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ANTONIN BARTONEK

A CONTRIBUTION TO THE PROBLEM OF LAND
TENURE IN ANCIENT PYLOS

Our main source of information about Mycenaean agriculture is the Linear
B Script, but recently deciphered! and above all, tablets found in Pylos.?
Taking into account pieces of information contained therein® we may distinguish
in Pylos on principle two different types of land: ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na (probably
»common land'‘) and ki-ti-me-na ko-io-na [perhaps ,,private land** (?)). Ke-ke-me-
na ko-to-na was leased pa-ra da-mo (,,by the community"‘) first of all to so called
ko-te-no-o-ko, who seem to have been predecessors of later nobility, as well as to
individuals of different social categories who were in some way related to the
religious cult (priests, priestesses, their slaves — or rather ,,servants (?) — and
also the so called le-o-jo do-e-ro, or do-e-ra, i. e. servants of the god(ess), whose
social standing is not quite clear yet). In exceptional cases figurate as leasehold-
ers of common land also groups of people who likely were in servitude' of some
degree, the character of the latter being unknown to us. Besides, common land
included most likely also the temenos of the governor of Pylos and the temenos
of the military commander (wa-na-ka-te-ro te-me-no and ra-wa-ke-si-jo le-me-no).

The ext&nt of ki-li-me-na ko-lo-na was evidently much smaller than that of
common land. Some of the holders of ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na were the ko-to-no-o-ko,
mentioned already as leaseholders of ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na. The land that was
leased to them by the community they were probably not permitted to transfer
to sub-tenants, but with ki-ti-me-na ko-lo-na they could evidently do what they
liked. Among tenants of this category of land are mentioned first of all again
servants of the god(ess), but we come across also different craftsmen and
occasionally even people of higher social standing.

As there coexisted the two categories of land the leasehold relations became
sometimes very complicated. Thus for instance, ko-to-no-o-ko Ai-li-jo-qo is
a leaseholder of common land, requiring ca. 174 1 of grain for sowing;* besides,
however, he has 188 1 of ki-fi-me-na ko-lo-na, of which as much as 180 I he leases
to one priest and five servants of the god(ess).5 Most of the lessees of Ai-ti-jo-qo,
for their part, are not content with being only his tenants; they hire land from
other holders of ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na, too (god’s servant T'a-ra-lo for Ta-ra,-to] cul-
tivates land leased to him at least by four different holders of ki-ti-me-na
ko-lo-na),® yes some of their real estates are even the property of the community.

The quoted facts present, no doubt, a considerably different picture of land
tenure in the Mycenaean era from the picture we find in Homer. The disinte-
gration of clan system, which is just in progress in Mycenaean society, leaves
permanent traces both in the social structure of the population and in the re-
lations pertaining to land tenure. The times that will be characterized by what
we call the slave system of the antique type are still in distant future. That is
also why we must draw with J. A. Lencman? a comparison between the slave
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system in Mycenae and the social position of slaves in the civilizations of the
Near East. But we find in Ancient Orient numerous analogies also with respect
to land tenure, specially among the Hittites and in Mesopotamia. It is above
all in the Hittite Law Codex that we can find a number of regulations corres-
ponding to some items in the palace archive of Pylos, as L. R. Palmer has
shown it.®

However, when undertaking such comparative work, it is always necessary
to be on one's guard. One can hardly be too careful here, specially when transfer
of specific social conditions to quite different and remote stages of social evo-
lution is implied, as some experts nowadays do when they write about feudal
features of Ancient Oriental society and when they consider some relations, cha-
racteristic of Hittite and of Mycenaean society, to be features of serfdom.
To be sure, one can scarcely find any immediate connexions between the Hittite
and Mycenaean social structure of the middle of the 2nd millennium B. C. on
the one hand, and between social relations among Ancient Celts and Teutons
shortly before the beginning of our era and in the early centuries after on the
other hand, as Palmer tried to do. And yet, one cannot altogether exclude
the possibility that future interpretation of social relations among the Ancients
will have to admit of a kind of side-branch current, progressing, so to say, on
the periphery of the slave system of the classical type, and transforming
itself later into a basis on which the feudal society was organized®. The tertium
comparationis concerning the Teutonic and Celtic analogies of Hittite and
Mycenatan conditions would be, thus, based on pre-slave features, which
sprang up from the era that witnessed the gradual disintegration of clan
system, and have nothing to do with any presupposed specific features of the
original Indo-European ethnical community, as Palmer may likely assume.

Translated by S. Kostomlatsky

NOTES

1 See M. Venlris—J. Chadwick, Evidence for Greek Dialect in the Mycenaean
Archives, Journal of Hellenic Studies 73 (1953), 84-—103 [Czech reader may
consult Isjpecnally my articles Nynéjsi stav v lusténi krétského linearniho pisma B,
SPFFB 1956), 108—122, Linearni pismo B a hegemonie Reka na Krété
v pozdni dobé& mmo_]ské, SPFFBU C 3 [1956], 145—149, The Linear B Sings
8-A and 25-A%, SPFFBU A 5 [1957], 456—62, a Dvé& kapitoly z historie rozluiténi
linedarniho pisma B, Listy filologické 80 [1957], 1—9].

¢ See E. L. Bennetl, Jr., The Pylos Tablets, Texts of the Inscriptions Found,
1939—1954, Princeton 1955.

3 Works dealing with Mycenaean agriculture are discussed in my biblio-
graphical notes ,,Nejnovéjsi prace o zemédélskych pomérech v starém Pylu‘,
which appeared in this number of SPFFBU

4+ Eb846, Ep301,2.

' En74, 11—18, Eo247, 1-7.

¢ E0247,6; E0331,2; E0471,2; En74,15; En659,6.10.13.

? J. A. Lencman, Rabstvo v period vozniknovenija polisa (a lecture read at
the International Meeting of Ancient Historicians [held in Liblice from 24. to 26.
April 1957]).

8 L. R. Palmer, Mycenaean Texts from Pylos, Transactions of the Philolo-
gical Society 1954, 18—53b, esp. pp. 37sqq.; L. R. Palmer, Achaeans and
Indoeuropeans, Oxford 1955, esp pp. 10sqq.

¥ Cf. a similar view held by E. N. Stajerman, Krizis rimskoj imperiji, and
by L. Varcl, O vyvoji nékterych forem spoleéenského védomi v dobé cisafské,
(lectures read in L.iblice).
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PRISPEVEK K OTAZCE POZEMKOVE DRZBY VE STAREM PYLU

Autor si v3ima ve svém &lanku protikladu mezi vyrazy ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na
(pravdépodobné ,;spoleénd puada‘‘) a ki-li-me-na ko-to-na (snad ,,soukroma
puda‘‘[?]) — na pylskych tabulkach, psanych lineirnim pismem B, se tyto ter-
miny objevuji velmi ¢asto — a poukazuje na sloZitost vzidjemnych vztaht mezi
driiteli obojiho druhu pudy i na ekonomickou nevyhranénost jejich socialniho
postaveni. Doby, kdy recka spole¢nost na sebe vezme formy otrokarského radu
klasického typu, jsou ziejmé jeité velmi vzdéleny, a tak lze vhodné paralely
hledat spise v starém Orienté (J. A. Lencman). Kazdé takové srovnavani skryva
oviem v sobé&<jisté risiko, a to zvlasté tehdy, je-li zaroven spojeno s prendsenim
specifickych spoledenskych vztahi do zcela odlisnych vyvojovych obdobi, jako
to ¢ini nékteri badatele, ktefi radi hovofi o feudalnich rysech v spole¢nostech
starého Orientu a oznacuji i nékteré zvlastni vztahy, typické pro mykénskou,
a také pro hetitskou spole¢nost, nevolnictvim. Hetitskou a mykénskou spole-
¢enskou strukturu z poloviny 2. tisicileti pf. n. 1. lze vskutku asi stéZi bezpro-
stfedné srovnavat se spoledenskymi vztahy u starych Kelt@d a Germana z dob
okolo zadatku na$i éry, jak se o to pokousi L. R. Palmer; naproti tomu nelze
véak docela vyluéovat moZnost, naznatenou v jiné souvislosti E. N. Stajer-
manovou a L. Varclem, Ze napii§t® bude tfeba pripoudtét pfi vykladu staro-
vékych spoledenskych vztahi i existenci jakéhosi vedlejsiho proudu, ktery pro-
bihal jen jakoby na okraji vyspélé soustavy otrokafskych vztaha klasického
typu a jenz se stal pozdé&ji zdkladem, na némZ byl vybudovan Fad feuddlni.

3AMETKA K BONIPOCY O 3EMEJIBHON COBCTBEHHOCTH
B IPEBHEM IIHNJE

B cpoeit craThe aBTOp n?(omnononarae'r pHpamesna ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na (,,06man
aemaa’)(?) m ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na (,,9acTHad 3eMensHan coGerBenHOCTR'')(?) — ITH
TEePMHHRI Y4CTO BCTPedaloTCH HA NHEJILCKAX TaGimmax, HANMCAEHEIX JIMHCaPHHM IHCh-
MOM B — W yKasmBaeT HA CJIOMKHOCTb B3AAMOOTHOIIGHHH MEKAY 3eMieRJIaNesbIaMu
ofemx KaTeropdil, a TaKKe HA JIKOHOMHYECKYI0 HeOIpeieJIeHHOCTh HX COINHEAILHOTO
NoJI0MennA. JN0Xa, B KOTOPYIO rpedeckoe 06mecTso npmmeT Popmy paosranensyeckoro
CTPOA KJIACCHIECKOTO THNA, ABJAETCH elle O9eHh OTAAJCHHOH, H TaKEM 06pa3oM HCKaTh
COOTBeTCTBYIOIAe Hapajiie]¥ LOPEXOOATCA cKopee Ha ApepHeM Boctoxe (1. A. Jlemm-
man). JlioGoe Takoe CpaBHeHMe ABJAETCA, ONHAKO, NOBOJbHO PHCKOBAHHKM, 0c00eHHO
TOT/1a, KOT/la OHO COeJHHEHO ¢ HepeHeceHReM cHeURPMIeCKAX 0OMIECTBEHHRIX OTHOIMEHHH
B COBEPIIEHHO Pa3jIMYHhe IePHOAL PasBATAA, KaK 3TO [eJAl0T HEKOTOPEIe ACCIe0BAaTeNH,
OXOTHO ropopAmme o PeofadbENX YepraxX B obmecTse ApeBEero BocToka m 0Goamavalo-
1He HeKOTOpHle ocolble OTHOMIEHAs, THAOMYHLIE /1A MEKEHCKOIO, a TAKKe [JIfA XeTTCKOro
obmecTha, KPEMHOCTHLIM IPABOM.

Tpyaro AeificTBHTeNbHO CPABHHBATEL XeTTCKYI0 M MAKOHCKYIO o6mecTBeBHYIO CTPYK-
TYPY CepedMHEl BTODOrO THICAYENeTHA X0 H. 5 ¢ 0ONIeCTBeHHKEIMHA OTHOMEHAAME
ApeBHAX KeJbTOB M TepMaameB (B HaJaje HameH 3ph) — KaK 9TO JIHITAETCA JeNaTh
JI. P. Nanemep. He nckimouena, ofsaKo, BO3MOKHOCTh, YKa3aAHAs NPA AHKIX 00CTOATENb-
creax E. H. Illtaepman m JI. Bapmiewm, 9o B fanpHeimeM neoGxoarMo GyaeT KONyCTATDH
npu o0BLACHEEHWH OOLIeCTBeHHRIX OTHONIEHAH B JIpeBHAe BpeMeHA H CYIeCTBOBAaHUe
KAKOro-T0 M0GOYHOr'0 TeTeHHA, MPOHCXONMBINEr0 KaK OW BHe PAMOK IVIABHOH CHCTeMhl

aboBrafgeNbIeCKAX OTHONEHHRH KJIACCHYECKOrO THNA, CTABIIEro I03/{Hee OCHOBAaHHEM
geonanbﬂoro CTPOH.
Ilepesena: E. ITyzanxosa



