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ABSTRACT:

The article follows on, for the Hellenistic period, from Faraguna’s 2024 essay on land
and citizenship in Archaic and Classical cities. As pointed out by E, the link between
citizenship and land ownership has not been enough emphasised in recent scholarship.
The question is what role it plays in the very definition of citizenship: either it remains
a capacity that citizens have the right (but not the obligation) to exetcise, ot it is indis-
pensable for establishing their legal status. Furthermore, certain individuals have access
to ownership without entering politeia: foreigners with enktésis, free peasants not citizens,
beneficiaties of a direa. Finally, this chapter discusses the oliganthropic ctisis/ stasis of
the second half of the third century BCE and its relationship with land ownership.
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1. The question of the legal links between land and
citizenship

In an article published in 2024," Michele Faraguna decisively tackled a subject
that he rightly considers to be neglected today: the link between citizenship, land
and the institutionalisation of the po/is in the Archaic and Classical periods. The
author’s thesis is presented as a “triangulation” exercise, in which he seeks to
show that “the dynamics of the relationship between land and po/iteia |...] can of-
fer new elements for the analysis of institutionalisation within the Greek city”.”

Indeed, with the exception of the work of Julien Zurbach, which shows
the centrality of land in defining status from the Mycenaean period to the for-
mation of city-states,” recent studies on citizenship have approached the issue

from what could be described as an anthropological perspective: two recent

* 1 would like to express my sincere gratitude to Michele Faraguna for inviting me to Milan
in June 2025 for the conference “Sharing in the Po/is”, as well as to Jules Buffet and Graham
Oliver, who read and emended the present article with great care.

1 Faraguna 2024.

2 Faraguna 2024, 121.

3 Zurbach 2013; Zurbach 2017.
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works come to mind, one by Josine Blok, Citizenship in Classical Athens, pub-
lished in 2017,* and the second, a collective volume published in 2023 entitled
Citizenship in Antiguity: Civie Communities in the Ancient Mediterranean.” By con-
ceiving of citizenship as a question of membership and participation, Blok’s
book was groundbreaking in at least two respects: firstly, it reintroduced the
religious aspect, in this case from the perspective of the links between gods
and men, which had, so to speak, been abandoned in favour of a purely po-
litical vision in the narrow sense of the term; secondly, it rehabilitated women
as politides, ““citizens”, enjoying a real form of participation, insofar as the latter
was no longer reduced to the government of the po/is.® Therefore, in line with
the book’s perspective, the question of land was not treated as such, in its re-
lationship to citizenship, from a legal and economic perspective.” The second
work takes a broader perspective in terms of space and time, but it is part of
the same anthropological trend, so that no article is directly devoted to the
question of the link between land and citizenship. This is evidenced by the
initial contribution, by French anthropologist Catherine Neveu, who focuses
primarily on how citizenship, beyond its legal and formal aspects, is practised
and defined by the actors themselves.® Another example is the contribution by
Alain Duplouy, devoted to lifestyle and behaviour,” which follows on from a
collective work published in 2018 by him and Roger Brock, Defining Citizenship
in Archaic Greece."" In a recent book on citizenship in the Hellenistic petiod,'! 1
myself chose to emphasise what I call “the making of the citizen” and to show
that this status, long to build or difficult to acquire, remained fragile in many
respects for its beneficiaries. The question of land is addressed in a section of
the book devoted to participatory practices, where one sees how individuals or
groups belonging to different statuses coexist and interact in the same appropri-
ated space.'” But here again, even if the analysis of institutions remains central,
the objective was not to focus on an economic understanding of citizenship.
Beyond these recent debates on citizenship, the second historiographical
thread is, or could have been, that of studies on the Hellenistic economy, or

Blok 2017.

Filonik e al. 2023.

Blok 2017, 43-45.

Chapter 3 (“The Value of Descent”, Blok 2017, 100-46) deals with inheritance, but this
inheritance is primarily immaterial, that of héera kai hosia, defined on p. 99 as follows: “Hiera
kai hosia (...) refers to human obligations to the gods in two distinct but related ways, namely
the human gifts to the gods (biera) and conduct towards gods and humans showing proper
respect for the gods (bosia)”.

8 Neveu 2023, 33.

9 Duplouy 2023.

10 Duplouy, Brock 2018.

11 Muller 2026a.

12 Miller 2026a, chap. 5, “Metousia: la participation et son partage, § Les campagnes d’Asie
Mineure ou comment partager la terre avec les populations locales”.
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rather economies, which saw a revival in the early 2000s with the work carried
out by the Liverpool and Bordeaux research teams. For more than 20 years,
several collective works have sought to explore this petiod,” both to move be-
yond the ideas of M.IL. Finley, who stated that the subject did not exist,'* and to
update M.I. Rostovtseff’s work on both a conceptual and documentary level.”®
This has resulted in a series of studies that have focused, on the one hand, on
issues of trade, financial flows, objects of exchange and coinage and, on the
other, on the State in relation to the emergence of the Hellenistic kingdoms, in

both cases based on regional cases,'

or even analyses of very specific sources.
However, the question of the link between status and economy seemed distant,
particulatly in the Hellenistic Economies series, given the amount of material still
to be brought to light, or obsolete for those who were primarily concerned
with factors of change: according to Archibald, “orders, statuses, monarchies,
territories are categories that impose false notions of stability in what is a mu-
table and mutating wotld”."” This line of thinking (status + economics) has
therefore only emerged recently, in relation to labour force in the Hellenistic
Mediterranean, in a collective volume devoted mainly to so-called subaltern
categories.'

That is why I propose here to revisit the question of citizenship from a
different angle and explore, for the Hellenistic period, a theme that follows on
from Faraguna’s investigation, namely the link between land and the citizen,
focusing on the Aegean area and the coast of Asia Minot." It quickly becomes
obvious that it is impossible to discuss the status of citizens without also con-
sidering other statuses, for which Hellenistic sources, particularly inscriptions,
provide a wealth of varied designations: xenos, metoikoi, perivikoi, paroikoi, apelen-
theroi, Rbhomaioi for the most part, not to mention servile statuses or the many
ethnonyms that carry a statutory dimension. These various statuses never ap-
pear in isolation, but within “statutory clusters” in which politai are generally
included. We must therefore also consider the relationship of these categories

13 See Archibald e a/. 2001; Archibald e a/. 2005; Archibald ez a/. 2011; Descat 2006a.

14 Finley 19993, 183, with Davies 2001, 11-12 and Descat 2006b, 6.

15 Rostovtseff 1989 [1941], with the assessment given by Archibald 2001.

16 This twofold historical approach has led to the publication of several monographs devot-
ed to the economy of various parts of the Greek world during the Hellenistic period: to
name but a few, Oliver 2007b (Athens), Miller 2010 (Northern Black Sea), Archibald 2013
(Northern Aegean), Castelli 2024 (Western Black Sea), to which should be added the essential
works by Laurent Capdetrey on the Seleucid Empire, which give ample space to the study of
land tenure systems: Capdetrey 2007 and 2022.

17 Archibald 2001, 386.

18  Maillot, Zurbach 2021.

19 I don’t discuss Egypt here, for lack of space; although it has already been extensively dealt
with in the works of Joseph G. Manning (see especially Manning 2003) and Andrew Monson
(Monson 2012), it should be taken into account for further work.
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to the land in order to understand that of citizens, which I will do through a
series of case studies.

The specific problem is to establish how land ownership and the status of
polités are linked, with two central questions: in what direction(s) does the link
between the two operate? Is property the prerogative of citizens? We will see
that three related parameters must be taken into account: the legal land tenure
system, but also the mode of exploitation and the level of wealth accumulation,
which are powerful factors of change. At the end of this article, I will discuss
the effects produced in certain cities by the breakdown of the link between land
and citizenship, in terms of stasis or even metabolé, or “revolution”.

2. Two preliminary remarks

2.1. The first remark concerns the types of land found in sources for the Hellenistic
period. In short, beyond the three traditional categories that Aristotle attributes
to Hippodamus of Miletus,” four types of land can be distinguished: royal land,
public land belonging to cities, sacred land and private land. The distinction
between these types of land is not always clear.

The most studied today is certainly royal land, which belonged to Hellenistic
rulers of all kinds. In the case of Seleucid Asia Minor, Laurent Capdettey points
out that the expression chira basiliké is found only twice in the sources.?’ He
rightly shows that the best way to define it is to consider it negatively as “all land
not dependent on an autonomous entity exercising control over a territory and
capable of negotiating the forms of that control with the royal power”.* It is
less a question of the king enjoying a form of ownership than of exercising his

20 Arist. Pol. 2.1267b 33-37: Sifiper 8 &ig tpia uépn v xdpav, v pev iepav v 8¢ dnpoctav
mv & idlav: §0ev pev td voutdueva morioovat mpdg Todg Beovs, iepdv, dg dv & ol
TPOTOAERODVTES PirdoovTal, KOV, THY 88 TdV yempydv, 1diav, “He divided the land into
three parts, one sacred, one public and one private: sacred land to supply the customary offer-
ings to the gods, common land to provide the warrior class with food, and private land to be
owned by the farmers”. As highlighted by Rousset 2013, 113, the three types are articulated
differently in Po/. 7.1330a 9-18: dvaykaiov toivov gig 8o puépn dmpicdon v ydpav, Ko
TV pév eivar Koy Ty 88 Tdv ISl tdv, Kal Todtev Ekatépav dnpficbo Stxa mdiw, Thg
uEV Kowiig T puev Etepov pépog €l 1ag Tpdg Tovg Beodg Asttovpylag 10 8¢ Etepov gig T
1AV ovoottiov damdvny, Thg 8¢ TdV I1wTdV To ETepov PéPog To TPOG TOG E0XATIAS, TO 8
Erepov pog oM, tva 800 KMpwv £kdote vepndéviov dugotépmv TdV TOnmV TAVTES
petéxoowv, “It is necessary therefore for the land to be divided into two parts, of which one
must be common and the other the private property of individuals; and each of these two
divisions must again be divided in two. Of the common land one portion should be assigned
to the services of religion, and the other to defray the cost of the common meals; of the land
in private ownership one part should be the district near the frontiers, and another the district
near the city, in order that two plots may be assigned to each citizen and all may have a share
in both districts” (transl. H. Rackham 1932).

21 Capdetrey 2007, 136.

22 Capdetrey 2007, 138.
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sovereignty, and the prerogatives that come with it, over a very large area that is
otherwise structured into different land statuses.” We can thus identify crown
estates, heirs to Persian but also Macedonian traditions, including the paradeisoi,
or “paradises”, and the doreai, or “concessions”, some of which are attached
to civic territories. We can also mention the royal katwikiai, on which military
colonists endowed with &/roi were settled. Such communities were not organ-
ised into cities, except when this status was granted to them on an exceptional
basis, as was the case with Tyriaion in Phrygia, which became a po/is thanks to
Eumenes II after the Peace of Apamea in 188 BCE.*

Public land is land that belongs collectively to the city, which defines its
boundaries (at least internally) and grant rights over it, e.g. grazing rights. This
is recognised in sources through the use of the adjective démosios/ démosia, as
in the treaty between Heraclea by Latmos and Pidasa in 323-313/2 BCE: the
Pidaseans obtain the right to “build dwellings in the city on public land (év Tft
dnpooion) wherever they wish”.? This category does not pose any particular
difficulty, except in two cases. On the one hand, it may be subject to royal in-
terference, as in Asia Minor in particular. Even though cities are, by definition,
outside the chora basilikeé, they do not all have the same status in relation to the
kingdom. We will not go into this very complex matter here, which is less a
general system than a case-by-case approach. We will simply emphasise, with
Capdetrey, that “the spatial consequences (of these distinctions) are sometimes
(..) difficult to establish”.** On the other hand, the question of the relationship
between public land and sacred land has long been raised: should they be con-
sidered as opposing categories or, on the contrary, should sacred land be seen as
a dependency of public land? An inscription from Akraiphia in Boeotia, dating
from the second half of the third century BCE,” mentions a Theban who “re-
mitted the loan that the city owed him on the mortgage of the sacred land of
Apollo” (€nt [tf] loapf YA T[®] AndAh®voc). In other words, the Akraiphians
had control over the sanctuary’s properties and could use them to secure a loan,
which implies that it was considered alienable, even if this was only to be done
as a last resort. There are also examples of land being designated as both pub-
lic and sacred: this is the case in a Hellenistic inscription from Thebes, which
refers to [tJnv dnpog[iov ko]t iepav yiv, “public and (at the same time) sacred
land”.*® Two recent articles by Denis Rousset and Michele Faraguna seem to

23 For different types of land, see Capdetrey 2007, 135-66.

24 LSultan Dagi 393, with Capdetrey 2012, 331-32.

25  SEG 47.1563, 1L 27-28: é&glvan 8¢ ITidacedotv oikodopeicbar oikiot[ua] | &v thit mdret &v
it Snpocior 00 &v Bodrwovral

26 Capdetrey 2007, 196.

27  Migeotte 1984, 16B, 1I. 1-7.

28  IG VII 2446, with the restoration proposed by Rousset 2013, 125-27: [O]{8¢ dne[ypdyavto
gn]inydpevor yew[pyetv t]nv dnpog[iav kali iepav yiiv, instead of [tn]v dnpo[ciav kol
™mv] iepav yiiv.
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me to have resolved the relationship between public and sacred land.” The
outcome is that sacred land is jointly owned by the po/is and the god. It should
be added that sacred domains also exist in kingdoms, with varying degrees of
integration.”

This leaves the last category, that of private land, appropriated by individu-
als within the territory of the cities, if we disregard for now the case of royal
concessions. This citizen ownership is evidenced notably by deeds of sale, the
corpus of which was established by Jean Game in 2008.°! One example is a
deed from Amphipolis, in south-eastern Thrace, dated to the middle of the third
century BCE,” in which Kissos, son of Hekataios, buys from Sosikrates, son of
Andronikos, “the house and the adjoining land” (Tnv oikiov ki 10 oikémedOV
10 TpocbV), with Antigonos son of Machatas and Nikandros son of Leonidas as
neighbours. This is followed by the price (73 chryso, that is gold staters of Attic
weight”), the names of the guarantors and the witnesses. It is this type of land,
idia gé ot chora, that interests me most here, in its connection with citizenship.

2.2. Second general remark on land- it fulfils two functions, the first of which is
production through its use by individuals and communities. We will not dwell
on this well-known and well-studied point,** particulatly thanks to archaeologi-
cal work. While it does not reveal the actual forms of ownership, it does allow
us to observe methods of exploitation in terms of farming, livestock breeding,
use of natural resources and craftsmanship.

More interesting for my argument is the second function of land ownership,
which is to serve as a financial tool,” as land and territories generate income,
prosodoi. Regardless of who owns it—a king, a city, a sanctuary, or an individu-
al—, land is perceived as a means of generating revenue and, beyond that, of
carrying out multiple operations. The Greeks were particularly familiar with this
function, as evidenced by the equivalence between the two, or even the replace-
ment of one by the other. Thus, as Plutarch explains,’ when Sulla intervened in
Greece during the first war against Mithridates (86 BCE), he decided to punish

29 Rousset 2013 and Faraguna 2023b, 2306: these studies follow on from Papazarkadas 2011,
which focuses on Athens. See also Blok 2017, 58-59 and 77, with n. 129 on the sharing of the
land between the city and the god(s).

30 Capdetrey 2007, 167-89.

31 Game 2008.

32 Game 2008, 40-41, no 12 (I Amphipolis actes X11).

33 I would like to thank Frédérique Duyrat for the lengthy discussion we had about the prices
mentioned in these deeds of sale.

34 See Bresson 2015, which, among other things, provides a welcome overview of “Agricultural
production” and “The economy of the agricultural world” for the Classical and Hellenistic
periods.

35  See Faguer forthcoming,

36 Plut. Sl 19.6 (about Sylla and the Thebans): kol Tfig xdpoag adTAV AmMOTEUOUEVOS THY
Nuiogay 1@ Mubie kai 1@ "Olvurio kubiépmnosey, £k TOV Tpocddmwv keledoog drnodidochon
0. ypripote. Tolg Beolg dmep avtdg eiMiget, “He also took away half of their territory and



Land and the Citizen in the Hellenistic Period 337

the Thebans, who had initially shown hostility towards the Romans, by taking
away “half of their territory” and giving it to the gods of Delphi and Olympia,
which made little sense in territorial terms. The aim of the operation was, in
fact, to use the income (prosodoi) from these lands to repay the forced loan that
he himself had taken out on these two sanctuaries. In practice, the Thebans
were temporarily deprived of the revenues from this half of the ¢hira. Even
if there was an effective transfer of ownership, it certainly only lasted until the
amounts levied had been repaid. The exact opposite happened slightly later in
Oropos, a city with a sanctuary protected by the same Sulla. The Oropians saw
the revenues from their territory literally made sacred, as they were allocated
to the hero Amphiaraos against the greed of the publicans.” In the grounds
tor the Senatus Consultum that validated the general’s decision in 73, the formula
used by the Greek ambassadors is striking, as it refers to the delineation of rev-
enues as if they were territories: “Lucius Sulla has delimited (mp{o)cdipioev)
the disputed revenues for the god Amphiaraos, so that on these lands they [the
Oropians] do not pay tax to the publican”.®® Here we see that the shift to sacred
status provides better protection for these revenues.

Once this equivalence has been established, what are the mechanisms by
which the lands, all types being taken together, generate income? The sale of
produce is only the first stage in the process of extracting value. One thinks
next of all the levies collected by states: the royalties due to the Hellenistic
kings, such as the phoros, which was imposed in a context of hegemony;” but
also taxation by the cities, in other words the charging of varied 7/, “which has
a patrimonial character” and concerns the relationship between the city and its
territory;* or the collection of the special eisphora tax: this is not really compa-
rable to a land tax, but its assessment, #méma, is certainly based primarily on the
value of land, even if this is not the only form of wealth taken into account®.
Land also generates income through lease contracts, where the lessors may be
cities, shrines or individuals.** Finally, land enables financial transactions, which
in turn trigger the circulation of money. This is the case when land ownership
guarantees, in one way or another, a dowry,” or a public or private loan: the

consecrated it to Pythian Apollo and Olympian Zeus, giving orders that from its revenues the
moneys should be paid back to the gods which he had taken from them” (transl. B. Perrin 1916).

37 IG VII* 2,308 (= RDGE 23), with Miller 2019.

38 IG VI 2, 308, II. 21-23: Tadtag & 10C Tposddons, mepi GV dyetol 1O mpdypa, Asdkiog
ZoAhog L Bedt Appiapdotl mplo)ocdipioey Srmg VIEP TOVTOV TV YOPAY TPdGodov
L dnpootdvn pn tehdov, “Lucius Sylla delimitated the disputed revenues for the god
Amphiaraos, so that on these lands they [= the Oropians| would not pay tax to the publican”.

39  Chankowski 2007, 306.

40  Chankowski 2007, 303.

41 Pernin 2007.

42 Pernin 2014.

43 See the boroi studied by Finley 19857 and now by Faguer forthcoming.
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guaranteed sums might be (re-)invested. One example is the practice of prasis
epi lysei, ““sale with the option to repurchase”, which consists of selling land and
property in order to obtain a mortgage loan: in this configuration, the vendor is
in fact the borrower, while the buyer is the creditor. This type of sale is so called
because the borrower has the option to repurchase his land at a later date.*

3. First pattern: from citizenship to land ownership

After these preliminary remarks, we return to the main question of this chapter,
namely how land ownership and the status of po/ités are linked, and in what di-
rection(s)—or pattern—those links operate. The first pattern is one in which ci-
tizenship status gives legal access to land. This is the traditional and best-known
land tenure system, which applies in all cities, except, for instance, when a per-
son’s property has been confiscated. The importance of land ownership in
ideological terms implies protection through registration in the archives: the
recording of citizens’ names, of course,* but also of transactions affecting
ownership rather than actual cadastral registration.* We can cite the details of a
transaction provided in a sales register from Tenos dating from the end of the
third century BCE. This is deed 39, a repurchase under a prasis epi lyser:

Tpuepitn Xoupéha "Eraibuaic petd kupiov Tipokpdrov Xapéha Xapvscicov
[= Xapvooiov] Oeotiddov nop” Apyoydpov Mopuyinvog Aovaxémg énpiato
mv oikiav kol o xopio ta év [Eiejibvaiom mdvta Soo énplato Apyaydpog
nop’ “Tpepitne, ofic] yeitoveq Kheaydpag, Apiotopdvne, Spoyudv dpyvpiov
nevtokioMav.

Iphikrite, daughter of Chairelas, Eleithyafs, in the presence of her tutors
Timokrates and Chairelas, son of Chabyssios, Thestiadai, purchased from Archa-
goras, son of Morychion, Donakeus, the house and land located in Eleithyaion,
which Archagoras had purchased in its entirety from Iphikrite, with Kleagoras
and Aristophanés as neighbours, for 5,000 drachmas of silver” (IG XII, 5, 872,
1. 101-103).*

Private property is expressed by using the names of individuals followed by
their patronymic. The individuals involved here are given a tribal adjective, the
equivalent of the Athenian demotic,” but no ethnic, which shows that they are
all citizens of Tenos.

44 Faguer 2020.

45  On this issue, see now Boffo, Faraguna 2021 and, for the Hellenistic period more specifical-
ly, 693-750.

46 Pernin 2023, 418-19.

47  Transl. by Faguer 2020, pp. 162-63, with a detailed explanation of this type of sale.

48  Faguer 2020, 162, n. 18.



Land and the Citizen in the Hellenistic Period 339

In terms of exploitation, the most common mode associated with citizen
ownership is that in which the citizen tills the land with one or more slaves,
which forms a first well-identified “statutory cluster” throughout the period
considered. This is better known in Athens than elsewhere, particularly be-
cause of literary sources from the fourth century BCE, such as Xenophon’s
Otfkonomikos and the many civil cases pleaded by Demosthenes or attributed to
him. In the speech Against Kalliklés,” we see the slave Kallaros working along-
side his master, the son of Tisias, to maintain an estate planted with vines and
fig trees. This is also the case in Menander’s Dyskolos (317 BCE), where we see
the wife of Knémon, the “Grumpy One”, returning to live at the home of her
son from a previous marriage. The latter owns a small estate (¢horidion), which he
farms with a single slave (viketés) bequeathed to him by his father.” Slaves were
sometimes hired on a seasonal basis to reinforce the permanent workforce, as
shown in the speech Against Nikostratos.”' Legally, slaves formed a separate cat-
egory, alongside other property such as money and furniture.”> However, in this
context, they could, so to speak, be “immobilised by destination”:> this means
that they were then included in a set of immovable property to which they were
assigned. We know of a boundary marker, Aoros, found in the fourth century
BCE in the deme of Thorikos in Attica, marking the boundaries of a mining
estate that included “a workshop, a house, a garden and slaves™: all of which
belonged to Euthydiké daughter of Epichatinos of Eleusis.** This is more than
a mortgage boundary marker; it is a property boundary marker that may also
serve as a dowry boundary marker for this epikléros® In terms of the actual
farming, however, there is no particular specialisation of the slave who works
his master’s land and is attached to his g/&os. This is shown by the corpus of
Delphic manumissions (second century BCE-first century CE), which are over-
whelmingly carried out by contract of sale to Apollo. This corpus, by far the
most abundant in the Greek world with nearly 1,300 deeds, contains only about
15 references to servile occupations and no reference to agricultural work: in
reality, this is not surprising, as the vast majority of slaves were not highly qual-
ified and were therefore “multi-purpose, serving in the house or in the fields”,*
with little value to the seller.”” But they were there and essential to the running

49  [Dem.), Against Callicles (undatable) 13 and 31, with Hervagault, Mactoux 1974, 80.

50  Men. Dys. 23-27 (prologue).

51 [Dem. = Apollodoros|, Against Nicostratos 6 and 21 (366-365 BCE).

52 Ismard 2019, 28-29.

53 Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 11, 16.

54  SEG 51.162: ®¢oi| 8pog §[plyaotn|piov kal oikilag kai kAmov| kol dvdparddmv kol
E00v5ikn|q "Enyopivo| "EAgvowviol Buyatpdg &|[m]udipov.

55  Faguer forthcoming, Annex C, “Catalogue des bornes hypothécaires”, B297.

56  Mulliez 2021, 161.

57  Concerning Classical Athens, Lewis 2018b, 170-172 has already pointed out that the pur-
chase of slaves was very affordable.
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of the estate. Beyond these owners who worked with a few slaves, there were,
regardless of the size of the plots, large and even very large landowners in the
Hellenistic period, with land concentration undoubtedly increasing from the
second century BCE onwards,” and these large landowners employed manag-
ers, epitropoi, to supervise agricultural work. In Pseudo-Atistotle’s Ozkonomika,”
these managers must have been of servile status or origin, since there were two
types of slaves: epitropoi and ergatai, or “workers”. In the Hellenistic period, they
were motre commonly referred to as divikétai™ ot oikonomoi®' but there is no
evidence that they were not free-born.

Returning to the link between land and citizenship, it should be noted that
being a freedman did not lead to ownership, as it did not lead to citizenship,
unlike Roman practices. Some sale contracts did specify that, upon the death of
the master, his property would go to the freedmen: this is the case in Delphi with
Seleucos and Aphrodisia, freed by Chrésimos in 145/4 BCE,** who are to receive
the latter’s possessions, expressed in the form 10 Vdpyovta (1. 16). However, as
the person himself is a freedman,” there is no chance that he owned land, and
we must therefore consider that Td Vdpyovta refers only to movable property,
money, ot even slaves, since a freedman could own these in turn.

In this pattern, land ownership is a right, a possibility, restricted to polités, but
not an obligation. After all, the wealth of Demosthenes’ father did not include
any land ownership, as evidenced by the inventory of the estate.* The result is a
partial disconnection between citizenship and effective ownership. Citizens are
therefore not necessarily, nor exclusively, landowners, regardless of the reason
for this situation. Some of them may thus change their relationship to the land
and become tenants. One example is the leases of Thespiai in Boeotia,”® which
date from the second half of the third century BCE and prove that there was
abundant land available for rent in this city, with some 130 plots leased in the
sacred or public domain. Robin Osborne has clearly shown, with regard to this

58 As seems to be shown by archaeological survey data, which must be treated with the nec-
essary caution: see Alcock 1993, 58-63 (with the caveats of Rousset 2004); Bintliff 2019,
130-32.

59 Oec. 1.5.1 (1344a25).

60  Plut. Arat. 41.2.

61  More precisely, the present participle oikonomon is used, as in the case of Arrhidaios, the
manager of the direa of Laodiké, granted by the Seleucid King Antiochos II in 254/3 BCE
(LDidyma 492 C, 1. 55 = Austin 2006, 173). On these managers, see Chandezon 2011.

62 CID V 532 and Choix Delphes 131 (145/4 BCE, 1l. 16-17): €1 8¢ petoAhdéar Xpfioog
tov| Blov, Aapétwoav ta drdpyovia Xpnoipov Zékevkog kol Appodicio kol Td ot yav
vopldueva ob|tol epovtiléviov mdvta, “upon the death of Chrésimos, Seleukos and
Aphrodisia shall receive the property of Chrésimos and shall themselves attend to all the
funerary rituals” (transl. D. Mulliez).

63 CIDYV, 337 (162/1 BCE).

64  Dem. Against Aphobos 1, 9-11.

65 Pernin 2014, 101-42.
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case, that the leasing of land was part of a dual economic strategy: firstly that
of the city and its sanctuaries because of the prosodoi thus generated, but also,
at least in part, that of a civic elite, certainly landowners elsewhere, who leased
the land and thus received a significant income from the surplus generated once
the rent had been paid.® The same situation is observed in Classical Athens by
Claire Taylor:” she has shown that, despite exceptions, land leases served in
demes less to compensate for the lack of land ownership among poor citizens
than to reinforce their poverty, since it was mainly the wealthy who were lessees.
Leasing also concerned non-citizens, including foreigners and freedmen. Lysias’
speech Oz the Sacred Olive Tree®® mentions, among others, Alkis apelentheros of
Antisthenés, who leased a plot of land. As for the poorest citizens, they could
as well, we must assume, hire out their labour, or at best become managers, as
Xenophon envisions in (Economicus.”’ In general, howevert, the relationship of
poor citizens to land remains difficult to detect in written sources™, as well as in
archaeological sources.” It is particularly hard to assign them, whether as own-
ers ot tenants, the smallest or most marginal plots that can be identified on the
ground. In any case, in this pattern, poorer citizens do not lose their personal
status or the rights attached to it, particularly political rights.

4. Other beneficiaries of land ownership: enkektémenoi
and beneficiaries of royal concessions

However, are citizens really the only ones with access to land ownership, as is
generally claimed? This is not certain.

4.1. Beneficiaries of enktésis

The first case to consider is that of beneficiaries of enktésis,”” which represents
precisely a “right of acquisition”, a rather paradoxical privilege. On the one
hand, it shows that the land market is not accessible to just anyone, since autho-
risation must be obtained in order to become a landowner. On the other hand, it
proves that non-citizens have the ability to become landowners, since this right
of acquisition is not always accompanied by po/iteia. The two privileges can of

66  Osborne 1988, 295-97. But the elite were not the only ones concerned, and there was real
socio-economic diversity among the tenants, according to Pernin 2014, 140 about the leases
of Thespiai.

67 ‘Taylor 2017, 163-65.

68  Lys. 7 On the sacred olive tree (after 397/6 BCE): the history of the plot is given § 4-11.

69 Xen. (Ec., 1.3-4.

70 Onways for quantifying poverty among the Athenians beyond the rhetoric of literary sourc-
es, see Taylor 2017, chap. 2.

71 Jameson 1994, 61-63.

72 See already Faraguna 2024, 130.
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course be combined, as in a decree from Delphi dating from the middle of the
second century BCE in honour of Biaios, son of Aristodamos of Naupactus,
who obtained more than ten philantripa trom the city, among which politeia in
eighth position and enktesis in ninth.” Politeia gua naturalisation includes full
access to land ownership, implying that Biaios could in fact choose between the
comprehensive privilege and a lesser one such as enkzesis.”* However, enktésis is
not always linked to citizenship. In Boeotia, ezzpasis, according to dialectal ter-
minology, is linked to proxenia, and politeia is never explicitly granted, except in
very rare cases: thus, the honorific decrees of cities and the Hellenistic &oznon
routinely grant the titles of proxenos and euergetés, empasis gés kai vikias, isoteleia
(equality of taxes) or afeleia (exemption of taxes), asphaleia (personal security)
and asylia (inviolability) and ToAAa mdvTo kodmep kN TOG GAAG TPOEEVVC KN
evepyENG, “all other privileges enjoyed by other proxenoi and euergetas”, without
politeia being possibly included in this last expression.”

However, enktésis, as granted to foreigners, is not quite equivalent to citi-
zens’ access to property, as can be seen in the case of Classical and Hellenistic
Athens, where it continued until the middle of the second century BCE: it
may suffer various restrictions relating to the object, area, duration or bene-

ficiaries.”

However, the decrees of other cities are not always as detailed, and
it is impossible to say whether an enktésis gés fai oikias included any limitations
from the outset. In any case, enkzésis did not remain a privilege that was never
applied. Epigraphic sources regularly mention “propertied” people, as in an
honorific inscription from the deme of Haleis in Kos dating from the reign
of Augustus,” where the enektémenoi (1. 6) appear between the katoikenntes, the

“residents”, and the georgenntes, the “cultivators”. In this case, as can be seen

73 FDIIT 152, 1. 13-17: gluev 88 adtdv kal mpdéevov kai edepyérafv]| Tod iepod Kal Tdg
nOMog Kol adTOvV Kol ékydvoug vmapyite 88 adTtdl dopdiewn kol mpopav | telo kol
mpodikio kol drédela TdvTov kod dovAia: slpev 8¢ adtdt kol icomolteiay mdviwv & |cov
kol AgAgois, kai ydg kai oixiog Eyxtnow, kai mpoedplav dv Toic dydvolc mdvtog oig &
oG | tint kai ta dAa Tl Soa kol Tolg dAA0IG TPoEEvorg Kal e0epyETang TG TOMOG
OrdpyeL, “that he, and his offspring, be proxenos and euergetés of the sanctuary and the city; that
he obtain personal security, the right to consult the oracle first, the right to access the courts
first, general exemption from taxes, protection against seizure of property; that he may also
have the Zsopoliteia of everything enjoyed by the Delphians (a very nice formula where the
term is equivalent to wetousia), the right to acquire land and a house, a seat of honour in the
theatre at all competitions organised by the city, and all other privileges reserved for other
proxenoi and energetai of the city”.

74 On this choice made between various privileges, see BE 1993, no. 372 (Gauthier); Chaniotis
1996, 103-04; Faguer 2021, 66; Miller 2026b, 489-91.

75 E.g IG VII? 3, 18 (proxenia from Tanagra for Histi€os son of Ariston of Miletus, end of the
third century BCE).

76  Faguer 2021.

77 IG XII 4, 1142 (1l 4-8), which mentions Tol kotokebVTeS| &v TdL ddumt TdL Alevtiov
kai to[i] | évektnpuévol kol Tol yewpyedvie[g] | év Alevtt kol ITEAn, 1@V t€ mokertdv | Kol
Popaiov kol petoikov.
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from the list of statuses in the text, these enektémenoi may be citizens who are
not originally from the deme, resident foreigners (wetvikoz) or Romans who have
been granted the privilege of acquisition.

4.2. Beneficiaries of royal concessions

Another category of people who may find themselves in a position of land ow-
nership within the territory of a city ate the beneficiaries of royal concessions
called doreai, already mentioned above in relation to types of land. A dorea is
an estate that a king grants to a relative or prominent figure and which may be
appended to a civic territory. Take, for example, the Seleucid officer Larichos,
who around 275-270 BCE received land near the city of Priene in Asia Minor.
The Prieneans, in addition to the civic honours they bestowed upon him, gran-
ted him an afeleia covering “all the herds and slaves he owns on his own estates
as well as in the city”.”® This clause means that Larichos owned land within the
city’s territory, and therefore benefited in one way or another from an enk#ésis.
But he also owned his own land, idia ktémata, located both within and outside
the civic territory, so to speak. Priene was able to grant him afeleia on these
estates, an exemption that was advantageous to its beneficiary, implying that
the city controlled taxation. This is explained by the fact that the royal estate in
question, although located outside the boundaries of the polis stricto sensu, was
attached to Priene, which gave Larichos’ rights greater security and “a very ad-
vanced form of ownership”.” At the same time, howevet, a distinction is made
between the public territory of the city proper and these private estates, which
were taken from royal land and retain the mark of their origin. In reality, as we
know, the king can always reclaim what comes under his sovereignty.*” What this
text shows, therefore, is the intertwining of various land statuses with different
levels of integration.”

5. Perioikoi and paroikoi: owners of lower status?

Last category of non-citizen owners: certain free populations who reside on
the territory of a city and whose ties to citizens are complex to define. The
best definition was given by Philippe Gauthier: they are people “established in
a more or less stable manner, within or on the margins of civic communities,
who enjoyed a specific status”.% It should be noted from the outset that it can
be very difficult to identify such groups in the sources, due to lexical uncertainties.

78  LPriene B-M 30, 11. 5-7: Dndpyew 8¢ Aapiyot dtéheinry kai td[y] | kKTnv@Y Kol TV copdTmv
Soa dv dmdpynt Ev e [1]olg idloig ktipoo[y | kai &v At néket, with Gauthier 1980.

79  Capdetrey 2007, 152-53.

80  On this distinction between sovereignty and ownership, see Capdetrey 2021, 366.

81  Capdetrey 2007, 147-58.

82  Gauthier 1988 (= 2011, 55).
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The same term, paroikos, for example, was used in the Hellenistic period to re-
fer, in certain contexts and certain places, to “resident foreigners”, but much
more frequently to “local” rural populations, particularly in Asia Minor; these
populations are sometimes also referred to by ethnonyms or even other names,
which does not simplify the situation. Therefore, only specific analyses are pos-
sible, and generalisations are rather risky in this area. Here we will consider two
cases: the perivikoi of Lacedaemon and the paroikoi of Priene.

The perioifoi of Lacedaemon are a well-known case, at least for the Classical
petiod.* They formed a group of “petipheral inhabitants”, found mainly in
Laconia but also in Messenia.* They were both free (insofar as they were neither
helots nor ordinary slaves) and at the same time subordinate to the Spartans:*
they served as a supply of military manpower, but were not involved in any de-
cisions of the central State, because they were not citizens of Sparta. This situa-
tion continued until the Roman intervention in 195 BCE, and in the Hellenistic
period the perivikoi even became demographically far more numerous than the
Homoioi. As for their economic activity, which is of primary interest to us here,
it is no longer considered today that they specialised in crafts or trade,*
because the essential basis of wealth in the Greek city-states remained the land.
The perioikoi, who together with the Homuozoi formed the group referred to in
the sources as the Lacedaemonians, therefore occupied the land they worked.
The sources are not very forthcoming about this land ownership, but they do
exist. The first is found in Xenophon, who explains that the kings of Sparta
owned land in the perioikic cities: Lycurgus “had given (the king) in many of
the perioikic cities enough exairefos land of such a size that he never lacked
goods in measured quantities, nor distinguished himself by his wealth”.¥” The
adjective exairetos can be understood in two different ways: either as referring to
land “cut-up” from the plots owned by the perivikoz, or as “choice land”, which
would imply plots of lesser quality for the other inhabitants. A second reference
can be found in Aristotle: regarding the eisphorai that the Spartans are generally
reluctant to pay, he mentions the fact that they “own most of the land”,*® which
implies that they do not own all of it, and the most plausible candidates here
for owning the rest seem to be the perivikoi. However, the question is not that

if only

83  The most comprehensive work on the topic is Ducat 2008.

84  See Shipley 20006, 58-59, who has a minimum of 23 confirmed or probable sites in Laconia
and 10 in Messenia, for the Archaic and Classical period (700-300 BCE).

85  Miller 2023a, 70-71. In the same line, see already Gallego 2005.

86 Ridley 1974.

87  Xen. Lac. 15.3: yfiv 8¢ év moAkaig tdv nepiloikov mdrewv dnédeitev éEaipetov tosodtnv
dote pAT Evdeicbat TdV petpiov pite mMovtm drepeépety (transl. E.C. Marchant and G.W.
Bowersock 19682, slightly modified). Zurbach 2017, 478-79.

88 Arist. Po/ 2.1271b 14-16: 818t ydp 10 1@V EmopTiot®dv eivor v mhsiotny yiv odk
g€etdlovoy AAMMOV TAG €lopopdg, “as most of the land is owned by them, they do not
scrutinize each other’s contributions” (transl. H. Rackham 1944).
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simple, as it seems difficult that the Spartans, given their number, were the main
owners of the entire Lacedaemonian territory® If we are talking here about
the Spartan territory proper, this leaves the problem of the perioikos’s land un-
solved. The third, much clearer attestation comes from Plutarch, concerning
the measures planned by Agis IV and then implemented by Cleomenes III in
the second half of the third century BCE. Agis intended to carry out a gés ana-
dasmos, which concerned citizens (4,500 &kroz) and perioikoi “capable of bearing
arms” (15,000 &/éro7).” These figures represent exactly half of the distribution
attributed to the Archaic lawgiver Lycurgus, and Stephen Hodkinson has cleatly
shown that they were a genuine Hellenistic invention of the tradition.”" But
the notion of perioikic £/roi is indeed present. We are therefore dealing with a
population that lives in cities, poleis, classified as dependent,” and which does
not have the same citizenship as the Spartans: yet it has access to what must
be called land ownership within the limits of its own civic territories, where it
enjoys a particular and very pootly known form of politeia.

The second case is that of the paroikoi of Asia Minor. They are found in
numerous inscriptions, at least one of which, in Pergamon in 133, mentions
registers, apographai, which must have had a twofold fiscal and military purpose.
The Pergamon decree carried out a vast statutory upgrading process during this
time of crisis, marked by the revolt of Aristonikos: several servile statuses were
elevated to the category of parvikoi, while the latter, along with a multitude of
other intermediary statuses, gained access to po/iteia. These populations are also
likely, in the sources, to bear other names, such as the Pedieis (“the inhabitants
of the Plain”, ze. of the Meander), who are found in the territory of Priene at
the end of the fourth century BCE and who certainly form one of the many

89  Ducat 2008, 60-61, who believes that Aristotle, through the phrase “the majority of lands”,
is referring here only to those lands that are “valuable”. The Stagirite’s reasoning remains
difficult to explain.

90  Plut. Ags 8 compared to Plut. Lye. 8.3. Such measures were considered seditious, as shown
in the speech by [Dem.], Oz the treaty with Alexander 15 (336-331 BCE: the orator refers here
to the treaty defining the common peace and the functioning of the Corinthian League [338
BCE], renewed in 336 under Alexander): o1t yap &v 1aig cvuvOikoig énereiodot Tovg
ovvedpevoviog Kol Tovg &ml T kowvfi euAaKfi Tetoypévous dmmg dv Toig Kowvmvodog
néheot thg elpivng un ylyvovtor Odvator kol euyol mopd Todg Kewévoug toig mleot
vépovg, punde ypnudtav dnuedoeig, unde yhg dvadacpol, unde ypedv dmokomai, unde
dovAhv dnelevbepdoers émt vewtepioud, “it is provided in the compact that it shall be the
business of the delegates at the Congress and those responsible for public safety to see that in
the cities that are parties to the peace there shall be no executions and banishments contrary
to the laws established in those cities, no confiscation of property, no partition of lands, no
cancelling of debts, and no freeing of slaves for purposes of revolution” (transl. J.H. Vince,
slightly modified).

91 Hodkinson 2000, 43-60 and 69-70.

92 On the notion of dependent cities in relation to perioikic cities, see Shipley 1997, and
Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 28.

93 IPergamon1 249.
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local vatiations of the nebulous paroikei’* A decree passed by the Prieneans
in 296/5 BCE in favour of a certain Megabyxos refers to their situation.” In
this decree, in which the citizens remind us that they are indeed autonomous,
in other words outside royal sovereignty, the character is granted a series of
privileges, including gés enktésis. As we saw in the case of Athens, the restric-
tions imposed on such acquisitions are specified. The price of the estate must
not exceed five talents, but it is the spatial limits that are interesting. It must be
located at least 10 stadia from the territory of Ephesus, probably for security
reasons, and above all it must not encroach on the land owned by the Pedieis.
As noted in relation to the Larichos concession, there are therefore portions
of territory within the hora of Priene itself that fall under its administration,
but are not wholly owned by it. Whatever status the name Pedieis conceals,
one immediately thinks of local peasants subject to royal taxation. However,
the text clearly refers to A#mata, in other words land belonging to them and
which cannot be appropriated, at least by the city. Given the terminology used,
it is difficult to see how these Pedieis can be considered anything other than
owners of their land or beneficiaries of a “mature form of ownership”, to use
Capdetrey’s expression for the doreai. In an epigraphic dossier concerning King
Lysimachus,” dated around 285 BCE, we see the Pedieis (but are they always
the same people?) revolting against Priene and devastating the chora, with the
help of, among others, their neighbours from Magnesia on the Meander. The
Prieneans are then helped by the king. Perhaps we should understand that this
hostility is due to the heavy tax burden imposed on them by the Prieneans. As
Faraguna rightly pointed out in 2020,” the situation thetefore appears to be
“fluid”, in the sense that within the territory of the city itself, different statuses
with regard to the sovereignty of the king and that of the city are juxtaposed,
like a patchwork, with varying levels of land ownership.

94 According to the most likely hypothesis, these paroikoi who inhabit and partially exploit civic
land are most certainly the heirs of the /Jaoi who previously worked royal land in outlying
villages: Capdetrey 2021, 376, who takes up the thesis of Papazoglou 1997; see also Gagliardi
2009/10.

95 LPriene B-M 16 (Il. 10-15): 336000t 8¢ adtdt dr[éhetav]| pév kol ta EAdo kot kol Tolg
dMotg Tpo&évor[g ko] edepydtang, yiig 8¢ Eyktnow dxpt taddviov n[évie]| dreyovong
@V Epov tdp Tpde T[NV "Egeoin[v un &]]Adocovi otadlov Séka- tdv 8¢ k[tnudtov dv
[oi ITe]|Stelg kékTnveon un eivar adtdtL kT[h]cocOar, “that he be granted, on the one hand,
ateleia and other privileges as granted to other proxenoi and eunergetai and, on the other hand, the
right to acquire land worth up to five talents, at a distance of no less than 10 stadia from the
boundaries of the chira of Ephesus; as for the properties belonging to the Pedieis, he shall
not be allowed to acquire them”. See Thonemann 2012, 35.

96 I.Priene B-M 2-4.

97  Faraguna 2020, 257-58.
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6. Second pattern: from land ownership to citizenship

Let us return to the citizen. So far, we have seen situations where citizens had
the opportunity to acquire land without being obliged to do so, i.e. politeia was a
requirement for land ownership, apart from the specific cases mentioned above.
But this link can also be seen in the opposite direction, since in some cities, in
addition to birth, it was land ownership that conditioned access to citizenship. It
was therefore not possible to be a full citizen without being a landowner. Land,
in the form of a &kros, thus functioned as the pillar of the census mechanism
within political regimes that were necessarily oligarchic, the #wéma being the
legal criterion par exvellence for the existence of an oljgarchia as understood by the
Greeks.”

The most obvious case is once again that of Sparta in the Classical and
Hellenistic period. The Spartan system linking citizenship to land is clearly ex-
plained by Aristotle in Book 2 of Po/itics:

TMopa 8¢ 10ig Adkoot kactov del pépety, kol 6pddpa Tevitmy &viav Sviav
Kot 10970 10 Gvddmpe 00 Suvapdvav domavav, (..) petéyev pev yap od pddiov
101 Mav mévnoy, 8pog 8¢ Tic moltelag 00TéC EoTty adToic 6 TETPLOG, TOV Pi
duvdpevov 10010 10 Téh0C PEpELY PN LETéXEWY ADTAC,

Among the Spartans, everyone has to contribute, although some of them are very
poor and unable to find money for this expense (...); it is not easy for the very
poor to participate, yet their ancestral regulation of the citizenship is that it is not
to belong to one who is unable to pay this tax.”

Citizenship is conditional on participation in communal meals (syssitia or
phiditia), which itself requires a monthly contribution, depending on the pos-
session of sufficient land, cultivated by slave labout, the helots. This system has
been extensively analysed for the Archaic and Classical periods by Hodkinson
in his seminal wotk Property and Wealth in Classical Sparta, published in 2000.'"
In this dialectical system, where the £/ros is central, there is an interdependence
between the labour of the helots and the existence of the citizens. In terms
of exploitation, it is now well established that the helots were slaves, “whose
property was limited and controlled by the city”.!”! Aristotle refers to them as
donloi in Book 7 of Polities (1330a25-27). Among the restrictions established
in the Archaic period was the prohibition on selling them outside the city or

98  On this topic, see Miiller forthcoming (a) and Simonton forthcoming.

99 Arist. Pol. 2.1271a 29-37 (transl. H. Rackham 1944, slightly modified).

100 Hodkinson 2000, inter alia 4, and passin; Zurbach 2017, 475-83.

101 Zurbach 2021, 229. See previously Ducat 1990, 23, Hodkinson 2000, 113-17, and Lewis
2018b, chap. 3 “Helotic Slavery in Classical Sparta”.
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freeing them.'” Helots performed “a multifaceted function of production and
service”.!” That said, they had a special relationship with the land, since they
cultivated the citizens’ £/%ro7 and this was their main task, beyond their domes-
tic duties. However, they enjoyed a significant advantage, as they apparently
remained attached to the estate they cultivated, even when it changed hands."™
Of course, the same owner could undoubtedly reorganise their places of work
according to the needs of exploitation. But the stability of the helot breeding
shows that such movements must have been fairly limited, even though chang-
es of ownership were, on the contrary, frequent. As for the economic duties
incumbent upon the helots, no Archaic source specifies the amounts involved.
Plutarch’s text, which mentions precise figures for a possible tax, apgphora, is all
the more questionable given that, in the passage in question, the term refers not
to the rent paid by the helots, but to the income from each plot of land with-
in the system attributed to Lycurgus.'” Judging by a text by Tyrtaeus,'™ from
the Archaic period onwards, the most likely system of taxation was sharecrop-
ping,'”” whereby the producer provided his master with a certain proportion of
the harvest. The helots thus retained a share of the production, which enabled
them to provide for themselves and reproduce,'” living more independently
than any chattel slave working for his master elsewhere in Greece. In any case,
the Spartans’ goal was to collect a rent that would allow citizens to maintain
their status and participate in communal meals.'”

While helotage was a particular form of slavery over which the city retained
a certain degree of control, the land itself was privately owned by the Spartans,
even if it was worked by people other than the owners. Hodkinson has clearly

shown that the idea of equality of land ownership in Sparta in the Archaic and

102 Zurbach 2017, 477.

103 Ducat 1990, 53.

104 Hodkinson 2000, 117-25.

105 Plut. Lye. 8.4: 70 medimnoi of barley for a man, 12 medimnoi for a woman, and an equivalent
quantity of liquid products (oil, wine), see Lévy 2003, 119-20; Ducat 1990, 56-57.

106 Tyrtaeus frg. 6 West (= Pausanias 4.14.4-5): domep dvol peydroig dxbeot tepduevor |,
deomooiivolot épovTeg Gvaykaing 1o Avyphig| fipiov iV Soowv Kapmov dpovpa eépst,
“like asses worn out by heavy burdens, bringing to their masters out of grievous necessity
half of all the produce that the land brings forth” (transl. D.G. Gerber 1999).

107 Zurbach 2017, 479-80, after Hodkinson 2000, 125-31.

108 Ducat 1990, 64.

109 Arist. Pol. 2.1272a 2-3 (comparison with the Cretan system): ye@wpyoDoi 1€ yap 101G [eV ol
elhwteg, 101G 8¢ Kpnoiv ol mepiowko, “it is the helots who cultivate the land on behalf of the
[Spartans], and the perioikoi for the Cretans”. Plut. Lye. 24.3: ot 8¢ ellwteg avtols elpydlovto
MV yAv, Gropopav v elpnuévny tehodveg, “the Helots tilled their land for them, and paid
them the produce mentioned above” (transl. B. Perrin 1914, slightly modified; a reference to
8.47), or “the fixed rent”. See also Plut. Inst. Lac. 41 (239D): o1 8¢ £lhoteg avtolg eipydlovto
MV YAV arnoeépovieg drmopopav v dvobdev iotapévny, “the Helots tilled the land for
them, paying a return which was settled in advance” (transl. E.C. Babbitt, slightly modified).
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Classical periods was a myth,"” invented from the Hellenistic petiod onwards
to justify, in particular, the reforms of the revolutionary Kings Agis IV and
Cleomenes II1."" Land ownership was fundamentally unequal, and the num-
ber of large landowners grew steadily between the eighth and fourth centuries
BCE.!"? In addition, after the defeat at Leuctra in 371, there was a drastic re-
duction in the territory where the Spartans’ estates were located, as they lost
Messenia, some 90,000 hectares according to Hodkinson, retaining only 50,000
hectares in Laconia.'”” This gradual evolution is responsible for the situation
encountered in the middle of the third century BCE. In 244, just before the
arrival of Agis, the number of citizens had fallen to 700, according to Plutarch:
drekeipbnooy odv Entakosiov od mhelovec Tmaptidtar, kol TovToOV (060G
£xatdv noav ol yiv kektnuévot, “thus there were left of the Spartans not more
than 700, and of these there were perhaps a hundred who possessed land”.'"*
The correct understanding of this passage was provided by Alexander Fuks:'"
there were 700 citizens left, 100 of whom owned land (g¢) in addition to their
kléros, which means that 600 still owned (but only) a &/ros; the rest of the former
citizens had fallen into a category of downgraded citizens, sometimes equated,
without any certainty, with the Hypomeiones, the “Infetriors”."® One may, howev-
er, wonder whether all these new poor really lost all their political rights, since
at least some of them were found in the Assembly, according to Plutarch.!”’
We see here a double movement, already identifiable but to a lesser extent in
Classical times. The first is a very significant accumulation of land ownership in
the hands of a small number of people: such accumulation necessarily had re-
percussions on the organisation of estates and the intensive or extensive nature
of farming, in other words on the work of the helots themselves. The second
movement, a corollary of the first, is that of a reduction in many other estates,
resulting in the emergence of “minor landowners”. These landowners, who did
not own enough land to pay their dues or who had to mortgage their estates
to wealthy landowners,"® fell into the category of downgraded Spartans, who
were necessatily much more numerous than the remaining Homoioi, perhaps up

110 An “invention of tradition”: Hodkinson 2000, 44.

111 On the historical context of the reforms of Agis and Cleomenes, see Cartledge, Spawforth
20022, 38-58.

112 Hodkinson 2000, 104.

113 Hodkinson 2000, 437.

114 Plut. Agis 5 (transl. B. Perrin 1921, slightly modified).

115 Fuks 1984, 235 and 240. See Doran 2018, 80-84.

116 Fuks 1984, 242-43. It should be noted that the word Hypomeiones appears only once in the
sources relating to the conspiracy of Cinadon in 400/399 in Xen. He/l. 3.3.6, and that, more-
over, the disqualified Homoioi may still have been Spartans (Lévy 2003, 48; Ducat 2016, 388).
On this category, see also Doran 2018, 72-73.

117 Plut. Agis 9, with Hodkinson 2000, 437.

118 Hodkinson 2000, 437; Cartledge, Spawforth 20022, 42.
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to three times as numerous.'” I agree with Hodkinson in assuming that, even
though these people could no longer claim the status of Homoioi, they retained

their land, insofar as it was private.'”

The Homoioi were therefore not the only
ones with access to land ownership among citizens.

To this must be added the property owned by women, of which Aristotle
writes, for the last third of the fourth century BCE, that two-fifths was in their
hands,"' through the dual mechanism of dowry and land inheritance.'”* In the
middle of the third century BCE, this female property certainly increased fur-
ther, judging by the role played by the women of the Eurypontid royal family,
notably Agésistrata and Archidamia, mother and grandmother of Agis IV.'*
By contrast, the situation of women in terms of land ownership varied greatly
in other cities duting the Hellenistic petiod." In general, inheritance systems
and property devolution practices did not favour them, even though one finds
wealthy women and landowners, particularly at the top of the social hierarchy.

To go back to Sparta, such was the situation in the middle of the third centu-
ry BCE. It remained necessary to own sufficient land in order to retain citizen-
ship status: this legal requirement had not changed, and even reached a point
of extreme pressure due to changes in the distribution of property, which led
to a concentration of land ownership. It was precisely this discrepancy between
the legal status of citizens and economic reality that triggered the crisis, to the
point where one might wonder what the “civic body” had actually become at
that time: as Hodkinson writes, “the united Spartan citizen body, composed of
men who could realistically be desctribed as Peers, had ceased to exist”.'*

In the last third of the century, acute signs of oliganthropy appeared in other
regions, particularly in several Thessalian cities such as Larissa'*® and Pharsalus.
We know of a politography in Pharsalus,'”” where the names of 177 people

119 Fuks 1984, 246-48.

120 Hodkinson 2000, 146, n. 15.

121 Arist. Pol. 2.1270a 23-25.

122 Hodkinson 2000, 94-103, and, mote detailed, Hodkinson 2004.

123 Plut. Agis 4.

124 Van Bremen 1996, 261-72. On the Athenian situation in the Classical period, see de Ste.
Croix 1970 and Blok 2017, 131-136 (on dowry and inheritance); see also, p. 261 and n. 47, the
discussion on the metic Archippé, who was successively married to the bankers of servile or-
igin Pasion and Phormion, and who possessed a large wealth, particularly in landed property:
the (unsolved) question is whether Archippé ultimately remained a metic or became a citizen.
In any case, such a landed property could have come, albeit indirectly, from an enkzésis grant.

125 Hodkinson 2000, 440.

126 Tarissa (217-215 BCE): IG IX 2, 517, with Hatzopoulos 2014, 110-13.

127 Pharsalus (I Vallée Enipens 50): 6. méMc Dapoaliovy Toig kol odg & dpydc supumorTevopévolg
Kol ovuno[A[epeiodvie]oot mdvoa mpobupia Edovke Tav molreiav kattdrep Gapoakiong
101g| £[€ dpyac moA]itevopsvols Edovkaep pa éu Makovvioig Tag éxopévag 1od Aovépyov
(xoy|pafg wikhdg méA]eBpa EEgikova Exdotov T0d eifdto Exew motpovéav TON TAVTO
xp6vov, “the city of the Pharsalians, to those who have already been sympolitenomenoi since the
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have been preserved, 154 of whom have no ethnic and 23 have neither a patro-
nymic nor an ethnic. The latter were considered to be Penestai, in other words a
local population of servile status, while the former were believed to be Penesta:
who had already been freed.” As a reward for their military collaboration, the
beneficiaries were granted 60 plethra of land per person, or just over five hect-
ares: this was not a case of granting enkzésis, but rather a genuine “allocation of
plots” with the possibility of hereditary transmission. If these people obtained
a plot of land, it might have been because they did not own any and till then
cultivated the land as non-owner farmers, in a relationship of statutory depen-
dence. In short, the aim was to replenish the civic body for political, economic
and military purposes by settling groups or individuals who were probably al-
ready living in the chora on land of which they became full owners.

7. Other timocratic systems involving land: Cyrene and
Athens at the end of the fourth century BCE

The question is whether this type of timocratic link between land and citizen-
ship can be observed elsewhere during the Hellenistic period. I will take only
two examples here: the diagramma of Cyrene and the case of Athens at the end
of the fourth century BCE.

The diagramma of Cyrene is petfectly clear on this conditional link. It is a
text written by Ptolemy, son of Lagos, in 321 or 320, when the Ptolemaic ruler
was not yet king, but only satrap of Egypt, and was interfering in a crisis that
was shaking the city. This text is presented as a proposal to the Cyrenaeans,
who still had to vote on laws to establish the constitution proper.'” It defines
successively the body of politai, citizens in the sense of nationality, then the po-
litenma, in the sense of the “acting civic body”, in other words the people from
among whom the magistrates listed below would be chosen. This po/itenma, im-
mediately referred to as “the Ten Thousand”, seems quite large in numerical
terms, especially since it replaces a previous body that was much smaller, that
of the 1,000." It must be selected according to two types of criteria: on the

beginning and have participated in military actions with all their zeal, has granted politeia on
the same terms as for the Pharsalians who have been politenomenoi since the beginning; it also
gave, in the Makouniai, the bare (= arable) lands that make up the Louerchos basin: 60 plethra
to each adult, to be owned by them forever as their hereditary property” (transl. Decourt
1990, modified).

128 Bouchon 2021, 169. Contra Oetjen 2014, 99-101, who suggests, without actually proving his
hypothesis, that these people, called sympolitenomenoi at the beginning of the decree, were mil-
itary colonists settled by the Macedonian royal power, as part of an Antigonid colonisation
program.

129 Laronde 1987, 89-91.

130 IG Cyrenaica 010800: l'[okl]rsuua &Eoto ol ppiot vnapxovrmcav 3¢ Ol QLYddeS ot £¢
Alyvmtov puyéveg | [od]c v [TroAepaiog drodeiént kai oic dv T Tipna ML TdY xpnudtov
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one hand, Ptolemy’s personal choice from among the former exiles who had
returned home; on the other hand, a census criterion set out in a rather complex
manner, but which is established at a wealth of 20 Alexander minas, or 2,000
Attic drachmas. The interesting point here is the way in which this wealth must
be composed in order to be acknowledged as #méma: the legislator retains what
he calls “immortal goods”, chrémata athanata (1. 7-8). This expression refers to
goods that are supposed to be “non-perishable”; in other words “permanent
and unchanging over time”:"' by definition, therefore, they ate land and/or
real estate. The property that gives the right of entry here includes that of men
and their wives, which implies that the latter are also legal owners, as in Sparta.
A variant of this property may consist of debt securities based on “immortal”
property.'*

The measures proposed in the diagramma of the Libyan city are reminiscent
of those that were in force twice in Athens at the end of the fourth century
BCE." In 322, the regent of the kingdom of Macedonia, Antipater, won the
victory at Crannon in Thessaly during the Lamian War against the Greeks led
by the Athenians. The peace terms imposed by the Macedonians'** included a
property qualification, #mésis, of 2,000 drachmas, implemented in Athens by
Phocion, an episode recounted by Diodorus and Plutarch." This amount is the
same as in Cyrene, and the politeuma is almost identical in numerical terms. This
cannot be a mere coincidence and is evidence of a shared political engineering.
According to Diodorus, the politenma tell from 21,000 to 9,000, a decrease of
almost 60%. The question is what link there is between the census tax, forced
exile and land. Neither Diodorus nor Plutarch specify what types of assets are
required to meet the census tax: there is no indication that wealth must con-
sist solely, or mainly, of land or real estate assets, but neither is there anything

TV 4[0] | avdtov oLV Toig THS yuvaikog pvdv elkoot AleEavdpeimv, O Gv ol Tyraptip | &g
Tarpnonot Ededbepov: kal Gooig glol «drpekdpevor pvol ikoot AleEdvdpetot| cbdv
101G Tfig yuvarkdg &v dbavdrolg teTiunpévolg un Edocovog tod dpeth | []patog kai tod
1KoV KOl Avtomopvudvimy ol dpeilovieg kilv ol yeltoveg ]| Twag Exwot, Eotoooy
Kol «0»0TOL TAV puplev un vedtepol Tpidkova 1@V, “the politenma should consist of the
10,000; should be part of it exiles having taken refuge in Egypt whom Ptolemy will appoint
and those who are in possession of everlasting belongings estimated with those of their wife
at 20 mines of Alexander, provided that the evaluators estimate them mortgage-free; further-
more those who hold debts valuated 20 mines of Alexander with everlasting belongings of
their wife estimated not lower than the debt plus the interests—and those indebted should
confirm the debts upon oath—and even if their neighbours have no #maz, those will also be
part of the 10,000, if they are older than 30 years of age” (transl. IG Cyrenaica on line, slightly
modified).

131 Velissaropoulos Karakostas 2011, 11, 20.

132 Bencivenni 2003, 142, n. 87.

133 Bayliss 2011, 68-74.

134 Habicht 20062, 59-63.

135 Diod. Sic. 18.18.1-5 and Plut. Phoc. 27-28.
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to rule this out. The required census did not only disadvantage the poorest.
Accotding to Andrew Bayliss’ calculations,"® 2,000 drachmas represented 666
medimnoi of barley, enough to feed a family of four for 24 years. But Bayliss
rightly points out that such a threshold represents less a poverty line than the
boundary between the “common people” and the “upper classes”, as conceived
by the latter. In any case, Antipater allowed the Athenians “to keep their city,
their property and everything else”, according to Diodorus, who uses the terms
ktéseis and onsiar.”’ Whatever its nature and value, property is not seized. In
fact, Athenians who fail to meet the census threshold are invited by Phocion
“to enjoy their homes and be content to cultivate their fields (georges)” without
% The “domination of the ¢hira” by members of the politen-
ma, mentioned by Diodorus,'” is thus more a reflection of political and eco-

causing unrest.

nomic hegemony than of legal exclusivity over land ownership. According to
Diodorus, this primarily political operation had only positive economic effects:
the Athenians, “now equipped with a stable government, fearlessly exploited
their territory and quickly became wealthy” (Gtapdymg moAttevdpevot Kol Thv

136 Bayliss 2011, 72 (I've cotrected a minor mix-up by the author between wheat and batley).

137  Diod. Sic. 18.18.4-5: ‘'O 3¢ @iAavBpdnmg avtols mpooevexdelg cvvexdpnoey Exewv
™Mv te oMV Kol TaG Ktioelg Kol tdAAe mavtas v 8¢ moltelov petéotnoey &k Thg
dnpokpariog kol Tpocétatey Gmd TiRoemS slvan TO TOATEVpA Kol TOVC P&V KEKTNHEVOVC
mhelo Spayudv Stoxiov kuplovg ivar Tod moMtedpatog kol Thc xgipotoviac, Tode &
KaTOTéP® TAG TWACENDS ATaVTaS O Tapay®mdels §vtog Kol molepkods dnidooce TAG
mohrelog kol Toig Bovropévolc ydpav Edwkey gig katoiknow v Ti Opdin: 0bToL Pev odv
Svteg mhetovg tdv [Sio]pvpiav kol Sioxhiov peteotdtnoav &k The motpidog, ol d¢ v
opiopévny tipnow Exovieg mepl évvakioyiMovg dnedetybnoav kdpiot thg te mdrews Kol
XOPOG KOl K0T TOVG ZOA®VOG VOpovG Enotebovio: Tavteg 8¢ Tag ovoiog eidOncay Exev
avagporpétovg, “He dealt humanely with them and permitted them to retain their city and
their possessions and everything else; but he changed the regime from a democracy, ordering
that the politenma should depend on a census of wealth, and that those possessing more than
2,000 drachmas should be in control of the politenma and of the elections. He removed from
the politeia all who possessed less than this amount on the ground that they were disturbers
of the peace and warmongers, offering to those who wished it some land for settlement in
Thrace. These men, more than 12,000 in number, were removed from their fatherland; but
those who possessed the stated rating, being about 9,000, were designated as masters of both
city and territory and conducted the government according to the laws of Solon. All were
permitted to keep their property uncurtailed” (transl. R.M. Geer 1947, modified).

138 Plut. Phoc. 29.4: "Emiperdpevog 8¢ @V kot TV oAV mpdog Kol VOu{pme, tovg eV
dotelovg kol yopievrag &v toilg Apyoic Gel ovvelxe, TOUG 88 moOAvmpdypovag Koi
VEMTEPIOTAS, 00TH T pn dpyev unde BopuPeiv dmopaparvopévous, 83idate prhoympeiv
Kal dyomav yewpyodvrag, “Furthermore, by managing the affairs of the city with mildness
and according to the laws, he kept the men of education and culture always in office, while
the busy-bodies and revolutionaries, who withered into insignificance from the very fact that
they held no office and raised no uproars, were taught by him to be fond of home and to
delight in tilling the soil” (transl. B. Perrin, slightly modified).

139 Diod. Sic. 18.18.5 (see n. 129).
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XOPAV 3G KaproHuevot Tod Talg 0voiang Tposavidpapov).'“ But the sit-
uation was, in reality, more tense than Diodorus’ source, Duris of Samos, would
have us believe, as there were also more or less forced exiles and the question
of land then returned to the forefront. Among the 12,000 men expelled from
the system, an unknown number of volunteers (the wealthiest?) emigrated to
Thrace, where Antipater assigned them land (chora) and a city (polis).'*" In the
initial situation, therefore, there were many small, even very small landowners,
or even many citizens who did not have access to land ownership due to lack of
means. The operation was repeated sometime later in 317, when Demetrius of
Phalerum, a former pupil of Aristotle at the Lyceum, was appointed governor
of Athens by the Macedonian Cassander. The property qualification threshold
established at that time was 1,000 drachmas, which should not be seen, howev-
et, as a kind of democratic opening.'** As pointed out by Graham Oliver,'* the
two oligarchic episodes of 322 and 317 certainly had significant repercussions
on the allocation of property in Attica in the sense of land concentration.

These two regimes, like the one envisaged in the diagramma of Cyrene, should
be considered oligarchies, in accordance with Aristotle’s own definition of this
type of constitution: a regime in which the holding of archai, “public offices”,
and therefore an essential part of citizenship, is restricted by a property qualifi-
cation."™ As far as Athens is concerned, between the end of the fourth century
and the middle of the third century, these are in any case the only two periods
for which we know of a testriction of the civic body based on wealth.'*

8. Conclusion: from land to stasis

Several points emerge from this preliminary outline.

Firstly, in the Hellenistic period (and indeed in the Classical period as well),
private land ownership in a civic territory was not limited to citizens alone.
There were categories of free non-citizens (enkektémenoi, beneficiaries of dorea,
perivikoi, paroikoi, etc.) who could hardly be said not to own land, regardless of
any fiscal or military obligations they may have had towards citizens. This is true
even if the concept of ownership can vary depending on the context, particu-
larly when royal sovereignty is exercised nearby, as in Asia Minor.

140 Diod. Sic. 18.18.6.

141 Plut. Phoc. 28.4. See also Diod. Sic. 18.18.4-5 (note 137).

142 Diod. Sic. 18.74.3.

143 Oliver 2007b, 79-81.

144 Arist. Pol. 4.1292a 40-42, 1292b 1: this is the first type of oligarchy, out of four, according
to Aristotle. As Caire 2016, 16-17 points out, the very idea of oligarchy implies a principle of
restriction on the exercise of politics, whatever form it may take.

145 Luraghi forthcoming,
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Secondly, the link between land and citizenship takes two main forms. Either
citizens have the capacity to acquire land ownership without this being a statuto-
ry requirement. this is generally the case in Athens, but also in many other poless,
where land acquisition is a right granted to po/itai by birth or naturalisation. Or
the link is much closer and the system becomes timocratic, since citizens are
required to be landowners in order to retain their citizenship, else they risk losing
it: this was the case in Sparta and Cyrene, although these two examples are by
no means the only ones. The link between land and citizenship works in oppo-
site ways in the two patterns and does not have the same economic and political
consequences. In this respect, while it is easy to classify census-based regimes
as oligarchies, the absence of a census is not enough to make other regimes
democracies, as the criteria for “democraticity” are multiple and complex.'*

Thirdly: the Hellenistic period was shaken by numerous “land crises”, pat-
ticulatly in the second half of the third century BCE, linked to a growing con-
centration of land ownership, as already discussed by Rostovsteff."*” This phe-
nomenon was particularly noticeable in Sparta, where, as we have seen, it led
not only to a change in forms of exploitation, but above all to what the Greeks
called oliganthropy, which was nothing else than a decline in the number of
citizens with full rights, resulting in the breakdown of the citizenship system.
Land-based timocratic systems are, in fact, the most vulnerable socially, as they
affect the primary resource, land, and are therefore those where the problems
are most tangible, particularly in narrative sources. This concentration in land
ownership, which should be explored for other regions, could be correlated
with archaeologists’ findings of an increase in the size of estates throughout the
petiod from the second century BCE to the third century CE.'"*

Fourthly: these land crises led to situations that the Greeks called saseis.
Stasis is by no means specific to the Hellenistic period, but it is widely pres-
ent, as recent work by Benjamin Gray and Henning Bérm has clearly shown.'*
Accotding to Borm,"™ contemporary historiography has identified three types
of causes of sfasis in general: the involvement of factions in external conflicts;
social tensions and “class struggle”; power struggles between the city’s elites,
with the lower classes serving merely as pawns mobilised by these elites. Brm’s
approach is to identify the reasons put forward by the Ancients themselves, first
among which are economic causes. As Aristotle writes, all szzseis concern issues

146 On the concept of “democraticity gradient”, see Azoulay forthcoming (b). On the difficulty
of defining Hellenistic “democracies”, see Buffet forthcoming (a) and (b).

147 Rostovtseff 1989 [1941], 142-44.

148 Alcock 1993.

149 Gray 2015; Bérm 2018 and 2019.

150 Borm 2018.
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of property (ousia):"' wealth is certainly not based solely on land ownership, but
the latter remains its cornerstone. Furthermore, even if there are immediate
external causes to sfasis, one can hypothesise that all episodes of turmoil occur
in an economic context of glaring inequalities, particulatly land inequalities. 1
therefore agree with Mirko Canevaro’s proposal to take seriously for this period
(literally, and not just as a commonplace in discourse) the assumption of class
antagonism and not just conflicts within the elites,"* but I would associate it
more specifically with land issues, a question that deserves further investigation.

151  Arist. Pol. 2.1266a 37-41: Aokel ydp Tio1 10 Tept Tag odoiag sivar péylotov Tetdydon
KaA@G: et yap TodTmv Totelobal pact Tg 6TdoElS TdvTag, “some persons think that the
right regulation of property is the most important; for the question of property, they say, is
universally the cause of szaseis” (transl. H. Rackham, slightly modified).

152 Canevaro forthcoming (a).





