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Omeememeennnil pedarmop

. M. JbAKOHOB

Kuura manmcasa Ha OCHOBE MCMEPHEIBAIOMETO MCCISLOBAHUA MHO-
THX THICAY KIHHONINCHEX JoKyMeHToB. OHA 3aMeHAET BO MHOTOM DIH-
30/{UIECKME MPENCTABIEHNA 0 HOBOBABMIOHCKOM paferBe MeabHOH Kap-
THHOH, OXBaThHIBAIOIIeHl BCe CTOPOHH! JKM3HH PaGoB, KaKHe TOJNBKO OT-
pPasmaMch B HCTOYHMKAX: IPEMeHEHHe X TPy#a B pasauyHuXx obiac-
TAX OPOM3BOACTBA; MCTOUHMKM pabcTBa; Kymus-npojazka pafos; BoI-
PocH 4acTHUHOM HpaBocHocobHOCTH paGoB m [azke ceMeiinble oTHOIUe-
HEA; TaHHHE 0 IIUIe U OfeK/e, TPOROIIKUTONbHOCTH UX KUBHU M T. J-
B cmenmajgpHEIX IJaBaxX MPeACTABJIEHH XaPAKTePHCTHKHM IAPCKOTO 1
XpaMoBOTo paboBaageHusd.

Haura paccunmrama Ha ncTopukoB jpesHero BocTora, a Taiske Ha
SKOHOMUCTOB 1 I0PHCTOB, 3aHUMAaoIUXcA HpoGieMaMu paGersa.
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© T'naBmas pemaxnua BOCTOUHON JmMTEpATypLI
uspareabcrBa «Haykan, 1974,

Hoceswao namamu moeii
mamepu ITamumam,

NPEANUCJIOBUE

VII—IV BB. 710 H. 3.— 04YeHb ByKHELIN EPHOR B HCTOPKHH Biwsx-
rero Bocroxka. Ha sto BpemMsa naparor wpymerme Accmpuiickoit
AePIKaBH MOCe IPOJORITeNBHON I 0HeCTOUeHHOR BOHHE, 06paso-
Bannme HoBoBaBmioHCKOTO IapcTBa € IMOCTEAOBABIINME 3a HTHM
BO3DPOKJEHEEM BaBHIOHCKOHR KYJbTYPH M DKOHOMHYECKHEM PaciiBe-
ToM, Gopbba 3a reremoumio mMe;ny Erunrtom, Basumomnmeit 1 Mu-
nueii, saxsaT Bcero bmmxnero Docrora (mapanmy ¢ apyrumum Tep-
PUTOPHAME) CHadajla IepcaMd, a HO3fHee W apMueii AllexcaHipa
MaxemoHCKOTO.

BumecTe ¢ Tem mepmoj 5TOT XapPaKTePU3YeTCH HMCKIIOUUTEIBHEIM
obmameM muCHMEHHEIX uCTOYHHKOB. VM3 BaBuwimommm momso mMaoro
THICAY XO03AHCTBEHHO-aAMIAHHCTPATHBHKX ¥ YACTHOIPABOBHIX [I0-
rymenTop., Copmepskanme HX OUYCHB pasHo00pasHO: [ONTOBEE pac-
IIMCKH, 33KJIaJHble, KOHTPAKTEL O IPOfiayke, apPeHNE W JAPCHHU 3eM-
W, IOMOB M APYroro HMYyINecTBa, o HailiMe paGoB u ckrora, 00
o0ydeHNN peMeciaM, KBHTAaHIUH o6 ymiarte mopaTeil, HOKYMEHTH
0 MeRIYHAPOAHOH TOPTOBIE, IPOTOKOJH CYAeOHHIX , HPOILECCOB,
ONIMCH PAa3JIUYHHX Belleil, nepenrcKa OPHIAAIHHOTO XapaKTepa X
OAChMAa C CeMeHHHIMA HOBOCTAMH M T. J., BINIOTH [0 (BEpaKasich
COBDEMEHHEIMH TEPMHUHAMH) KOMAHZWPOBOYHHX YAOCTOBEPEHMIA,
JOKYMEHTOB IITATHOI'O pacIUCAHWsA W afgpecHol kaprorexm. Hpo-
Me TOr0, COXPAHHINCH MCTODHYeCKNe XPOHWKH, IapCKUe HAANNCH,
$parMeHTH 3aKOHOB, XYHOKeCTBOHHHIE IIPOM3BEJeHUS, I'PAMMATH-
qecKme, MeIHIWHCKIE, acTPOHOMHYIECKAE, MAaTEMATHICCKUE H Peiu-
I'HO3HEIE TEKCTH, CJIOBAPH-OMIWHTBH, TreorpadrHdIeckme KapTH,
MOJIOPOKHAKY, INTAHEl JOMOB, APJHKNA K DPa3IHYHEM IpefMeTaMm
u T. 5. Becy 510T MaTepman mo3BONAET BOCCTAHOBHTL IIOBCEFHEB-
HYI0 jKU3Hb BaBUJIOHSH.

B pesysnbraTe mioJOTBOPHEIX apXe0JOTMIECKAX PACKOHOK, KO-
TOpLIe BeAYyTCA HA TeppuTopmu MecomoTaMWW B TeUeHW® MHOTHX
mecaruiaeTuii, Marepual UHCHMEHHBIX HCTOYHHKOB CYIECTBEHHO
YBeJIMUYABAETCA ¢ KaKOKIM romgoM. Hampmmep, Toabko BO BpeMs
OJIHOTO CE30HA PACKOMOK B ¥ pyKe OBUIO Ha#jeHO OK0XO0 6 THC. Jo-
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KYMEHTOB HOBOBABIJIOHCKOTO M aXeMEHHJCKOro BpeMeHn (moKa HA
ONMH W3 HUX He m3jan). B myseax Espoms, Biamxmero Boctora i
AMEPUKE W B YACTHHX KOJUIEKIWAX XPAHATCA THICAYH HOBOBABH-
JIOHCKHX JJOKYMEHTOB, KOTODHE J[0 CIX IO eIlle He H3TaHH, 910 065-
ACHASTCA® HEJOCTATKOM CIIeLUATINCTOB.

Jlaa paccMaTpuBaeMoro BpeMeRU MH HMeeM Pa3HOCTOPOHHHH 10~
KYMEHTANbHEHN MaTephall M U3 CMEKHBIX ofnacTeil, mo3BOJIA0INAH
BHIABHTEL O0MiWe /A mepeloBHX cTpaH Bamwxmero Boctora I T
CAYCNETHSI 0 H. 5. 4EPTH UCTOPHYECKOTO PABBUTUA M CHENUPUKY
pasnmisbX ofmecTB. B mepBylo ouepens sgech HEOGXOMUMO YIIO-
MAHYTH THCAYM HOBOACCHPHACKHX M HIaMCKHX JOKYMEHTOB, apa-
MefiCKWe m leMOTHYEeCKWe IMalupyChHl.

Ony6nmKroBaHHEIX HOBOBABHIOHCKMX NOKYMEHTOB TaK MHOTO,
9TO MOKa elle HUKTO He CMelNay HONHTHN CHCTEeMaTH3HpPOBATEH BTOT
MaTepHas B KaxoM-ambo mopsjgke. BamMmanume mpessne scero ofpa-
WAX0Ch Ha JATHPOBOYHEE (QOPMYJIH W IOPUSHYECKME TepPMHHEL.
Boxpmas gacTs TercTOB M3MaHA TOJBKO B KIMHONHECHON aBTOrpa-
¢un, Gea TPAHCIMTEDATIHY U MEPEBOJA, M NOCTYIHA TOIBLKO CPaBHA-
TeJIBHO y3KOMY Rpyry cuenmanmcroB. Ilosromy Muorme paGoTH,
TOCBAIMEHHbe HCCIe/0OBAHMIO PACCMATPUBAEGMOT0 IEPHONA, HEM3-
GesHO HOCAT HPeJiBAPUTEIbHEI XapaKTep, HO TakWe paboTs IOMO-
ryT B Gyaymem (BO3MOHO, He GJIM3KOM) NMPaBUJALHO MOHATH CO-
OHATBHO-9KOHOMAYECKYI0 CTPYKTYPYy oO0mecTBa, d9TO ABIAETCH
Ba;KRHOH 3axaqeil ncropmueckoil nayku. Ho nna paspemenna taroit
3a/Ta9l He00XOAUMO JOCTATOTIHOE KOMWYECTRO HAMEKHEIX HCCIeI0-
BaHWH#, MOCBAMEHHSIX Pa3iMIHbM IpobieMaM, B B HePBYIO odepehb
03eMeJbHHM OTHONUIEHHAM, XPaMOBOM M ToCylapcTBeHHOM cobeT-
BEHHOCTH, TPYAY CBOGONHHX W PA3JAUTHBEIX T'PYIN 3aBHCHMOTO Ha-
CeJIeHHA W T. J.

Boupoc o porm pa6cTBa B PeBHOCTH BCerjfa 3aHUMAN BayKHOC
MECTO B COBETCKOH Hayke. JTO TpaJUOUOHHOe HaOPAaBIEHMe HaIIeH
HAYKN [aBHO CTAl0 IIPEIMETOM OCTPOTO HMHTEPECA M CO CTOPOHH
3apy0ekunIx yuensx. Hak B game# ¢Tpane, Tak u 3a py6exoM my6-
AOKYIOTCA KHHIH ¥ CTaTHH, OCBAIMEHHEE TEOPETHYECKEM BOIIPOCaM
pabcTBa ¥ ero poim B OTAEIRHHX 00dacTaAX, HaumHasg ot Erumnra
n xoruag Huraem. Bompock o 3mavennu Tpyna paGoB B aKoOHOMEKE
n MacmrTabax ero IPEMEHEHAA B TeX MM MHHX o6mecTBax obCy-
MaTCA U Ba MeKAYHAPOAHHX KOHrpeccax. Xora o paberse B Ba-
BuioHAN | THCAYedeTHA IO H. 3. MCCACNOBATENAMHE GHIIO BECKAa3a-
HO MHOTO OEHHHX 3aMewYaHHIl B pasInunAHX paGorax, HO cama 7Ta

npoGaeMa 70 CHX OpP HW pa3y He ABJANACH IPEJIMETOM CHenmalb-
HOTO Hccaenopannusa. IlopToMy HE06XOAMMOCT TAHHONW MOHOT padum
Kak OHOTO K3 IIPeJBAPUTEILHHIX IMIAT0B B M3YIYEHUHM BABHIOHCKO-
To obmecTBa IPENCTABIAGTCS OYEBUIHOM.

AmTop mocTaBHA Hepen coboil meab coGpaTh M WCCIAEMOBATH Ma-
Tepual BaBHIOHCKUX moxymentoB VII—IV ss. [lna sroro um 6r-
J¥ UPOTPAHCKPUGHPOBAHK W NEPEBElEHH BCE W3BECTHHE W NOCTYN-
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HEIE eMy KamnonucHie foxymernts ¢ XI no Il B. mo m. 5. OgEako B
caMoi MoHorpadum pacCMaTPMBAKOTCA TOALKO HOBOBAaBHIOHCKWH
H axeMeRUjcKui mepmoxsr (626—331 rr.), a Tekers mpemmecTByIO-
miero u Gojiee MO3[HEr'0 BPEMEHY, & TAK/KEe CHHXPOHHEE MCTOYHHKA
w3 CMeKHHX CTPAH IPHUBIEKAIOTCA B HOPANKe COHOCTABIEHHA M
BRISICHEHWSA DHBOJIONUH WMHCTUTYTa paGectBa. B kmmre chemama mo-
OHTKA WCCHe/I0BATH YaCTHOBIAJENbICCKOE, XPaMOBOe W HAPCKOe
pabcTBO, a TAaKKe IOJOKEHWEe HPOMEKYTOYHHX MeRTy pabamu @
CBOGONHEIME CJI0EB HACEJICHHA.

Ham kaskercs, 4T0 HODHITKY H30JMPOBAHAOTO M3YYeHHS PabeT-
Ba, XapaKTepHEe NJIA MAOTHX aBTOPOB, IPUBOJAT HCCIAEOBAHEE
aToil mpoGaeMH B Tynux. HemocraTouno sHATh, 9r0 TAKOH-TO elo-
BEK FMEeT CTONBKO-TO paboB, KOTODHe nenalorT To-To. IIpo6GiaeMa
pabcTBa KacaeTCs BCeX CTOPOH XO3AilcTBeHHOM ;KM3EEM. BaHO
ONEHNTE B NEJOM, IOIKTATECH MOHATH, IeM pacmogaraeT paGopia-
neser; kpome paboB, kar oGpaGaThHBaeTca 3eMis, TeM MOMKHO 0Xa-
parRTepm30BaTh ero xoasiicTBo. Takol mOAXON HECOMHEHHO IO~
MOKeT HOHATH POJNB pabcKoro TpyAa, MacmraGH ero NPEMEHeHHA
o CPaBHEHHIO ¢ Tpy/oM cBoGogHEX. IlosToMy ME camTamm HeoGxo-
IMMEM DPACCMOTDEHNE B CPABHHTENIBPHOM NJNaHe W AaHAJOTHYHOTO
MaTepmana o pPOIN TpPyJZa MeJIKHX B36MNeJelbIeB, apeHJaTopos,
peMecJeHHNKOB M HAGMHHX PaGOTHUKOB, XOTS 3TH BOIPOCH B Ie-
JIOM HE MOTYT OBITH IPEIMETOM /[eTalbHOr0 WCIeJOBAHWA B MaHHON
KHHTE,

BriBonisr aBTOpa, HAXONSAIIMECSA B 3aBECAMOCTH OT HHTEPIPETAIIIH
33a4aCTyI0 HeJerkmX JAif NOHUMAHHS TEKCTOB, B PANE CIYIAEB MO-
IyT GHTH CHOPHHIME. Pacuoiaras NCKIOYATENbHO 0CMIBHEME JaH-
HRME 0 pafax, MH B TO :Xe BpeMs IOYTH He WMeeM HWKAKHX Hap-
PATHBHLIX HCTOYHHKOB, COMeP:RAIIAX 000GMmEeRns N CHCTEMY B3TIA-
IoB BaBHIOHAH Ha pabcTso. Yto6H umraTedb-HecHeOuadnCT AMeN
BO3BMOKHOCTH IIPOBEPUTH BEIBOJEI aBTOPA, B GOMNLITMHCTEE CAyIaeR
MH CTapaluch AaTh DOAPOGHOe MBIOKEHHE CONEPHAaHAA TEKCTOB.

Yacrs meo6paGoTaHHEX 40 CHX IODP AOKYMEHTOB, AMOIOMHX Cy-
DIECTBEHHOe 3HAYGHH® HJIA WCCIeJOBAHWA PabeTBa, MPHBONATCA B
TPAHCAHTepanuy H TmepeBofe. IlepeBONH MOKYMEHTOB BRJIIOYEHH B
TeKCT PaGoTH, a TPAHCIUTePALMA NAHH B NPHIOKEHUH B XPOHOIO-
rmgeckoM mopsake. CCHIIKM Ha TEKCTH M HCCIENOBAHUA AAIOTCA B
COKpaIeHHo# gopMe, a HOJNHKE HA3BAHHA TyGIHRANEI CONEPIRAT-
cA B CIOHCKe COKpalleRmi. B Kpyriamx cKRoBKax HarTcsa MOIOIHe-
HAA, KOTOPHIe CHeNankE AaAd Godblnedl ACHOCTH NPH IEPEBOe ¢ aK-
KaJICKOTO Ha PYCCKHil #3LIK, B KBAZPATHHX CKOGKaX — BOCCTAHOB-
JleHMA Pa3pyLIEHHOTO TeKCcTa, (QHUTYPHHMH CKOOKAaMH OTMEUEHDI
OTMCKHA HMCIAa, a JOMAHHMHU — NPONYCKH TEKCTa IHCIOM HIN
majaTereM. 3HAK = CIYKAT [IA YKasagHA Ha NepeH3faHue
TEKCTA, & 3HAKOM / OTMEYEHHI NAyGIHKATH AOKYMEHTOR.

Pa6ora Haj BaBHIOHCKHMH® IOKYMEHTAMHI OLITa HadaTa emie
opn >xn3Hu arkafemnka B. B. Crpyse, memnuM coseraM, moMomim
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H TOAfepsiKKe KOToporo aBTop GecKoHedno obasan. B miaame Meto-
INHYeCKOH 06 paGoTKE M MCCIOBAHNAN MCTOYHHKOB 0COGOHHO MOHHE
Onsunm coBersl m 3aMevanus M. M. deakonosa n 0. fI. Ilepenenxn-
Ha., ABTOp MHOrEM 00sA3aH Tak:ke nokoitnomy JI. A. Jlunany, y xo-
TOPOTO TWpPOINe] HAYAIBHEM KypC ITeHHA HOBOBABHIOHCKUX TOK-
cToB. ABTOp BHpaskaer 6;xarogapuocts U. JI. Amycury, 1. M. Jlpa-
rkonoBy, A. I'. Jlyamuny, 10. fl. llepemenxuny, I'. X. Capruncany,
U. ©. Ouxmany, B. A. fIko6cony um apyrmM KoiaeraM, KOTOpHe
npd o6CY;KIeHHH NaHHOM paboTH Coenalld IeHHBE KPHUTAYCCKHE
3aMeYAHUA M JAJTH IOJe3HBIe COBETH. B KHAre yYTeHH MOCTYIIHEIE
aBTopy myGnmkamuu, BeImemmue go mag 1972 r.
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SUMMARY

The Neo-Babylonian Kingdom was founded in 626. By that time Ba-
bylonia had already passed through a long period of historical development
as a class society: the first state units in Mesopotamia appeared 2000 years
earlier. Towards the end of the second millennium B. C. big cities — centres
of handicraft production — grew up in Babylonia, and from the VIIIth—
VIIth centuries domestic trade began to flourish, a development which
was followed by the expansion of foreign trade. Naturally, important chan-
ges occurred in the social structure. Society consisted of full-fledged citizens,
of freeborn persons deprived of civil rights, of various groups of glebae ad-
scripti and, finally, of slaves.

Full-fledged citizens were members of the Popular Assembly of the
temple community which was invested with jurisdiction in judging cases
involving property and family law. Such full-fledged citizens included per-
sons of high rank (the upper echelons of the state and temple officials, repre~
sentatives of large business houses, etc.), the larger part of the labouring po-
pulation (craftsmen and peasants), as well as the poorest strata of the people.
From the legal point of view, all full-fledged citizens were considered equal
and could become slave-owners; but, in fact, only a relatively small num-
ber of them had slaves. Freemen deprived of civil rights consisted of the
king’s military colonists and of various groups of state workers whom the
state provided with means of production, and settled on royal land. These
people had no part in city (or temple) self-government because they did not
own property within the city’s communal land fund, and consequently could
not become members of the Popular Assembly. Among this group of the
population there were, besides warriors, also craftsmen of various trades,
merchants ete.

The role of the glebae adscripti deprived of the means of production, was
of great importance for the economy. They lived as dependants of private
individuals or bodies (e. g., the temples) and worked because of extra-eco~
nomic coercion, but they were not considered slaves from the legal point of
view. In contrast to the slaves, they were not the complete property of their
masters; for instance, they could not be sold.

The number of slaves in Babylonia greatly increased during the VIIth —
IVth centuries B. C. in comparison with the earlier periods of the history

477

http://www.orientalstudies.ru



— NHCTUTYT BOCTOYHbIX pykonucen PAH / The Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, RAS -

of Mesopotamia; they, together with the cattle, constituted movable proper-
ty, and appeared to be one of the most important attributes of wealth. ITund-
reds of slaves worked on the temple estates, and the average number of
slaves in a well-to-do private family was from 3 to 5. Large business houses
had dozens and even hundreds of slaves. However, as a whole, the freemen
and the glebae adscripti outnumbered the slaves by far. Slaves were the pro-
perty of their owners. With respect to their masters, the slaves had only
obligations and no rights.

Scholars often speak about the instability of the slavery structure in
the East, and believe there was no sharp line of demarcation between freeman
and slave, the transition from freedom to slavery and, conversely, from sla-
very to freedom being fluid and occurring with great frequency and ease.
This point of view is not borne out by documentary evidence. Only cases
of debt slavery can virtually be regarded as a state of transition from one
status to another. However, the defaulting debtor working temporarily for
his creditor can hardly be actually ranked with slaves. Transition from one
social group to another met during the entire history of Babylonia with such
obstacles that only rare cases are known; e. g., manumissions of slaves were
legally permitted but actually occurred very rarely. Hence there are no
grounds to suppose that slaves could easily become freemen. Similarly, a tran-
sition of representatives of the other social groups from one status to another
was either prohibited by law or made very difficult in practice.

The question arises: what was the role of the social groups mentioned
above in the country’s economy and, before all, in agriculture and in the
handicraft industry? .

The documentary sources divulge little information about the employ-
ment of privately-owned slave labour to agriculture, except cases when sla-
ves appear as tenants of leased fields. The slaves, either on their own, or
together with freemen or other slaves, rented fields, seed, animals and im-
plements for the cultivation of the land from their own mesters or from other
persons, including other slaves. The conditions stipulated in the contracts
did not differ from those which were typical of contracts between freemen.

Sometimes the size of the fields leased by slaves was so large that . the
tenants were not able to cultivate these fields themselves even with the
help of their family members. For instance, one or two slaves naturally
could not till an area which produced a yearly crop of about 15,000 cent-
ners of grain. It is quite evident that for all the work connected with the
cultivation of these fields (including the maintenance of irrigational con-
structions) the tenants had to resort to the help of a substantial number of
agricultural labourers. Often the slaves leased out land, rented to them by
other people, to sub-tenants including other slaves. Sometimes they leased out
fields to the influential business house of Muradd, or cultivated these fields
jointly with its men and, in particular, provided an equal number of labo-
urers. Similarly, the slave-tenants of canals often carried out all neces~
sary work with the help of other persons.

Thus, according to available data, the slaves were basically occupied

in agriculture as tenant-farmers. Among such slaves many cultivated the
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field themselves together with their families. But sometimes the slave-
tenants appear as large-scale employers. One might suppose that slave la-
bour would be widely used on the estates belonging to the great landowners,
to the temples, and to the king, although this is not stated in any of the deeds,
since the relations between the slaves and their owners would not affect the
interests of third persons. However, such an assumption should be rejected,
not only because of the lack of evidence in favour of it in the period
under review, but mainly in view of the fact that indirect data testify
against it.

The great landowners preferred to lease out the land to tenant-farmers
instead of employing slaves, since slave labour required constant supervi-
sion and, correspondingly, increased expenditures. This explains why real
latifundia did not develop in Babylonia, with the exception of temple lati-
fundia, and the presence of large Ianded estates combined with small land
tenure was a highly typical and notable phenomenon. In those cases where
great landowners resorted to the help of their own slaves, they either provi-
ded the slaves with parcels of land for their own independent households
which they held as peculium, or, even more frequently, put such parcels out
on lease. The documents provide us with interesting insights into the acti-
vities of the well-known business house of Egibi. We know the slaves of
this family by names, and we are acquainted with the biographies of many
of them. However, it is difficult to find among these slaves a type that could
be supposed to work on the land as ordinary slaves did.

Evidently, the House of Egibi considered such use of their slaves as
either unprofitable or simply impossible. Only a few of the slaves of the Hou-
se of Egibi cultivated land given to them as their peculium, or tilled it as
leaschold tenants. At the same time, dozens of documents indicate that the

- lands of the House of Egibi were rented out to freeborn tenants. Inevitab-

ly the question arises, what were the slaves of the family of Egibi employed
in, if, as a rule, they did no¢ till the land? The answer to this question is
not difficult to find. Some of the slaves were permitted to work independent-
ly, on their own account and responsibility. They possessed their own house-
holds, and paid their «tax» (quit-rent) in addition to a percentage of their
income from business. Other slaves were hired out to stratgers. The follo-
wing is especially important: about one hundred slaves are mentioned in
connection with the division of the property of the House of Egibi. However,
this is not so much as it sounds, since no less than sixteen houses, located in
various cities, are involved. It was necessary to have a large number of
slaves to maintain domestic services in these houses, and in the households
connected with them.

The business house of Murast, which held large expanses of land in
southern and central Babylonia, cultivated only a small part of it with
the help of their slaves on condition of lease. In the majority of cases, the
slaves of the House of Mura#$i, in so far as they were engaged in agriculture,
were not direct producers but tepant-employers. Frequently the House
of MuraSf itself also preferred leasing out their fields by small portions
to freeborn peasants.
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Thus, slave labour found only limited employment in agriculture, and
could not compete with free tenant labour or replace the latter on the large
privately-owned estates in Babylonia of the VIIth — IVth centu-
ries B. C. ‘

It is true that a relatively large number of slaves worked on the temple
estates. However, evidently, slaves in temple economies were scarce, and
they were only partly used for the cultivation of temple land. For this
reason,the temple administration was often forced to employ seasonal workers
who even were recruited from neighbouring countries. Furthermore, the
temples sometimes leased out Iand to privately-owned, or to their own sla-
ves, but often they preferred to deal with freeborn tenants. A considerable
part of the temple estates was also tilled by different groups of glebae adscripti.
Consequently, in spite of the fact that slaves were used in the agricultural
economy on the temple estates, their labour could not satisfy all the demands
of temple agriculture. Moreover, temple slaves caused many troubles by
their frequent escapes and their reluctance to work, thus requiring constant
supervision. The problems are illustrated by the letters of temple officials
to their superiors. First of all, the officials request money for paying the
freeborn hired labourers who otherwise will stop working; secondly, the sen-
ders of the letters also request fetters for the temple slaves, since some of
them have run away. It appears that the hired labourers did take interest
in the work if they received wages regularly, but the slaves (in particular if
they were occupied in hard labour — for instance, in irrigation work) did
their best to avoid work. We have no evidence at our disposal of the use of
slave labour on the royal agricultural estates in Babylonia. The royal lands
were leased out to tenants through the royal officials. In the first millennium
B. C., in contrast to the beginning of the second millennium B. C., the royal
economy was organized on the pattern of private households, and did not
play any important role. At this time the leading role belonged to the pri-
vate and temple households.

This brings us to the conclusion, that in Babylonia of the period under
review slave labour did not play a decisive role in agriculture, and was used
on a limited scale in comparison with the labour of freeborn farmers. This
explains the action of king Nebuchadnezzar 11: having conquered Jerusalem
after a prolongued siege, and then forcibly deported to Babylonia more
than ten thousand inhabitants of that city, he did not turn them into
slaves. The forced labour sector in Babylonia, in contrast to Greek and Ro-
man antiquity, was not able to absorb such masses of captives.

In the Neo-Babylonian texts artisans who were slaves by their status
are mentioned much more frequently than in the documents of the prece-
ding periods. In the VIIth—1IVth centuries B. C. there were relatively many
skilled artisans among Babylonian slaves, a phenomenon which was the
result of the general growth of production and the increase of importance of
slave labour. But even in the Neo-Babylonian period slave labour was not
of decisive importance in the handicraft industry, and could not replace
free labour, particularly in the field of skilled handicraft. Freeborn crafts-
men made contracts with different people for the manufacturing of various
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goods from either their own materials, or from those procured by their cus-
tomers against corresponding payment.

Here we ought to discuss the question of the ratio between free and un-
free craftsmen in the temple households. In evaluating the correlation bet-
ween free and unfree labour in private households, we may in some cases not
be quite certain of our conclusions, since the slaves working on these estates
may often not be mentioned in the documentary sources. Quite another mat-
ter is the temple archives which have, for instance, preserved hundreds of
accounts of distribution of food - stuffs to various groups of labourers,
including temple slaves, for the entire year. These documents show that the
temples had at their disposal a certain limited number of their own_artisan
slaves. But these slaves could not be respounsible for the whole temple pro-
duction even at a minimum evaluation. The temple administration was
compelled to employ free skilled labour on a large scale all through the year.
In addition, the temples often had to employ artisans from other cities. Evi-
dently, it was not possible to find a sufficient number of craftsmen in their
own city. Hired labour was employed already during the earlier periods of
Mesopotamian history, but it first began to play an important role in the
economic structure of Babylonia in the first millennium B. C.

Temple officials and private persons had to resort on a large scale to
the employment, in handicraft, in agriculture, and particularly in the im-
plementation of various kinds of hard work, of the Iabour of freemen. Ne-
vertheless, it was sometimes difficult to find the necessary number of la-
bourers; and in such cases the workers were able to demand high payment
rates. Not infrequently we encounter in the Neo-Babylonian period groups
of hired workers consisting of hundreds of perseas. They organized strikes
in protest against tardy remuneration of their work and irregularity in
supply of food. They did not want to work for too low pay, and in some
cases they even threatened their employers with violence. The correspon-
dence of the officials testifies that the temple administration realized the
necessity of satisfying the demands of the hired labourers: if they refused
to work, it would be impossible to replace them with skilled temple slaves.
These numerous groups of hired labourers consisted mainly of free peasants
owning small plots of land.

The composition of the hired labourers group raises the general gue-
stion about the scale of social stratification among freemen. As is gene-
rally known, debt slavery represented the most wide-spread form of ensla-
ving free persons, and under certain conditions defaulting debtors could
be reduced to slavery in the strict sense of the word, In Babylonia of the
VIIth-—1Vth centuries B. C., considerable changes took place in the con-
dition of the debtors, in comparison with the earlier periods.

A creditor could arrest a defaulting debtor and keep him in a debt-
ors’ prison. However, there in no data indicating that during the Neo-Baby-
lonian period a creditor could sell a debtor as a slave to a third person. Usu-
ally the debtor paid off his loan by working free of charge for his creditor,
thereby preserving his freedom.

The practice of pledging one’s person for debt had completely vanished
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in Babylonia by the VIIth—IVth centuries B. C. In addition, there is no
evidence that a husband had the right to pledge his wife, and one may firm-
ly assume that this was prohibited by law. However, free people had
the right to pledge their children, who were subject to the patriarchal auth-
ority of the head of their family. But it appears that the parents very
rarely pledged their children. The condition of the children of freemen pledged
for an antichretic loan was not unlike that of slaves, and their work
for the creditor was evaluated in silver at the same rate as slave labour.
After the debt bad been paid off with interest, all tie§ between the children
of the debtor, given in pledge, and the creditors, were cut off. However,
the children of defaulting debtors could be enslaved. The limitation of debt
slavery to three years as prescribed by the Laws of Hammurapi was not
exercised in the Neo-Babylonian period. This may be deduced from the
following: the son of an insolvent debtor could be made a temple slave,
and as such could neither be ransomed nor set free. Consequently, during
the period under consideration, debtor - slaves, constituting an inter-
mediate social group, could, in principle, be reduced to slavery in the strict
sense of the word.

The practice of selling oneself had disappeared in Babylonia by the

first millennium B. C. The right of sale of children by their parents seems .

to have been acknowledged by law, but it occurred very seldom, prima-
rily in cases of extreme need, of disastrous famine, and of wars and sieges.

In spite of the fact that among the freemen processes of social strati-
fication took place, they were not being ruined and enslaved en masse. Appa-
rently this can be explained by the relatively high living standard in Ba-
bylonia during the VIIth-——IVth centuries B. C., and by the ample oppor-
tunity for landless people to become hired labourers, or to rent land from
somebody else, together with the necessary implements and draught animals,
or to enter the royal service, etc. Therefore, debt slavery was practically
of no significant importance in the VIIth — I'Vth centuries B. C. in contrast
to the earlier periods of Babylonian history.

The labour of the glebae adscripti mentioned above played an im-
portant role in agriculture. They represented an intermediate social
group and, by cultivating land that was not their property, were placed
between slavery and freedom. In the Neo-Babylonian period the role of
such groups in production and in the social structure appreciably decreased
in contrast to the third and the second millennia B. C. Still, it is difficult
to answer definitively to the question, what were the economic reasons
for the formation of social groups which were economically similar to
slaves but, from the point of view of law, were not slavés. In Babylonia of
the first millennium B. C. class division does not appear outwardly in a
clear-cut form, and the establishing of the social stratification is compli-
cated by the various social structures which did not correspond to the objec-
tive division of society into socio-economic classes. Marxist historio-
graphy considers classes to e large social groups with a historically de-
termined position in the system of social production and with a specific role
in the social organization of labour. The classes are united by an identical
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relation to the property in means of production, by a community of inte-
rests, and by the mode of distributing social resources. Estates, in cont-
rast to classes, are social groups whose position is defined by law as well
as determined by their hereditary rights and duties.

In Babylonia during the first millennium B. C. freemen did not form
a homogeneous social class, since there were different groups among them,
whose position in the system of economic relations was not uniform. Among
freemen we may discern slave-owners living on the labour of other people
(on slave labour, as well as on the labour of the glebae adscripti, debtors,
and hired labourers); then the middle groups consisting of free people who
did not exploit the labour of others; and, finally, the lower strata of the
{ree population who were engaged as hired Iabourers of cultivated rented
land. The freemen included many people who, actually, did not have pro-
perty. in means of production.

Similarly, the slaves did not constitute a homogeneos social class since
there were not only exploited but also exploiters among them (slave-
owners, money-lenders, employers etc.), though these were far fewer in num-
ber than the working men. The processes of class stratification thus took
place not only among the free, but also among the slaves.

The slaves were relatively numerous in Babylonia of the VIIth—IVth
centuries B. C. They could have families, possess land, houses, and consi-
derable amounts of movable property. The tendency toward such forms
of the employment of slave labour became increasingly impcrtant during
the Neo-Babylonian and Achaemenian periods, because the slaves who
worked independently, on their own account and responsibility, and who
paid a yearly quit - rent in silver were much more profitable to their ow-
ners than such slaves that worked under the lash and were always eager
to run away. ’

The slaves who possessed a peculium played, like the freemen, an ac-
tive role in the different spheres of economic life. Like the freemen, they
Ient money and natural products to free persons or to other slaves. In
addition, the slaves engaged in such activities as commerce maintained
their own taverns and workshops, and taught various trades. The legal form
of business transactions between slaves was the same as between free per-

sons. Sometimes the slaves made contracts not only with their own mas-
ters, with other freeborn persons, and with other slaves, but alse with their
own slaves. Slaves could also have their seals, witness contracts between
free persons and slaves, and take oaths. In the legal sphere they had full
rights to engage in litigation with each other and with other free persons
but evidently not with their masters. There does not seem to have been any
distinction made in the attitude towards the defense of a slave’s interest
in court as opposed to the defense of the interests of a free person. Moreover,
slaves, like free persons, gave, as witnesses, testimony about crimes com-
mitted by other slaves or by free persons, including their own masters.
Consequently, a slave’s legal capacity was recognized by law, albeit with
certain restrictions, and they were considered to be both objects and sub-
jects of rights. Slaves could not only mortgage, rent out, buy and sell their
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possessions (including real estate) but they could also accept the property
of freehorn debtors or of slaves as pledge, including land, houses, etc.
Slaves could buy and sell other slaves and hire free persons to work. Finally,
a slave could be held responsible for the repayment of the debt of his mas-
ter when they had taken the loan jointly.

Naturally, side by side with slaves possessing a peculium, living by
their own labour and paying a quit-rent to their masters, and also with
slaves paying a quit-rent or tax and cxploiting the labour of other slaves
and freeborn persons, there were in addition many slaves who were en-
gaged in labour under their owner’s supervision, and possessed no property.
Thus, the slaves, like the freemen, did not all hold identical positions in
the socio-economic structure. Therefore in is hardly correct to contrast the
slaves as a homogeneous class to the slave-owners in the case of Babylo-
nia of the first millennium B. C.

The gquestion presents itself: what is there in common between a slave
nin chains and working under a lash, and a slave who is an exploiter, pos-
sessing means of production (true, only by right of peculium) and super-
vising others working for him?— Both the chained slave and the slave-
exploiter belonged to the estate of slaves and were legally the master’s pro-
perty. Even the richest slave could not acquire liberty, since the right of
manumission of a slave belonged alone and exclusively to the slave's ow-
ner. The richer the slave was, the more unprofitable it was for the mas-
ter to set the slave free.

Thus, on the whole, it seems reasonable to contrast the slaves as an
estate to the estate of [ree persons which included two different social
groups, viz., that of slave-owners, and that of free workers. Therefore,
in Babylonia of the first millennium B. C. the class structure did not coin~
cide with the estate structure and, mareover, the representatives of dif-

Icrent estates could belong to one and the same class, and vice versa —
the representatives of one estate could belong to different classes.

If one attempts to establish, what classes there existed in Babylonia
of the VIIth—IVth centuries B. C.— with the necessary reservation that
there were no «pure» clear-cut classes as different from the estates,—
we may come to the conclusion that the Nec-Babylonian society fell into
three socio-economic classes:

The first class consisted of persons who had property in means of pro-
duction kut did not engage in productive labour. It represented the small-
est group, the exploiting élite which constituted the dominant class. This
group included the higher royal and temple officials, large landowners,
merchants and businessmen; but usurers and businessmen who belong-
ed to the estate of slaves should also be included in this class.

The second class and the most considerable in its number and role
in the production, consisted of persons who possessed means of produc-
tion, were engaged in productive labour but did not exploit the labour
of others. This class included mostly freekorn peasants and craftsmen who

were full-fledged citizens of the communities. Also the technically free.

peasants and craftsmen who were settled on royal land but were de-
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prived of civil- rights, and the part of the temple and privately-owned
slaves who were provided with means of production by right of peculium,
belonged to the same class, too. .

The third class consisted of persons which constituted to a conside-
rable extent the sector of compulsory or forced labour. The larger
number of the slaves and glebae adscripti, who were deprived of property in
means of production and engaged in productive labour, belonged to this
class. A separate group of this class included the poorest strata of the citi-
zens, viz., debtor-slaves and hired labourers who worked for economic reasons.
Antagonism and struggle always occurred between the slaves and slave-
owners. As is well known, in Rome by the end of the Republic slaves
had turned out to be a formidable power, shaking the state with their great
revolts. In Babylonia, class struggle also tock place between the slaves
and their masters, but the struggle was spontaneous and unorganized.
The slaves objected to poor living conditions, and sometimes actively re-
sisted their masters, defended themselves with weapons, and even killed
their overseers. But mainly the slaves’ protest was restricted to running
away and trying to become free. Slaves who had attempted to escape or
had been under suspicion of doing so were put in chains and forced to work
in special] workhouses with a prison régime.

The institution of slavery was taken for granted not only by the frec-
men but also by the slaves themselves who never demanded its abolition.
This is the reason why the Babylonian literature presents no protest against
the institution of slavery, or any condemnation of it. There were no orga-
nized slave revolts in Babylonia. This can easily be explained by the fact
that few large handicraft workshops or latifundia based on slave labour
existed. It is characterisic that the most striking examples of the
slaves’ class struggle have been recorded in the documents of the temple ar-
chives. The temple slaves had many more possibilities for joint action than
did the slaves in private possession, since they often worked in relatively
large groups.

Some Babylonian texts contain hints of social disturbances among
the poorest sections of the free population, noting that the inhabitants
of the country devoured each other like dogs, the stronger pillaged the
weak, many persons broke into houses and captured fields which were
the property of others.

In Soviet Orientalist literature the opinion is current that Ancient
Near Eastern societies present, as a whole, the earliest stages of slave so-
ciety. However, though slaves in the proper sense of the word appeared
in Mesopotamia in the third millennium B. C., and in the second mille-
nium B. C. they came to play a considerable part in production, none-
theless slavery never reached in Babylonia such a degree of development
that one could speak about slave labour having the leading role in so-
ciety. Slave labour was only ome of several types of forced labour and,
besides, not always the most considerable according to its role. In other
words, the slaves constituted only a part of the dependent persons deprived
of property in the means of production and exploited by extra-economic
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means, i. e, by direct coercion. The problem whether the social structure
of Lower Mesopotamia in the first millennium B. C. represents a quite
specific way of development of the slave economy (by which the country
did reach a rather high level of its evolution), or the same type of slave
economy existed also in some other countries, is to be studied with the
help of comparative historical investigations of various ancient societies.

At any rate, at present we have no sufficient grounds to speak about
a tendency or a perspective of development of the slave-manned produc-
tion in Babylonia of the VIIth—IVth centuries B. C. towards an inevitable,
steady increase of slave labour in the main branches of the economy.
That there was no predominance of slave labour in any branch of the
Babylonian economics is not the main peint; more important is that the
labour of the free tillers of the ground (small farmers and tenants) was the
basis of agriculture, and that free labour also dominated in handicraft.
The reason was, that slave labour proved not to be effective, and required
constant supervision. The slave tried his best, in every way possible, to

avoid his job; he did not display initiative, and was not interested in the

results of his labour, especially in the quality of his work. It was difficult
to institute effective control over slaves, since the main type of rural
economy were the small peasant households, and large handicraft work-
shops were almost non-existent. This explains why many slaves were
allowed to have their own households, and to enjoy their possessions on
the condition of payment of a fixed quit-rent. to their masters. A large num-~
ber of slaves were also used as agents of their masters, and for domestic
service. But, as a whole, in the Neo-Babylonian period slavery evidently
declined.

Of course, we should not draw the conclusion that slave labour was
of no importance in the economy of the country. In the Ancient East the
economics and the society itself were unthinkable without slavery which
was an important part of the economic and social structure. However, slave
labour was used, mainly, for the type of tasks which did not require either
skill or extensive supervision, and in those cases when slaves could be em-
ployed all the year round, not for season-work alone. But even such usé of
slave labour played an important role in the ancient societies, since they
gave the freemen the possibility to take upon themselves the more compli-
cated processes of production. The existence of the slavery institutions
left a profound imprint on the social structure, ideology, law and social
psychology, and class antagonism obtained retween the slaves and their
masters in the most naked and typical form.
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