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TO MY WIFE





PREFACE

The present investigation endeavors to throw new light 
on the characteristic features of the Cretan Koinon. The 
sources available — epigraphical and historical — are com
paratively few, but they permit one to see that the warlike 
Cretans founded a Union based essentially upon the contract 
of arbitration.

This study was begun in the University of Louvain under 
the scientific guidance of Professor J. Sencie who made 
the suggestion that the Cretan Koinodikion was a contract 
of arbitration. I had the rare privilege to continue the work 
under no less an authority than Professor W. S. Ferguson 
of Harvard University. To both I here express my most 
sincere gratitude.

Especial thanks is due to the C. R. B. Educational Founda
tion, Inc. to which I owe the opportunity of having been 
able to spend a year in America.

Ma u r ic e Va n  der  Mijn sbr ugge .

Veurne, April 23, 1931.
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INTRODUCTION

Epig r a ph ic a l  An d  h is t o r ic a l  e v id e n c e

A glance at the map of Crete shows that the island is 
divided by a high mountain-chain composed of three 
chief mountain-groups : Leuca, Ida, Dicte. From each 
of these groups smaller branches run in several directions, 
dividing the territory in numerous independent states. 
Undoubtedly this geographical figuration had a profound 
influence on the political condition of the Cretan cities 
and explains for a great part the frequent internal wars. 
Between the Ida and Dicte, however, there is an interrup
tion of the mountain-chain. On this very line were 
located the most important states of old Crete : Gortyn 
and Cnossus. Here an alliance seemed to have been 
favored by nature itself. The combined action of the 
Gortynians and Cnossians brought the whole island 
under their hegemony1 and resulted in a general Cretan 
Union, Kotrov των ^ρητα^ων.

How was this Koinon organized ? What were its 
characteristic features ? What is the Cretan k o l voSl k io v ? 
Is it connected with the Koinon ? What are the prescrip
tions of the Cretan diagramma and how were they put 
into practice ?

I. Strabo, X, p. 478.
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So far, these important questions have not been suf
ficiently considered, though some of them have received 
acute attention1. The chief reason for this was to be 
found in the lack of an adequate study of the few 
documents which relate to the Cretan Koinodikion.

The task before us, then, was to analyze and compare 
these records in order to bring into light the essential 
features of the Cretan Union. To determine the sense 
and importance of the Koinodikion is the main object of 
this thesis.

The extant inscriptions are not numerous and some of 
them are mutilated. We indicate them here in chrono
logical order so far as this can be done2.

i°) Syll.3 # 560 207/6 B. C.
L. 10-12... 

ety το κοινο^ν^ 
■πόλεμον...

και ταν ευε^ργ^εσιαν, αν ^τυ^νετελεσαντο 
των Κρηταιε^ων^, δι[α~^λύιταντες τον εμφύλιον

2°) Ke r n , 0., Die Inschriften von Magnesia am 
Maeander, p. 16 # 20. About 207 /6 B. C.

L. 1-2 Πα^α του κοινου των Κρητων 
[Έ]^οζεν Κ^ρ^ηταιεων τωι κοινωι...

3°) I. G. XII, 5 ΐ 868 Α. Beginning of the IId 
century B. C.3

L. II... εν τωι κοινω[ι των Κρηταιεων.. .^
L. 15 f. [... τω κοινω τω 1ίρηταιε]ων,...
L. 17 ί. [... τωι τε κοινωι τω]ν Κρηταιεων.

1. Muttelsee, Zur Verfassungsgeschichte Kretas im Zeitalter des Hel- 
lenismus.

2. See Chapter VI, art. I.
3. Graindor, Muses belge, XI (1907), p. 23.
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4°) Syll.3 # 653 A. Abouti65B.C.
L. 8. To κοινον των Κρηταιων προζενίαι.

5°) Du r r b a c h , F., Choix d’inscriptions de Delos, 
tome I, fasc. II, # 92. Between 158 and 150 B. C.

L. 2... o t t o  του κοινού τω[ν Κρητ\αΐΐων...
L. 31-32... ΰπό του κοινού των Κρηταιεων... 

6°) Syll.3 # 654Α. About 151 Β. C.
L. 5- Κνώιτιοι «αρ] το κοινόν [των] Κρηταεων... 

7°) D. Ι. # 4942 Between 159 and 138 Β. C.
b. L. 3”4··· περι τω κοιν[ω των ^ρηταιεων] 

και ί§ίαι περί τας των Α.πταραιων παλιός. 

8°) Syll.3# 685 139 Β. C.
L. 107-108... παρά του κοιν[ου των Κρηταιεων παρ' ώ]ν 

ελαβον ευόόκησιν, καθότι τό παρατεθεν ημιν §ιάγραμ[μα περί]- 
^ν...

9°) Ι. G. XII, 3, # 254 (Β·Ι· # 5146) Second century Β. C.
L. 1-2. [Έόο]^ Toil συνεάροις κα'ι τω[ι] 

[κοινω]ι των ^ρηταιέων...

ιο°) D. 1. # 5Σ38 Second century Β. C.
L. 24-25. τωι κοινωι [των ^ρηταιέων].

11°) C. I. G. # 2561.CH, addenda ρ. 1104. Second 
century Β. C.?

L. Ι. ’Έ^οξε τωι κοινωι τωι Κρηταιεων·
L. ΙΟ. ... τωι κοινωι τωι Κρηται[εων..

These are the inscriptions which mention the Cretan 
Koinon before the Roman conquest1. There is however 
an epigraphical record where no mention is made of the 
Cretan Koinon but which apparently deals with it, namely

I. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 41 fi.
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Syll. 3 # 627 dating from the year 183 B. C.1. On the 
other hand we possess an historical text relating to the 
re-establishment of the Cretan Koinon in the year 184 
B. C. 2. It must be further noted that many honorary 
decrees were issued by the κοινόν Κρητων during the 
Roman imperial period. The title “ κοινον Κρητων „ is to 
be found also on many Cretan coins from this period3. 
But this Koinon is the “ Concilium provinciae4.

I. See p. 23 ff.
2. Polybius, XXII, 15, 1-4.
3. Svoronos, Numismatique de la Crete ancienne, I, p. 337 ff.
4. See chapter VI, Article II.



CHAPTER I

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ

The above cited documents afford but little information 
about the organization of the Cretan Koinon. Only 
one inscription mentions the existence of σΰνε§ροι and 
a popular assembly in the Koinon, whereas the other 
records refer only to the Cretan Koinon without giving 
any more details.

This inscription naturally calls for attention in the 
first place and should be examined with great care.

I. G. XII, 3, #254 (D. I. # 5146)·1
[’ΈΙ^ο]^ τοι,ζ συνε§ροις και τω[ι]
[κοινω\ι των Ιίρηταιεων Ίίνω-
[σοι ε]ν τωι συνΧόγωι, κορμι-
[όντων εν Γόρτυνι μεν e-]

5 [ττί τω\ν Αυμάνων των συν
......ίωι τωι ' ΑΧΧο§αμω
[έτος τ]ο Δεύτερον μηνος1
.... ιήιω τετρά§ι, 'Κ.νωσο[ι'\1
[όέ ε^ττί των ΑίθαΧεων κο[ρ^- 

10 [μιόντ]ων των συν Κνψελ®[ι]
[τωι ,Ενα]ρετω μηνος Αυ8ου- 1
[ναίω ικά]8ι' ” ΑσυΧον ημεν
[" Αναψαίων] τάν πόΧιν κα[ι] 
[ταν γωρα\ν καθώς κα'ι το [ΐ]-

15 [Τοον ΰΊτ]ό.ργει ασυΧον
[τωι τω κ\οινω των Κρητα[ι]-Ζ

1. Muttelsee, ο. c., ρ. 47·
2. 16 f. correction of Wilhelm, Beitrage zur griechischen Inschriften- 

kunde, p. 172, 4 149·

The Cretan Koinon 2
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[βων ρη]τωι· ει όέ τίς τι[να] 
[άδικη]σηι Άναφαίων των
[εκ Κρήτ\αζ όρμιομενων, 

20 [η εκ: τα]φ πόλεως η εκ τ[ω]
[ίερω], υπόδικος έστω 1
[τα:] τε Άναφαίω[ν πόλει]
[και τω]ι προστάν[τι δίκαν]
[εν κ]οινοδικίωι άπρ[όδι]- 

25 [κον καπα]ρ8οΧον και κυ- 
[ρία ά πρ]αζις έστω κα[τα το]
[διάγρ]αμμα.

“ Decree issued by the councillors and the popular 
assembly of the Cretans at Cnossus in the gathering.

At Gortyn, while... son of Allodamus and his colleagues 
of the Dymanes were cosmi for the second year, on the 
fourth of the month...

At Cnossus, while Cypselus, son of Enaretus and his 
colleagues of the Tthahans were cosmi, on the twentieth 
of the month Audounaios.

Inviolable shall be the city of the Anaphasans and the 
territory also, just as the shrine already is inviolable in 
virtue of the sentence of the Cretan Union.

Any one who should ofiend an Anaphsean coming 
from Crete, either from the city or from the shrine, shall 
be responsible to the city of the Anaphaeans and to the 
defender in a non-conciliatory trial without guarantee2, 
during the (existence of the) arbitration contract ; the 
exaction (of the fine) shall be valid in accordance with 
the code. „

This inscription contains a decree passed by the Cretan 
Koinon, granting ασυΧία to Anaphe and determining the 
procedure to be followed in the event of any infraction 
of the resolution. The koinodikion and diagramma are 

I. L. 21 If. corrected by Wilhelm, Neue Beitvage zuv gviechischen 
Inschriftenkunde, p. 14 ff. # 38·

2. Majuri, Rendiconti, ser. V, vol. XIX (1910), p. 45 f.
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mentioned in connection with this procedure. Unfortu
nately this portion of the inscription is much mutilated 
and the restorations may not be quite certain. The 
preamble of the record runs thus :

["EJoj^e τοΐς συνέδροις καί τω^ι]
[κοινω]ι των Κρηταιέων...
This text points out plainly that there were σύνεδροι, or 

councillors in the Cretan Koinon.1 Accordingly, when we 
find only the sentence εδο^ε τω κοινώ των Κρηταιέων 
without mention of the σύνεδροι, it does not mean that 
the councillors have disappeared and that the translation 
must run : “ Decree of the popular assembly of the 
Cretans ”. Certainly not. For in the very document 
which mentions the σύνεδροι we read 1. 14—17:

... καθώς καί το [ί]-
[epov υτ^άργει ασυΧον
[τωι τω κ]οινω των Κρητα\_ϊ\-
\έων ρη]τωι'
Apparently this phrase relates to a former aorXia-decree, 

of which the present is but an extension. The σύνεδροι 
existed doubtless when the first decree was passed. 
Indeed it cannot be supposed that the ασυΧία for the 
shrine was granted by the Cretan popular assembly without 
councillors and that a short time after the first decision, 
the extension of the ασυλία was granted to the city and 
the territory of Anaphe by the councillors and the popular 
assembly of the Cretans together. Therefore in 1. 16-17 
το καινόν των Κρηταιέων must be translated by “ Union 
of the Cretans ” and not “ popular assembly of the 
Cretans ”. No distinction is made here between the 
σύνεδροι and the popular assembly, though both organ
isms existed in the Cretan Union as appears from the 
preamble of the same record: [’Έλ^ξε τοϊς συνέδροις καί 
τω[ι κοινω]ι των Κρηταιέων.

The existence of a popular assembly in the Cretan 

1. Muttelsee, o. c., p. 47 if.
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Union is confirmed by the inscription D. I. # 5138. 
A Samian envoy,called Epicles, addressed the [Κ^τα^ων] 
πληθος (1. 6) and recalled the friendly relations existing 
between the Samians and the Cretans : 1. 10-13 :

... παρε§ει[ζε Se κ\αι ταν α'ιρεσιν [κ\αι ταν εύνοιαν αν 
εχον^ες $]ιατετελεκαντι Δήμιοι πορτι το ϋρηταιε[ων\ 
πλήθος...

In the preamble of the decree, however, we read 1. 23-25 : 
τν^αι ται ά[γαθαι όε8ογθαϊ\... τωι κοινωι [των Ιίρηταιεων].
It is interesting to notice that the resolution is passed, 

not by the πληθος των Ίίρηταιεων, but by the κοινόν των 
Κρηταιόων, i. e. by the councillors and the popular assem
bly (πληθος) together.

Another important point is to be inferred from the 
dating of the do-vX/a-decree issued by the Cretan Koinon. 
It is, indeed, a characteristic feature of this record that 
the date is indicated by the Gortynian and Cnossian 
cosmi. This brings clearly into light that Gortyn and 
Cnossus were the leading states in the Union. Even 
more surprising is the fact that the chief magistrates of 
Gortyn are mentioned before their Cnossian colleagues, 
although the σάλαγο? took place in Cnossus. This 
proves that Gortyn was the most powerful state in the 
Koinon, at least at this time.

The same leading position of Gortyn in the Union may be 
inferred from the fictitious decree of the Koinon : 1. 5-6 :

ΠαΗd τον κοινον των Κρητων'
[’Έ^όο^εν ^[ρ^ηταιεων τωι κοινωι συνελ-
[θ^ονσαν [τ]αμ πολίων πασαν ες Β/λκω-
να ες τό ίε[ρ]όν τω Άπελλωνος τω Βίλ-

5 κωνιω, ακουμένων ΐορτυνιων επϊ 
κοσμωζι^ Κ^αντος τω Ιίυννίω'

“ From the Cretan Union : Decree of the Cretan 
Union, all states being gathered at Bilcon in the shrine of 
Apollo the Bilconian, under the leadership of the Gorty- 
nians, while Cydas son of Cynnius was cosmus. „
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In 183 B. C. we again find Gortyn cited, in the first 
place followed by Cnossus, in a document recording an 
agreement between Eumenes II, king of Pergamum, and 
the Cretan Union. The inscription is dated by the year 
of Eumenes’ reign and the Gortyn chief magistrate.

About the year 151 B. C. however, the Cnossians are 
mentioned separately : Κνωσιοι sap] το κοινόν [των] 
Κρηταεων...

Possibly at that time the Cnossians were more powerful 
than the Gortynians.

In any case, from the above may be inferred with 
certainty that the United Gortynians and Cnossians had 
the hegemony in the Cretan Koinon. This statement is 
confirmed by an evidence from Polybius :

Κνωσιοι συμφρονήσαντες Γορτυνίοις πασαν εποιήσαντο την 
'Κρήτην ΰφ’ αΰτους πλήν της Λυττίων πολεως 1

“ The Cnossians in conjunction with the Gortynians 
subjected the whole island to their power, except the 
city of the Lyttians ”. On the other hand we learn 
from Strabo that the hostility between Gortyn and Cnossus 
resulted in a general civil war on the island. This natu
rally meant the disappearance of the Cretan Union : 
συμπράττονται τε yap άλλήλαις [αΐ των Γορτυνίων και 
Κνωσσίων πόλεις) απαντας υπηκόους είγον αΰται τους άλλους, 
στασιάσασαί τε διέστησαν τα κατά την νήσον....2 “ For, 
when they acted together (the Gortynians and the 
Cnossians) they had all the other Cretans as subjects, 
when they disagreed, however, there was rebellion on 
the whole island. ”

Such a situation necessarily leads us to the conclusion 
that the Cretan Union was due to the combined action 
of Gortyn and Cnossus. It is quite natural to expect 
that both states had a profound influence on the Union.

Apparently the Gortynian and Cnossian σύνεδροι had 

I. IV, 53. 4-
2. X, p. 478.
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the initiative of the meetings of the Koinon (σύλλογοι), 
they presided the gatherings etc...

From the documents considered in this chapter we 
may draw the following conclusions as regards the organ
ization of the Cretan Koinon :

i°) There was a council in the Cretan Koinon. This 
council was composed of delegates from the states which 
entered the Union. The members of the council were 
called : σύνεδροι..

2°) There can be no doubt that a popular assembly 
existed in the Cretan Koinon. The name of this assembly 
was: το κοινόν or τδ πληθος των Κρηταιεων.

3°) The decrees of the Cretan Union were issued by the 
σύνεδροι and the popular assembly together.

4°) Gortyn and Cnossus had the hegemony in the 
Union.

5°) The place of the meetings of the Cretan Union 
changed : e. g. Cnossus, Bilcon. (The other places cannot 
be determined so far).



CHAPTER II

THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ

In the false decree of the Koinon we read that a gather
ing of all Cretan States took place at Bilcon in the shrine 
of Apollo the Bilconian1 : L. 2-5:

ΓΈ^ο^ ^[ρ^ητακίων τ ο ί κοινωι συνελ- 
[θ^ουσαν [τ]αμ πολίων πασαν ες Βιλκω- 
να ες το ίε[ρ]ον τω ’Απόλλωνος τω Βίλ- 
κωνιω,...
May we infer from this record that all Cretan states were 

members of the Union at the close of the third century 
B. C. ? This is at least highly doubtful, since the decree 
is a fictitious one. The Magnesians would have us believe 
that the foundation of their city on the Meander was the 
work of all Cretan states. They acted so possibly for 
political reasons.
^Fortunately we possess a document of great importance, 
for it affords the exact number of members in the year 
183 B. C. This inscription contains a treaty concluded 
between Eumenes II, king of Pergamum, and thirty one 
Cretan states2.
A άγαθηι τόχηι. ετΐ τοις§ε συνεθεντο τημ φιλίαν και 

συμα^ιαν εαυτοις τε και εκγονοις εις άπαντα τον χρόνον 
βασι^λευς θυμένης κα'ι Κρηταιέων Τορτόνιοι, Κνωσιοι,

1. See ρ. 20.
2. Syll3 # 627. See Niese, Geschichte der griechischen und make-

donischen Staaten seit der SMacht bei Chaeronea, III p. 68 ff. and 322 ff. 
Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 53.
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Φαίστιοι, \Λ.ΰττιοι, Ραύκιοι, Ίεραττΰτνιοι, ΈΆευθερναϊοι, 
5 ’ Άπταραϊοι, Τ1ολυρ\\ρήνιοι, Συβρίτιοι, Άαττταιοι,”Άξιοι, 

ΤΙριανσιεεςξΆλΧαριωται,Άρ^κ^ά^ες,Ίίερα'ΐται, Τίραίσιοι, 
Νότιοι, Βιάννιοι, Μαλλαϊοι, ’Έρώνιοι, ^ερ\[σ]ονάσιοι, 
Άττ[ο] λλωνιαται,Έλΰριοι,Ύρτακίνιοι,Έλτυναιει ς,’Άνω\- 
[τι^λιται, ’BpaSywioi, Ίστρωνιοι, Ταρραιοι, — 7 l(it- 
terae), ώς μεν\ \βα\σιΧευς θυμένης άγει έτους τετάρτου 

ΙΟ και 8εκάτου, μηνος || [Γ1]ανήμου, ως 8ε Ίίρηταεις,κοσμοΰν- 
(των) εν Φόρτυνι των συνΣα^...

That these thirty states (the name of one state has been 
removed) formed the Cretan Koinon at this time is made 
plain by the mere classification of the cities. For example, 
Phaestus in the South is followed by Lyttus in the North; 
Hierapytna in the South-East comes after Rhaucus in 
the central part of Crete ; Hierapytna is followed by 
Eleutherna in the North ; Polyrrhenia in the West is 
cited before Sybrita in the Centre etc... This classifica
tion is not geographical at all. If the envoys of Eumenes 
had made a voyage in Crete, they would have done it, 
no doubt, in a more methodical way. They would 
have gone, for instance, firstly to the Eastern states, 
then to the Centre and the West or vice versa. It is 
quite impossible to admit that the negotiators went 
to a city in the South, then to a state in the North; there
after to a city in the Centre, then visited a state in the 
South-East, then again a Northern State etc...

Apparently we have here to do with the whole of 
thirty one cities, members of the Cretan Koinon. The 
envoys from Pergamum went to a σΰνλογος of the Union, 
composed of delegates from the thirty one states members 
of the Koinon.

The classification of the cities seems to be chronological, 
that is to say, the states are mentioned in the order of 
their entry into the Union. Naturally the leading states 
Gortyn and Cnossus are named in the first place. The 
record further is dated by the chief Cosmus of Gortyn. 
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This shows clearly that Gortyn still is the most powerful 
state in the Koinon.

On the other hand we know that the Cretan Koinon 
was re-established the year before by Appius Claudius *. 
So we may safely conclude that the Cretan Koinon 
existed in the year 183 B. C. It was composed of thirty 
states, strictly speaking thirty one as the name of one 
city has been removed. Cydonia, Itanus, Leben etc. are 
not members of the Koinon. A. J. Reinach, referring 
to a treaty concluded between Eumenes II and Cydonia 
suggests that the removed name was Cydonia2. Accord
ing to him Cydonia withdrew from the Cretan Union 
and concluded a separate compact with the king of Per
gamum. His view cannot be accepted, for the removed 
name consisted of seven letters, so the restoration 
Ίίυδωνιαται is impossible.

One might ask why Eumenes II concludes an agreement 
with the members of the Koinon and not with the Koinon 
itself. The reason for this fact must be sought, doubtless, 
in the instability of the Cretan Union3. Eumenes knew 
this very well. He agrees therefore with each state 
separately ; thus Eumenes takes his precautions for all 
contingencies. The Union may disappear, one or more 
members may secede from the Koinon : the agreement 
with Eumenes subsists. Of course, the king of Pergamum 
acted wisely, for one state withdrew soon after the conclu
sion of the compact.

The Cretan Koinon comprising thirty one states in 
183 B. C. should have embraced the whole island in the 
year 168 B. C. This we learn from Polybius4. The 
Rhodians sent envoys -προς πάντας Κρηταιεις... ομοίως 
δε καί κατ’ ιδίαν προς τας πόλεις... Τίρδς πάντας Κρηταιεϊς 
refers, no doubt, to the gathering of the Cretan Union 

I. See p. 48 ff.
2. Revue archeologique, XIII (1909) p. 374.
3. See Chapter VI. Art. 1.
4. XXIX, 10, 6.
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which was composed of the delegates from all the states. 
But why still go to each state, when the meeting of the 
Koinon has already been visited ? The reason seems to 
be the same as above. The Rhodians had not confidence 
in the stability of the Union, just as Eumenes II.

Between 158 and 150 B. C. again, all the states seem to 
have been members of the Union at least for a certain 
time. For in a decree issued by the Cretan auxiliary 
troops we read 1. 19 that the Coan Aglaus is : “ πάντων 
Ίίρηταιεων πρόξενος

Apparently πρόξενος of all the Cretans means πρόξενος 
of the Cretan Koinon composed of all the Cretan States 2.

From the two foregoing statements we may infer 
that the Cretan Union, at least, at certain periods com
prised all the Cretans. This situation did not last a 
longtime and must have been exceptional. The member
ship varies. In 183 B. C., for instance, thirty one states 
were members of the Union, but soon after one state 
withdraws from the Koinon.

Moreover the fact that Eumenes concludes an agreement 
with each member separately is proof that secession 
from the Koinon or even disappearance of it was not 
exceptional at all. Accordingly, we have to keep before 
our minds that the Cretan Koinon was very unstable.

I. Durrbach, o. c. ψ 92 1. 19.
2. Holleaux, Arcliiv fitr Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, VI 

(1913-20) p. 19.



CHAPTER III

THE FOREIGN RELATIONS OF 
THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ

1°) Treaty between Eumenes II, king of Pergamum 
and the Cretan Koinon. 183 B. C. Syll. 3 # 627.

In the preceding chapter we have seen that the compact 
between Eumenes II and thirty one Cretan states was 
concluded “ de facto ” with the Cretan Union comprising 
at that time thirty one states. The king of Pergamum 
did not trust in the stability of the Koinon and therefore 
he makes an agreement with each member separately. 
Thus each state member of the Union is bound to observe 
the treaty even in case of withdrawal from the Koinon 
or when the Union ceases to exist. As far as we can 
judge from the much mutilated second portion of the 
record, Eumenes’ aim was to enroll Cretan mercenaries.

It may call for attention that no federal magistrate 
is mentioned. Yet it might have been unnecessary since 
Eumenes negotiated with the delegates from each state 
member of the Union.

The fact, however, that there is no mention at all of 
one or more federal magistrates in the decree I. G. XII, 
3 # 254 1 could not be explained, if such magistrates 
stood at the head of the Cretan Koinon. In the preamble 
of this document reference is made of the councillors 
and the popular assembly of the Union ; of federal magis
trates there is no trace whatever.

I. See p. 17 ff.



28 FOREIGN RELATIONS

The foreign envoys then, were compelled to address 
the στΤλογο? of the Cretan Koinon composed of the 
delegates sent by the states which were members of the 
Union. Accordingly, the peculiarity of Eumenes’ method 
of negotiation lies chiefly in the fact that he determines 
precisely which and how many states are members of the 
Union.

2°) Decree of the Cretan auxiliaries in the service of 
Ptolemy VI Philometor, king of Egypt. Between 158 
and 150 B. C.1.

This record tells us that Cretans have been sent as 
auxiliaries to Alexandria ΰπο του κοινού των Κρηταιέων :

L. 1-2 : Έίο^β τοις εζαπε\σταλ\μένοις είς Αλεξάνδρειαν ντο 
του κοινού τω[ν Κρηταιέων συμμάγοις'

L.31-33:
...οί πεμφθεντες κατα συμμορίαν υπο του κοινού των 
Κρηταιεων προς βασιλέα Ίΐτολεμαιον...

It would be presumptuous to infer from this record that 
there was a federal army in Crete. This inscription is to be 
compared with the treaty concluded between Eumenes II 
and the Cretan Koinon. The soldiers sent to the king 
of Pergamum must be considered as dispatched by the 
Cretan Koinon in virtue of the compact. It is likely 
that a similar agreement was concluded between Ptole
my VI Philometor and the Cretan Union. Each member 
assumed the obligation to aid king Ptolemy in accordance 
with the terms of the treaty.

The same inscription affords interesting information 
about the relations between the Cretans and the Egyptian 
king:

L. 19-22: τους παραγινομένους άπο των πατρίδων ήμων 
[κ]ατά πρεσβείαν η κατάλλην ηνδηποτουν χρεί[αν] 
τιμών καί πολύωρων διατελει...

1. Durrbach. 0. c. # 92 ρ. 154 ^- Holleaux, Archiv fur Papy- 
rusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, VI (1913-20) p. 9 ff. Muttelsee, 
0. c., p. 50 f.
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Mention is made here of embassies sent to Aglaus, high 
officer in the service of the Egyptian king, απο των 
πατρίδων ημών, i. e. from the states to which the mer
cenaries belonged. Curiously enough, we do not read άπό 
του κοινού τών Κρηταιεων. States, although members of the 
Cretan Union, continue to send envoys to a foreign court. 
This shows that the members of the Cretan Union enjoyed 
a great independence regarding their foreign policy1.

3°) D. I. # 4942. Decree in honor of king Attalus II. 
Between 159 and 138 B. C.

Here again we see that Aptara, a member of the Cretan 
Union, has sent an embassy to Attalus II king of Per
gamum. Of great importance is the article contained 
in 1. 12-13 :... καί ev πολι και εν τοϊς λιμενοις καί 
ζενολο^^ησθαι καί όρμιφεσθαι καί αύτωι καί τοις εκγόνοις...

Permission to enroll mercenaries on the territory of 
Aptara is granted to Attalus and his descendants. Now, 
if there had been a federal army in Crete it seems fairly 
certain that a restriction should have been made as 
regards the enrolment of soldiers.

From the above may be concluded that there were no 
federal magistrates in the Cretan Union who acted as 
diplomatic nego-iators. There is further no sufficient 
evidence to admit the existence of a federal army.

4°) Άσυλ/α-decree for Anaphe.
I. G. XII, 3, # 254 (D. I. # 5146) L. 12 ff.

’Άκτνλον ημεν
[Άναφαίων] ταν πάλιν κα[ί]
[ταν χώρα]ν καθώς καί τό [ί]- 

15 [ερόν υπάρχει ασυλον
[τωι τω κ]οινω των }ίρητα[ι\-
[εων ρη\τωι· εί δε τίς τι[να\
[αδικηφτηι Άναφαίων των
[εκ Κρητ^ας όρμιομενων,

1. Cardinali, Rivista di Filologia XXXV (1907) p. 17, note 2.
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20 p; εκ τα]? πόλεως η εκ τ[ω] 
[ίφω], ΰπ 'οικος έστω
[ται τε Ά.ναφαίω[ν πόλει]
[καί τω]ι προστάν[τι όίκαν]
[έν κ]οινοόικίωι άπρ[όόι]- 

25 [κον κάπα]ρβολον καί κυ
πριά ά πρ]αξις έστω κα[τά τό]
[όίάγρ]αμμα.

This ασυλία-decree was passed by the Cretan Koinon in 
favor of Anaphe1. It provides a procedure to be followed 
in case of infraction of the present resolution. The 
Anaphaeans seek to protect themselves against the Cretan 
pirates and ask therefore the ασυλία from the Koinon. 
This decree aims at practical results since it affords a 
detailed provision for the trial of the contingent contraven
tions by Cretans.

5°) Honorary decrees for foreigners.
The Cretan Koinon not only granted real privileges to 

foreigners, it issued also decrees in honor of citizens 
belonging to foreign states :

I. Decree granting προξενία to Cassander. About 165 
B. C.2

α'γαθηί τΰ^ι. Υ^ασσανόρον Μενεσθεως ετίμησεν
το κοινον των Κρηταιων προξενίαι.
2. Aglaus of Cos, high officer in the service of the 

Egyptian king Ptolemy VI Philometer, is πρόξενος of 
all the Cretans : Between 158 and 150 B. C.

[υπ]άργων τε πάντων Κρηταιέων πρόξενος 8.
3· Decree in honor of Hegesander. About 151B. C.4.
Η Γγί/σαι/οροι/ 'ΐί]γησ[άνόρο]υ Ά,θηνα^ον καί

Λελφόν, πρόξενο]ν καί ευ[ερ]γε[την εστεφ]άνωσεν

1. See ρ. 17 ίί.
2. Syll3 # 653- Α. L. 8.
3« Durrbach, ο. c. ^ 92 L. 19. Muttelsee,. ο. c., ρ. 53-
4- Syll.3 # 654 Α. L.5.
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Ιίνωσιοι zrap] το κοινόν [των] Κρηταίων
είκόνι γα\Χκηϊ].
4 . Decree in favor of Epicles of Samos and the Samians. 

Second century B. C.1
This record confirms the friendly relations between 

the Koinon and Samos. Epicles, the envoy of the Samians 
is praised and doubtless honored by the Koinon. Un
fortunately the portion of the decree granting the honor 
is mutilated. 2

6°) Decree dealing with the foundation of Magnesia 
on the Meander presented falsely as issued by the Cretan 
Koinon. 3

Πα[ρ]α του κοινού των 1X ρητών
Έροζεν Κ[ρ]ηταιεων τωι κοινωι συνεΧ- 
θ]ουσαν [τ]αμ ποΧίων πασαν εξ ΒίΧκω-
να εξ το ίε[ρ]ον τω ΆπέΧΧωνοδ τω ΒιΧ-

5 κωνιω, αγουμενων Βορτυνίων επί
κόσμωζρρ Κ.ΰ§αντοξ τω ΙΧυννίω· Έπει-
^η Μαγνήτες οικείοι εντι κα'ι φίΧοι Κ^- 
ταιεων πάντων, εάοζεν §ε τισιν αυ
τών ες ταν 'Ασίαν αποικίαν στείΧασθαι,

ΙΟ ΰπαρχειν Μάγνησιν πασιν οΐκειότατα
και φιΧιαν αγήρατον κα'ι εμ πρυτανει- 
ωι σιτησιν, κα'ι είσαγουσιν κα'ι εζαγουσιν ατε- 
Χειαν είμεν άσυΧε'ι κα'ι άσπονάε'ι κατα πα- 
σαγ Κρήταγ κα'ι εγκτησιν κα'ι ποΧιτείαν,...

This record aims at confirming the legend that Magne
sia on the Meander was founded by Cretans. The decree 
is a fictitious one. It is however modern in its expres
sions, it supposes namely that at the time of the foundation 
of Magnesia the same conditions existed as at the end of 
the third century B. C. Therein lies chiefly the interest 
of the inscription. The situation referred to is that of 

I. D. I. # 5138.
2. Muttelsee, o. c., p. 54.
3. Kern, o. c., p. 16 4 20.
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the time when the record was engraved. The Koinon 
would not be mentioned if it had not existed in this period.

It cannot fail to strike us that the Cretan Koinon 
grants the πολιτεία or citizenship to all Magnesians. 
At first sight we may be inclined to infer from this that 
there was κοινοπολιτεία or joint citizenship in Crete. 
But such was not the case. For the πίτητις εμ πρυτανείωι 
is granted to them as well as the άτελεία for import 
and export and the εγκτησμ. The first privilege cannot 
be connected with the Koinon as such. The Magnesians 
should enjoy these advantages in each state, member of 
the Union. The same must be said of the πολιτεία.

Yet the word κοινοπολιτεία is mentioned in a Vaxian 
record found at Delphi1. This inscription contains a 
decree passed by the zEtolian league in response to a 
letter from Vaxus in Crete. The Vaxians certify that 
Epicles was a Vaxian citizen ; they explain further how 
he happens to be at Amphissa.

The zEtolian league grants the πολιτεία to Epicles 
on account of this letter. Thus Epicles receives the 
πολιτεία of the zEtolian Koinon when he has proved to 
be a Vaxian citizen. It must be observed that Epicles 
does not ask a privilege on account of personal services 
rendered to the KEtolian league. The πολιτεία is to be 
granted in virtue of a compact concluded between Vaxus 
and the zEtolian Koinon. The Vaxians enjoy the koino- 
politeia in the zEtolian league. The question arises here 
whether the zEtolians enjoyed the same privilege in 
Crete. Was there an exchange of κοινοπολιτεία be
tween the Cretan Koinon and the zEtolian Koinon ? It 
is known, however, that the ordinary policy of the zEtolian 
Koinon consisted in making alliances by means of 
ισοττολιτει «-treaties, that is to say, the .Etolians granted 
κοινοπολιτεία while the foreign state accorded ισοπολιτεία. 
Thus the Vaxian citizen possesses the κοινοπολιτεία in 

I. Syll. 3 ψ 622 B. 1. 12.
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zEtolia, while the TEtolian enjoys the ισοπολιτεία at 
Vaxus.1

Hence there is not sufficient ground to infer from this 
record that κοινοπολιτεία existed in Crete. 2

Yet it may be objected that some expressions as for 
instance: Κρ^ς Όάζιος,3 Κρης Χερσονησ-ίο^ seem to 
imply the existence of κοινοπολιτεία in Crete. It must 
be observed that most of these inscriptions which 
mention Kp^y or Κρητες followed by the name of a state 
have been found outside Crete. By far the largest 
number are epitaphs. Kp^y there is simply the ethnicum 
without any political meaning. Moreover these inscrip
tions cannot be dated with certainty. They may belong 
to the Roman imperial period. In this period, indeed, 
we find for example Κρητες Ίεραπΰτνιοι, Κρητε; ’Άξιοι 
etc. on several coins.5 Now the Koinon existing then 
differs considerably from the Koinon existing before the 
Roman conquest of the island6.

The word Κρηταιεύς seems to be used especially in con
nection with the Cretan Union7. It must be noted 
however, that both terms are employed in the fictitious 
decree of the Koinon and in Polybius’ account of the 
Lyttian war in 221/0 B. C.8 On the other hand the

I. Szanto, Das griechische Bilrgerrecht, p. 81 if. Muttelsee, o. c., 
p. 14, n. I.

In a much mutilated inscription of Vaxus we read 1. 3. ΑΙΤΩΙ... and 
1. 4 ίσοπ[ολιτείαν...] (Museo italiano di Antichita classica, vol. III, 
p. 742 if. 4# 197.) Itmayperhaps be suggested that reference is made 
here to the ϊσοπολιτεία which the TEtolians possessed at Vaxus ?

2. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 63 referring to Swoboda, Lehrbuch der grie- 
chischen Staatsaltertumer von K. F. Hermann, 3 Abt., 6th ed., p. 265 f., 
304, n. 4, 423, 430, n. 4, 438, 442, admits the existence of κοινοπολιτεία 
in Crete, on account of the fact that the Cretan Koinon grants 
προξενία. Is the mere grant of προξενία by a Koinon sufficient to 
conclude to the existence of κοινοπολιτεία? In any case, we cannot 
accept such a conclusion for the Cretan Koinon.

3. D. I. # 5148 a.
4- D. !..# 5148 b.
5. Numismatic Chronicle, vol. VII (1884) p. 130-131.
6. See chapter VI, art. 11.
7. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 45 S.
8. IV, 53.

The Cretan Koinon. 3
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Cretans allied with Sparta during the Chremonidean war 
are called Κρηταιεΐι although the Cretan Union does 
not exist at this time.1

From the above we may conclude that the Cretan 
Koinon was not a “ Confederacy ” comparable, for 
instance, to the Achaean Koinon. No proof is to be de
rived from the extant sources that Cretan citizenship, 
federal army or federal magistrates existed. The Koinon 
granted ασυλία and honors to foreigners. The members 
of the Cretan Union enjoyed great independence as 
regards diplomatic negotiations.

I. Syll. 3 ^ 434/5 1- 25 f. Κρηταέων όσοι εισιν εν τει συμμ[αχίαι τ]ει
Λακεδαιμονίων... see ρ. 59·



CHAPTER IV

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CRETAN 
ΚΟΙΝΟΝ

Κοινοτικών — Λιάγραμμα.

The Cretan Koinon as it is considered in the preceding 
chapters was similar in some respects to other Greek 
koina. It will be our task in the present chapter to 
point out that the Union of the Cretans had its own 
characteristics which require for it quite a special mention 
among the Greek koina which we know of.

In two extant Cretan inscriptions mention is made of a 
κοινοτικών \ while Polybius tells us that a κοινοδίκαων 
existed in Crete2.

Before analyzing these documents of the utmost 
importance it will be advisable to review briefly the 
various interpretations of the word κοινοτικών.

A few scholars interpret κοινο§ίκιον as a common right 
or common jurisdiction3, but by far the largest num
ber explain it as a common tribunal, adopting Boeckh’s 
interpretation which runs thus :

“ Universa ut videtur, Creta olim habuit κοινοτικών, 
cuius participes singulae civitates dicuntur (μετέχαν τών 
κατα κοινοτικών s. του κοινοτικών Polyb. XXIII, 15, 44 
ubi KoivoSiKiov legendum pro κοινοδίκαων), hoc est in- 
stitutum, quo efficitur ut, diversarum civitatum causae 

I. I. G. XII, 3, 4P 2541. 24 ; D. I. # 50401- 58.
2. XXII, 15, 4.
3. See p. 38.
4. Edition Buttner-Wobst : XXII, 15, 4.
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communi iure dirimantur : hoc sublato praecipitur, ut 
lites Priansiorum et Hierapytniorum in dicasterio, de 
quo utrique convenerint, iudicentur. ”1

The opposition between “ institutum ” and “ dicaste
rion ” makes it plain that by “ institutum ” is meant a 
“ tribunal .” If the Hierapytnians and Priansians have 
recourse to a “ dicasterion ” it is because the “ institutum ” 
has disappeared. On the other hand the use of the 
Greek term “ dicasterion ” shows clearly that to Boeckh’s 
mind it is opposed to “ KOLvoSiKiov ”. This is a common 
court for all Crete, whereas “ dicasterion ” is a special 
tribunal agreed upon by Hierapytna and Priansus. The 
koinodikion then, according to Boeckh, is a common court 
where a “ commune ius ” is to be applied for the settlement 
of international differences. Boeckh changes the form 
KoivoSiKaiov used by Polybius, apparently because the 
Cretan record contains the word κοινοδίκιον, but this 
is not sufficient reason since the manuscripts “ Mona- 
censis, Ursinus 2”. and the “ Excerpta constantiniana ”3 
contain the form “ κοινοδίκαιον ” without any variant,4

It is further a well known fact that there was a general 
tendency in the Cretan dialect to change e into i; now 
this tendency has influenced some words having a and 
even a few containing αι. 5

A. Semenoff agrees with Boeckh when he declares: 
“ Fuisse institutum in Creta κοινοδίκιον — id est tribunal 
litibus diiudicandis inter singulas ortis civitates ”6 
The explanation of A. Scrinzi runs: “ Io sostengo, che 
non fosse gia un’ istituzione generale a tutta Creta, dipen- 

I. C. I. G. #( 2556, I. 58 n.
2. See Waszynski, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung und verwandte 

Gebiete, V, p. I fi.
3. De Hoor, Excerpta de legationibus Romanorum ad gentes, p. 46 #20.
4. Biittner-Wobst adopts Boeckh’s correction (XXII,15, 4).
5. e. g. I. G. XII, 3, # 254, 1- 19 : όρμιομενων instead of όρμαομένων 

D. I. # 4982, I. 7, Εέρκσιεν instead of Γε'ρκσαιεν. So κοινοδίκιον instead of 
κοινοδίκιον.

6. Antiquitates iuris publici Cretensium, p. 51.
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dente da una lege federale (συγκρητισμός) e per essa dicente 
giustizia nelle question! fra citta e citta, ma che fosse 
invece un tribunale (affatto speciale) arbitrale eletto 
volta per volta dalle citta, che per commune interesse e 
per evitare la prova delle armi s’erano accordate a questo 
arbitrato. ”X

G. Cardinali, interpreting the intervention of Appius 
Claudius in the year 184 B. C. argues : “ e certo che il κοινο- 
όίκιον, introdotto cosi nel passo di Polibio, non potrebbe 
essere considerato che come un tribunale arbitrate, la 
cui sfera di giuridizione dovesse essere molto ampia ed 
abbracciare tutta 1’isola di Creta.. ”2

E. Babelon has the following opinion based upon a 
study of J. N. Svoronos on the countermarks which 
are found on many Cretan coins3: “Pour expliquer 
la presence de ces contremarques semblables sur les mon- 
naies d’un aussi grand nombre de villes—on en signalera 
sans doute encore d’autres—il faut admettre 1’opinion 
de M. Svoronos, d’apres laquelle les Cretois ont du con- 
stituer, pour regler leurs differends de ville a ville, qui 
etaient si frequents, un tribunal supreme et commun, d’un 
caractere federal, κοινοδίκαιον qui pronongait des sen
tences devant lesquelles s’inclinaient les parties a quelque 
ville qu’elles appartinssent ; ce tribunal condamnait a 
des amendes ou a des indemnites payables exclusivement 
en monnaies portant la contremarque du chaudron. 
Installee vraisemblablement a Cnosse ou a Gortyne, cette 
cour de justice composee de representants de toutes les 
villes avait du faire revetir d’une contremarque les 
monnaies qu’elle admettait en paiement, afin d’eviter 
que les indemnites ou les amendes fussent soldees dans 
quelque autre des monnaies a types varies, souvent 
d’imitation barbare, qui pullulaient dans 1’ile et qui 

1. La guerra di Lyttos del 220 av. Cr. e i trattali internazionali Cretesi, 
P-59.

2. Rivista di Filologia XXXV (1907) p. 17 f., note 2.
3. Bulletin de Covrespondance hellenique, XII (1888) p. 405 ff.
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etaient loin d’avoir entre elles le meme alloi, la meme 
valeur.1 ”

Svoronos’ explanation, to which Babelon refers, has 
been refuted by Comparetti2.

Many other scholars consider the koinodikion as a 
common tribunal, inter alios Niese 3, Mitteis 4, Francotte 5, 
Hitzig 8, Raeder7, Swoboda 8, Muttelsee9.

A few writers however interpret the koinodikion as a 
kind of “ ius commune ”. E. Caillemer sees in it a right 
common to the whole island, a superior jurisdiction 
to which all Cretan states had to submit their disputes10. 
G. Perrot thinks of common rights, a common constitu
tion11.

A careful inquiry into the documentary evidence 
brought us to a view which differs considerably from the 
above cited interpretations. The most important docu
ment which calls for examination here is the record of a 
treaty concluded between Hierapytna and Priansus, two 
states on the South coast of Eastern Crete. (D. I. 4# 
5040).12 The interest of this inscription lies chiefly in the 
regulation of the procedure to be followed in the settlement 
of international offences—private as well as public. The 
passage which contains the provision for the settlement 
of private international offences (infringements of the 
terms of the present treaty) runs as follows :

I. Traite des monnaies grecques et romaines, 2e partie, tome III, 
p. 875 ff.

2. Museo italiano, II, p. 677 ff.; seeTh. Reinach, L’Histoire par les 
monnaies, p. 27 ff.

3. 0. c. III, p. 322.
4. Mitteis and Wilcken, Grundzuge und Chrestomathie der Papyrus- 

kunde, II Band, I Halite, p. 6.
5. La Polis grecque, p. 156.
6. Altgriechische Staatsvertrdge uber Rechtshilje, p. 28, 29, 46.
7. L’Arbitrage international chez les Hellenes, p. 97.
8. Busolt, Griechische Staatskunde, II® Halite bearbeitet von 

Swoboda, p. 740.
9. 0. c., p. 42, 49, 52, 54 ff·

10. Daremberg and Saglio, Dictionnaire s. v. Cretensium res publica.
II. Ibid. s. v. Cretarcha.
12. See Appendix II. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 55 fi.
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L. 46-52 :
el de τις άδικοίη\ τά συγκείμενα κοιναι διαλνων η κόσμος η 
ίδιώτας, ε^ζεστω τωι βωλομενωι δικάζασθαι επι τω κοινω 

50 δι\καστηρίω, τίμαμα επιγρα^άμενον τας δίκας κατά το|| 
αδίκημα, ο κά τις άδικήσηι· κα'ι el κα νικασηι, ΧαΒετω το\ 
τρίτον μέρος τας δίκας ό δικαζόμενος, το δε Χοϊκόν εσ^τω 
ταν πόλεων.

" Any one who should contravene what has been deter
mined in common, whether cosmus or private citizen, 
may be brought to trial, by any one, to the common 
court, the accuser giving a written assessment of the 
fine in accordance with the offence. The accuser, if he be 
successful is to receive one third of the assessed sum while 
the remainder is paid to both cities1. ”

It is important to note that the κοινόν δικαστήριον 
has nothing to do with the assessment of damages. The 
judges simply have to settle the point of fact (whether 
or not the indicated article of the agreement has been 
infringed). On the other hand the accuser does not 
determine directly what term has been infringed. He 
only hands in the penalty attending the offence. Thus 
by indicating the fine, he determines the offence. This 
implies that there was a list of fines to be inflicted upon 
the different offences of private international nature. 
And, indeed, we learn from an agreement between Latus 
and Gortyn, that such a list existed in Crete2. Gortyn 
and Latus lay down, by common consent, the rules regu
lating the procedure to be followed in the settlement of 
disputes arising between Latians and Gortynians.

L. 10-12 run thus :
Ύιμαις δε χρησιόμεθα ταις ες τω διαγράμματος τω των 
Κρηταιεων αί έκαστων εγραπται·

I. Tod, International arbitration amongst the Greeks, p. 36, interprets 
ταν πόλεων : “ the aggrieved state ”. This explanation must be rejected 
since the record contains the plural : ταν πολέων.

2. D. I. Nachtrage, p. 1033. C.
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“ We shall inflict the fines written in the code of the 
Cretans for each case. ”

Consequently, the accuser has but to consult the 
Cretan code in order to find the penalty attending a 
definite case of private international character.

The same fact may be observed in the decree passed by 
the Cretan Koinon granting ασυλία to Anaphe C Reference 
is made there to private international offences. The 
exaction of the penalty (πραζιφ shall be valid in accor
dance with the diagramma.

The second stipulation deals with the settlement of 
outstanding public international differences :

D- I- # 5040 L. 57-63 :
virep δε των προγεγονότων παρ εκατεροις | αδικημάτων, 
άφ' ω το κοινοδίκιον άπελιπε χρόνω, ποι\ησάσθων τάν 

60 διεξαγωγάν οι συν 'Ένίπαντι καί Νεωνι κόσ\\μοι εν ώι 
κα κοιναι δόξηι δικαστηρίω αμφοτεραις ταις πό\λεσι επ' 
αυτών κοσμοντων, καί τος εγγόος καταστασαν\των ύπερ 
τούτων, αφ’ ας κα άμερας ά σταλα τεθηι εμ μη\νι.

“ The outstanding disputes between both states, 
since the disappearance of the koinodikion, shall be set
tled with all speed by the cosmi Enipas and Neon with 
their colleagues, in a court agreed upon by both states, 
during their term of office. They shall take guarantors 
for these matters within a month, beginning from the day 
the stele has been placed2. ”

Lastly, a third clause is laid down providing for the 
settlement of prospective public international disputes :

1. See p. 17 f.
2. Caillemer in “Daremberg and Saglio”, Dictionnaire s. v. Creten- 

sium res publica, declares: “Si des contestations sont pendantes entre 
les deux cites au moment de la conclusion du traite et qu’on ne puisse 
les soumettre a la juridiction commune, au koinodikion, elles seront 
jugees par un tribunal designe d’un commun accord”. This explana
tion is not correct : the koinodikion had disappeared when the present 
treaty was concluded.
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L. 63-70 :
υπέρ δε των ύστερον εγγινομενων αδικημάτων ττρο\δίκωι 

65 μεν γρήσθων, καθώς το διάγραμμα εχει· τερ'ι δε τω\\ 
δικαστηρίω οί εττιστάμενοι κατ' ενιαυτόν ·παρ εκατεροις\ 
κόσμοι ττόλιν στανυεσθων, άγ κα άμφοτεραις ταις ·7τόΧεσ[ι\ 
^ά]ξηΐ, ίζ“? το ετικριτήριον τελεται, και εγγΰος καθισταν\- 
των, άφ' ας κα άμερας εττισταντι επι το αργειον εν 
διμηνίωι ^καί διεξαγόντων ταυτα εττ αυτών κοσμόντων κατα 

70 το II δοχθεν κοιναι σόμβολον.
“ For the settlement of future differences, arbitration 

shall be employed in accordance with the code. With 
reference to the tribunal, the cosmi elected each year on 
both sides shall determine in common the state which 
shall appoint the arbitral court; they shall take guaran
tors within two months after the day of their election 
and they shall do all this while in function in accordance 
with the treaty drawn up by both the contracting parties. ”

This document then contains three clauses :
I°) ει δε τις άδικοίη....β. 46-52).
2°) υπέρ δε των προγεγονότων παρ εκατεροις αδικημάτων... 

(1· 57-63K
3°) ΰττερ δε των ύστερον εγγινομενων αδικημάτων... 

(1. 63-70).
In the first stipulation αδίκημα is clearly defined :
" The infringements of the articles of the treaty by a 

private citizen or cosmus, i. e. private international 
offences.

In the second clause αδίκημα is not determined : 
“ the outstanding disputes on both sides. ”

Finally the third clause refers only to αδικήματα. 
As αδίκημα means “ per se ” private as well as public 
offences the question arises here whether the second 
and third stipulation are concerned with private inter
national or public international disputes, or both.

In the third clause there can be no doubt. All prospec
tive differences (beginning with the following year) must 
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be submitted to a πρόγκας. We have already seen that 
the private international offences must be brought 
before a κοινον δικαστήριον, according to the first stip
ulation (1. 47 ff.). Consequently the αδικήματα viewed 
in the third stipulation are public international diffe
rences C

In the second clause αδίκημα means private as well 
as public international disputes. For, since the disap
pearance of the koinodikion the terms of the former 
treaty D. I. # 50242 have been infringed by private 
citizens as well as by the involved states themselves. 
Further claims have, no doubt, arisen between the two 
cities. These αδικήματα must be brought before a 
δικαστήριον agreed upon by both states; the same court 
then has to settle public and private international 
offences. The settlement of these disputes must be 
brought about with all speed : this appears clearly 
from the fact that Enipas and his colleagues, (Neon and 
his colleagues also) have but one month to take guarantors, 
whereas, according to the third stipulation, two months 
are left to the cosmi established each year, to take their 
guarantors. Moreover, it is stipulated that the outstand
ing disputes, since the koinodikion disappeared are to 
be settled during the term of office of the actual cosmi : 
(έπ αυτών κοσμόντων). The civil year was doubtless 
already advanced. The future differences also must be 
settled before the close of the civil year, but the cosmi 
have the whole year to do this.

Briefly, less time is left to the actual cosmi to bring 
about the settlement of outstanding disputes. This is 
to be done with all speed.

The fact that the outstanding differences ought to be 
settled before the close of the civil year (επ' αυτών 

I. Hitzig, Altgriechische Staaisverirdge uber Rechtshilfe, p. 52.
2. See p. 46 f.
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κοσμόντων'), shows that υσ-repov... refers to the following 
years.

Accordingly, from the next year on, the two following 
stipulations are to be applied :

1°) εί δε τις άδικοίη... (1. 46 ff.) (private international 
offences).

20) ύττερ δε των εγγινομενων ά8ικημάτων προδίκωι μεν 
χρήσθων, καθώς το διάγραμμα βγει (1. 63-64) (public inter
national differences).

The private international offences must be brought 
before a κοινόν δικαστήριον while the public international 
disputes are to be submitted to a πρόδικος. What is 
meant here by πρόδικος ? Caillemer gives the following 
interpretation, adopted by most writers : “ Pour les 
contestations qui s’eleveraient a 1’avenir entre les deux 
cites contractantes, elles devront etre soumises d’abord 
a un arbitre (πρόδικο^ ; a defaut de conciliation, on fera 
juger le conflit par une cite tierce, designee d’un commun 
accord ”1. Who shall be the “ arbiter ” ? This is not 
determined ; even the word πρόδικος has no article. On 
the other hand it is stipulated that the cosmi elected each 
year shall determine the state which shall appoint the 
ετπκριτήριον. Suppose that πρόδικος means an arbiter 
and that both states will submit their claims to the 
arbitral court (ετπκριτήριον) when the arbiter fails to 
settle the dispute, then we have the following facts :

1°) πρόδικος = arbiter (not determined).
2°) ετπκριτήριον = arbitral court (precisely determined). 

Thus a detailed provision for a hypothetical case (if the 
arbiter fails, the arbitral court shall settle the difference). 
We may ask ourselves why the cosmi determine the second 
point and not the first also.

A careful examination of the passage involved led 
us to another conclusion. It must be noted that 1. 64 ff. 

I. Daremberg and Saglio, Dictionnaire s. v. Cretensium res publica.
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(... έπικριτήριον...) give a more detailed account of the 
procedure to be followed in the settlement of claims 
between the two states, of the αδικήματα which are 
not to be brought before the κοινον δικαστήριον. These 
differences as we have already seen, are to be submitted 
to a πρόδικος. The έπικριτήριον therefore is a concrete 
application of what is meant by the general term : πρόδικος. 
ΪΙροδίκωι μΐν χρήσθων is the stipulation laid down in the 
Cretan diagramma and έπικριτήριον is the application 
of it made by both the contracting states. Consequently, 
πρόδικος must be interpreted as “ πρόδικος δίκη ” that 
is to say δίκη διά -τυράδικων = arbitration t

This stipulation of the Cretan code is strikingly general. 
It prescribes arbitration but does not stipulate how it 
is to be put into practice. This is a fact of capital impor
tance which we have to keep clearly before our minds.

One further point demands our attention in this con
nection : in 1. 64-65 mention is made of “ the tribunal ” 
...περί δε τω δικαστηρίω... The use of the article shows 
that it has been spoken of previously, that it is 
something known. Now the only δικαστήριον already 
mentioned is the κοινον δικαστήριον cited in 1. 48-49. 
This κοινον δικαστήριον has to settle private international 
offences ; it is κοινον because it is agreed upon by both 
states (1. 66-67... ay κα αμφοτέραις ταις πόλεσ[ι δό^^ηι). 
Hence Hierapytna and Priansus shall determine each 
year a πόλις εκκλητος which shall appoint the έπικριτήριον 
and the δικαστήριον, or rather the state determined 
in common shall appoint judges who shall compose 
the έπικριτήριον for the settlement of claims between 
the two states and the δικαστήριον for the judgment 
of private international offences. So all international 
disputes, public as well as private are to be brought 
before the same court.

I. See Photius, s. v. Προδικον δίκην. Majiiri, Rendiconti, ser. V, 
vol. XIX (1910), p. 40 ft. Muttelsee, o. c., p. 60 f., 68 ff.
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This court acts as arbitral court (επικριτήριον) or 
as ordinary tribunal (δικαστήpi ov) according to the 
nature of the dispute submitted.

We have seen above1 that the outstanding private 
and public international differences, since the disap
pearance of the κοινοδίκιον must be submitted to a court 
agreed upon by both states (1. 60-61... εν ωι κα κοιναι 
δόζηι δικαστηρίω άμφοτεραις ταις ττόΧεσι). There also the 
same tribunal has to settle public and private interna
tional disputes.

It must be noted further that in the sentence : 
υπέρ δε των ύστερον εγγινομενων αδικημάτων προδίκωι 
μεν χρήτθων, καθώς το διαγραμμα εχει, the particle μεν has 
not its usual place. Ordinarily it is put after the first word 
of a sentence. This shows that the sentence τροδίκωι μεν 
χρήσθων has been taken literally from the Cretan code, 
without any change in the place of the words2. Apparent
ly we have here the exact stipulation of the Cretan dia- 
gramma prescribing “ arbitration ”. This prescription 
is strikingly general. It does not stipulate how arbitra
tion is to be put into practice. Thestates therefore,which 
accept the diagramma are quite free to apply this general 
clause in the way they determine themselves.

In the treaty D. I. # 5θ40 we see that both contracting 
parties indicate a πόΧις εκκλητος which shall appoint 
the judges for the settlement of all their disputes.

It is interesting to note that this procedure is κατά το 
δοχθεν κοιναι σΰμβοΧον. What is this σΰμβοΧον concluded 
previously between Hierapytna and Priansus ? Fortu
nately this can be determined. In D. I. # 5040 1- 5 ff· 
run thus : ... Ίεραπΰτνιοι κα'ι ΙΙριάνσιοι, \εμμενον]\τες 
εν ταις προϋπαρχωσαις στάΧαις ίδίαι τε[τα< κειμεναι]^ Υορτυ- 

1. ρ. 4° 5.
2. Hence there is not question of a “codice particolare riconosciuto 

da lerapytna e Prianso, in altri termini un particolare regolamento per 
i loro giudizi. ” (Cardinali, Rivista di Filologia, XXXV (1907) p. 17, 
note 2.)
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νίοις και Ιεραττυτνίοις κα'ι ται κατά κοινόν [Γορτυνίοις] | και 
Ιεραττυτνίοις κα'ι ΤΙριανσίοις...

Reference is made here to a particular (ιδίαι) agree
ment between Gortyn and Hierapytna and a common 
(κατά κοινόν) treaty between Gortyn and Hierapytna 
on the one hand and Priansus on the other.

Now in D. I. # 5024 1. 5 if. we read : [... τάδε συνέθεντο 
Υορτΰνιοι και 'Ϊερα\·π\ύτνιοι τοις Τίριανσιευτιν κ[α'ι οι ΤΙριαν- 
σιεες τοις Γορτυνίοις κα'ι | rotj? ’ Ιεραττυτνίοις1...

Gortyn and Hierapytna conclude a compact with 
Priansus. Hierapytna already has made a special agree
ment with Gortyn, for the contracting parties are : Gor- 
tyn-Hierapytna on the one hand and Priansus on the 
other. This fact is of the greatest importance, because 
the treaty D. I. # 50401. 5 ff. refers to a special agreement 
(ίδίαι) between Gortyn and Hierapytna, and to a com
mon treaty (κατα κοινόν) between Gortyn-Hierapytna and 
Priansus. Hence we may safely take it for granted that 
1. 5 ff. in D. I. # 5040 refer to the treaty D. I. # 5024 2

Furthermore a comparison between the two documents 
makes it plain that they are intimately connected.

I°) D. I. # 5°4° 1- 9··· ορκοις τοις προγεγονόσι...
These oaths are to be found in D. I. # 5024 1. 59 if. 

(όρκος...)
2°) D. I. # 5040 1. 10:... €7TL ται ^ώραι αι ίκατεροι 

εχοντες... L. ι6 ff. of D. I. # 5024 contain the bound
ary delimitation (ωρος).

3°) D. I. # 5°40 1- 67 ff. ·.· εττικριτήριον... κατα το 
So-χθεν κοιναι σόμβολον. In D. I. ^ 5024 1. 52 f. mention 
is made of an εττικριτήριον.

The treaty I). I. # 5024 has been infringed after the 
disappearance of the κοινοόίκιον. Probably an internal 
war broke out in Crete, as it often happened. Some time 

I. The restorations are correct, for 1. I ff. mention the contracting 
states : Gortyn-Hierapytna with Priansus.

2. See Appendix I.
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elapsed, doubtless before the new compact D. I. # 5040 
was concluded.

In the new treaty, no frontier delimitation is given. 
This however, was a question of capital importance in 
Crete. Both cities agree upon the boundaries fixed 
by the previous treaty D. I. # 5024. Great stress is 
laid upon the promise to respect each other’s territory. 
This is a characteristic feature of Cretan treaties. It is 
known that territorial disputes were very common in 
Crete.

The close relation between the two compacts (D. I. # 
5040 and D. I. # 5024) brings us to the following important 
conclusions :

i°) The procedure to be followed in the settlement 
of international disputes being κατα το δοχθεν κοινοί 
σύμβολον, is the procedure determined in the σύμβολον 
D. I. # 5024, 1. 50 fi.

2°) The σ-ύμβολον D. I. # 5024 was concluded during 
the existence of the koinodikion. For, if the koinodikion 
admitted by both states had continued to exist during 
the period separating the treaty D. I. # 5024 from the 
new agreement D. I. # 5040, the sentence αβά το 
K01V0S1K10V αττέλιπε χρόνω (1. 58) should not be employed 
in the latter document. From this we may draw the in
ference that the procedure to be followed in the settlement 
of prospective international offences given in D. I. # 5040 
is the same as that followed before the koinodikion 
disappeared. Consequently during the existence of the 
koinodikion both states had to determine each year, 
by mutual consent a ττολις εκκλητος which had to 
appoint the ίπικριτήριον for the settlement of claims 
between the two cities and the οικαστήριον for the judg
ment of private international offences. This then is the 
way in which the contracting parties put the Cretan 
code into practice.

During the very existence of the koinodikion the 
public and private international αδικήματα were settled 
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in accordance with the σύμβολου of D. I. # 5024. A 
court appointed by the πόλις εκκλητος acts as arbitral 
court (έπικριτήριον) in the settlement of claims between 
the states and as ordinary tribunal (δικαστήριου) in the 
settlement of private international disputes.

This being so, the sense of koinodikion cannot be 
“ common tribunal ”. For the international disputes 
are not brought before the koinodikion but before the 
court of a πόλις εκκλητος.

A third conclusion may be drawn from the intimate 
relation between the agreements D. I. # 5040 and 
D. I. # 5024. The diagramma is mentioned in each 
record in connection with the procedure to be followed1. 
Hence diagramma has doubtless the same meaning 
in both documents. Now the diagramma prescribes 
“ arbitration ” for differences between states. It does 
not require to submit these disputes to the koinodikion, 
as we should expect if the koinodikion were a common 
court.

What is then the sense of κοιυοδίκιου?
The koinodikaion or koinodikion must be studied in 

connection with the Cretan Koinon, as we may infer 
from a text of Polybius2.
I. 'Ότι κατά την Κρήτην, κοσαουντος ευ Ρορτύνη Κύ§α του 

Άντάλκους, κατά παντα τρόπον ελαττούμευοι Ρορτύνιοι 
τους Κνωσίους, αποτεμόμευοι της ,χωρας αυτών το μεν 
καλούμενου Λ,υκαστιου προσευειμαυ Ραυκίοις, το (όε) 
Διατόνιου Λυττίοις.

2. Κατα δε τον καιρόν τουτον παραγενομενων πρεσβευτών εκ 
της 'Ρώμης εις την Κρήτην των περί τόν’Άππιον χαριν του 
διαλυσαι τάς ενεστώσας αυτοις προς άλλήλους διαφορας, 
και ποιησαμενων λόγους υπέρ τούτων (εν) τη Κνωσίων και 
Ρορτυνίων, πεισθεντες οι Κρηταιεις επίτρεψαν τα καθ’ 
αΰτους τοις περι του ’ Αππιον.

1. D. 1. #5°241· 56 ί. — D. 1. # 5°4° 1- $4·
2. XXII, 15, ι-4·
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3. Οί iefwurfeTfi] Κνωσίοις μεν άποκατεστησαν την -χώραν, 
Κυδωνιάταις δε προσεταζαν τους μεν ομήρους άπολαβειν, 
οΰς εγκατελειπον Ράντες τοις περί Χαρμίωνα πρότερον, 
την δε Φαλάσαρναν αφει ναι μηδέν εξ αυτής νοσφισαμενους.

4. Περί δε των κατά κοινοδΐκαιον1 συνεχωρησαν αυτοις βου- 
λομενοις μεν[αυτοις]εξειναι μετεχειν, μη βουλομενοις δε 
καί τουτ εξειναι, πάσης απεχομενοις της άλλης Κρήτης...

1. “ In Crete, while Cydas son of Antalces was cosmus 
in Gortyn, the Gortynians, who sought in every way to 
depress the Cnossians, deprived them of a portion of 
their territory, called Lycastium and assigned it to the 
Rhaucians, and another portion called Diatonium to the 
Lyttians.

2. But when about this time the ambassadors Appius 
and his colleagues arrived in Crete from Rome with the 
view of settling the differences which had arisen among 
them and addressed remonstrances to the cities of Cnossus 
and Gortyn on these points, the Cretans gave in and sub
mitted the settlement of their disputes to Appius and 
his colleagues.

3. The Gortynians restored to the Cnossians the 
territory they had taken ; the Cydoniates were ordered to 
receive back the hostages which they had left formerly in 
the hands of Charmion and to surrender Phalasarna 
without taking anything out of it.

4. As to the sharing in the contract of arbitration2, 
they (Appius and his colleagues) left it free to them (the 
Cydoniates) to do so or not as they pleased,on condition 
that in the latter case they abstained from entering the 
rest of Crete... ”

In 184 B. C. a Roman embassy with Appius Claudius 
at its head arrives in Crete with the view of settling the 

1. Biittner-Wobst adopts Boeckh’s correction: κοινοδίκιον. See p. 36, 
n. 4.

2. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 52 f. interprets κοινοδΐκαιον as “ die gemein- 
samen Rechtsnormen, das kretische Bundesrecht. ”

The Cretan Koinon 4
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internal controversies. Appius succeeds in his mediation. 
Peace is restored on the island. With reference to 
Cydonia we read a very peculiar stipulation. The 
Cydoniates are left free to share or not in the koinodikaion 
as they pleased, but in the latter case they have to abstain 
from entering the rest of Crete. The Cydoniates decided 
not to share in the koinodikaion. This we learn from a 
treaty concluded doubtless a few months after Appius’ 
mediation. In 183 B. C. indeed, Eumenes II king of 
Pergamum made an agreement with the Cretan Koinon1. 
The thirty one states members at that time are enumerated. 
The name of one state has been cancelled ; but it is not 
the name Ίίν8ωνιαται since the removed name consisted 
of seven letters. Cydonia then is not a member of the 
Cretan Koinon which was restored through the mediation 
of Appius in 184 B. C.

On the other hand we know that if the Cydoniates 
had accepted the koinodikaion they were allowed to enter 
the rest of Crete. How could they intervene in Cretan 
affairs peaceably without being members of the Cretan 
Union ?

The fact that Cydonia is not a member of the Koinon 
makes it plain that the conditio sine qua non of member
ship was : “ the acceptance of the koinodikaion ”. The 
Cydoniates do not accept the koinodikaion and consequent
ly they are not members of the Cretan Koinon.

The koinodikaion or koinodikion2 is the “ conditio sine 
qua non ” of membership in the Cretan Union.

We have seen that during the existence of the koino
dikion Hierapytna and Priansus submitted their public 
international disputes to “ arbitration ” in accordance 
with the Cretan diagramma. Both cities “ sharing in the 
koinodikaion or koinodikion ” are members of the Cretan 
Union. They conclude a σΰμβοΧον (D. I. # 5024) with 

I. See p. 23 ff.
2. See p. 36, n. 5.
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the view of applying the general stipulation of the Cretan 
code.

Apparently this code is passed by the Cretan Union 
and the members have to accept it. Therefore the 
conditio sine qua non of membership in the Union is : 
“ the acceptance of the Cretan code ” and koinodikaion 
or koinodikion is the “ contract by which the Cretan 
states accept the diagramma or code of the Cretan 
Union. ”

The Cretan code, as we have seen, prescribes arbitration 
for claims between states (προ8ίκ«>ι μεν ^ρήσθων) and 
determines the penalties attending private international 
offences.

Hence the koinodikion is the contract by which the 
states agree to settle all international disputes in a peaceful 
way.

The chief stipulation of the diagramma is “ compulsory 
arbitration for public international differences. ” There
fore the koinodikion is “ de facto ” a contract of ar
bitration.

It must not surprise us that the Cretan Union required 
such a contract of its members, since internal wars were 
quite common on the island. The Koinon seeks to put 
an end to this unfortunate situation by requiring the 
acceptance of its code.

Hence the Cretan Koinon seems to be a general treaty 
of peace, so necessary on the warlike island C

I. In connection with this investigation on the koinodikion reference 
must be made to the study of Waszynski (Archiv fur Papyrusforschung 
und verwandte Gebiete, V, p. 4 fi).

This scholar makes a distinction between :
1°) Το κοινοδίκιον I. G. XII, 3, # 254 (D. I. # 5146) “ ein fur 

ganz Kreta gemeinsamer Gerichtshof. ”
2°) Το κοινοδίκαιον : Polyb. XXII, 15, 4 : “ das gemeinsame Recht. ”
3°) Το κοινοδίκιον: Fraenkel, Inschriften von Pergamon, I, th 163 A 

Col. II, 1. 3-5 :
“ διοικε7σ0[α:] δέ και [τ]ά κατά τό κοινοδίκιον, ώσπερ συνέθε^το προς ύμας, 
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όρκιζομένων τών δικαστών δν τροπον και εμπροσβεν. ’' το κοινοδίκιον = 
“ gemeinsames Recht. ”

According to Waszynski το κοινοδίκιον means in Crete “ the common 
tribunal ” and in Teos “ the common right ”. The author interprets 
[τ]ά κατά κοινοδίκιον as [τ] ά (scil. αμαρτήματα) κατά το κοινοδίκιον. 
No ground is indicated for such explanation. It is however plain that 
τά κατά followed by the accusative is a very common greek expression 
which means : “ as regards ”, here as regards the koinodikion, i. e. 
“ the koinodikion ”.

In this much mutilated record mention is made of disputes between 
citizens of Teos and the Technites of Dionysus settled in Teos. Eumenes II 
king of Pergamum passes a statute with the view of settling the 
controversies between the Teans and these Technites. The koinodikion 
then is mentioned in connection with a code regulating the settlement 
of private international offences. Hence it is the contract by which 
both contending parties accept the code of Eumenes.

Furthermore it is not surprising to find the Cretan form “ κοινοδίκιον ’* 
used here, since it is known that Eumenes II and the Teans also had 
frequent relations with Crete. We possess indeed a great number of 
Cretan decrees granting ασυλία to Teos (D. I. # 5165 ff.) and the treaty 
of Eumenes II with the Cretan Koinon. Accordingly the Cretan 
κοινοδίκιον was well known in Pergamum and Teos.



CHAPTER V

THE APPLICATION OF THE DIAGRAMMA 
Σύμβολα.

In the foregoing chapter we arrived at the conclusion 
that the koinodikion was the contract by which the 
Cretan states bound themselves to observe the Cretan 
code. This contract was the conditio sine qua non of 
membership in the Cretan Union.

The diagramma of the Cretans, as we have already 
seen, prescribed arbitral settlement for disputes between 
states and contained a list of fines to be inflicted upon 
private international offences. The states which thus 
accept the Cretan code are compelled to settle in a peaceful 
way not only actual and existing controversies but all 
disputes which may arise in the future. It must be 
remembered further that the prescription of the Cretan 
diagramma is surprisingly general. No indication what
ever is given about a court before which the international 
difficulties should be brought. The states are left qui'e 
free to determine themselves in which way they shall 
bring about the settlement of their differences. The 
application of the diagramma then must be regulated 
by arbitration treaties called : σύμβολα.

Such compacts were often concluded when an interna
tional dispute had arisen, but one further step may be 
taken and was taken at least several times so far as we 
can judge, that is to say, the states frequently involved 
in a dispute, especially neighbouring states, determine 
by mutual consent, the way in which all future contingent 
differences should be settled.
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The most striking example of such a case is to be found 
in the σύμβολον D. I. # 5024. Both contracting cities 
agree to submit their international disputes—public 
as well as private—to a court appointed by a πόλις ^κλητος 
determined each year by mutual agreement x. The 
word here employed “ σύμβολον ” provides not only 
the basis for the solution of disputes of private inter
national nature, but relates also to the procedure to be 
followed in case of differences arising between the two 
states. This makes it plain that σ-ύμβολον must be taken 
here in the sense of arbitration treaty providing for the 
settlement of all international differences.

The same must be said of the σύμβολον D. I. # 5040 
since the procedure agreed upon is κατά το όοχθεν κοιναι 
σύμβολον. It is important to note, however, that the 
Cretan Koinon had disappeared when this compact was 
concluded. Hierapytna and Priansus nevertheless, agree 
to observe the diagramma of the Cretans. The reason 
for this is to be sought in the fact that either 
state was member of the Koinon. The settlement of 
their disputes was regulated, during the existence of 
the Cretan Koinon by the σύμβολον D. I. # 5024. The 
disappearance of the Union probably due to a civil war 
on the island, resulted in the infringement of the 
terms of this treaty. Under such circumstances the 
conclusion of a new compact was necessary (D. I. # 5040). 
This last treaty is intimately connected with the former ; 
the provision namely for the settlement of the in
ternational offences, is the same in both σύμβολα. 
Thus Hierapytna and Priansus binding themselves to 
observe the diagramma, fulfil the condition required for 
membership in the Cretan Union ; they form indeed a 
“ reduced Koinon. ”

I. See p. 46 f. The procedure aSorded by the inscription D. I. 
# 5040 is κατά τό δοχθέν κοιναι σύμβολον (1. 69-70) ; this σύμβολον is 
given in D. I. # 5024, 1. 50 ff. ’
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A further example of an agreement of the same nature 
is to be found in two decrees, very similar in purport and 
phraseology, passed by Latus and Olus1.

On the request of a Cnossian embassy sent to both cities 
on two separate occasions, Latus and Olus decide in com
mon to entrust to Cnossus the arbitral decision of all 
their outstanding differences :

I°) Syll. 3 ψ 712, L. 9-11... δάμεν τάν επιτροπαν Λ.ατίος 
και 'Ολοντΐοζ 11 ται των Κ-νωσίων πάλι περ'ι των άμφιλλε- 
γομενων αύτοις | πολι πορτι πάλιν παντα περί πάντων,...

2°) D. I. Nachtrage, ρ. 1034, 5> L. 7-^ ··· περί δε των 
άμφιλλεγομενών | πάλι πορτ'ι πάλιν δάμεν αύτοις τάν 
επιτροπαν

L. ΙΟ ... και εδωκαν [τ]άν επιτροπαν πάντα περϊ πάντων
Here again we see that the international disputes are 

to be brought before a tribunal appointed by a third city 
agreed upon by common consent {πάλις εκκλητοή. This 
seems to be the ordinary rule for the settlement of inter
national controversies.

The decrees passed by the two cities date from 116/5 
B. C. It is likely that the Cretan Koinon existed at this 
time and that Latus and Olus were possibly members of it, 
but there is, however, no conclusive evidence that this 
was really the case.

The same remark must be made regarding the last 
record we have to consider here, namely a compact 
between Gortyn and Latus2.

Both cities agree upon the procedure to be followed in 
the settlement of the disputes between their respective 
citizens. The penalties determined in the Cretan code shall 
be inflicted upon the contingent offences: 1. 10-12 run:

τιμαις δε -^ρησιάμεθα ταις ες τω διαγράμματος
τω των Κρηταιεων άι ίκάστων εγραπται.

I. Syll.3 # 712· Tod, ο. c., ρ. 35 # LII, LIII. D. I. Nachtrage, 
P- 1034. 5).

2. D. I. Nachtrage, p. 1033, C.
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The instances we have considered hitherto make it 
clear that the Cretan diagramma is put into practice by 
means of σύμβολα or arbitration treaties. These σύμβολα 
therefore are the immediate result of the acceptance of the 
diagramma, which prescribed arbitration, leaving the 
states free in the manner of applying it.

The conclusion of arbitration treaties was naturally 
an occasion to grant some privileges, the most important 
of which was the ίσοπολιτεία or reciprocity of citizenship.1 
Thus several lo-oTroXiTeia-treaties at least are to be 
considered as the indirect result of the acceptance of the 
Cretan diagramma.

Keil, however, argues that the isopoliteia in Crete acted 
“ bundesbildend ” at the end of the IIId century B. C. 2.

Szanto 3 and Kornemann 4 agree with him in this respect. 
It would seem to us that just the opposite view is to be 
taken. For at the close of the third century B. C. the 
Cretan Koinon certainly existed5. On the other hand 
most isopoliteia-treaties are to be dated in the second 
century B. C. It is clear therefore that these treaties 
did not lead to the establishment of the Cretan Union, 
but they must be interpreted as the indirect result of 
the acceptance of the Cretan code6.

I. Ferguson, Greek imperialism, p. 31 f.
2. Griechische Staatsaltertumer, p.369.
3. Griechisches Burgerrecht, p. 76 fi.
4. Real-Encyclop. Supplement-Band IV, p. 926, col. 2, 1. 10.
5. See Chapter VI, Art. 1.
6. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 62 ff.



CHAPTER VI

HISTORICAL SKETCH

ARTICLE I

THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ BEFORE 
THE ROMAN CONQUEST.

The origin of the Cretan Koinon is to be sought very 
probably in the so-called “ συγκρητισμός ” which occur
red in ancient times when the independence of the island 
was endangered by foreign enemies1. The Cretan Union 
therefore should be an ancient institution2. This view 
is confirmed by the fictitious decree of the Koinon 
which shows clearly that the antiquity of the Cretan 
Union is compatible with tradition and common con
science.

The Kojror των Κρηταιόων however, as we know it 
from the extant sources examined in the foregoing 
chapters, is to be considered independently of the 
συγκρητισμός ; for it was restored at moments when no 

I. Plutarch, De fratemo amore, 19: ... μιμούμενον αύτό γούν τούτο 
τό Κρητών, οϊ πολλάκις στασιάζοντες άλλήλοις και πολεμούντες, έξωθεν 
έπιόντων πολεμίων, διελύοντο καί συνίσταντο’ καί τούτο ην ο καλούμενος 
ύπ’ αύτών συγκρητισμός.

Etymolog. Magn.: Συγκρητίσαι λέγουσιν οι Κρήτες, όταν εξωθεν αύτόϊς 
γένηται πόλεμος’ έστασίαςον γαρ αεί.

2. Cardinali, Rivista di Filologia XXXV (1907) p. 17 note 2. 
Muttelsee, o. c,, p. 44 f.
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foreign enemy menaced the independence of Crete. In 
this historical Koinon Gortyn and Cnossus were the 
leading states, as we have already seen. Furthermore it 
is known that the Union of these two cities was indispen
sable to the very existence of the Cretan Koinon.

Polybius tells us that in 221 B. C. “ Κνώσιοι συμφρο- 
νήσαντες Τ'ορτυνίοις πασαν εποιήσαντο την Κρήτην νφ' 
αυτους ττλην τη! Αυττίων πάΧεως ” C

“ The Cnossians in conjunction with the Gortynians 
subjected the whole island to their power, except the city 
of the Lyttians ”. This Union of Gortyn and Cnossus 
is confirmed by coins which bear the combined images of 
Cnossus and Gortyn : Europa with inflated veil, riding on 
a bull ; beneath dolphins (Gortynian type) and a square 
labyrinth ; above star or sun (Cnossian type) 2.

The whole island then with the exception of Lyttus was 
subjected to the hegemony of the Gortynians and the 
Cnossians. Such a situation reminds us of the Cretan 
Koinon, which forms a general Union of Cretan states 
under the leadership of Gortyn and Cnossus. Hence it 
may be inferred that the Cretan Koinon was restored in 
the year 221 B. C.3

This is, so far, the first evidence we possess of the 
Cretan Union. All the other sources dealing with the 
history of Crete before 221 B. C. do not suggest any 
indication whatever of a combined action between Gortyn 
and Cnossus. Now this was the conditio sine qua non of 
the existence of the Cretan Union. From all these docu
ments we gather but antagonism between the two leading 
cities.

1- IV, 53, 4.
2. Head, Historia Nummorum, p. 461, 465. Wroth, Numismatic 

Chronicle VII (1884) p. 20 fi.
3. According to Swoboda, 0. c. p. 740, the Cretan Koinon was 

founded at this time. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 63 places its foundation 
between 250 and 225 B. C.
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Thus in 346 B. C. a war broke out between Cnossus and 
Gortyn1.

Again in 266/5 B. C. during the Chremonidean war 
the Gortynians are the enemies of the Cnossians. This 
we know from an inscription: Syll3 # 434/5 1- 25 ff. :

(τυμμαχίαν μετά...) Κρηταεων οσοι ε'κτιν εν τεί σνμμ[αγιαι 
τ)ει Λ.ακε§αιμονίων και Άρεως και των άΧΧων συμμά^ω[ν...^ 
The sentence οσ-οι... refers only to the Cretans and not to 
all the allies enumerated there, otherwise... κα'ι τών άΧΧων 
συμμάχων could not be explained2. One part of the 
Cretans takes the Spartan side 3 while the other part fights 
against Sparta. G. Cardinali gives the following description 
of the political situation on the island at this time:

Allies of Sparta : Polyrrhenia, Aptara, Lyttus, Gortyn. 
Enemies of Sparta : Cydonia, Cnossus.

Itanus and Eastern Crete are under Egyptian rule.4 
As Gortyn and Cnossus are hostile to each other we may 
infer that the Cretan Koinon did not exist during the 
Chremonidean war.

Again about the middle of the third century B. C. there 
is no close co-operation between Gortyn and Cnossus. 
An inscription found at Miletus contains an agreement 
between Miletus and three separate groups of Cretan 
states5. The question at issue is the liberation of the 
citizens captured by Cretan and Milesian pirates. Date 
of the document : between 260 and 240 B. C. The 
envoys of Miletus visit Cnossus, Gortyn and Phaestus. 
The agreement with Cnossus is binding for a great number 
of other states allied with this city, namely the Tylissians, 
Rhaucians, Chersonesians, Milatians, Eltynsans, Herac- 
leotes, Priansians, Apolloniates, Petraeans, Itanians, Prae- 

I. Diodorus, XVI, 62.
2. Syll.3 # 434/5 note 7.
3. Ferguson, Greek imperialism, p. 227.
4. Rivista di Storia antica IX (1904-05), p. 74 ff.
5. Rehm, Das Delphinion * 140. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 43 ff.
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sians, Istronians, Olontians, Drerians, Latians, Eleuther- 
naeans, Vaxians, Cydoniates, Phalasarnians.

Accordingly Cnossus is the most powerful state at this 
time. Gortyn’s influence extends to the Lyttians, 
Arcades, Ariasans, Hyrtasans. The main point to be 
noted by us is that Gortyn and Cnossus are not allied. 
Finally the record mentions Phaestus with the Matalians 
and Polyrrhenians as allies.

In 229 B. C.1 Cnossus and Gortyn are opposed to each 
other, as may be inferred from the inscription Syll3 # 535. 
An Athenian embassy was sent to establish friendly 
relations with the Cretan cities which had recently co-oper
ated with the /Etolians and Achaeans in attacking Attica. 
The ambassadors used Eumaridas of Cydonia, a friend 
of Athens, as mediator in Cnossus and Polyrrhenia. But 
for the rival league of Cretan cities with Gortyn at its 
head, no mediator was needed, and all the Cretans agreed 
not to molest Athens in the future2.

In 22I B. C. we hear for the first time of a mutual 
agreement between Gortyn and Cnossus. Both cities 
succeeded in bringing the whole island under their hege
mony. The Cretan Koinon undoubtedly was restored 
in this year.

The Union of the Cretans however, was of short dura
tion since the war against rebellious Lyttus resulted in 
an internal conflict on the island. The Lyttian war 
was doubtless fatal for the Cretan Koinon. We give here 
a brief sketch of its principal events.

In 221 B. C. the whole island except Lyttus is under 
the hegemony of the United Gortynians and Cnossians. 
War against rebellious Lyttus. At the beginning all 
the Cretans fight against this city. But after a while 

I. Ferguson, The -priests of Asklepios, p. 134 (Heliodoros). — 
Cardinali, Rivista di Storia antica, IX, (1904-05), p. 81. — Kirchner, 
Syll.3 # 535 n. adopts Homolle’s view (Bulletin de correspondance 
hellenique, XV (1891) p. 352 fi.

2. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 209.
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the Polyrrhenians, Keraites, Lappaeans, Orians and 
Arcades desert the Cnossian-Gortynian party and join the 
Lyttians. Follows a sedition at Gortyn. The “ elder ” 
Gortynians remain loyal to the Union with Cnossus, but 
the “ younger ” Gortynians choose the Lyttian party. 
The “ elder ” Gortynians become victorious with the aid 
of the Cnossians and the zEtolians. Lyttus is destroyed. 
Flight of the Lyttians to Lappa. The Polyrrhenians and 
Lappaeans ask the Macedonians and Achaeans to aid them. 
Occupation of Cydonia and Eleutherna. Aptara departs 
from the Cnossian party1.

Some of the events of the Lyttian war described by 
Polybius, are confirmed by the inscription : Syll. 3 ^ 528 
which contains a letter from the Cnossians to the Coans. 
The Cnossians praise the good services the physician 
Hermias rendered to them. Hermias was sent upon the 
request of the Gortynians. The record mentions the 
rebellion of the young Gortynians and the Cnossian inter
vention in Gortyn, the fight round Phaestus against the 
rebels etc.

The Cretan Koinon, no doubt, disappeared during this war.
In connection with the Lyttian war we have to refer to 

the inscription I. G. XII, 3, # 254 (D. I. # 5146). 
Legrand places this document before the destruction of 
Lyttus in 220 B. C., because the Koinon decree granting 
ασυλία to Anaphe is followed by a resolution passed in 
honor of a Lyttian citizen2. Now Lyttus was destroyed 
in 220 B. C.. Such argument cannot be accepted, since it 
is plain that the name “ Lyttus ” or “ Lyttian ” did not 
disappear with the destruction of the city. On the other 
hand it is not proved at all that the decree in honor of 
the Lyttian citizen was issued at the same time as the 
Koinon decree for Anaphe. Hiller von Gaertringen 

1. Niese, o.c., II,p. 428 f. — Cardinali, Rivista di Filologia XXXIII 
(1905), p. 519 fi.

2. Bulletin de Correspondance helleniqtie, XVI (1892), p. 144 fi.
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accepting Legrand’s assumption and referring to the 
epigraphical character of the document dates it in the 
year that the “ Κνωσιοι συμφρονήσαντες ΐορτυνΐοις πασαν 
εποιήσαντο την Κρήτην ύφ' αυτους πλήν την Λυττίων 
πολεως, i. e. 221 Β. C. 1

The exact year cannot be assigned to this document 
which for epigraphical reasons should be dated in the 
second century B. C.2.

In 217/6 B. C. peace is restored in Crete. Philip V, 
king of Macedon, succeeded in bringing the whole island 
into his league. He became the προστάτης of the United 
Cretans :

...το παντας Κρηταιεις συμφρονήσαντας, και της αυτης 
μετασγόντας συμμορίας, ενα προστάτην ελεσθαι της νήσον 
Φίλιππον...3

This seems to imply that the Cretan Koinon was re- 
established in the year 217 /6 B. C.

The following inscription which we have to examine has 
been published by P. Deiters in “ Rheinisches Museum, ” 
LIX, 565 if. It contains portions of two decrees.

A. Decree of Gortyn, replying to a Magnesian embassy 
which offered to arbitrate in the war between Gortyn and 
Cnossus and asked that permission should be granted 
to certain Cretans to return to their homes, The Gor- 

[ρονται, βασιλ^ει

tynians reply that Ptolemy IV Philopator is adopted by 
them as arbitrator : 1. 27-30.

... π^ερ'ι ών §ε Υορτΰνιοι και Κνωσιοι άιαφε
ΤΙτολεμαίωι κριται επιτραπόμ[εθα, όπως άμ'ιν'] περϊ τούτων 
διαλάβηι.

1. I. G. XII, 3. # 254 η· Scrinzi, ο. c., ρ. 11 fi. tries to interpret 
a great number of Cretan inscriptions by the events of the Lyttian war. 
His arguments have been refuted thoroughly by Cardinali, Rivista di 
Filologia, XXXIII (1905), p. 519 ff.

2. Blass, D. I. * 5146 n. Muttelsee, o. c., p. 43.
3. Polybius, VII, 11, 9. Niese, 0. c., II, p. 431. Muttelsee, 0. c., 

P- 40·
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They cannot however, accede to the proposals put for
ward with reference to the Cretans settled at Miletus.

B. Decree of Cnossus to the same effect and in very 
similar phrases

It is interesting to note that both cities agree as regards 
the return of the Cretans who emigrated to Miletus. 
This seems to imply a previous compact providing for 
this contingency.

According to 0. Kern, this document should be dated 
soon after the Lyttian war of 221/0 B. C. He sees in 
Μίλητος the Cretan state Milatus and argues that it was 
settled by the νεώτεροι των Τορτυνίων who fought against 
their native state. This occupation then led to a war 
between Gortyn and Cnossus. Moreover it is his opinion 
that Gortyn and Cnossus had recourse to Magnesian 
arbitration after the failure of king Ptolemy2.

These suggestions of 0. Kern cannot be admitted for 
several reasons. According to him the Gortynians and 
Cnossians entrusted the settlement of their controversies 
to the arbitration of two Magnesians after the failure of 
Ptolemy. This does not appear from the text. On the 
other hand it seems highly improbable that the Gortynians 
and Cnossians rejected the award of Ptolemy and accepted 
the verdict of two Magnesian ambassadors.

The date assigned to the record by 0. Kern must be 
rejected ; for, it is known that peace was restored after the 
Lyttian and social war in 217 /6 B. C. without Magnesian 
intervention 3.

The emigration of Gortynians and Cnossians is to be 
explained by the events of the Lyttian war4. During 
this war Gortyn and Cnossus agreed to forbid the return 

I. Tod, 0. c., p. 32-33.
2. 0. c., # 65. Raeder, o. c., p. 84 thinks also of the Cretan state 

Milatus. Niese, 0. c., III, p. 322, note 3 agrees here with Kern.
3. Polyb. VII, II, 9.
4. Cardinali, Rivista di Filologia XXXV (1907), p. I fi..
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of the rebellious Gortynians and Cnossians who emigrated 
to Miletus in Asia minor1. Hence P. Deiters safely dates 
the document in question soon after 216 B. C. On the 
other hand since Ptolemy Philopator died in 205 /4 B. C. 
our record has to be placed between 216 and 205 /4 B. C. 
Even a more approximate date may be assigned to the 
inscription. For it is very likely that the document 
is to be interpreted by the Epidamnian decree praising 
the Magnesians for the services rendered to the κοινός] 
των Κρηταιε[ων] iSifajXwams τόν εμφύλιον πολεμον,...2. 
When the Magnesian envoys arrived in Crete a war had 
broken out between Gortyn and Cnossus. This war was 
εμφύλιος since both states had many allies.

We have already seen that a war between the two 
leading cities of the island excludes the existence of the 
Cretan Union. It is known, too, that an agreement 
between Gortyn and Cnossus makes the Cretan Koinon 
possible again. Upon the request of the Magnesian 
envoys, Ptolemy Philopator is adopted as arbitrator. 
That the Egyptian king was successful may be inferred 
from the Έ,ννθ[φ]κα ΐορτυνίων και Κι/ωσ^ωι/] : D- ϊ· # 5°Ι5· 
Once more the hostility between both cities was due 
to the contested possession of Apollonia and a boundary 
dispute, as we learn from this record. Peace then is 
restored in Crete thanks to the arbitration of king 
Ptolemy Philopator. But this peace is due in the first 
instance to the initiative of the Magnesian envoys. The 
question arises here whether the Cretan Koinon was 
re-established. Apparently this was the case, since the 
Magnesian ambassadors “ rendered services to the Cretan 
Union by putting an end to the internal war. ”

It is of importance to note that the services rendered 
to the Cretan Koinon by the Magnesians were only indirect 
towards the restoration of the Koinon, but the credit of 

I. Deiters, o. c., p. 572 f.
2. Syll. 3 4 560 1. I0-I2.
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the re-establishment was undoubtedly due to the result 
of Ptolemy’s arbitration following on the agreement 
between Gortyn and Cnossus. This means of settling 
disputes was employed upon the request of the Magnesians. 
Thus they prepared the way to the restoration of the 
Κοινοί’ των Κρηταιεων.

It has been pointed out that the Magnesians sent 
deputies to the Greek states with the view of inviting 
them to the Leucophryena-feasts in 207/6 B. C. The 
Epidamnian decree then dates in this year and the 
Magnesian intervention in Crete, referred to in this 
record, occurred a short time before. Accordingly the 
Cretan Koinon disappeared between 216 and 207 /6 (the 
exact year of its disappearance between 216 and 207 /6 
cannot be determined so far). It was restored doubtless 
a short time before 207 /6 and still existed in this year 1

In 205 /4 B. C. begins the so-called “ κρητικός πόλεμος ” 
or “ Cretan war ” which has been examined thoroughly 
by R. Herzog2, while M. Holleaux interpreted the Cretan 
decrees granting ασυλία to Teos, by the events of this 
war3.

Here the Cretan war is viewed only in connection with 
the κοινόν των Κρηταιεων.

The origin of this war is, without doubt, due to the 
policy of Philip V, king of Macedon, who tried to extend 
his hegemony to the islands of the JEgean sea4. Rhodes 
however, resisted the Macedonian policy, upon which 
Philip sent deputies to Crete in order to provoke a war 
between Crete and Rhodes5. Although this war was 
called “ κρητικός πόλεμος ”, no general action seems to have 
been taken by the Cretans; extant documents mention 
nothing beyond raids by separate Cretan states.

I. Possibly the fictitious decree of the Koinon might be put in 
connection with the Magnesian embassy to Crete.

2. Klio, II, (1902) p. 316 if.
3. Klio, XIII, (1913) p. 137 ff.
4. Niese, o. c., II, p. 571 ff.
5. Polyb. XIII, 4.

The Cretan Koinon. 5
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During this war ambassadors were sent from Teos 
with the view of asking ασυλία for their state. The 
answers of the Cretan states date in the year 201 B. C. as 
has been shown acutely by M. Holleaux1. It may be 
useful to review briefly the chief arguments of this scholar. 
In a great number of άσυλ/α-decrees for Teos mention is 
made of a Macedonian envoy, called Perdiccas, who 
speaks in favor of the Teans. This man is a Tean citizen. 
How are we to explain the relations between Teos and the 
Macedonian king ? According to M. Holleaux Philip V 
was in Teos when this state sent ambassadors to Crete. 
He recognized the consecration of the city to Dionysus 
and encouraged the other states to grant ασυλία to Teos. 
Knowing the strong influence of the Macedonian king in 
Crete, the Teans ask him to secure the success of the 
Tean embassy in Crete. Philip sent Perdiccas with them 
to Crete: (D. I. # 5169, 5170, 5171, 5176, 5178, 5179). 
This interpretation is confirmed by historical documents. 
After the battle of Lade the Macedonian king became very 
powerful in Asia minor2 especially in Teos. He protected 
the shrines and recognized the ασυλία. He acquired a 
powerful influence on the Cretans, for example, the 
Cretan war was evidently due to Macedonian intrigue.

It is interesting to note that the Macedonian agent 
is not mentioned in several ασυλία-decrees, namely in 
D. I. # 5165 (Cnossus), # 5166 (Polyrrhenia), # 5167 
(Rhaucus), # 5168 (Cydonia).

From this it may be inferred that already in 201 B. C. 
some Cretan states had deserted the Macedonian party. 
A confirmation of this situation is to be found in the fact 
that in 200 B. C. an Athenian embassy was dispatched 
to Crete with the view of inciting the Cretans against the 
king of Macedon3. Apparently the decrees in which

I. Klio, XIII, (1913) p. 137 fi.
2. Polyb. XVI, 15, 6.
3. Pausanias I, 36, 5-6.
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Perdiccas is not mentioned were passed by states hostile 
to Philip V. These states of course were not visited by 
Perdiccas. Another point further calls for attention : 
in a few decrees mention is made of a Rhodian envoy, 
Hagesandrus “ ό παρα τω βασι,λεως ' Α.ντι.ογω πρεσβευτας ” Χ. 
In Rhaucus (D. I. # 5167), Eleutherna (D. I. 5177) 
he speaks after the Tean deputies. Naturally we ask 
ourselves why Hagesandrus was sent to Crete by Antio
chus III king of Syria. The answer is to be found in the 
Eleuthernaean decree (D. I. 5177 1· 15-16): ... έπ'ιτας τω 
πολεμω διαλύσεις αποστολείς,... This shows clearly that 
Hagesandrus’ mission was to restore peace between the 
Cretans and Rhodes. And indeed, a few Cretan states 
negotiated with Rhodes in 201/200 B. C. We have every 
reason to believe that Hagesandrus succeeded in bringing 
about peace with Rhodes, in the above cited cities. From 
this the conclusion may be drawn that a split was made 
in the Macedonian party. We have already seen that 
Cnossus, Polyrrhenia and Cydonia were anti-Macedo- 
nian. The political situation then of the island in 201 /200 
B. C. is the following :

i°) Macedonian party : Vaxus, Sybrita, Latus, Istronia, 
the Arcades, Allaria.

2°) Anti-Macedonian party: Cnossus, Polyrrhenia, 
Cydonia, Rhaucus.

The Cretan states are divided in two big political 
parties. Such a situation makes the existence of the 
Cretan Koinon highly doubtful. This is perhaps the 
reason why the Tean envoys visit the different Cretan 
states. If the Cretan Union existed at this time, we 
should expect that the Teans ask the ασυλία from the 
Koinon, just as the Anaphaeans did.

It must be observed however that the term κρητικός 
πόλεμος seems to refer to a general Cretan war. Possibly

I. D. I. # 5177 1. 14 f. 
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the Union of the Cretans existed in 205 /4, at the beginning 
of the war. In any case in 201 /o B. C. the Cretan Koinon 
seems very likely to have disappeared.

The raids of the Macedonian party ended probably 
about the year 197 B. C. A document dating between 
200 and 197 B. C. contains a cra/z/ray/a-treaty between 
Rhodes and Hierapytna1. Apparently Rhodes was 
victorious since it is the most favored party. From this 
inscription we learn that Hierapytna was hostile to 
Cnossus which was on good terms with Rhodes. This 
shows once more that Cnossus belonged to the anti
Macedonian party. Hierapytna, on the contrary, con
tinued to fight against Rhodes, but finally gave up and 
negotiated with the Rhodians.

In the year 184 B. C. Gortyn is again at war with 
Cnossus. A Roman embassy under the leading of Appius 
Claudius arrives in Crete with the view of settling the 
international disputes. Appius was successful in his 
mediation. Peace is restored and the Cretan Koinon 
established again2. The Cretan Union still exists the 
following year as we may infer from the treaty concluded 
by Eumenes II and thirty one Cretan states3.

We have every reason to believe that the Cretan 
Koinon existed in the year 168 B. C. The Rhodians 
sent an embassy “ to all Cretans and to each state sepa
rately ” 4. What is meant by " all Cretans ” but the 
Koinon which embraced at this time all the Cretan 
states ?5

About 165 B. C. the Cretan Koinon is mentioned 
again (Syll3. # 653 Α. 1. 8).

Finally the existence of the κοινοί των Κρητα^ων is 
recorded in: a year between 158 and 150 B. C. (Durr- 

I. Syll.’ # 581.
2. See p. 48 f.
3. See p. 23 S. ; Niese, o. c., III, p. 322.
4. Polyb. XXIX, 10, 6-7.
5. Cardinali, Riv. di Filologia XXXV (1907) p. 17 note 2.
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bach, 0. c., # 92 1. 2 and 1. 31-32) ; about 151 B. C. 
(Syll3. # 654 A 1. 5); a year between 159 and 138 B. C. 
(D. I. # 4942 b, 1. 3); 139 B- C. (SylP. # 685, 1. 107 f.)

The treaty D. I. # 5024 concluded during the existence 
of the Cretan Koinon dates from the last half of the 
second century B. C.1

CONCLUSION

This brief sketch of the history of the Cretan Koinon 
before the Roman conquest shows clearly that the Union 
of the Cretans was very unstable. The Koinon was 
frequently dislocated. Its disappearance is due primarily 
to the disagreement between the two leading states 
Gortyn and Cnossus. War between these cities means 
the end of the Cretan Union. Each state had many 
allies who followed it in case of war. On the other hand 
the mutual agreement between Gortyn and Cnossus made 
the Koinon possible again, and no doubt the Union 
Gortyn-Cnossus resulted generally in the Union of the 
Cretans or κοινον των Κ,ρηταιεων.

I. Blass, D. I. 4 5024 n. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 60 f.





ARTICLE II

THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ AFTER 
THE ROMAN CONQUEST

The island of Crete was conquered in the year 67 
B. C. by Q. Metellus1. Cnossus was destroyed and became 
a Roman colony: “ Colonia Julia Nobilis Cnosus. ” 
Q. Metellus organized Crete as a Roman province2. He 
restored the Cretan Koinon apparently with some changes 
in its organization. We hear now for the first time of a 
Κρητάρχας, the president of the Cretan Koinon, e. g. 
D. I. # 5031 : Έ^ Κύ^αντοί τω K^avrof Κρητάρχα...

C. I. G. # 2744 1; 7· γ
... καί από Κρητάρχων τον...
The same title is engraved on a cistophorus issued 

probably at Gortyn between 67 /66 and 31 B. C. :
ΚΥΛΑΣ ΚΡΗΤΑΡΧ-ΑΣ ΚΡΗ-ΤΑΙ-Ε-Ω-Ν ».
In 27 B. C. the reorganization of the Roman empire by 

Augustus resulted in a new organization of the κοινά in 
the countries of Greek civilization. Meetings of the 
Cretan Koinon took place as previously but their chief 
object was the cult of the Roman emperor. The Cretan 
Union is called : κοινον της Κρητων επαρχίας or briefly 
κοινον Κρητων, e. g. C. I. G. # 2595 (Gortyn) 382 /3 A. D.

[Φλά^ίον Σεβηρον, τον Χαμπρότατον κα'ι μεχαΧοπρεπε- 

I. Liv., Epit. XCIX. Dio Cassius, XXXVI, 2. —■ Hill, Historica 
Greek Coins, p. 165 4t 97-

2. Liv. Epit. C.
3. Imhoof-Blumer, Monnaies grecques, p. 210. Muttelsee, 0. c., p. 39 f.
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στατον επαρ-χον της βασιλενούσης Ρώμης, όόγματι τον κοινοί 
της Κρητων επαρχίας Οίκουμενιος Αντίθεος " Ασκληπιόόοτος 
ο λαμπρότατος ΰπατικος ανεστησεν.

I. G. V, I ψ 662 1. 8: καί κοινά Ασίας καί Κρητων.
C. I. G. # 17^9 1· θ - κοινον Κ^ρ^η^των].
This last title is to be found on a great number of 

coins dating from the Roman imperial period 1.
A few coins mention not only κοινον Κρητών but also 

Γόρτυς 2. Apparently these coins were issued by this 
city. We have further every reason to believe that the 
gatherings of the κοινόν Κρητών took place there. Cnossus 
being destroyed, Gortyn became naturally the most 
important state of the island.

This Koinon then of the Roman imperial period has 
not the essential characteristics of the old κοινόν των 
Κρηταιεων. It simply was the “ concilium provinciae ” 
of Crete and did not differ much from the other Greek 
Koina of the same period 3.

I. Svonoros, Numismatique de la Crite ancienne, I, p. 337 fi.
2. Svonoros, 0. c., p. 349 ^ 95 and 105. See also I.G. VII 4φ 1859 : 

Έν Γόρτυν[ι] κοινόν [Κρητών].
3. Daremberg and Saglio, Diet. s. v. κοινον (sous 1’empire). Real- 

Encyclopadie. Supplementband IV s. v. κοινόν (in romischen Epoche).



CONCLUSION

THE ESSENCE OF THE CRETAN ΚΟΙΝΟΝ

The necessity of peaceful relations between the states 
led in Crete to the conclusion of a general Union 
(Koinon) which differs considerably from the other Greek 
Koina.

The establishment of this Union is intimately connected 
with the acceptance of a common right codified in the 
diagramma of the Cretans. The contract whereby the 
states accept the Cretan code is called κοινοδίκιον, 
dialectical for κοινοδίκαιον. This contract was the 
conditio sine qua non of membership in the Cretan 
Union.

The Cretan Koinon exists when the majority of the 
Cretan states—under which Gortyn and Cnossus are 
indispensable—make the contract to apply the Cretan 
diagramma.

A few states may, however, agree with each other to 
accept this code even when the general Union has ceased 
to exist. They form then a “ reduced Koinon. ”

The chief article of the Cretan diagramma prescribes 
arbitration for the settlement of disputes between states. 
The diagramma of the Cretans further contains a list of 
fines attending private international offences.

The states which made the contract οι" koinodikion 
bound themselves to employ the means of settlement 
provided for by the Cretan code in case of disputes. But 
they were quite free to determine in which way they 
should do it. Thus we see that, especially neighbouring 
states, conclude agreements (σ^βολα) with the view 
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of determining to which tribunal the disputes shall be 
submitted.

Hence the σύμβολα are the direct result of the accep
tance of the Cretan diagramma.

In short : the koinodikion in Crete is the contract by 
which the Cretan states accept the Cretan diagramma ; 
the application of this diagramma must be determined 
by σύμβολα, (κοινοδίκιον -^~ διάγραμμα ->- σύμβολα).
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D. I. # 5024.

A [De]o? άγαθ[ός. Τ^χ[αι] άγ[αθαι. --[^Μ ^ν Γό[ρτυνι 
επί κορμών των- - των συν— ω]νόμω, εν <5’ Ίεραπυτναι 
επ[ί των- - των συν- -]^νο? κορμιοντων, εν ΤΙριανσι[οΐ 

5 δε επί των- - κορμιόντων^τ^ων συν Αίσίμωι τωι 
Άβρα[γόρα, τάδε συνεθεντο Γορτύνιοι καί'1ερα\ π]ντνιοι 
τοΐ? ΤΙριανσιευσιν κ[αί οί Τϊριανσιεε? τοΐ? Γορτυνίοις 
και \τοι\? Ίεραπυτνίοι?· συμμαχη[σην τον? Τίριανσιεα? 
ε? τον πάντα χρόνον ά\πΧ\όω? καί άδόΧω? και ευ[νοησην 
τοϊ? Υορτυνίοι? και τοΐ? Ίεραπυτνΐφι]? και ποΧεμω και 

ΙΟ ίρήνα? οπ[υι κα δΰνωνται, ποΧεμίοντα? παντι σθενει ά||ττό 
χωρ]α? ω^Ο κα κα'ι ο Υορτΰν^ιο? και ο Ίεραπΰτνιο?· 
κα'ι τον? τε Υορτυν^ον^? κα'ι τον? Ίαραπυτνίον[? μηδέν 
αφαιΧήσεσθαι τας χώρα? μήτ αυτό? αήτε\ π~]οτε α.Χ\Χοι\? 
επιτραφην κ[ατά ταυτά 3ε υπισχνίονται ο’ί τε Ίερα- 
πΰτνιοι | κα]ί οί ΐορτυνιο^ι τον^? ΙΙριανσιεα[? μηδέν 
άφαιΧήσεσθαι τα? χώρα? μήδ' αΧΧοι? πο\τε\ επιτραφην· 

15 αί δε τί? κα ά[_φαιΧηται η ποΧεμήσηι τοϊ? ΙΙριανσιευσι, | 
βοα]θησίοντι οί τε Φορτόνιοι κωι [’Ιεραπυτνίοι παντι 
σθενει δπυι κα δΰνων\ταϊ\ άπροφασίστω? και κατά [γαν 
καί κατά θάΧαθθαν. ’Ώρο? ήμεν ΊΊριανσι\εων·\ άπο 
θαΧάθθα? ε? ΙΊορω- -|.. κώνο? δηράδα καί κατα τ- -|..

20 εΧίειον ε? τάν δήραδα κή? κ- - || [τ]ο ΎανταΧιον α[ί] οί 
ώροί εντι ε- - | [κα]τά τον ρόον ε? τον Μιξαυ- - | [ά]ι 
οί ώροι κίαται, sap] ε? κεφα[Χα?— ε? το ίαρον τω ? 
Ύτη\νος] τω Βιδατάω κή? τάν? Άντρι- - | [«] τάν βωίαν 

25 Όρυκόππαν καί κ- -||.. ΑΙΕΑΧΑΙ ο ποταμο? ο 
Παι/<5--|,. καί ποταμον τον ΤηΧεφιΧα[ν- -|.. κ]αί τον 
Φαρανγίταν κή?- -|,. ε? τον? φοίνικαν? τον[?- - | κεϊ]ται δ
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30 μάκρος ες ταυ oSov τά[ν- - || τα]? περικάτω χώρας. Ύαν 
Ίαρ[απυτνι'ων χώραν- - άττο θα\λά]σσας άμ ποταμόν 
’Α.γκαία[ν- -| τα]ν Έΐιαννίαν. τάν δε χώραν- - | .. των 
Ιΐριανσιεων εζεστω- -|.. σι...... ίάίαν πάλιν τε- - \τωι

35 Ύορτυνί\\ωι] και τωι [Ύαρ\απυτνίωι κα'ι- -|.. ατ  
[θά~\λαθθαν §e- ............ μένος Θυ- -|.. οιε.......... .

40 ασον συν- -[.. υθ.α.σ...... [μ]ενοι ας ο μ- -\\..ττεθθων 
.εν ο των- - | [κό^ρμον^ κατομοσ... τα [ε]ν ται 
στ[άλαι ταιόε γεγραμμενα? —\τά]ς τούτων [αναγνώσιμ
ους ? ε]ν τα—[ά|γε]λάο? θίό[ς]......... αι- - [αί όε\κα] 

45 μη κατ[ομόσωντι- - || α\π[ο]τ[εισάντων— |    
5°.... 1 [ε'ζύύστω αι......... λλ.- -||.. κλαρώντ[ω]ν [εζ^εστω 

κ- -|.. Τ1ριανσιεω[ν S~\e συνκυρ. — [.. ι το έπικριτήριον εν 
αμεραις- - | [το φπικριτήριον εν αμεραις πε[ντ- - \ αί 

55 ^Κ κα μη ίθθαντι η ίθθάντες ά- -1|.. τάόό’ άπογρό- 
φονσι τάν §ίκ[αν ?]- - | .. εν κατά το διάγραμμα 
των-- I [διαγράμματος εζημ(ε]ν ας ο--|.. ν εχετω.. 
ενιαυτόν άμφανω- - [ο | δε ΤΙ]ριανσιενς Ύόρτυνι. "Ορκος 

60 Wιανσιεων.^ Όμ]νύω τάν Ίστίαν καί Ύτηνα [Βιδάταν- - 
και Ύτηνα | Σκ]ύλιον καί Ύτηνα Όράτριον [καί ’Όραν 
καί- - καί ' Α\θαν\αίαν Ώλερίαν καί Άπόλλων[α ΙΙύτιον 
και Αατώ κάρτεμιν κάρεα καί Ά^φρο^δίταν καί 
’Έρμαν[κ]αί Κύ^βαντας καί Κωρητας καί Νύμφας καί 
Ύλί\θυϊ\αν Βινατίαν καί Θίος πάντ[ας καί πάνσας- η μαν 

65 όγω συμμαχησην || ες τον άπαντα] χρόνον άπλό[ως καί 
άδόλως, καί εύνοησην τοϊς ΐορτυνίοις

Β καί τοϊς Ίαραπυτνίοις]- - ετο..\- - συ., οθαι τοϊς..\- - 
[καί] πολεμώ [κα]ί ίρήνας όπυι κα [ϋύφωμαι παντί σθενει 

70 και πολεμησίω] άπο χώρας ώ^ι^ κα κώ Ύορτύν[ι 11 ο? 
κώ Ύεραπύτνιος· ομνύω όε καί πάντα τάλ]λα καθε[ζ\ην 
τα εν ται σ[υν\θηκαι ταιόε γεγραμμενα· ταυτα §ε εί] 
μεν εύ[ορ]κ[ί]οιμεν, ίλέος ήμ-[εν α^μίν τος Θιος παντας 
καί πάνσας τος ώμο\σαμεν· εί ό’ επιορκι'οιμε[ν], μή[τε 
α^μίν γαν μήτε όενόρεα καρπός φερεν μή]τε γυναίκας 
τίκτεν κατά [φύ\σιν τωι τε πολεμωι μη σώοι νεεσθαι 

75 καί κ]ακίστωι όλεθρωι.εξόλλυσ[θαι || αύτοί τε καί χρήια 
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τα άμα· - - ΕΧ Ϊλβοι αμήν elev. ”θ[_ρκ\ος Γ [ορ^τυνιων 
κα'ι Ίαρατυτνίων.] Όμνύω ταν Ίστίαν κα'ι Ύ[τη\να 
Βούταν- - κα'ι Ύτ^ηνα Σκύλιον κα'ι Ύτηνα [' Ορά^τριον 
κα'ι ”Βραν- -] και Άθαναίαν Ώλερίαν κα[ι Ά]τεΧλ.ωνα 
ΙΙύτιον κα'ι Αατω καρτεμιν καρε]α καφρο§ίταν κα'ι 

80 Ερμαν κα\ή || Κυρβάντας και Εωρητας κα'ι Νύμφου
κα'ι Ίλίθ]υιαν Βινατίαν κα'ι Θιος τάν\τας και πάνσαΐ, η 
μαν εγω συμμαχητήν ες] τ[ον ατ]αντα θρονον [αττΧό]ως 
και άύόλως τοϊς Ιΐριανσιευσιν, ου§ε]ν τ[ε] ούτ αύτοΐ 
αφαιΧ[ήσε\σθαι τας χωρα? ουτ αλλοις ετιτραφ-ην· α'ι 3ε 
τίς κ] άφαιληται η τολεμ\ήσηι\ τοϊς Uplavaceuvi, 
βοαθησίοντι οί τε Τορτύνι]οι και οι Ίαρατύτνιοι 

85 ~[ar|| τ'! σθενει κατα το Δυνατόν ομνύω 3ε κα'ι τάντα 
τ]αΧλ.α καθε^ην τα εν [ται | συνθήκαι ται§ε ^γραμμένα, 
επιορκίονσι μεν εμμ]ανία[ς\ ημεν τος τά\ντας \ θιός- - 
κα'ι μήτε] γαν μήτε §ev[_Spea | καρτος φερεν, μήτε γυναίκας 
τίκτεν κατα φύσιν,] τωι τε τ[ολεμωι | μη σώοι νεεσθαι, 
κα'ι κακιστωι ολέθριοι εβόλλυσθαι α]υτοί[τε κα'ι χρή]ια 
τά αμά·] - - -[- - -.
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D. I. # 5040.

Γθ]εό? άγαθ[ός.] | Άσγαθαι τΰχαι κα'ι επί σωτηρίαι, 
επί κόσμ[ων εν μεν] | Ίεραπύτναι των συν Ένίπαντί 
τωΈιρμαίω [κα'ι μηνος] | ΙμαΧίω (Interp.), εν δε Τϊριανσιοϊ 
επί κόσμων των συ[ν Νεωνι τω] | Λιμάρω καί μηνός

5 Δρομήιω (Interp.), τάδε συνέθε[ντο και συνευ][δόκησαν 
αΧΧάΧοις Ϊεραπΰτνιοι κα'ι ΙΙριάνσιοι, [εμμενον]\τες εν 
ταμ προϋπαρχώσαις στάΧαις ίδίαι τε [ται κειμεναϊ] | 
Γορτυνίομ κα'ι ' Ιεραπυτνίοις κα'ι ται κατά κοινόν [Ρορτυ- 
νίοις] ΐ και Ιεραπυτνίοις κα'ι ΥΙριανσίοις, κα'ι εν ται 
φιΧίαι [κα'ι συμμα]\χίαι κα'ι όρκοι? το μ προγεγονόσι 

ΙΟ εν ταΰταμ τ[αΐς πόΧεσι], || κα'ι επί ται χωραι άι εκάτεροι 
εχοντες και κρατόν[τες τάν συν]\θήκαν εθεντο, εις τον 
πάντα χρόνον (fr. Raum) Ίεραπυτν[ίοις] καί Τίριανσί- 
ο[ι]ς ήμεν παρ αΧΧάΧοις ίσοττοΧιτείαν και επιγαμίας και 
ενκτησιν καόι μετοχάν κα'ι θείων καί ανθρωπίνων | πάντων, 

15 όσοι κα εωντι εμφυΧοι παρ όκατεροις, και πωΧόν 11 τα? 
και ωνωμενος καί δανείζοντας και δανειζόμενος καί τάΧΧα 
παντα συναΧΧασσόντας κυρίος ημεν κατα | τος ΰπαρχόντας 
παρ' εκατέροις νόμος (fr. Raum) εζεστω δε τωι \ τε 
Ίεραπυτνίωι σπείρεν εν ται Ιϊριανσίαι (fr. Raum) καί 
τωι ΤΙριαν\σιεΐ εν ται Ιεραπυτνίαι, διδωσι τα τέΧεα 

20 καθάπερ οί αΧΧοι || ποΧΐται κατα τος νομος τος εκατερη 
κείμενος, εί δε τί \ κα δ Ιεραπΰτνιος ΰπεχθηται ες 
ΤΙρίανσον η δ ΙΙριανσιευς | ες Τεραπυτναν οτιονν, ατεΧεα 
έστω καί εσαγομενωι και | εξαγομενωι αυτα και τούτων 
τος καρπός καί κατά γαν \ καί κατά θαΧασσαν ών δε 

25 κα άποδωται, κατα θαΧασσαν εω^σας εξαγωγας των 
ΰπεχθεσίμων, άποδότω τά τέΧεα | κατά τός νόμος τδς 
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εκατερη κείμενος (fr. Raum) κατα ταυτα δε | και ε’ί τις 
κα νε[_βμ[_ηι, άτ]εΧής έστω· αί δε κα σίνηται, άποτεισά^τω 
τα επιτίμια [ο] σβνό]μενος κατα τός νόμος τός 
εκατερη κει\μενος. πρειγήια δε ώ [κ]α χρείαν εχηι πορήιω

30 παρεχόντων^οί μεν Ίεραπύτνιοι κόσμοι τοΐς ΤΙριανσιευσι, 
οί δε ΐΐριανσιε^ε^ς | κόσμοι τοΐς Ιεραπυτνίοις· αί δε κα 
μη παρίσχαιεν, αποτεισάν\των οί επίδαμοι των κόσμων 
ται πρειγείαι στατήρας δέκα. ό δε' κόσμος ό των 
Ιεραπυτνίων ερπετω εν ΙΙριανσιοΐ ες | το αρχεΐον, καί 

35 εν έκκΧησίαι καθήσθω μετά των κόσμων ^ ωσαύτως δέ καί 
ο των ΤΙριανσιέων κοσμος ερπετω εν Ιε\ραπύτναι ες 
το αρχεΐον καί εν έκκΧησίαι καθήσθω μετα | των κόσμων, 
εν δε τοΐς ήροικ^ο^ς1 καί εν ταϊς αΧΧαις έορταΐς \ οί 
παρατυγχανοντες ερποντων παρ άΧΧαΧος ες ανδρηι\ον 

40 καθώς καί οί αΧΧοι ποΧίται. αναγινωσκόντων δε ταν || 
σταΧαν κατ ενιαυτόν οί τοκ αει κοσμοντες παρ 
έκατέ\ροις εν τοΐς Υπερβώιοις, και προπαραγγεΧΧόντων 
αλλά|λοι? προ άμεραν δέκα, ή κα μεΧΧωντι αναγινωσκεν.\ 
όποιοι δέ κα μη άναγνωντι ή μη παραγγήΧωντι, έιπο\τει- 

45 σαντων οί αίτιοι τούτων στατήρας εκατόν, οί μεν 
Ιεραπύτνιοι κόσμοι των ΙΙριανσιεων ται πόΧει, οί 
δε | Πριανσιεες Ιεραπυτνίων ται πόΧει (fr. Raum) 
εί δε τις αδικοίη \ τα συγκείμενα κοιναι διαΧύων η 
κόσμος ή ιδιωτας, ε\ζέστω τωι βωΧομενωι δικόζασθαι 
επί τω κοινω δι\καστηρίω, τίμαμα έπιγρα^όμενον τας 

50 δίκας κατα τό || αδίκημα, δ κά τις αδικήσηι· καί ε’ί κα 
νικασηι, Χαβετω το\τρίτον μέρος τας δίκας ό δικαζόμενος, 
το δε Χοιπον εσ\τω ταν πόΧεων. αί δέ τι θεων βωΧομενων 
εΧοιμεν άγα^θόν από των ποΧεμίων η κοιναι εζοδούσαντες 
η ίδίαι τι\νες παρ' εκατερων η κατα γαν η κατα θάΧασσαν, 

55 Χαν^χανόντων εκατεροι κατα τός ανδρας τός έρπόνταδ, || 
καί τας δεκάτας Χαμβανόντων εκατεροι ες ταν ίδί\αν 
πόΧιν. υπέρ δε των προγεγονότων παρ εκατεροις |

1. 'Ηρα[ίοις] Correction of Levi, Rivista di Filologia, LIII (1925),
P- 214·
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αδικημάτων, άφ' ώ το κοινοδίκιον άπελιπε χρόνω, 
ποιη\σάσθων τάν διεζαγωγάν οί συν Ένίπαντι καί Νεωνι 

6θ κόσ^μοι εν ωι κα κοιναι δόξηΐ δικαστηρίω άμφοτεραις 
ταίς πο\λεσι επ αυτών κοσμοντων, και τος έγγΰος 
καταστασαν\των ΰπερ τούτων, αφ ας κα αμερας α 
στάλα τεθηι εμ μη\νί. υπερ δε των ύστερον έγγινομενων 
αδικημάτων προ\δίκωι αεν χρήσθων, καθώς τυ διαγραμμα 

65 εγει· περ'ι δε τω || δικαστηρΐω οι επιστάμενοι κατ' ενιαυτόν 
παρ' εκατεροις \ κοσμοι πολιν στανυεσθων, άγ κα άμφο
τεραις ταίς πόλεσ[ι | δό]^ηι, εζ άς το επικριτήριον 
τελεται, καί έγκυος καθιστάν\των, αφ άς κα αμερας 
έπισταντι επί το άργείον εν διμήνωι | καί διεζαγόντων 

70 ταυτα επ' αυτών κοσμόντων κατά το || δοχθεν κοιναι 
σΰμβολον. αι δε κα μη ποιησωντι οί κόσμοι κα\θως 
γεγραπται, άποτεισατω έκαστος αυτών στατήρας | 
πεντηκοντα, οί μεν Ίεραπυτνιοι κόσμοι ΤΙριανσίων ται 
πόλει, | οι δε ΪΤριάνσιοι κοσμ,οι Ίεραπυτνίων ται πόλει. 
αι δε τι κα | δόξηι άμφοτεραις ταΐς πόλεσι βωλουομεναις 

75 όπί τωι [I κοιναι συμφέροντι διορθώσασθαι, κύριον έστω 
τό διορ\θωθεν. στασάντων δε τάς στάλας οι ένεστακότες 
έ^κατέρη κοσμοι επ' αυτών κοσμόντων, οί μεν Ιεραπό\τυιοι 
εν τωι ίερωι τας Άθαναίας τας Ιίολιάδος καί οί| 

8θ ΙΙριάνσιοι εν τωι ίερωι τας Άθαναίας τας Πολιαίο?. 11 
όπότεροι δε κα μη στάσωντι καθώς γεγραπται, απο-\ 
τεισάντων τα αυτά πρόστιμα, καθώς καί περί των | δικαίων 
γεγραπται.
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