Introduction

it

This book looks at slaves and masters in Santos, 5io Paulo, a sliver-
shaped coastal township in southcastern Brazil. The period of study
begins with Brazil’s independence (1822), and ends when slavery was
abolished (1888). I present evidence of differing slaves’ conditions of life
and work, their treatment, and most important, the causes for this varia-
tion. Some slaves may have been privileged relative to other slaves (and
cven rclative to some free poor), but slaves belonged to the “most dis-
advantaged clement in socicty” because they lacked basic citizenry and
property-holding rights and were socially degraded by their categoriza-
tion as chattel.! Nevertheless, the brutality that was endemic to slavery
was not shared equally among slaves; this book sceks to cxplain why.
Fundamentally, I argue that owners’ status impacted on the options avail-
ablec to their slaves.? Slaves owned by masters with greater social and cco-
nomic prestige stood a better chance of living healthicer lives, working in
relatively safer jobs, surrounding themsclves with family and community,
and cven finding pathways out of slavery. For most other slaves, these
paths remained unjustly blocked.

Many other historians have presented slaves as living in a hicrarchical
world, but few have collected information on how and to what degree
changes in owner status affected the lives of slaves. For example, histori-
ans studying slave familics in Brazil and the cconomics and demography
of slavery have found that slaves lived and worked in a great range of en-
vironments.” As enslaved farmers twisted tobacco on small Bahian farms,
trammers pushcd wagons through the subterrancan tunncls of Minciro
(Minas Gerais) gold mines, and palanquin-bearers hefted gilded carriages
over the cobblestone strects of Rio de Janciro, Brazilian slaves navigated
their restrictive worlds in numerous ways. Furthermore, contemporary
obscrvers and the first historians of slavery never doubted that conditions
varicd, cven widely so, but this was generally attributed to the different
trcatment slaves received and the placcs thcy lived.*
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Today, scholars place ncarly as much weight on the choices slaves
made as they do on the behavior of their masters. It is now common to
asscrt that bondspeople took steps semi-independently to form familics
oI communitics, to save for their manumission letters, or to resist some
wish of authority. In fact, some slaves were able to profoundly change
their lives, even though power within the master-slave relationship could
hardly have been more unequal. This commonly accepted idea of limited
autonomy docs not conflict with the fact that masters treated their slaves
in different ways, and while treatment could be indifferent, kind, or cruel
depending on the character of a master or mistress, it also varied gener-
ally between groups of owners, depending on their status. Drawing in-
spiration from Eugene Genovese, “treatment” was the degree of freedom
of choice, sccurity, and access to legal pathways out of slavery given to
slaves or their descendents. Day-to-day living conditions such as food,
clothing, housing, and conditions of labor mattered cnormously, but a
small number of lucky slaves moved from bondage to nearly complete
citizenship and lived full lives within sustaining communitics.” The major-
ity survived against awful odds.

Sincc the 1960s, historians of slavery have increasingly avoided the
word treatment becausc it can give a misleading impression that slaves
ultimately lacked agency.® Many scholars of slavery have questioned the
ideca that slaves” autonomy and decision making were always tempered
by their owners’ actions and preferences. Today the master-slave rela-
tionship is often scen as onc of negotiation, albeit with vastly uncqual
terms.” For CVCry ounce of agency that slaves had, masters had a poum.l,
and the actions that owners directed at their slaves should be recognized
as they were. Still, we need not deny that slaves had a minimal degrec of
autonomy of bchavior in order to view treatment as the sct of actions
taken ]:ay masters toward their slaves.

In multiple ways, the life conditions that Santista (Santos) slaves faced
were comparable to bondspeople in other parts of Brazil. Santos was
a modestly sized coastal township with a port city connected to inter-
national trade, but it was not the center of commerce or political rule.
Santista slaves were mostly traded locally and in small numbers, as thcy
appear to have been clsewhere.” Marriage was closed to slaves except
to thosc owned by mostly wealthy masters, yet childbirth was likely,
irrespective of owner background or holding size.” Bondspcople were
disproportionately targeted by the police for minor offenscs, although
physical punishments dirceted at slaves were removed from the town’s
legal code after 1850."" While the social environment presented risks,
it was the physical environment where Santista slaves confronted their
worst fears. In this they were not alone. Slaves throughout Brazil sutfered
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terribly from and were killed by discases such as tuberculosis, smallpox,
and nconatal tetanus. If they were not killed by discasc or injury, a small
but fairly stcady strcam of slaves escaped bondage through manumission.
As clsewhere in Brazil, it was mostly child and female slaves who received
manumission letters that contained no burdensome stipulations.'! Skilled
Worl{ing-ﬂgc males, on the other hand, were the most likcly to run away,
just like their fugitive counterparts in Rio de Janciro, Minas Gerais, and
Pernambuco.!? When emancipation approached in the mid-188os, the
Imperial government created an Emancipation Fund to hasten a gradual
abolition process. Yet most of the funds were directed toward the wealth-
icst slave owners.!” Santos was no different in the types of bondspeople
chosen to be freed with this public money. There were other experiences
that Santista slaves shared with most Brazilian slaves, but these examples
suggcst that the principal finding of this book—that slavery in Santos was
sufficiently hicrarchical such that opportunitics for slaves were open or
closed depending on owner position and treatment—cxisted within the
larger system of slavery in Brazil.

Like all Brazilian townships, Santos also had characteristics that made
it and the slaves who resided there unique. Climate, gecography, and port
commerce gave Santos much of its individuality. Its tropical climate was
suitable for a particulﬂr sct of ﬂgricultural goods that were often at the
heart of slave toil in the region. Weather patterns differ along the Paulista
(Sio Paulo) coast from thosc of the larger southeastern region, which
included the provinees of Sio Paulo, Rio de Janciro, and Minas Gerais.
Coffec and cotton never became important crops in the township, while
somc common local products such as rice, occan fish and scafood, and
tropic;ll fruits were mrcly Or ncver gathcrcd bcyoml the coastal moun-
tains. Geography also helped distinguish Santos in another way: it gave
the township onc of the only viable ports for a province roughly the size
of New York and Pennsylvania combined. The port reaped the benefits as
morc and more transatlantic ships embarked carrying coffec and cotton,
and manufactured goods arrived. The township was also closc cnough to
both Rio de Janciro and the city of Sio Paulo and big ecnough for some of
its politicians to achicve prominence in the Imperial government.'* Equal
to its rolc as a coffcc port, Santos was also an important immigrant’s
port. Its harbor was one of the main entry points for Europcan and Asian
men and families looking for worl and new lives in the Americas during
the late nincteenth and carly twenticth centurics. Most of these immi-
grants mcrcly passcd through Santos, but thousands remained. Today,
a large immigrants’ hospice, now abandoned and in ruins, stands testa-
ment to their passage.'” The European or Asian “colonists,” as they were
usually called, did not arrive in large numbers until the last few years of
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slavery in the 1880s, but thosc who stayed and worked in the city played
a role in the abolition and Republican movements.

Many immigrants discmbarked at Santos but rushed to escape fatal
risks from “fevers.” The biggest danger came from a sct of infectious
discascs confincd to the coast that made the town infamous from the
1870s until the 1900s. Santos became so notorious for discasc and cpi-
demics that it was referred to as the “cemetery of the world,” although it
is yet to be proven whether health was worsc there than in other Brazil-
ian port citics. Much of the trouble was caused by the tiny Aedis qegypti
mosquito, a common carricr of yellow fever, which thrived in Santos but
dicd in the colder weather in and beyond the narrow band of coastal
mountains.'® Contemporarics drew numerous comparisons between the
(allegedly) discasc-ridden coast afflicted with yellow fever and the healthy
highlands. Indeed, travelers and immigrants often rushed the arduous
journcy from boat, up and over the mountains, and into the highlands
during cpidemic years, yet the port’s “unsanitary” conditions took the
brunt of the blame when these individuals or familics became sick and
dicd en route.

An immigrant who arrived in Santos before 1880 and hurried from
boat to train typically would have encountered slaves. Most bondspeople
living in the township of Santos resided in the port city and should thus
be classificd as “urban slaves.” Historians and contemporarics of slavery
have traditionally drawn a sharp distinction between slaves who worled
in citics and those who labored on farms. City slaves, especially negros
de ganho (slaves for hirc), arc now generally perceived to have had much
more autonomy than ficld slaves.'” Analysis of these separate categorics
of bondspeople is rooted in carlier slave studies that focused on the typi-
cal plantation slave and the anomalous big-city slave. Recent rescarch
has shown, however, that the lives of slaves who labored for small land-
holders were morc comparable to thosc of their frec working-class neigh-
bors than to the lives of large-plantation slaves, while bondspeople in
Brazil’s largest and richest citics such as Rio de Janciro or Salvador lived
in ways vastly different from slaves beyond these city limits. '

As Santos grew from a small town into a midsized city during the nine-
teenth century, it maintained connections to local agriculture despite the
port’s eventual promincnee. For this rcason, the lives of its enslaved resi-
dents do not comfortably fit into the urban-rural dichotomy that has long
marked slave studics. For example, the town’s only defined cdge was its
watcrfront, while its broad backsides blurred into fairly populated semi-
circles of town homes and country houscs, and blurred again into a zonc
of farms, ficlds, brush, and marsh. Townspcoplc often owned onc home
in town and another in the country, and their slaves moved between the
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two. Slave owners often rented out their slaves to houscholds on the out-
skirts of town for tending small ficlds, feeding livestock, and performing
a multitude of rural tasks. In thesc scttings, Santos slaves may have had
much in common with the majority of Brazilian slaves in hundreds of
small- to moderately sized towns and villages in Brazil, who lived and
worked in country scttings but maintained urban connections. The few
large citics such as Rio de Janciro or Salvador would have struck Santista
slaves (and most Brazilian slaves) with awe and bewilderment. Rescarch
is only beginning to look closcly at this semiurban population. If Santos is
rcpresentative, the line between urban and rural slaves may blur when
the conditions of life and work display characteristics of both categorics.

Santos shares an island with S3o Vicente, onc of the oldest European
scttled towns in the Americas. Here, the first Portuguese explorers and
colonists in Brazil built their homes and dug ficlds in the sixteenth cen-
tury. In fact, this small part of the Brazilian coast was onc of the first
regions in the Americas to adopt slave labor as an engine to produce a
commodity (sugar) for global markets. Although its cconomy turned in-
ward after the seventeenth century, Santos and its neighboring townships
remained far more dedicated to sl;wcry than other parts of the captaincy
or province until the middle part of the nincteenth century.'” Only by the
cnd of that century could some imaginative residents or visitors foresee
the commanding position that Santos would attain in the national and
world cconomy. Today Santos is home to about half a million residents
and is onc of the busiest ports in the world, serving as the entrepdt for
ncarly all of the agricultural and manufactured goods of Brazil’s indus-
trial powerhouse, the state of Sio Paulo. Santos, thercfore, played a role
in global affairs in the sixteenth century and again in the mid- to late
nincteenth century, and in both instances depended heavily on African-
and Brazilian-born slaves. Despite the importance of this section of the
long Paulista coast and the slave labor that dominated the cconomy, no
history of slave life in this region has yet been compiled.?”

Long after the carly colonial sugar boom but before Santos took its
strong commercial and maritime position, the town’s population was
relatively small and production was minor. During the first fow decades
after independence, the persistence of colonial social and political struc-
turcs was morc noticcable than the town’s slow transformation. After
1849, as coffcc surpasscd sugar as Sao Paulo’s most cxported good, the
British began construction of a provincial railroad, terrible new cpidemics
struck the coast, and thousands of European immigrants landed dockside
at the town, all conspiring to move Santos away from its long colonial
cra and toward its contcmporary form as an intcrnational port and cos-
mopolitan city. To follow the quickening pace of these trends, this book
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rclies on social and cconomic maps that track the changing boundaries of
wealth, status, and slaw‘cholding. Maps such as thesc create dcmographic
profiles of slave-owning and non-slavc-owning houscholds in both the
urban parts of the port city and rural arcas of the township. In order to
understand when and why major opportunitics opened for some slaves
but not for others, the first part of this book investigates wealth and ma-
terial conditions of houscholds, neighborhoods, and farming communi-
tics. Additionally, information on owner and slave occupations, familial
conncctions, and a myriad of overlapping social tics creates a picture of
a diverse city undergoing significant changes, including an evolution and
adaptation of institutions linked to the slave system.

The sccond part of this book continucs to focus on changing so-
cial and demographic trends while emphasizing slaves” life conditions
and treatment. Here [ present evidence that these trends diverged sig-
nificantly between groups of bondspeople, principally in the degree to
which the different groups were able to avoid sale outside of their fami-
lics and communitics, create or re-create familics, work in relatively safe
jobs, and avoid punishment for behavior authoritics deemed criminal.
Owners’ social position and their treatment of their slaves also influ-
cnced slaves” ability to remain healthy; avoid risk of discase, injury, and
violence; and reccive effective medical care. Finally, social hicrarchy also
influenced the pathways slaves had to freedom, via cither manumission
or flight, and, after death, how their remains were handled by owners,
friends, and family.

By connccting the behavior of slaves with a systematic analysis of their
social conditions I am attempting to find a middle ground between two
diverging modes of interpreting and understanding slavery. In the last
threc decades, as some historians have scarched for ways Brazilian slaves
found their own voices and carved out a culturally or socially indepen-
dent space within an oppressive socicty, other historians have turned to
the structural aspccts of slﬂvcry, usu;llly through quantitative mcthods
and an emphasis on demographic or cconomic history. Following Stan-
ley Stein’s masterful Vassouras: A Brazilian Coffee County, 1850-1890,
originally published in 1957, some of this rescarch on slavery has also
become quite regionalized.?! T cannot claim to be the first to attempt to
bridge what might be characterized as a divide between slaves’ actions
and the social or cconomic groups to which they belonged. One success-
ful stratcgy has been to pﬂinsmkingly re-crecatc a biography of a slave or
a freed slave and his or her family in order to witness the decisions these
individuals made within a number of changing structural constraints.
Sandra Lauderdale Graham’s Caetano Says No or Zephyr Frank’s Dietra’s
World center on a slave and freeman, respectively, while Nancy Pricilla
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Naro, in A Slave’s Place, a Master’s World, used judicial court cases to
look at the decisions slaves and their owners made within rural Rio de
Janciro. Brazilian historians have also integrated the intimate expericnces
of slaves with the changing sctting of the cconomy and socicty >

Becausc slaves in Brazil and most other places left so few written nar-
ratives, scholars have turned to the many boxes of Llusty processos-crime
(judicial records) to discover the actions of slaves in specific situations
and their ability to be autonomous actors. Two other sources—wnrapas
{census records) and testamentos and inventarios (inheritance records)—
have also been scrutinized, principally by those interested in the structural
side of slavery. Inheritance records often provide meticulous descriptions
of houscholds and material culture as well as the occasional contentious
passage regarding the bequeathing of slaves and goods to heirs. They also
allow historians to lool at the important relationship between slavehold-
ing and general wealth holding, with recognizable limits. Census records,
cspecially from S3o Paulo and Minas Gerais, were often made in such de-
tail that houschold production, race, age and civil status can be followed
in pursuit of important trends. More and more years of these census
mapas have come under close examination, sometimes in combination
with onc or two other sources that permit cross-listing of the names of
slaves and their owners. >

Historians’ usc of thesc sources has produced several important new
discoverics about Brazilian slavery:

« Sizes of slavcholdings varicd enormously, with small numbers often
the norm for the purposcs of food and commodity production for
houschold and local market.*

« Brazilian houscholds were more commonly organized around a nu-
clear family than an extended family, or headed by a lone individual
with or without slaves.”

» Slaves were able to form and maintain familics under certain condi-
tions and within particular arcas.®

« The large and populous province of Minas Gerais was not in cco-
nomic decline after its cighteenth-century gold boom; rather, it had
a dynamic cconomy and was likely onc of the few places in Brazil
where the slave population cxperienced natural increascs.”

« DPrior to the coffec boom, the growing African slave labor force in Sao
Paulo accompanicd its cconomic expansion.®

« The increasing purchase price of slaves dampened cconomic mobility
for many pcoplc aluring the sccond half of the nincteenth ccntury.l”
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Thesc findings have challenged the idea that Brazilian socicty was typi-
cally composed of large, extended familics that held the majority of slaves
on sugar or coffce plantations. Historians have also questioned the idea
that slaves were not allowed or were unwilling to create families, and
have challenged commonly held beliefs regarding the regional histories
of Minas Gerais and Sio Paulo. By doing so, these studics have altered
our understanding of the history of slavery in Brazil and of the history of
Brazil as a colony and nation.

Somce of these demographic and economic histories noticcably return to
a pre-1960s model of scholarship that rclicd on slavery to describe other
trends, such as cconomic growth.*” Three important unpublished disserta-
tions—by Robert Slenes (Stanford University, 1976), Pedro Carvalho de
Mello (University of Chicago, 1977), and Roberto B. Martins (Vanderbilt
University, 1980)—have been credited with a new phase of cconomic
and demographic recanalysis of Brazilian history. These dissertations were
important for prompting a numbecr of debates, cspcciﬂlly over the nature
of the Minciro cconomy in the nincteenth century. At the same time,
Gilberto Freyre’s heavy emphasis on plantation slavery has continued to
be questioned, as scholars reexamine the conscquences of slavery for the
national narrative of Brazil.

Historians have also developed a uscful sct of tools for examining slav-
cry in Santos. Many of the sources used for this book center much more
on slavcholders than slaves. In these sources, [ have :lt‘tcmptcd to find
the composition of the larger socicty, how slave owners were socially
positioned, and what thosc positions meant for the lives and work of the
individuals they owned. Residents of Santos, like other Brazilians, lived
in a socicty that was largely rural, decply uncqual in wealth and power,
and permeated by the institution of slavery until 1888, Wealthy Brazilians
owned hundreds of African- and native-born slaves, held a great deal of
property, and grew a range of products sold locally and across the world,
in sharp contrast to the many small familics squatting on nearby land
and the bcggars who owned little more than a ropc belt, threadbare shirt,
pants, and sandals. The poorest frec people in socicty lived highly uncer-
tain lives and were often the first to suffer during times of hardship. They
performed what jobs they could, migrated often, lived shorter lives, and
held a less steady position in socicty than did the bondspeople of owners
with mcans. Between the barons and the beggars were the vast majority
of Brazilians, those who had sufficient but not abundant resources to
endurc a year of bad harvests, the death of onc or more family member,
price increascs of basic necessitics, and other ill luck.™!

Considering this wide spectrum, what were the factors that separated
groups of pcople from onc another and created differences in wealth,
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slavcholding, and power? In other words, what stratificd socicty? This is
a question often brought up by social scientists and historians for vastly
diffcrent socictics and periods of time and considered by sociologists to be
a topic worthy of its own disciplinary ficld.** Looking at how other schol-
ars have approached class, status, and mobility is onc way to explain how
[ usc stratification in this book.

Generally, sociologists hold that people arc capable of catcgorizing
themselves while being categorized by others into social and cconomic
levels, based on perceived differences related to occupation, race, scx,
or wealth. It was on this issuc that Max Weber famously disagreed with
Karl Marx, since he did not belicve class struggle was at the heart of all
social conflict. Instcad, Weber argued that socicty is a constantly shifting
arcna, where individuals’ status and accepted claim to a specific style of
life, combine (or clash) with their defined roles within socicty, their range
of opportunitics that stem from material possessions, and their personal
chances within the competitive market.™ Considering the great amount
of work donc by historians of slavcry to show that opprcsscd pcoplcs
often posscssed a voice and some degrec of power to influcnce their
situations, this Weberian vision of socicty is arguably more compatible
than the Marxist position, although most historians eschew any one-
size-fits-all theoretical framework. On the other hand, we must continue
to make assumptions about how pcoplc arc positioncd, and consmntly
adjust thosc assumptions for any socicty we cxamine carcfully. Indeed,
Latin Amecrican Studics has a long tradition of viewing socicty in terms
of social divisions and organization, although the term social mobility is
uscd more frequently than social stratification.™ Sociologists rightfully
consider the former to be an action that occurs within the organization
of the latter.

When it comes to the social ranks of ninctcenth-century Brazilian so-
cicty, there is little doubt that deep incqualities existed, but historians
do not always agree how this incquality was structurcd. Many histori-
ans regard civil condition—freedom or slavery—as the most important
indicator. Analyses that utilizc income brackets correspond with this
division because slaves were often the lowest income-carning group. Fur-
thermore, bondspcoplc could not lcgﬂlly Ppass propcrty to heirs, thus this
catcgorization scheme places slaves below the frec poor in their potential
for holding wealth. Considering the extent and depth of poverty among
free people, a few historians have questioned the notion that slaves were
always at the bottom of the social pyramid. For Mary Karasch, the urban
socicty of Rio de Janciro had a “top layer” of “white Brazilians and a
few pardos from clite familics,” a “middle layer” of “immigrants, white
Brazilians and free people of color,” and the “lowest layer” that was a
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“mixed group.” Whether onc was free or enslaved was “important but
not the sole determinant of a person’s place in socicty.”* Residential lo-
cation and type of work may have been better indicators of social stand-
ing than civil status or income among certain occupational groups.®”

In this book I draw inspiration from the sociologists who have donc
much work on stratification and from historians who recognize that in-
come alone is insufficient to explain hicrarchy. In the Weberian tradi-
tion, I hold status and matcrial posscssions to be closcly related, and
this position frames the connections made in this book between the life
cxperiences of slaves and the wealth and status of their owners. Histori-
cal studics arc always constrained by their sources, however, and this onc
is no different. Thus, when sources did not support these connections,
I used different demographic groups that arc also viable categorics for
comparing life conditions and treatment. A richer, more complex picture
cmerges when groups of slavcholders based on occupation, race, or title
arc not always placed together within the overarching and diminutive
catcgorics of class.

Just as a historian who identifics “classes” or “ranks” must choosc
somewhat arbitrary dividing lines, there is also a degree of subjectivity to
finding the order of a socicty by social, status, or demographic groups.
I believe the only way around this problem is to find and usc categorics
uscd by slavcholders and slaves themsclves. For example, onc way of
looking at the different opportunitics available to slaves is to examine
occupational groups. The slaves tending sugarcance ficlds or rice paddics
led very different lives than those who regularly washed their neighbors’
laundry in town. Or, as another example, pardos may not have always
felt solidarity with cach other, but their midtone skin color and perecived
social position was an often-uscd and important identifying feature, and
people often acted differently toward them becausc of this characteristic.
The racial or social categorics Brazilians used offer another way of com-
paring lifc conditions and treatment.*®

There is another body of literature that frequently highlighted the hicr-
archics within slavery. Europeans and Americans who traveled to Brazil
in the nincteenth century frequently observed hicrarchies based on types
of OWNers, the treatment of slﬂvcs, the work thcy pcrformcd, and the
resources they displayed. Some obscrvers claimed that treatment varied
between the provinces to the dcgrcc that slaves in the southern provinces
WCIC 50 notoriously abused that slave owners in the north would threaten
their slaves with sale southward if they misbchaved.* Other travelers ob-
scrved that jobs on the sugar pl;mt:Ltions and gold mincs were worsc than
thosc on most coffcc fazendas (plantations or farms). They obscrved dif-
ferences in treatment according to the type of owner: Brazilians were sup-
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poscally better masters than the Portuguese, men were better than women,
clergy were better than government officials, and slaves and former slaves
were “more oppressive overscers and slave-drivers than whites.”*” Many
of these accounts were impressionistic and their hicrarchics arc question-
able, but more important 1s the fact that many travelers obscrved slaves
living and working in a diversc range of conditions and wrotc in diarics
and published books asscrting that they had witnessed slaves treated with
inhumane cruclty as well as with emotion and care.

Work was another variable that travelers used to catcgorize slaves.
Slaves who lived in citics and had urban occupations or independently
carned a wage for their owners or for themselves and their families could
slowly and strenuously improve their position in Brazilian socicty. City
slaves were often characterized as having an casier life, but some thought
the cnslaved stevedores worked harder than all other slaves.*' Some trav-
clers wrotc that negros de ganho (slaves for hire) had a great deal of
autonomy, but their conditions depended on their ability to save and will-
ingness to spend. Finally, domestic servants often appeared to be better
houscd., clothcal, and fed than slaves who worked on the strect, but thcy
displayed fewer freedoms of action compared to the negros de ganbo.*

Travclers were sometimes shocked to sce certain slaves and free blacks
in finery and jewelry. Thomas Ewbank, an American traveler, wrote in
1856 whilc in Rio de Janciro, “I have passed black ladies in silk and jew-
clry, with male slaves in livery behind them. Today onc rode past in her
carriage, accompanicd by a liveried footman and a coachman.”* When
C.S. Stewart visited Rio in 1852 he observed that “two black African
women, richly and fashionably attired, came sauntering along with the
most conscious air of high-bred sclf-possession. They were followed by
black female slaves, also in full dress, carrying a black baby threc or four
months old, and decked out in all the finery of an aristocratic heir.”** For
Americans unaccustomed to secing blacks in clegant clothing, thesce slaves
and free people of color exposcd their deep racial prejudices.®

Opulence such as this was mostly limited to the few big citics in Brazil,
cspecially Rio de Janciro, but in these places the richly attired slaves could
confound distinctions of racc and class, especially as material conditions
improved for many slaves during the sccond half of the nincteenth cen-
tury. Addressing the Brazilian Parliament in 1871, Perdigio Malheiro,
a nincteenth-century Brazilian lawyer who wrote an influential book on
slave law, said “today it is very common to sce slaves better dressed than
any of us, and judging by them no one could tell who is a slave, and their
masters condone this and even grant them other favors.”# Rita, a Bahian
slave who cscaped her master in Rio de Janciro in 1855, was described
as wearing a dress that was sccured by buttons made of white gold. Simi-
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larly, Helena, who also fled her Carioca (Rio de Janciro) master in 1865,
carricd roscttes of gold and precious stone. Neither description indicated
that these were stolen goods. Slaves such as Helena and Rita may have
been limited to a city like Rio de Janciro, although travelers also reported
numecrous luxurics available to the large landowners far from Brazil’s big
citics, some who were even compared to feudal lords.*”

Just as slaves who worce finery were noticed by visitors to Brazil,
privileged, skilled, high-status, and cducated slaves and libertos (freed
slaves) have reccived the attention of historians. Karasch reported that
the dozens of jobs held by slaves in Rio de Janciro included supervisors,
goldsmiths, chambermaids, and the “white slaves™ that carried the em-
peror on his outings. Julio César da Silva Percira discovered a slave
named José¢ Alves who was given the “pompous™ title of 17 cirugido da
Real Fazenda e Pago de Santa Cruz (1st Surgecon of the Royal Plantation
and Town of Santa Cruz), a position that gave him authority over hun-
dreds of other bondspcople on what was a huge and formerly Jesuit-run
farming opcration in Rio de Janciro province.*® Emilia Viotta da Costa
cited an advertisement for a slave that spoke French in addition to Por-
tugucsc. Sandra Lauderdale Graham described an African who could
sign his name in a petition for a work license, while his sponsor “barely
manﬂgcd to scratch out his name and, morcover, referred to the African
respectfully as “senhor’” (master).” Likewisc, Zephyr Frank told the story
of Antonio Dutra, a barber and musician who amassed a considerable
fortunc for his day, despite being African-born and a former slave.®’
Nancy Priscilla Naro discussed a judicial case of a slave named Eufrasia
whosc owner “showcred™ her with attention, “sending her dresses and
taking her with him to ‘public sports cvents and entertainment.””*? In the
unusual case cited by Naro, Eufrasia might have been called an escravo
de estimracio by her neighbors, a term used in 1922 by Alberto Sousa in
his account of the slaves who inhabited some of the fancicst houses in
Brazil and sometimes slept in the same rooms as their owners. Estimacio
mecans “cstcemed” or “prized” and is sometimes coupled with animal
in Portugucse to refer to a favorite pet, such as a poodle. Naro reported
that Eufrasia’s owner treated her brutally in the end, but some skilled
slaves had a bit of bargaining power. Stanley Stein quoted an owner
who complained that he had to scll his skilled slave because he refused
to work for him.”

Autonomy and knowlcdge may have been cqually important as a
slave’s place within the community or his or her price on the market.™
For cxample, domestic scrvants arc typically scen to have had less auton-
omy than thosc Worlcing on the strects, cspcciﬂlly comparcd to the HEGros
de ganko, but autonomy among scrvants most likcly depended on the
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type of houschold and job. According to a manual on slavcholding writ-
ten by a fazendeiro (plantation or farm owner), slaves would sometimes
purposcly do a task poorly if asked to pcrform a job thcy considered out-
side of their accepted occupation.™ Conversely, small houscholds often
had onc or two slaves who performed a wide range of jobs. Slaves who
worked outside the home may have been less likely to be under constant
supcrvision, but Katia Mattoso claims that at times domestic scrvants
became so intimate and closely connected to their masters or mistresses
that occasionally “it became difficult to tell who dominated.™™

In sum, slaves that were unusually situated within socicty have not
gonc unnoticed, nor have slaves who suffered great abuscs and crucltics.
Despite the common recognition that slaves varied in their position and
options, no one has undertaken a systematic scarch for variance stem-
ming from owners’ status. In Santos, and likely clsewhere, the social
order within socicty (including conventional material markers but also
extending to social and cultural positions) and the conditions that slaves
cndured were related. Recognition of this fact brings renewed attention to
the older idea of treatment and pushcs us to make the casc that the wWays
owners acted toward their slaves should be taken into account as much as
the ways slaves acted toward (or independently of) their masters.

In pursuit of these arguments I employ a new methodology. His-
torians have only bcgun to find conncctions between primary sources
through large databascs of slave and owner names, demographic infor-
mation, and the unique historical data contained in cach type of source,
but r:chly arc morc than two or threc typcs of documents uscd in this
manncr. Because archivists in Santos preserved and organized an excep-
tional array of material, and because this was not a large city like Rio de
Janciro or Salvador, more than twenty historical sources from the nine-
tcenth century could be combined and matched :Lccording to the names
of slaves and slave owners. Morc than two thousand unique slave own-
crs and three hundred slaves were identificd in two or more sources.
Out of ncarly twelve thousand slaves, approximately five thousand
were men, women, and children owned by masters who appeared in
multiple sources. Despite the nuances and complexitics of these data,
the vast majority of cross-referenced names in the databasc opcn many
ncw ways of investigating Brazilian slavery. For example, two primary
sourccs on slave trading, escripturas de compra e venda (bills of salcs)
and meia-sizas (tax records), rarcly give information about the former
slave owner beyond his or her name. As a conscquence, a number of
questions regarding the slave trade have gone largely unanswered, such
as the position and character of owners that typic:llly purchﬂscd slaves.
By combining information from thesc sources with census records and
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almﬂnacs, we can determine the birthplacc., race, and occupﬂtion of more
than half of the township residents who bought and sold slaves. Simi-
lar linlcagcs were found between historical documents that related to
slaves’ manumission strategics, family formation, work, crime and pun-
ishment, health, burial, and flight from slavery. Each of these topics is
important standing alone, but the primary purposc of this broad cross-
referencing technique is to fit these discussions into a unifying narrative
by identifying social patterns that constrained or opened slave choices.
The cross-referencing methodology employed by this study, including its
challenges and limitations, and the array of sources used, arc described
in the Appendix.

A broad range of life conditions and treatment arc connected to the
categorics of a hicrarchical socicty in a novel way. Few other histories of
slavery have so actively sought the names of owners and slaves in sources;
rather, they have relied on finding the broader, but important, demo-
graphic or cconomic trends. In fact, this is the first rescarch of slavery
that systcmﬂtic;llly gﬂthcrs information on owner status and Comparcs
this information with the lifc conditions and trcatment of slaves based on
a wide range of topics. It is also the first slave system to be investigated
using network analysis methods.

This book is divided into two parts. The first part (“Masters and Their
Slaves™) includes Chapters One through Three. It contains descriptions
of a changing socicty and the cconomy in Santos, transformations that
became more noticcable and hurried after 18 50. Socicty is best portrayed
as “interdependently stratified,” that is, containing innumerable personal
conncctions that cut through and across social and cconomic groups di-
vided into ranks. To make this casc, hundreds of marriage records and a
numbecr of other sources were anﬂlyzcd that give nctwork data. Networks
were by no means clustered by ncighborhood, yet cach of the necigh-
borhoods in the city and the countryside were unique in multiple ways.
Owners and their slaves shared many attributes within neighborhoods,
also truc for the limited opportunitics slaves had and for the treatment
that they reccived.

In Chapter Twvo, I track some of the broader demographic, cconomic,
and matcrial changes that occurred during the century. The cconomy and
soclety of the township largcly revolved around the local production of
goods, most of which was for local consumption. Some of the town-
ship councilmen who regulated the laws, collected taxes, and worked to
increasc trade and their businesses were from families that owned large
plantations. These families typically owned one or two country cstates,
scveral picces of property in town, and between twenty and cighty slaves,
who mostly tilled, cut cane, distilled cachaga (sugarcanc rum), or planted



Introduction 15

ricc or cassava. After 1850, a new class of men inscrted itsclf into po-
sitions of power that previously had been rescrved for planters. Thesce
ncwcomers made moncy in other ways, often by buying, storing, and
sclling coffec, sugar, and cotton to overscas markets. This merchant class
somctimes bought rural property and built country homes, but they were
maorc lilccly to buy town homes for themselves and tenements for their
workers. Some spent a considerable amount of time in Sio Paulo, prefer-
ring a lengthy railroad commute over tracks laid by the British in 1869 to
the hot and humid climate of the lowland coast of Santos. Even though
thcy took their proﬁts as scrvice middlemen rather than produccrs, thcy
rclicd nearly as much as the old clitc on slave labor. Their slaves were less
commonly farmers; instcad, they worked as stevedores, wagon drivers,
and warchousc workers.

In the third chapter, [ describe the township’s slave markets, its princi-
pal participants, market “nexuses,” and markets as “gateways” for slaves
into a hicrarchical world. This story mostly takes place in the 1860s,
when detailed historical sources arc available. More of the town’s clite
were working in export commerce rather than regional agricultural pro-
duction and these men looked to buy and scll particular slaves. Some
were certainly pleased to have connections to men like Captain Gregorio
Innocencio de Freitas, who largely traded slaves who were suitable for
hauling bags of coffcc.” Other townspeople looked for enslaved domestic
scrvants and sought another prominent slave trader who had carved out
a different but equally specialized niche.

The sccond part (“Slaves and Their Masters™), Chapters Four through
Scven, situates slave life conditions and their treatment into the chang-
ing social and cconomic picturc presented in the first part of the book.
Chapter Four looks at family, work, crime, and punishment of slaves
of Santos. By the midpoint of the century, both slave prices and coffec
cxport profits were rising, and the new commercial clite often handled
their slaves carcfully. In fact, they chose to send them to the hospital
for medicine and the jail for whipping, rather than perform medical ser-
vices and punishment within their home as families had donc for cen-
turics. The fifth chapter turns to the public and private medical care of
slaves, the afflictions from which they suffered and died, and how slaves
and free people faced similar discasc environments and risks with a few
important cxceptions such as yellow fever and tuberculosis. It includes
a discussion of the dangers slaves faced in a city that was morc and
more denscly populated and where many jobs were opening within an
cxpanding scrvicc-oriented cconomy. Chapter Six details the history of
slave manumission and ﬂight, the two pathways to freedom opcn for a
limited number of bondspeople. In the scventh chapter, I return to the
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slavcholders and freed slaves in a description and history of the abolition
movement. In that final, substantive chapter, I explore how a city that
had been more dedicated to slavcr}' than most other placcs in south-
castern Brazil could declare itsclf “frec of slavery” two years before the
“golden proclamation” ended official slavery in 1888, The Conclusion
presents a summary of findings and a discussion of how stratification
within the institution of slavery may have influenced its perception and
perpetuation.



