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MIKHAIL ROSTOVTZEFF AND
THE MODERNIZATION OF ANTIQUITY

The introduction of modern notions into the history of the ancient world is not an
individual feature of Mikhail Rostovtzeff as an historian but was characteristic of
many scholars from the generation of his teachers, and then of his students, and
therefore should be viewed against this broader backdrop. With the emergence of
economic history, political economists K. Rodbertus and K. Biicher interpreted
the economic development of antiquity in terms of the then prevailing notions of
progress, and corresponding to this historical period was a very primitive economic
order and closed-household economy. Such an archaization of the ancient economy
was opposed by Eduard Meyer, an outstanding historian of the ancient world, who
not only saw many capitalist elements in antiquity (they were previously discerned
by T. Mommsen and later by his students M. Weber, J. Beloch, U. Wilken, R. P6hl-
mann etc.) but who in principle rejected the theory of progress in favor of the
theory of cycles, or two parallel periods in world history. M. Rostovtzeft shared
this theory in his early article “Capitalism and the National Economy in the
Ancient World” (1900) which contains many ideas that he later developed in his
major works on the social and economic history of Hellenism and the Roman
Empire.

Evaluating the discussions about Hellenistic and Roman capitalism, we
should consider the struggle between primitivists and modernizers to be an integral
part of and a powerful stimulus to the scholarly understanding of antiquity, which
uses explanatory models. In the second half of the nineteenth century the concept
of capitalism had not yet been fully developed (Marx, for example, never used it
in his writings) and therefore its scope and content in the works of Rostovtzeft, his
associates and critics did in face vary significantly. The doctrine of socio-economic
formations (slaveholding, feudal, capitalist etc.), habitual to Soviet scholars, was
developed only in the 1930s, thus forcing many Soviet historians to abandon their
previous views of the historical process, whereas others such as S. Luria continued
to write about the struggle of the Greek urban bourgeoisie with the feudal lords.

The leading historian of ancient economy after Rostovtzeff, M. Finley, though
used Weberian concepts, tended rather to side with the primitivists. In general he
insisted on the self-sufficiency of cells of the ancient economy and denied any
tangible technological progress or economic growth throughout ancient history.
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By the end of the twentieth century it became clear that the model proposed by
Finley needed at very least the same modification as Rostovtzeft’s theory. Unlike
Rostovtzeff’s theories, his histories remain unsuperceded.

[IpuBHECEHNE COBPEMEHHBIX MOHSATHH B SKOHOMHYECKYIO >KU3Hb aHTHUYHOCTH
U IIApE — B MICTOPHUIO APEBHETO MUPA — HE SABIICTCS WHIUBUIYyaTbHONH 0COOECHHO-
ctbio M. 1. PocToBIIEBa KaKk HCTOpUKA, OHO OBIJIO CBOHCTBEHHO MHOTMM YYEHBIM
TOTO BPEMEHHU U MOTOMY JTOJDKHO OBITH PACCMOTPEHO Ha MUpPOKOM ¢oHe. Bo BTo-
poii nonosuHe XIX B. moiurakonomel K. Poxgbeptyc u K. Broxep TpakroBaiu 3xo-
HOMMYECKOE pa3BUTHE APEBHOCTH B FOCIOACTBYIOIINX TOTAA MOHATHUSX CTaAlalb-
HOTO Pa3BUTHS, B COOTBETCTBUU C KOTOPHIMU HA MEPUOJT AaHTUUHOCTH MPUXOUICS
[IPUMHUTHBHBINA 3KOHOMUYECKUH YKIIAJ — 3aMKHYTOE OMKOCHOE X03siCTBO. [IpoTB
apxau3allyd aHTUYHON SKOHOMHUKH BBICTYNuI Jj. Maiiep, KOTOpbI HE MPOCTO
ycMaTpuBaj B APEBHOCTH MHOKECTBO KallUTAIMCTUYECKUX JIEMEHTOB, — PAHEE UX
Bugen T. Momm3eH, modke ero yueHukn M. BeOep, 0. Bemox, V. Buibkes,
P. IIénpManH, — HO ¥ BBIABUHYJI TEOPHIO ITUKJIOB, WIIH ABYX MapaJlIeNIbHbIX TIEPHO-
JTOB B MUPOBOW HCTOPHH, CXOJHBIX CBOMMH 0a30BBIMU YepTamu. Y PocroBieBa ta
TeopHsl MpeacTaBieHa B craThe “‘KamuTanusM M HapogHOE XO3SHWCTBO B IPEBHEM
mupe” (1900), conepkamieid MHOTHE WACH, pa3BUTHIC UM BIIOCICACTBUU B Kalld-
TaJIbHBIX TPYJaxX M0 COLUMAIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKON UCTOPUM AJUIMHU3MA U PuMckoin
nMiiepun. HeBEpHO MOATOMY CBSI3BIBaTh 3TH UAEH C BO3ACHCTBHUEM Ha €T0 MHUPO-
BO33peHue pepomtoru 1917 .

B EBpone u CIIA mexnay OByMSt MEPOBBIMH BOIHAMH CIIOKHIICS IITHPOKHAN
KOHCEHCYC, BbIpa3uTesieM KOTOPOro BEICTyMal PocToBleB. ANBTepHATUBOM HCTO-
PULIUCTCKON TEOPUH, PUCOBABLIEH Pa3BUTHUE YEIOBEYECTBO KAK CMEHY I3TalloOB
i Gpopmanuii, 6611 MeTon M. Bebepa. Kputukyst On. Meiiepa 3a IOIBITKY Haii-
TH B @aHTHYHOCTH CJI€/IBI IIPOMBIIIIICHHOTO KAallKTalIn3Ma, OH paccMarpuBai “¢eo-
Janu3M” M “KanuTanu3M’ KaK YHUBEpCalbHbIE TUIIBI XO35HCTBOBaHUS, COBMECTHU-
MBI€ C Pa3THYHBIMHA HCTOPHUCCKUMHU (GOPMaMH TPOU3BOACTRA. Benymuii uCTOpuK
AHTUYHOM SKOHOMUKH MOCIEBOEHHOr0 BpeMeHn M. @uHIn, ucnoins3ys uaeu Be-
Oepa, B INIABHOM CKJIOHSIJICSI CKOpee K MO3UIMH “MPUMUTUBUCTOB”. OH HE TOIBKO
HacTauBaJl HA CaMOJOCTAaTOYHOCTH SIY€EK aHTUYHOM SKOHOMHUKH, HO U OTpULAI
TEXHOJIOTUYECKHUM TIPOrpecc U SIKOHOMUYECKUN POCT Ha BCEM MPOTSHKEHUU aH-
TUYHOI ucropuu. B mocneanue necarunetuss XX B. CTalo SICHO, YTO MOJENb,
npeuiokeHHass OuHIM, HYKIaeTCsS B TaKOW JKe, €ClId He Ooyiee CyIICCTBCHHON
MomuduKaIyu, 9To U Teopun PocroBuesa. [lodtn uepes cTo jer mocie BBIXOAA
The Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire (1926) PocTtoBlieBa u3-
OpaHHBIE UM CHOCO0 MOIEPHHU3alMd AHTHYHOCTH OCTAETCS OJHUM M3 CaMbBIX
IUIOIOTBOPHEIX B TOW 00JIACTH, T/ TEOPETUICCKIE MOJIEIIA COBPEMEHHOMN 3KOHO-
MHMYECKOM HAayKH HAKJIa/IbIBAIOTCSA HA OTPAHUYEHHBINH U C TPYAOM MOJJAIOIIHICS
KOJINYECTBEHHOMY aHajiu3y Marepual.
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