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A N T O N I N B A R T O N f i K 

A C O N T R I B U T I O N T O T H E P R O B L E M O F L A N D 
T E N U R E I N A N C I E N T P Y L O S 

Our main source of information about Mycenaean agriculture is the Linear 
B Script, but recently deciphered,1 and above all, tablets found in Pylos. 2 

Taking into account pieces of information contained therein 3 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-to-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-to-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 te-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-kesi-jo le-me-no). 

The extfint of ki-ti-me-na ko-to-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-to-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-ti-jo-qo is 
a leaseholder of common land, requiring ca. 174 1 of grain for sowing; 4 besides, 
however, he has 188 1 of ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na, of which as much as 1801 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 Ta-ra-to[or Ta-ra2-toJ cul
tivates land leased to him at least by four different holders of ki-ti-me-na 
ko-to-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 wil l 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 7 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 i t . 8 

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 . G. 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 
wil l 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 organized8. The tertium 
comparationis concerning the Teutonic and Celtic analogies of Hittite and 
Mycenaean 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. Koslomlatsky 

N O T E S 

1 See M. Ventris—J. Chadwick, Evidence for Greek Dialect in the Mycenaean 
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which appeared in this number of S P F F B U . 
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7 J . A. Lencman, Rabstvo v period vozniknovenija polisa (a lecture read at 
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9 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. lOsqq. 

• Cf. a similar view held by E. N. Slajerman, Krizis rimskoj imperiji, and 
by L. Varcl, O vyvoji nekterych forem spole6ensk6ho vedomi v dob& cisafske, 
(lectures read in Liblice). 
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Pf t f S P E V E K K O T A Z C E P O Z E M K O V E D R Z B Y V E S T A R E M P Y L U 

Autor si vsima ve svem Clanku protikladu mezi vyrazy ke-ke-me-na ko-to-na 
(pravdepodobne ,,spolecna puda") a ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na (snad ,,soukroma 
puda"[?]) — na pylskych tabulkach, psanych linearnim pismem B, se tyto ter-
miny objevuji velmi casto — a poukazuje na slozitost vzajemnych vztahu mezi 
drziteli obojiho druhu pudy i na ekonomickou nevyhranenost jejich socialniho 
postaveni. Doby, kdy recka spolednost na sebe vezme formy otrokarskeho fadu 
klasickeho typu, jsou zfejme je§te velmi vzdaleny, a tak lze vhodne paralely 
hledat spise v starem Oriente (J. A. Lencman). Kazd6 takove srovnavani skryva 
ovsem v sobfi'jiste risiko, a to zvlasle tehdy, je-li zaroven spojeno s pfenaSenim 
specifickych Spolefienskych vztahu do zcela odli&njxh vyvojovych obdobi, jako 
to 6ini nektefi badatele, k'tefi radi hovofi o feudalnich rysech v spolecnostech 
stareho Orientu a oznacuji i nektere zvlastni vztahy, typicke pro mykenskou, 
a take pro hetitskou spoleCnost, nevolnictvim. Hetitskou a mykenskou spole-
Censkou strukturu z poloviny 2. tisicileti pf. n. I. lze vskutku asi steii bezpro-
stfedne srovnavat se spolefcenskymi vztahy u starych Keltu a Germanu z dob 
okolo zacatku na§i ery, jak se o to pokouSi L . R. Palmer; naproti tomu nelze 
vSak docela vylufiovat moznost, naznaCenou v jin6 souvislosti E . N. Stajer-
manovou a L . Varclem, te napfl§te bude tfeba pfipouStet pfi vykladu staro-
vekych spoIe£enskych vztahu i existenci jakehosi vedlejSiho proudu, ktery pro-
bihal jen jakoby na okraji vyspel6 soustavy otrokafskych vztahu klasickeho 
typu a jenz se stal pozdeji zakladem, na nemz byl vybudovan fad feudalni. 

3 A M E T K A K B O D P O C y O 3 E M E J I b H O f l C O E C T B E H H O C T H 
B flPEBHEM I IHJ IE 

B CBoeii CTaTbe a B r o p upoTHBOnojiaraeT B u p a w e H R H ke-ke -me-na ko - to -na ( , ,o6maH 
3eMJifl")(?) H k i - t i - m e - n a ko-to-na ( . .HacraaH aeMejibHan co6cTBeHHOCTt")(?) — 3 T H 
TepMHHKr i a c T O BCTpenaiOTCH Ha nmibCKHX Ta6jiHn,ax, HarracaHHbix j iHHeapHUM n n c b -
M O M B — H yKaaiJBaeT Ha cnoHmocTb B3aHMOOTHomeHHH Mewfly seMJieonafleJibijaMii 
o6enx KaTeropaf l , a TaioKe Ha aKOHOMBTiecKvio HeonpenejieHHOCTb H X conpaj ibHoro 
nojioweHHH. 3noxa, B KOTopyio r p e i e c n o e o6mecTBO npHMeT <|opMy pa6oBJiaAeJibiecKoro 
c T p o a K J i a c c n i e c K o r o T u n a , HBJineTCH eme o i e H b OTnaneHHOH, H T S K H M o6paaoM HCKaTb 
cooTBeTCTByiomHe napajraej iH npHxoflHTCH cKopee Ha ApeBHei* B o c i o K e (H. A. J l eHU-
MaH). Jlwooe TaKoe cpaBHeHHe HBjiaeTCH, offHaKO, AOBOJibHO pncKOBaHHUM, O C O 6 C H H O 
Tor/ ia , KOi\na O H O coeAHHeHO c nepeHeceHHeiu cnenn^HHecKHX oomecTBeHHbix OTHOmeHHH 
B coBepnieHHO p a a j r a i H u e nepnon i j pasBHTHH, n a n S T O nejiaiOT HeKOTopue HccjieaoBaTenH, 
O X O T H O roBopnmHe o (fieoAauhHbix HepTax B o6mecTBe ApeBHero BocTOKa H o6o3Haqaio-
mne HeKOTopue oco6ue OTHomeHHn, THninmbie una MHKeHCKOro, a TaKxce win x e r r c K o r o 
o6mecTBa, KpenuocTHbiM upaBOM. 

T p y A H O AeflcTBHTejibHO cpaBHHBaTb x e r r c K y i o H MHK6HCKVK) o6mecTBeHHyio cxpyK-
T y p y c e p e A H u u BToporo TMCHieJieTHH no H . a. c o6mecTBeHHMMH oTHomeHHHMH 
ApeBHHx KeJibTOB H repMaHD;eB (B Haia.ie Hamefi api-i) — KaK 3T0 piJTaeTCfl AeJiaTb 
JI. P. I lanbMep. He n c K j n o i e H a , OAHaKO, B O S M O H C H O C T E . , yKa3aHHan n p a H H U X o6cTOHTeJib-
CTBax E. H. Il lTaepMaH H JI. Bapn,jieM, H T O B AajibHeHmeM HeoSxoAHMO 6yAeT AonycTHTb 
n p n oo^HCHeHBH o6mecTBeHHbix OTHOmeHHH B ApeBHHe BpeMeHa n cymecTBOBaHne 
K a K o r o - T o n o S o i H o r o Te^eHHH, nponcxoAHBinero KaK 6M B H S pa i ioK rjiaBHOH CHCTeMbi 

JaGoBJiaaejTbqecKHx OTHOmeHHH K J i a c c i n e c K o r o T n n a , CTaBmero nosAHee ocHosaHBeM 
eoaajibHoro CTpon. 

Ilepeeejia: E. IlyxjixKoea 


