ABSTRACT
LEWIS, JESICA JAYD HARRISON. The Warrior’s Banquet: Syssitia in Ancient Crete.
(Under the direction of Dr. S. Thomas Parker.)
Although the island of Crete is most famously known today as the homeland of the
Minoan civilization of the second millennium BCE, during the Classical and Hellenistic
periods in Greece (ca. 480 – 67 BCE), the island was famous in the Greek world as the
homeland of a large number of independent poleis (Greek city-states). Ancient Greek
literature portrays the Cretan poleis as sharing in a common socio-political and economic
model of organization, called the Cretan politeia (constition). The Cretan poleis were
dominated by an aristocratic upper class of citizen-warriors ruling over dependent
populations of slaves, serfs, and free non-citizens. Among the important institutions of the
Cretan politeia were the distinction in class between citizen warriors and agricultural
producers, the military education of the citizen youth, and the common meals in which adult
male citizens and their sons participated, called the syssitia. According to the ancient
literature, such a model of organization in the island was considered to be both very ancient
(stretching back to the Heroic Age, the time of the legendary King Minos) and was also
practiced throughout the island.
While many scholars over the last century and a half have pointed to epigraphic and
archaeological evidence in support of the literary accounts of the island, recent scholarship
has however brought the literary tradition regarding the Cretan politeia under question.
Critics of the literary tradition (most notably, Paula Perlman) argue that on the one hand, it is
a priori unlikely that such a large number of independent states (numbering at least 49 during
the Classical period) would share an identical constitutional format. On the other hand,
epigraphic evidence from the island may also demonstrate too great a degree of diversity to

warrant speaking of common Cretan constitutional format. Perlman suggests that the idea of
a common Cretan politeia was not based in actual knowledge of the island’s socio-political
and economic organization, but was rather a philosophical construct that developed amidst
philosophical and political debates centered in Athens during the fifth century BCE.1
Despite these objections, scholars continue to employ the ancient literary sources in
studies of Cretan society during the Archaic (c. 750 – c. 450 BCE), Classical (ca. 480 BCE –
ca. 320 BCE), and Hellenistic (ca. 320 BCE – 67 BCE) periods—collectively referred to in
this thesis as the pre-Roman period. Acknowledging however that there was some degree of
heterogeneity in the constitutional formats of the Cretan poleis, how might we define the
value of the ancient literary portrayals on Cretan society?
Using the Cretan common-meal institution of syssitia as a case study, this thesis
defines the value of the literary accounts of pre-Roman Crete as (albeit imperfect and perhaps
not universal to the island as a whole) reflections of actual practices. This thesis analyzes the
degree to which epigraphic and archaeological evidence upholds literary portrayals. This
thesis shows that, despite a degree of variation in practices, civic communal dining (syssitia)
was in fact a foundational institution of Cretan communities even prior to the formation of
the poleis in the Early Iron Age (twelfth to eighth centuries BCE), and continued to play an
important role in Cretan poleis in the central and central-east portions of the island
throughout the later Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods. Further, this thesis proposes
explanations for the apparent koine of communal feasting practices in Crete as related to the
interconnections between Cretan communities established at an early period in both religious
and economic spheres.
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CHAPTER I. Introduction
ὑπὲρ τῆς Κρήτης ὁµολογεῖται διότι κατὰ τοὺς παλαιοὺς χρόνους ἐτύγχανεν
εὐνοµουµένη καὶ ζηλωτὰς ἑαυτῆς τοὺς ἀρίστους τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἀπέφηνεν…
In regard to Crete, writers agree that in ancient times it had good laws, and rendered
the best of the Greeks its emulators…
—Strabo, Geography 10.4.92
Introduction
“On a fair and fertile sea girt in the midst of the wine-dark sea,”3 during the seventh
century BCE a peculiar form of the Aegean-wide phenomenon of the polis (Greek city-state4)
began to take shape. The island of Crete is portrayed in later Greek literature (of the fourth to
first centuries BCE) as home to a large number of poleis5 that were politically independent
yet united under a common model of social, political, and economic organization during the
Archaic (ca. 750 – ca. 450 BCE), Classical (ca. 480 BCE – ca. 320 BCE), and Hellenistic (ca.
320 BCE – 67 BCE) periods (collectively referred to in this thesis as the pre-Roman period).
Important aspects of this model included the class distinction between warriors and
agricultural laborers, the division of the citizen class into various associations, the military
2

Greek: Geographica, ed. A. Meineke (Leipzig: Teubner, 1877), accessed 9-9-13,
<http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0197%3Abook%3D10%3Achapt
er%3D4>; English: The Geography of Strabo. Loeb Classical Library Volume V, trans. Horace Leonard Jones
(Harvard University Press, 1928), accessed 9-9-13,
<http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Strabo/10D*.html>.
3
Homer, Odyssey 19.172-173.
4
Whitely 2014, 141-147. Whitley discusses that the identification of the Greek poleis as states is a
matter of current debate.
5
Perlman 2004, 1144-1196; Whitley 2014, 143. Perlman estimates at least 49 poleis in Crete during
the Archaic and Classical periods. Whitley points out that there were likely more than the 49 poleis in the
Hansen and Nielsen volume, since “only those political communities attested in the literary and epigraphic
record of late Archaic and Classical times” are included. Many sites that perhaps could be classified as poleis—
such as Prinias and Azoria—were abandoned by 500 BCE, so the number of poleis in the island likely changed
over time.
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education of the youth, and the civic communal dining institution called syssitia. This last
item—the syssitia—receives a great deal of attention and is perhaps the most detailed aspect
of pre-Roman Cretan society in the ancient literature. The Syssitia has also enjoyed a great
deal of attention from modern scholars, in part because this singular practice was
unquestionably entangled with many other important aspects of pre-Roman Cretan society—
including the organization of property, inheritance, the socio-economic class system, the
nature of serfdom and slavery, as well as the function and extent of the power of the state.
Scholars wishing to examine these aspects of pre-Roman Crete rely on a combination of
literary, epigraphic, and archaeological evidence from the island. However the degree to
which these three distinct sources of evidence agree (or disagree) with one another remains a
matter of unresolved debate.
Up until recent years, archaeological evidence has contributed very little to scholars’
understanding of pre-Roman Cretan society (due primarily to a lack of investigation of sites
dating to this period). However the literary and epigraphical evidence have played a large
role in the study of ancient Cretan society, and there are generally three schools of thought
regarding the relationship between these two bodies of evidence for the pre-Roman period in
Crete. On the one hand, what might be called the “traditional” view maintains that the
epigraphic and literary accounts are essentially complementary—the epigraphic record is
seen as providing testimony for the earlier Archaic period in which the later institutions
described in Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman Imperial period (67 BCE – 284 CE) literature

2

took shape.6 On the other hand, some scholars argue that the epigraphic record to a large
extent contradicts the literary accounts, and these scholars advocate a more critical approach
towards the literary testimony regarding ancient Crete.7 A third, middle-ground approach is
taken up by many scholars who write that, even though the epigraphic evidence (and the
archaeological evidence, moreover) does not always seem to agree with the literature, there is
something to be gained from including the literary accounts in discussions of pre-Roman
Cretan society.8
This thesis begins from the perspective of the third, middle-ground approach—
assuming that there is value to the continued use of literary accounts in the examination of
pre-Roman Cretan society. Yet scholarship has struggled to define precisely what that value
may be. This thesis seeks to define that value in terms of the communal dining institution of
syssitia. In the following chapters, I will compare the information regarding communal
dining practices in Crete from the literary, epigraphical, and archaeological evidence. This
analysis will show that, although the literary portrayals of Cretan practices such as the
syssitia may not be 100% accurate or applicable to all of Crete’s city-states throughout the
entire pre-Roman period, they are nevertheless reflections of actual practices that are
epigraphically and archaeologically attested.

6

Willetts [1955] 1980; 1965; 1967; 1969; [1976] 1991; 1982, 234-248; Link 1994; 1999, 3-25; 1971,
505-515; Chaniotis 1999, 181-220; 1995, 39-89; 2004, 75-87; 2005, 175-194.
7
Perlman 1992, 193-205; 2005, 282-335; 2014, 177-206.
8
Erickson 2010, 308; Wallace 2014, 365-375.
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Table 1. Chronological Table.9
Period

Dates

Late Minoan I (LM I)
Late Minoan II (LM II)
Late Minoan IIIA-B (LMIIIA-B)
Late Minoan IIIC (LM IIIC)
“Dark Age”/Early Iron Age
Subminoan (SM)
Protogeometric (PG)
‘Protogeometric B’ (PG B)
Early Geometric (EG)
Middle Geometric (MG)
Late Geometric (LG)
‘Transitional’
‘Orientalising’
Archaic
Classical
Hellenistic
Early Roman/Roman Imperial

ca. 1675 – ca. 1490 BCE
ca. 1490 – ca. 1425 BCE
ca. 1425 – ca. 1300 BCE
ca. 1300 – ca. 1100 BCE
ca. 1100 – ca. 700 BCE
ca. 1100 – ca. 970 BCE
ca. 970 – ca. 835 BCE
ca. 835 – ca. 810 BCE
ca. 810 – ca. 790 BCE
ca. 790 – ca. 745 BCE
ca. 745 – ca. 710 BCE
ca. 710 – ca. 700 BCE
ca. 700 – ca. 600 BCE
ca. 700 – ca. 480 BCE
ca. 480 – ca. 323 BCE
ca. 323 – 67 BCE
67 BCE – 284 CE

This analysis will require a varied methodological approach in order to properly
analyze and compare such distinct types of data. Interdisciplinary work is already a quite
common approach in historical and archaeological studies, and such combined approaches
have yielded fresh insights into old problems (as will be discussed below). This first chapter
will provide an introduction to ancient Cretan society and the role of communal feasting in
anthropological and archaeological contexts. Chapter II will provide an in-depth discussion
of the ancient literary evidence for syssitia and the arguments for and against the literary
accounts’ reliability. Chapter III will overview the epigraphical evidence that has been linked
to syssitia, particularly focusing on inscriptions that have been related to the practice due to
their mention of key words associated with syssitia. Chapter IV will look in-depth at the
archaeological evidence for syssitia focusing on buildings and sites identified as possible
9

Wallace 2010, Table I. With my modifications.
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andreion (feasting halls), including the most recent investigations at Azoria in Kavousi as
well as Praisos in eastern Crete. The concluding Chapter V will provide an analysis of the
spatial distribution of locations associated with syssitia in the three bodies of evidence,
showing that the practice appears to have been concentrated in the central and east-central
portions of the island. Further, Chapter V will offer explanation for the widespread practice
of communal dining as the result of interaction and inter-influence between communities in
these regions in the religious and economic spheres. Upon this analysis, Chapter V will
conclude with the suggestion that the later literary accounts’ assumption of an island-wide
common constitution with shared practices such as the syssitia should not be disregarded as
simply a philosophical construction,10 but rather they should be seen as reflections of an
actual system of shared practices and institutions.
Historiographic Overview
The island of Crete is mentioned in a large number of ancient Greek literary sources.
As early as the eighth century BCE in Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, Crete is mentioned as a
far-off place on the edge of the Aegean.11 Diodorus Siculus describes the island as having a
mixed ancestry with a population made up of Eteo-Cretans (“True Cretans,” the descendants
of the Minoans), Pelasgians (the original non-Greek inhabitants of the Aegean), as well as
Greek Achaeans and Dorians.12 The legendary King Minos of the Heroic Age is portrayed in
many ancient accounts as the “lawgiver” of Crete who originally established the traditional

10

Perlman 1992, 177-206.
Homer, Iliad 2.645-652; Odyssey 19.172-173.
12
Diodorus Siculus, Library of History 5.80.1.
11
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Cretan institutions under the command of the god Zeus.13 Among the important traditional
Cretan institutions in the interest of the current project were the distinction in social, political,
and economic class between aristocratic warriors and lower castes of agricultural and other
laborers, the military training of the youth, and the communal dining institution called
syssitia. With the later development of the poleis and the institution of the state, the upper
class of warriors became a class of citizens ruling over dependent populations of slaves,
serfs, and free non-citizens. Citizens had rights and responsibilities in serving in their states’
armies as well as in various positions of government, and also in participating in the
communal meals which were to some extent sponsored by the states.14
Early modern scholarship of pre-Roman Crete beginning in the late nineteenth
century employed literary accounts to a large extent in the interpretation of the growing body
of newly discovered and published inscriptions from the island. Scholars of this period
treated the Greek literary accounts and epigraphic record from the island as essentially
complementary. This is seen in smaller works (such as for example Margherita Guarducci’s
1933 article “Intorno alla decima dei Cretesi,” discussing the development of the dekate or
“tithe” in Cretan society beginning as a social practice linked to communal dining and later
developing into a state-mandated tax)15 as well as in larger works (such as R. F. Willett’s
groundbreaking 1955 book Aristocratic Society in Ancient Crete, examining Cretan social,
political, and economic organization by combining literary and epigraphical evidence, most

13

Homer, Odyssey 19.178; Plato, Laws 1.624α-b; Minos 318d; Herodotus, Histories 3.122; Aristotle,
Politics 2.1271b; Ephorus ap. Strabo, 10.4.8; Apollodorus Library 3.1; Diodorus Siculus, Library 5.78.2-3;
Pausanias 3.2.
14
Aristotle, Politics 2.1271b-1272b; 7.1329a; Polybius, Histories 22.15.1; Ephorus ap. Strabo, 10.4.
15
Guarducci 1933, 488-491.
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notably the Gortyn Code).16 Discrepencies between the two sources of evidence were
attributed to the difference in the dates of compositions—Willetts in particular argued that
one might see a progression of the Cretan institutions’ development from more tribal
“primitive” foundations first formed in the post-collapse period in the Dark Age (ca. 1100 –
ca. 700 BCE, now more commonly referred to as the Early Iron Age) developed into more
formalized institutions with the development of the state beginning in the seventh century
BCE as depicted in the epigraphic accounts. Meanwhile the later Classical and Hellenistic
literary accounts depicted the institutions in their later stages of development.17 As such,
scholarship of ancient Crete until recent years has tended to view these two bodies of
evidence as essentially complementary and mutually illuminating.
In recent years, some scholars have adopted a more critical approach towards the
ancient literary sources. Chief among these critics is Paula Perlman, whose 1992 article “One
Hundred-Citied Crete and the ‘Cretan ΠΟΛΙΤΕΙΑ’” raised important issues of discrepancies
between the literary and epigraphic records regarding Crete, challenging the common
conception of Crete as having a single constitutional form, or politeia.18 Problems with the
literary accounts include on the one hand the fact that the majority are written by outsiders to
the island for whom we have no evidence of their having visited Crete or having experienced
its social, political, and economic structures and practices first hand.19 Even in the case of
authors like Dosiadas, Pyrgion, and Sosikrates (Hellenistic authors who were purportedly
from Crete and whose work is preserved in the first century CE Deipnosophistai of
16

Willetts [1955] 1980.
Willetts [1955] 1980. 3-29.
18
Perlman 1992.
19
Morrow 1960, 25.
17

7

Athenaeus), the only surviving records of their writings occur in the form of quotations and
paraphrases within a compilation written by the Athenian author Athenaeus of the second- to
third-centuries CE—far removed from the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods on
Crete which these authors discuss.20
On the other hand, considering the great size of the island and the vast number of
polities that inhabited it in the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods,21 Perlman writes
that we should also be critical of any generalized assumptions regarding a common politeia
(“constitution”) applying to all Cretan cities. Crete was an island described as having 90 to
100 poleis,22 which at no time until the Roman period (beginning in the first century BCE)
was united under a single rule.23 Perlman writes that it would highly unlikely that each and
every one of them would have the same constitution with shared institutions and practices.24
Furthermore, Perlman points to instances in which the epigraphic evidence appears to refute
the literary accounts—particularly that of Aristotle, as Perlman discusses.25
Despite these objections, scholars continue to employ the ancient literary sources in
studies of Cretan society during the pre-Roman period. Most notably among current scholars
who continue to employ the literary accounts in discussions of this period of the island is
Angelos Chaniotis, who in 2005 published an article in response to Perlman’s criticisms

20

Athenaeus, Deipnosophistai 4.143b-f, 6.263f.
See above Footnote 5.
22
Homer, Iliad 2.615; Odyssey 19.174.
23
Perlman 1992, 193; Strabo, Geography 10.4.11. During the third century BCE, there was a league of
alliance that included a large number (although not all) of the Cretan poleis that was called the Cretan Koinon.
It is important to note that although a large number of Cretan poleis were allied under the Koinon, the alliance
did not cover the island as an entirety and was only in place so long as Gortyn and Knossos (the two dominant
cities in the league) were not fighting against each other.
24
Perlman 1992, 194.
25
Perlman 1992; 2005; 2014.
21
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showing that despite the heterogeneity which Perlman’s research highlights in the Cretan
poleis’ social, political, and economic organization, there are nevertheless common core
principles by which Cretan communities were organized throughout the Archaic, Classical,
and Hellenistic periods—and this, he argues, is attested in the epigraphic evidence.26
Chaniotis identifies these common fundamentals of Cretan social, political, and economic
organization as:
- the preoccupation with status
- the focus on military training
- the preservation of the common meals, the men’s clubs (andreia), and the age
classes
- the petrification of Cretan social and political institutions
- the effort to delimitate the rights and duties of foreigners, artisans, women, and
various categories of dependent persons.27
While Chaniotis has made a strong case for a reconsideration of the literary sources’ value in
terms of their perception of a common Cretan politeia, the broad strokes of this article
provide little evidence or explanation in support for some of the core principles listed above
as widespread in the island—little is discussed especially in support of the “preservation of
the common meals, the men’s clubs (andreia), and the age classes.”28
This thesis seeks to take a more detailed look at the communal dining institution of
syssitia as a test case in order to engage in the debate regarding a shared politeia in the island
of Crete during the pre-Roman period. Looking not only at the epigraphic evidence, but also
incorporating discussion of the archaeological evidence for communal feasting in Cretan
communities from the EIA through the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods, I will test

26

Chaniotis 2005, 175-194.
Ibid., 177.
28
Ibid.
27

9

both Perlman’s and Chaniotis’s claims regarding the heterogeneity and homogeneity of
Cretan practices in order to show that, despite a certain degree of variation, communal dining
practices similar to those described in the ancient Greek literature do, in fact, appear to have
been widespread and foundational for the development of the Cretan poleis.
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CHAPTER II: The Literary Evidence
Introduction
This chapter will introduce and explain the major literary sources regarding the
Cretan communal dining institution of syssitia, beginning with an introduction to the authors
and their works in chronological order, followed by a discussion of the major characteristics
of the institution as portayed in the literature. Subsequent is a discussion of the problems with
the ancient Greek literary accounts and the need to look beyond them to evidence intrinsic to
Crete (namely, the epigraphic and archaeological evidence) in order to gain a better
understanding of whether or not the syssitia occurred, as well as its extent and the details of
its implementation that are left unclear in the literary tradition. Excerpts from the key
passages can be found in both Greek and English translations in Appendix A.
1. Introduction to the Literary Sources
As early as the eighth century BCE, Crete is treated as an almost mythical far-off
place on the edge of the Greek world—an island of one hundred cities29 sharing a Minoan
heritage as well as laws and institutions stretching back to the Heroic age. It is not until the
fifth century BCE, however, that detailed accounts of the social, political, and economic
organization of the island begin to appear in the literature.
The earliest known commentary on Cretan institutions—particularly of the syssitia
common meal—comes from Plato’s late dialogue, the Laws (written in the fourth century
BCE). The Laws depicts a conversation between three strangers (an unnamed Athenian, a
Spartan man named Megillos, and a Cretan man called Clinias) as they make the religious
29

Homer, Iliad 2.649. In the Odyssey, the Homeric auther says that Crete contains ninety cities. With
either number, it’s clear that the island was perceived as having many independent cities.
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pilgrimage from Knossos to the cave of Zeus on Mount Ida in Crete.30 Along the way, the
three men compare the political organization and laws of different Greek states, including
those of Crete.
A near contemporary of Plato, Ephorus of Cyme (born c. 405 BCE, died 330 BCE)
wrote a description of the constitution of Crete in his Universal History;31 however, we have
only the “principal points” of his description in Book 10, Chapter 4 of Strabo’s Geography
(written in the early first century CE).32 Ephorus’s description of Crete as it appears in Strabo
focuses on the connections between the syssitia practice and the military education of the
youth (connections which Plato also discusses in his Laws).
Writing in the mid or late fourth century BCE, Aristotle also wrote a description of
the Cretan constitution in his Politics, which agrees in many points with that of Ephorus—
however Aristotle’s writing focuses more on the connections between the syssitia and the
systems of socio-economic class structure and the organization of labor and property.33
Perhaps the most detailed discussion of the syssitia common meal comes from the
early third century CE Deipnosophistai of Athenaeus. The Deipnosophistai is a compilation
of poetry, songs, literary passages, and folklore showcasing the variety of dining habits
30

According to Homer (Odyssey 19.178) and to Plato (Laws 1.624a) this is the same journey that the
legendary Cretan lawgiver Minos is said to have taken every nine years, during which he met with and received
laws for the island from Zeus.
31
Avagianou 1998, 121; Parker 2004, 29-35. Avagianou writes that this monumental work in thirty
books “was an account of the world as a Greek of the fourth century knew it,” including “the rise of the Greek
states and their activities in the Mediterranean, and their relations with the neighbouring kingdoms.” Ephorus’s
writing survives only the form of quotations and summaries in the writings of later authors such as Diodorus
Siculus, Strabo, Pausanias, Polybius, and Athenaeus. His work was also a likely source of many other later
authors’ works, such as those of Plutarch and Aristotle.
32
There is also a brief mention of Ephorus in Athenaeus’s Deipnosophistai. See below for more
details.
33
Aristotle’s Politics is a work of political philosophy focusing in its second book on the tenants of the
ideal constitution. Aristotle looks to the Cretan politeia in comparison with the constitutions of two other states
considered to be “well-ordered” in the fourth century (those of Sparta and Carthage).
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practiced in the Greek world. In Book 4 of the Deipnosophistai, Athenaeus discusses the
syssitia of the Cretans, quoting and summarizing the descriptions of the syssitia from the
writings of Cretan authors Dosiadas (author of the Kretika “Cretan History,” written in the
late fourth- or middle third-century BCE) and Pyrgion (author of Kretika Nomima “Cretan
Customs,” precise dating unknown, written sometime between fourth and first centuries
BCE).
2. Syssitia
Although they vary in focus and in the amount of detail they provide regarding the
syssitia of Crete, our literary sources all generally agree that the syssitia was an island-wide
practice in which adult male citizens and the male children of citizens gathered in groups to
share a common meal. This common meal practice had a number of functions and was
intertwined moreover with many other aspects of Cretan society, as we shall see.
Before delving into the details of the literary portrayal of the Cretan syssitia, it is
necessary to highlight a few general points made by Greek authors regarding Cretan society.
Although the island of Crete is acknowledged as having a multitude of independent citystates, the literature portrays these communities as sharing the same politeia or constitutional
format.34 This is not to say that the Cretan poleis were united politically, since at no point in
historical times (until the Roman conquest of the first century BCE) was the island unified
under one rule. Even if they were not politically united, the ancient literature does discuss the
island’s cities as nevertheless sharing in a common set of laws and institutions.
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Many ancient authors point to similarities between the laws and institutions of Crete
and those of Sparta. As Aristotle writes, both regions have a socio-economic class system
distinguishing between citizens with the right and responsibility to bear arms and dependent
servants responsible for agricultural production. Further, Aristotle writes that the
governments of both Crete and Sparta are organized along very similar lines:
… οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἔφοροι τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχουσι δύναµιν τοῖς ἐν τῇ Κρήτῃ καλουµένοις
κόσµοις, πλὴν οἱ µὲν ἔφοροι πέντε τὸν ἀριθµὸν οἱ δὲ κόσµοι δέκα εἰσίν: οἱ δὲ
γέροντες τοῖς γέρουσιν, οὓς καλοῦσιν οἱ Κρῆτες βουλήν, ἴσοι: βασιλεία δὲ πρότερον
µὲν ἦν, εἶτα κατέλυσαν οἱ Κρῆτες, καὶ τὴν ἡγεµονίαν οἱ κόσµοι τὴν κατὰ πόλεµον
ἔχουσιν: ἐκκλησίας δὲ µετέχουσι πάντες, κυρία δ᾽ οὐδενός ἐστιν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ
συνεπιψηφίσαι τὰ δόξαντα τοῖς γέρουσι καὶ τοῖς κόσµοις.
…the ephors [in Sparta] have the same power as the magistrates called kosmoi in
Crete, except that the ephors are five in number and the kosmoi ten; and the group of
elders at Sparta are equal in number to the elders whom the Cretans call the boule
(“council”); and monarchy existed in former times, but then the Cretans abolished it,
and the kosmoi hold the leadership in war; and all are members of the ekklesia
(“assembly”), though it has no powers except the function of confirming by vote the
resolutions already formed by the elders and the kosmoi.35
In addition to the similar organization of the three major branches of government, Ephorus
points to certain public offices which are the same in both name and function in Sparta and
Crete, “as, for instance, the office of the gerontes, and that of the hippeis (except that the
hippeis in Crete actually possessed horses, and from this fact it is inferred that the office of
the hippeis in Crete is older, for they preserve the true meaning of the appellation, whereas
the Lacedaemonian hippeis do not keep horses).”36 More importantly for the present
discussion, Sparta and Crete are also compared in sharing a communal dining practice, which
is called phiditia in Sparta and syssitia (or andreia) in Crete. Beyond the common meal
35
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institutions of both Crete and Sparta, Ephorus further points to similarities in the traditional
dances as well as “the rhythms and paeans that are sung according to law” in both Sparta and
Crete.37
Many ancient authors attribute these similarities to a shared heritage between the two
regions—however there is disagreement regarding the source of that shared heritage in the
ancient literature. As Ephorus reports, some ancient authors argue that the Cretan customs
are Laconian in origin and were brought to Crete by Spartan settlers who established a
colony at the Cretan city of Lyttos.38 However the dominant view within the ancient literature
is that the original source of these laws and institutions was Crete. A frequently mentioned
figure in the ancient literature is the legendary King Minos living in the Heroic Age and
acknowledged as the “lawgiver” of Crete.39 Minos is mentioned as early as the eighth century
BCE by Homer as the son of Zeus and king of the island ruling from the city of Knossos. “By
the fifth century B.C.,” Perlman writes, “Minos was firmly established in the tradition as the
rule of all Crete under whose stewardship the island attained its greatest glory as a maritime
power.”40 Minos is also acknowledged as the source of Crete’s unique laws and institutions,
which according to Plato, he received from his father, meeting with Zeus in a cave on Mount
Ida every nine years.41 Minos is mentioned as the Cretan lawgiver not only in Plato’s Laws,
but also in Aristotle’s Politics, and Ephorus’s Universal History, Herodotus’ Histories
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(written in the fifth century BCE) as well as in both the Libraries of Apollodorus (second
century BCE) and Diodorus Siculus (first century BCE), among many others.42 Regardless of
whether or not Minos was a real person who mandated laws for the entire island, it is
important to keep in mind that many Greeks believed this was the case, including (as Plato
and Ephorus note) the Cretans themselves.43 Further, Ephorus and Aristotle also point back to
the literary tradition that Sparta’s own lawgiver, Lycurgus, visited the island of Crete prior to
instituting his reforms for Sparta.44 These authors further point to linguistic evidence for
Cretan origin of the shared customs of Crete and Sparta. Ephorus writes that many of the
Spartan institutions, such as the above-mentioned dancing, rhythms, and paeans of the
Spartans “are called ‘Cretan’ among the Lacedaemonians, as though they originated in
Crete.”45 Both Ephorus and Aristotle write that in the past, the Spartans used to call their own
common mess andreia as the Cretans call their common meal, which, as Aristotle writes, “is
a proof that they came from Crete.”46
Modern scholars have continued this debate with their own hypotheses explaining the
similarities between Crete and Sparta, but dismissing the idea of a single mythical lawgiver
figure for either region. Like the ancient counterparts, modern writers have tended to
disagree regarding a source for the shared practices between Crete and Sparta. Scholars
42
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arguing for an origin outside of Crete, such as Müller, have argued that the common meal
and other shared practices were brought to the island by Dorian immigrants towards the end
of the heroic age.47 This view is in reference to the literary model of the so-called “Dorian
invasion” or “Return of Heraclids” described by Thucydides, Apollodorus, and Diodorus
Siculus.48 However scholars such as Willetts, Jeffery, and Huxley agree in essence with
Aristotle and Ephorus, arguing that when the Dorians arrived in Crete, they adopted the
system of laws already in place among the indigenous Cretans, situating themselves at the
top of the socio-political and economic structure—first in the form of monarchy and later
developing into oligarchic states.49 These customs later became exported to Sparta, if not by
means of a lawgiver Lycurgus then perhaps through interaction between Sparta, her colony in
Lyttos, and the rest of the island’s poleis with which the Peloponnesus was in contact.50
This debate has been further complicated by the more recent trend in scholarship of
questioning the literary model of the Dorian and other Greek migrations following the end of
the Heroic Age, as will be discussed in further detail in the following chapter. For now, we
can say that regardless of whether the Cretan practices like the common meal came originally
from Sparta or from Crete, there is nevertheless a shared perception that the syssitia was
among certain practices of both regions with roots reaching deep into the Cretan (and perhaps
more generally, the Aegean) past.
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Despite the similarities between the two regions, many ancient and modern scholars
alike comment that the Cretan system is, as Aristotle writes, koineteros (“more communal”)
than that of Sparta, particularly in regards to the arrangements for the common meals.51 In
Sparta, as Aristotle writes, each male citizen must contribute a fixed amount of his produce
in order to participate in the phiditia, and in “failing to do so he is prevented by law from
taking part in the government.”52 This passage is often linked with Dosiadas’s description of
the Lyttian syssitia, in which Dosiadas writes that the participants each contribute a tenth of
their produce to their respective dining groups.53 Further, there also appears to be some
amount of state funding for the common meals as well, “so that all the citizens are
maintained from the common funds.”54 By requiring a portion, rather than a fixed amount, for
participation in the syssitia (and further supplementing the provisioning with contributions
from the state income), as Huxley writes, the Cretan “citizen-landowners were thus protected
from impoverishment” as well as the loss of status and the rights of citizenship “if their crops
failed when their neighbours’ did not.”55
In fact, fostering equality among the citizen body is, according to Ephorus, one of the
primary functions of the syssitia in Crete. As Ephorus writes, the ultimate goal of the
traditional Cretan institutions was to secure liberty by abolishing greed and luxury, so that all
citizens would be equal in living a “self-restrained and simple life.” Toward this goal,
Ephorus writes that the lawgiver of Crete commanded that the adult male citizens eat

51

Link 2014, 159-176.
Aristotle, Politics 1272a.
53
Dosiadas ap. Athenaeus, Deipnosophistai 4.143a.
54
Aristotle, Politics 1272a.
55
Huxley 1971, 511.
52

18

together in the syssitia (also called the andreia). In the syssitia, he writes, all male citizens
were fed at public expense so that the poorer citizens might have some equality with the
more wealthy citizens.56 Dosiadas writes that within the event of the syssitia itself were
measures to ensure equal treatment of participants regardless of wealth or socio-political
status in the andreion. Dosiadas writes that all adult male participants received the same
amount for their portion during the meal, and that the only distinctions made among the
recipients were in regard to age—the younger boys receive a half portion of what the adult
participants are served—and in regard to the quality of food served—the best portions are
served not to the most wealthy nor to those holding certain positions of political power, but
rather to those “who have distinguished themselves in war or in wisdom.”57 Pyrgion (the
summary of whose account of syssitia follows that of Dosiadas in the Deipnosophistai) adds
even more to this picture of inclusivity, for as he writes, included within the group of boys
fed at the common meal are orphans. Rather than a half-portion like the other boys however,
Pyrgion writes that orphans receive an equal portion to that of the adult men, and their
portion is served abambakeuta. Although abambakeuta is often translated as “without
seasoning [or sauces],” Strataridaki argues that the word refers to the absence of additional
opsa—small amounts of plant and animal proteins (such as olives, vegetables, cheese, figs,
meat, and fish) that “supplemented the basic, staple food of the Greeks, which was bread (or
any type of cereal base food, such as barley cake).” The opsa might have been what the
individual participants contributed to the andreion, so perhaps “it was this very type of food
which the orphans’ meals lacked because of their fathers’ absence.” The extra half-portion of
56
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the staple meal made up for absence of opsa in the orphans’ meals, likely coming from the
public revenues, and “reflecting the state’s care for that group of minors at syssitia.”58 All of
these measures would have created an environment stressing equality among the citizens as
peers—both among the adult men as well as among the younger participants.
In addition to promoting feelings of equality, the ancient literary sources also indicate
that another major function of the syssitia was that it served towards the militarization of the
citizen body. In Plato’s Laws, the Cretan character Clinias explains that the laws and
institutions of Crete were ordained by the lawgiver “with an eye to war.” Clinias says:
…ταῦτ᾽ οὖν πρὸς τὸν πόλεµον ἡµῖν ἅπαντα ἐξήρτυται, καὶ πάνθ᾽ ὁ νοµοθέτης, ὥς γ᾽
ἐµοὶ φαίνεται, πρὸς τοῦτο βλέπων συνετάττετο: ἐπεὶ καὶ τὰ συσσίτια κινδυνεύει
συναγαγεῖν, ὁρῶν ὡς πάντες ὁπόταν στρατεύωνται, τόθ᾽ ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ πράγµατος
ἀναγκάζονται φυλακῆς αὑτῶν ἕνεκα συσσιτεῖν τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον. ἄνοιαν δή µοι
δοκεῖ καταγνῶναι τῶν πολλῶν ὡς οὐ µανθανόντων ὅτι πόλεµος ἀεὶ πᾶσιν διὰ βίου
συνεχής ἐστι πρὸς ἁπάσας τὰς πόλεις
…all these customs of ours are adapted for war, and, in my opinion, this was the
object which the lawgiver had in view when he ordained them all. Probably this was
his reason also for instituting common meals: he saw how soldiers, all the time they
are on campaign, are obliged by force of circumstances to mess in common, for the
sake of their own security. And herein, as I think, he condemned the stupidity of the
mass of men in failing to perceive that all are involved ceaselessly in a lifelong war
against all states. If, then, these practices are necessary in war (namely, messing in
common for safety's sake, and the appointment of relays of officers and privates to act
as guards), they must be carried out equally in time of peace. For (as he would say)
“peace,” as the term is commonly employed, is nothing more than a name, the truth
being that every state is, by a law of nature, engaged perpetually in an informal war
with every other state.59
Here Plato relates the syssitia common meal among the Cretan citizen body to that of a unit
of soldiers on campaign, serving to accustom the citizens to measure necessary in wartime.
Ephorus further writes that the syssitia was an important aspect of the military education of
58
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Cretan youth. Each andreion had a paidonomos “supervisor of education,” who was in
charge of the “troops” of boys called the agelai (literally translated “herds”). Each agela
attended the common meals together and were trained together under the charge of one of the
boys’ fathers. As part of their education in the agelai, the boys were taught important skills
for battle—such as archery and other weaponry—and they also were conditioned to endure
discomfort, toils, and blows “in order that courage, and not cowardice, might prevail” among
the citizenry. On certain days, different agelai would do battle with one another “marching
rhythmically into battle, to the tune of flute and lyre, as is their custom in actual war.”60
During their participation in the syssitia, the boys were taught a sense of duty and obedience
in the service to their elders (as Pyrgion writes, the young men wait by the tables to serve the
older men61), and they were taught about their community’s ideals of courage and virility
when towards the end of the meal (as Dosiadas writes), the men “[called] up deeds of
prowess in war and to praise the men of proved bravery, in order to encourage the younger
men in the pursuit of virtue.”62 Another important aspect of the syssitia regarding the
education of the youth relates to the Cretan practices regarding pederasty. As Ephorus writes:
ἴδιον δ᾽ αὐτοῖς τὸ περὶ τοὺς ἔρωτας νόµιµον: οὐ γὰρ πειθοῖ κατεργάζονται τοὺς
ἐρωµένους ἀλλ᾽ ἁρπαγῇ: προλέγει τοῖς φίλοις πρὸ τριῶν ἢ πλειόνων ἡµερῶν ὁ
ἐραστὴς ὅτι µέλλει τὴν ἁρπαγὴν ποιεῖσθαι: τοῖς δ᾽ ἀποκρύπτειν µὲν τὸν παῖδα ἢ µὴ
ἐᾶν πορεύεσθαι τὴν τεταγµένην ὁδὸν τῶν αἰσχίστων ἐστίν, ὡς ἐξοµολογουµένοις ὅτι
ἀνάξιος ὁ παῖς εἴη τοιούτου ἐραστοῦ τυγχάνειν: συνιόντες δ᾽, ἂν µὲν τῶν ἴσων ἢ τῶν
ὑπερεχόντων τις ᾖ τοῦ παιδὸς τιµῇ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ὁ ἁρπάζων, ἐπιδιώκοντες
ἀνθήψαντο µόνον µετρίως τὸ νόµιµον ἐκπληροῦντες, τἆλλα δ᾽ ἐπιτρέπουσιν ἄγειν
χαίροντες: ἂν δ᾽ ἀνάξιος, ἀφαιροῦνται: πέρας δὲ τῆς ἐπιδιώξεώς ἐστιν ἕως ἂν ἀχθῇ ὁ
παῖς εἰς τὸ τοῦ ἁρπάσαντος ἀνδρεῖον.
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[The Cretans] have a peculiar custom in regard to love affairs, for they win the
objects of their love, not by persuasion, but by abduction; the lover tells the friends of
the boy three or four days beforehand that he is going to make the abduction; but for
the friends to conceal the boy, or not to let him go forth by the appointed road, is
indeed a most disgraceful thing, a confession, as it were, that the boy is unworthy to
obtain such a lover; and when they meet, if the abductor is the boy's equal or superior
in rank or other respects, the friends pursue him and lay hold of him, though only in a
very gentle way, thus satisfying the custom; and after that they cheerfully turn the boy
over to him to lead away; if, however, the abductor is unworthy, they take the boy
away from him. And the pursuit does not end until the boy is taken to the andreion of
his abductor.63
After this, the lover and his friends would take the boy to the countryside for a period of
feasting and hunting. These affairs were highly regulated, only permitted to last two months,
after which the boy was required by law to be given as presents “a military habit, an ox, and
a drinking-cup.”64 From this point on, the boy would have a distinctive status as a
parastathentos, receiving honors and being “allowed to dress in better clothes than the rest,
that is, in the habit given them by their lovers.”65 Ephorus says that this distinction would
continue even into manhood and that it was esteemed with high honor. Bringing the boy to
the andreion was the confirmation of the beginning of the love affair between the adult
abductor and the boy kleinos (“beloved”), demonstrating the role of the syssitia institution in
regulating the interactions of both adult male participants and young boys.66 Link writes that
the Cretan form of pederasty was “a core element of communal upbringing and the
recruitment for new generations of citizens,” providing boys with an important mentorship in
addition that provided by the leaders of their agelai.67 All of these passages serve to show
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that the syssitia played several key roles in the militarization and education of the citizen
body.
Another important function of the syssitia, as Dosiadas and Pyrgion in particular
write, was for the entertainment of strangers. Dosiadas writes that everywhere in Crete there
are two main buildings for the syssitia—one in which the communal meals are taken and the
other called the koimeterion (“resting place”), where the xenoi (“guest friends,” or visitors to
the city) are lodged.68 Both Dosiadas and Pyrgion write that special seating was provided for
the xenoi at the andreion.69 Xenia in the larger body of Greek literature is thought of as a
reciprocal guest-host relationship that might exist between two individuals, an individual and
a group, different groups and even larger communities (not only in Crete, but also in the
larger ancient Greek world). The earliest literary attestations of xenia come from the eighthcentury BCE epics of Homer, the Iliad and the Odyssey. Some scholars have even argued
that the Odyssey itself is “a study in the laws of hospitality,”70 and we see in various episodes
of the poem that providing food and shelter for strangers is not only a matter of humanitarian
consideration among ancient Greeks, but it is also an act of religious piety: Homer’s poems
reflect a belief that the gods protected travelers and additionally might also disguise
themselves as strangers.71 A similar belief might be reflected in the Cretan practices of not
only feeding and lodging strangers at public expense, but also of dedicating a special table to
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Zeus at the andreion, as described by Pyrgion.72 Clearly the syssitia is an example of xenia on
the community or state level in Crete, since the xenoi are fed and lodged at state expense.
3. Problems with the Literary Accounts
Despite the wealth of detail in the literary accounts regarding certain aspects of the
syssitia in Crete, there are important questions concerning the practice that are left rather
vague in the literature. For example, it is unclear how frequently the syssitia common meal
would have occurred, or how many participants would have been dining together at once.
Scholars usually assume that each Cretan city had just one building in which all the male
Cretan citizens dined.73 As Erickson points out, it is difficult to imagine the existence of a
building large enough to house the entire male citizen population at once—which might
number hundreds, if not thousands in large poleis like Knossos and Gortyn.74 Ephorus seems
to signal that there might have been some sort of separation of the dining groups, and that
these groups might not have in fact eaten all together at once. For example, in regard to the
troops of young boys called agelai, Ephorus writes that on appointed days, “those who eat
together at the same mess join battle both with one another and with those from different
messes.”75 If there really was just one central building for the syssitia in every city, then
perhaps the different dining groups used the building on some sort of rotation (and therefore
the syssitia was not, for everyone, an every-day occurrence). It might also be possible that
several buildings might have existed for the common meals—either with each hetairia
having its own building or with several hetairiai dining in groups together. This seems more
72
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likely if scholars like Jeanmaire are correct in assuming the syssitia common meal is a daily
occasion.76 This possibility of multiple andreia buildings and locations is further left open by
the fluidity with which the term andreion is used in the literature. Andreion is used at times
to indicate a building, and at other times it is used to indicate the event of the common meal
itself, and in some cases may be a synonym for hetairia.77 I will return to this point during
my discussion of the archaeological evidence for syssitia in Chapter IV.
Connected to the institution of syssitia in the literature is also the question of the
nature of servitude in Cretan society. Aristotle writes that provisions for the syssitia are
supplied in part from tributes paid by a group of people called the perioikoi. Earlier in the
Politics, Aristotle compares the perioikoi of Crete to the helots of Sparta in that both groups
are responsible for agricultural production.78 Sparta also had its own group of perioikoi,
which were an entirely different socio-economic class to the helots, with a certain level of
autonomy and self-governance. Were the Cretan perioikoi likewise semi-autonomous, or
were they (like the helots of Sparta) state-owned slaves? Talamo has argued that we should
think of the perioikoi of Crete as “something intermediary between Spartan helots and
perieci”— a servile but locally autonomous community who worked the land for the Cretan
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citizens.79 This appears to be confirmed by the Hellenistic writer Sosicrates as he is quoted in
the sixth book of Athenaeus’s Deipnosophistai:
Σωσικράτης δ᾽ ἐν δευτέρῳ Κρητικῶν ‘ τὴν µὲν κοινήν, φησί, δουλείανοἱ Κρῆτες
καλοῦσι µνοίαν, τὴν δὲ ἰδίαν ἀφαµιώτας, τοὺς δὲ ὑπηκόους περιοίκους.’ τὰ
παραπλήσια ἱστορεῖ καὶ Δωσιάδας ἐν δὲ Κρητικῶν.
But Sosicrates, in the second book of his History of Cretan Affairs, says, "The
Cretans call public servitude mnoia, but the private slaves they call aphamiotæ; and
the periœci, or people who live in the adjacent districts, they call subjects. And
Dosiadas gives a very similar account in the fourth book of his History of Cretan
Affairs.80
Here Sosicrates defines the perioikoi as a class of “subjects” living in the surrounding areas
of what might be assumed as the city centers in which the citizens dwelled. Sosicrates further
distinguishes between slaves that are owned publicly, called mnoia, and those that are owned
privately, called aphamiotai. The division of the servile classes in Crete as described in the
literature is not well understood. This is due in part to the fact that a bewildering variety of
terms are used in reference to members of Crete’s servile classes. For example, in the section
preceding Sosicrates’s description of the servile classes, Athenaeus includes the writings of
other authors who use a variety of terms:
λέγει δὲ καὶ Καλλίστρατος ὁ Ἀριστοφάνειος ὅτι τοὺς Μαριανδυνοὺς ὠνόµαζον µὲν
δωροφόρους ἀφαιροῦντες τὸ πικρὸν τῆς ἐπί τῶν οἰκετῶν προσηγορίας, καθάπερ
Σπαρτιᾶται µὲν ἐποίησαν ἐπὶ τῶν εἱλώτων, Θετταλοὶ δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πενεστῶν, Κρῆτες δ᾽
ἐπὶ τῶν κλαρωτῶν. καλοῦσι δὲ οἱ Κρῆτες τοὺς µὲν κατὰ πόλιν οἰκέτας χρυσωνήτους,
ἀµφαµιώτας δὲ τοὺς κατ᾽ ἀγρὸν ἐγχωρίους µὲν ὄντας, δουλωθέντας δὲ κατὰ πόλεµον
διὰ τὸ κληρωθῆναι δὲ κλαρώτας. ὁ Ἔφορος δ᾽ ἐν γ᾽ [p. 186] ἱστοριῶν ‘κλαρώτας,
φησί, Κρῆτες καλοῦσι τοὺς δούλους ἀπὸ τοῦ γενοµένου περὶ αὐτῶν κλήρου, τούτοις
δ᾽ εἰσὶ νενοµισµέναι τινὲς ἑορταὶ ἐν Κυδωνίᾳ, ἐν αἷς οὐκ εἰσίασιν εἰς τὴν πόλιν
ἐλεύθεροι, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ δοῦλοι πάντων κρατοῦσι καὶ κύριοι µαστιγοῦν εἰσι τοὺς
ἐλευθέρους’ Σωσικράτης δ᾽ ἐν δευτέρῳ Κρητικῶν ‘ τὴν µὲν κοινήν, φησί, δουλείανοἱ
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Κρῆτες καλοῦσι µνοίαν, τὴν δὲ ἰδίαν ἀφαµιώτας, τοὺς δὲ ὑπηκόους περιοίκους.’ τὰ
παραπλήσια ἱστορεῖ καὶ Δωσιάδας ἐν δὲ Κρητικῶν.
And Callistratus the Aristophanean says that “they [the Heracleans] called the
Mariandyni dophoroi, by that appellation take away the sting in the term slave, just as
the [p. 414] Spartans did in respect of the Helots, the Thessalians in the case of the
Penestæ, and the Cretans with the klarotæ. But the Cretans call those servants who
are in their houses chrysoneti, and those whose work lies in the fields amphamiotæ,
being natives of the country, but people who have been enslaved by the chance of
war; but they also call the same people klarotæ, because they have been distributed
among their masters by lot. And Ephorus, in the third book of his Histories, “The
Cretans call their slaves klarotæ, because lots have been drawn for them; and these
slaves have some regularly recurring festivals in Cydonia, during which no freemen
enter the city, but the slaves are the masters of everything, and have the right even to
scourge the eleutheros (freemen).”81
A similar distinction between public and private property ownership is also indicated in
Aristotle’s account of the provisioning of the syssitia, in which he writes that the syssitia are
sustained ἀπὸ πάντων γὰρ τῶν γινοµένων καρπῶν τε καὶ βοσκηµάτων δηµοσίων “out of all
the crops and cattle produced from the public lands.”82 It should be noted, as Talamo points
out, that Aristotle’s text in this regard is unclear in the way in which it is transmitted in the
codex, and is considered to be corrupted. It is difficult to know exactly what Aristotle is
saying regarding the provisioning of supplies for the Cretan syssitia. There are several
possibilities of interpretation. On the one hand, δηµόσια might be taken to mean a public
assemblage of agricultural products and cattle, which would seem to entail a large state-run
collection center for not only storage of agricultural goods, but also for livestock living
(which would be βασκήµατα). On the other hand, δηµόσια might be interpreted in the sense
of meaning “public lands.” This agrees with what Aristotle writes earlier in the text, namely

81
82

Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 6.84.
Aristotle, Politics 2.1272a.

27

that land in both Sparta and Crete was held in common.83 Talamo observes that the existence
of a quota to participate in the syssitia for individuals (as mentioned in Dosiadas) may
indicate a situation in which, although the public lands were communal, the products of the
soil and livestock grazing on the public lands were the property of individuals, that is, of
those citizens who had the right to use the public land.84
This second interpretation certainly would explain the seeming contradiction between
Aristotle’s and Dosiadas’s accounts regarding the provisioning of supplies for the syssitia
common meal. Aristotle seems to indicate that the syssitia is maintained entirely through
contribution from the state. Dosiadas reiterates the idea of state sponsorship for the syssitia,
however he also writes that the participants in the syssitia are also responsible for
contributing a tenth of their produce to their respective hetairiai.85 There seems to be a
discrepancy between these two accounts—on the one hand suggesting that the common meal
was supported exclusively by the state, and on the other hand suggesting that the syssitia
participants contributed their produce to their hetairia directly. In the situation that Talamo
suggests—wherein the produce contributed by citizens is the same as that produced on public
land—there would be no discrepancy between these accounts. Alternatively, some scholars
have suggested that the divergence between these two sources reflects a linear evolution that
can be traced throughout the ancient accounts regarding Crete’s syssitia, in which the state
assumed more and more control over the syssitia over time from what were originally the
private associations in charge of it, and the citizen’s contributions became funneled through
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taxes paid to the state.86 We will return to this matter in our discussion of the epigraphic data
from Crete.
Although the ancient literary sources very clearly emphasize that the syssitia of Crete
was marked for its inclusivity in relationship to Sparta, the extent of that inclusivity is not,
however, clearly defined. Participation in the syssitia in Crete is usually regarded as a
requirement for citizenship, as it apparently was in Sparta. If this is the case, it is worth
pointing out, as Haggis writes, that the syssitia was in fact restricted to a small elite relative
to the Cretan population as a whole. Restricting access to the syssitia might be seen as one of
the mechanisms used by the elite citizenry in maintaining their distinct status and political
power.87 Jeanmaire points to the idea that there was only one building for the syssitia as
evidence of how small the citizen body of the Cretan states was.88 However Talamo suggests
that the group of participants in the syssitia might have been even more exclusive than this—
even though the fee for participation in the Cretan syssitia is more inclusive than that of
Sparta in that it is only a fraction of the participants’ produce, Talamo points out that this
nevertheless would not preclude the participation of some citizens for whom even ten percent
of their produce is more than they could afford. Rather, Talamo suggests that the participants
in the syssitia would have been the more wealthy and prominent members of the citizen
class—those who would fill the most important positions in government such as the board of
the kosmoi and the board of elders.89 This would become even more so the case in later
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periods when Guarducci argues that the Cretan citizens would have been paying their syssitia
fees on top of taxes to the government, as will be discussed in further detail in the next
chapter.90
However I am not so sure that we should think of the syssitia as either an exclusively
citizen practice or that all citizens were members of the hetairiai. First of all, none of the
ancient authors explicitly indicate that participation in the syssitia was a requirement for
citizenship in Crete, nor do they explicitly say that the syssitia were exclusively practiced by
citizens. In fact, Aristotle tells us that the perioikoi (who are regarded as the original
inhabitants of the island) continued to follow the laws of Minos, among which according to
the literary tradition was the syssitia.91 Guarducci and Müller agree that the the relative ἅς in
Dosiadas’s passage should not be taken to correspond with the πρόσοδοι τῆς πόλεως, but
should mean the one and the other tenth—one which was paid to the hetairia and the other
paid in the public treasury.92 Talamo points to Willetts’ saying that the passage of the Politics
attests to a period in which the syssitia retains only an administrative function, since in the
Politics Aristotle says that the syssitia is maintained at public expense (rather than solely by
the contributions of members).93 Talamo suggests that those the participants in the syssitia
are the plethos of those gene, whence come the members of the council and the board of
kosmoi, and as such affect the decisions to be taken.94 Those who would have made up the
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gerousia and the board of kosmoi—which is why they deliberate on public matters in the
syssitia as distinct from the less powerful all-citizen body, the assembly. Rather than being an
exclusively citizen practice, membership to certain dining groups—e.g. the hetairiai—might
have been what marked full citizens from otherwise free people with reduced status (who
may or may not have also been citizens). This seems to be supported by the epigraphic
testimony as well, as will be discussed in the next chapter.
If the nature of servitude in Crete is unclear in the literature, so also is the nature of
the citizens’ own contributions to their communities’ economies. Traditional scholarship has
generally assumed that Cretan male citizens themselves knew no other occupation other than
that of bearing arms. Otherwise their time was occupied by exercise and sports in the Cretan
equivalent of the gymnasium called the dromos.95 This is at least indicated by Aristotle in
Chapter 7 of his Politics. We should keep in mind, however, that Aritstotle’s writing is a
work of philosophical thought, focused on defining the tenants of the “ideal” constitution. In
an ideal constitution, Aristotle writes that there ought to be a distinction in class between
those who participate in the state government and bear arms on the one hand and those who
till the soil and conduct trade on the other: “it is proper for the state to be divided up into
castes and for the military class to be distinct from that of the tillers of the soil… In Egypt
this arrangement still exists even now, as also in Crete.”96 How much might Aristotle’s
description of the Cretan constitution is based in philosophical theory as opposed to events in
actuality?
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This is precisely one of the major tenants of Perlman’s argument against the value of
the ancient literature on Crete. One thing that is clear and reiterated by all our major ancient
authors is that the Cretan syssitia was perceived as practiced throughout the entire island for
the entirety of the pre-Roman period. But as some scholars have noted, in an island called
ἑκατόµπολις hekatompolis (one hundred-citied),97 it seems remarkable that any of the ancient
authors are “able to generalize at all about the Cretan city states.”98 For as Perlman points out,
even throughout the entirety of Greece, “it would be surprising to find a hundred or ten or
even two Greek πόλεις sharing the same constitution, particularly in the absence of what we
might call a ‘hyper-polis’ organization.”99 Perlman argues the epigraphic evidence attesting
to a much more diverse picture of Cretan social, political and economic organization than
that portrayed in the ancient literature. Perlman suggests that the idea of a common Cretan
politeia might have been “an artificial construct” serving the philosophical debates of late
Classical authors.100 In order to fully examine Perlman’s argument, we must first look at the
epigraphic evidence from the island, which will be discussed in the next chapter.
4. Summary
In summation, the literary sources portray the Cretan syssitia as an island-wide
practice involving the participation of male citizens and their sons in a communal meal. This
communal meal, or syssitia, took place in a place called the andreion, and the practice is
portrayed as part of a larger complex of state institutions promoting ideals of military valor,
equality, and comradery among the participants. The literary sources also express the (albeit
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not uncontested) belief that the syssitia and other traditional Cretan institutions stretched very
far back in time, and that Crete was perhaps the source of similar institutions seen in Sparta
during the Classical period. We are unsure of how often these meals would have taken place,
nor do we know how many men and children would have participated at once in a single
event. It is also unclear from the literary evidence whether the venue for syssitia would have
been held in just one location (perhaps a monumental civic dining hall), or in multiple
locations (such as in houses of prominent group members). As will be seen in the next two
chapters, the epigraphic and archaeological evidence throw some light onto some of these
issues.
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CHAPTER III. The Epigraphic Evidence
Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the epigraphic evidence that has been linked to
the practice of syssitia mentioned in the ancient literary sources for ancient Crete. In the first
section, this chapter focuses on the problems that have been identified regarding the literary
sources (particularly in their portrayal of a single Cretan politeia) in light of the epigraphic
evidence. This section will also consider evidence for shared institutions attested in the
inscriptions for multiple Cretan poleis to show that despite a certain degree of variety, there
do seem to be common underlying principles of organization in the island’s various
communities from an early period. One of the common principal institutions appears to be
syssitia. Before looking in detail at the inscriptions linked to syssitia in the third section, the
second section of this chapter will discuss a few of the difficulties in approaching the
epigraphic evidence and how these difficulties play into our understanding of the
inscriptions. Finally, an examination of the key inscriptions, their content, and the light
which they cast on the literary accounts will be discussed in the third section. Although the
word syssitia does not occur in the inscriptions per se, other key words associated with the
practice such as hetairia (the groups of adult participants in the syssitia), agela (the troops of
young males who receive their military training together and participate in the syssitia), and
andreion (a word which may refer to the venue of the syssitia or may function as a synonym
for syssitia or hetareia). Other inscriptions have been linked to the syssitia by virtue of the
subject matter that they discuss. Illustrations and transcriptions from the key inscriptions can
be found in Appendix B.
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1. Epigraphic vs. Literary Portrayals of the Cretan politeia
As mentioned briefly in the previous chapter, Perlman’s criticisms of the literary
accounts of Crete are based largely on an argument that the epigraphic evidence in a number
of ways contradicts the accounts of the ancient authors—particularly that of Aristotle. First,
Perlman writes that the epigraphic record shows the socio-political organization of Crete as
too diverse to warrant speaking of a single Cretan politeia. For example, Aristotle and
Ephorus both write of the Cretan poleis as each having a board of kosmoi numbering ten.
However there is only one instance in which inscriptions from Crete testify to a board of
kosmoi numbering ten—in most poleis the number is much less, varying between two and
nine (with the exception of a second-century101 inscription from Gortyn in which the kosmoi
number eleven).102 Further, Perlman points out that in some Cretan cities, other names appear
to have been used in reference to the office of executive officials—in inscriptions from Olous
and Polyrrhenia the two chief executive magistrates are called δαµιοργόι damiorgoi, and
inscriptions from Itanos and Praisos have ἄρχοντες archontes.103 Worth noting, however, is
the fact that in public inscriptions from Polyrrhenia, Itanos, and Praisos, the title κόσµος also
appears in addition to damiorgos and archontes. Perhaps this is an indication that “each of
these three city-states referred to the same magistrates by two different titles,” as Perlman
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suggests.104 It might also be possible that the use of two titles is in reference to two distinct
members of the board of the kosmoi with separate specializations. We know that in some
cities, certain members of the board of the kosmoi had special responsibilities—for example,
some inscriptions indicate the specialized role of a leader or “president” of the kosmoi called
the προτοκόσµος protokosmos.105 Another specialized role known as the κσενίος κόσµος
xenios kosmos seems to have been charged with “look[ing] after the interests of non-citizens
and περίοκοι,”106 meanwhile the ἱαρουργός hiarorgos appears to be a kosmos whose chief
responsibilities seem to be in regard to religious matters.107
In addition to showing a diversity of political organization in the Cretan poleis,
Perlman also points to epigraphic evidence refuting some of Aristotle’s criticisms of the
Cretan constitution. For example, Aristotle disparages the Cretan constitution for restricting
eligibility to the office of kosmoi to certain gene or “clans.”108 However inscriptions from
several cities suggest that rather a system of tribal rotation was employed. In inscriptions like
the Gortyn Code and a fourth-century inscription from Gortyn, a dating formula is provided
as “in the year when tribe x supplied the kosmoi.”109 Perhaps Aristotle misunderstood the
system of tribal rotation, misinterpreting yearly tribal eligibility as permanent restrictions to
certain tribes. However, it might also be possible that Aristotle understood the tribal rotation
104
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to be exclusive to a certain handful of powerful tribes. Whether or not the system of tribal
rotation was inclusive of all tribes in the Cretan poleis is as yet unclear.
Less understandable, however, is Aristotle’s criticism that the Cretans did not employ
written laws to regulate matters of the state and the powers of public officials—Aristotle
writes that that the kosmoi “do not render their decisions in accordance with a written
code,”110 and elsewhere: “it would be better if all these expedients were put in force by law
rather than at the discretion of individuals.”111 However we have numerous examples of
written laws from Cretan poleis beginning in the Archaic period—the most famous being the
Gortyn Code, which is in fact acknowledged today as the oldest complete law code of
Europe. The earliest inscriptions from the island come from Dreros in the seventh century
BCE, followed closely by those of Gortyn dating to the sixth or perhaps late seventh century
BCE. In addition to these two cities, by the end of the sixth century, seven other Archaic
Cretan poleis are known to have inscribed laws for public display—namely, Axos,
Eleutherna, Eltynia, Knossos, Lyttos, Phaistos, and Prinias.112 These laws were inscribed in
stone and displayed in public, and as Perlman writes, “provisions were undertaken to ensure
that officials obeyed them.”113 Several examples of Cretan laws even regulate the offices of
kosmoi—for example, in a seventh or sixth century BCE inscription from Gortyn, the title of
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titas is named as an official whose primary responsibilities seem to have been to supervise
the kosmoi and call them to account when necessary.114 The office of the kosmos was also
regulated in that a number of cities required certain intervals of time before an individual
might be eligible to serve an additional tenure as kosmos.115 All of this rather definitively
contradicts Aristotle’s criticism that the Cretans do not use laws in public matters or to
regulate their officials. One wonders whether Aristotle is not projecting his understanding of
the Spartan system onto Crete, since it could not have been informed by actual experience of
the island’s governing systems nor by accurate accounts thereof. More importantly, as
Perlman argues, these inaccuracies cast doubt on Aristotle’s portrayal of Cretan society as a
whole.
While Perlman has certainly discredited much of Aristotle’s account of ancient Crete,
Chaniotis writes that we should not be so quick to entirely dismiss the literary tradition.
Regarding the conception of Cretan cities as sharing a common set of institutions, Chaniotis
points out that the epigraphic evidence does confirm a surprising degree of homogeneity
(surprising given the fact that there are so many Cretan city-states and that there was no overarching political unity for most of the historical period).116 Aristotle and Ephorus may have
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gotten the number of kosmoi wrong for individual Cretan cities, however Chaniotis
emphasizes that we should not overlook the fact that the office of kosmoi is nevertheless
epigraphically attested throughout the island. The earliest appearance of the office of kosmos
occurs in an early inscription from Gortyn dated to between the mid-seventh and sixth
centuries BCE,117 and by the second century BCE the term kosmos is widely used, appearing
in forty inscriptions from Central Crete alone.118 As Chaniotis writes, “it is not so important
whether Gortyn had ten kosmoi and another city only five. What is far more important is the
fact that wherever we find kosmoi—and we do find them in almost every city—these
officials represent the executive power.”119 In addition to the office of kosmoi, Chaniotis
observes a number of other shared institutions demonstrated in the epigraphic evidence for
many Cretan cities—for example, “the preoccupation with status, the focus on military
training of the citizens, the preservation of the common meals, the men’s clubs (andreia),”
distinctions of age classes, and also efforts “to delimitate the rights and duties of foreigners,
artisans, women, and various categories of dependent persons.”120 While we may not speak
of Crete as a single political unit in the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods, we cannot
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ignore the fact that there is some sort of cultural koine121 expressed in the institutions of
various individual Cretan poleis. This point is particularly evident when considering the
epigraphic evidence for the practice of syssitia, as will be discussed below.
2. Limitations of the Inscriptions
Before looking in detail at the epigraphic evidence, it is necessary to consider what
limitations there may be in considering the epigraphic record of Crete. The main limitation of
the inscriptions, as Perlman writes, is that they are “almost entirely public and legal in
nature,” expressing “formal, state-sanctioned rules.” The problem in this case is that “we can
have little idea how these rules were activated in everyday life.”122 Another problem with the
inscriptions is that of uneven chronological and geographical coverage.123 Erickson points
out that “Inscriptional evidence of Archaic and Classical date (ca. 625-325) is available only
from the central part of the island, from Eleutherna in the west to Dreros in the east. As a
consequence, we know little about the political arrangements of communities in the western
and eastern sections of the island.”124 As Chaniotis points out, for the seventh, sixth, and fifth
centuries, we have “rather limited material beyond Gortyn”—epigraphic evidence for these
periods “is predominantly Gortynian.”125 A further difficulty in working with the inscriptions
is that the state of preservation126 for many of the inscriptions is very poor and in some cases
we have only a few words. In some cases, such words are unfamiliar vocabulary for which
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interpretation is quite difficult.127 A range of hapax legomena128 appear in some of the most
important Cretan inscriptions relating to the present discussion. Furthermore, as Chaniotis
writes, while the mention of key institutions in the inscriptions is important (as we shall see
below), there is the difficulty that these inscriptions often “[do] not define any of the social,
economic, legal and political institutions, for which norms are introduced, modified, or just
written down.” Rather, these inscriptions “[presuppose] the understanding of all these
institutions,” which leads to difficulties of interpretation of certain terms and clauses—for
instance the Gortyn Code “does not explain what an oikeus and a doulos are; it does not
define the klaros or the pastas.”129 Such limitations can often make interpretation of key
inscriptions difficult at best, and impossible in the worst case.
3. Syssitia and the Epigraphic Evidence
Despite such difficulties, scholars have nevertheless been able to glean key
information from Crete’s inscriptions regarding the syssitia practice and related institutions.
Although the word syssitia does not itself appear in Cretan inscriptions, the practice is
nevertheless attested in the appearance of key words associated with syssitia in cities
throughout the island from the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods (See Figure 36).
The word andreion (which in the literary evidence indicates either the building that the
syssitia took place in, the event of syssitia itself, or sometimes as a synonym for the hetairia)
is attested in inscriptions from Gortyn in the sixth, fifth, and third centuries, Axos in the sixth
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through fifth and third centuries, the Lyttos-Afrati region in the fifth century, and in Eltynia
in the second century.130 The groups of adult male participants in the syssitia called hetairiai
by Dosiadas are attested in Gortyn in the fifth century, Axos in the late fourth century, Dreros
during the third to second century, and Malla in the second century.131 The associations of
the younger male participants in the syssitia called agelai (mentioned by Plato and
Ephorus132) are attested in inscriptions from Dreros as early as the late seventh to early sixth
as well as the third to second centuries, Hierapytna in the third century, Polyrrhenia in the
third or second century, Eltynia in the second century, and Eleutherna in the second
century.133
Although many of these inscriptions are quite fragmentary, several go beyond simply
mentioning key words associated with the syssitia and further confirm other details regarding
this and related institutions as understood from the literature. For example, in the so-called
Spensithios decree (a fifth century inscription from the Lyttos-Afrati area), a group called the
Dataleusi and an unnamed city pledge to a man named Spensithios a salary as well as certain
provisions and benefits as long as he serves to ποινικάζεν τε καὶ µναµονευϝην poinikazen te
kai mnamoneuwen “to write and remember/recite” the city’s documents in both civic and
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religious matters.134 Among the stipulations for Spensithios’s employment to the city is that
he contribute 10 axes’ weight of meat to his andreion.135 Here we see not only the existence
of the andreion, but also a state-mandated contribution of food to an andreion by one of its
members.
Erickson has shown this inscription to be helpful also in regards to the question of
how often the syssitia might have taken place. Erickson compares the archaic measure of 10
axes’ weight of meat to sacrificial calendars from Attic demes, demonstrating that the
amount which Spensithios is required to his andreion is “comparable to the yearly
consumption of a Classical Athenian demesman.” Erickson argues that if a similar amount
were required from each of Spensithios’ hetairia fellow members, “the andreion must have
been a regular, if not daily, occurrence.”136
Erickson’s hypothesis may be problematic in consideration of the traditional view of
the syssitia. If on the one hand we are to understand (according to the traditional view) that
all male citizens—both rich and poor, as well as whatever might be in between—participated
in the syssitia by contributing 10% of their income or produce (as Dosiadas says), then we
should be cautious in extrapolating the contribution of a state official onto that of all other
members of Spensithios’s hetairia. It may be, as Talamo argues, that the corpus of state
officials was composed of members of the more wealthy land-owning clans.137 If that is the
case regarding Spensithios, then we may assume that his 10% contribution would be much
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more than that of average syssitia participants. If on the other hand we consider Erickson’s
interpretation in light of the hypothesis of this thesis that the hetairia were the exclusive
dining clubs of the most wealthy and powerful citizens (with each contributing a comparable
amount to the contribution of Spensithios), then perhaps we may say that Erickson is right.
Perhaps we may go further and suggest that the frequency of the syssitia of the hetairiai was
one of the special things that distinguished the hetairia from the dining groups of poorer, less
powerful citizens.
Another instance of Cretan legislation demonstrating contributions given to a hetairia
by one of its members is attested in the Gortyn Law Code. Column X lines 33-39 lay out the
procedures to be followed in the instance of adoption. When a citizen wishes to adopt a son
(and according to the Code “Adoption may be made from whatever source anyone wishes”),
he must make a public declaration of adoption in the agora (“place of assembly”) when the
citizens are assembled, “from the stone from which proclamations are made.” After this, the
adopter must give a sacrificial victim and a measure of wine to his hetaireia.138 This is an
interesting case of contribution not mentioned by the literary sources—not a repeated tithe
but instead a one-time contribution, which we might understand to go towards some more
private adoption ceremony and special syssitia within the father’s hetairia, or perhaps it
serves in part to cover the meals of the new son in the andreion.
The Gortyn Code passage on adoption is one of many inscriptions confirming the
connection that the literary accounts draw between the syssitia and state education of the
youth. As mentioned in the previous chapter, in the literature, syssitia serves as one
138

Willetts 1967, 48.

44

component of a larger education system aimed at the militarization of Cretan youth and their
preparation towards meeting their civic duties upon reaching adulthood. According to
Ephorus, at a certain age, young members graduated from their respective agelai and became
citizens of their respective poleis, after which it is assumed they joined ranks with the other
adult members of the hetairiai.
Such a course of events is confirmed in several inscriptions connecting the graduation
of boys from the agelai to citizenship by swearing oaths of loyalty (or citizens’ oaths) to their
poleis. For example, a third or second century inscription from Dreros details the course of
events and various responsibilities of those involved in the graduation ceremony of former
agela members to citizenship in the polis of Dreros.139 According to the inscription, the youth
must pledge their loyalty to both Dreros and its ally Knossos, with the ceremony
administered under the majority of the board of the kosmoi. Special penalties are given for
any acts of negligence on the part of the kosmoi, as well as for the Council (which supervises
the kosmoi to ensure they conduct their duties in the ceremony properly; failure to properly
ensure the kosmoi’s proper performance result in a fine twice that of the kosmoi for
negligence). A similar provision is seen in a treaty between Malla and Lyttos,140 which shows
that the kosmoi to be “subject to a large fine if they did not carry out their prescribed duties”
in the annual ceremony of graduation of the youth from the agelai.141 These and other
inscriptions demonstrating graduation of former agela members to citizenship by swearing
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oaths142 are important because they not only confirm the literary accounts but also enlighten
our understanding of the roles and importance of the agelai and hetairiai as not only dining
groups, but as groups with civic rights and responsibilities.
Beyond confirming the existence of key groups associated with the syssitia, the
epigraphic evidence also attests to the existence of certain groups seemingly defined socially
and legally by their lack of membership in them. One group called the apetairia, is
mentioned in two inscriptions from archaic Gortyn, one of which is the Gortyn Code—this
long list of public legislations from the fifth century BCE polis of Gortyn includes several
passages delineating the various punishments for crimes depending on the social class of the
perpetrators or the victims. For example, in Column II, lines 2-16, the Code lists the different
penalties for the crime of rape:

[5]

[10]

... αἴ κα τὸν ἐλευθερον ἒ /
τὰν ἐλευθέραν κάρτει οἴπει, ἐκατὸν στατερανς καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέ κ᾿ἀπεταίρο, δέκα· αἰ δέ κ᾿ὀ δόλος τὸν ἐλεύθερον ἒ τὰν ἐλευθέραν, διπλεῖ καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέ κ᾿ἐλεύθερος ϝοικέα ἒ ϝοικέαν, πέντε
δαρκνάνς· αἰ δέ κα ϝοικεὺς ϝοικέα
ἒ ϝοικέαν, π[έν]τε στατερανς. vac.

1. Against an ἐλευθέρος eleutheros (“free person”)
2. Against an ἀπεταίρο apetairos
3. By a δόλος dolos (“slave”) against an eleutheros
4. Against a Ϝοικεὺς woikeus (“serf”) by an eleutheros
5. Against a woikeus by a woikeus
6. Against a virgin δόλα dola (“household slave”)
7. Against a non-virgin dola

100 staters
10 staters
200 staters
5 drachmas
5 staters
2 staters
1 or 2 obols
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Also demonstrative is the legislation regarding penalties for adultery in Column II, lines 2128:
[20]

[25]

… αἰ κα τὰν ἐλευθέραν
µοικίον αἰλεζει ἐν πατρὸς ε ἐν ἀδελπιο ἒ ἐν το ἀνδρος, ἐκατὸν
στατερανς καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέκ᾿ ἐν ἄλο, πεντέκοντα· αἰ δέ κα τὰν
το ἀπεταίρο, δεκα· αἰ δέ κ᾿ ὀ δōλος τάν ἐλευθέραν, διπλεῖ καταστασεī. vac. αἰ δέ κα δōλος δōλō, πέντε…

1. With an ἐλευθέρα eleuthera (“free woman”)

2. With the wife of an apetairos
3. A dolos with an eleuthera
4. A dolos with a dola

100 staters if in the
father’s, brother’s, or
husband’s house; 50
staters if in any other
house
10 staters
Slave pays double (200 or
100 staters)
5 staters

Such passages provide enlightening glimpses into the social structure of the archaic Cretan
polis. Very little is known about the apetairia, since the term is known mainly from the
Gortyn Law Code and another fragmentary inscription from early fifth century Gortyn.143
There are several possibilities for the identity of members of this group. The apetairia may
have been made up by citizens who lost their status and membership to the hetairiai.144 The
Code attests to certain circumstances in which a free man could lose his free status: he might
pledge his person as security for a debt (in which case he is called κατακείµενος
katakeimenos, which Willetts points to as the equivalent of the Roman nexus and the
143
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δανεισάµενος ἐπὶ σώµατι of pre-Solonian Attica) or he may be seized and condemned for
debt (in which case he is called νενικαµένος nenikamenos).145 Larsen also suggests that the
apetairia might have been made up in part also by otherwise free men excluded from the
highest class and membership to the hetairiai due to being unfit for military service, either
through cowardice or physical unfitness.146
Another possibility raised by Larsen is that the apetairia was made up in part by the
perioikoi, who are mentioned in the literary sources. Although the literary term perioikoi is
often translated as “serf” (according to Aristotle’s passage saying that the perioikoi till the
soil) Larsen argues that the perioikoi “cannot be serfs,” since they have laws of their own
(which Aristotle himself writes in another passage, saying that that they continue to observe
the laws of Minos).147 Larsen points to several inscriptions that attest to the existence of the
perioikoi in Crete as “a class of subject communities with local self-government similar to
the perioeci of Sparta.”148 These include a fifth century document from Gortyn concerning
sacrificial rites seeming to contain “special regulations” for a group of people called
περιϝοι[κ.149 Larsen also points to a Hellenistic treaty between Gortyn and Latus, wherein a
similar term to perioikoi—the ὑπόβοικοι hupoboikoi—is used seeming to refer to “a class of
subjects of Gortyn that can be sued by the citizens of Latus in the same manner as the
Gortynians themselves.” Since the hupoboikoi can be sued directly, Larsen argues that the
word “cannot possibly refer to serfs”—for although it seems that serfs could bring suit
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against their masters in certain cases, serfs and slaves were otherwise usually represented by
their masters in court. If the hupoboikoi were serfs, there would be no need for this provision,
since the Latusians would be more likely to bring suit against the serf’s master rather than
against the serf himself.150 It is likely that the perioikoi and hupoboikoi were terms used in
Gortyn at different times to refer to the same class of subject people. The dual terminology
might have been used variously “depending on whether one wished to emphasize that the
perioeci dwelt round about or that they were subjects.”151
Larsen also points to a treaty between Gortyn and the island of Kaudos (second
century), which is dated with the kosmoi of both communities—indicating that the Kaudians
were to some degree autonomous and self-governing. However, as Larsen points out, the
contents of the inscription show that the Gortynians had the upper hand in the treaty and were
able to dictate whatever terms they wished. Among the treaty’s provisions, the Kaudians are
permitted “to be free and autonomous and to have their own law courts for local suits on the
condition that they abide by the arrangements dictated by [the Gortynians] and follow their
leadership in war and peace.”152 Also, the Kaudians must contribute to Gortyn “a payment of
tithes on all products of land and sea, except that Kaudos is to keep for its own use the taxes
on the flocks and on herbs or vegetables, as well as all revenues derived from their harbor. In
addition, the island is to supply Gortyn annually with a specified amount of salt and juniper
berries.”153 The identification of the Kaudians as a perioikic community matches up well
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with the majority of the literary evidence on the perioikoi—they are self-governing but
subject to the dominant Gortynian state, and perhaps most importantly in terms of the present
discussion they are required to contribute a tithe of their income as well as certain amounts of
salt and juniper berries. Such required contributions are likely related to both Dosiadas’s and
Aristotle’s accounts that the state income—which in part or whole financed the syssitia—
came in part from the tribute paid by subject populations.154
In addition to Kaudos, Larsen further identifies several other communities as
perioikic subjects of Gortyn, among which are Amyklaion, Leben, Bene, Boibe, and
Rhytion.155 Beyond Gortyn, other perioikic communities can be identified both in the literary
and epigraphic evidence (however the epigraphic evidence for Gortyn is much better than for
the rest of the island). For example, the port at Heracleium and the other communities listed
by Polybius in the second century dispute between Knossos, Gortyn, and Cydonia were
almost certainly perioikic towns subject to Knossos.156 A decree from Praisos imposes
“certain duties” on a people called the Stalitai and also refers to “services required … from
the Setaëtai.”157 The Stalitai appear to have been the residents of a port town on the southern
coast of Crete, meanwhile the Setaëtai seem to have been the residents of a port town on the
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northern coast. The status of these communities appears to be quite similar to that of the
residents of Kaudos—they are subject communities to a dominant state (in this case, to
Praisos). Larsen points to the similarity between the Praisos decree and the form of a Roman
decree regulating the status of dediti: both port towns were “permitted to retain their land and
city and to collect harbor dues and taxes on purple fisheries and other fisheries, but must give
half of the income to Praesus.”158 Also, the Stalitai were to undertake voyages on behalf of
the city of Praisos.
All of this evidence definitively proves that perioikic communities existed in Crete at
least as early as the Archaic period and also that the perioikoi were responsible in part for the
income of dominant states (part of which went towards financing the syssitia). Furthermore
we also learn something about the processes involved in one community becoming the
perioikoi of another. The inscriptions on the one hand show that perioikoi were sometimes
communities with a long history of submission to the Greek poleis, as demonstrated by the
Praisos document (which makes reference to earlier arrangements “concerning the taxes on
fisheries,” suggesting that the Stalitai’s subjection by Praisos was not an entirely new
arrangement).159 On the other hand, the treaty between Gortyn and Kaudos shows how one
polis could become a perioikoi community of a dominant polis. This would have become
more frequently the case in the Hellenistic period, when a handful of Cretan poleis came to
dominate large stretches of the island, subjugating the weaker poleis in their expanded
territory. Subjugations of this kind might have occurred as the result of conquest, or
beginning as an alliance between a weaker and stronger polis, ending with the eventual
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subjugation of the weaker polis. As Larsen points out, “it often may have been a short step
from a treaty of alliance with a stronger state to the reduction to the status of perioeci.”160
This is an important point to consider, especially since the perioikoi of Crete are often
defined as ethnically distinct from the citizens of the dominant state. This is due largely to
Aristotle’s testimony, who not only writes of the perioikoi as indigenous Cretans who
continue to keep their ancestral laws,161 but also Aristotle writes that in an ideal state, there
should be not only a class, but also an ethnic distinction between those who have full rights
of participation in the government and of bearing arms (the “citizens” of a state) and those
who are subject to the state. Such an ideal class hierarchy, he writes, existed in Crete during
his day.162 Aristotle’s identification of the perioikoi as serfs has also been linked to the
testimony of other ancient authors, who refer to the serfs with other terms such as mnoia.
Regarding Hermonax’s testimony of the serfs (referred to as mnoia), Athenaeus writes:
Ἕρµων δὲ ἐν Κρητικαῖς Γλώτταις µνώτας τοὺς ἐγγενεῖς οἰκέτας.163 As Willetts writes, if we
accept the reading ἐγγενεῖς here, “as seems necessary, we must conclude that the
mnoia…were native to Crete.”164 However we have seen that Aristotle’s identification of the
perioikoi is demonstrated to be mistaken both for a priori reasons as well as through the
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epigraphic evidence. The perioikoi could not at once be both serfs and semi-autonomous
communities, and also the inscriptions also show the perioikoi to be similar to the perioikoi
of Sparta—living in separate yet subject communities around the poleis that dominated them.
This is distinct from the serfs who are identified in the code as woikeus.
If the perioikoi made up as important a component of Cretan society as the epigraphic
and literary evidence attests, why then are they not mentioned explicitly in the Gortyn Code?
Several scholars have suggested that this is because the perioikoi made up in part the class
mentioned as apetairiai. In many ways, the members of subject communities would have
been ‘almost citizens.’ Larsen points to the Hellenistic treaty between Gortyn and Latus
showing that the hupoboikoi (which Larsen identifies as synonymous with perioikoi) “could
be sued in the same courts as the citizens,” which means that “they constituted a group with
lesser rights but subject to the same jurisdiction as the citizens.”165 The distinction between a
perioikos and an otherwise free man without membership in the hetairiai would have
therefore been very close in social status, therefore the Code makes no distinction.
As we have seen already regarding the use of dual terminology in the case of kosmoi
in Polyrrhenia, Itanos, and Praisos and perioikoi in Gortyn above, we should further consider
a possible dual terminology regarding the apetairia class as well. It is significant that in the
Code their status is marked for lacking membership in the hetairia.166 A related inscription
from Gortyn discusses a group of people called ἀπελευ[θέρον apeleutheron living and
working in a place called Latosion. This group is defined by its lack of membership in the
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class of eleutheroi, who are mentioned as the top social class in the Code.167 It is not too
great a stretch to suggest that the apeleutheron may be synonymous with the apetairia—
particularly since the apetairia are in the Code also explicitly distinguished from the
eleutheroi. Here perhaps is a similar situation—whereas above the terminology perioikoi or
hupoboikoi may have been used variously depending on whether the speaker (or inscriber)
wanted to emphasize the fact that this class lived in the area around the polis or that they
were subject communities—in the same way we might consider that apetairiai and
apeleutheron might have been variously used, depending on whether the speaker (or
inscriber) wanted to emphasize the fact that this class was excluded from the hetairiai or
distinct from the eleutheroi class in general. It remains unclear, however, from this this series
of inscriptions whether or not membership in a hetairia was for Gortynians (or Cretans in
general) a requirement for citizenship. Nevertheless it does indicate a strong connection in
association of status between eleutheroi who are members of the hetairiai and people of
lower status who don’t hold members in the hetairiai and yet who are distinct from the
servile classes called the woikeus and doloi.
This is an important point to consider, especially since scholarship has often
maintained that participation in the syssitia was a practice exclusive to the eleutheroi
“citizens.” However, as we have seen, not only does the literature attest to perioikic
communities keeping the laws of Minos—which we can assume included the syssitia—but
the epigraphic evidence further attests to the absorption of existing poleis (whom we can
further assume were also practicing their own version of syssitia to begin with) under the
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dominance of another stronger polis. The question becomes, would the polis reduced to
perioikic status (as in the case of Kaudos) continue conducting their own syssitia, even while
in part sustaining the syssitia of their overlords? As Guarducci writes, it seems that the
subjugated poleis certainly would have continued their own syssitia. Just as the members of
hetairiai within Gortyn would have continued to pay one-tenth of their produce to their
respective hetairiai on top of the tithe to the state, the Kaudians must have continued to do so
as well since the syssitia was a deeply embedded practice set into their traditions from an
early period.168
One further note to make in terms of the inscription regarding Kaudos is that it has
been pointed to as the earliest evidence of citizens paying one-tenth of their produce to the
state—for not only the Kaudians, but also the Gortynians themselves are required by the
inscription to pay a dekate tithe of produce of the land to the Pythion of Gortyn (as the largest
temple of the city, the treasury of the Pythion of Gortyn is the treasury of the state).169
Scholars agree that the origin of the tithe in Crete lies in the syssitia practice. As Willetts
writes, at an early stage, before the existence of the “larger and more authoritative state
apparatus,” there was a fixed amount contributed towards the syssitia in “mutually agreed
amounts” by individuals to their respective hetaireiai. Later, as the institutions of the state
consolidated, the syssitia came under the auspices of state sponsorship and organization.
Under the “more advanced” state-controlled system, subject-classes as well as citizens “were
obliged to contribute to the now state-organized syssitia.” Later, a tithe was required to be
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paid by citizens of subject cities (as in the case between the Kaudians and the Gortynians) to
larger dominant cities.170 By this point, as Guarducci writes, the tithe would be a tax justified
by the tradition of the syssitia as well as embellished by the religious concept of the offering
to the divinity.171
The question here is whether or not the citizens of Gortyn—in addition to the tithe
given to the state—would have also continued to give a separate tithe to their respective
hetairiai, as the tradition would mandate. De Sanctis, Guarducci, and C. Müller argue that
they would, and point further to Dosiadas’s account as literary testimony to this fact.
Guarducci and Müller argue that the relative ἅς in Dosiadas should not be taken to
correspond with the πρόσοδοι τῆς πόλεως, but rather should be taken to mean the one and the
other tenth—one tenth being paid to the hetairia and the other paid in the public treasury.
Therefore by the Hellenistic period, not only the Gortynians but also the Lyttians paid a tenth
of their produce to the state; and it is probable that citizens would have continued to pay a
tenth to their respective hetariai, since, as Guarducci writes, it was set into the traditions
from an early period.172
We have already seen how the tithe to the hetairiai in earlier periods might have
excluded some members of the population, however by this point it becomes clear that there
must have been some disparity between citizens who could afford a twenty-percent cut in
their income and those who could not. This further signals to me a situation in which not all
citizens would be participating in the syssitia of the hetairiai. Such a distinction in would
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also explain the importance in the Gortyn Code in distinguishing between eleutheroi—upperclass citizens with membership in the hetairiai—from those who were apetairiai, outside of
the eleutheroi clubs. This is not to say that not all citizens were practicing in the syssitia, but
rather that not all male citizens could afford membership in the exclusive dining clubs called
the hetairia.
Critics of this hypothesis would however point to the literary testimony that a portion
of the state income went towards supporting the communal meals—Dosiadas writes that a
portion of the state’s income was distributed among the households of the citizens, and
Aristotle writes that the entire population was maintained at the expense of the state. This
hypothesis is not, however, precluded by this evidence. Rather I suggest that the income that
was distributed among the households of the citizens went towards “lesser” syssitia, and that
the hetairiai were a special class of dining groups with a wealthier membership than the
state-sponsored dining groups. This would of course also entail separate syssitia events and
perhaps even separate venues, disagreeing with the notion of an every-day communal dining
event involving all male citizens dining together at once. As we have already seen, the
likelihood that the syssitia during the Archaic and later periods consisted of such an event is
very low. However, as we shall see in the following chapter, the hypothesis of multiple
dining facilities serving a variety of dining groups is up to the present well attested in the
archaeology.
Summary
This chapter has shown that the communal dining institution of syssitia was an early
component of the Cretan poleis—as attested by early inscriptions from Gortyn and Dreros—
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and continued to play a role in Cretan society throughout the Archaic and early Classical
period. In combination with the literary evidence, as Willetts has argued, we may say that
syssitia was a foundational practice throughout the island’s post-Bronze Age and pre-Roman
period. Not only do the inscriptions from the island suggest the existence of syssitia, but they
further show the practice to be intertwined with other institutions of Cretan poleis—such as
the socio-political class organization. We have also seen a hint of some degree of exclusivity
in the practice as particularly shown in the Gortyn Code’s distinction between members of
dining groups called hetairiai and those who do not hold membership. As will be discussed
in the next chapter, the archaeological evidence also seems to corroborate many of these
aspects of syssitia in regards to sites that have been identified as possible andreia. However
as will be discussed, although the word andreion is well-attested in the epigraphic evidence,
the identification of the physical building itself is more problematic. Nevertheless, we can
say that at the very least, the inscriptions from the island seem to confirm the literary
accounts’ portrayals of syssitia as both a very ancient (stretching at least as far back as the
seventh century BCE) and widespread practice (attested among multiple Cretan poleis).
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CHAPTER IV. The Archaeological Evidence
Introduction
This chapter focuses on the archaeological evidence—particularly the sites and
buildings—that have been associated with the practice of syssitia. Scholars have pointed to
evidence of communal dining attested at a variety of sites in Crete for the EIA, Archaic,
Classical, and Hellenistic periods as possibly functioning as andreia—the venues for
communal feasting (or commensality) of the Cretan citizens called syssitia. Just as the
ancient literature and epigraphic testimony point to an early development of the traditional
Cretan institutions such as syssitia prior to the rise of the poleis, the archaeology likewise
indicates the early importance of communal dining in Cretan communities. A variety of site
types have been identified as andreia, the earliest of which include the so-called Hearth
Temples of Central Crete as well as other buildings and open-air sites in which communal
dining is thought to have taken place with possible connections to syssitia. Following a
discussion of the problems and limitations associated with the archaeological identification
of syssitia in the first section below, the second section will discuss the significance of
commensality as a theoretical foundation for understanding evidence associated with
communal dining. The third section will overview the early sites associated with communal
dining that have been linked to syssitia—including the so-called Hearth Temples of
Kommos, Dreros, Prinias, and Smari, as well as other early buildings such as those at Axos
and Aphrati (see Figures 34 and 37). The following section will discuss the sites that have
been linked to syssitia at later sites of the Archaic through Classical and Hellenistic periods
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at Praisos and Azoria. The last section will provide a discussion of the overall trends in the
archaeological evidence linked to communal dining in the Cretan communities.
1. Identifying andreia
The identification of andreia buildings as described in the literature has been more
difficult. One difficulty in identifying andreia has to do with the common assumption that
the syssitia involved the entire body of male citizens dining together at a single time.
However, as Erickson points out, it is difficult to imagine a building large enough to
accommodate such numbers—for in the larger poleis like Gortyn and Knossos, the number of
male citizens would likely have numbered hundreds or even thousands of individuals.173 For
this reason, we ought to consider some separation of the dining groups, either in the form of
distinct groups dining in rotation in the same building or dining in distinct locations (or
perhaps some combination of the two).174
In this case, we might further consider the possibility of distinction in status regarding
the different dining groups. Although the common assumption is that all male citizens would
have been members of hetairiai, some scholars have suggested rather that only members of
the top political and economic tiers of society would have held membership to these
groups—this would certainly reduce the number of participants dining in a single building.175
However this also brings up the question of distinction between the andreia and another type
of civic building called the prytaneia. According to the textual evidence, prytaneia are
mentioned as the buildings in which the boards of the kosmoi and Elders met, shared meals,
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and received distinguished foreign guests. Prytaneia are also in some inscriptions mentioned
as the building in which inscribed treaties and legal documents ought to be displayed.
Guarducci’s suggestion that the communal meal of the hetairiai was only open to
participation by those holding economic and political power raises the question of whether
the prytaneia and andreia might be one and the same.
I do not think, however, that this interpretation excludes the possibility that other
members of the Cretan poleis’s citizen class would have also been conducting their own
communal meals, perhaps at different locations in distinct groups (as, we shall see, is
reflected in the archaeology). Yet as will be discussed below the archaeology does attest to a
degree of exclusivity in many of the buildings pointed to as possible andreia. Furthermore,
several of the sites discussed below feature include several distinct locations in which
communal dining could have taken place—for instance this may be in the case in instances of
multiple, separate buildings with communal dining activities attested, or in the case various
nearby site types employing a combination of feasting in the interior of a building and open
air sites.
As will be seen, a further difficulty lies in the fact that communal dining buildings
almost always include evidence of cultic activity—making it sometimes difficult to
distinguish whether a given site might be a sanctuary or dining hall. Nearly all the sites
identified as candidates for andreia that are discussed below have some sort of cultic
associations. Cultic functions may be indicated by the presence of permanent benches lining
the walls—which may be interpreted as seating for dining participants, but also may be seen
as a continuation of the so-called bench temple architecture from the Late Bronze Age
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period, particularly in some cases wherein benches were found with objects interpreted to be
votive dedications (such as terracotta figurines and other objects, statuettes, miniature
weaponry, etc.). Also, some scholars interpret the presence of a hearth as an indication of
cultic activity, as will be discussed in further detail below. Perhaps most indicative of cultic
function is in the discovery of terracotta figurines in or in the area around the communal
feasting site—these often take the form of anthropomorphic and animal (especially equid and
bovid) terracotta figurines and statuettes as well as bronze objects (especially weaponry and
miniature weaponry as well as statues).
Evidence for cultic function in sites associated with communal dining often makes it
difficult to distinguish whether the sites functioned mainly as a dining hall or as a sanctuary
or temple. If we are to identify these buildings as andreia, a mixed function for “sacred” and
“profane” activities would not be contradictory to the literary evidence—Dosiadas’s account
attests to the pouring of libations prior to the start of the feasts, and he also attests to a table
set up in honor of Zeus. If the syssitia were practiced throughout Crete according to this
description, then we ought to expect a degree of cultic function for buildings associated with
communal dining. This is particularly the case regarding the tentative identification of some
so-called Hearth Temples as possible andreia in the early (EIA) periods, however the
discussion affects other types of communal dining sites as well, as will be discussed below.
2. Commensality
Despite the difficulties discussed above, it is important to point out the early and
prolific importance of communal dining in Cretan society both in the period proceeding of
the formation of the poleis (the EIA) as well as in later periods. Although communal dining
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took place in a variety of architectural formats, the archaeology quite clearly expresses the
importance of communal dining in the Cretan communities. Not only this, but there is also
evidence for a degree of exclusivity in dining activities for some sites—which may uphold
the present hypothesis for the existence of special dining groups composed of more
prominent and powerful members of Cretan societies (which I identify with the hetairiai as
described in the literature). The activities of these groups would be similar to communal
dining that would have taken place in more inclusive settings (such as in the open-air
locations discussed below), however the exclusive setting for these groups’ communal meals
would have highlighted their distinct group membership and perhaps elite status.
Before looking at the evidence for communal dining in EIA, Archaic, Classical, and
Hellenistic Crete in detail, it is important to first consider the broader role that commensality
plays in societies more generally. Commensality (or the practice of eating in groups) in a
variety of formats plays a major part in the definition of social groups, as well as of
institutions and civil society. Following Dietler,176 anthropologists and archaeologists often
distinguished between two major types of feasting (or commensality). On the one hand,
patron role feasts emphasize the prominence and generosity of the patron or host, who
supplies the food and drink consumed during the event (either directly, as in the case of an
actual person, or indirectly as in the case of feasts occurring in religious festivals, wherein
the god is seen as the patron). On the other hand, diacritical feasting serves to mark out
membership to a certain “in” group, as Whitley writes, by means of their “knowledge of, and
participation in, certain styles of consumption, with distinctive material correlates such as
176
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feasting equipment, drinking vessels etc.”177 The classical example of this kind of
commensality is the symposion, which by the Classical period had become widely practiced
among aristocrats of the Greek mainland.178
As the evidence for Crete discussed below demonstrates, in practice it is not always
so easy to distinctly separate these two forms of feasting. A religious feast in which the god
might be seen as patron might also be attended by an exclusive group of participants defined
by particular modes of behavior associated with the feast. Further, direct or indirect
associations with a certain person, group of people, or god might also underlie a diacritical
feast that primarily emphasizes “in” group membership. The evidence for communal feasting
in Crete (both in the formative period prior to the rise of the poleis in the EIA and early
Archaic period as well as in later periods) shows how these two functions might be blended,
as will be discussed in further detail below.
3. Early Sites of Communal Dining
The early importance of communal dining and the institution of the andreion itself
have been connected to the development in Crete of the so-called Hearth Temples of the
Early Iron Age—some of which continued in use into the Archaic period. These buildings
attest, as scholars argue, to the development of communal, yet exclusive and perhaps
aristocratic, dining groups from an early period. So-called hearth temples “take their name
from the centrally placed, rectangular stone-built hearths in the main room,” which are
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often—although not always—“flanked by columns at the short sides”179 (Fig. 15). So-called
Hearth Temples are known from different parts of the Aegean (for example, the better-known
examples at Asine and Perachora on the Mainland),180 however early examples in Crete
include Temple B at Kommos on the southern coast (constructed around 800 BCE) and the
Apollo temple at Dreros (constructed around 750 BCE), as well as later examples such as
Temples A and B at Prinias, the large building on the West Hill at Dreros, and another
building at Smari.181 Usually Hearth Temples in Crete are located within settlements,
however this is not always the case as we shall see with Temple B at Kommos.
Although the function of these buildings is not always clear, large “monumental”
buildings with central rectangular hearths are often interpreted as temples for several reasons.
Often hearth temples are reconstructed to include permanent benches along the interior of
one or multiple walls in the main room—invoking a connection to the architecture of earlier
Bronze Age “bench sanctuaries” (which were “the primary focus for community cult
activities in LM IIIA-B settlements in Crete.” These buildings employ “benches for the
accommodation of cult images and votives,” a function which may continue in some later
Hearth Temples with benches on which objects that may be interpreted as votives were
found).182 Aside from the somewhat problematic connection with bench sanctuaries, as
Sjögren points out, “the presence of a hearth inside the building and the absence of any altar
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have prompted scholars to assume that the hearth had a cultic use.183 Whether the use of the
hearth was profane or sacred cannot, however, really be determined.”184 Drerup argues that
the hearths within the monumental buildings called hearth temples would have served a
similar function to the central hearths found in domestic buildings—namely, as a focal point
around which small, seated groups shared a meal. Rather than groups of family members,
however, Drerup draws parallels between hearth temple feasting group and the aristocratic
banquets described by Homer in order to argue that these groups would be made up of
prominent or aristocratic male members of their respective communities.185 As discussed
below, the archaeology seems to support this notion, given the prominence of finds
interpreted as “elite” or warrior goods—namely bronze and faience objects, exotica, and
weaponry (including weaponry in miniature).
One early example of the hearth temples in Crete comes from the harbor town of
Kommos, located on the southern coast of Crete on the western edge of the Mesara plain.186
Excavations here led by J. Shaw of the American School beginning in 1976 revealed a oneroom rectangular structure (measuring 8.5 m E-W x 6.5 m N-S, 35 m2) which was called
Temple B. This structure, built ca. 800 BCE seems to have replaced an earlier smaller
building—called Temple A. Associated finds for both buildings suggest that this site was a
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communal cult and feasting site.187 Temple B’s identification as an early hearth temple is due
to rectangular shape of the building and the placement of a hearth on its axis, in addition to
associated finds connected with cult activities.
Prior to the construction of Temple B in the eighth century BCE, this site seems to
have served as a meeting place for communal cult activities, including perhaps animal
sacrifice. Excavators detected a layer of ash and bone (both burnt and unburnt) inside and
immediately outside the Temple A in its earliest phase (ca. 900 – ca. 800 BCE),188 which
suggests that some sort of animal sacrifice and/or cooking took place on the site, perhaps
with use of either an exterior ash altar or an unbuilt hearth in the building’s interior.189 A
bench platform was also included along the interior North wall of Temple A at this time—
which some scholars have argued to be a continuation of practice from the earlier so-called
“bench-temples” of the EIA period. Associated finds for this early period include a bronze
arrowhead, a folded bronze strip, and fragments of pottery found scattered both inside and
outside the building. The pottery found was associated with dining, composed largely bowls
and bell skyphoi (krateriskoi).190
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The cultic significance of this site at Kommos appears to have continued into the next
phase of use (ca. 800 BCE), when a second floor was laid 0.34 m higher than the first in
Temple A, covering the bench (however “a remaining slab may indicate the construction of a
second bench”).191 Associated with this floor were several beads of stone and faience, a
miniature terracotta chariot wheel, as well as pottery connected with the consumption of food
and drink—including bell skyphoi and other cups, krater fragments, as well as some sherds
identified as Phoenician and either Cycladic or Attic. More beads (fourteen of faience and
one of glass), several terracotta wheel-made bovids in fragments, a bronze shaft, and a
bronze arrowhead were also found outside the temple for this period. Two areas to the NE
and S of the building were also identified by excavators as dumps associated with the
cleanup of Temple A at this time. Deposits in these areas included large amounts of
discarded pottery such skyphoi, various kinds of cups (including Attic/Cycladic cups), bell
kraters, and amphorae (identified by the excavator as a combination of local examples and
Phoenician imports). Additionally found were apparent votives such as terracotta and bronze
animal figurines (mostly bovid and equid figures), miniature terracotta wheels, and various
other bronze items (including a small bronze shield or disc, a bronze fibula and needle, a
bronze male ithyphallic figurine).192
Around 800 BCE, Temple A appears to have been replaced by a larger structure
(Temple B), however the site’s communal and sacred functions appear to have continued
(Fig. 16). The new building (6.40 m N-S x 8.08 m E-W) contained a bench running along the
north and perhaps the south interior wall (0.40 m high and 0.44-0.54 m wide), a small
191
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circular hearth made of cobbles on the axis of the building, as well as an installment of three
upright cut stones placed behind the hearth—identified by the excavator as a ‘tripillar shrine’
of Phoenician inspiration (Fig. 17). The floor level outside the building was raised at the time
of Temple B’s construction, covering over a Minoan road to the N-E and a small three-sided
enclosure was added to the court on the eastern side.193 The dump to the South of the
building continued in use at this time and included large numbers of Geometric pottery
including drinking vessels and amphorae among patches of burning and limpet shells.194 At
the lowest and earliest floor level of Temple B, excavators found items identified as
votives—such as fragments of terracotta animal figures and figurines, weapons (like a bronze
arrowhead or javelin point and shield), and other items such as a scaraboid bead, fragments
of a faience bowl, a miniature kalathos, and a small bronze perforated disc. Pottery at this
level included drinking cups and hydriae fragments, and there were also the indications of
burnt animal sacrifice within the building evidenced by the presence of bunt and unburnt
sheep and/or goat bones.195 A new building (called Building Z) was also added at this time to
the southeast of Temple B, which contained fragments of cooking and drinking vessels
(including kraters) as well as animal bones and shells and other items such as an iron
arrowhead, four spearheads, and possible stone fishing weights.196
During Temple B’s second phase, beginning after ca. 760 BCE a retaining wall was
added to the Temple’s entrance, perhaps in order to keep accumulating debris out of the
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building’s interior. Also at this time, the floor level was raised as was the level of the hearth.
The ‘tripillar shrine’ received additions of a leather and bronze shield (0.69 m in diameter),
which placed behind the three pillars. Also, wedged between the two southern pillars at this
time was a small bronze horse figure with a faience figurine of the Egyptian goddess
Sekhmet lying horizontally on its back. Also, a male faience figurine was likewise wedged
between the central and northern pillars. On and around the base slab of the shrine were also
found other offerings, including two small bronze discs, an iron spearhead, a bronze bull
figurine, bits of gold foil, faience and glass beads, and also fragments of terracotta horse
figurine and other animal figurines.197 Pottery from this phase included
Geometric/Orientalizing pottery, including cups and aryballoi as well as a significant number
imports from Eastern Greece (including transport amphorae) and also some sherds identified
by the excavator as Phoenician.198 Also at this time, a new court of packed earth was laid out
to the east of the Temple (with an area of at least 12.10 m North-South by 50 m East-West),
and an altar (Altar U) was built to the east of Temple B in the late eighth century BCE
(measuring 0.50 m high and 1.50/1.74 by 1.35/1.47 m), inside which was found about 38 kg
of burnt cattle and sheep/goat bones.199 North of this altar was also added an unusual double
hearth built with upright slabs (2.0 x 0.85 m, 0.20 deep). In the Western compartment of this
exterior hearth were found ash mixed with fish and pig bones, and around it were found

figs. 4-5.
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thousands of limpet shells and four iron knives.200 Additionally, in different spots on the
court, new small three-sided enclosures of an unknown function were also built.201
During Temple B’s third phase (beginning around 650 BCE), the floor within the
building was raised again to the same height as the top of the bench and a new hearth was
built in rectangular form made of carefully placed upright slabs (a departure from the form of
its predecessors).202 An additional smaller hearth was added within the building to the west,
covering to a large extent the ‘tripillar shrine’ (the central pillar may have been broken off
during this time). Within this western hearth was found some sheet bronze, and nearby it was
an iron bit. A large number of aryballoi cups were found in the building for this period, two
of which were uniquely incised with warrior and running figures. Other items found included
fragments of faience and terracotta animal figures and figurines, as well as fossilized oyster
shells and other shells, a scarab, and a silver and bronze finger ring. In this phase, the court
outside Temple B “consisted of a surface with chalky patches of lavender, lilac, orange and
white colour,” and the eastern part of the court had “many small pits, small platforms and
burnt surfaces, as well as a circular well (of 1 m in diameter).”203 During the seventh century,
Building Q was constructed ca. 12 m south of Temple B. The purpose of this building seems
to have been mainly that of storage of bulk goods.204 Koehl has suggested that Building Q
functioned largely as a sort of pantry storing the foodstuffs and other items associated with
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the dining activities that apparently took place in Temple B during its third phase.205 This
would seem to be supported by the finds from Building Q, which included a large number of
transport amphorae, kraters, cups, hydriai, and jugs.206 Towards the end of the third phase in
Temple B (during late seventh century BCE) the rising floor level began to cover over the
bench as well as the upper part of the three pillars of the shrine. During this time, ritual meals
or feasts continued to be held, however the Temple was cleaned out less regularly over time
than in previous periods. Just before the abandonment of the building around 600 BCE, the
building was apparently pilfered and many vessels were thrown out into the outside court.
Finally, after 600 BCE, the Temple was apparently deserted, “although there are some signs
of human activity in the E part of the court.”207 Around the same time that Temple B went
out of use, Building Q also ceased in use.208
Throughout this site’s use from the EIA to around 600 BCE, the site seems to have
served as a venue for communal gatherings and feasts—indicated by both the large size of
Temple B’s main room (ca. 35 m2), the presence of stone benches and hearths, as well as the
large numbers of drinking and dining equipment associated with each phase of the Temple’s
use. The site also had an apparent cultic significance, indicated by the finds of votive
figurines and other votive items and perhaps most significantly by the so-called Phoenician
tripillar shrine. The form of the shrine as well as its associated finds including the Egyptian
figures have suggested to scholars that Kommos functioned for a time as an “international”
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sanctuary.209 According to the excavator J. Shaw, the covering and abandonment of the
tripillar shrine during the third phase of Temple B’s use represents a significant break in the
traditions and practices associated with the site in earlier periods. Whereas in earlier periods,
Temple B appears to have been either an “international” or “Orientalizing” cult site, during
the third phase local tradition appears to have become “more dominant or even exclusive.”210
Such a local tradition, Prent writes, “entailed the dedication of terracotta bovine figures
(which continued into [Hellenistic] times) and of bronze animal figurines, discs, shields and
smaller weaponry such as arrowheads.” From the time of Temple A onwards, animal
sacrifice appears to have continued in importance, attested to by the presence of burnt bones
in and around the temple buildings. 211
Sjögren writes that during its last phase of use, Temple B seems to have functioned
exclusively for communal dining, attested by the removal of ‘cultic’ elements in the
building—the new floor of this phase leveled the tripillar shrine and the altar U in front of
Temple B was enlarged, suggesting that “some of the cultic activities connected with the
earlier cultic installation inside the building had been moved outside.” Such evidence for
seemingly exclusive use of Temple B for feasting during this last period has led scholars
such as Samuelsson and Bergquist to question the interpretation of the building as commonly
assumed to be a temple.212
Although the evidence suggests that activities in Temple B were to some degree
communal, the group of individuals participating in activities within the building would have
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been a group of limited size, owing to the limited size of the building’s interior. Prent points
out that the nature of votive objects found within the Temple building (including “weapons,
Oriental faience objects and a relatively large number of horse and chariot figurines”)
suggests that participating individuals must have been a restrictive group of male aristocrats
or perhaps male citizens (according to the andreion model).213 The members of groups
participating in activities within the temple might have been a diverse group, composed of
leading members of various communities in the Mesara region as well as “international”
participants from outside Crete (such as other Greeks, Phoenicians, or Egyptians).214 While
the group involved in activities within the Temple B building might have been relatively
small, perhaps a larger group of more common people would have participated in cult
activities outside the building in the large open-air court area—as suggested by the
installment of Altar U and of the double hearth in court outside Temple B.
Another important site linked to the early development of communal and perhaps
civic dining is at Dreros in the Northeastern Crete (Fig. 18). Excavations at Dreros began in
1917 on the West Hill in the area in which the earlier-discussed inscription recording the oath
the Drerian youth was found in 1854.215 These excavations revealed a large monumental
structure, which the excavator Xanthoudides identified as the archive of the town of Dreros
and temple of Apollo Delphinios mentioned in the inscription (although no other inscriptions
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were reported to have been found in the building).216 However the accidental discovery of
three bronze statuettes in the saddle area between the two hills of Dreros in 1935 as well as
the discovery of eight seventh century legal inscriptions in a Hellenistic cistern during later
excavations in that area have led to a re-identification of the Temple of Apollo Delphinios as
a separate structure lying downhill in the saddle (Figs. 19 & 20). Excavations beginning in
1935 revealed a much older structure that constituted one of the earliest cult buildings of
Greece. Built around 750 BCE, the structure in the saddle consisted of a large rectangular
room (ca. 7.20 x 10.90 m217, 49.5 m2) containing a central rectangular hearth on the
building’s axis (owing to the building’s identification as a hearth temple). Because the side
walls seemed to protrude towards the northwest, the excavator reconstructed a 1.20 – 1.40 m
wide area in front as a narrow pronaos to the building with a flat roof supported by a number
of columns.218 Inside the hearth on the building’s interior were found ash as well as “a thin
iron plate with irregular hole (‘key-hole’) and some nails.”219 About a meter north of the
hearth was found a stone column base (a second column was reconstructed for the south side,
based on analogy with Temple A at Prinias, to be discussed below).220 The interior of the
building also included a stone bench (1.34 x 0.76 x 0.95 m high) along the wall in the SW
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corner.221 On the bench were found some bone and ash as well as several objects, including a
bronze gorgoneion with incised decoration, two Daed heads, two clay bases for unknown
objects, a clay kalathos with a female protome. Most of the objects have been dated to the
seventh century BCE, with the exception of the gorgoneion, which has been dated to the
sixth century BCE.222 At the base of the bench was discovered a layer of black substance in
which were several small broken cups of Geometric date, bits of carbon, and animal bone
(wincluding bovid teeth and goat horns).223 Against the eastern side of the bench was also
built a so-called horn altar or keraton224 about half a meter lower than the bench.225 Inside
the keraton were found the horns of young goats, one horn of a calf, a round potsherd, two
iron knives, and a fragment of one of the sphyrelata statues.226 An upright slab in front of the
bench and keraton probably supported a nearby fragmentary round stone table (0.90 m in
diameter).227 Other finds in the building included another stone table, a stone quern, two
bronze rings that may have been attached to a mitra, as well as fragments of pottery and
iron.228
Finds associated with the building in the saddle point to the site’s cultic significance.
One indication of a sacred character for the building is the presence of a bench with cult
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images—especially the three bronze sphyrelata statues, whose chance discovery led to the
excavation of the temple in the saddle, and which are commonly identified as images of
Apollo, Lato and Artemis.229 The discovery near the box containing goat horns has been
connected to the well-known keraton horn-altar for Apollo at Delos mentioned by
Plutarch.230 The horns might also be taken in conjunction with the presence of the hearth
(with evidence of burning) as well as the two stone tables to indicate that the building was a
venue for communal feasting. Inscriptions associated with the site would seem to support the
identification of the building as a sanctuary—seventh century legal inscriptions found in the
adjacent Hellenistic cistern led to the identification of the building as the archive of the city
of Dreros, and the excavator pointed to the oath of the Drerian youth inscription as evidence
that the building served as the temple of Apollo Delphinios.231 However, as Sjögren points
out, we cannot directly assume that the building was already the temple of Apollo Delphinios
at this time, since the earliest evidence naming the building (the oath of the Drerian youth) is
much later, belonging to the third century BCE.232
With the identification of the building in the saddle at Dreros came a need to
reconsider the function of the building on the West Hill. Following the identification of the
Temple of Apollo Delphinios in the saddle, Marinatos suggested that the West Hill building
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was an andreion instead of a temple.233 This monumental structure (10.70 x 24 m., with 1.251.35 m thick walls of large roughly hewn blocks) of Northwest to Southeast orientation has
two main rooms—a ‘pronaos’ in the east and a larger ‘naos’ in the west—as well as an
additional smaller room (4 x 4 m) set to the northeastern corner of the building. Roughly in
the center of the main western room (or naos) was a pi-shaped hearth, within which were
traces of fire and charcoal. Two stone column bases (0.40 m in diameter) were also found on
the western side of the hearth, however they were not found in situ. Adjacent to the hearth
were several paving slabs.234 The excavator Xanthoudides recognized an abundance of pieces
of bronze in the interior of the building, including fragments of weaponry such as shields,
mitrai, cuirasses, greaves, and helmets. Complete examples of three mitrai and a large helmet
fragment “have been published and dated to the late seventh or early sixth century BCE.”235
A sparse amount of terracottas were found in and around the building, one of which included
the upper half of a plaque of a female figure (likely of seventh century BCE date) as well as
fragments of bull figurines (not dated) and spindle whorls.236 No pottery from the building
was published, except for one Early Orientalizing lekythos and the excavator’s mention of
some Late Geometric sherds.237
The identification of the building on the West Hill of Dreros as an andreion has been
proposed by several scholars. With a spacious interior and hearth, the West Hill building
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would have served as an ideal location for communal feasting. Although the deposition of
weapons in monumental buildings such as this is often associated with the dedication of
votives to a deity, Viviers points out that we might alternatively interpret the presence of
weapons as a practice connected with the andreion. As the literary sources stress the political
and military character of the andreion as well as the association of the andreia with other
aspects of military education of the youth, Viviers suggests that weaponry may have also
been displayed within the andreion as visual component of the tradition of commemorating
the deeds of valiance in battle of those participating in the andreion common meal and those
of their ancestors.238
Some scholars have also argued that a civic function ought also to be considered for
the building in the saddle. In 1936, to the east of the so-called temple was found a large
stepped area (ca. 23 x 40 m) on the same floor level as the temple.239 Scholars have pointed
to similarities between this site layout that of the later agorai of Cretan poleis, particularly
that of nearby Lato (Fig. 21).240 Such similarities in layout have led some scholars to suggest
an identification of the building not as a temple, but rather as a prytaneion. The prytaneia of
the Cretan poleis are mentioned in inscriptions as the buildings in which the board of kosmoi
formally met, and where they also dined and received foreign guests. The prytaneia are also
commonly mentioned as containing the community’s central and sacred hearth, which as
Prent points out, makes the so-called Hearth Temples (such as identified here at Dreros and
elsewhere) perhaps the best candidates for identifying prytaneia in the archaeological
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record.241 Similarities in the layout of the building in the Drerian saddle to that of other later
buildings elsewhere for which the identification as prytaneia are generally well accepted
(namely, that of the Complex 36-39 in Lato) suggest a similar function for the Drerian saddle
building.242 Also, Hellenistic inscriptions indicate the prytaneia as the places in which
treaties should be installed for display, and the inscriptions found within the nearby
Hellenistic cistern are generally considered to have fallen from the building under
consideration.243 The excavator Marinatos originally did identify the building in the saddle as
a prytaneion, however later re-identified the building as a temple based on similarities with
Temples A and B at Prinias,244 to which we shall turn next.
On the steep Patela Hill about 1 km Northeast of the modern village of Prinias,
between 1906-1908 excavations led by Pernier of the Italian School revealed two large
buildings adjacent to one another (Fig. 22) within a large settlement occupied between the
LMIIIC and the Hellenistic period.245 The excavator Pernier called these two buildings,
which appear to have overlapped in use, ‘Temple A’ and ‘Temple B.’ The building to the
south, Temple B, “appears to be the older of the two,” probably build during the eighth or
seventh century BCE (however Mazarakis Ainian proposes a possible Subminoan or ProtoGeometric date).246 Temple B is a large, nearly rectangular structure oriented almost east to
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west, converging on one end slightly more towards the east.247 There are two main rooms—a
‘pronaos’ on the southeastern end, a ‘naos’ in the center, and a smaller third room on the
northwestern end (which seems to be a later addition, since its northern was is not bonded to
the cella of the main building). The large main central room contained a large rectangular
central hearth (2.75 x 1/0.9 m), lined with upright stone slabs ca. 0.10 m in height. The earth
inside the hearth was reddened by fire, however there is no mention of bones or bone
fragments.248 A 0.67 x 0.32 m slab to the east and adjacent to the hearth “may have served as
a column base.”249 Pernier also suggested that a grooved conical stone (0.37 m high, 0.340.17 in diameter) against the west side of the hearth might also have served as an altar or
offering table.250 In the northwestern corner of the main room was also found a stone basin
(0.45 m in diameter and 0.20 m deep) beside a stone slab (1 x 0.65 m), which has been
interpreted as a receptacle for libations or offerings.251 In the smaller room at the rear of the
building the fragments of at least six relief-pithos were found, suggesting that this smaller
room was likely used for storage.252 Many of the finds from this building have led to its
common identification as a temple—the central hearth with a possible altar as well as a
possible libation basin. However it is important to consider that no bones were mentioned in
the excavation report, which leaves the question of animal sacrifice occurring in the building
ambiguous. Also, relatively few object were found in the building, and as Prent notes, none
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of them can be definitively identified as votives.253 Mazarakis Ainan also points out that the
round base found attached to the hearth (which the excavator identified as a possible altar)
might have rather served some utilitarian purpose—and with the absence of finds associated
with this base we cannot whether or not it did serve as an altar.254 Prent points out that the
identification of this building as having a sacred and cultic function “is to a large extent
based on the correspondences in plan with Temple A immediately to the N[orth].”255
Temple A at Prinias was probably built during the seventh century BCE, and has a
similar layout to Temple B, however it is considered to be the more monumental of the two.
Like Temple B, it contains a ‘pronaos’ as well as a large central room (‘naos’, ca. 58 m2)
with a large rectangular central hearth, however unlike Temple B, the orientation of Temple
A is slightly more tilted from the southeast to the northwest, and there is no smaller rear
room attached at the northwestern end. In the main room, a short stone bench is built against
the southern wall.256 Within the hearth in the main room, excavators found an abundance of
animal bones and ash. Throughout the main room were also found fineware pottery as well
as several fragments of clay cauldrons and also fragments of bronze weaponry. Although
votive objects are scarce, one miniature bronze shield and two pins were found which “may
pass as objects dedicated within the building.”257
The exterior of the building was once decorated with architectural sculpture, which
was found in front of the entrance (the original placement is uncertain). Such sculpture
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included nine mounted warriors that might have been part of a frieze on the eastern side of
the building (Fig. 25), two seated female figures found on the lintel above the entrance, two
standing female figures found on the underside of the lintel carved in relief (Figs. 23 & 24),
as well as some stone fragments of deer, lions, and sphinxes. The sculptural style of the
architectural decorations provided the basis for Temple A’s dating to the last quarter of the
seventh century BCE. The sculpture has been taken in conjunction with the presence of the
small bench against the south wall as evidence for the identification of the building as a
temple—for example, the seated female figures found above the lintel are often interpreted as
goddesses.258 Watrous has also interpreted the warrior frieze as representing the nine
Kouretes (or Cretan mountain daemons) and relating to religious initiation ceremonies held
within the temple.259
However some scholars have suggested that Temple A may not have been a temple,
but rather that it functioned as a dining hall or andreion.260 While very few items were found
within the building that might be interpreted as votives, feasting is well attested by the large
amount of animal bones and ash found within the central hearth of the main room as well as
by fineware pottery found in the central room indicative of food serving and consumption.261
The warrior frieze that probably decorated the eastern exterior of the building has been
interpreted by d’Acunto as representing the class of aristocratic warriors who would have
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participated in feasting activities within the building.262 Such iconography matches well with
the function of syssitia portrayed in the literature as celebrating and promoting militaristic
values among participants. Carter compares the iconography of decoration around the lintel
with that of ivory plaques that decorated the wooden couches of participants in the SyroPalestinian dining practice of marzeah.263 Carter suggests that the Prinian aristocrats
consciously referenced Near Eastern dining practices in their feasts held in the building in
order to enhance their status and perhaps give expression to their own held beliefs.264
The buildings discussed above each share a fairly direct association with cultic
activities. However on the summit of the Prophitis Elias hill near the modern village of
Smari, excavators identified a large building complex (ca. 20 x 25 m, 500 m2; Fig. 26) with
evidence of communal dining, however with no evidence of cultic use within the building
itself. Built at the end of the eighth century BCE, this complex is made of three house units,
each with an area of about 126 m2, and each containing a large central room as well as a
small porch and small rear room. Inside the main room of Unit A, the presence of a hearth is
indicated by an area of ca. 2 m2 covered with earth reddened by fire, encircled by upright
slabs and stones. All four interior walls of the main room were lined with permanent
benches, on top of which were found sherds of relief-pithoi. Unit B was attached to Unit A
along its entire southern wall, and like A, it contains a large central room (36.5 m2) with
262
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permanent benches lining all four walls of the main room and a hearth. Unit Δ was likewise
attached to Unit B along its southern wall, and like both A and B, it contained a hearth in the
central room, however no permanent benches were found in the central room. Bones of
animals such as sheep, pigs, and birds were found throughout the area, however an especially
large amount of bones as well as burnt matter were associated with the prodomos of A.
Pottery finds indicate that this building complex was in use through the Late Geometric and
Early Orientalizing periods.265
Since the main complex itself contained nothing to indicate a cult function, excavator
Chatzi-Vallianou suggested an identification of the building complex as a ruler’s dwelling.266
Sjögren however writes that the layout of the complex—with three large, consecutive rooms
with built-in benches and large central hearths would also have “offered an almost ideal form
of ‘dining house’.”267 These features have made the building complex another candidate for
an andreion building housing the feasts of dining groups in this settlement. However, even
though there were no obvious cultic activities within the complex itself, in 1995, excavators
uncovered nearby a small (5.4 x 3.8/4 m) freestanding cult building between Building A and
the northern peribolos. Within this building was a small construction made of four stone
slabs stacked on top of one another, which may have served as an altar or offering table.
Around this structure were found evidence of burning (charcoal and burnt animal bone), a
large number of terracotta figurines, votive plaques, and pottery ranging in date from the EIA
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to the Roman period, “indicating that cult continued until long after the abandonment of the
[EIA] settlement.”268
Hearth temples are not the only type of building that has been connected to communal
dining in the EIA, Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods. However some of these
buildings have been identified in connection to communal dining and andreia based on very
scant evidence from early archaeological excavations in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Italian excavations during the late nineteenth century, for example,
revealed part of a monumental building at the summit of the acropolis of an EIA settlement at
Axos (Fig. 27). This building was excavated only partially, and therefore details regarding its
dating and function are scant. In a nearby deposit directly to the southwest of the building
were found terracotta animal figurines and a large number of relief-pithos fragments dating
to the Orientalizing and Archaic periods. In a cistern directly west of the building, excavators
found more pottery sherds as well as animal bones.269 While this evidence might suggest the
building had a cultic function, as Prent writes, “the concomitant discovery of the A
inscription… which refers to provisions for artisans in the andreion, adds the possibility that
it served as a dining hall for hetereiai.”270 However with so little evidence, it is difficult to
definitively assign any function to this building at Axos.
Another building for which an andreion function has been suggested, but for which it
is difficult to definitively assign any function, is the large complex on the SE slope of the
Ayios Elias or Aï-Lia hill near the modern village of Aphrati (in the eastern Mesara region of
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Crete; Fig. 28). Excavations under Lebessi commenced here in 1968 after a large number of
bronze weaponry and relief pithoi began to appear on the international art market. After the
robbers of the site confessed, Lebessi led excavations in the area indicated and uncovered the
remains of an EIA complex that, although it had been much disturbed, still contained
additional fragments of bronze weaponry.271
The latest construction phase of the complex has a likely date of seventh century
BCE, during which the complex consisted of a large (at least 12 x 22.5 m) rectangular space
with a rectangular main room (12 x 6.8 m). Although the main room was disturbed down to
the bedrock, “it was clear that a continuous bench (0.4 x 0.45 m high) had lined the walls.”
An entrance to the building is indicated by an interruption on the southern wall, however this
seems to have later been blocked and replaced by an entrance on the eastern side of the
building complex.272
Notable finds from the mixed fill of the building included an additional bronze mitra,
a large number of Late Geometric to Early Orientalizing sherds (and additionally Late
Orientalizing and Byzantine sherds as well as a Classical Attic “Bandschale”), animal bones,
and agrimi (Cretan goat) horns.273 Among the bronzes that were stolen from this complex
were five helmets (Fig. 29), eight cuirasses, and sixteen mitrai (fourteen of which were
incised with decorations and inscriptions indicating the names of either owners or dedicators;
Fig. 30). These items have been dated from between 650 – 625 BCE into the early sixth
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century BCE.274 Other items with likely provenance from this complex include the abovementioned relief pithoi that were sold on the international art market as well as a clary antefix
that appeared among the objects in a foreign collection which sharing similarities with a
chance find handed over by local inhabitants in the form of a LDaed female head.275
Lebessi originally identified the building complex as a sanctuary, based on its size,
the presence of a bench (seemingly a continuation of bench sanctuary architecture), and the
bronzes and other items interpreted to be dedicated votives.276 However Viviers has more
recently suggested that the building might rather have functioned as an andreion. The large
size of the main room (ca. 55 m2) in combination with the continuous stone benches would
make the room well suited for communal dining activities. Further, in connection to the large
(ca. 248 m2) enclosed nearby courtyard, as Sjögren writes, “the entire area constituted a good
place for communal gatherings.” We have also already seen how the presence of the armor
might not necessarily be interpreted as votives to a god, but might additionally or
alternatively serve as a visual component of the promotion of military values detailed in the
literary accounts of the andreion.277 However due to the disturbance and looting of the
building, it is difficult to assign any function to the Aphrati complex.
4. Later Tentative andreia
While all of the examples discussed above have been pointed to as possible
candidates as andreia buildings, their identification is (as we have seen) problematic and not
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widely agreed upon among the large body of scholarship. Nevertheless, the above examples
do attest to the importance of spaces for communal dining from an early period preceding the
formation of the poleis in the EIA. There has unfortunately been very little work done
towards investigating how this and other practices continued as part of the later poleis in
Crete after the seventh century BCE. However two projects in eastern Crete (namely, at
Praisos and Azoria) have in recent years begun to unveil some interesting glimpses into the
ways in which communal dining continued to play a role in the later Archaic, Classical, and
Hellenistic Cretan poleis.
Excavations at Praisos began initially in the early twentieth century under Federico
Halbherr and Robert Bosanquet. In 1901, Bosanquet led excavations of a large monumental
building on the northwest slope of the First Acropolis of Praisos that came to be called the
“Almond Tree House” (Fig. 31).278 The excavations revealed a massive building occupying
the better part of the 20 x 30 m area that was purchased for the project.279 The building is
almost rectangular with the SW wall modified to accommodate a street, oriented roughly
NW-SE, and quite architecturally complex with nine rooms—the largest (room 9) measuring
10.40 x 8.70 m.280 The size and complexity of the building immediately signaled to the
excavators that the building served some civic function. Coins found in the building range
from the fourth to the second century BCE, however the pottery found therein suggest a third
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rather than fourth century date for the building’s construction.281 Bosanquet suggested an
identification of the building as an andreion—more specifically a koimeterion—a “public
guest house” according to the passage in Dosiadas.282 However as J. Whitley writes, “very
little of what [Bosanquet] excavated was saved” and most of the material from within the
building “was dumped just in front of the building”—i.e., along the outer NW wall.283
In 2007, a British team led by Whitley were able to test Bosanquet’s identification of
the building by re-excavating the dump in front of the “Almond Tree House.” Although
initially skeptical, Whitley eventually concluded that the building must have functioned as an
andreion after considering a variety of factors including the nature of material recovered
from the building’s fill. Among the notable finds were a large number of cup fragments
making up at most 20% of the finds (calculated by the number of sherds, not by weight). The
cups were mostly of Classical or Early Hellenistic date and were mostly of typical Cretan
types (high-necked and low-necked cups). Overall, the cups seemed to the excavator “quite
large” but “very thin” (having rim diameters of between 9 to 13 cm, and walls up to 2 mm
thick). Three distinct cup fabrics were identified.284 Whitley identified the large cup
assemblage as a “typical feasting assemblage,” which in combination with the large amount
of animal bone—including an “unusually large proportion of rarely consumed species in the
upper (re-deposited) levels,” among which were hare bones—attest to the building’s function
as a dining hall for communal feasts.285
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Also important in the identification of the Almond Tree building as an andreion were
the discovery of two terracotta plaques of “emphatically masculine” or andriko iconography,
dated to the Classical period (Fig. 32). One plaque depicts a young man of the type common
in the sanctuaries of Praisos286 and another depicts “a warrior with a plumed helmet holding a
shield in the form of a ram’s head, advancing from the left.” Whitley points to parallels
between the warrior plaque and terracotta plaques found in sanctuary deposits in the area of
Praisos dating to the late eighth century BC onwards. This iconography, Whitley writes, “had
some particular significance for the community of Praisos.”287 Beyond just a decorative
element, Whitley suggests that perhaps the iconography of the ram’s head is “is meant to
indicate that the hoplite warrior takes on, in part, some of the attributes of a ram – if only a
willingness to “butt heads” in battle.”288 If Whitley’s identification of the Almond House
Building as an andreion is correct, then perhaps there is also a connection in the ram’s head
iconography in relationship to a passage in Plato’s Laws, wherein the Athenian character
jokes that Cretan youth are “put out to pasture” like foals.289 This may also be a play on
words, since the word for the Cretan youth groups, according to Ephorus, is agela—a world
which may be literally translated as “herd.”290 If the Almond House did function as an
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andreion, then perhaps the importance of ram iconography in Praisos is a further reflection
adult male warrior identity—a representation of fully grown citizen warriors with full rights
of participation in the andreion and other state institutions.
The identification of the Almond Tree house as an andreion is perhaps the most
sound and important of the andreion identifications discussed so far—since it not only
demonstrates the existence of a large communal dining building in the city center of Praisos,
but is moreover representative of the later Classical and Hellenistic periods. However
Whitley argues that it is not the only andreion that served as venue for civic communal
dining in the polis of Praisos. Whitley points to another large deposit of cups similar to those
found in the Almond House fill at another location on the Prophitis Ilias hill. This site was
formerly considered as a “possible location for the sanctuary of Dictaean Zeus.”291 Whitley
points to the location of this site on the top of a hill and its deposit attesting to feasting
activities as evidence for a possible identification as another andreion (this is, as Prent writes,
a likely location for an andreion).292 As Whitley writes:
One of the unanswered questions about the “andreion” is how many were there per
polis. In several passages (X.4.16, 18, 20) Strabo (citing Ephoros) uses the term
andreion consistently in the plural (andreia), which to me suggests that there was
more than one andreion in each political community… if we bear in mind that the
andreion is first and foremost an institution [as Prent suggests293], then it need not
follow that it would have taken a fixed architectural form (like a temple).294
Perhaps these different locations of feasting represent different feasting groups. If the
hypothesis of the current discussion is correct—namely that the more prominent members of
291
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the Cretan citizen class would have held exclusive membership to the hetairiai dining
groups, meanwhile other dining groups existed for less prominent members of the citizen
class and also the perioikic communities—then we might further expect that the more
important groups might conduct their dining activities in the more architecturally elaborated
and prominently placed venues in the center of the city.
Another important project yielding key insights into the communal dining practices of
Cretan communities after the EIA is at Azoria on the eastern coast of the Mirabello Bay
region of eastern Crete. Excavations began here in 2002 under an American team led by
Donald Haggis and Margaret Mook. First established in the EIA, towards the end of the
seventh century BCE, the settlement at Azoria absorbed much of the population of
surrounding settlements (which became abandoned at this time) and the site developed into
an urban center (what excavator Haggis has called a “protopolis” or nascent city-state). The
protopolis of Azoria was occupied into the Archaic period until about the end of the sixth
century.295
During the period following the influx of the surrounding population, the site
underwent a major rebuilding phase at the end of the seventh century comprising the
“reintegration, redefinition, and restructuring of domestic and communal spaces and
activities.”296 EIA architecture was covered over with new structures that constituted a
“drastic increase” in the scale of both public and domestic space (requiring also a dramatic
intensification in the allocation and organization of labor towards this construction). Not only
does this period see a distinct increase in the amount of space taken up by the new public and
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domestic buildings, but there was additionally the introduction of entirely new building types
and “new venues of suprahousehold interaction” (See Fig. 33).297
In terms of changes affecting the form of public buildings, at this time several
important civic structures appeared. In 2011, Erickson wrote that the core building (A800) of
one civic complex at Azoria (called the Communal Dining Complex by the excavators) was
“the most compelling case…for an andreion” in Crete.298 As in the case of the Almond Tree
building at Praisos, the Communal Dining Complex at Azoria is architecturally complex and
compartmentalized, which Haggis writes attests to “the division of activities and the
segregation of groups.”299 Food processing appears to have been concentrated in the kitchens
(A600, A1600) and storerooms (A1200, A1400–A1500) located on the lower terrace of the
complex. These rooms are interconnected among themselves, yet physically distinct from the
rooms in which dining would have taken place on the higher terrace (rooms A800 and
A2000).300 Access to the dining rooms is somewhat exclusive by means of a porch and
vestibule (A1900S).301 The two dining rooms are separated and spatially differentiated by the
presence of a room with apparent cultic function (indicated by the presence of a ground altar;
A1900N) lying centered between them. These spatially differentiated dining rooms likely
served to accommodate distinct dining groups or perhaps “different modes or occasions of
drinking and dining.”302
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A800 and the larger Communal Dining Complex of which it is a part are just one site
in which communal dining would have taken place in the urban center of Azoria. The
Monumental Civic Building (downhill to the southwest of the Communal Dining Complex;
D500, D900–D1000) was also an apparently important venue for communal feasting. In
contrast to the Communal Dining Building however, The Monumental Civic Building has a
less compartmentalized, more open plan with “a single undivided hall” with a stepped bench
that runs along all four of the interior walls. Dining activities are attested by concentrations
of pottery suitable for serving and dining as well as meat remains indicative of prepared
meals. Haggis writes that this hall would have served to accommodate more openly
communal assemblies—as opposed to the more segregated and restricted groups that would
have participated in dining events in the Communal Dining Building. However “this is not to
say that social distinctions did not exist in the context of communal consumption or that they
could not have been expressed through differentiated portioning of meat, such as the leg
segments, or other foods, or even by means of arranged seating within the building,” as is
indicated in the literature.303 Yet both the more open floor plan as well as the ample
permanent seating seem to indicate “a structured communal experience.” The Monumental
Civic Building is also connected with some kind of cultic activity, as attested by a shrine
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(D900–D1000) directly connected to the main hall to the north—however access appears to
have been restricted, suggesting perhaps hierarchical use.304
Excavations at Azoria have also revealed an interesting arrangement for the
provisioning of food for the communal feasting activities that would have occurred in both
the Communal Dining Complex and the Monumental Civic Building. Preparation of the food
destined for communal consumption in the civic buildings seems to have occurred in the socalled Service Building adjoining the Monumental Civic Building to the south. This building
consists of a series of rooms, some with large rectangular hearths interpreted as kitchens
(B1500, B2200–2300), others as storerooms (B700, B1200), and another as an olive press
(D300). In addition to storage containers such as pithoi and amphorae, this building also
contained a considerable amount of food processing equipment as well as vast quantities of
drinking, dining, and serving vessels.305
The Service Building appears to have been used for final preparations of food and
drink for large communal dining events that would have occurred in the two other civic
buildings above. The excavators noted that in both the civic buildings and houses excavated
on the acropolis, there is a lack of evidence for primary food processing—meaning such
activities must have occurred elsewhere (perhaps in the yet unexcavated houses further
downhill). Houses within the urban center appear to have thus “functioned as estate managers
and centers of economically complex and dispersed households.”306 The storage capacity of
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the houses in the center exceeds that which would be expected to meet the needs of
individual families. As Haggis writes:
The kinds of foods that survive in archaeological contexts, such as wine or must, oil
(by inference of burning, cooking, lamps, and residues), olives, and perishables such
as fruit, clean grains, and pulses, suggest that houses were cycling and managing such
produce through their stores for personal consumption as well as for redistribution,
perhaps in the form of payments or taxes owed to public or civic dining halls, such as
the Communal Dining Building and the Monumental Civic Building.307
The increased storage capacity for these urban houses may be indicative of the elite status of
their inhabitants. Such a status may further be indicated by the close spatial association of the
dwellings to the monumental civic buildings—domestic architecture is woven directly into
the city plan, “[showing] direct formal and spatial relationships to the communal or civic
buildings.”308 Erickson points out that the extensive storage capacities of the center houses
might have served towards the provisioning of private feasts held within these houses—
perhaps in the style of the mainland practice of symposion.309 Whatever the destination of the
surplus food stored in these houses, that both they and the kitchens of the civic building
contained assemblages indicative only of final-stage meal preparation310 is an indication of
larger economic networks in which these elite houses and the storage and kitchen areas of the
civic buildings represented the center for consumption and perhaps redistribution.311
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Interestingly, as Whitley points out, one possible difficulty with the identification of
either of the communal dining buildings at Azoria is the apparent lack of evidence linking
feasting activities there with exclusively male groups, which we would expect for an
andreion.312 Elsewhere, deposits of armor, decorative architectural sculpture depicting
“warriors” as at Prinias, or terracotta plaques with “male” iconography as in the case of the
Almond Tree Building at Praisos may provide indications of the gender of participants in
activities at these sites. For both the Communal Dining Complex and the Monumental Civic
Building at Azoria, such indications are lacking. I think it should be stressed however that the
presence of such items is not itself a sure indication of exclusively male participation in
activities at these sites. In the example of Prinias, for example, female figures are also
represented in the architectural sculpture decorating the exterior of the building. Not only in
the case of Azoria, but also elsewhere, we cannot be sure of the gender of participants in the
feasts and other activities conducted in buildings and sites identified as tentative andreia.
Discussion and Summary
The archaeological evidence discussed above shows communal dining as an
important component of Cretan communities from an early period. The evidence also attests
to a variety of locations and venues for communal feasting. Not only this, but the venues for
feasts may have been multifunctional in themselves. Scholars have pointed especially to the
case of the early Hearth Temples—as Whitley writes “sometimes they acted as temples to the
gods, and sometimes as clubhouses for citizen males.”313 Some scholars have also proposed
that the repeated finding of armor in these buildings may be an indication of their use as
312
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armories (as the case of Aphrati, Dreros, and Axos).314 It is questionable, however, whether
these cases could be seen as armories—namely the places in which armor of the citizens was
kept. This is because of the large amount of armor in miniature—too small to have been
actually used. Instead, these items may rather have functioned either for display or as votives
to a deity.
The architectural variety of these buildings as well as their multifunctional nature do
not necessarily preclude an identification as andreia—for as Prent has established the
andreion should be seen primarily as an institution rather than as a building. 315 As Whitely
writes, perhaps Cretans did not have follow the mainland example of building specific
architectural types corresponding to specific social or political institutions. Rather the
archaeological evidence so far reflects a more flexible use of space for communal feasting
and perhaps other activities.316
While the feasting at these venues would have been to an extent communal, there is
also a degree of exclusivity reflected in the archaeological evidence for Cretan
commensality. Such exclusivity may be both logistical as well as socio-political. Logistically,
as discussed at the beginning of this chapter, any enclosed area in which feasting would have
taken place would necessarily exclude certain members of a polis’s population—and the
archaeological evidence attests to dining groups necessarily being smaller than what we can
imagine would be the entire male citizen body. Also, in order for diacritical feasting to meet
its purpose of fostering a sense of group identity, the number of participants must be
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necessarily restricted—at most one-hundred men dining together at once (however in the
case of many of the buildings discussed above, dining groups must have been much
smaller).317
While the vast majority of the population might be excluded from any given dining
group, that is not to say that people outside the dining group would not have participated in
their own events of commensality. As Erickson suggests, multiple dining groups might have
used monumental buildings in rotation. However as several of the sites discussed above
demonstrate, multiple buildings or even open-air areas might have been employed for
communal dining, and perhaps access to the most architecturally elaborated venues might
have been restricted to certain privileged dining groups. In conclusion, the archaeological
evidence indicates that commensality played a prevalent role in Cretan communities both
before and after the development of the poleis.
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CHAPTER V. Spatial Analysis and Conclusions
Summary
The evidence presented in this thesis shows that the practice of civic commensality,
which may be identified as syssitia, does seem to have played an important function in preRoman Cretan society. Chapter II provided a detailed discussion of the literary sources
regarding syssitia in ancient Crete. This discussion covers not only the content of the ancient
Greek literary sources, but also these sources’ limitations that make them—apart from the
epigraphic and archaeological evidence—difficult to trust. The facts that the ancient Greek
litereary sources date to later periods, are written largely by outsiders to the island, and that
they tend to make grand-sweeping generalizations are all signals that we should be cautious
in accepting the portrayals of Cretan society that they provide. For this reason, it is essential
to look towards the evidence intrinsic to the island (the inscriptions and archaeology) to get a
better sense of a) whether syssitia existed in Crete as a wide-spread institution both in earlier
and later periods, and if so b) the extent of the practice as well as c) the role of the syssitia in
larger Cretan society and its interaction with other aspects of Cretan socio-political and
economic organization. Chapter III provided a discussion of the epigraphic evidence for
syssitia in the inscriptions from Crete during the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods.
This analysis demonstrated that syssitia is strongly suggested by the mention of key words
associated with syssitia—such as andreion, hetairia(i), and agela(i). Although in many cases
we have little more than the mention of these words to attest to the practice, in other cases we
get a more detailed sense of how syssitia was interwoven with other institutions and
structures of Cretan society—a testimony not only to its existence but also to its

101

embeddedness and importance. Chapter IV discusses the archaeological evidence for the
early development of commensality in Cretan communities prior to the formation of the polis
during the EIA (as attested in Hearth Temples and other early buildings) and its continued
importance in the later Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic period (as attested in the cases of
Praisos and Azoria).
Spatial Distribution
In considering the spatial distribution of the evidence for syssitia in ancient Crete, we
notice a concentration towards the center and central-east areas of the island. As Perlman has
pointed out, literary accounts regarding syssitia only make direct mention of the city of
Lyttos in central-north portion of the island (indicated on Figure 35). Perlman writes that the
ancient authors’ portrayal of the Cretan constitution was extracted from that of one city—
Lyttos. Being largely foreigners, Perlman writes that most of our authors probably only heard
about the city of Lyttos and generalized for the entire island practices that might have only
occurred in this city.318 It is important to note, however, that despite the literary tradition’s
exclusive mention of Lyttos in regards to the portrayals of syssitia, ancient authors were not
completely unfamiliar with the other cities of Crete. While Perlman writes that we have no
evidence that the authors of the literary tradition regarding Crete ever visited the island, some
scholars have proposed that Plato’s description of the route from Knossos to the Cave of
Zeus must have stemmed from personal experience.319 In Book 10, Chapter 4 of his
Geography (in which extensive quotations and summaries of Ephorus’s description of Crete
are preserved), Strabo mentions a number of cities. Strabo focuses mainly on what calls “the
318
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greatest and most famous” cities—namely, Knossos, Gortyn, and Cydonia.320 Strabo writes
that he himself has a familial connection to the city of Knossos in particular (his
grandmother, great uncles, and great-great uncle, Dorylaüs resided in the city for a number of
years).321 In regards to the authors Dosiadas and Pyrgion (whose accounts are preserved in
Athenaeus’s Deipnosophistai) these authors are believed to be from the island themselves.
Although Dosiadas’s account only names the city of Lyttos in particular (“The Lyttians pool
their goods for the syssitia in this way…”), two things must be considered regarding the
applicability of Dosiadas’s account to other Cretan communities outside of Lyttos. First, if
Jacoby is correct in identifying Dosiadas as a Cretan author from the city of Cydonia,322 then
we may of course conclude that his knowledge of Cretan practices spanned more than just
the city of Lyttos (and would have, at the very least, included that of his own city, Cydonia).
This would lend even more credence to the second point, that Dosiadas writes that
“everywhere in Crete there are two houses for syssitia” – speaking of the syssitia as a more
broadly practiced institution.323 Although none of these examples is definitive proof of the
ancient author’s personal experience, they nevertheless suggest that we ought to be cautious
in not dismissing the literary tradition as derived completely from second-hand accounts of
one city.
As seen in Figure 36, the epigraphic testimony for syssitia seems also to be
concentrated in the center of the island. Central Crete provides our earliest epigraphic
attestation of the andreion in the Gortynian inscription IC 4.4 (of the seventh or sixth century
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BCE). Throughout the Archaic period, andreion, hetairiai, and agelai continue to be attested
at Gortyn and in other poleis mainly in central Crete (with Polyrrhenia as an outlier in the
West). This trend echoes the larger pattern of Cretan inscriptions more generally—as
Erickson points out, “inscriptional evidence of Archaic and Classical date (ca. 625-325) is
available only from the central part of the island, from Eleutherna in the West to Dreros in
the East.”324 This is due in part to bias of research—studies in the island from the late
nineteenth century to the present have largely focused on sites from the center of the island.
Even more specifically, much of this evidence comes from just one city, namely that of
Gortyn, which has benefitted from nearly continuous study by the Italian School from the
early twentieth century onwards. The predominance of Gortynian inscriptional evidence is
well attested in the compilations of published epigraphic material from Crete. In the fourvolume publication of Inscriptiones Creticae (published between 1935 and 1950), the first
three volumes include publication and analysis of inscriptions from cities all over the island,
while the entirety of the series’ fourth volume is devoted to the hundreds of inscriptions from
Gortyn alone. The predominance of Gortynian inscriptional evidence continues into the
present, for example in Koerner’s more recent compilation of early legal inscriptions from
Crete, forty-eight documents come just from the city of Gortyn, while only twenty-nine
documents are listed from other Cretan cities.325 As a consequence of this concentration of
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epigraphic evidence in the center of the island, as Erickson writes, “we know little about the
political arrangements of communities in the western and eastern sections of the island.”326
Until the recent archaeological investigations at Praisos and Azoria, this
concentration of evidence in the center of the island for the inscriptions seemed to be echoed
in the archaeological evidence as well. Early sites attesting to commensality in the EIA and
early Archaic periods like Hearth Temples and other buildings (indicated in orange and
yellow on Figure 38) discussed in this thesis are concentrated in the central area (stretching
between Kommos and Axos in the west and Dreros in the east). Again, this spatial
distribution may be explained at least in part by the bias of archaeological research taking
place mainly in this area. Support for this hypothesis may be lent by the investigations of
Praisos and Azoria, which have drawn the eastern portion of the island into the picture.
It is possible that underlying this concentration of evidence in both the center and the
central east areas of the island is an actual cultural koine shared by the communities in this
region resulting from peer polity interaction (since, as we know, there was no hyper-polis
organization spanning the entire island until the Roman conquest in the first century BCE).
However, as Chaniotis has written, there is nevertheless a trend likely “[stemming] from a
particular tendency to structure a community and from the need to face the same challenges
in other cities in a similar way.”327 Chaniotis has suggested that a common set of principles
of organization in these communities may have developed as a result of interaction between
key community leaders at supra-regional sanctuaries like the Idaean Cave (located on Mount
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Ida)328 and the sanctuary of Hermes Kedtrites at Kato Simi329 (marked Kato Simi in Figures
34-38). Both of these sites as well as other regional and supra-regional sanctuaries in Crete
would have functioned similarly to the way in which Snodgrass has argued the interregional
sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi would have functioned beginning in the eighth century
BCE—serving as a venue for the exchange of knowledge, ideas, customs, and values for elite
members of incipient poleis who would have met there.330
Moreover, Wallace has demonstrated that Cretan communities particularly in the
central part of the island weathered the Late Bronze Age collapse “successfully,” adapting
relatively quickly to new conditions of the Early Iron Age. Wallace points to settlement
patterns and the distribution of foreign goods from the early EIA period in the island as
strong evidence “that the new communities were in regular and well-maintained contact with
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each other across sizeable regions from soon after their establishment.”331 In the period
immediately following the collapse, archaeological survey has revealed the dispersal of
population in the island and the establishment of a number of new settlements, often marked
by extreme local inaccessibility (located on mountain and cliff-tops) and/or strategically
located (with views from the new sites over major valleys or approaches from the sea.332
Another important characteristic of these new settlements, as Haggis has pointed out, is a
concentration of new sites into stable clusters connected by ties of kinship and exchange.333
After a brief period of interruption, Crete continued in its role as a stopping point along trade
routes crossing the Mediterranean or entering the Aegean region, however with the
disappearance of the highly controlled exchange system in the island controlled by elites in
the Late Bronze Age centers. Even after the collapse, as opposed to the Greek Mainland,
Crete maintained contact with the eastern Mediterranean sphere of exchange. Not only this,
but Crete continued as a consumer of goods from outside the island from an early period as
well: “From the tenth century onward…Crete’s economic focus remained on developing
commodity production to supply the needs of increasingly complex societies within the
island.”334 From an early point—prior to the period of settlement nucleation in the early
Protogeometric period (tenth to ninth centuries BCE) and formation of the poleis in the
seventh century—there appears to be a great deal of interaction between different settlements
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and regions of Crete, which might also have played a role in the exchange of ideas for social,
political, and economic organization.
Although the evidence appears to point to common practices shared among
communities in the center and east of the island, shared should not be taken to imply
identical—as the epigraphic and archaeological evidence show a variety of venues and
associated practices with commensality for distinct communities. Even the literary accounts
allow for diversity in the implementation of syssitia across the island—Strabo writes that in
the period prior to the Roman conquest, certain cities including Lyttos, Gortyn, and “certain
other small cities” continued to use the traditional institutions, while others (including
Knossos) did so to a lesser extent.335 We also cannot ignore the diversity in socio-political
organization implied by the fact that no two Cretan cities share the same calendar, nor do
they share the same tribal divisions.336 Despite this diversity, there nevertheless does appear
to be a key underlying principle of commensality for many Cretan communities beginning as
early as the EIA and continuing to various extents into the Classical and Hellenistic periods,
which may be what inspired the descriptions of syssitia in the ancient Greek literature.337
Further Research
Due to restrictions on space and time, this thesis has only been able to provide a
cursory overview of three major sources of evidence for syssitia and commensality in Crete
for the EIA, Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic periods. Entire dissertations could

335

Strabo, Geography 10.4.17.
Chaniotis 2005, 176; Trümpy 1997, 188-197 (on month names); Mandalaki 2000, 34-40 (Cretan
tribes); Jones 1987, 219-231 (also on Cretan tribes).
337
Chaniotis 2005, 177 (for a discussion on the shared fundamental commonalities among Cretan
communities from the Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic period).
336

108

concentrate solely on any one of the chief sources of evidence—literary, epigraphic, and
archaeological. Futher research should focus on the inclusion of more evidence for analysis
and also consider questions of change in the communal feasting practices of Cretan
communities over time.
In terms of the literary evidence, more work should be done to consider the implicit
and explicit comparisons made by ancient authors of Cretan dining institutions with those of
other contemporary Greek and Near Eastern societies. As discussed in Chapter II, Crete is
often compared explicitly with the Spartan state and its organization. However, ancient
authors also draw connections between the institutions of Crete (including the syssitia) with
those of other non-Greek societies. For example, it may be significant that Athenaeus
immediately follows the descriptions of Cretan syssitia of Pyrgion with a passage from
Herodotus describing the dining habits of the Persians.338 In this passage, Herodotus describes
a communal feast attended by prominent men who discuss state matters at the conclusion of
the meal—although Athenaeus does not explicitly draw a connection between this and the
Cretan syssitia described immediately above, the passages are parallel in their emphasis on
the discussion of state matters as the concluding event of communal meals. Such a
connection may also yield support to the suggestion in this thesis that the syssitia of the
hetairia were attended by prominent men, and that the meal functioned as a meeting of the
prytaneia. On the other hand, it may also yield interesting discussion of the perception of
“other-ness” towards Cretan society in Atheno-centric literature, as Perlman discusses in her
2000 article, “Krētes aei lēistai? The Marginalization of Crete in Greek Thought and the Role
338
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of Piracy in the Outbread of the First Cretan War.”339 This is only one example of the
interesting insight that might be gained by considering the context of discussions of Cretan
dining insitutions in the ancient literature.
In terms of the epigraphic evidence, more work could be done to understand the role
of the state in terms of the syssitia. With the literary and epigraphic evidence combined, we
still have very little understanding of the role of the state as opposed to private individuals in
funding of the event.
There is a great deal of further work to be done in terms of the archaeological
evidence for civic communal dining in Crete. In continuation of the present work, I would
like to study the pottery assemblages that led excavators and other scholars to identify given
sites as feasting areas possibly connected to syssitia discussed in Chapter IV. It would also be
useful to study similar contemporary feasting assemblages from outside the island (such as
the tholos of Athens) in order to understand how Cretan feasting assemblages compare and
contrast with those of other societies. If we may suppose that the ancient authors focused on
Cretan customs because they were so peculiar, then perhaps such comparative study might
yield specific information regarding what made Cretan feasting so distinctive and worthy of
note. Also, it would be beneficial to consider comparisons with assemblages associated with
symposia.
If the present paper has successfully shown that syssitia was at the foundation of the
establishment of Cretan communities and continued to be an important institution of Cretan
poleis as the literary, epigraphic, and archaeological sources indicate, then further research
339
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should consider the question of its continued importance after the pivotal changes brought by
the island’s conquest by Rome beginning in 67 BCE. It is often supposed that the syssitia
went out of use (and that it was perhaps prohibited) under the new Imperial regime beginning
in the first century BCE. However this claim is largely an argument ex silencio, as no direct
indication of the practice’s prohibition exists either in the literary or epigraphic evidence.
There is only the cryptic passage ending Strabo’s chapter on Crete, in which the geographer
writes: “Not many, however, of these institutions endure, but the administration of affairs is
carried on mostly by means of the decrees of the Romans, as is also the case in the other
provinces.”340 Strabo leaves quite vague which institutions were the ‘lucky ones’ to endure
under the new Roman government. Otherwise, we have no other literary mention to indicate
that the practice was going out of use.
Although the key Greek words associated with the syssitia discussed in this thesis
seem to taper off and disappear towards the end of the Hellenistic period, there remains some
indication that civic commensality may have remained in at least two cities under the
Romans. One second or third century CE inscription from the city of Lyttos may, in fact,
allude to the continued practice of syssitia under the Romans at the very least in this singular
city.341 The text of this inscription implies that a communal meal similar to the syssitia was
organized in the city at this time, funded by the wealth of prominent citizens.342 Gallimore
also points to a second century CE inscription from the city of Hierapetra that mentions a
number of individuals associated with the city’s board of elders or board of kosmoi in
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correlation with a sodalitas, or dining club. As Gallimore writes, “perhaps this sodalitas is
related to the new type of syssitia, although an alternative interpretation is that it was a
private club organized by the city’s elite.”343 Such mentions provide tantalizing, albeit
inconclusive, clues regarding the continuation of civic commensality among the elite in Crete
under the Romans.
It seems, however, that the matter should be investigated archaeologically.
Unfortunately, if we consider that excavations for Cretan sites in the Archaic and Classical
periods are rare, we should not be shocked to learn that investigations of the Roman period
are rarer still. One might look to the city of Gortyn (the capital of the joint Roman province
of Crete and Cyrenaica) as a possible venue of investigation.344 The Roman periods in the
cities of Knossos and Hierapetra have also recently been subject to new investigation.345 The
recent growth of interest in the later periods of Cretan archaeology may yield promising
opportunities to investigate the matter of commensality in Roman Crete.
Even if an understanding of how commensality may have changed (or disappeared) in
the later periods is a long way off, I think that we can nevertheless say that in regards to this
matter, the literary sources are not completely off base. The epigraphic and archaeological
evidence indicates that commensality of the kind described as the syssitia in ancient Greek
literary sources was an important component of Cretan communities. Although commensal
dining events may not have functioned completely identically to one another throughout the
island or with respect to their portrayals in the literary accounts, I think it is fair to say that
343
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the literary accounts preserve the impression of an institution (or series of institutions) that
did exist and play key roles in Cretan communities. Even if they only help us to frame
questions and hypotheses to test and interpret the available evidence, the literary sources may
continue to be useful to historians, epigraphers, and archaeologists investigating this and
other aspects of post-Minoan Cretan society.
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Aristotle, Politics 2.1264a346
εἰ µὲν γὰρ τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον κοινὰ πάντα πάντων, τί διοίσουσιν οὗτοι ἐκείνων τῶν φυλάκων;
ἢ τί πλεῖον αὐτοῖς ὑποµένουσι τὴν ἀρχὴν αὐτῶν, ἢ τί µαθόντες ὑποµενοῦσι [20] τὴν ἀρχήν,
ἐὰν µή τι σοφίζωνται τοιοῦτον οἷον Κρῆτες; ἐκεῖνοι γὰρ τἆλλα ταὐτὰ τοῖς δούλοις ἐφέντες
µόνον ἀπειρήκασι τὰ γυµνάσια καὶ τὴν τῶν ὅπλων κτῆσιν. εἰ δέ, καθάπερ ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις
πόλεσι, καὶ παρ᾽ ἐκείνοις ἔσται τὰ τοιαῦτα, τίς ὁ τρόπος ἔσται τῆς κοινωνίας; ἐν µιᾷ γὰρ
πόλει [25] δύο πόλεις ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι, καὶ ταύτας ὑπεναντίας ἀλλήλαις.
----For if the Farmers are to have the same complete communism, what will be the difference
between them and the Guardian class? or what advantage will they gain by submitting to
their government? or what consideration will induce them to submit to [20] the government,
unless the Guardians adopt some clever device like that of the Cretans? These have conceded
to their slaves all the same rights as they have themselves except that they are forbidden
gymnastic exercises and the possession of arms. But if the family life and property of the
Farmers are to be such as they are in other states, what sort of communism will there be? For
there will inevitably be two states in one, and these antagonistic to one another.
Aristotle, Politics 2.1271b-1272b347
ἡ δὲ Κρητικὴ πολιτεία πάρεγγυς µέν ἐστι ταύτης, ἔχει δὲ µικρὰ µὲν οὐ χεῖρον, τὸ δὲ πλεῖον
ἧττον γλαφυρῶς. καὶ γὰρ ἔοικε καὶ λέγεταί γε τὰ πλεῖστα µεµιµῆσθαι τὴν Κρητικὴν
πολιτείαν ἡ τῶν Λακώνων: τὰ δὲ πλεῖστα τῶν ἀρχαίων ἧττον διήρθρωται τῶν νεωτέρων.
φασὶ [25] γὰρ τὸν Λυκοῦργον, ὅτε τὴν ἐπιτροπείαν τὴν Χαριλάου τοῦ βασιλέως καταλιπὼν
ἀπεδήµησεν, τότε τὸν πλεῖστον διατρῖψαι χρόνον περὶ Κρήτην διὰ τὴν συγγένειαν: ἄποικοι
γὰρ οἱ Λύκτιοι τῶν Λακώνων ἦσαν, κατέλαβον δ᾽ οἱ πρὸς τὴν ἀποικίαν ἐλθόντες τὴν τάξιν
τῶν νόµων ὑπάρχουσαν [30] ἐν τοῖς τότε κατοικοῦσιν. διὸ καὶ νῦν οἱ περίοικοι τὸν αὐτὸν
τρόπον χρῶνται αὐτοῖς, ὡς κατασκευάσαντος Μίνω πρώτου τὴν τάξιν τῶν νόµων. δοκεῖ δ᾽ ἡ
νῆσος καὶ πρὸς τὴν ἀρχὴν τὴν Ἑλληνικὴν πεφυκέναι καὶ κεῖσθαι καλῶς: πάσῃ γὰρ ἐπίκειται
τῇ θαλάττῃ, σχεδὸν τῶν Ἑλλήνων [35] ἱδρυµένων περὶ τὴν θάλατταν πάντων: ἀπέχει γὰρ τῇ
µὲν τῆς Πελοποννήσου µικρόν, τῇ δὲ τῆς Ἀσίας τοῦ περὶ Τριόπιον τόπου καὶ Ῥόδου. διὸ καὶ
τὴν τῆς θαλάττης ἀρχὴν κατέσχεν ὁ Μίνως, καὶ τὰς νήσους τὰς µὲν ἐχειρώσατο τὰς δ᾽
ᾤκισεν, τέλος δὲ ἐπιθέµενος τῇ Σικελίᾳ τὸν βίον ἐτελεύτησεν [40] ἐκεῖ περὶ Καµικόν.
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ἔχει δ᾽ ἀνάλογον ἡ Κρητικὴ τάξις πρὸς τὴν Λακωνικήν. γεωργοῦσί τε γὰρ τοῖς µὲν οἱ εἵλωτες
τοῖς δὲ Κρησὶν οἱ περίοικοι, [1272α] καὶ συσσίτια παρ᾽ ἀµφοτέροις ἔστιν, καὶ τό γε ἀρχαῖον
ἐκάλουν οἱ Λάκωνες οὐ φιδίτια ἀλλὰ ἀνδρεῖα, καθάπερ οἱ Κρῆτες, ᾗ καὶ δῆλον ὅτι ἐκεῖθεν
ἐλήλυθεν. ἔτι δὲ τῆς πολιτείας ἡ τάξις. οἱ µὲν [5] γὰρ ἔφοροι τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχουσι δύναµιν τοῖς
ἐν τῇ Κρήτῃ καλουµένοις κόσµοις, πλὴν οἱ µὲν ἔφοροι πέντε τὸν ἀριθµὸν οἱ δὲ κόσµοι δέκα
εἰσίν: οἱ δὲ γέροντες τοῖς γέρουσιν, οὓς καλοῦσιν οἱ Κρῆτες βουλήν, ἴσοι: βασιλεία δὲ
πρότερον µὲν ἦν, εἶτα κατέλυσαν οἱ Κρῆτες, καὶ τὴν ἡγεµονίαν οἱ [10] κόσµοι τὴν κατὰ
πόλεµον ἔχουσιν: ἐκκλησίας δὲ µετέχουσι πάντες, κυρία δ᾽ οὐδενός ἐστιν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ
συνεπιψηφίσαι τὰ δόξαντα τοῖς γέρουσι καὶ τοῖς κόσµοις.
τὰ µὲν οὖν τῶν συσσιτίων ἔχει βέλτιον τοῖς Κρησὶν ἢ τοῖς Λάκωσιν. ἐν µὲν γὰρ Λακεδαίµονι
κατὰ κεφαλὴν ἕκαστος εἰσφέρει τὸ τεταγµένον, [15] εἰ δὲ µή, µετέχειν νόµος κωλύει τῆς
πολιτείας, καθάπερ εἴρηται καὶ πρότερον, ἐν δὲ Κρήτῃ κοινοτέρως: ἀπὸ πάντων γὰρ τῶν
γινοµένων καρπῶν τε καὶ βοσκηµάτων δηµοσίων, καὶ ἐκ τῶν φόρων οὓς φέρουσιν οἱ
περίοικοι, τέτακται µέρος τὸ µὲν πρὸς τοὺς θεοὺς καὶ τὰς κοινὰς [20] λειτουργίας, τὸ δὲ τοῖς
συσσιτίοις, ὥστ᾽ ἐκ κοινοῦ τρέφεσθαι πάντας, καὶ γυναῖκας καὶ παῖδας καὶ ἄνδρας: πρὸς δὲ
τὴν ὀλιγοσιτίαν ὡς ὠφέλιµον πολλὰ πεφιλοσόφηκεν ὁ νοµοθέτης, καὶ πρὸς τὴν διάζευξιν
τῶν γυναικῶν, ἵνα µὴ πολυτεκνῶσι, τὴν πρὸς τοὺς ἄρρενας ποιήσας [25] ὁµιλίαν, περὶ ἧς εἰ
φαύλως ἢ µὴ φαύλως, ἕτερος ἔσται τοῦ διασκέψασθαι καιρός. ὅτι δὴ τὰ περὶ τὰ συσσίτια
βέλτιον τέτακται τοῖς Κρησὶν ἢ τοῖς Λάκωσι, φανερόν: τὰ δὲ περὶ τοὺς κόσµους ἔτι χεῖρον
τῶν ἐφόρων. ὃ µὲν γὰρ ἔχει κακὸν τὸ τῶν ἐφόρων ἀρχεῖον, ὑπάρχει καὶ τούτοις [30]
(γίνονται γὰρ οἱ τυχόντες), ὃ δ᾽ ἐκεῖ συµφέρει πρὸς τὴν πολιτείαν, ἐνταῦθ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν. ἐκεῖ
µὲν γάρ, διὰ τὸ τὴν αἵρεσιν ἐκ πάντων εἶναι, µετέχων ὁ δῆµος τῆς µεγίστης ἀρχῆς βούλεται
µένειν τὴν πολιτείαν: ἐνταῦθα δ᾽ οὐκ ἐξ ἁπάντων αἱροῦνται τοὺς κόσµους ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τινῶν
γενῶν, καὶ τοὺς γέροντας [35] ἐκ τῶν κεκοσµηκότων, περὶ ὧν τοὺς αὐτοὺς ἄν τις εἴπειε
λόγους καὶ περὶ τῶν ἐν Λακεδαίµονι γινοµένων: τὸ γὰρ ἀνυπεύθυνον καὶ τὸ διὰ βίου µεῖζόν
ἐστι γέρας τῆς ἀξίας αὐτοῖς, καὶ τὸ µὴ κατὰ γράµµατα ἄρχειν ἀλλ᾽ αὐτογνώµονας ἐπισφαλές.
τὸ δ᾽ ἡσυχάζειν µὴ µετέχοντα [40] τὸν δῆµον οὐδὲν σηµεῖον τοῦ τετάχθαι καλῶς. οὐδὲν γὰρ
λήµµατος ἔστι τοῖς κόσµοις ὥσπερ τοῖς ἐφόροις, [1272β] πόρρω γ᾽ ἀποικοῦσιν ἐν νήσῳ τῶν
διαφθερούντων.
ἣν δὲ ποιοῦνται τῆς ἁµαρτίας ταύτης ἰατρείαν, ἄτοπος καὶ οὐ πολιτικὴ ἀλλὰ δυναστευτική.
πολλάκις γὰρ ἐκβάλλουσι συστάντες τινὲς τοὺς κόσµους ἢ τῶν συναρχόντων αὐτῶν ἢ τῶν
ἰδιωτῶν: ἔξεστι [5] δὲ καὶ µεταξὺ τοῖς κόσµοις ἀπειπεῖν τὴν ἀρχήν. ταῦτα δὴ πάντα βέλτιον
γίνεσθαι κατὰ νόµον ἢ κατ᾽ ἀνθρώπων βούλησιν: οὐ γὰρ ἀσφαλὴς ὁ κανών. πάντων δὲ
φαυλότατον τὸ τῆς ἀκοσµίας τῶν δυνατῶν, ἣν καθιστᾶσι πολλάκις οἳ ἂν µὴ δίκας βούλωνται
δοῦναι τῶν δυνατῶν: ᾗ καὶ δῆλον ὡς ἔχει τι [10] πολιτείας ἡ τάξις, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πολιτεία ἐστὶν
ἀλλὰ δυναστεία µᾶλλον. εἰώθασι δὲ διαλαµβάνοντες τὸν δῆµον καὶ τοὺς φίλους ἀναρχίαν
ποιεῖν καὶ στασιάζειν καὶ µάχεσθαι πρὸς ἀλλήλους: καίτοι τί διαφέρει τὸ τοιοῦτον ἢ διά τινος
χρόνου µηκέτι πόλιν εἶναι τὴν τοιαύτην, ἀλλὰ λύεσθαι τὴν πολιτικὴν [15] κοινωνίαν; ἔστι δ᾽
ἐπικίνδυνος οὕτως ἔχουσα πόλις, τῶν βουλοµένων ἐπιτίθεσθαι καὶ δυναµένων. ἀλλά,
καθάπερ εἴρηται, σῴζεται διὰ τὸν τόπον: ξενηλασίας γὰρ τὸ πόρρω πεποίηκεν. διὸ καὶ τὸ τῶν
περιοίκων µένει τοῖς Κρησίν, οἱ δ᾽ εἵλωτες ἀφίστανται πολλάκις. οὔτε γὰρ ἐξωτερικῆς [20]
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ἀρχῆς κοινωνοῦσιν οἱ Κρῆτες, νεωστί τε πόλεµος ξενικὸς διαβέβηκεν εἰς τὴν νῆσον, ὃς
πεποίηκε φανερὰν τὴν ἀσθένειαν τῶν ἐκεῖ νόµων. περὶ µὲν οὖν ταύτης εἰρήσθω τοσαῦθ᾽
ἡµῖν τῆς πολιτείας.
----The Cretan constitution approximates to that of Sparta, but though in a few points it is not
worse framed, for the larger part it has a less perfect finish. For the Spartan constitution
appears and indeed is actually stated to have been copied in most of its provisions from the
Cretan; and as a rule old things have been less fully elaborated than newer ones. For it is said
that when Lycurgus relinquished his post as guardian of King Charilaus and went abroad, he
subsequently passed most of his time in Crete because of the relationship between the
Cretans and the Spartans; for the Lyctians were colonists from Sparta, and the settlers that
went out to the colony found the system of laws already existing among the previous
inhabitants of the place; owing to which the neighboring villagers even now use these laws in
the same manner, in the belief that Minos first instituted this code of laws. And also the
island appears to have been designed by nature and to be well situated to be under Greek
rule, as it lies across the whole of the sea, round which almost all the Greeks are settled; for
Crete is only a short distance from the Peloponnese in one direction, and from the part of
Asia around Triopium and from Rhodes in the other. Owing to this Minos won the empire of
the sea, and made some of the islands subject to him and settled colonies in others, but finally
when making an attack on Sicily he ended his life there near Camicus.
The Cretan organization is on the same lines as that of Sparta. In Sparta the land is tilled by
the Helots and in Crete by the serfs; [1272a] [1] and also both have public mess-tables, and in
old days the Spartans called them not ‘phiditia’ but ‘men's messes,’ as the Cretans do, which
is a proof that they came from Crete. And so also did the system of government; for the
Ephors have the same power as the magistrates called Cosmi in Crete, except that the Ephors
are five in number and the Cosmi ten; and the Elders at Sparta are equal in number to the
Elders whom the Cretans call the Council; and monarchy existed in former times, but then
the Cretans abolished it, and the Cosmi hold the leadership in war; and all are members of the
Assembly, though it has no powers except the function of confirming by vote the resolutions
already formed by the Elders and the Cosmi.
Now the Cretan arrangements for the public mess-tables are better than the Spartan; for at
Sparta each citizen pays a fixed poll-tax, failing which he is prevented by law from taking
part in the government, as has been said before; but in Crete the system is more communal,
for out of all the crops and cattle produced from the public lands, and the tributes paid by the
serfs, one part is assigned for the worship of the gods and the maintenance of the public
services, [20] and the other for the public mess-tables, so that all the citizens are maintained
from the common funds, women and children as well as men; and the lawgiver has devised
many wise measures to secure the benefit of moderation at table, and the segregation of the
women in order that they may not bear many children, for which purpose he instituted
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association with the male sex, as to which there will be another occasion1 to consider
whether it was a bad thing or a good one. That the regulations for the common mess-tables
therefore are better in Crete than at Sparta is manifest; but the regulations for the Cosmi are
even worse than those regarding the Ephors. For the evil attaching to the office of the Ephors
belongs to the Cosmi also, as the post is filled by any chance persons, while the benefit
conferred on the government by this office at Sparta is lacking in Crete. At Sparta, as the
election is made from all the citizens, the common people sharing in the highest office desire
the maintenance of the constitution, but in Crete they do not elect the Cosmi from all the
citizens but from certain clans, and the Elders from those who have held the office of
Cosmos, about which regulations the same comments might be made as about what takes
place at Sparta: their freedom from being called to account and their tenure for life gives
them greater rank than their merit deserves, and their administration of their office at their
own discretion and not under the guidance of a written code is dangerous. And the fact that
the common people quietly tolerate their exclusion is no proof that the arrangement is a
sound one; for the Cosmi unlike the Ephors make no sort of profit, [1272b] [1] as they live in
an island remote from any people to corrupt them. Also the remedy which they employ for
this defect is a curious one, and less characteristic of a republic than of a dynasty: often the
Cosmi are expelled by a conspiracy formed among some of their actual colleagues or the
private citizens. Also the Cosmi are allowed to resign during their term of office. Now it
would be preferable for all these expedients to be put in force by law rather than at the
discretion of individuals, for that is a dangerous principle. And the worst expedient of all is
that of the suspension of the office of Cosmi, which is often brought about by members of the
powerful class who wish to escape being punished; this proves that the constitution has a
republican element, although it is not actually a republic but rather a dynasty. And the nobles
frequently form parties among the common people and among their friends and so bring
about a suspension of government, and form factions and engage in war with one another.
Yet such a state of things is virtually the same as if for a period of time the state underwent
an entire revolution, and the bonds of civil society were loosened.
And it is a precarious position for a state to be in, when those who wish to attack it also have
the power to do so. But, as has been said, it is saved by its locality; for distance has had the
same effect as alien-acts. A result of this is that with the Cretans the serf population stands
firm, whereas the Helots often revolt; for the Cretans [20] take no part in foreign empire, and
also the island has only lately been invaded by warfare from abroad, rendering manifest the
weakness of the legal system there.
Let this suffice for our discussion of this form of constitution.
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Aristotle, Politics 7.1328b-1329b348
διωρισµένων δὲ τούτων λοιπὸν σκέψασθαι πότερον πᾶσι [25] κοινωνητέον πάντων τούτων
(ἐνδέχεται γὰρ τοὺς αὐτοὺς ἅπαντας εἶναι καὶ γεωργοὺς καὶ τεχνίτας καὶ τοὺς
βουλευοµένους καὶ δικάζοντας), ἢ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον ἔργον τῶν εἰρηµένων ἄλλους ὑποθετέον, ἢ
τὰ µὲν ἴδια τὰ δὲ κοινὰ τούτων ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἐστίν. οὐκ ἐν πάσῃ δὲ ταὐτὸ πολιτείᾳ. καθάπερ
γὰρ εἴποµεν, [30] ἐνδέχεται καὶ πάντας κοινωνεῖν πάντων καὶ µὴ πάντας πάντων ἀλλὰ τινὰς
τινῶν. ταῦτα γὰρ καὶ ποιεῖ τὰς πολιτείας ἑτέρας: ἐν µὲν γὰρ ταῖς δηµοκρατίαις µετέχουσι
πάντες πάντων, ἐν δὲ ταῖς ὀλιγαρχίαις τοὐναντίον. ἐπεὶ δὲ τυγχάνοµεν σκοποῦντες περὶ τῆς
ἀρίστης πολιτείας, αὕτη [35] δ᾽ ἐστὶ καθ᾽ ἣν ἡ πόλις ἂν εἴη µάλιστ᾽ εὐδαίµων, τὴν δ᾽
εὐδαιµονίαν ὅτι χωρὶς ἀρετῆς ἀδύνατον ὑπάρχειν εἴρηται πρότερον, φανερὸν ἐκ τούτων ὡς
ἐν τῇ κάλλιστα πολιτευοµένῃ πόλει καὶ τῇ κεκτηµένῃ δικαίους ἄνδρας ἁπλῶς, ἀλλὰ µὴ πρὸς
τὴν ὑπόθεσιν, οὔτε βάναυσον βίον οὔτ᾽ ἀγοραῖον δεῖ [40] ζῆν τοὺς πολίτας (ἀγεννὴς γὰρ ὁ
τοιοῦτος βίος καὶ πρὸς ἀρετὴν ὑπεναντίος), οὐδὲ δὴ γεωργοὺς εἶναι τοὺς µέλλοντας ἔσεσθαι
[1329α] (δεῖ γὰρ σχολῆς καὶ πρὸς τὴν γένεσιν τῆς ἀρετῆς καὶ πρὸς τὰς πράξεις τὰς
πολιτικάς). ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ τὸ πολεµικὸν καὶ τὸ βουλευόµενον περὶ τῶν συµφερόντων καὶ κρῖνον
περὶ τῶν δικαίων ἐνυπάρχει καὶ µέρη φαίνεται τῆς [5] πόλεως µάλιστα ὄντα, πότερον ἕτερα
καὶ ταῦτα θετέον ἢ τοῖς αὐτοῖς ἀποδοτέον ἄµφω; φανερὸν δὲ καὶ τοῦτο, διότι τρόπον µέν
τινα τοῖς αὐτοῖς τρόπον δέ τινα καὶ ἑτέροις. ᾗ µὲν γὰρ ἑτέρας ἀκµῆς ἑκάτερον τῶν ἔργων, καὶ
τὸ µὲν δεῖται φρονήσεως τὸ δὲ δυνάµεως, ἑτέροις: ᾗ δὲ τῶν ἀδυνάτων [10] ἐστὶ τοὺς
δυναµένους βιάζεσθαι καὶ κωλύειν, τούτους ὑποµένειν ἀρχοµένους ἀεί, ταύτῃ δὲ τοῖς αὐτοῖς.
οἱ γὰρ τῶν ὅπλων κύριοι καὶ τοῦ µένειν ἢ µὴ µένειν κύριοι τὴν πολιτείαν. λείπεται τοίνυν
τοῖς αὐτοῖς µὲν ἀµφοτέροις ἀποδιδόναι τὴν πολιτείαν ταύτην, µὴ ἅµα δέ, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ
πέφυκεν ἡ [15] µὲν δύναµις ἐν νεωτέροις, ἡ δὲ φρόνησις ἐν πρεσβυτέροις εἶναὶ, ἔοικεν οὕτως
ἀµφοῖν νενεµῆσθαι συµφέρειν καὶ δίκαιόν ἐστιν: ἔχει γὰρ αὕτη ἡ διαίρεσις τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν.
ἀλλὰ µὴν καὶ τὰς κτήσεις δεῖ εἶναι περὶ τούτους. ἀναγκαῖον γὰρ εὐπορίαν ὑπάρχειν τοῖς
πολίταις, πολῖται δὲ οὗτοι. τὸ γὰρ [20] βάναυσον οὐ µετέχει τῆς πόλεως, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλο οὐθὲν
γένος ὃ µὴ τῆς ἀρετῆς δηµιουργόν ἐστιν. τοῦτο δὲ δῆλον ἐκ τῆς ὑποθέσεως: τὸ µὲν γὰρ
εὐδαιµονεῖν ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν µετὰ τῆς ἀρετῆς, εὐδαίµονα δὲ πόλιν οὐκ εἰς µέρος τι
βλέψαντας δεῖ λέγειν αὐτῆς, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς πάντας τοὺς πολίτας. φανερὸν [25] δὲ καὶ ὅτι δεῖ τὰς
κτήσεις εἶναι τούτων, εἴπερ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι τοὺς γεωργοὺς δούλους ἢ βαρβάρους
περιοίκους. λοιπὸν δ᾽ ἐκ τῶν καταριθµηθέντων τὸ τῶν ἱερέων γένος. φανερὰ δὲ καὶ ἡ τούτων
τάξις. οὔτε γὰρ γεωργὸν οὔτε βάναυσον ἱερέα καταστατέον (ὑπὸ γὰρ τῶν πολιτῶν πρέπει
[30] τιµᾶσθαι τοὺς θεούς): ἐπεὶ δὲ διῄρηται τὸ πολιτικὸν εἰς δύο µέρη, τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τό τε
ὁπλιτικὸν καὶ τὸ βουλευτικόν, πρέπει δὲ τήν τε θεραπείαν ἀποδιδόναι τοῖς θεοῖς καὶ τὴν
ἀνάπαυσιν ἔχειν περὶ αὐτοὺς τοὺς διὰ τὸν χρόνον ἀπειρηκότας, τούτοις ἂν εἴη τὰς περὶ
αὐτοὺς ἱερωσύνας ἀποδοτέον.
ὧν µὲν τοίνυν ἄνευ [35] πόλις οὐ συνίσταται καὶ ὅσα µέρη πόλεως, εἴρηται (γεωργοὺς µὲν
γὰρ καὶ τεχνίτας καὶ πᾶν τὸ θητικὸν ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν ταῖς πόλεσιν, µέρη δὲ τῆς πόλεως τό
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τε ὁπλιτικὸν καὶ βουλευτικόν), καὶ κεχώρισται δὴ τούτων ἕκαστον, τὸ µὲν ἀεὶ τὸ δὲ κατὰ
µέρος. [40]
ἔοικε δὲ οὐ νῦν οὐδὲ νεωστὶ τοῦτ᾽ εἶναι γνώριµον τοῖς περὶ πολιτείας φιλοσοφοῦσιν, [1329β]
ὅτι δεῖ διῃρῆσθαι χωρὶς κατὰ γένη τὴν πόλιν καὶ τό τε µάχιµον ἕτερον εἶναι καὶ τὸ γεωργοῦν.
ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ τε γὰρ ἔχει τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον ἔτι καὶ νῦν, τά τε περὶ τὴν Κρήτην, τὰ µὲν οὖν
περὶ Αἴγυπτον Σεσώστριος, ὥς φασιν, οὕτω νοµοθετήσαντος, Μίνω δὲ τὰ [5] περὶ Κρήτην.
ἀρχαία δὲ ἔοικεν εἶναι καὶ τῶν συσσιτίων ἡ τάξις, τὰ µὲν περὶ Κρήτην γενόµενα περὶ τὴν
Μίνω βασιλείαν, τὰ δὲ περὶ τὴν Ἰταλίαν πολλῷ παλαιότερα τούτων. φασὶ γὰρ οἱ λόγιοι τῶν
ἐκεῖ κατοικούντων Ἰταλόν τινα γενέσθαι βασιλέα τῆς Οἰνωτρίας, ἀφ᾽ οὗ τό τε ὄνοµα [10]
µεταβαλόντας Ἰταλοὺς ἀντ᾽ Οἰνωτρῶν κληθῆναι καὶ τὴν ἀκτὴν ταύτην τῆς Εὐρώπης Ἰταλίαν
τοὔνοµα λαβεῖν, ὅση τετύχηκεν ἐντὸς οὖσα τοῦ κόλπου τοῦ Σκυλλητικοῦ καὶ τοῦ
Λαµητικοῦ: ἀπέχει δὲ ταῦτα ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων ὁδὸν ἡµισείας ἡµέρας. τοῦτον δὴ λέγουσι τὸν
Ἰταλὸν νοµάδας τοὺς [15] Οἰνωτροὺς ὄντας ποιῆσαι γεωργούς, καὶ νόµους ἄλλους τε αὐτοῖς
θέσθαι καὶ τὰ συσσίτια καταστῆσαι πρῶτον: διὸ καὶ νῦν ἔτι τῶν ἀπ᾽ ἐκείνου τινὲς χρῶνται
τοῖς συσσιτίοις καὶ τῶν νόµων ἐνίοις.
----These matters having been settled, it remains to consider whether everybody is to take part in
all of these functions (for it is possible for the whole of the people to be at once farmers and
craftsmen and the councillors and judge), or whether we are to assume different classes
corresponding to each of the functions mentioned, or whether some of them must necessarily
be specialized and others combined. But it will not be the same in every form of constitution;
for, as we said, it is possible either for all the people to take part in all the functions or for not
all to take part in all but for certain people to have certain functions. In fact these different
distributions of functions are the cause of the difference between constitutions: democracies
are states in which all the people participate in all the functions, oligarchies where the
contrary is the case. But at present we are studying the best constitution, and this is the
constitution under which the state would be most happy, and it has been stated before4 that
happiness cannot be forthcoming without virtue; it is therefore clear from these
considerations that in the most nobly constituted state, and the one that possesses men that
are absolutely just, not merely just relatively to the principle that is the basis of the
constitution, the citizens must not live a mechanic or a mercantile life (for such a life is
ignoble and inimical to virtue), nor yet must those who are to be citizens in the best state be
tillers of the soil [1329a] (for leisure is needed both for the development of virtue and for
active participation in politics). And since the state also contains the military class and the
class that deliberates about matters of policy and judges questions of justice, and these are
manifestly in a special sense parts of the state, are these classes also to be set down as distinct
or are both functions to be assigned to the same persons? But here also the answer is clear,
because in a certain sense they should be assigned to the same persons, but in a certain sense
to different ones. Inasmuch as each of these two functions belongs to a different prime of life,
and one requires wisdom, the other strength, they are to be assigned to different people; but
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inasmuch as it is a thing impossible that when a set of men are able to employ force and to
resist control, these should submit always to be ruled, from this point of view both functions
must be assigned to the same people; for those who have the power of arms have the power
to decide whether the constitution shall stand or fall. The only course left them is to assign
this constitutional function to both sets of men without distinction, yet not simultaneously,
but, as in the natural order of things strength is found in the younger men and wisdom in the
elder, it seems to be expedient and just for their functions to be allotted to both in this way,
for this mode of division possesses conformity with merit. Moreover the ownership of
properties also must be centered round these classes, for the citizens must necessarily possess
plentiful means, and these are the citizens. For the artisan class has no share in the state, nor
has any other class that is not ‘an artificer of virtue.’ And this is clear from our basic
principle; for in conjunction with virtue happiness is bound to be forthcoming, but we should
pronounce a state happy having regard not to a particular section of it but to all its citizens.
And it is also manifest that the properties must belong to these classes, inasmuch as it is
necessary for the tillers of the soil to be slaves, or serfs of alien race. There remains of the list
enumerated the class of priests; and the position of this class also is manifest. Priests must be
appointed neither from the tillers of the soil nor from the artisans, for it is seemly that the
gods should be worshipped by citizens; and since the citizen body is divided into two parts,
the military class and the councillor class, and as it is seemly that those who have
relinquished these duties owing to age should render to the gods their due worship and
should spend their retirement in their service, it is to these that the priestly offices should be
assigned.
We have therefore stated the things indispensable for the constitution of a state, and the
things that are parts of a state: tillers of the soil, craftsmen and the laboring class generally
are a necessary appurtenance of states, but the military and deliberative classes are parts of
the state; and moreover each of these divisions is separate from the others, either
permanently or by turn.
And that it is proper for the state to be divided up into castes and for the military class to be
distinct from that of the tillers of the soil [1329b] does not seem to be a discovery of political
philosophers of today or one made recently. In Egypt this arrangement still exists even now,
as also in Crete; it is said to have been established in Egypt by the legislation of Sesostris and
in Crete by that of Minos. Common meals also seem to be an ancient institution, those in
Crete having begun in the reign of Minos, while those in Italy are much older than these.
According to the historians one of the settlers there, a certain Italus, became king of Oenotria,
and from him they took the name of Italians instead of that of Oenotrians, and the name of
Italy was given to all that promontory of Europe lying between the Gulfs of Scylletium and
of Lametus, which are half a day's journey apart. It was this Italus then who according to
tradition converted the Oenotrians from a pastoral life to one of agriculture and gave them
various ordinances, being the first to institute their system of common meals; hence the
common meals and some of his laws are still observed by certain of his successors even
today.
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Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 4.143a-f349
περὶ δὲ τῶν Κρητικῶν συσσιτίων Δωσιάδας ἱστορῶν ἐν τῇ δ# τῶν Κρητικῶν γράφει οὕτως:
'‘οἱ δὲ Λύττιοι συνάγουσι µὲν τὰ κοινὰ συσσίτια οὕτως. ἕκαστος τῶν γινοµένων καρπῶν
ἀναφέρει τὴν δεκάτην εἰς τὴν ἑταιρίαν καὶ τὰς τῆς πόλεως προσόδους, ἃς διανέµουσιν οἱ
προεστηκότες τῆς πόλεως εἰς τοὺς ἑκάστων οἴκους. τῶν δὲ δούλων ἕκαστος Αἰγιναῖον φέρει
στατῆρα κατὰ κεφαλήν. διῄρηνται δ᾽ οἱ πολῖται πάντες καθ᾽ ἑταιρίας, καλοῦσι δὲ ταύτας
ἀνδρεῖα. τὴν δὲ ἐπιµέλειαν ἔχει τοῦ συσσιτίου γυνὴ τρεῖς ἢ τέτταρας τῶν δηµοτικῶν
προσειληφυῖα πρὸς τὰς ὑπηρεσίας. ἑκάστῳ δ᾽ αὐτῶν ἀκολουθοῦσι δύο θεράποντες
ξυλοφόροι: καλοῦσι δ᾽ αὐτοὺς καλοφόρους. εἰσὶ δὲ πανταχοῦ κατὰ τὴν Κρήτην οἶκοι δύο
ταῖς συσσιτίαις, ὧν τὸν µὲν καλοῦσιν ἀνδρεῖον, τὸν δ᾽ ἄλλον ἐν ᾧ τοὺς ξένους κοιµίζουσι
κοιµητήριον προσαγορεύουσι. κατὰ δὲ τὸν συσσιτικὸν οἶκον πρῶτον µὲν κεῖνται δύο
τράπεζαι ξενικαὶ καλούµεναι, αἷς προσκαθίζουσι τῶν ξένων οἱ παρόντες: ἑξῆς δ᾽ εἰσὶν αἱ τῶν
ἄλλων. παρατίθεται δὲ τῶν παρόντων ἴσον µέρος ἑκάστῳ: τοῖς δὲ νεωτέροις ἥµισυ δίδοται
κρέως, τῶν δ᾽ ἄλλων οὐθενὸς ἅπτονται. εἶτα ποτήριον ἐν ἑκάστῃ τραπέζῃ παρατίθεται
κεκραµένον ὑδαρῶς: τοῦτο κοινῇ πάντες πίνουσιν οἱ κατὰ τὴν κοινὴν τράπεζαν, καὶ
δειπνήσασιν ἄλλο παρατίθεται. τοῖς δὲ παισὶ κοινὸς κέκραται κρατήρ. τοῖς δὲ πρεσβυτέροις
ἐὰν βούλωνται πλεῖον πιεῖν ἐξουσία δέδοται. ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς τραπέζης τὰ βέλτιστα τῶν
παρακειµένων ἡ προεστηκυῖα τῆς συσσιτίας γυνὴ φανερῶς ἀφαιροῦσα παρατίθησι τοῖς κατὰ
πόλεµον ἢ κατὰ σύνεσιν δεδοξασµένοις. ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ δείπνου πρῶτον µὲν εἰώθασι
βουλεύεσθαι περὶ τῶν κοινῶν, εἶτα µετὰ ταῦτα µέµνηνται τῶν κατὰ πόλεµον πράξεων καὶ
τοὺς γενοµένους ἄνδρας ἀγαθοὺς ἐπαινοῦσι, προτρεπόµενοι τοὺς νεωτέρους εἰς
ἀνδραγαθίαν.' Πυργίων δ᾽ ἐν τρίτῳ Κρητικῶν Νοµίµων '‘ἐν τοῖς συσσιτίοις, φησίν, οἱ Κρῆτες
καθήµενοι συσσιτοῦσι: [καὶ ὅτι ἀβαµβάκευστα τοῖς ὀφρανοῖς παρατίθεται:] καὶ ὅτι οἱ
νεώτατοι αὐτῶν ἐφεστᾶσι διακονοῦντες: καὶ ὅτι µετ᾽ εὐφηµίας σπείσαντες τοῖς θεοῖς
µερίζουσι τῶν παρατιθεµένων ἅπασι: ἀπονέµουσι δὲ καὶ τοῖς υἱοῖς κατὰ τὸν θᾶκον τὸν τοῦ
πατρὸς ὑφιζάνουσιν ἐξ ἡµισείας τῶν τοῖς ἀνδράσι παρατιθεµένων. τοὺς δ᾽ ὀρφανοὺς
ἰσοµερεῖς εἶναι: παρατίθεται δ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἀβαµβάκευτα τῇ κράσει καθ᾽ ἕκαστα τῶν
νενοµισµένων. ἦσαν δὲ καὶ ξενικοὶ θᾶκοι καὶ τράπεζα τρίτη δεξιᾶς εἰσιόντων εἰς τὰ ἀνδρεῖα,
ἣν Ξενίου τε Διὸς ξενίαν τε προσηγόρευον.'
Ἡρόδοτος δὲ συγκρίνων τὰ τῶν Ἑλλήνων συµπόσια πρὸς τὰ παρὰ Πέρσαις φησίν ῾I 133':'
‘ἡµέρην δὲ Πέρσαι ἁπασέων µάλιστα ἐκείνην τιµᾶν νοµίζουσι τῇ ἕκαστος ἐγένετο. ἐν ταύτῃ
δὲ πλέω δαῖτα τῶν ἄλλων δικαιεῦσι προτίθεσθαι: ἐν τῇ οἱ εὐδαίµονες αὐτῶν βοῦν καὶ ὄνον
καὶ ἵππον καὶ κάµηλον προτιθέαται ὅλους ὀπτοὺς ἐν καµίνοις: οἱ δὲ πένητες αὐτῶν τὰ λεπτὰ
τῶν προβάτων προτίθενται. σίτοισί τε ὀλίγοισι χρέονται, ἐπιφορήµασι δὲ πολλοῖσι καὶ οὐκ
ἁλέσι. καὶ διὰ τοῦτό φασι Πέρσαι τοὺς Ἕλληνας σιτεοµένους πεινῶντας παύεσθαι, ὅτι
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σφίσιν ἀπὸ δείπνου παραφορέεται οὐδὲν λόγου ἄξιον: εἰ δέ τι παραφέροιτο, ἐσθίοντας ἂν οὐ
παύεσθαι. οἴνῳ δὲ κάρτα προσκέαται: καί σφιν οὐκ ἐµέσαι ἔξεστιν, οὐκ οὐρῆσαι ἀντίον
ἄλλου. ταῦτα µέν νυν οὕτω φυλάσσεται. µεθυσκόµενοι δὲ εἰώθασι βουλεύεσθαι τὰ
σπουδαιότατα τῶν πρηγµάτων: τὸ δ᾽ ἂν ἅδῃ σφίσι βουλευοµένοισι, τοῦτο τῇ ὑστεραίῃ
νήφουσι προτιθεῖ ὁ στεγέαρχος ἐν τοῦ ἂν ἐόντες βουλεύωνται. καὶ ἢν µὲν ἅδῃ καὶ νήφουσι,
χρέονται αὐτῷ: εἰ δὲ µή, µετιεῖσιν. τὰ δ᾽ ἂν νήφοντες προβουλεύσωνται, µεθυσκόµενοι
ἐπιδιαγινώσκουσι.'”
----Recording facts about the Cretan [syssitia] in the fourth book of his Cretan History, Dosiadas
writes as follows: "The Lyttians pool their goods for the [shared/common] [syssitia] in this
way: every man contributes a tithe of his crops to his club, as well as the income from the
state which the magistrates of the city divide among the households of all the citizens. But all
slaves pay one Aeginetan stater per caput. The citizens are distributed in clubs which are
called Andreia ('halls of men'). The mess is in charge of a woman who has assistants, three or
four men chosen from the common people. Each of them is attended by two servants who
bring in the fire-wood; these are called faggot-bearers. Everywhere throughout Crete there
are two houses for the public messes; one of these is called Andreion, the other, in which
they entertain strangers, is called koimeterion ('resting-place'). In the house intended for the
mess there are set out, first of all, two tables, called 'guest-tables,' at which sit in honour any
strangers who are in town; next come the tables for the others. An equal portion of the food
on hand is served to each person; but only a half-portion of meat is given to the younger men,
and they get nothing of the other food. Then on each table is placed a cup filled with wine
much diluted; this is shared by all who are at the same table, and a second cup is served after
they have finished the meal. For the boys a mixing-bowl is prepared which they share in
common, but permission is given the older men to drink more if they desire. The woman in
charge of the mess takes from the table in the sight of all the best of everything that is served,
and sets it before the men who have distinguished themselves in war or in wisdom. After
dinner they are in the habit first of deliberating on public affairs; from that subject they
proceed to call up deeds of prowess in war and to praise the men of proved bravery, in order
to encourage the younger men in the pursuit of virtue."
Pyrgion, in the third book of his Cretan Customs, says that Cretans at the public mess eat
together in a sitting posture. He further says that food without condiments is served to the
orphans; that the youngest of the Cretan men stand by to wait at the tables; and that, after a
silent libation and prayer to the gods, they proceed to the distribution of the food on hand to
all present. They also apportion to the sons seated below their fathers' chairs only one half as
much as is served to the adult men, but the orphans receive an equal share with the latter,
Falthough in their case each of the customary foods is served without the admixture of any
condiments. There were also chairs reserved for guests, and a third table at the right as one
entered the halls, which they called 'the table of Zeus, god of strangers,' or 'the strangers'
table.'”
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Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 6.84350
Ποσειδώνιος δέ φησιν ὁ ἀπὸ τῆς στοᾶς ἐν τῇ τῶν ἱστοριῶν ἑνδεκάτῃ ‘πολλούς τινας ἑαυτῶν
οὐ δυναµένους προίστασθαι διὰ τὸ τῆς διανοίας ἀσθενὲς ἐπιδοῦναι ἑαυτοὺς εἰς τὴν τῶν
συνετωτέρων ὑπηρεσίαν, ὅπως παρ᾽ ἐκείνων τυγχάνοντες τῆς εἰς τὰ ἀναγκαῖα ἐπιµελείας
αὐτοὶ πάλιν ἀποδιδῶσιν ἐκείνοις δι᾽ αὑτῶν ἅπερ ἂν ὦσιν ὑπηρετεῖν δυνατοί, καὶ τούτῳ τῷ
τρόπῳ Μαριανδυνοὶ µὲν Ἡρακλεώταις ὑπετάγησαν, διὰ τέλους ὑποσχόµενοι θητεύσειν
παρέχουσιν αὐτοῖς τὰ δέοντα, προσδιαστειλάµενοι µηδενὸς αὐτῶν ἔσεσθαι πρᾶσιν ἔξω τῆς
Ἡρακλεωτῶν χώρας, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν αὐτῇ µένειν τῇ ἰδίᾳ χώρᾳ.’ τάχ᾽ οὖν διὰ τοῦτο καὶ Εὐφορίων ὁ
ἐποποιὸς τοὺς Μαριανδυνοὺς δωροφόρους κέκληκε:
δωροφόροι καλεοίαθ᾽ ὑποφρίσσοντες ἄνακτας.
λέγει δὲ καὶ Καλλίστρατος ὁ Ἀριστοφάνειος ὅτι τοὺς Μαριανδυνοὺς ὠνόµαζον µὲν
δωροφόρους ἀφαιροῦντες τὸ πικρὸν τῆς ἐπί τῶν οἰκετῶν προσηγορίας, καθάπερ Σπαρτιᾶται
µὲν ἐποίησαν ἐπὶ τῶν εἱλώτων, Θετταλοὶ δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πενεστῶν, Κρῆτες δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν κλαρωτῶν.
καλοῦσι δὲ οἱ Κρῆτες τοὺς µὲν κατὰ πόλιν οἰκέτας χρυσωνήτους, ἀµφαµιώτας δὲ τοὺς κατ᾽
ἀγρὸν ἐγχωρίους µὲν ὄντας, δουλωθέντας δὲ κατὰ πόλεµον διὰ τὸ κληρωθῆναι δὲ κλαρώτας.
ὁ Ἔφορος δ᾽ ἐν γ᾽ [p. 186] ἱστοριῶν ‘κλαρώτας, φησί, Κρῆτες καλοῦσι τοὺς δούλους ἀπὸ
τοῦ γενοµένου περὶ αὐτῶν κλήρου, τούτοις δ᾽ εἰσὶ νενοµισµέναι τινὲς ἑορταὶ ἐν Κυδωνίᾳ, ἐν
αἷς οὐκ εἰσίασιν εἰς τὴν πόλιν ἐλεύθεροι, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ δοῦλοι πάντων κρατοῦσι καὶ κύριοι
µαστιγοῦν εἰσι τοὺς ἐλευθέρους’ Σωσικράτης δ᾽ ἐν δευτέρῳ Κρητικῶν ‘ τὴν µὲν κοινήν,
φησί, δουλείανοἱ Κρῆτες καλοῦσι µνοίαν, τὴν δὲ ἰδίαν ἀφαµιώτας, τοὺς δὲ ὑπηκόους
περιοίκους.’ τὰ παραπλήσια ἱστορεῖ καὶ Δωσιάδας ἐν δὲ Κρητικῶν.
----And Posidonius, the stoic philosopher, says in the eleventh book of his History, "That many
men, who are unable to govern themselves, by reason of the weakness of their intellect, give
themselves up to the guidance of those who are wiser than themselves, in order that receiving
from them care and advice, and assistance in necessary matters, they may in their turn requite
them with such services as they are able to render. And in this manner the Mariandyni
became subject to the people of Heraclea, promising to act as their subjects for ever, if they
would supply them with what they stood in need of; having made an agreement beforehand,
that none of them would sell anything out of the territory of Heraclea, but that they would
sell in that district alone. And perhaps it is on this account that Euphorion the epic poet called
the Mariandyni Bringers of Gifts, saying—
And they may well be call'd Bringers of Gifts,
Fearing the stern dominion of their kings.
350
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And Callistratus the Aristophanean says that "they called the Mariandyni δωροφόροι, by that
appellation take away whatever there is bitter in the name of servants, just as the [p. 414]
Spartans did in respect of the Helots, the Thessalians in the case of the Penestæ, and the
Cretans with the Clarotæ. But the Cretans call those servants who are in their houses
Chrysoneti, and those whose work lies in the fields Amphamiotæ, being natives of the
country, but people who have been enslaved by the chance of war; but they also call the same
people Clarotæ, because they have been distributed among their masters by lot.
And Ephorus, in the third book of his Histories, “The Cretans call their slaves Clarotæ,
because lots have been drawn for them; and these slaves have some regularly recurring
festivals in Cydonia, during which no freemen enter the city, but the slaves are the masters of
everything, and have the right even to scourge the freemen.” But Sosicrates, in the second
book of his History of Cretan Affairs, says, "The Cretans call public servitude µνοία, but the
private slaves they call aphamiotæ; and the periœci, or people who live in the adjacent
districts, they call subjects. And Dosiadas gives a very similar account in the fourth book of
his history of Cretan Affairs.
Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 6.93351
Ἕρµων δὲ ἐν Κρητικαῖς Γλώτταις µνώτας τοὺς ἐγγενεῖς οἰκέτας, Σέλευκος δ᾽ ἄζους τὰς
θεραπαίνας καὶ τοὺς θεράποντας, ἀποφράσην δὲ τὴν δούλην καὶ βολίζην, σίνδρωνα δὲ τὸν
δουλέκδουλον, ἀµφίπολον δὲ τὴν περὶ τὴν δέσποιναν θεράπαιναν, πρόπολον δὲ τὴν
προπορευοµένην.
----Hermon in the Cretan Glossary defines mnotae as indigenous slaves, while Seleucus says
that azoi ('attendants') are handmaids and caretakers, apophrases and bolizes are female
slaves in general, sindron is one born of a slave, aphipolos is the maid who waits on the
mistress, propolos the maid who walks before her.
Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 13.12352
Λακεδαιµόνιοι δὲ πρὸ τῶν παρατάξεων Ἔρωτι προθύονται, ὡς ἐν τῇ τῶν παραταττοµένων
φιλίᾳ κειµένης τῆς σωτηρίας τε καὶ νίκης. καὶ Κρῆτες δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς παρατάξεσι τοὺς καλλίστους
τῶν πολιτῶν κοσµήσαντες διὰ τούτων θύουσι τῷ Ἔρωτι, ὡς Σωσικράτης ἱστορεῖ.
-----
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And the Lacedaemonians offer sacrifices to Eros before they go to battle, thinking that safety
and victory depend on the friendship of those who stand side by side in the battle array. And
the Cretans, in their line of battle, adorn the handsomest of their citizens, and employ them to
offer sacrifices to Eros on behalf of the state, as Sosicrates relates.
Athenaeus, Deipnosophitai 15.695f-696a353
σκόλιον δὲ φασί τινες καὶ τὸ ὑπὸ Ὑβρίου τοῦ Κρητὸς ποιηθέν. ἔχει δ᾽ οὕτως: [p. 230]
ἔστι µοι πλοῦτος µέγας δόρυ καὶ ξίφος
καὶ τὸ καλὸν λαισήιον, πρόβληµα χρωτός.
τούτῳ γὰρ ἀρῶ, τούτῳ θερίζω,
τούτῳ πατέω τὸν ἁδὺν οἶνον ἀπ᾽: ἀµπέλω,1
τούτῳ δεσπότας µνοίας κέκληµαι.
τοὶ δὲ µὴ τολµῶντ᾽ ἔχειν δόρυ καὶ ξίφος
καὶ τὸ καλὸν λαισήιον, πρόβληµα χρωτός,
πάντες γόνυ πεπτηῶτες ἐµὸν κυνέοντι, δεσπόταν
καὶ µέγαν βασιλῆα φωνέοντες.
----Some also call that a scolium which was composed by Hybrias the Cretan; and it runs thus—
I have great wealth, a sword, and spear,
And trusty shield beside me here;
With these I plough, and from the vine
Squeeze out the heart-delighting wine;
They make me lord of everything.
But they who dread the sword and spear,
And ever trusty shield to bear,
Shall fall before me on their knees,
And worship me whene'er I please,
And call me mighty lord and king.

353

Ibid.

143

Diodorus Siculus, Library of History 5.80354
[1] τούτων δ᾽ ἡµῖν διευκρινηµένων λείπεται περὶ τῶν ἐπιµιχθέντων ἐθνῶν τοῖς Κρησὶ
διελθεῖν. ὅτι µὲν οὖν πρῶτοι κατῴκησαν τὴν νῆσον οἱ προσαγορευθέντες µὲν Ἐτεόκρητες,
δοκοῦντες δ᾽ ὑπάρχειν αὐτόχθονες, προειρήκαµεν: µετὰ δὲ τούτους πολλαῖς γενεαῖς ὕστερον
Πελασγοὶ πλανώµενοι διὰ τὰς συνεχεῖς στρατείας καὶ µεταναστάσεις καταντήσαντες εἰς τὴν
Κρήτην µέρος τῆς νήσου κατῴκησαν.
[2] τρίτον δὲ γένος φασὶ τῶν Δωριέων παραβαλεῖν εἰς τὴν νῆσον ἡγουµένου Τεκτάµου τοῦ
Δώρου: τούτου δὲ τοῦ λαοῦ µέρος τὸ µὲν πλέον ἀθροισθῆναι λέγουσιν ἐκ τῶν περὶ τὸν
Ὄλυµπον τόπων, τὸ δέ τι µέρος ἐκ τῶν κατὰ τὴν Λακωνικὴν Ἀχαιῶν διὰ τὸ τὴν ἀφορµὴν τὸν
Δῶρον ἐκ τῶν περὶ Μαλέαν τόπων ποιῆσαι. τέταρτον δὲ γένος συµµιγῆναί φασιν εἰς τὴν
Κρήτην µιγάδων βαρβάρων τῶν διὰ τὸν χρόνον ἐξοµοιωθέντων τῇ διαλέκτῳ τοῖς ἐγχωρίοις
Ἕλλησι.
[3] µετὰ δὲ ταῦτα τοὺς περὶ Μίνω καὶ Ῥαδάµανθυν ἰσχύσαντας ὑπὸ µίαν ἀγαγεῖν συντέλειαν
τὰ ἔθνη τὰ κατὰ τὴν νῆσον. τὸ δὲ τελευταῖον µετὰ τὴν κάθοδον τῶν Ἡρακλειδῶν Ἀργεῖοι καὶ
Λακεδαιµόνιοι πέµποντες ἀποικίας ἄλλας τέ τινας νήσους ἔκτισαν καὶ ταύτης τῆς νήσου
κατακτησάµενοι πόλεις τινὰς ᾤκησαν ἐν αὐταῖς: περὶ ὧν τὰ κατὰ µέρος ἐν τοῖς ἰδίοις χρόνοις
ἀναγράψοµεν.
[4] ἐπεὶ δὲ τῶν τὰ Κρητικὰ γεγραφότων οἱ πλεῖστοι διαφωνοῦσι πρὸς ἀλλήλους, οὐ χρὴ
θαυµάζειν ἐὰν µὴ πᾶσιν ὁµολογούµενα λέγωµεν: τοῖς γὰρ τὰ πιθανώτερα λέγουσι καὶ
µάλιστα πιστευοµένοις ἐπηκολουθήσαµεν, ἃ µὲν Ἐπιµενίδῃ τῷ θεολόγῳ προσσχόντες, [p.
115] ἃ δὲ Δωσιάδῃ καὶ Σωσικράτει καὶ Λαοσθενίδᾳ.
----[1] But now that we have examined these matters it remains for us to discuss the peoples who
have become intermixed with the Cretans. That the first inhabitants of the island were known
as Eteocretans and that they are considered to have sprung from the soil itself, we have stated
before; and many generations after them Pelasgians, who were in movement by reason of
their continuous expeditions and migrations, arrived at Crete and made their home in a part
of the island.
[2] The third people to cross over to the island, we are told, were Dorians, under the
leadership of Tectamus the son of Dorus; and the account states that the larger number of
these Dorians was gathered from the regions about Olympus, but that a part of them
consisted of Achaeans from Laconia, since Dorus had fixed the base of his expedition in the
region about Cape Malea. A fourth people to come to Crete and to become intermixed with
354

Greek & English: Diodorus Siculus, The Library of History of Diodorus Siculus. Loeb Classical
Library Vol. III, trans., C. H. Oldfather (Harvard University Press, 1939), accessed November 1, 2014,
<http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0083>.

144

the Cretans, we are told, was a heterogeneous collection of barbarians who in the course of
time adopted the language of the native Greeks.
[3] But after these events Minos and Rhadamanthys, when they had attained to power,
gathered the peoples on the island into one union. And last of all, after the Return of the
Heracleidae, Argives and Lacedaemonians sent forth colonies which they established on
certain other islands and likewise took possession of Crete, and on these islands they
colonized certain cities; with regard to these cities, however, we shall give a detailed account
in connection with the period of time to which they belong. 4 And since the greatest number
of writers who have written about Crete disagree among themselves, there should be no
occasion for surprise if what we report should not agree with every one of them; we have,
indeed, followed as our authorities those who give the more probable account and are the
most trustworthy, in some matters depending upon Epimenides who has written about the
gods, in others upon Dosiades, Sosicrates, and Laosthenidas.
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Plato, Laws 1.625c-626c355
Κλεινίας
οἶµαι µέν, ὦ ξένε, καὶ παντὶ ῥᾴδιον ὑπολαβεῖν εἶναι τά γε ἡµέτερα. τὴν γὰρ τῆς χώρας πάσης
Κρήτης φύσιν [625δ] ὁρᾶτε ὡς οὐκ ἔστι, καθάπερ ἡ τῶν Θετταλῶν, πεδιάς, διὸ δὴ καὶ τοῖς
µὲν ἵπποις ἐκεῖνοι χρῶνται µᾶλλον, δρόµοισιν δὲ ἡµεῖς: ἥδε γὰρ ἀνώµαλος αὖ καὶ πρὸς τὴν
τῶν πεζῇ δρόµων ἄσκησιν µᾶλλον σύµµετρος. ἐλαφρὰ δὴ τὰ ὅπλα ἀναγκαῖον ἐν τῷ τοιούτῳ
κεκτῆσθαι καὶ µὴ βάρος ἔχοντα θεῖν: τῶν δὴ τόξων καὶ τοξευµάτων ἡ κουφότης ἁρµόττειν
δοκεῖ. ταῦτ᾽ οὖν πρὸς τὸν πόλεµον ἡµῖν ἅπαντα ἐξήρτυται, [625ε] καὶ πάνθ᾽ ὁ νοµοθέτης, ὥς
γ᾽ ἐµοὶ φαίνεται, πρὸς τοῦτο βλέπων συνετάττετο: ἐπεὶ καὶ τὰ συσσίτια κινδυνεύει
συναγαγεῖν, ὁρῶν ὡς πάντες ὁπόταν στρατεύωνται, τόθ᾽ ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τοῦ πράγµατος
ἀναγκάζονται φυλακῆς αὑτῶν ἕνεκα συσσιτεῖν τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον. ἄνοιαν δή µοι δοκεῖ
καταγνῶναι τῶν πολλῶν ὡς οὐ µανθανόντων ὅτι πόλεµος ἀεὶ πᾶσιν διὰ βίου συνεχής ἐστι
πρὸς ἁπάσας τὰς πόλεις: εἰ δὴ πολέµου γε ὄντος φυλακῆς ἕνεκα δεῖ συσσιτεῖν καί τινας
ἄρχοντας καὶ [626α] ἀρχοµένους διακεκοσµηµένους εἶναι φύλακας αὐτῶν, τοῦτο καὶ ἐν
εἰρήνῃ δραστέον. ἣν γὰρ καλοῦσιν οἱ πλεῖστοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰρήνην, τοῦτ᾽ εἶναι µόνον
ὄνοµα, τῷ δ᾽ ἔργῳ πάσαις πρὸς πάσας τὰς πόλεις ἀεὶ πόλεµον ἀκήρυκτον κατὰ φύσιν εἶναι.
καὶ σχεδὸν ἀνευρήσεις, οὕτω σκοπῶν, τὸν Κρητῶν νοµοθέτην ὡς εἰς τὸν πόλεµον ἅπαντα
δηµοσίᾳ καὶ ἰδίᾳ τὰ νόµιµα ἡµῖν ἀποβλέπων συνετάξατο, καὶ κατὰ ταῦτα [626β] οὕτω
φυλάττειν παρέδωκε τοὺς νόµους, ὡς τῶν ἄλλων οὐδενὸς οὐδὲν ὄφελος ὂν οὔτε κτηµάτων
οὔτ᾽ ἐπιτηδευµάτων, ἂν µὴ τῷ πολέµῳ ἄρα κρατῇ τις, πάντα δὲ τὰ τῶν νικωµένων ἀγαθὰ τῶν
νικώντων γίγνεσθαι.
Ἀθηναῖος
καλῶς γε, ὦ ξένε, φαίνῃ µοι γεγυµνάσθαι πρὸς τὸ διειδέναι τὰ Κρητῶν νόµιµα. τόδε δέ µοι
φράζε ἔτι σαφέστερον: ὃν γὰρ ὅρον ἔθου τῆς εὖ πολιτευοµένης πόλεως, [626ξ] δοκεῖς µοι
λέγειν οὕτω κεκοσµηµένην οἰκεῖν δεῖν, ὥστε πολέµῳ νικᾶν τὰς ἄλλας πόλεις. ἦ γάρ;
Κλεινίας
πάνυ µὲν οὖν: οἶµαι δὲ καὶ τῷδε οὕτω συνδοκεῖν.
----Clinias
Our Cretan customs, Stranger, are, as I think, such as anyone may grasp easily. As you may
notice, Crete, as a whole, [625d] is not a level country, like Thessaly: consequently, whereas
the Thessalians mostly go on horseback, we Cretans are runners, since this land of ours is
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rugged and more suitable for the practice of foot-running. Under these conditions we are
obliged to have light armour for running and to avoid heavy equipment; so bows and arrows
are adopted as suitable because of their lightness. Thus all these customs of ours are adapted
for war, [625e] and, in my opinion, this was the object which the lawgiver had in view when
he ordained them all. Probably this was his reason also for instituting common meals: he saw
how soldiers, all the time they are on campaign, are obliged by force of circumstances to
mess in common, for the sake of their own security. And herein, as I think, he condemned the
stupidity of the mass of men in failing to perceive that all are involved ceaselessly in a
lifelong war against all States. If, then, these practices are necessary in war,—namely,
messing in common for safety's sake, and the appointment of relays of officers and privates
to act as guards,— [626a] they must be carried out equally in time of peace. For (as he would
say) “peace,” as the term is commonly employed, is nothing more than a name, the truth
being that every State is, by a law of nature, engaged perpetually in an informal war with
every other State. And if you look at the matter from this point of view you will find it
practically true that our Cretan lawgiver ordained all our legal usages, both public and
private, with an eye to war, and that he therefore charged us with the task of guarding our
laws safely, [626b] in the conviction that without victory in war nothing else, whether
possession or institution, is of the least value, but all the goods of the vanquished fall into the
hands of the victors.
Athenian
Your training, Stranger, has certainly, as it seems to me, given you an excellent
understanding of the legal practices of Crete. But tell me this more clearly still: by the
definition you have given of the well-constituted State [626c] you appear to me to imply that
it ought to be organized in such a way as to be victorious in war over all other States. Is that
so?
Clinias
Certainly it is; and I think that our friend here shares my opinion.
Plato, Laws 2.666d-2.667a356
Ἀθηναῖος
εἰκότως γε: ὄντως γὰρ οὐκ ἐπήβολοι γεγόνατε τῆς [666ε] καλλίστης ᾠδῆς. στρατοπέδου γὰρ
πολιτείαν ἔχετε ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν ἄστεσι κατῳκηκότων, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον ἁθρόους πώλους ἐν ἀγέλῃ
νεµοµένους φορβάδας τοὺς νέους κέκτησθε: λαβὼν δ᾽ ὑµῶν οὐδεὶς τὸν αὑτοῦ, παρὰ τῶν
συννόµων σπάσας σφόδρα ἀγριαίνοντα καὶ ἀγανακτοῦντα, ἱπποκόµον τε ἐπέστησεν ἰδίᾳ καὶ
παιδεύει ψήχων τε καὶ ἡµερῶν, καὶ πάντα προσήκοντα ἀποδιδοὺς τῇ παιδοτροφίᾳ ὅθεν οὐ
µόνον ἀγαθὸς [667α] ἂν στρατιώτης εἴη, πόλιν δὲ καὶ ἄστη δυνάµενος διοικεῖν, ὃν δὴ κατ᾽
ἀρχὰς εἴποµεν τῶν Τυρταίου πολεµικῶν εἶναι πολεµικώτερον, τέταρτον ἀρετῆς ἀλλ᾽ οὐ
πρῶτον τὴν ἀνδρείαν κτῆµα τιµῶντα ἀεὶ καὶ πανταχοῦ, ἰδιώταις τε καὶ συµπάσῃ πόλει.
356

Ibid.

147

Κλεινίας
οὐκ οἶδα ἡµῶν, ὦ ξένε, ὅπῃ πάλιν αὖ τοὺς νοµοθέτας φαυλίζεις.
----Athenian
Naturally; for in truth you never attained to [666e] the noblest singing. For your civic
organization is that of an army rather than that of city-dwellers, and you keep your young
people massed together like a herd of colts at grass: none of you takes his own colt, dragging
him away from his fellows, in spite of his fretting and fuming, and puts a special groom in
charge of him, and trains him by rubbing him down and stroking him and using all the means
proper to child-nursing, that so he may turn out not only a good soldier, [667a] but able also
to manage a State and cities—in short, a man who (as we said at the first) is more of a
warrior than the warriors of Tyrtaeus, inasmuch as always and everywhere, both in States and
in individuals, he esteems courage as the fourth in order of the virtues, not the first.
Clinias
Once again, Stranger, you are—in a sort of a way—disparaging our lawgivers.
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Pollux, Onomasticon 3.83357
Περὶ τῶν κατὰ χώρας θεραπόντων
Μεταξὺ δὲ ἐλευθέρων καὶ δούλων οἱ Λακεδαιµονίων Εἵλωτες, καὶ Θετταλῶν Πενέσται, καὶ
Κρητῶν Κλαρῶται, καὶ Μνωῖται.
----Regarding those who are servants of the land:
Between those who are free and those who are slaves among the Lacedaimonians are the
helots, and among the Thessalians the penestai, and among the Cretans the klarotai, and the
mnoitai.
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Strabo, Geography 10.4358
[1] ἐπεὶ δὲ πρῶτον περὶ τῶν τῆς Πελοποννήσου νήσων τῶν τε ἄλλων διῆλθον καὶ τῶν ἐν τῷ
Κορινθιακῷ κόλπῳ καὶ τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ, περὶ τῆς Κρήτης ἐφεξῆς ῥητέον (καὶ γὰρ αὕτη τῆς
Πελοποννήσου ἐστί) καὶ εἴ τις περὶ τὴν Κρήτην: ἐν δὲ ταύταις αἵ τε Κυκλάδες εἰσὶ καὶ αἱ
Σποράδες, αἱ µὲν ἄξιαι µνήµης αἱ δ᾽ ἀσηµότεραι.
[2] νυνὶ δὲ περὶ τῆς Κρήτης πρῶτον λέγωµεν. Εὔδοξος µὲν οὖν ἐν τῷ Αἰγαίῳ φησὶν αὐτὴν
ἱδρῦσθαι: δεῖ δὲ µὴ οὕτως, ἀλλὰ κεῖσθαι µὲν µεταξὺ τῆς Κυρηναίας καὶ τῆς Ἑλλάδος τῆς ἀπὸ
Σουνίου µέχρι τῆς Λακωνικῆς, ἐπὶ µῆκος ταύταις ταῖς χώραις παράλληλον ἀπὸ τῆς ἑσπέρας
ἐπὶ τὴν ἕω: κλύζεσθαι δὲ ἀπὸ µὲν τῶν ἄρκτων τῷ Αἰγαίῳ πελάγει καὶ τῷ Κρητικῷ, ἀπὸ δὲ
τοῦ νότου τῷ Λιβυκῷ τῷ συνάπτοντι πρὸς τὸ Αἰγύπτιον πέλαγος. τῶν δὲ ἄκρων τὸ µὲν
ἑσπέριόν ἐστι τὸ περὶ Φαλάσαρνα, πλάτος ἔχον διακοσίων που σταδίων καὶ εἰς δύο
ἀκρωτήρια µεριζόµενον (ὧν τὸ µὲν νότιον καλεῖται Κριοῦ µέτωπον τὸ δ᾽ ἀρκτικὸν Κίµαρος),
τὸ δ᾽ ἑῷον τὸ Σαµώνιόν ἐστιν ὑπερπῖπτον τοῦ Σουνίου οὐ πολὺ πρὸς ἕω.
[3] µέγεθος δὲ Σωσικράτης µέν, ὅν φησιν ἀκριβοῦν Ἀπολλόδωρος τὰ περὶ τὴν νῆσον,
ἀφορίζεται µήκει µὲν πλειόνων ἢ δισχιλίων σταδίων καὶ τριακοσίων, πλάτει δὲ ὑπὸ τὸ
µέγεθος, ὥσθ᾽ ὁ κύκλος κατὰ τοῦτον γίνοιτ᾽ ἂν πλέον ἢ πεντακισχίλιοι στάδιοι:
Ἀρτεµίδωρος δὲ τετρακισχιλίους καὶ ἑκατόν φησιν. Ἱερώνυµος δὲ µῆκος δισχιλίων φήσας τὸ
δὲ πλάτος ἀνώµαλον, πλειόνων ἂν εἴη λέγων τὸν κύκλον ἢ ὅσων Ἀρτεµίδωρος. κατὰ δὲ τὸ
τρίτον µέρος τοῦ µήκους. . ... τὸ δὲ ἔνθεν ἰσθµός ἐστιν ὡς ἑκατὸν σταδίων ἔχων κατοικίαν
πρὸς µὲν τῇ βορείῳ θαλάττῃ Ἀµφίµαλλαν, πρὸς δὲ τῇ νοτίῳ Φοίνικα τὸν Λαµπέων:
πλατυτάτη δὲ κατὰ τὸ µέσον ἐστί, πάλιν δ᾽ ἐντεῦθεν εἰς στενώτερον τοῦ προτέρου
συµπίπτουσιν ἰσθµὸν αἱ ᾐόνες περὶ ἑξήκοντα σταδίων, τὸν ἀπὸ Μινῴας τῆς Λυττίων εἰς
Ἱεράπυτναν καὶ τὸ Λιβυκὸν πέλαγος: ἐν κόλπῳ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ πόλις. εἶτα πρόεισιν εἰς ὀξὺ
ἀκρωτήριον τὸ Σαµώνιον ἐπὶ τὴν Αἴγυπτον νεῦον καὶ τὰς Ῥοδίων νήσους.
[4] ἔστι δ᾽ ὀρεινὴ καὶ δασεῖα ἡ νῆσος, ἔχει δ᾽ αὐλῶνας εὐκάρπους. τῶν δ᾽ ὀρῶν τὰ µὲν πρὸς
δύσιν καλεῖται Λευκά, οὐ λειπόµενα τοῦ Ταϋγέτου κατὰ τὸ ὕψος, ἐπὶ τὸ µῆκος δ᾽
ἐκτεταµένα ὅσον τριακοσίων σταδίων καὶ ποιοῦντα ῥάχιν τελευτῶσάν πως ἐπὶ τὰ στενά. ἐν
µέσῳ δ᾽ ἐστὶ κατὰ τὸ εὐρυχωρότατον τῆς νήσου τὸ Ἰδαῖον ὄρος ὑψηλότατον τῶν ἐκεῖ,
περιφερὲς δ᾽ ἐν κύκλῳ σταδίων ἑξακοσίων: περιοικεῖται δ᾽ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρίστων πόλεων. ἄλλα
δ᾽ ἐστὶ πάρισα τοῖς Λευκοῖς, τὰ µὲν ἐπὶ νότον τὰ δ᾽ ἐπὶ τὴν ἕω λήγοντα.
[5] ἔστι δ᾽ ἀπὸ τῆς Κυρηναίας ἐπὶ τὸ Κριοῦ µέτωπον δυεῖν ἡµερῶν καὶ νυκτῶν πλοῦς, ἀπὸ δὲ
Κιµάρου ἐπὶ Ταίναρον εἰσὶ στάδιοι ἑπτακόσιοι (µεταξὺ δὲ Κύθηρα), ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ Σαµωνίου
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πρὸς Αἴγυπτον τεττάρων ἡµερῶν καὶ νυκτῶν πλοῦς, οἱ δὲ τριῶν φασι: σταδίων δ᾽ εἶναι
τοῦτόν τινες πεντακισχιλίων εἰρήκασιν, οἱ δὲ ἔτι ἐλαττόνων. Ἐρατοσθένης δ᾽ ἀπὸ µὲν τῆς
Κυρηναίας µέχρι Κριοῦ µετώπου δισχιλίους φησίν, ἔνθεν δ᾽ εἰς Πελοπόννησον ἐλάττους ...
[6] “ ἄλλη δ᾽ ἄλλων γλῶσσα µεµιγµένη” φησὶν ὁ ποιητής“ ἐν µὲν Ἀχαιοί, ἐν δ᾽ Ἐτεόκρητες
µεγαλήτορες, ἐν δὲ Κύδωνες, Δωριέες τε τριχάικες δῖοί τε Πελασγοί.”τούτων φησὶ Στάφυλος
τὸ µὲν πρὸς ἕω Δωριεῖς κατέχειν, τὸ δὲ δυσµικὸν Κύδωνας, τὸ δὲ νότιον Ἐτεόκρητας, ὧν
εἶναι πολίχνιον Πρᾶσον, ὅπου τὸ τοῦ Δικταίου Διὸς ἱερόν: τοὺς δ᾽ ἄλλους ἰσχύοντας πλέον
οἰκῆσαι τὰ πεδία. τοὺς µὲν οὖν Ἐτεόκρητας καὶ τοὺς Κύδωνας αὐτόχθονας ὑπάρξαι εἰκός,
τοὺς δὲ λοιποὺς ἐπήλυδας, οὓς ἐκ Θετταλίας φησὶν ἐλθεῖν Ἄνδρων τῆς Δωρίδος µὲν
πρότερον νῦν δὲ Ἑστιαιώτιδος λεγοµένης: ἐξ ἧς ὡρµήθησαν, ὥς φησιν, οἱ περὶ τὸν
Παρνασσὸν οἰκήσαντες Δωριεῖς καὶ ἔκτισαν τήν τε Ἐρινεὸν καὶ Βοιὸν καὶ Κυτίνιον, ἀφ᾽ οὗ
καὶ τριχάικες ὑπὸ τοῦ ποιητοῦ λέγονται. οὐ πάνυ δὲ τὸν τοῦ Ἄνδρωνος λόγον ἀποδέχονται,
τὴν µὲν τετράπολιν Δωρίδα τρίπολιν ἀποφαίνοντος, τὴν δὲ µητρόπολιν τῶν Δωριέων
ἄποικον Θετταλῶν: τριχάικας δὲ δέχονται ἤτοι ἀπὸ τῆς τριλοφίας ἢ ἀπὸ τοῦ τριχίνους εἶναι
τοὺς λόφους.
[7] πόλεις δ᾽ εἰσὶν ἐν τῇ Κρήτῃ πλείους µέν, µέγισται δὲ καὶ ἐπιφανέσταται τρεῖς, Κνωσσὸς
Γόρτυνα Κυδωνία. διαφερόντως δὲ τὴν Κνωσσὸν καὶ Ὅµηρος ὑµνεῖ µεγάλην καλῶν καὶ
βασίλειον τοῦ Μίνω καὶ οἱ ὕστερον. καὶ δὴ καὶ διετέλεσε µέχρι πολλοῦ φεροµένη τὰ πρῶτα,
εἶτα ἐταπεινώθη καὶ πολλὰ τῶν νοµίµων ἀφῃρέθη, µετέστη δὲ τὸ ἀξίωµα εἴς τε Γόρτυναν καὶ
Λύττον, ὕστερον δ᾽ ἀνέλαβε πάλιν τὸ παλαιὸν σχῆµα τὸ τῆς µητροπόλεως. κεῖται δ᾽ ἐν πεδίῳ
κύκλον ἔχουσα ἡ Κνωσσὸς τὸν ἀρχαῖον τριάκοντα σταδίων, µεταξὺ τῆς Λυκτίας καὶ τῆς
Γορτυνίας, διέχουσα τῆς µὲν Γορτύνης σταδίους διακοσίους, τῆς δὲ Λύττου, ἣν ὁ ποιητὴς
Λύκτον ὠνόµασεν, ἑκατὸν εἴκοσι: τῆς δὲ θαλάττης Κνωσσὸς µὲν τῆς βορείου πέντε καὶ
εἴκοσι, Γόρτυνα δὲ τῆς Λιβυκῆς ἐνενήκοντα, Λύττος δὲ καὶ αὐτὴ τῆς Λιβυκῆς ὀγδοήκοντα.
ἔχει δ᾽ ἐπίνειον τὸ Ἡράκλειον ἡ Κνωσσός.
[8] Μίνω δέ φασιν ἐπινείῳ χρήσασθαι τῷ Ἀµνισῷ, ὅπου τὸ τῆς Εἰλειθυίας ἱερόν. ἐκαλεῖτο δ᾽
ἡ Κνωσσὸς Καίρατος πρότερον ὁµώνυµος τῷ παραρρέοντι ποταµῷ. ἱστόρηται δ᾽ ὁ Μίνως
νοµοθέτης γενέσθαι σπουδαῖος θαλαττοκρατῆσαί τε πρῶτος, τριχῆ δὲ διελὼν τὴν νῆσον ἐν
ἑκάστῳ τῷ µέρει κτίσαι πόλιν, τὴν µὲν Κνωσσὸν ἐν τῷ ... ... καταντικρὺ τῆς Πελοποννήσου:
καὶ αὐτὴ δ᾽ ἐστὶ προσβόρειος. ὡς δ᾽ εἴρηκεν Ἔφορος, ζηλωτὴς ὁ Μίνως ἀρχαίου τινὸς
Ῥαδαµάνθυος δικαιοτάτου ἀνδρὸς ὁµωνύµου τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ, ὃς πρῶτος τὴν νῆσον
ἐξηµερῶσαι δοκεῖ νοµίµοις καὶ συνοικισµοῖς πόλεων καὶ πολιτείαις, σκηψάµενος παρὰ Διὸς
φέρειν ἕκαστα τῶν τιθεµένων δογµάτων εἰς µέσον. τοῦτον δὴ µιµούµενος καὶ ὁ Μίνως δι᾽
ἐννέα ἐτῶν, ὡς ἔοικεν, ἀναβαίνων ἐπὶ τὸ τοῦ Διὸς ἄντρον καὶ διατρίβων ἐνθάδε, ἀπῄει
συντεταγµένα ἔχων παραγγέλµατά τινα, ἃ ἔφασκεν εἶναι προστάγµατα τοῦ Διός: ἀφ᾽ ἧς
αἰτίας καὶ τὸν ποιητὴν οὕτως εἰρηκέναι“ ἐνθάδε Μίνως ἐννέωρος βασίλευε Διὸς µεγάλου
ὀαριστής.”τοιαῦτα δ᾽ εἰπόντος οἱ ἀρχαῖοι περὶ αὐτοῦ πάλιν ἄλλους εἰρήκασι λόγους
ὑπεναντίους τούτοις, ὡς τυραννικός τε γένοιτο καὶ βίαιος καὶ δασµολόγος, τραγῳδοῦντες τὰ
περὶ τὸν Μινώταυρον καὶ τὸν λαβύρινθον καὶ τὰ Θησεῖ συµβάντα καὶ Δαιδάλῳ.
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[9] ταῦτα µὲν οὖν ὁποτέρως ἔχει χαλεπὸν εἰπεῖν. ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἄλλος λόγος οὐχ
ὁµολογούµενος, τῶν µὲν ξένον τῆς νήσου τὸν Μίνω λεγόντων τῶν δ᾽ ἐπιχώριον. ὁ µέντοι
ποιητὴς τῇ δευτέρᾳ δοκεῖ µᾶλλον συνηγορεῖν ἀποφάσει, ὅταν φῇ ὅτι Ζεὺς“ πρῶτον Μίνωα
τέκε Κρήτῃ ἐπίουρον.”ὑπὲρ τῆς Κρήτης ὁµολογεῖται διότι κατὰ τοὺς παλαιοὺς χρόνους
ἐτύγχανεν εὐνοµουµένη καὶ ζηλωτὰς ἑαυτῆς τοὺς ἀρίστους τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἀπέφηνεν, ἐν δὲ
τοῖς πρώτοις Λακεδαιµονίους, καθάπερ Πλάτων τε ἐν τοῖς νόµοις δηλοῖ καὶ Ἔφορος ἐν τῇ
Εὐρώπῃ5 ἀναγέγραφεν: ὕστερον δὲ πρὸς τὸ χεῖρον µετέβαλεν ἐπὶ πλεῖστον. µετὰ γὰρ τοὺς
Τυρρηνούς, οἳ µάλιστα ἐδῄωσαν τὴν καθ᾽ ἡµᾶς θάλατταν, οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ διαδεξάµενοι τὰ
λῃστήρια: τούτους δ᾽ ἐπόρθησαν ὕστερον οἱ Κίλικες: κατέλυσαν δὲ πάντας Ῥωµαῖοι τήν τε
Κρήτην ἐκπολεµήσαντες καὶ τὰ πειρατικὰ τῶν Κιλίκων φρούρια. νῦν δὲ Κνωσσὸς καὶ
Ῥωµαίων ἀποικίαν ἔχει.
[10] περὶ µὲν οὖν Κνωσσοῦ ταῦτα, πόλεως οὐκ ἀλλοτρίας ἡµῖν, διὰ δὲ τἀνθρώπινα καὶ τὰς ἐν
αὐτοῖς µεταβολὰς καὶ συντυχίας ἐκλελειµµένων6 τῶν συµβολαίων τῶν ὑπαρξάντων ἡµῖν
πρὸς τὴν πόλιν. Δορύλαος γὰρ ἦν ἀνὴρ τακτικός, τῶν Μιθριδάτου τοῦ Εὐεργέτου φίλων:
οὗτος διὰ τὴν ἐν τοῖς πολεµικοῖς ἐµπειρίαν ξενολογεῖν ἀποδειχθεὶς πολὺς ἦν ἔν τε τῇ Ἑλλάδι
καὶ τῇ Θρᾴκῃ, πολὺς δὲ καὶ τοῖς παρὰ τῆς Κρήτης ἰοῦσιν, οὔπω τὴν νῆσον ἐχόντων
Ῥωµαίων, συχνοῦ δὲ ὄντος ἐν αὐτῇ τοῦ µισθοφορικοῦ καὶ στρατιωτικοῦ πλήθους, ἐξ οὗ καὶ
τὰ λῃστήρια πληροῦσθαι συνέβαινεν. ἐπιδηµοῦντος δὲ τοῦ Δορυλάου κατὰ τύχην ἐνέστη
πόλεµος τοῖς Κνωσσίοις πρὸς τοὺς Γορτυνίους: αἱρεθεὶς δὲ στρατηγὸς καὶ κατορθώσας διὰ
ταχέων ἤρατο τιµὰς τὰς µεγίστας, καὶ ἐπειδὴ µικρὸν ὕστερον ἐξ ἐπιβουλῆς δολοφονηθέντα
ἔγνω τὸν Εὐεργέτην ὑπὸ τῶν φίλων ἐν Σινώπῃ, τὴν διαδοχὴν δὲ εἰς γυναῖκα καὶ παιδία
ἥκουσαν, ἀπογνοὺς τῶν ἐκεῖ κατέµεινεν ἐν τῇ Κνωσσῷ: τεκνοποιεῖται δ᾽ ἐκ Μακέτιδος
γυναικὸς Στερόπης τοὔνοµα δύο µὲν υἱεῖς Λαγέταν καὶ Στρατάρχαν, ὧν τὸν Στρατάρχαν
ἐσχατόγηρων καὶ ἡµεῖς ἤδη εἴδοµεν, θυγατέρα δὲ µίαν. δυεῖν δὲ ὄντων υἱῶν τοῦ Εὐεργέτου
διεδέξατο τὴν βασιλείαν Μιθριδάτης ὁ προσαγορευθεὶς Εὐπάτωρ ἕνδεκα ἔτη γεγονώς: τούτῳ
σύντροφος ὑπῆρξεν ὁ τοῦ Φιλεταίρου Δορύλαος: ἦν δ᾽ ὁ Φιλέταιρος ἀδελφὸς τοῦ τακτικοῦ
Δορυλάου. ἀνδρωθεὶς δ᾽ ὁ βασιλεὺς ἐπὶ τοσοῦτο ᾕρητο τῇ συντροφίᾳ τῇ πρὸς τὸν Δορύλαον
ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἐκεῖνον µόνον εἰς τιµὰς ἦγε τὰς µεγίστας, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν συγγενῶν ἐπεµελεῖτο καὶ
τοὺς ἐν Κνωσσῷ µετεπέµπετο: ἦσαν δ᾽ οἱ περὶ Λαγέταν, τοῦ µὲν πατρὸς ἤδη
τετελευτηκότος, αὐτοὶ δ᾽ ἠνδρωµένοι, καὶ ἧκον ἀφέντες τὰ ἐν Κνωσσῷ: τοῦ δὲ Λαγέτα
θυγάτηρ ἦν ἡ µήτηρ τῆς ἐµῆς µητρός. εὐτυχοῦντος µὲν δὴ ἐκείνου συνευτυχεῖν καὶ τούτοις
συνέβαινε, καταλυθέντος δὲ (ἐφωράθη γὰρ ἀφιστὰς τοῖς Ῥωµαίοις τὴν βασιλείαν ἐφ᾽ ᾧ
αὐτὸς εἰς τὴν ἀρχὴν καταστήσεται) συγκατελύθη καὶ τὰ τούτων καὶ ἐταπεινώθησαν:
ὠλιγωρήθη δὲ καὶ τὰ πρὸς τοὺς Κνωσσίους συµβόλαια καὶ αὐτοὺς µυρίας µεταβολὰς
δεξαµένους.
[11] ἀλλὰ γὰρ ὁ µὲν περὶ τῆς Κνωσσοῦ λόγος τοιοῦτος. µετὰ δὲ ταύτην δευτερεῦσαι δοκεῖ
κατὰ τὴν δύναµιν ἡ τῶν Γορτυνίων πόλις. συµπράττουσαί τε γὰρ ἀλλήλαις ἅπαντας
ὑπηκόους εἶχον αὗται τοὺς ἄλλους, στασιάσασαί τε διέστησαν τὰ κατὰ τὴν νῆσον: προσθήκη
δ᾽ ἦν ἡ Κυδωνία µεγίστη ὁποτέροις προσγένοιτο. κεῖται δ᾽ ἐν πεδίῳ καὶ ἡ τῶν Γορτυνίων
πόλις, τὸ παλαιὸν µὲν ἴσως τετειχισµένη (καθάπερ καὶ Ὅµηρος εἴρηκε“ Γόρτυνά τε
τειχήεσσαν”), ὕστερον δ᾽ ἀποβαλοῦσα τὸ τεῖχος ἐκ θεµελίων καὶ πάντα τὸν χρόνον µείνασα
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ἀτείχιστος: καὶ γὰρ ὁ Φιλοπάτωρ Πτολεµαῖος ἀρξάµενος τειχίζειν ὅσον ἐπὶ ὀγδοήκοντα
σταδίους παρῆλθε µόνον: ἀξιόλογον δ᾽ οὖν ἐξεπλήρου ποτὲ κύκλον ἡ οἴκησις ὅσον
πεντήκοντα σταδίων: διέχει δὲ τῆς Λιβυκῆς θαλάττης κατὰ Λεβῆνα τὸ ἐµπόριον αὐτῆς
ἐνενήκοντα: ἔχει δέ τι καὶ ἄλλο ἐπίνειον τὸ Μάταλον, διέχει δ᾽ αὐτῆς ἑκατὸν τριάκοντα.
διαρρεῖ δ᾽ αὐτὴν ὅλην ὁ Ληθαῖος ποταµός.
[12] ἐκ δὲ Λεβῆνος ἦν Λευκοκόµας τε καὶ ὁ ἐραστὴς αὐτοῦ Εὐξύνθετος, οὓς ἱστορεῖ
Θεόφραστος ἐν τῷ περὶ ἔρωτος λόγῳ, ἄθλων ὧν ὁ Λευκοκόµας τῷ Εὐξυνθέτῳ προσέταξεν
ἕνα φήσας εἶναι τοῦτον, τὸν ἐν Πράσῳ κύνα ἀναγαγεῖν αὐτῷ: ὅµοροι δ᾽ εἰσὶν αὐτοῖς οἱ
Πράσιοι, τῆς µὲν θαλάττης ἑβδοµήκοντα Γόρτυνος δὲ διέχοντες ἑκατὸν καὶ ὀγδοήκοντα.
εἴρηται δὲ ὅτι τῶν Ἐτεοκρήτων ὑπῆρχεν ἡ Πρᾶσος καὶ διότι ἐνταῦθα τὸ τοῦ Δικταίου Διὸς
ἱερόν: καὶ γὰρ ἡ Δίκτη πλησίον, οὐχ ὡς Ἄρατος ‘ὄρεος σχεδὸν Ἰδαίοιο.’ καὶ γὰρ χιλίους ἡ
Δίκτη τῆς Ἴδης ἀπέχει, πρὸς ἀνίσχοντα ἥλιον ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς κειµένη, τοῦ δὲ Σαµωνίου ἑκατόν.
µεταξὺ δὲ τοῦ Σαµωνίου καὶ τῆς Χερρονήσου ἡ Πρᾶσος ἵδρυτο ὑπὲρ τῆς θαλάττης ἑξήκοντα
σταδίοις: κατέσκαψαν δ᾽ Ἱεραπύτνιοι. οὐκ εὖ δὲ οὐδὲ τὸν Καλλίµαχον λέγειν φασίν, ὡς ἡ
Βριτόµαρτις φεύγουσα τὴν Μίνω βίαν ἀπὸ τῆς Δίκτης ἅλοιτο εἰς ἁλιέων δίκτυα, καὶ διὰ
τοῦτο αὐτὴ µὲν Δίκτυννα ὑπὸ τῶν Κυδωνιατῶν προσαγορευθείη, Δίκτη δὲ τὸ ὄρος: οὐδὲ γὰρ
ὅλως ἐκ γειτόνων ἐστὶ τοῖς τόποις τούτοις ἡ Κυδωνία, πρὸς δὲ τοῖς ἑσπερίοις κεῖται τῆς
νήσου πέρασι. τῆς µέντοι Κυδωνίας ὄρος ἐστὶ Τίτυρος, ἐν ᾧ ἱερόν ἐστιν οὐ Δικταῖον ἀλλὰ
Δικτύνναιον.
[13] Κυδωνία δ᾽ ἐπὶ θαλάττῃ µὲν ἵδρυται βλέπουσα πρὸς τὴν Λακωνικήν, διέχει δ᾽ ἑκατέρας
τὸ ἴσον τῆς τε Κνωσσοῦ καὶ τῆς Γόρτυνος οἷον ὀκτακοσίους σταδίους, Ἀπτέρας δὲ
ὀγδοήκοντα, τῆς ταύτῃ δὲ θαλάττης τετταράκοντα. Ἀπτέρας δ᾽ ἐπίνειόν ἐστι Κίσαµος: πρὸς
ἑσπέραν δ᾽ ὅµοροι τοῖς Κυδωνιάταις Πολυρρήνιοι, παρ᾽ οἷς ἐστι τὸ τῆς Δικτύννης ἱερόν:
ἀπέχουσι δὲ τῆς θαλάττης ὡς τριάκοντα σταδίους, Φαλασάρνης δὲ ἑξήκοντα. κωµηδὸν δ᾽
ᾤκουν πρότερον: εἶτ᾽ Ἀχαιοὶ καὶ Λάκωνες συνῴκησαν τειχίσαντες ἐρυµνὸν χωρίον βλέπον
πρὸς µεσηµβρίαν.
[14] τῶν δ᾽ ὑπὸ Μίνω συνῳκισµένων τριῶν τὴν λοιπὴν (Φαιστὸς δ᾽ ἦν αὕτη) κατέσκαψαν
Γορτύνιοι, τῆς µὲν Γόρτυνος διέχουσαν ἑξήκοντα, τῆς δὲ θαλάττης εἴκοσι, τοῦ δὲ Ματάλου
τοῦ ἐπινείου τετταράκοντα: τὴν δὲ χώραν ἔχουσιν οἱ κατασκάψαντες. Γορτυνίων δ᾽ ἐστὶ καὶ
τὸ Ῥύτιον σὺν τῇ Φαιστῷ“ Φαιστόν τε Ῥύτιόν τε.” ἐκ δὲ τῆς Φαιστοῦ τὸν τοὺς καθαρµοὺς
ποιήσαντα διὰ τῶν ἐπῶν Ἐπιµενίδην φασὶν εἶναι. καὶ ὁ Λισσὴν δὲ τῆς Φαιστίας. Λύττου δέ,
ἧς ἐµνήσθηµεν καὶ πρότερον, ἐπίνειόν ἐστιν ἡ λεγοµένη Χερρόνησος, ἐν ᾗ τὸ τῆς
Βριτοµάρτεως ἱερόν: αἱ δὲ συγκαταλεχθεῖσαι πόλεις οὐκέτ᾽ εἰσὶ Μίλητός τε καὶ Λύκαστος,
τὴν δὲ χώραν τὴν µὲν ἐνείµαντο Λύττιοι τὴν δὲ Κνώσσιοι κατασκάψαντες τὴν πόλιν.
[15] τοῦ δὲ ποιητοῦ τὸ µὲν ἑκατόµπολιν λέγοντος τὴν Κρήτην τὸ δὲ ἐνενηκοντάπολιν,
Ἔφορος µὲν ὕστερον ἐπικτισθῆναι τὰς δέκα φησὶ µετὰ τὰ Τρωικὰ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἀλθαιµένει τῷ
Ἀργείῳ συνακολουθησάντων Δωριέων: τὸν µὲν οὖν Ὀδυσσέα λέγει ἐνενηκοντάπολιν
ὀνοµάσαι: οὗτος µὲν οὖν πιθανός ἐστιν ὁ λόγος, ἄλλοι δ᾽ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰδοµενέως ἐχθρῶν
κατασκαφῆναί φασι τὰς δέκα: ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε κατὰ τὰ Τρωικά φησιν ὁ ποιητὴς ἑκατοντάπολιν
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ὑπάρξαι τὴν Κρήτην, ἀλλὰ µᾶλλον κατ᾽ αὐτόν (ἐκ γὰρ τοῦ ἰδίου προσώπου λέγει: εἰ δ᾽ ἐκ
τῶν τότε ὄντων τινὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος, καθάπερ ἐν τῇ Ὀδυσσείᾳ, ἡνίκα ἐνενηκοντάπολιν φράζει,
καλῶς εἶχεν ἂν οὕτω δέχεσθαι), οὔτ᾽ εἰ συγχωρήσαιµεν τοῦτό γε, ὁ ἑξῆς λόγος σώζοιτ᾽ ἄν.
οὔτε γὰρ κατὰ τὴν στρατείαν οὔτε µετὰ τὴν ἐπάνοδον τὴν ἐκεῖθεν τοῦ Ἰδοµενέως εἰκός ἐστιν
ὑπὸ τῶν ἐχθρῶν αὐτοῦ τὰς πόλεις ἠφανίσθαι ταύτας: ὁ γὰρ ποιητὴς φήσας“ πάντας δ᾽
Ἰδοµενεὺς Κρήτην εἰσήγαγ᾽ ἑταίρους,οἳ φύγον ἐκ πολέµου, πόντος δέ οἱ οὔτιν᾽ ἀπηύρα,”καὶ
τούτου τοῦ πάθους ἐµέµνητ᾽ ἄν: οὐ γὰρ δήπου Ὀδυσσεὺς µὲν ἔγνω τὸν ἀφανισµὸν τῶν
πόλεων ὁ µηδενὶ συµµίξας τῶν Ἑλλήνων µήτε κατὰ τὴν πλάνην µήθ᾽ ὕστερον, ὁ δὲ καὶ
συστρατεύσας τῷ Ἰδοµενεῖ καὶ συνανασωθεὶς οὐκ ἔγνω τὰ συµβάντα οἴκοι αὐτῷ. ἀλλὰ µὴν
οὐδὲ µετὰ τὴν ἐπάνοδον: εἰ γὰρ µετὰ πάντων ἐσώθη τῶν ἑταίρων, ἰσχυρὸς ἐπανῆλθεν, ὥστ᾽
οὐκ ἔµελλον ἰσχύσειν οἱ ἐχθροὶ τοσοῦτον ὅσον δέκα ἀφαιρεῖσθαι πόλεις αὐτόν. τῆς µὲν οὖν
χώρας τῶν Κρητῶν τοιαύτη τις ἡ περιοδεία.
[16] τῆς δὲ πολιτείας ἧς Ἔφορος ἀνέγραψε τὰ κυριώτατα ἐπιδραµεῖν ἀποχρώντως ἂν ἔχοι.
δοκεῖ δέ, φησίν, ὁ νοµοθέτης µέγιστον ὑποθέσθαι ταῖς πόλεσιν ἀγαθὸν τὴν ἐλευθερίαν:
µόνην γὰρ ταύτην ἴδια ποιεῖν τῶν κτησαµένων τὰ ἀγαθά, τὰ δ᾽ ἐν δουλείᾳ τῶν ἀρχόντων
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ τῶν ἀρχοµένων εἶναι: τοῖς δ᾽ ἔχουσι ταύτην φυλακῆς δεῖν: τὴν µὲν οὖν ὁµόνοιαν
διχοστασίας αἰροµένης ἀπαντᾶν, ἣ γίνεται διὰ πλεονεξίαν καὶ τρυφήν: σωφρόνως γὰρ καὶ
λιτῶς ζῶσιν ἅπασιν οὔτε φθόνον οὔθ᾽ ὕβριν οὔτε µῖσος ἀπαντᾶν πρὸς τοὺς ὁµοίους: διόπερ
τοὺς µὲν παῖδας εἰς τὰς ὀνοµαζοµένας ἀγέλας κελεῦσαι φοιτᾶν, τοὺς δὲ τελείους ἐν τοῖς
συσσιτίοις ἃ καλοῦσιν ἀνδρεῖα συσσιτεῖν, ὅπως τῶν ἴσων µετάσχοιεν τοῖς εὐπόροις οἱ
πενέστεροι δηµοσίᾳ τρεφόµενοι: πρὸς δὲ τὸ µὴ δειλίαν ἀλλ᾽ ἀνδρείαν κρατεῖν ἐκ παίδων
ὅπλοις καὶ πόνοις συντρέφειν, ὥστε καταφρονεῖν καύµατος καὶ ψύχους καὶ τραχείας ὁδοῦ
καὶ ἀνάντους καὶ πληγῶν τῶν ἐν γυµνασίοις καὶ µάχαις ταῖς κατὰ σύνταγµα: ἀσκεῖν δὲ καὶ
τοξικῇ καὶ ἐνοπλίῳ ὀρχήσει, ἣν καταδεῖξαι Κουρῆτα πρῶτον, ὕστερον δὲ καὶ συντάξαντα
τὴν κληθεῖσαν ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ πυρρίχην, ὥστε µηδὲ τὴν παιδιὰν ἄµοιρον εἶναι τῶν πρὸς πόλεµον
χρησίµων: ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως καὶ τοῖς ῥυθµοῖς Κρητικοῖς χρῆσθαι κατὰ τὰς ᾠδὰς συντονωτάτοις
οὖσιν οὓς Θάλητα ἀνευρεῖν, ᾧ καὶ τοὺς παιᾶνας καὶ τὰς ἄλλας τὰς ἐπιχωρίους ᾠδὰς
ἀνατιθέασι καὶ πολλὰ τῶν νοµίµων: καὶ ἐσθῆτι δὲ καὶ ὑποδέσει πολεµικῇ χρῆσθαι, καὶ τῶν
δώρων τιµιώτατα αὐτοῖς εἶναι τὰ ὅπλα.
[17] λέγεσθαι δ᾽ ὑπό τινων ὡς Λακωνικὰ εἴη τὰ πολλὰ τῶν νοµιζοµένων Κρητικῶν, τὸ δ᾽
ἀληθὲς εὑρῆσθαι µὲν ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνων, ἠκριβωκέναι δὲ τοὺς Σπαρτιάτας, τοὺς δὲ Κρῆτας
ὀλιγωρῆσαι, κακωθεισῶν τῶν πόλεων καὶ µάλιστα τῆς Κνωσσίων, τῶν πολεµικῶν: µεῖναι δέ
τινα τῶν νοµίµων παρὰ Λυττίοις καὶ Γορτυνίοις καὶ ἄλλοις τισὶ πολιχνίοις µᾶλλον ἢ παρ᾽
ἐκείνοις: καὶ δὴ καὶ τὰ Λυττίων νόµιµα ποιεῖσθαι µαρτύρια τοὺς τὰ Λακωνικὰ πρεσβύτερα
ἀποφαίνοντας: ἀποίκους γὰρ ὄντας φυλάττειν τὰ τῆς µητροπόλεως ἔθη, ἐπεὶ ἄλλως γε εὔηθες
εἶναι τὸ τοὺς βέλτιον συνεστῶτας καὶ πολιτευοµένους τῶν χειρόνων ζηλωτὰς ἀποφαίνειν:
οὐκ εὖ δὲ ταῦτα λέγεσθαι: οὔτε γὰρ ἐκ τῶν νῦν καθεστηκότων τὰ παλαιὰ τεκµηριοῦσθαι
δεῖν, εἰς τἀναντία ἑκατέρων µεταπεπτωκότων: καὶ γὰρ ναυκρατεῖν πρότερον τοὺς Κρῆτας,
ὥστε καὶ παροιµιάζεσθαι πρὸς τοὺς προσποιουµένους µὴ εἰδέναι ἃ ἴσασιν ‘ὁ Κρὴς ἀγνοεῖ
τὴν θάλατταν,’ νῦν δ᾽ ἀποβεβληκέναι τὸ ναυτικόν: οὔτε ὅτι ἄποικοί τινες τῶν πόλεων
γεγόνασι τῶν ἐν Κρήτῃ Σπαρτιατῶν, ἐν τοῖς ἐκείνων νοµίµοις διαµένειν ἐπηναγκάσθαι:
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πολλὰς γοῦν τῶν ἀποικίδων µὴ φυλάττειν τὰ πάτρια, πολλὰς δὲ καὶ τῶν µὴ ἀποικίδων ἐν
Κρήτῃ τὰ αὐτὰ ἔχειν τοῖς ἀποίκοις ἔθη.
[18] τῶν τε Σπαρτιατῶν τὸν νοµοθέτην Λυκοῦργον πέντε γενεαῖς νεώτερον Ἀλθαιµένους
εἶναι τοῦ στείλαντος τὴν εἰς Κρήτην ἀποικίαν: τὸν µὲν γὰρ ἱστορεῖσθαι Κίσσου παῖδα τοῦ τὸ
Ἄργος κτίσαντος περὶ τὸν αὐτὸν χρόνον ἡνίκα Προκλῆς τὴν Σπάρτην συνῴκιζε, Λυκοῦργον
δ᾽ ὁµολογεῖσθαι παρὰ πάντων ἕκτον ἀπὸ Προκλέους γεγονέναι: τὰ δὲ µιµήµατα µὴ εἶναι
πρότερα τῶν παραδειγµάτων µηδὲ τὰ νεώτερα τῶν πρεσβυτέρων: τήν τε ὄρχησιν τὴν παρὰ
τοῖς Λακεδαιµονίοις ἐπιχωριάζουσαν καὶ τοὺς ῥυθµοὺς καὶ παιᾶνας τοὺς κατὰ νόµον
ᾀδοµένους καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ τῶν νοµίµων Κρητικὰ καλεῖσθαι παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ὡς ἂν ἐκεῖθεν
ὁρµώµενα: τῶν δ᾽ ἀρχείων τὰ µὲν καὶ τὰς διοικήσεις ἔχειν τὰς αὐτὰς καὶ τὰς ἐπωνυµίας,
ὥσπερ καὶ τὴν τῶν γερόντων ἀρχὴν καὶ τὴν τῶν ἱππέων (πλὴν ὅτι τοὺς ἐν Κρήτῃ ἱππέας καὶ
ἵππους κεκτῆσθαι συµβέβηκεν: ἐξ οὗ τεκµαίρονται πρεσβυτέραν εἶναι τῶν ἐν Κρήτῃ ἱππέων
τὴν ἀρχήν: σώζειν γὰρ τὴν ἐτυµότητα τῆς προσηγορίας: τοὺς δὲ µὴ ἱπποτροφεῖν), τοὺς
ἐφόρους δὲ τὰ αὐτὰ τοῖς ἐν Κρήτῃ κόσµοις διοικοῦντας ἑτέρως ὠνοµάσθαι: τὰ δὲ συσσίτια
ἀνδρεῖα παρὰ µὲν τοῖς Κρησὶν καὶ νῦν ἔτι καλεῖσθαι, παρὰ δὲ τοῖς Σπαρτιάταις µὴ διαµεῖναι
καλούµενα ὁµοίως πρότερον: παρ᾽ Ἀλκµᾶνι γοῦν οὕτω κεῖσθαι“ φοίναις δὲ καὶ ἐν θιάσοισιν
ἀνδρείων παρὰ δαιτυµόνεσσι πρέπει παιᾶνα κατάρχειν.”
[19] λέγεσθαι δ᾽ ὑπὸ τῶν Κρητῶν ὡς καὶ παρ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἀφίκοιτο Λυκοῦργος κατὰ τοιαύτην
αἰτίαν: ἀδελφὸς ἦν πρεσβύτερος τοῦ Λυκούργου Πολυδέκτης: οὗτος τελευτῶν ἔγκυον
κατέλιπε τὴν γυναῖκα: τέως µὲν οὖν ἐβασίλευεν ὁ Λυκοῦργος ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ, γενοµένου
δὲ παιδὸς ἐπετρόπευεν ἐκεῖνον, εἰς ὃν ἡ ἀρχὴ καθήκουσα ἐτύγχανε: λοιδορούµενος δή τις
αὐτῷ σαφῶς εἶπεν εἰδέναι διότι βασιλεύσοι: λαβὼν δ᾽ ὑπόνοιαν ἐκεῖνος ὡς ἐκ τοῦ λόγου
τούτου διαβάλλοιτο ἐπιβουλὴ ἐξ αὐτοῦ τοῦ παιδός, δείσας µὴ ἐκ τύχης ἀποθανόντος αἰτίαν
αὐτὸς ἔχοι παρὰ τῶν ἐχθρῶν, ἀπῆρεν εἰς Κρήτην. ταύτην µὲν δὴ λέγεσθαι τῆς ἀποδηµίας
αἰτίαν: ἐλθόντα δὲ πλησιάσαι Θάλητι µελοποιῷ ἀνδρὶ καὶ νοµοθετικῷ, ἱστορήσαντα δὲ παρ᾽
αὐτοῦ τὸν τρόπον ὃν Ῥαδάµανθύς τε πρότερον καὶ ὕστερον Μίνως, ὡς παρὰ τοῦ Διός, τοὺς
νόµους ἐκφέροι εἰς ἀνθρώπους, γενόµενον δὲ καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ καὶ καταµαθόντα καὶ τὰ ἐκεῖ
νόµιµα, ἐντυχόντα δ᾽, ὥς φασί τινες, καὶ Ὁµήρῳ διατρίβοντι ἐν Χίῳ, κατᾶραι πάλιν εἰς τὴν
οἰκείαν, καταλαβεῖν δὲ τὸν τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ υἱὸν τὸν Πολυδέκτου Χαρίλαον βασιλεύοντα: εἶθ᾽
ὁρµῆσαι διαθεῖναι τοὺς νόµους φοιτῶντα ὡς τὸν θεὸν τὸν ἐν Δελφοῖς, κἀκεῖθεν κοµίζοντα τὰ
προστάγµατα, καθάπερ οἱ περὶ Μίνω ἐκ τοῦ ἄντρου τοῦ Διὸς παραπλήσια ἐκείνοις τὰ πλείω.
[20] τῶν Κρητικῶν τὰ κυριώτατα τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστα τοιαῦτα εἴρηκε. γαµεῖν µὲν ἅµα πάντες
ἀναγκάζονται παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς οἱ κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν χρόνον ἐκ τῆς τῶν παίδων ἀγέλης ἐκκριθέντες,
οὐκ εὐθὺς δ᾽ ἄγονται παρ᾽ ἑαυτοὺς τὰς γαµηθείσας παῖδας, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὰν ἤδη διοικεῖν ἱκαναὶ
ὦσι τὰ περὶ τοὺς οἴκους: φερνὴ δ᾽ ἐστίν, ἂν ἀδελφοὶ ὦσι, τὸ ἥµισυ τῆς τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ µερίδος:
παῖδας δὲ γράµµατά τε µανθάνειν καὶ τὰς ἐκ τῶν νόµων ᾠδὰς καί τινα εἴδη τῆς µουσικῆς.
τοὺς µὲν οὖν ἔτι νεωτέρους εἰς τὰ συσσίτια ἄγουσι τὰ ἀνδρεῖα: χαµαὶ δὲ καθήµενοι
διαιτῶνται µετ᾽ ἀλλήλων ἐν φαύλοις τριβωνίοις καὶ χειµῶνος καὶ θέρους τὰ αὐτά,
διακονοῦσί τε καὶ ἑαυτοῖς καὶ τοῖς ἀνδράσι: συµβάλλουσι δ᾽ εἰς µάχην καὶ οἱ ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ
συσσιτίου πρὸς ἀλλήλους, καὶ πρὸς ἕτερα συσσίτια: καθ᾽ ἕκαστον δὲ ἀνδρεῖον ἐφέστηκε
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παιδονόµος: οἱ δὲ µείζους εἰς τὰς ἀγέλας ἄγονται: τὰς δ᾽ ἀγέλας συνάγουσιν οἱ
ἐπιφανέστατοι τῶν παίδων καὶ δυνατώτατοι ἕκαστος ὅσους πλείστους οἷός τέ ἐστιν
ἀθροίζων: ἑκάστης δὲ τῆς ἀγέλης ἄρχων ἐστὶν ὡς τὸ πολὺ ὁ πατὴρ τοῦ συναγαγόντος, κύριος
ὢν ἐξάγειν ἐπὶ θήραν καὶ δρόµους, τὸν δ᾽ ἀπειθοῦντα κολάζειν: τρέφονται δὲ δηµοσίᾳ:
τακταῖς δέ τισιν ἡµέραις ἀγέλη πρὸς ἀγέλην συµβάλλει µετὰ αὐλοῦ καὶ λύρας εἰς µάχην ἐν
ῥυθµῷ, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐν τοῖς πολεµικοῖς εἰώθασιν, ἐκφέρουσι δὲ καὶ τὰς πληγὰς τὰς µὲν διὰ
χειρὸς τὰς δὲ καὶ δι᾽ ὅπλων σιδηρῶν.
[21] ἴδιον δ᾽ αὐτοῖς τὸ περὶ τοὺς ἔρωτας νόµιµον: οὐ γὰρ πειθοῖ κατεργάζονται τοὺς
ἐρωµένους ἀλλ᾽ ἁρπαγῇ: προλέγει τοῖς φίλοις πρὸ τριῶν ἢ πλειόνων ἡµερῶν ὁ ἐραστὴς ὅτι
µέλλει τὴν ἁρπαγὴν ποιεῖσθαι: τοῖς δ᾽ ἀποκρύπτειν µὲν τὸν παῖδα ἢ µὴ ἐᾶν πορεύεσθαι τὴν
τεταγµένην ὁδὸν τῶν αἰσχίστων ἐστίν, ὡς ἐξοµολογουµένοις ὅτι ἀνάξιος ὁ παῖς εἴη τοιούτου
ἐραστοῦ τυγχάνειν: συνιόντες δ᾽, ἂν µὲν τῶν ἴσων ἢ τῶν ὑπερεχόντων τις ᾖ τοῦ παιδὸς τιµῇ
καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ὁ ἁρπάζων, ἐπιδιώκοντες ἀνθήψαντο µόνον µετρίως τὸ νόµιµον
ἐκπληροῦντες, τἆλλα δ᾽ ἐπιτρέπουσιν ἄγειν χαίροντες: ἂν δ᾽ ἀνάξιος, ἀφαιροῦνται: πέρας δὲ
τῆς ἐπιδιώξεώς ἐστιν ἕως ἂν ἀχθῇ ὁ παῖς εἰς τὸ τοῦ ἁρπάσαντος ἀνδρεῖον. ἐράσµιον δὲ
νοµίζουσιν οὐ τὸν κάλλει διαφέροντα, ἀλλὰ τὸν ἀνδρείᾳ καὶ κοσµιότητι ... καὶ δωρησάµενος
ἀπάγει τὸν παῖδα τῆς χώρας εἰς ὃν βούλεται τόπον: ἐπακολουθοῦσι δὲ τῇ ἁρπαγῇ οἱ
παραγενόµενοι, ἑστιαθέντες δὲ καὶ συνθηρεύσαντες δίµηνον (οὐ γὰρ ἔξεστι πλείω χρόνον
κατέχειν τὸν παῖδα) εἰς τὴν πόλιν καταβαίνουσιν. ἀφίεται δ᾽ ὁ παῖς δῶρα λαβὼν στολὴν
πολεµικὴν καὶ βοῦν καὶ ποτήριον. ταῦτα µὲν τὰ κατὰ τὸν νόµον δῶρα ... καὶ ἄλλα πλείω καὶ
πολυτελῆ, ὥστε συνερανίζειν τοὺς φίλους διὰ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν ἀναλωµάτων. τὸν µὲν οὖν βοῦν
θύει τῷ Διὶ καὶ ἑστιᾷ τοὺς συγκαταβαίνοντας, εἶτ᾽ ἀποφαίνεται περὶ τῆς πρὸς τὸν ἐραστὴν
ὁµιλίας εἴτ᾽ ἀσµενίζων τετύχηκεν εἴτε µή, τοῦ νόµου τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιτρέψαντος, ἵν᾽ εἴ τις αὐτῷ βία
προσενήνεκται κατὰ τὴν ἁρπαγήν, ἐνταῦθα παρῇ τιµωρεῖν ἑαυτῷ καὶ ἀπαλλάττεσθαι. τοῖς δὲ
καλοῖς τὴν ἰδέαν καὶ προγόνων ἐπιφανῶν αἰσχρὸν ἐραστῶν µὴ τυχεῖν, ὡς διὰ τὸν τρόπον
τοῦτο παθοῦσιν. ἔχουσι δὲ τιµὰς οἱ παρασταθέντες (οὕτω γὰρ καλοῦσι τοὺς ἁρπαγέντας): ἔν
τε γὰρ τοῖς χοροῖς καὶ τοῖς δρόµοις ἔχουσι τὰς ἐντιµοτάτας χώρας, τῇ τε στολῇ κοσµεῖσθαι
διαφερόντως τῶν ἄλλων ἐφίεται τῇ δοθείσῃ παρὰ τῶν ἐραστῶν, καὶ οὐ τότε µόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ
τέλειοι γενόµενοι διάσηµον ἐσθῆτα φέρουσιν, ἀφ᾽ ἧς γνωσθήσεται ἕκαστος κλεινὸς
γενόµενος: τὸν µὲν γὰρ ἐρώµενον καλοῦσι κλεινὸν τὸν δ᾽ ἐραστὴν φιλήτορα.
[22] ταῦτα µὲν τὰ περὶ τοὺς ἔρωτας νόµιµα. ἄρχοντας δὲ δέκα αἱροῦνται: περὶ δὲ τῶν
µεγίστων συµβούλοις χρῶνται τοῖς γέρουσι καλουµένοις: καθίστανται δ᾽ εἰς τοῦτο τὸ
συνέδριον οἱ τῆς τῶν κόσµων ἀρχῆς ἠξιωµένοι καὶ τἆλλα δόκιµοι κρινόµενοι. ἀξίαν δ᾽
ἀναγραφῆς τὴν τῶν Κρητῶν πολιτείαν ὑπέλαβον διά τε τὴν ἰδιότητα καὶ τὴν δόξαν: οὐ πολλὰ
δὲ διαµένει τούτων τῶν νοµίµων, ἀλλὰ τοῖς Ῥωµαίων διατάγµασι τὰ πλεῖστα διοικεῖται,
καθάπερ καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἄλλαις ἐπαρχίαις συµβαίνει.
----[1] Since I have already described the islands of the Peloponnesus in detail, not only the
others, but also those in the Corinthian Gulf and those in front of it, I must next discuss Crete
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(for it, too, belongs to the Peloponnesus) and any islands that are in the neighborhood of
Crete. Among these are the Cyclades and the Sporades, some worthy of mention, others of
less significance.
[2] But at present let me first discuss Crete. Now although Eudoxus says that it is situated in
the Aegaean Sea, one should not so state, but rather that it lies between Cyrenaea and that
part of Greece which extends from Sunium to Laconia, stretching lengthwise parallel with
these countries from west to east, and that it is washed on the north by the Aegaean and the
Cretan Seas, and on the south by the Libyan Sea, which borders on the Aegyptian. As for its
two extremities, the western is in the neighborhood of Phalasarna; it has a breadth of about
two hundred stadia and is divided into two promontories (of these the southern is called
Criumetopon, the northern Cimarus), whereas the eastern is Samonium, which falls toward
the east not much farther than Sunium.
[3] As for its size, Sosicrates, whose account of the island, according to Apollodorus, is
exact, defines it as follows: In length, more than two thousand three hundred stadia, and in
breadth, . . . , so that its circuit, according to him, would amount to more than five thousand
stadia; but Artemidorus says it is four thousand one hundred. Hieronymus says that its length
is two thousand stadia and its breadth irregular, and therefore might mean that the circuit is
greater than Artemidorus says. For about a third of its length . . . ; and then comes an isthmus
of about one hundred stadia, which, on the northern sea, has a settlement called Amphimalla,
and, on the southern, Phoenix, belonging to the Lampians. The island is broadest near the
middle. And from here the shores again converge to an isthmus narrower than the former,
about sixty stadia in width, which extends from Minoa, city of the Lyctians, to Hierapytna
and the Libyan Sea; the city is situated on the gulf. Then the island projects into a sharp
promontory, Samonium, which slopes in the direction of Aegypt and the islands of the
Rhodians.
[4] The island is mountainous and thickly wooded, but it has fruitful glens. Of the mountains,
those towards the west are called Leuca; they do not fall short of Taÿgetus in height, extend
in length about three hundred stadia, and form a ridge which terminates approximately at the
narrows. In the middle, in the most spacious part of the island, is Mount Ida, loftiest of the
mountains of Crete and circular in shape, with a circuit of six hundred stadia; and around it
are the best cities. There are other mountains in Crete that are about as high as the Leuca,
some terminating towards the south and others towards the east.
[5] The voyage from Cyrenaea to Criumetopon takes two days and nights, and the distance
from Cimarus to Taenarum is seven hundred stadia, Cythera lying between them; and the
voyage from Samonium to Aegypt takes four days and nights, though some say three. Some
state that this is a voyage of five thousand stadia, but others still less. Eratosthenes says that
the distance from Cyrenaea to Criumetopon is two thousand, and from there to the
Peloponnesus less . . .
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[6] “But one tongue with others is mixed,” the poet says; “there dwell Achaeans, there EteoCretans proud of heart, there Cydonians and Dorians, too, of waving plumes, and goodly
Pelasgians.” Of these peoples, according to Staphylus, the Dorians occupy the part towards
the east, the Cydonians the western part, the Eteo-Cretans the southern; and to these last
belongs the town Prasus, where is the temple of the Dictaean Zeus; whereas the other
peoples, since they were more powerful, dwelt in the plains. Now it is reasonable to suppose
that the Eteo-Cretans and the Cydonians were autochthonous, and that the others were
foreigners, who, according to Andron, came from Thessaly, from the country which in earlier
times was called Doris, but is now called Hestiaeotis; it was from this country that the
Dorians who lived in the neighborhood of Parnassus set out, as he says, and founded Erineüs,
Boeüm, and Cytinium, and hence by Homer are called "trichaïces." However, writers do not
accept the account of Andron at all, since he represents the Tetrapolis Doris as being a
Tripolis, and the metropolis of the Dorians as a mere colony of Thessalians; and they derive
the meaning of "trichaïces" either from the "trilophia," or from the fact that the crests were
"trichini."
[7] There are several cities in Crete, but the greatest and most famous are three: Cnossus,
Gortyna and Cydonia. The praises of Cnossus are hymned above the rest both by Homer,
who calls it "great" and "the kingdom of Minos," and by the later poets. Furthermore, it
continued for a long time to win the first honors; then it was humbled and deprived of many
of its prerogatives, and its superior rank passed over to Gortyna and Lyctus; but later it again
recovered its olden dignity as the metropolis. Cnossus is situated in a plain, its original circuit
being thirty stadia, between the Lyctian and Gortynian territories, being two hundred stadia
distant from Gortyna, and a hundred and twenty from Lyttus, which the poet named Lyctus.
Cnossus is twenty-five stadia from the northern sea, Gortyna is ninety from the Libyan Sea,
and Lyctus itself is eighty from the Libyan. And Cnossus has Heracleium as its seaport.
[8] But Minos is said to have used as seaport Amnisus, where is the temple of Eileithuia. In
earlier times Cnossus was called Caeratus, bearing the same name as the river which flows
past it. According to history, Minos was an excellent law-giver, and also the first to gain the
mastery of the sea; and he divided the island into three parts and founded a city in each part,
Cnossus in the . . . And it, too, lies to the north. As Ephorus states, Minos was an emulator of
a certain Rhadamanthys of early times, a man most just and bearing the same name as
Minos's brother, who is reputed to have been the first to civilize the island by establishing
laws and by uniting cities under one city as metropolis and by setting up constitutions,
alleging that he brought from Zeus the several decrees which he promulgated. So, in
imitation of Rhadamanthys, Minos would go up every nine years, as it appears, to the cave of
Zeus, tarry there, and come back with commandments drawn up in writing, which he alleged
were ordinances of Zeus; and it was for this reason that the poet says,“there Minos reigned as
king, who held converse with great Zeus every ninth year.” Such is the statement of Ephorus;
but again the early writers have given a different account of Minos, which is contrary to that
of Ephorus, saying that he was tyrannical, harsh, and an exactor of tribute, representing in
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tragedy the story of the Minotaur and the Labyrinth, and the adventures of Theseus and
Daedalus.
[9] Now, as for these two accounts, it is hard to say which is true; and there is another subject
that is not agreed upon by all, some saying that Minos was a foreigner, but others that he was
a native of the island. The poet, however, seems rather to advocate the second view when he
says,“Zeus first begot Minos, guardian o'er Crete.” In regard to Crete, writers agree that in
ancient times it had good laws, and rendered the best of the Greeks its emulators, and in
particular the Lacedaemonians, as is shown, for instance, by Plato and also by Ephorus, who
in his Europe31 has described its constitution. But later it changed very much for the worse;
for after the Tyrrhenians, who more than any other people ravaged Our Sea, the Cretans
succeeded to the business of piracy; their piracy was later destroyed by the Cilicians; but all
piracy was broken up by the Romans, who reduced Crete by war and also the piratical
strongholds of the Cilicians. And at the present time Cnossus has even a colony of Romans.
[10] So much for Cnossus, a city to which I myself am not alien, although, on account of
man's fortune and of the changes and issues therein, the bonds which at first connected me
with the city have disappeared: Dorylaüs was a military expert and one of the friends of
Mithridates Euergetes. He, because of his experience in military affairs, was appointed to
enlist mercenaries, and often visited not only Greece and Thrace, but also the mercenaries of
Crete, that is, before the Romans were yet in possession of the island and while the number
of mercenary soldiers in the island, from whom the piratical bands were also wont to be
recruited, was large. Now when Dorylaüs was sojourning there war happened to break out
between the Cnossians and the Gortynians, and he was appointed general, finished the war
successfully, and speedily won the greatest honors. But when, a little later, he learned that
Euergetes, as the result of a plot, had been treacherously slain in Sinope by his closest
associates, and heard that the succession had passed to his wife and young children, he
despaired of the situation there and stayed on at Cnossus. There, by a Macetan woman,
Sterope by name, he begot two sons, Lagetas and Stratarchas (the latter of whom l myself
saw when he was an extremely old man), and also one daughter. Now Euergetes had two
sons, one of whom, Mithridates, surnamed Eupator, succeeded to the rule when he was
eleven years old. Dorylaüs, the son of Philetaerus, was his foster brother; and Philotaerus was
a brother of Dorylaüs the military expert. And when the king Mithridates reached manhood,
he was so infatuated with the companionship of his foster brother Dorylaüs that he not only
conferred upon him the greatest honors, but also cared for his kinsmen and summoned those
who lived at Cnossus. These were the household of Lagetas and his brother, their father
having already died, and they themselves having reached manhood; and they quit Cnossus
and went home. My mother's mother was the sister of Lagetas. Now when Lagetas prospered,
these others shared in his prosperity, but when he was ruined (for he was caught in the act of
trying to cause the kingdom to revolt to the Romans, on the understanding that he was to be
established at the head of the government), their fortunes were also ruined at the same time,
and they were reduced to humility; and the bonds which connected them with the Cnossians,
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who themselves had undergone countless changes, fell into neglect. But enough for my
account of Cnossus.
[11] After Cnossus, the city of the Gortynians seems to have ranked second in power; for
when these two cooperated they held in subjection all the rest of the inhabitants, and when
they had a quarrel there was dissension throughout the island. But Cydonia was the greatest
addition to whichever side it attached itself. The city of the Gortynians also lies in a plain;
and in ancient times, perhaps, it was walled, as Homer states,“and well-walled Gortyn,” but
later it lost its walls from their very foundations, and has remained unwalled ever since; for
although Ptolemy Philopator began to build a wall, he proceeded with it only about eighty34
stadia; at any rate, it is worth mentioning that the settlement once filled out a circuit of about
fifty stadia. It is ninety stadia distant from the Libyan Sea at Leben, which is its trading
center; it also has another seaport, Matalum, from which it is a hundred and thirty stadia
distant. The Lethaeus River flows through the whole of its territory.
[12] From Leben came Leucocomas and his lover Euxynthetus, the story of whom is told by
Theophrastus in his treatise On Love. Of the tasks which Leucocomas assigned to
Euxynthetus, one, he says, was this—to bring back his dog from Prasus. The country of the
Prasians borders on that of the Lebenians, being seventy stadia distant from the sea and a
hundred and eighty from Gortyn. As I have said, Prasus belonged to the Eteo-Cretans; and
the temple of the Dictaean Zeus was there; for Dicte is near it, not "close to the Idaean
Mountain," as Aratus says, for Dicte is a thousand stadia distant from Ida, being situated at
that distance from it towards the rising sun, and a hundred from Samonium. Prasus was
situated between Samonium and the Cherronesus, sixty stadia above the sea; it was razed to
the ground by the Hierapytnians. And neither is Callimachus right, they say, when he says
that Britomartis, in her flight from the violence of Minos, leaped from Dicte into fishermen's
"nets," and that because of this she herself was called Dictynna by the Cydoniatae, and the
mountain Dicte; for Cydonia is not in the neighborhood of these places at all, but lies near the
western limits of the island. However, there is a mountain called Tityrus in Cydonia, on
which is a temple, not the "Dictaean" temple, but the "Dictynnaean."
[13] Cydonia is situated on the sea, facing Laconia, and is equidistant, about eight hundred
stadia, from the two cities Cnossus and Gortyn, and is eighty stadia distant from Aptera, and
forty from the sea in that region. The seaport of Aptera is Cisamus. The territory.of the
Polyrrhenians borders on that of the Cydoniatae towards the west, and the temple of
Dictynna is in their territory. They are about thirty stadia distant from the sea, and sixty from
Phalasarna. They lived in villages in earlier times; and then Achaeans and Laconians made a
common settlement, building a wall round a place that was naturally strong and faced
towards the south.
[14] Of the three cities that were united under one metropolis by Minos, the third, which was
Phaestus, was razed to the ground by the Gortynians; it is sixty stadia distant from Gortyn,
twenty from the sea, and forty from the seaport Matalum; and the country is held by those
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who razed it. Rhytium, also, together with Phaestus, belongs to the Gortynians:“and Phaestus
and Rhytium.” Epimenides, who performed the purifications by means of his verses, is said
to have been from Phaestus. And Lissen also is in the Phaestian territory. Of Lyctus, which I
have mentioned before, the seaport is Cherronesus, as it is called, where is the temple of
Britomartis. But the Cities Miletus and Lycastus, which are catalogued along with Lyctus, no
longer exist; and as for their territory, the Lyctians took one portion of it and the Cnossians
the other, after they had razed the city to the ground.
[15] Since the poet speaks of Crete at one time as "possessing a hundred cities," and also at
another as "possessing ninety cities," Ephorus says that the ten were founded later than the
others, after the Trojan War, by the Dorians who accompanied Althaemenes the Argive; he
adds that it was Odysseus, however, who called it "Crete of the ninety cities." Now this
statement is plausible, but others say that the ten cities were razed to the ground by the
enemies of Idomeneus. However, in the first place, the poet does not say that Crete had one
hundred cities at the time of the Trojan War, but rather in his own time (for he is speaking in
his own person, although, if the statement was made by some person who was living at the
time of the Trojan War, as is the case in the Odyssey, when Odysseus says "of the ninety
cities," then it would be well to interpret it accordingly). In the second place, if we should
concede this, the next statement could not he maintained; for it is not likely that these cities
were wiped out by the enemies of Idomeneus either during the expedition or after his return
from Troy; for when the poet said,“and all his companions Idomeneus brought to Crete, all
who escaped from the war, and the sea robbed him of none,” he would also have mentioned
this disaster; for of course Odysseus could not have known of the obliteration of the cities,
since he came in contact with no Greeks either during his wanderings or later. And he49 who
accompanied Idomeneus on the expedition to Troy and returned safely home at the same time
could not have known what occurred in the homeland of Idomeneus either during the
expedition or the return from Troy, nor yet even after the return; for if ldomeneus escaped
with all his companions, he returned home strong, and therefore his enemies were not likely
to be strong enough to take ten cities away from him. Such, then, is my description of the
country of the Cretans.
[16] As for their constitution, which is described by Ephorus, it might suffice to tell in a
cursory way its most important provisions. The lawgiver, he says, seems to take it for granted
that liberty is a state's greatest good, for this alone makes property belong specifically to
those who have acquired it, whereas in a condition of slavery everything belongs to the rulers
and not to the ruled; but those who have liberty must guard it; now harmony ensues when
dissension, which is the result of greed and luxury, is removed; for when all citizens live a
self-restrained and simple life there arises neither envy nor arrogance nor hatred towards
those who are like them; and this is why the lawgiver commanded the boys to attend the
"Troops," as they are called, and the full grown men to eat together at the public messes
which they call the "Andreia," so that the poorer, being fed at public expense, might be on an
equality with the well-to-do; and in order that courage, and not cowardice, might prevail, he
commanded that from boyhood they should grow up accustomed to arms and toils, so as to
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scorn heat, cold, marches over rugged and steep roads, and blows received in gymnasiums or
regular battles; and that they should practise, not only archery, but also the war-dance, which
was invented and made known by the Curetes at first, and later, also, by the man who
arranged the dance that was named after him, I mean the Pyrrhic dance, so that not even their
sports were without a share in activities that were useful for warfare; and likewise that they
should use in their songs the Cretic rhythms, which were very high pitched, and were
invented by Thales, to whom they ascribe, not only their Paeans and other local songs, but
also many of their institutions; and that they should use military dress and shoes; and that
arms should be to them the most valuable of gifts.
[17] It is said by some writers, Ephorus continues, that most of the Cretan institutions are
Laconian, but the truth is that they were invented by the Cretans and only perfected by the
Spartans; and the Cretans, when their cities, and particularly that of the Cnossians, were
devastated, neglected military affairs; but some of the institutions continued in use among the
Lyctians, Gortynians, and certain other small cities to a greater extent than among the
Cnossians; in fact, the institutions of the Lyctians are cited as evidence by those who
represent the Laconian as older; for, they argue, being colonists, they preserve the customs of
the mother city, since even on general grounds it is absurd to represent those who are better
organized and governed as emulators of their inferiors; but this is not correct, Ephorus says,
for, in the first place, one should not draw evidence as to antiquity from the present state of
things, for both peoples have undergone a complete reversal; for instance, the Cretans in
earlier times were masters of the sea, and hence the proverb, "The Cretan does not know the
sea," is applied to those who pretend not to know what they do know, although now the
Cretans have lost their fleet; and, in the second place, it does not follow that, because some of
the cities in Crete were Spartan colonies, they were under compulsion to keep to the Spartan
institutions; at any rate, many colonial cities do not observe their ancestral customs, and
many, also, of those in Crete that are not colonial have the same customs as the colonists.
[18] Lycurgus the Spartan law-giver, Ephorus continues, was five generations later than the
Althaemenes who conducted the colony to Crete; for historians say that Althaemenes was
son of the Cissus who founded Argos about the same time when Procles was establishing
Sparta as metropolis; and Lycurgus, as is agreed by all, was sixth in descent from Procles;
and copies are not earlier than their models, nor more recent things earlier than older things;
not only the dancing which is customary among the Lacedaemonians, but also the rhythms
and paeans that are sung according to law, and many other Spartan institutions, are called
"Cretan" among the Lacedaemonians, as though they originated in Crete; and some of the
public offices are not only administered in the same way as in Crete, but also have the same
names, as, for instance, the office of the "Gerontes," and that of the "Hippeis" (except that the
"Hippeis" in Crete actually possessed horses, and from this fact it is inferred that the office of
the "Hippeis" in Crete is older, for they preserve the true meaning of the appellation, whereas
the Lacedaemonian "Hippeis" do not keep horses); but though the Ephors have the same
functions as the Cretan Cosmi, they have been named differently; and the public messes are,
even today, still called "Andreia" among the Cretans, but among the Spartans they ceased to
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be called by the same name as in earlier times;56 at any rate, the following is found in
Alcman:“In feasts and festive gatherings, amongst the guests who partake of the Andreia, 'tis
meet to begin the paean.”
[19] It is said by the Cretans, Ephorus continues, that Lycurgus came to them for the
following reason: Polydectes was the elder brother of Lycurgus; when he died he left his wife
pregnant; now for a time Lycurgus reigned in his brother's place, but when a child was born
he became the child's guardian, since the office of king descended to the child, but some
man, railing at Lycurgus, said that he knew for sure that Lycurgus would be king; and
Lycurgus, suspecting that in consequence of such talk he himself might be falsely accused of
plotting against the child, and fearing that, if by any chance the child should die, he himself
might be blamed for it by his enemies, sailed away to Crete; this, then, is said to be the cause
of his sojourn in Crete; and when he arrived he associated with Thales, a melic poet and an
expert in lawgiving; and after learning from him the manner in which both Rhadamanthys in
earlier times and Minos in later times published their laws to men as from Zeus, and after
sojourning in Egypt also and learning among other things their institutions, and, according to
some writers, after meeting Homer, who was living in Chios, he sailed back to his homeland,
and found his brother's son, Charilaüs the son of Polydectes, reigning as king; and then he set
out to frame the laws, making visits to the god at Delphi, and bringing thence the god's
decrees, just as Minos and his house had brought their ordinances from the cave of Zeus,
most of his being similar to theirs.
[20] The following are the most important provisions in the Cretan institutions as stated by
Ephorus. In Crete all those who are selected out of the "Troop" of boys at the same time are
forced to marry at the same time, although they do not take the girls whom they have married
to their own homes immediately, but as soon as the girls are qualified to manage the affairs
of the house. A girl's dower, if she has brothers, is half of the brother's portion. The children
must learn, not only their letters, but also the songs prescribed in the laws and certain forms
of music. Now those who are still younger are taken to the public messes, the "Andreia"; and
they sit together on the ground as they eat their food, clad in shabby garments, the same both
winter and summer, and they also wait on the men as well as on themselves. And those who
eat together at the same mess join battle both with one another and with those from different
messes. A boy director presides over each mess. But the older boys are taken to the "Troops";
and the most conspicuous and influential of the boys assemble the "Troops," each collecting
as many boys as he possibly can; the leader of each "Troop" is generally the father of the
assembler, and he has authority to lead them forth to hunt and to run races, and to punish
anyone who is disobedient; and they are fed at public expense; and on certain appointed days
"Troop" contends with "Troop," marching rhythmically into battle, to the tune of flute and
lyre, as is their custom in actual war; and they actually bear marks of58 the blows received,
some inflicted by the hand, others by iron weapons.
[21] They have a peculiar custom in regard to love affairs, for they win the objects of their
love, not by persuasion, but by abduction; the lover tells the friends of the boy three or four
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days beforehand that he is going to make the abduction; but for the friends to conceal the
boy, or not to let him go forth by the appointed road, is indeed a most disgraceful thing, a
confession, as it were, that the boy is unworthy to obtain such a lover; and when they meet, if
the abductor is the boy's equal or superior in rank or other respects, the friends pursue him
and lay hold of him, though only in a very gentle way, thus satisfying the custom; and after
that they cheerfully turn the boy over to him to lead away; if, however, the abductor is
unworthy, they take the boy away from him. And the pursuit does not end until the boy is
taken to the "Andreium" of his abductor. They regard as a worthy object of love, not the boy
who is exceptionally handsome, but the boy who is exceptionally manly and decorous. After
giving the boy presents, the abductor takes him away to any place in the country he wishes;
and those who were present at the abduction follow after them, and after feasting and hunting
with them for two months (for it is not permitted to detain the boy for a longer time), they
return to the city. The boy is released after receiving as presents a military habit, an ox, and a
drinking-cup (these are the gifts required by law), and other things so numerous and costly
that the friends, on account of the number of the expenses, make contributions thereto. Now
the boy sacrifices the ox to Zeus and feasts those who returned with him; and then he makes
known the facts about his intimacy with his lover, whether, perchance, it has pleased him or
not, the law allowing him this privilege in order that, if any force was applied to him at the
time of the abduction, he might be able at this feast to avenge himself and be rid of the lover.
It is disgraceful for those who are handsome in appearance or descendants of illustrious
ancestors to fail to obtain lovers, the presumption being that their character is responsible for
such a fate. But the parastathentes (for thus they call those who have been abducted) receive
honors; for in both the dances and the races they have the positions of highest honor, and are
allowed to dress in better clothes than the rest, that is, in the habit given them by their lovers;
and not then only, but even after they have grown to manhood, they wear a distinctive dress,
which is intended to make known the fact that each wearer has become "kleinos," for they
call the loved one "kleinos" and the lover "philetor." So much for their customs in regard to
love affairs.
[22] The Cretans choose ten Archons. Concerning the matters of greatest importance they use
as counsellors the "Gerontes," as they are called. Those who have been thought worthy to
hold the office of the "Cosmi" and are otherwise adjudged men of approved worth are
appointed members of this Council. I have assumed that the constitution of the Cretans is
worthy of description both on account of its peculiar character and on account of its fame.
Not many, however, of these institutions endure, but the administration of affairs is carried
on mostly by means of the decrees of the Romans, as is also the case in the other provinces.

164

APPENDIX B. Key Epigraphic Sources
Key for transcriptions:
[αβγδ]
< αβγδ >
[[αβγδ]]
(αβγδ)

letters supplied that used to be in the inscription
letters omitted from the inscription in error
letters added to the inscription in error
letters incised in error or added in modern interpretation

α β γ δ or
····
----

letters appearing partially and therefore uncertain
text in which the number of letters missing is certain
text in which the number of letters missing is uncertain

Contents:
IC 1.9.1
IC 1.10.2
IC 1.18.11
IC 1.19.3
IC 2.5.1
IC 2.5.25
IC 2.12.26
IC 2.23.20
IC 3.3.1
IC 4.4
IC 4.42
IC 4.72 (i.e. the Gortyn Code/“The Great Code”)
IC 4.75
IC 4.78
IC 4.84
SEG 27.631 (“Spensithios Decree”)
SEG 23.572 (Bile no. 32)
SEG 23.530
SEG 23.566 and 25.1024

166
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
177
178
179
181
182
183
184
185
186
186

165

IC 1.9.1359
Provenance: Dreros, found in the ruins of the archaic city
Dating: third to second century BCE360
Key Words: agelai (A, line 11; C lines 98-99; D line 154), hetaireiai (C, line 124; D, line
135)
Text:361
A.
Θεός . Τύχα.ἀγαθᾶι Τύχαι.ἐπι τῶν Αἰθαλέων κοσµιόντων[5]
τῶν σὺγ Κυ(δίλ?)αι Κεφάλω[[ι]], Πύρω, Ἱ<π>-πίω[[ι]],
Βισίωνος, γραµµατέος δὲ Φιλίππου, [10] τάδε ὤµοσαν
ἀγελάοι πανάζωστοι ἑκατὸν ὀγδοήκοντα· Ὀµνύω [15] τὰν
Ἑστίαν τὰν ἐµ πρυτανείωι καὶ τὸν Δῆνα τὸν Ἀγοραῖον καὶ
τὸν Δῆνα τὸν Ταλλαῖον [20] καὶ τὸν Ἀπέλλων(α) τὸν
Δελφίνιον καὶ τὰν Ἀθαναίαν τὰν Πολιοῦχον καὶ τὸν
Ἀπέλλωνα τὸν Ποίτιον [25] καὶ τὰν Λατοῦν καὶ τὰν Ἄρτεµιν
καὶ τὸν Ἄρεα καὶ τὰν Ἀφορ(δ)ίταν καὶ τὸν Ἑρµᾶν καὶ τὸν
Ἅλιον καὶ τὰν Βριτόµαρ(πι)ν [30] καὶ τὸµ Φοίνικα καὶ τὰν
Ἀµφι[ώ]ναν καὶ τὰγ Γᾶν καὶ τὸν Οὐρανὸν καὶ ἥρωας καὶ
ἡρωάσσας καὶ κράνας καὶ ποτα- [35]µοὺς καὶ θεοὺς πάντας
καὶ πάσας· µὴ µὰν ἐγώ ποκα τοῖς Λυττίοις καλῶς φρονησεῖν
µήτε τέχναι µήτε µαχανᾶι, [40] µήτε ἐν νυκτὶ µήτε πεδ'
ἁµέραν, καὶ σπευσίω ὅ,τι κα δύναµαι κακὸν τᾶι πόλει τᾶι τῶν
Λυττίων.
B.
δικᾶν δὲ καὶ πρ[αξί- [45]ων µηθὲν ἔνορκον ἤ(µ)ην. καὶ
τέλοµαι φιλοδρήριος καὶ φιλοκνώσιος. καὶ µήτε τὰµ πό[50]λιν προδωσεῖν τὰν τῶν Δρηρίων, µήτε οὐρεῖα τὰ τῶν
Δρηρίων µηδὲ τὰ τῶγ Κν[ω- [55]σίων, µηδὲ ἄνδρας τοῖς
πολεµίοις προδωσεῖν µήτε Δρηρίους µήτε Κνω- [60]σίους·
µηδὲ στάσιος ἀρξεῖν, καὶ τῶι στασίζοντι ἀντίος τέλοµαι,
µηδὲ συνω(µ)οσί- [65]ας συναξεῖν µήτε ἐµ πόλει µήτε ἐξοῖ
τᾶς πόλεως, µήτε ἄλλωι συντέλε-[70]σθαι· εἰ δέ τινάς κα
πύθωµαι συνοµνύοντας, ἐξαγγελίω τοῦ κόσµου τοῖς πλί
[75]ασιν· εἰ δὲ τάδε µὴ κατέχοιµι, τούς (τ)έ µοι θεοὺς τοὺς
ὤµοσα ἐµµάνιας ἤµη[[ι]]ν [80] πάντας τε καὶ πάσας καὶ
κακίστω<ι> ὀλέθρωι ἐξόλλυσθαι αὐτός τε καὶ χρήια τἀµὰ,
[85] καὶ µήτε µοι γᾶν καρπὸν φέρειν.

Figure 1. IC 1.9.1
(Guarducci 1935, 84).
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C.
µήτε µοι γ]υναῖκας τίκτει]ν κατὰ φύσιν µήτ]ε µάµατα· [90] εὐορκί]οντι δέ µοι τοὺσ] θεοὺς
τοὺς ὤµοσα] ἱλέους ἧµεν καὶ πολ]λὰ κἀγαθὰ δι[δό]µ[ε]ν. --- ὀµνύω δὲ [95] τὸς αὐτὸς· θεούς·
ἧ µὰν ἐγὼ τὸγ κόσµον, αἴ κα µὴ ἐξορκίξοντι τὰν ἀγέλαν τοὺς τόκα ἐ-[100]γδυοµένους τὸν
αὐτὸν ὅρκον τόνπερ ἁµὲς ὀµωµόκαµες, ἐµβαλεῖν ἐς τὰν βωλὰν, ἇι [105] κα ἀποστᾶντι τοῦ
µηνὸς τοῦ Κοµνοκαρίου ἢ τοῦ Ἁλιαίου· ἁ δὲ β[ω]λὰ πραξάντων ἕκα- [110]στον τὸν
κοσµίοντα στατῆρας πεντακοσίους ἀφ᾿ ἇς κα ἐµβάληι ἁµέρας ἐν τριµήνωι· [115] αἰ δὲ
λισσὸς εἴη[[ι]], ἀγγραψάντων ἐς Δελφίνιον ὅσσα κα µὴ πράξωντι χρήµατα, [120] τοὔνοµα
ἐπὶ πατρὸς καὶ τὸ πλῆθος τοῦ ἀργυρίου ἐξονοµαίνοντες· ὅ,τι δέ κα πράξοντι, ταῖς
ἑταιρείαισιν [125] δασσάσθωσαν ταῖς
ἐµ πόλει καὶ αἴ πεί τινεν οὐρεύων(τ)ι Δρήριοι.
D.
αἰ δὲ µὴ πρά[ξαιεν ἁ βωλά, αὐ[τοὶ [130] τὰ διπλόα ἀ[ποτεισάντων, πρα[ξάντων δὲ οἱ ἐρευταὶ
οἱ τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων καὶ δασσάσθωσαν [135] ταῖς ἑταιρείαισιν κατὰ ταὐτά. vac.τάδε
ὑποµνάµατα τᾶς Δρηρίας χώρας τᾶς ἀρχαίας τοῖς [140] ἐπιγινοµένοις ἀζώστοις, τόν τε ὄρκον
ὀµνύµεν καὶ κατέχειν. καὶ οἱ Μιλάτιοι [145] ἐπεβώλευσαν ἐν τᾶι νέαι νε-µονήιαι τᾶι πόλει
τᾶι τῶν Δρηρίων ἕνεκα τᾶς [150] χώρας τᾶς ἀµφιµαχόµεθα. νικατὴρ τᾶς ἀγέλας [155] -------καὶ ἐλαίαν ἕκαστον φυτεύειν καὶ τεθραµµέναν ἀποδεῖ- [160]ξαι· ὃς δέ κα µὴ φ]υτευσεῖ
στατῆρας πεντήκοντα. vac.
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IC 1.10.2
Provenance: Eltynia
Dating: second century BCE
Key Words: kosmon (l. 3), kosmos (l. 8); andreioi (l. 6); agelai (l. 6), agelaos (l. 7);
synboletrai (l. 6)
Text:362
1. - - ι. ο | αἰ δέ κα | κηρὶ | τρōōσει | ἀποτ[ει]σεῖ | πέντε | δαοκν[άς]· | αἰ δὲ κὴ ’ρινὸς | αἶµα
᾿ρυῆι - 2. - - τοις Ἐλτυνιοῦσι· | αἴ κ’ ἄρκσει µάκας | ἀποτεισεῖ | δέκα δαρκνὰς | ὀπε κ’ ἄρκσε[ι - 3. - - ἀµερᾶν | ἆι κ’ ἀνϝείπηι | ὔστερον δὲ µή· | κόσµον δὲ πράδεν | τὰν ἐς πόλιν | τιµὰν |
ὄτερος - 4. - - τὸν ϝερηµένον | ϝὸν ϝειπōν· | αἰ δέ κ’ ἀλεκσόµενος π[α]ίηι | ἄνατον ἧµεν | τõι
ἀλεκσο[µένōι - 5. - - τιµ]ὰν | κατιστάµεν | τõν τρōōσ[άν]τōν. | [αἰ] δέ κ᾿ ἀνὴρ | τὸν πηïσκον παίηι | µὴ - 6. - - τον | ἢν ἀνδρηίōι | ἢν ἀγ[έ]λα[ι] | ἢ συν[β]ολήτραι | ἢ ’πὶ κορõι | ἢ ’πὶ νηο· · · · · | η - 7. - - αἰ δέ κ᾿ ἀγέ[λ]α[ος] | τὸν πηïσκον | ὀνη[δῆι] ἂ ἤγραται | αἰ ἐς καιρὸν ἦµ[εν - 8. - - | κόσµος | γ[ι]γνōσκεν | ὀµνύντας | τὸν ἐπὶ πόλεōs | τὸν τ᾿ ἀν - 9. - - τρο]ō[σ]ηι | ἀποτεισεῖ | πέντε δαρκνὰς | ὀ[πε ν]ίν κα παίσει· | α[ἴ] κα ι - 10. - - ]ι ἢ | παίσει ἀποτει[σ]εῖ | [πέ]ντε δαρκνὰς | ὀθά[κι]ς [κα π]αίσε[ι]
|η-11. - - ] ς | πέντε δαρκνὰς | [δō]σε[ῖ]· | αἰ δὲ | ὀ παθōν | πανσα - -

Figure 2. IC 1.10.2 (Guarducci 1935, 91).
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IC 1.18.11
Provenance: Lyttos
Dating: second or third century CE
Key Words: None of the key words associated with syssitia in earlier inscriptions is
mentioned in this inscription, however the content seems to indicate a similar meal to the
syssitia being practiced in Lyttos under the Roman administration
Text:363

[5]
[10]

τ]ῆς δόσεως τοῖς στάρτοις κατὰ
τὰ πάτρια καὶ Θεοδαισίοις καὶ
Βελχανίοις· τὸν δὲ πρωτοκοσµοῦντα κατ᾿ ἔτος ἢ ἐπιµελούµενον διδόναι διανοµὴν Θεο(δα)ιïαις Καλ. ἐκ τῶν ταῖς φυλαῖς διδοµένων χρηµάτων, τὸ ἐνδέον
οἴκοθεν προσεισφέροντα ἀµφοτέραις ται-ς διανοµαῖς καθ᾿ ἃ καὶ Σύµµαχος Ἀγαθόποδος ἐπιµελούµεϝος ἐποίσε· τὸν δὲ παρὰ ταῦτα πράξαντα ὑπεύθυνον εἶναι ἀσεβείᾳ.

Figure 3. IC 1.18.11 (Guarducci 1935,
190).

363

Guarducci 1935, 191.
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IC 1.19.3
Provenance: Malla
Dating: second century BCE
Key Words: hetairiai (A line 41); dromos (A line 41)
Text in excerpt:364
[40]

… ἄγεν δὲ καὶ εὐάµερον τὸς κόσµος τὸς [ἀεὶ κοσµίοντας κατ᾿ ἐνιαυτὸν εν τᾶι ἕκται τῶ Βακ[ινθίω
µηνὸς καὶ δρόµον καὶ τ ὰ ς ἑταιρήας συ[νάγεν
ὁπᾶι καὶ τοῖς ἐπιγινοµένοις ὑπ[άρχηι ...

Figure 4. IC 1.19.3 (Guarducci 1935, 234).

364

Guarducci 1935, 234.
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IC 2.5.1
Provenance: Axos
Dating: between sixth and fifth century BCE365
Key Words: andreioi (l. 8)
Text:

[10]

[15]

---------------------- - - - ] ϝκος | ἴναντι τõ εἰ[ - - - δοκεν ἀκσία ἤµεν τᾶς τ[ροπᾶς
καὶ τᾶς ἀτελέας ἀ τέκνα το [τ]ινυµε[νο- - - κατ᾿ ἀµέραν ζαµιõµεν. | αἰ δ᾿ ἐπέλθοιεν ἰν ταῖσι πέντε αἰ µὴ λεοι - - -]ν | τᾶνδ᾿ ἀµερᾶν | πέντ᾿ ἀµέρας ϝερφαχσαµένο]ς τᾶι πόλι ἀµίστōς. τõ δὲ µισ[τõ - - - τᾶ]ς ἰν ἀντρηίōι διάλσιος · ι δια
λοι ἐπὶ σποϝδδὰν | ἐκσοαι · - - - ἀ]ϝτὸς | ϝεχάστος µὴ ἰνθέµεν |
τᾶι πό[λ]ι. περὶ δὲ τõ µιστõ | αἰ πōν[ίο - - - τά]δε δὲ τελίοντι · | ἴσς τε τὰν ἐκατόνβαν
τὰν µεγάλαν | καὶ τὸ θῦµα | καὶ · · δ · · · · ν - - -]ρηιον διδόµεν· | τõν δ᾿ ἄλōν πάντōν
ἀτέλειαν καὶ τροπὰν ἰν ἀντρηίōι κα - -

Figure 5. IC 2.5.1 (Guarducci 1939, 49).

365

Guarducci 1939, 48.
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IC 2.5.25
Provenance: Axos
Dating: third century BCE366
Key Words: andreioi (l. 3)
Text:367
A
------ - ]ιρακ[ - - -]ν πταισ[ - -- ἐξ ἀνδηίō ἐπ[ - - - αἰ µὴ πειζοιτ[ο - [5] - - µεν πλα[··]αν· - - - πραίσει κοσµ[- - -ἀνήβō ταν· - - -ἄ]νηβος αρ - -----

B
------- ὀ]µνύ[τ]ō µὴ ϝε[κὼν - - - ὀµν]ύτω δ[ὲ] δυώδεκ[α - - - ἀλαθείας ὁρκο[ - - - ὁ ἐπιβάλλων τ[- - - θύων µὴ ϝεκὼν θ[- - - ]εοι ἀποµνυµεν - - - ἠ]γραµένας - -----

Figure 6. IC 2.5.25 (Guarducci 1939, 70).

366
367

Guarducci 1939, 70.
Guarducci 1939, 70.
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IC 2.12.26
Provenance: Eleutherna
Dating: second century BCE368
Key Words: agela (agelatai, l. 4)
Text:369

[5]

----· ·]οσ · [· ·
· · ς τιµὰ[ς
ἐδούµεθα
ἀγελᾶται δούµην ἀγχῷ.
Δόρκος ϝαν(α)ξ(α)γόρα.

Figure 7. IC 2.12.26
(Guarducci 1939, 165).

368
369

Guarducci 1939, 165.
Guarducci 1939, 165.
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IC 2.23.20
Provenance: Polyrhenia
Dating: third or second century BCE370
Key Words: agela (l. 1)
Text:371

[5]

Κλ]ειτὸν ἐξ ἀγέλας [σε] πολύστονον εἰς Ἀχέροντα,
Ἄδραστε, στυγερὰ µοῖρα καταγάγετο.
µάτηρ δ᾿οὐχ᾿ ὑµέναιον ἀπὸ στοµάτων Πολυµήδα
ἧκε πρὸ νυµφιδίων <ἱ>σταµένα θαλάµων,
ἀλλά τοι ἀντὶ γάµου γοερὸµ µέλος ἴαχε θρήνων,
στέργνον ἀµετρήτωι πένθει τειροµένα·
µαρµάρου ἐκ Παρία[[ι]]ς δὲ τελεσσαµένα τόδε σᾶµα
πατρὶ σὺν Ἀρχίνωι σὸν δέµας ἐκτέρισεν.

Figure 8. IC 2.23.20 (Guarducci 1939, 253).

370
371

Guarducci 1939, 253.
Guarducci 1939, 253.
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IC 3.3.1
Provenance: Hierapytna
Dating: third century BCE372
Key Words: agelai (B, line 18; line 29)
Text in excerpt:373

372
373

Guarducci 1942, 25.
Guarducci 1942, 28.
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Figure 9. IC 3.3.1 (Guarducci 1942, 28).
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IC 4.4
Provenance: Gortyn—archaic acropolis
Dating: seventh or sixth century BCE
Key Words: andreioi (l. 4)
Text:
[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]

- - οπερ οἰ ἄλοι | µὴ πρίασ[θα]ι | µὴ ἀµεϝύσασθαι | ὀζο[- - - τυτυι | ἔτι δὲ ϙοιρο[ι |] τέτορες | καὶ ϝαρὴν - - - τõ]ι ὀµōµόται | µὴ ἀπορηθῆµέν | ποκα - - - ]τ · · · αηι · · τ· [· · ·] ἐν ἀνδρήιōι πι[- vac.

Figure 10. IC 4.4 (Guarducci 1950, 47).
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IC 4.42
Provenance: Gortyn
Dating: fifth century BCE374
Key Words: hetaireia I (B l. 12)
Text in excerpt:375

[10]

B
...
ῆι δικάκσαι. vac. αἰ δαµόσιόν τι κōλύσαι ἢ θάνατος οἶος διακōλυσεῖ, µηδατέρ<ο>νς ταύταις καταβλάπεθαι. vac. τõι δὲ τᾶν ἐταιρηιᾶν δικασστᾶι κ᾿ ὄς κα τõν ἐνεκύρōν δικάδηι, αἰ αὐταµέριν δικάκσαι ἢ ἐς τὰν αὔριον ἄπατον ἤµην.

374
375

Guarducci 1950, 40.
Guarducci 1950, 98-99.
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IC 4.72 (i.e. the Gortyn Code/“The Great Code”)
Provenance: Gortyn
Dating: fifth century BCE
Key Words: apetairoi (Col. II, ll. 5, 25, 41); hetaireia (Col. X, l. 38)
Text in excerpt:376
Col. II

[5]

[10]

... αἴ κα τὸν ἐλευθερον ἒ
τὰν ἐλευθέραν κάρτει οἴπει, ἐκατὸν στατερανς καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέ κ᾿ἀπεταίρο, δέκα· αἰ δέ κ᾿ὀ δόλος τὸν ἐλεύθερον ἒ τὰν ἐλευθέραν, διπλεῖ καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέ κ᾿ἐλεύθερος ϝοικέα ἒ ϝοικέαν, πέντε
δαρκνάνς· αἰ δέ κα ϝοικεὺς ϝοικέα
ἒ ϝοικέαν, π[έν]τε στατερανς. vac.

…
[20]

[25]

… αἰ κα τὰν ἐλευθέραν
µοικίον αἰλεζει ἐν πατρὸς ε ἐν ἀδελπιο ἒ ἐν το ἀνδρος, ἐκατὸν
στατερανς καταστασεῖ· αἰ δέκ᾿ ἐν ἄλο, πεντέκοντα· αἰ δέ κα τὰν
το ἀπεταίρο, δεκα· αἰ δέ κ᾿ ὀ δōλος τάν ἐλευθέραν, διπλεῖ καταστασεī. vac. αἰ δέ κα δōλος δōλō, πέντε…

…

[40]

[45]

… αἰ δέ κα πονει δολόσαθθαι, οµόσαι τὸν ἐλόντα τὸ πεντεκονταστατέρο καὶ πλίονος πέντον αὐτὸν ϝὶν αὐτοι ϝέκαστον ἐπαριόµενον, τὸ δ᾿ἀπεταίρο
τρίτον αὐτὸν, τὸ δὲ ϝοικέος τὸν πάσταν ἄτερον αὐτὸν µοικίοντ᾿ ἐλέν, δολόσαθθαι δὲ µέ. vac. ...

Col. X
…
376

Willetts 1967.
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[35]

ἄνπανσιν ἔµεν ὄπō κά τιλ λέι. ἀµπαινεθαι δὲ κατ᾿ ἀγορὰν
καταϝελµένōν τόµ πολιαταν ἀπὸ τὸ λάō ō ἀπαγορεύοντι.
vac. ὀ δ᾿ ἀµπανάµενος δότō τᾶι ἐταιρείαι τᾶι ϝᾶι αὐτο ἰαρέιον καὶ πρόκοον ϝοίνō. vac. …

Figure 11. The Gortyn Code (Guarducci 1950, 127).
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IC 4.75
Provenance: Gortyn
Dating: ca. 480 – ca. 450 BCE377
Key Words: andreion (B l.7-8)
Text in excerpt:378

Figure 12 IC 4.75 (Guarducci 1950, back matter).

377
378

Guarducci 1950, 40.
Guarducci 1950, 174.

181

IC 4.78
Provenance: Gortyn
Dating: between ca. 480-ca. 450 BCE379
Key Words: This inscription does not include key words associated with syssitia but rather
its importance from its content discussing a community of (laborers?) living in a place called
Latosion; Willetts suggests these could be the apetairia mentioned in the Gortyn Code and in
IC 4.84.
Text:380

Figure 13. IC 4.78 (Guarducci 1950, 79).

379
380

Guarducci 1950, 40.
Guarducci 1950, 78.
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IC 4.84
Provenance: Gortyn
Dating: ca. 480- ca. 450 BCE381
Key Words: apetairoi (l. 6)
Text:382

Figure 14. IC 4.84 (Guarducci 1950, 193).

381
382

Guarducci 1950, 40.
Guarducci 1950, 193.
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SEG 27.631 (“Spensithios Decree”)
Provenance: Unknown (Central Crete: Lyttos-Afrati area?)
Dating: late Archaic (ca. 500 BCE)?
Key Words: andreion (B, l. 11)
Text in excerpt:383

383

Jeffery and Morpurgo-Davies 1971, 25-26.

184

SEG 23.572 (Bile no. 32)
Provenance: Eleutherna
Dating: fifth century BCE
Key Words: dromos (l. 3)
Text:384
- -]Ι ονε[- - -]συνπαρε[- - -]ν δρόµο ϝ[- [5]

- -]ολυ[- - -]εκα[- - -]σ[- ---

384

Bile 1988, 40-41.
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SEG 23.530
Provenance: Dreros
Dating: end of seventh – beginning of sixth century BCE
Key Words: agela
Text: 385

SEG 23.566 and 25.1024
Provenance: Axos
Dating: End of fourth century BC
Key Words: hetairiais (l. 17)

385

Bile 1988, 30.
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APPENDIX C. Archaeological Figures

Figure 15. Hearth Temples in Crete discussed in text (Prent 2005, fig. 81).
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Figure 16. Kommos Greek Sanctuary Site Plan (Prent 2005, fig. 63).
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Figure 17. Kommos Temple B (Prent 2005, fig. 65).
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Figure 18. The Two Acropoleis of Dreros and the Saddle (Prent 2005, fig. 41).
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Figure 19. The Saddle of Dreros (Prent 2005, fig. 42).
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Figure 20. Temple of Apollo Delphinios in the Saddle at Dreros (Sjögren 2003, fig. 49).
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Figure 21. Site Plan of Lato showing the agora near the Prytaneion (Prent 2005, fig. 44).
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Figure 22. Prinias Temple B and Temple A (Sjögren 2003, fig. 19).
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Figure 23. Reconstruction of Temple A at Prinias, showing temple entrance with
architectural sculpture (Prent 2005, fig. 23).

195

Figure 24. Female and lion figures on the lintel of the entrance of Temple A at Prinias
(Accessed April 2, 2015. <http://www.museumsyndicate.com/images/4/36531.jpg>).

Figure 25. Part of the Warrior Frieze from Temple A at Prinias (Accessed April 2, 2015.
<https://s3.amazonaws.com/test.classconnection/385/flashcards/124385/jpg/6-86510.jpg>).
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Figure 26. Building Complex at Smari (Sjögren 2003, fig. 25).
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Figure 27. Acropolis of Axos showing Cult Building (Sjögren 2003, fig. 7).
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Figure 28. Aphrati (Sjögren 2003, fig. 37).
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Figure 29. Bronze helmet from Aphrati (Left: Prent 2005, fig. 38; Right: Metropolitan
Museum of Art Online, accessed 4-16-2015, <http://www.metmuseum.org/collection/thecollection-online/search/256978>).

Figure 30. Bronze mitra from Aphrati (Left: Prent 2005, fig. 40; Right: Metropolitan
Museum of Art Online, accessed 4-16-2015, <http://www.metmuseum.org/collection/thecollection-online/search/255930>).
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Figure 31. Plan of the “Almond Tree House” of Praisos (Whitley 2014, fig. 7.2).

Figure 32. Terracotta plaques from Almond Tree House dump (Left: terracotta number A202.6 Object 5; Whitley 2014, fig. 7.4; Right: terracotta number A-205.7 Object 6; Whitley
2014, fig. 7.5).
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he conceptualization and reification of a new physical form. These are the conditions that suggest the site’s
atus. We began a second phase of excavation at Azoria in 2013, with the specific goal of exploring the
ions of Archaic buildings, and the character of the architectural and stratigraphic transition that marks the
ng of the settlement.
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APPENDIX D. Maps

Figure 34. Map of Crete. This map shows the major sites discussed in the text. (After Erickson 2010, fig. 1.1; I have altered the
map slightly to show additional locations not included in the original).
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Figure 35. Map of Crete: Literary Locations. This map shows the locations associated with syssitia in the ancient literature
indicated in green (After Erickson 2010, fig. 1.1; I have altered the map slightly to show additional locations not included in the
original).
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Figure 36. Map of Crete: Epigraphic Evidence Locations. This map shows the locations associated with syssitia in the epigraphic
evidence indicated in blue (After Erickson 2010, fig. 1.1; I have altered the map slightly to show additional locations not included
in the original).
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Figure 37. Map of Crete: Archaeological Locations. This map shows the locations associated with communal feasting and possibly
andreion in the archaeological evidence. Hearth Temples indicated in Orange. Other early buildings indicated in yellow. Later
buildings in red (After Erickson 2010, fig. 1.1; I have altered the map slightly to show additional locations not included in the
original).
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Figure 38. Map of Crete: All Evidence Locations. This map shows the locations associated with communal feasting and andreion.
Locations associated with syssitia in the ancient literature indicated in green, the epigraphic evidence indicated in blue, Hearth
Temples indicated in orange, other early buildings indicated in yellow, and later buildings in red (After Erickson 2010, fig. 1.1; I
have altered the map slightly to show additional locations not included in the original).
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