
The final part is dedicated to the theme of mobility. W. addresses the theme directly
with an examination of how mobility between cities was ‘gendered in the early imperial
west’ (p. 352). Greene uses the Vindolanda tablets to argue that ‘there existed a strong
sense of social cohesion that included women and children’ (p. 371) within the military
camp which, she argues, contradicts current assumptions ‘about the dominance of mascu-
linity in Roman military communities’ (p. 372). Foubert fills the final spot in the volume
with an in-depth study of two female travellers in Britannia in order to determine how their
travel influenced their public identity and the extent to which they were active participants
in creating that identity.

The success of the individual articles varies. The contributions of H., Spickermann,
Rothe, Eck and W. particularly shine, each for their own reasons, including the nature
of the evidence examined (Spickermann, Rothe), the sheer amount of evidence examined
(H.), or their engagement with broader social, historical, questions (Eck, W.). Some
authors, however, so limit the evidence they choose to focus upon that one questions
whether their conclusions can be applied more broadly (Cenerini, Foubert). Also, various
authors seem to struggle to fit their contribution within the criteria of the volume. Rives’
contribution only comes to the involvement of women in public animal sacrifice within the
final three pages while Dillon’s article has only one page on the Roman/Italian evidence.
Greene, to a lesser extent, also hints at similarities between a civic community and a mili-
tary one, an unnecessary link, perhaps drawn for no reason except to explain the inclusion
of the article in the volume. All three articles are fine, worthy, studies on their own, but all
seem at pains to make their work fit the volume’s theme. Several contributors ask some
very interesting, promising questions (especially Cooley, Harlow and Foubert).

The editing is very solid and worthy of commendation. Cross-referencing is attempted,
but as is always the case with such volumes, true collaboration is difficult with the real
academic pressures under which everyone labours. One inconsistency is found in the pres-
entation of primary texts. The majority of the articles produce the original Latin text with
an English translation (Eck’s contribution being the obvious exception). However,
Cenerini and Witschel provide only the Latin text while Holleran provides only the
English text. Both methods impede the full impact of their contributions, by baffling under-
graduates yet to gain competency in the ancient languages or frustrating scholars by mak-
ing them seek out the original text themselves. It is a small point, but a strong volume
deserves to reach as wide an audience as possible.

LEANNE BABL ITZUniversity of British Columbia
leanne.bablitz@ubc.ca

F R EEDWOMEN

P E R R Y (M . J . ) Gender, Manumission, and the Roman Freedwoman.
Pp. x + 269. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014. Cased, £55,
US$90. ISBN: 978-1-107-04031-1.
doi:10.1017/S0009840X14003102

What can there be new to say about any of the topics, all much discussed in recent decades,
mentioned in the title? The answer is in the final word ‘freedwoman’. Converting a slave
into an acceptable, respectable citizen was, P. argues, more problematic for female slaves
than male. This is essentially a book about that most tricky of subjects, stereotyped
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attitudes and prejudices, and P. on the whole handles it well, using literary, legal and epi-
graphic sources.

Chapter 1 explores gendered assumptions about the relationship between sexual con-
duct and social status. The ideal Roman matron had sexual integrity and honour; the female
slave was allowed to have neither, being obliged to be sexually available, and was accord-
ingly stigmatised by her slave experience. This distinction, however, P. then proceeds to
refine. Some behaviour, unacceptable in freeborn women, would in a slave be regarded
as acceptable, because under compulsion, as would also quasi-matrimonial faithful sexual
relationships within the familia, whereas promiscuity and affairs outside the household
would not, and reinforced the stereotypical negative view of the slave. This P. argues at
some length, and with some repetition, before settling down to examine the evidence
for freeborn (especially elite) Romans’ conventional view of female slaves, as generally
given to promiscuity and disregard of morality.

Chapter 2, ‘Gender, Labor and the Manumission of Female Slaves’, is the least satis-
factory. P. is inclined to push existing evidence beyond what it will bear, while his argu-
ment (pp. 44–53) that female labour was generally devalued, in comparison with that of
men, is at times almost an argumentum ex silentio. He is perhaps too ready to dismiss
the evidence for women on rural estates. For urban households, epigraphic studies ‘have
found an approximate ratio of one female slave for every two males’. This, he claims,
‘most likely reflects the importance and prestige of their respective duties’. However,
the representativeness of surviving funerary inscriptions is open to challenge. Not only
are a large proportion of those commemorated of undeclared status (incerti) but, in the
sample of one in five epitaphs in CIL 6 in P. Huttunen, The Social Strata in the
Imperial City of Rome (1974), only 10% in all (of whatever rank or status) had a stated
job title. These are shaky grounds for generalisation. Elsewhere, in Chapter 4, on the sig-
nificance of the wording of inscriptions commemorating patrons and husbands, he shows
more caution in interpreting a small sample as evidence of attitudes (p. 115).

P. asserts (p. 189 n. 24) ‘Roman literary authors and jurists generally considered slaves
trained in a skill (articifium) to be more valuable than those occupying a general position’,
quoting in support only Dig. 32.65.1, Marcian, which contains no such comparative value
judgement, and he then goes on to speculate that females were less likely to be given train-
ing. However, the aedile’s edict, for the protection of buyers against dishonest dealers,
drew a distinction between new slaves (novicia), and ‘veterans’, those who had been slaves
for at least a year; at market, slaves sold as ‘new’ could fetch a better price (Dig. 21.1.37,
Ulpian), since it was considered more difficult to retrain a ‘veteran’ to learn new skills and
unlearn old habits.

On the vexed question why slaves’ offspring were not classed as fructus (p. 50), P.,
showing thorough knowledge of the secondary literature, defends the innovative interpret-
ation of Ulpian’s enigmatic statement (Dig. 5.3.27pr.) by A. Rodger, Law Quarterly
Review 123 (2007), 446–54, which he uses as evidence that ‘slave owners, with good rea-
son, purchased female slaves with the intention of having them produce children (my ita-
lics)’. However, this is far from establishing that it was frequently the only, or even the
main, consideration in making a purchase, nor does it explain the view that the offspring
were not to be regarded as fructus. Like many modern scholars before him (present review-
er included), P. has assumed that Ulpian is talking about purchase. However, comparare,
‘acquire’ has much wider application than emere, and most legal discussions of fructus are
in the context of leasing (Buckland, Text-Book of Roman Law [1963], pp. 221–6). This
puts matters in a rather different perspective. Someone might lease, taking on the costs
of tending and rearing, for example, a flock of sheep, for the sake of what they produce
– meat, skin, wool and more sheep. But who would lease female slaves (let alone their
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‘stud’ males) solely as breeding stock? Are they expected to spend the rest of the time just
waiting to be fed? Slaves are hired for their labour and services.

Chapters 3 and 4 discuss patron–freedwoman relationships as treated in legal and in
epigraphic sources. The material in Chapter 3 will be already familiar to anyone who
has studied Roman law relating to freed slaves in general, on matters such as inheritance,
obsequium, operae, marriage, ius liberorum, etc. All of these P. discusses, concentrating
on the particular requirements and restrictions applicable to freedwomen, and how these
affected their lives, and distinguished them from the freeborn. As with freed men, the
law both guarded the freedwoman’s independence and her claim to citizenship, while
also protecting the interests of patrons. He has read the texts closely and carefully, and
clearly explains their significance, not only for the freed slaves, but for Roman social cohe-
sion generally.

Chapter 4 concerns a more nebulous, and less well-documented, topic, the evidence of
funerary inscriptions (using those from Rome itself, in CIL 6) for the nature of the relation-
ships between freedwomen and their patrons, who were sometimes also their husbands.
Here he has to ignore the incerti and consider only those inscriptions with explicit status
indications. Quoting a number of commemorative inscriptions, he explores nuances of
expression and their possible significance. His interpretations, necessarily somewhat sub-
jective, are on the whole plausible and convincing. I commend particularly to readers the
final paragraph of the chapter (p. 128), on the importance of the patron–freedwoman rela-
tionship, both as ‘about family’ and as validating the freedwoman’s achieved place in the
citizen community.

Chapter 5 draws the threads of argument together. In legal writings, the freedwoman is
idealised as, though socially inferior, potentially as moral and respectable as the freeborn.
Literature, however, perpetuates the stereotype of the ‘slavish’ woman, i.e. one charac-
terised by promiscuity and disregard for morality, and also perpetuates the stigma of
slave origins for any freed slave woman who continues to behave in this way. However,
this can also throw into sharper contrast the merit of the freedwoman who does not behave
in this manner, but has openly chosen to embrace the values and mores of free Roman
society by entering into marriage. It also benefits one in respectable concubinage – a status
whose acceptance was made possible, P. argues, by political and social developments in
the early Principate, which had changed the nature of citizenship, and blurred the divisions,
not only horizontally, between freeborn and freed, but also, as he signals less directly
(pp. 2–3, 93, 149 – ‘social norms’, and in Ulpian, dignitas), vertically, the legally defined
senatorial elite blurring at the lower end into the honestiores, and lower-class freeborn
grouped together with freed as humiliores. All this eases the freedwoman’s transition
from slave woman to Roman citizen matrona, and justifies her citizenship.

Despite the reservations noted above, particularly in regard to Chapter 2, this book is a
thoughtful and innovative study of an important topic. It throws light on the Roman ideol-
ogy regarding citizenship, gender and slavery, and is a useful addition to the literature on
all three areas.

J ANE F . GARDNERUniversity of Reading
j.f.gardner@reading.ac.uk
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