiquity to Feudalism, trans. Jean
Birrell (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1992). See also José Salrach, La formacion
del campesinado en el occident antiguo y medieval: Andlisis de los cambios en las condiciones
de trabajo desde la Roma cldsica al feudalismo (Madrid: Editorial Sintesis, 1997).

6 Pierre Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism in South-Western Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991).



INTRODUCTION 3

More recently, scholars have come to doubt the expansive use of slaves even
in the Merovingian era. Marie-Jeanne Tits-Dieuaide maintained that only a
few estates in the period can be thought of as being worked by slaves, called
mancipia in the sources, and these generally appear to have been small.” Chris
Wickham has gone even further and questioned whether even these mancipia
should be considered slaves because, even though they are labelled mancipia,
the evidence indicates that they were unfree tenants rather than slaves.®
Wickham argues that Tits-Dieuaide sees these mancipia as slaves simply
because that is what she expected them to be, and he argues that the evidence
of directly cultivated demesnes in the Merovingian sources is actually quite
scanty. Documents may refer to such words as dominicus, dominicatus, and the
like, but Wickham holds that there is no evidence that these demesnes were
anything but tenures. The dominicus was simply a property under the direct
control of the lord, not a statement about how it was cultivated.®

The evidence for agricultural slave use in the Carolingian period is similarly
ambiguous. While Adriaan Verhulst’s earlier works describe southern Belgium
as frequently utilizing forced labour, he tends to see slavery as disappearing
west of the Rhine rather quickly.!® Verhulst believes that slave labour was
replaced by tenant labourers during the eighth century in the western regions
of the Carolingian realm.!! Between the Rhine and the Elbe, however, Verhulst
argues that lords used slave labour considerably longer. There society resembled

7 Marie-Jeanne Tits-Dieuaide, ‘Grand domaines, grandes et petites exploitations en
Gaule mérovingienne: remarques et suggestions, in Le grand domaine aux époques
mérovingienne et carolingienne:Actes du colloque international, Gand, 810 septembre 1983,
ed. Adriaan Verhulst (Gent: Centre Belge d'Histoire Rurale, 1985), 32.

8 Chris Wickham, Framing the Early Middle Ages: Europe and the Mediterranean, 400-80o
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 282.

9 Wickham, Framing the Early Middle Ages, 283—4. Domenico Vera describes a similar situa-
tion with the interpretation of late-antique Roman estates. Domenico Vera, ‘Le forme del
lavoro rurale: aspetti della trasformationet dell’Europa romana fra tarda antichita e alto
medioevo’, in Morfologie sociali e culturali in Europa fra tarda antichita e alto medioevo:
Settimane XLV. 3—9 aprile, 1997 (Spoleto: Presso la Sede del Centro, 1998), 314-15.

10  For labour usage in Belgium, see Adriaan E. Verhulst, De Sint-Baafsabdij te Gent en Haar
Grondbezit (vir*-xive): Bijdrage tot de Kennis van de Structuur en de Uitbating van het
Grootgrondbezit in Vlaanderen Tijdens de Middeleeuven. (Summary in French, pp. 593—
619) (Brussels: Paleis der Academién, 1958), 602. For the condition of slavery west of the
Rhine, see Adriaan Verhulst, ‘The Decline of Slavery and the Economic Expansion of the
Early Middle Ages’, review of Guy Bois, La mutation de l'an mille: Lournand, village méacon-
nais de lAntiquité au féodalisme, Past and Present 133 (November, 1991), 200.

11 Verhulst, ‘Decline of Slavery’, 201.
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that of the Merovingian period—estates whose demesnes were worked by
landless mancipia. These slaves formed the majority of the population.!?
Looking at legal evidence by itself creates the picture of mancipia and servi,
who are clearly servile. The legal historian Hermann Nehlsen was convinced
by the Germanic law codes that servi in Carolingian Europe were indeed
slaves. In fact, Nehlsen went so far as to say that servi and mancipia in the Lex
Baiuvariorum were every bit as much slaves as those who carried these appel-
lations in classical Antiquity.!® Masters could give them as gifts, and they could
sell them just as any other object. Lords could inherit them or transfer them to
another in payment of a debt.!* Just as slaves in any other period, servi were for-
bidden to marry freewomen according to the Lex Baiuvariorum. The law calls
such unions ‘fornication’, and the guilty could even be punished with death.!>
Arguments based upon law codes are not terribly convincing for most.
Hans-Werner Goetz noted that the evidence from the Germanic laws is par-
ticularly ambiguous. It is true that servi could not marry liberae, and that lords
could punish them with severe corporal punishments that no freeman had to
endure. In the Lex Ribuariorum, servi are treated as slaves and not people in
the sense that they are not responsible for damages they may cause—their
lord is.'6 However, the laws also treat them as people by protecting them from
theft and by punishing them for theft rather than having their lords make res-
titution. Also, and most compelling, both the Lex Alamannorum and the Lex
Baiuvariorum discuss servi who had fixed dues and services, thus seeming to
be more like tenants or serfs and not slaves.'” Looking at the capitularies, a
similar ambiguity arises. Again, servi were not responsible for damages they
caused, and their position was hereditary. They also were barred from pursuing

12 Adriaan Verhulst, ‘Etude comparative du régime domanial classique a l'est et a l'ouest du
Rhin a I'époque carolingienne, in La croissance agricole du Haut Moyen Age: chronologie,
modalités, géographie. Dixiémes journées internationales d’histoire, 9, 10, 11 septembre 1988
(Auch: Centre Culturel de Abbaye de Flaran, 1990), 96-97.

13 Hermann Nehlsen, ‘Die servi und mancipia der Lex Baiuvariorum: Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der Sklaverei in Bayern, in Fiinfzig Jahre Forschungen zur Antiken Sklaverei
an der Mainzer Akademie 1950-2000, ed. Heinz Bellen and Heinz Heinen (Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner, 2001), 521.

14  Nehlsen, ‘Die servi und mancipia’, 508.

15  siservus cum libera fornicaverit. .. Nehlsen, ‘Die servi und mancipia), 519.

16 Hans-Werner Goetz, ‘Serfdom and the Beginnings of a ‘Seigneurial System’ in the
Carolingian Period: A Survey of the Evidence’, Early Medieval Europe 2, no.1(1993), 34—35.
See also Jean-Pierre Poly and Eric Bournazel, The Feudal Transformation, goo-1200 (New
York: Holmes & Meier, 1991), especially 119—4o0.

17 Goetz, ‘Serfdom and the Beginnings’, 34-35.
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the priesthood.!® On the other hand, by the eighth century at least, servi had
the right to marry, which Goetz held as an indication that they could not be
slaves. Royal servi had the right to legal recourse while certain other servi could
even hold fiefs and public offices.!® Goetz maintained that according to the
capitularies, the servi were more like coloni and were merely on the non-noble
side of the binary noble/non-noble paradigm.2° Alice Rio has argued convinc-
ingly that Frankish formularies show us the trends in legal practice, and that
they indicate that law codes served merely as ‘the upper limit of what could be
expected from a person by whom one had been wronged'! Rio concluded that
it is inaccurate to think in terms of a binary legal status because the formulae
indicate a far more nuanced situation.?2 Likewise, Chris Wickham has argued
that even in eastern regions, mancipia should more accurately be considered
unfree tenants, in other words, those who had particularly harsh requirements
imposed upon them, but still were not slaves.?3

All of these arguments indicate that a single definition of servus applicable
throughout all the regions of the Carolingian world remains elusive. Indeed,
Adriaan Verhulst argued as much in a paper at the conference at Flaran three
years prior to Goetz's article. Verhulst pointed to differences in the meaning
of the terms mancipium and servus in the regions east and west of the Rhine
though even east of the Rhine variations occurred.2* The extensive ambigu-
ity found in Carolingian records as to the meaning of the terms in question
indicates that Verhulst is correct in looking for regional variations within the
expansive Carolingian realms.

Archaeology has recently shed some light on the acquisition of slaves in early
medieval Europe. The evidence for slavery primarily consists of the presence of
iron shackles at sites. In Roman and late-Roman Gallic sites, almost one third
of iron hoards contained slave shackles, and many of these were settlement
sites.?> In the immediate post-Roman period, shackle finds drop to almost

18  Goetz, ‘Serfdom and the Beginnings’, 36-37.

19  Goetz, ‘Serfdom and the Beginnings’, 36-37.

20  Goetz, ‘Serfdom and the Beginnings) 38-39.

21 Alice Rio, ‘Freedom and Unfreedom in Early Medieval Francia: The Evidence of the Legal
Formula€’, Past and Present 193 (November, 2006), 36.

22 Rio, Freedom and Unfreedom, 38.

23 Wickham, Framing the Early Middle Ages, especially 288, 296, 398—405, and 561-67.

24  Adriaan Verhulst, ‘Etude comparative’, 89-93.

25  Joachim Henning, ‘Strong Rulers—Weak Economy? Rome, the Carolingians and the
Archeology of Slavery in the First Millenium AD, in The Long Morning of Medeival Europe:
New Directions in Early Medieval Studies, ed. Jennifer R. Davis and Michael McCormick
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008), 45.
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naught.26 During the Carolingian era, moreover, the iron shackles once more
increase, but the location of these finds is very different from that in the Roman
period. The Carolingian slave shackles all appear in fortified centres along the
frontiers of the Carolingian Empire, a fact that Joachim Henning rightly sees
as significant.?” That these shackles do not appear in settlements, but rather in
trading posts, probably indicates that slaves were being acquired in quantity
from among those beyond the empire’s borders and not from among the rural
peasant populations.?® The lack of shackle finds in Carolingian settlements
does not necessarily indicate the absence of slave labour since slaves did not
generally work while shackled.2?

The increasing reluctance to see agricultural slavery in early medieval
Western Europe as a widespread phenomenon renders unnecessary a lengthy
discussion of the historiography of the end of slavery in Europe, so a brief
summary will suffice here. Historians have attributed the decline of slav-
ery in Western Europe variously to three different general causes. The first
was the church. Early writers argued that with the rise of Christianity, mas-
ters freed their slaves out of charity. Marc Bloch rejected such a direct role
for the church, arguing that any impact the church’s teachings had was upon
the slaves more than the masters, awakening in them the idea that they were
human rather than mere chattel.3° Marxists tended to deny that the church’s
teaching had any role in alleviating the slaves’ situation. In fact, Pierre Dockes
maintained that Christianity actually reinforced the social realities by preach-
ing that slaves should remain in their condition and be subservient to their

26  Henning, ‘Strong Rulers’. See also his Figure 2.5, p. 46.

27 Henning, ‘Strong Rulers’, 48.

28  The trade in slaves is posited as the real driver in Carolingian economic growth. Michael
McCormick, The Origins of the European Economy: Communications and Commerce,
AD 300-900 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), especially 733—75. For a con-
trasting opinion, see Joachim Henning, ‘Slavery or Freedom? The Causes of Early Medieval
Europe’s Economic Advancement’, Early Medieval Europe 12, no. 3 (2003): 269—77.

29  Inthe American South, shackles were generally used only for punishing particularly trou-
blesome slaves. See for example John W. Blassingame, The Slave Community: Plantation
Life in the Antebellum South (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 260-61; George
P. Rawick, From Sundown to Sunup: The Making of the Black Community (Westport:
Greenwood Publishing Company, 1972), 57-59; Anthony E. Kaye, Joining Places: Slave
Neighborhoods in the Old South (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007), 31.

30  Marc Bloch, Slavery and Serfdom in the Middle Ages: Select Essays, trans. William R. Beer
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975), 14.
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masters, creating a resignation on the part of the slaves.3! Pierre Bonnassie,
on the other hand, maintained that it was no small thing for slaves to attend
church where ‘they learned to regard themselves as Christians, that is as men
and women’32 Perhaps even more importantly, according to Bonnassie, slaves
attended church with the poor freemen and so came to regard themselves as
their equals, joining them in the ‘solidarity of the wretched’33 Ross Samson
argued that pronouncements by the church respecting the ordination of slaves
and legitimating servile marriages had the effect of taking control from the
hands of slave owners, which ultimately resulted in their liberation.34

Marxists tended to posit a second possible cause as the most significant one
for ending medieval slavery. Dockeés maintained that great, armed uprisings
such as the Bacaudae were instrumental in ending the slave system of early
medieval Europe, but he conceded that in general the struggle was a long one
consisting mainly of acts of sabotage and purposeful inefficiency.3> The main
resistance, according others, came in the form of the flight of slaves from their
owners.36

The third, and most influential, theory describing the end of slavery focuses
on the activities of the slave owners themselves. Marc Bloch argued that eco-
nomic necessity forced the landowners to convert their property from direct
cultivation to that based upon tenancies as a result of general economic
decline. Bloch maintained that both the amount of money in circulation and
the amount of trade decreased. Added to these difficulties was the fact that
Charlemagne’s wars of conquest had ended, decreasing the supply of slaves.
What slaves were available had become expensive. Finally, Bloch regarded
slavery as an especially inefficient form of coerced labour and one which lords
were all too willing to replace.3” Masters responded to these new conditions
by settling their slaves upon small plots allowing them to reap the rewards of
their own labour. The slaves quickly began to direct most of their own time and
productive effort. They had their own home, and could even prosper if they

31 Pierre Dockes, Medieval Slavery and Liberation, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1982), 148.

32 Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism, 31.

33 Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism, 31.

34 Ross Samson, ‘The End of Early Medieval Slavery’, in The Work of Work: Servitude, Slavery,
and Labor in medieval England, ed. Allen J. Frantzen and Douglas Moffat (Glasgow:
Cruithne Press, 1994), 107-19.

35 Dockes, Medieval Slavery, 246.

36  Salrach, La formacién del campesinado, 133. Samson, ‘The end of early medieval slavery,
107-108, 117. Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism, 53.

37  Bloch, Slavery and Serfdom, 261-62, 265.
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were particularly able.?® As we will see, Bloch’s ideas have had the most impact
upon later Hungarian historiography regarding the end of slavery. Bonnassie
argued that the free, small allod-holders were also putting pressure on the
great estates whose production lagged far behind that of the small peasants.3®

The great estates responded by decentralizing and breaking up their
estates into small holdings (manses) that they allowed former slaves to work.40
According to Bonnassie, this settling of slaves onto plots contributed the
most to the end of slavery. However, whereas Bloch thought economic reces-
sion caused the lords to disburse their slaves onto small, independent plots,
Bonnassie attributed these settlements to economic growth. Though most
view agricultural expansion as key to the settling of the unfree upon manses,
not all agree with Bonnassie’s assessment of the inefficiency of the great, clas-
sical estates. In fact, several scholars argue that it was the work of these estates
that led to the economic expansion which in turn allowed the settlement of
slaves onto the manses.*!

Servi in Hungary

Early Hungarian historiography on dependent labour was greatly influenced
by the earliest legal sources, which, like Carolingian legislation, depicted servi
as clearly servile. We will discuss this legislation in a subsequent chapter. Partly
as a result of this reliance upon legal sources, historians tended to view all servi
as slaves.

The Cistercian monk Remig Békefi was among the first to deal with the issue
of slavery and its decline in the medieval kingdom of Hungary. At the turn of

38  Marc Bloch, ‘Comment et pourquoi finit I'esclavage antique’, in Mélanges historiques,
vol. 1 (Paris: S.E.V.P.E.N., 1963), 266-67.

39  Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism, 45—46.

40  Bonnassie, From Slavery to Feudalism, 45-46.

41 Yoshiki Morimoto, ‘Autour du grand domaine carolingien: apergu critique des recherches
récentes sur I'histoire rurale du haut Moyen Age (1987-1992)’, in Economie rurale et écono-
mie urbaine au Moyen Age, ed. Adriaan Verhulst and Yoshiki Morimoto (Ghent: Belgisch
Centrum voor Landelijke Geschiedenis, 1994), 50-1. Pierre Toubert, ‘La part du grand
domaine dans le décollage économique de l'occident (vire—xe siecles), in La Croissance
agricole du haut Moyen Age: chronologie, modalités, géographie. Dixiémes journées inter-
nationales d’histoire, 9, 10, 11 septembre 1988 (Auch: Le Centre Culturel Départemental
de I'Abbaye de Flaran, 1990), 67—9. Werner Rosener, ‘Strukturformen der adeligen
Grundherrschaft in der Karolingerzeit, in Strukturen der Grundherrschaft im frithen
Mittelalter, ed. Werner Rosener (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989), 176-77.
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the twentieth century, Békefi pointed to the numerous instances in the docu-
ments in which landlords freely disposed of the servi living on their lands, and
he concluded that the servus in Hungary under the Arpads was essentially a
slave. The servus and his female counterpart, the ancilla, were items of prop-
erty just like the plough or the ox. Lords bought them, sold them, inherited
them, and freed them.*? Békefi referred to the early laws of the kingdom that
recorded how people could be sold into slavery for their crimes, and how
they could be freed.*® From these laws, Békefi argued that slaves frequently
obtained their status as punishment for the crimes, but he maintained that
mostslaves were born into their status (‘nemzés kovetkeztében szaporodtak’).#+
Eight years later Maria Géspar, taking up Békefi’s line of argument, held
that the Hungarian workforce in the first third of the thirteenth century
consisted of only the free and the bound where she equated ‘bound’ with
‘slave’> She emphasized the complete legal alienation that slaves in Hungary
experienced—they were property to be bought and sold, and the lord had
complete control over the productive force of the slave.#5 In fact, according
to Gaspar, slaves were the most important agricultural tool that a lord could
have, which, she argued, explained how their price could vary so much while
the price of land remained fairly stable. The quality of the tool (in other words
the ability of the slave to perform work) determined its cost.*” In addition,
Gaspar maintained that the right of the lord to move his slaves at will, com-
bined with the scarcity of money, created a condition in which lords frequently
used slaves in lieu of money for their transactions. Thus, land, dowry, marriage
gifts, and the like were all paid for with servi and ancillae.*®

After Gaspar, scholars focused on other segments of Hungarian society under
the Arpads, and slavery became an ancillary topic. The prolific Balint Homan
looked at Hungarian society at the time of the foundation of the state, and he
divided it into seven levels, the bottom of which consisted of the slaves.*® The

42 Remig Békefi, A rabszolgasdg Magyarorszdgon az Arpddok alatt [Slavery in Hungary
under the Arpads] (Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia, 1901), 17-24.

43 Békefi, A rabszolgasdg Magyarorszdgon, 7-8, 27—29.

44  Békefi, A rabszolgasdg Magyarorszdgon, 29—-35.

45  Maria Gaspar, A rabszolgasdg megsziinése hazdnkban [The end of slavery in Hungary]
(Budapest: Garai M6r Konyvnyomda, 1909), 11.

46 Gaspar, A rabszolgasdg, 13.

47  Gaspar, A rabszolgasdg, 13, 15-17.

48 Gaspar, A rabszolgasdg, 17.

49  Balint Homan, ‘A tarsalmi osztilyok Szent Istvan allamaban’ [Social classes in the
state of Saint Stephen)], in Békefi emlékkonyv: Dolgozatok Békefi Remig egyetemi tandr
miitkodésének emlékére, ed. Jend Pintér (Budapest: Stephaneum, 1912; reprinted in Bélint
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servi were rather simple to define—they were slaves.59 According to Héman,
servi came from the ranks of the war captives, though he allowed that some
were purchased.5! Their origins aside, Homan wrote that these slaves had the
assignment of looking after their lord’s curtis and taking care of his animals
and land.52

In what came to be an ever more acrid discussion on the pages of Torténelmi
Szemle, Laszl6 Erdélyi and Karolyi Taganyi debated the extent of slavery in early
Arpadian society. Taganyi argued that not only were servi slaves, but those serv-
ing on royal estates, the udvornici and the cives, were also slaves. While others
who were under the king could rise to a position above that of a slave, Taganyi
held that the udvornici remained the king’s slaves assigned to perform all man-
ner of tasks in the royal court and were therefore his general-purpose slaves
(mindenes rabszolgdk).5® Taganyi went on to explain that those living on the
royal county land (called cives by the sources) were not partially free either,
but were rather slaves.5* For his part, Erdélyi insisted that royal dependants
formed part of the partially free category that Homan advocated. However, he
disagreed with both Héman and Taganyi regarding the status of the servus.
Both Héman and Taganyi considered all servi to be slaves. To Erdélyi, a slave
was one whose ‘home, upkeep, type of work, and time depended on the will
of the lord’>® The lord also had control not just over their time and work, but
their children and family as well.56 Erdélyi noticed that not all servi fitted into
this category. In the case of Pannonhalma Abbey, an institution with which he
was particularly familiar, the servi who were in effect slaves were distinguished
from others with the term veri servi, and these veri servi were mostly vintners.5”

Héman, Magyar kozépkor, 1000-1325, Budapest: Magyar Torténelmi Tarsulat, 1938), 50-59.
The number seven is Laszlé Erdélyi’s calculation. Depending on how Héman’s article
is read, one can justify several calculations. Laszlo Erdélyi, ‘Arpédkori tarsadalomtorté-
netiink legkritikusabb kérdései’ [The most critical questions of Arpad-era social history],
Torténelmi Szemle 3 (1914), 518.

50  Hoéman, ‘A tarsalmi osztalyok), 434.

51 Héman, ‘A tarsalmi osztalyok’, 438.

52 Homan, ‘A tarsalmi osztalyok’, 438.

53  Karoly Tagényi, ‘Felelet dr. Erdélyi Laszlénak “Arpadkori tdrsadalomtérténetiink legkriti-
kusabb kérdései”-re. 111’ [An answer to Dr. Laszl6 Erdélyi’s ‘The Most Critical Questions
of Arpad-era Social History’. 111], Torténelmi Szemle 5 (1916), 562.

54  Taganyi, Felelet. 111, 566.

55  Laszl6 Erdélyi, ‘Arpadkori tarsadalomtérténetiink legkritikusabb kérdései. 111’ [The most
critical questions of Arpad-era social history. 111], Torténeti Szemle 4 (1915), 208.

56  Erdélyi, ‘Arpadkori. 111’ 208, 213.

57  Erdélyi, ‘Arpadkori. 111} 208.
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Erdélyi believed, then, that not all servi born on the lands of Pannonhalma
were slaves, but only those recently purchased.

The view that the udvornici were slaves has long since been rejected as we
will see in the next chapter, but the connection of the servus to the slave has
endured. Part of this endurance is due to the monopoly of Marxist thought
beginning the middle of the twentieth century. For historians such as Gyorgy
Székely and Emma Lederer, the issue of slavery was of prime importance
because of its place in the Marxist continuum of history. In direct contrast
to ‘the bourgeois historians, the Marxists viewed the existence of slavery as
incompatible with feudalism because of the framework of Marx’s historical
sequence of production. Therefore, slavery was something from the Magyars’
early history that they quickly left behind with the foundation of the ‘feudal
state’ begun by Stephen 1 in the first part of the eleventh century.>® Lederer also
maintained that while slavery had to exist in a pre-feudal society, in Central
and Eastern Europe it was not a general phenomenon.>® A university textbook
of 1953 declares that ‘by the time of feudalism “slaves” could not have played a
significant role in production’.6? Slavery existed at the beginning of the state,
but it quickly disappeared.5!

Perhaps the most important work of Emma Lederer came from her inves-
tigation of the development of land-ownership in early medieval Hungary.
Lederer was particularly interested in how the nomadic Magyar leaders came
to be owners of land and of human resources, and she concluded that this
transformation occurred along three parallel lines—one each on royal and
ecclesiastical lands, and another on private, secular lands. The development
of royal and ecclesiastical lands proceeded rather rapidly along the path to
feudalism, but the private lands developed much more slowly. Private lands,
therefore, maintained a more ‘primitive’ nature for a much longer time.%2 One
significant aspect to this more ‘primitive’ nature was the prolonged use of slav-
ery for production by private landlords.53

58  Emma Lederer is particularly fond of comparing her work to that of ‘the bourgeois histo-
rians’. See Emma Lederer, A feudalizmus kialakuldsa Magyarorszdgon [The development
of feudalism in Hungary] (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad9, 1959).

59  Emma Lederer, ‘La structure de la société hongroise du début du moyen-age’, in Studia
Historica 45 (1960), 3.

60  Lajos Elekes, Emma Lederer, and Gyorgy Székely, Magyarorszdg tirténete: Az dskortdl
1526-ig [A history of Hungary: from pre-history to 1526 ] (Budapest: Tankonyvkiado, 1953),
78. Compare with Lederer, ‘La structure), 9.

61 Elekes, Lederer, and Székely, 81.

62 Lederer, A feudalizmus kalakuldsa, 11.

63 Lederer, A feudalizmus kalakuldsa, 44-52.
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Lederer’s emphasis on servi as slaves on private lands as opposed to those
living on royal and ecclesiastical lands received a bit of support from an
unlikely source—settlement history. In 1963, Istvan Szabd published a two-
part series of articles in a journal of agrarian history in which he examined the
history of the type of settlement called praedium in the sources.5* The prae-
dium, Szab6 wrote, was a form of settlement much like the Carolingian villa—
a self-sufficient property in which the labour was focused upon providing the
needs of its lord directly.5% Since the praedia also included the people living
on it, Szab¢ researched the composition of those people. Searching through
the documents from the period 1067-1250, Szabé found 118 praedia for which
the inhabitants were listed. The total number of inhabitants on these 118 prae-
dia came to 1,286. Of these, 45 per cent had designations equivalent to that of
slaves (mancipium, servus, vernulus, ancilla, pedisequa).% A further 18 per cent
were freed slaves (libertinus, libertus, exequialis, manumissus).%” 12 per cent
were listed with general terms such as mansio, mansus, domus, homo, vir, and
familia.5® Another 16 per cent appear according to their occupations, and the
final g per cent were various forms of iobagio.5® (The iobagio was a term spe-
cific to Hungary whose meaning changed through the Arpad era. Until the first
decades of the thirteenth century, it referred to the greater lords of the king-
dom. By the fourteenth century, iobagio had come to mean serf.)”° Thus, Szab6
argued that a full 63 per cent of the inhabitants on praedia were either slaves

64  Istvan Szabd, ‘A prédium: vizsgalddasok a korai magyar gazdasag- és telepiiléstorténelem
korében. 1. rész’ [The praedium: studies on the economic and settlement history of early
Hungary. 1], in Agrdrtirténeti szemle 5, nos. 1-2 (1963), 1-49. Id., ‘A prédium: vizsgaldda-
sok a korai magyar gazdasag- és telepiiléstorténelem kérében. 11, Agrdrtorténeti szemle 5,
no. 3 (1963), 301-27. English summary:Id., ‘The Praedium: Studies on the Economic History
and the History of Settlement of Early Hungary’, Agrdrtorténeti szemle 5, Supplementum
(1963), 1-24.

65 Szabd, ‘A prédium. I’, 14. For the classic description of the self-sufficient Carolingian villa,
see the university text Ch.-Edmond Perrin, La seigneurie rurale en France et en Allemagne
du début du 1x* a la fin du x11°¢ siécle (Paris: Centre de Documentation Universitaire, 1950).
Now the idea of the Carolingian villa as a self-sufficient entity is questioned. See Chris
Wickham, ‘Overview: Production, Distribution and Demand. 11, in The Long Eighth
Century, ed. Inge Lynse Hanson and Chris Wickham (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 348-55.

66  Ihave rounded Szabd’s numbers for ease of discussion. Szabd, ‘A prédium. 1’, 22.

67 Szabd, ‘A prédium. 1’, 23.

68  As we will see in the Chapter 3, these terms referred to servus families, a fact that Szabd
seems to have suspected. Szab¢, ‘A prédium. 1, 24.

69 Szabd, ‘A prédium. ', 24—26.

70  Pal Engel, Jobbagy’, in Korai Torténeti Lexikon (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6, 1994).
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or had recently risen out of slavery.” He maintained that that figure may even
be low since those listed by generic terms were most likely slaves and those
recorded by occupation could also include a significant number of slaves.”? An
important caveat to Szabd’s work is that he automatically equated words with
functions, so that if the charters described inhabitants with words that classi-
cally meant ‘slave’ (mancipium, servus, vernulus, etc.), then he assumed they
were slaves. In large part I intend to investigate if that assumption is correct,
and I hope the comparison with the Carolingian data will help in this quest. If
Szabd is correct, then praedia in Arpad-era Hungary could have consisted of an
astounding o1 per cent slaves.

The work of Ilona Bolla later strengthened Szabd’s conclusions. Bolla dealt
with the development of concepts of liberty under the Arpads, and her work
has been very effective in shaping modern Hungarian historiography.”® Just
as Lederer before her, Ilona Bolla argued that there were sharp distinctions
between the status of dependants on royal and ecclesiastical lands and the
status of those on the lands of secular lords. Bolla held that the meaning of the
term servus when referring to those on royal and ecclesiastical lands changed
over the course of time, so that when it was used, it no longer meant ‘slave’ as
ithad in the laws of Stephen.” At the same time, the term retained its original
meaning for those dependants living on the domains of the lay lord. These servi
were indeed slaves according to Bolla.” As the end of the thirteenth century
approached, the term servus began to disappear completely from the sources.

71 Szabo, ‘A prédium. 1) 24.

72 Szabo, ‘A prédium. 1, 24-25.

73 Tlona Bolla, ‘A kozszabadsag a x1-x11. szézadban (A liber és libertas fogalom az Arpad-
korban). 1. rész’ [ Gemeinfreiheit in the n1th and 12th centuries (the concept of the liber and
libertas in the Arpéd era)], Torténelmi szemle 62, n0s.1-2 (1973 ),1-29. Eadem, ‘A kdzszabad-
s4g a X1-X11. szazadban (A liber és libertas fogalom az Arpad-korban). 11., in Torténelmi
szemle 63 (1974), no. 1-2: 1—23. These articles form part of Ilona Bolla, A jogilag egységes
Jobbdgysdgrél Magyarorszdgon [On the legally uniform serfdom in Hungary] (Budapest:
Akadémiai Kiad6, 1980; reprint, Budapest: Nap Kiadd, 1998). For those influenced by
Bolla’s work, see for example Attila Zsoldos, Az Arpddok és alattvaldik: Magyarorszdg tor-
ténete 1301-ig [The Arpads and their subjects: a history of Hungary to 1301] (Debrecen:
Csokonai Kiad¢, 1997), 209-10. Gyula Kristd, Magyarorszdg torténete: 895-1301 [A history
of Hungary: 895-1301] (Budapest: Osiris Kiadd, 1998), 190—91. For a dissenting opinion see
Gyorgy Gyorffy, ‘A magyar allam megszilarduldsa’ (The strengthening of the Hungarian
state), in Magyarorszdg torténete: ElGzmények és magyar torténet 1242-ig, ed. Antal Bartha
(Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1984), 977.

74  Bolla, A jogilag egységes jobbdgysdgril, 81.

75  Bolla, A jogilag egységes jobbdgysdgril, 77—-98.
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Bolla’s work on the development of the concept of libertas in the Arpad era
meant that she had a significant influence upon explanations of the end of
slavery in Hungary. Of course, the discussion does not begin with her. Rather,
the discussion of the end of slavery in medieval Hungary began with the first
brief monograph on the subject—that of Remig Békefi mentioned earlier.
Békefi explained the disappearance of slavery in terms of the Christian faith
he held so seriously. Békefi claimed that as Christianity became rooted in the
new kingdom, the teachings of the church took hold. In particular, Békefi
argued that the teachings of the church that even slaves could participate in
the sacraments meant that the newly baptized lords saw the equality of their
slaves, and, taking testators at their word, he pointed to manumission charters
liberating servi ‘for the salvation of their soul’ as indications of the influence of
Christianity on the abolition of slavery in the Hungarian kingdom.”®¢ Also, quot-
ing 1 Thessalonians 4:11 (‘work with your own hands as we commanded you’),
Békefi argued that the church ‘disabused people’ (dbrdanditotta ki az embereket)
from the idea that work was only for slaves. It was, then, the church’s teachings
that prepared the way for society to give up its dependence on slave labour.”

Maria Gaspar modified Békefi’s argument by adding pecuniary motives to
the purely spiritual, noting that landlords had begun to accept payment from
their slaves for their manumission.”® Balint Homan attributed to Stephen 1 the
manumitting of the udvornici from slavery to their partially free status, claim-
ing that the king freed them to work on royal lands to provide for the needs of
the court. These former slaves, Himan went on to say, were mostly ploughmen
and herdsmen, but many obtained positions such as royal stablemen, cooks,
and the like.”?

While acknowledging the role of the manumission of slaves, Laszl6 Erdélyi
stressed the acquisition of plots of land by servi as the primary means by which
slaves became freedmen (szabados). Once the slave received his own land and
a permanent home, he was transformed into a serf.8° Eventually, custom and
even written law protected the serf from being evicted from this land, but the
key was his instalment upon it.8! Erdelyi’s argument, though rejected by some

76  Békefi, A rabszolgasdg Magyarorszdgon, 8.

77  Békefi, A rabszolgasdg Magyarorszdgon, 3—4.

78 Gaspar, A rabszolgasdg, 26—27.

79  Hoéman, ‘A tarsalmi osztalyok Szent Istvan éllamaban, 438-9. Both the Latin udvornici
and the modern Hungarian word for ‘court’, udvar, stem from the same Slavic word, dwor,
which also meant ‘court’.

80  Erdélyi, ‘Arpadkori. 111’ 213.

81 Erdélyi, ‘Arpadkori. 111’ 213.
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contemporaries, came to have a significant influence upon later Hungarian
historiography.82 These plots came to be equated with a type of ‘independent
estate’ (onallo gazdasdg), and many became convinced that since the servi were
on plots, they ipso facto could no longer be considered slaves. Gyorgy Bonis
in particular stressed the importance of the independent housing of slaves as
quickly bringing an end to their slavery. In fact, Bénis categorically stated that
‘any servus who had agricultural tools is not a slave, but a serf!83 Marc Bloch’s
writings on the Carolingian servi casati had a profound influence on Istvan
Szabé, who argued that the domiciled servus (hdzas-foldes) contributed to
the demise of the farm-estates (praedia, discussed in the next chapter), which
contributed to the end of slave labour in Hungary.8* The issue was far from
decided. The servi on Hungarian farms seemed so slave-like that Szabd, and
later Ilona Bolla, thought that most servi continued to be considered slaves.85
Péter Vaczy, likewise, was not so sure that giving ‘independent estates’ to servi
meant that they were no longer slaves.8¢

Emma Lederer saw the acquisition of ploughs as the key for the ameliora-
tion of the slaves’ plight. Lederer argued that lords initially only gave the servi
the plots, plough and oxen ad usum, but with time the servi claimed the oxen
and the plough as their own. Thus, the slave had become the serf, albeit a serf
owing heavy labour services.8” Lederer pointed to the numerous examples of
servi being connected with ploughs in charters from the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries as her primary proof that the servi had acquired those implements,
and she viewed all such examples as indications of former slaves who had
risen above their slavery through their gradual appropriation of the tools and
draft animals necessary to perform heavy field labour.88 Whereas earlier his-
toriography saw the role of the church and manumission as fundamental to
the elimination of slave labour in Hungary, Lederer maintained that economic

82  Karoly Taganyi argued that even when placed upon his own plot, the servus was still a
slave, only now he was a ‘slave bound to the land’ Taganyi, ‘Felelet. 111’ 547.

83  Gyorgy Bonis, Istvdn kirdly [King Stephen] (Budapest: Tudomanyos és Ismeretterjeszt6
Kiadd, 1956), 73.

84  Istvan Szabd, ‘A prédium: vizsgalédasok a korai magyar gazdasag- és telepiiléstorténelem
korében. 11 [The praedium: studies on the economic and settlement history of early
Hungary. 11], Agrdrtorténeti Szemle 5, no. 3 (1963), 302, 304—06.

85  Szabd, ‘A prédium. 1, 31-33. Bolla, A jogilag egységes jobbdgysdgrol, 92—95.

86  Péter Vaczy, ‘A korai magyar torténet néhany kérdésérél’ [Some questions about early
Hungarian history], Szdzadok 92, nos. 1-4 (1958), 338.

87  Lederer, A feudalizmus kalakuldsa, 51. llona Bolla had a similar conclusion. Bolla, A jogilag
egységes jobbdgysdagrol, 79-8o.

88  Lederer, A feudalizmus kalakuldsa, 89.
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and social factors affected the relationship between the slaves and their lords.
We shall see though that the connection of the servus with the plough did not
necessarily, or even probably, indicate that the servus owned it—it was merely
an indication of the role of the servus and the need on the part of the lord to
maintain the proper number of servus families in order for the plough to be
properly operated.

While Lederer assigned no role to the church in the decline of slavery, Bonis
argued that it played a significant, if indirect, role in such a great social trans-
formation. Bénis pointed out that while the laws of Stephen do present the
picture of servi being slaves, they also indicate that the church had a part in the
removal of their slave status. The laws stated that, if a servus is killed by a free-
man or another’s servus, the killer or the killer’s lord must pay the owner of the
servus compensation for the loss of his worker.89 Thus, the servus is nothing
more than a tool, the loss of which must be compensated for.?° Bonis argued,
however, that in the eyes of the church, the servus was a human being because
the church prescribed a penance for anyone who killed a servus.?! The church
proclaimed that the servus was a person, at least spiritually.

Istvan Szabd saw slavery’s demise as part of the demise of the self-sufficient
economic unit centred around the praedium.%? Though Szab¢ attributed sev-
eral factors to the decline of the praedium, including flight of the servile and
the commingling of people of various strata, he held that the settling of servi
onto plots was the most significant.?? In discussing the status of domiciled servi
(hdzas-foldes), Szabd was rather ambiguous. On the one hand, these domi-
ciled servi, while more free than the landless servi living in the lord’s curia, still
had many of the characteristics of slaves. While they were able to produce for
themselves from their plots, and were also able to marry and establish a family,
they certainly were not serfs. The land they were on was not theirs, it was their
lord’s, and he could remove them from it at any time according to his will.?*
The lord could, and did, sell the servus right off the land to another lord when-
ever it was in his best interest to do so, and the same was true regarding the
draught animals and ploughs these domiciled servi had. Lords only gave these

89 Bonis, Istvdn kirdly, 71. Janos M. Bak, Gyorgy Bonis, and James Ross Sweeney, eds., Decreta
regni mediaevalis Hungariae 1000-1301, 2nd ed. (Idyllwild, ca: Charles Schlacks, Jr, 1999),
4 (1.14) and g (11.3).

90 Bonis, Istvdn kirdly, 71.

91 Bonis, Istvdn kirdly, 72. Bak et al., Decreta 1000-1301, 4 (1.14).

92 Szabd, ‘A prédium. 11, 302.

93  Szabd, ‘A prédium. 11, 304—06.

94  Szabd, ‘A prédium. 1) 31.
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tools to the servus ad usum, and the servus had no legal claim to them. Though
it is difficult to understand why a lord would want to take the tools away from
his servi, documents indicate that this did occur.95> At the same time, Szabd is
careful to explain that despite all these handicaps, these domiciled servi were
still better off than the slaves of the classical era. They were not quite serfs
who had customary rights over their land, but they were on the road to such
rights. They were in a transitional phase that was to go on for several more
generations.%¢

The exact nature of this transition was difficult to discern, and Emma
Lederer and Ilona Bolla both maintained that the lords changed the social
structure on their properties extremely slowly. Both argued that on royal and
ecclesiastical lands, servus quickly came to mean something akin to ‘serf’ while
servus meant ‘slave’ on private lands for a considerably longer period of time.
In fact, Bolla even claimed that servus only meant ‘slave’ on these private, secu-
lar lands, and when another status was intended, scribes used a completely
different term (libertinus).%” She categorically declared that the domiciled
servi were slaves. Lords considered them every bit as much movable property
as a plough or a horse.?® These domiciled servi could develop their own some-
what independent plot, but, more often than not, the lords gave them so little
land that they could ameliorate their own condition with only the greatest of
difficulty. Only a few of the luckiest were able to truly benefit financially from
their small plots. In fact, the lords still had to provide for even these domiciled
servi during famines and lean times.% Just as Szabd had noted, these indepen-
dent servi, even though housed on a plot of land, were still very dependent on
the will of the lord. The lord could, and did, expel them from their plot if he
needed to sell it, or he might just sell the servus to another lord and away from
the plot. Instead of considering the domiciled servi as having an independent
estate, Bolla argued that they should be thought of as only being allowed to
have their own marital union.1°° Thus, in contrast to most before her, Bolla
was convinced that even the domiciled servi were in every sense chattel slaves.

At the same time, Bolla’s thoughts on how the servi raised their status was
very much in line with that declared by Lederer before, and it was somewhat
at odds with her view of the domiciled servus as a slave. Just like Lederer, Bolla

95  Szabd, ‘A prédium. 1’, 31-33.

96  Szabd, ‘A prédium. ', 32-33.

97  Bolla, A jogilag egységes jobbdgysdgrol, 81.
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100 Bolla, A jogilag egységes jobbdgysdgrol, 92—94.
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argued, though very briefly, that the servus obtained a higher status though
the acquisition of the plough.!%! She maintained that initially lords gave their
servi ploughs ad usum, but through time the servi appropriated the ploughs as
their own. With the plough came further independence, and servi rose out of
slavery.192 Bolla’s view that the servus on a plot remained a slave stands at odds
with her position that the acquisition of a plough by the same servus meant he
was not a slave. If they were slaves even on the plots, then the acquisition of a
plough per se could not have elevated them above the slave status.

Slavery—Definitions

One of the issues concerning Arpad-era slavery that is not addressed in much
of the Hungarian discussion on the subject is what is meant by the term itself.
Most Hungarian scholars seem to have relied upon instinctive and popular
definitions which almost always are based on popular notions of nineteenth-
century American slavery, or perhaps on slavery on the ancient Roman latifun-
dium. In order to remove the discussion from such popular images, I wish to
examine the literature seeking to define the institution of slavery and the slave.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Herman Nieboer published a
seminal study on the characteristics of slavery and the conditions under which
it existed. Nieboer argued that common definitions of his time describing
slaves as merely those not free, or in ‘lower condition as compared with free-
men, were too vague to be of real use.!%3 At the same time, Nieboer embraced
the common idea that the primary characteristic of the slave was one being the
property of another, but he added that slavery went beyond the ‘mere physical
possession’ of another human being.!%* True slavery implied complete posses-
sion of the slave, including his or her will, and the possession of the will dem-
onstrated itself in the ability of the master to command the slave to perform
labour for him. Nieboer’s graphic example to illustrate the distinction is that
of the cannibal who possesses the other person’s body in order to consume it,
but does not necessarily possess the will of his meal.1°> Nieboer argued two
other qualifications to his definition. The first was that the slave could not be
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family of the master. Nieboer acknowledged that in some societies husbands
and fathers could have complete legal control over their wives or children, but
the familial connection prevented the relationship from being one based upon
slavery.196 The second qualification was that the status of the slave had to be
recognized by the society of the slave holder (Nieboer equated this social rec-
ognition with legal recognition of the relationship).107

Nearly seventy years later, the ancient historian Moses Finley agreed with
Nieboer in that he considered the most important characteristic of the slave
to be his position as the property of another.1°8 In opposition to Nieboer, how-
ever, Finley argued that the labour obtained from the slave was an inadequate
indication of his slave status because ‘all forms of labour place the man who
labours in the power of another’, and slavery was merely one form of dependent
labour among many.1%° The truly defining characteristic of the slave, according
to Finley, remains essentially unchanged from classical Roman law—the slave
lived under the dominium of his master. In other words, his owner exerted com-
plete power over him, and Finley argued that this condition resulted directly
from the slave’s legal status as property.l'® Thus, corporal punishment was the
norm, and in Antiquity it was reserved exclusively for the slave.!!! The owner
had other rights over the slave’s body as well. Sexual gratification of his or her
master formed a natural part of the role of the slave, a fact clearly illustrated by
Seneca, whom Finley quotes: ‘Unchastity (impudicitia) is a crime in the free-
born, a necessity for a slave, a duty (officium) for the freedman.2

Social scientists, on the other hand, were less concerned with such juridi-
cal concepts as property and were more interested in the social constructs
within which slavery existed. Perhaps the most influential of recent decades
have been Orlando Patterson and Claude Meillassoux. Meillassoux described
slavery from his study of African cultures of the Sahel and the Sudan while
Patterson attempted a definition of slavery through a comparative study of
slave systems worldwide and throughout history.!3 (The spheres of influence
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of each appear limited along linguistic boundaries—Meillassoux among fran-
cophones, and Patterson among anglophones.)

Both Meillassoux and Patterson emphasized the removal of the slave from
all ties of kinship through a process of violence. Meillassoux argued that slav-
ery was never arrived at through internal societal or economic processes, but
rather was always the result of the violent and brutal act of abduction.* Once
removed from their home, slaves became aliens and foreigners who could no
longer participate in kinship. A slave may be allowed to reproduce, but never
could he ‘reproduce socially’ 1> Meillassoux described the situation as one in
which the slave lived in a sense of kinlessness’ where the slave was the very
‘antithesis of kin.'16 This removal of slaves from the properties of kin meant
that slaves could not participate in the privileges and authority they might have
as elders, and thus they were removed from all provisions of ascendency. As a
result, slaves were aliens, removed from the society in which they belonged.
As Meillassoux termed it, slaves were ‘desocialised’.'? As a result of this status
as aliens, slaves experienced permanent degradation and reification, and they
carried the shameful mark of their condition. They had, in effect, experienced
a ‘social death’ from which they could never rise.!8

Orlando Patterson came to a similar conclusion by defining slavery as ‘the
permanent, violent domination of natally alienated and generally dishon-
oured persons’!!® He too found the origins of slavery in violence with the result
that the slave was granted life in exchange for his servility. The commutation
of death was not permanent, but rather ‘the execution was suspended only
as long as the slave acquiesced in his powerlessness’!29 The second aspect of
Patterson’s definition—that of ‘natal alienation'—also echoes Meillassoux’s.
In other words, the slave is one separated from all his genealogical line, both
of his ancestors and of his descendants. The slave may leave descendants, but
they can never be legitimate, and the master can remove at will any illegiti-
mate family the slave may have.1?! Finally, Patterson considered the state of
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permanent and utter dishonour as characterizing a slave’s existence. This dis-
honour stemmed from his complete alienation from kin and society.1?2

In some ways the differences between historians like Finley and sociolo-
gists like Patterson have been exaggerated because the basic framework of the
two definitions is not as dissimilar as it might appear. For example, Patterson
acknowledges that slavery has a dimension of property to it, but he downplays
its importance.!?3 In addition, many of the concepts that Patterson de