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This study investigates the nature of koinodikion (“shared tribunal”) in Hellenistic

Crete, addressing questions of what it was and how it functioned in intercity treaties, and
particularly its relationship to the Cretan Koinon, or federation. In my report, I examine
koinodikion through a close reading of the inscriptional (IC IV.197, IC I1L.iii.4, and a new
treaty between Gortyn and Knossos) and literary (Polybius 22.19.1-5) evidence,
observing not only its use in a particular passage, but also that passage's significance in
context of the whole document. I then compare my findings in the Cretan context to
attestations of koinodikion from outside of Crete, where the Cretan Koinon was not a
factor. Finally, I examine two earlier Cretan inscriptions (IC IV.80 and IC I.xvi.1) to

reconstruct a cultural context for shared judicial practices.
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Introduction: What is Koinodikion?

The subject of my thesis is koinodikion and its use and implications in inscriptions
from Hellenistic Crete. The word is most commonly translated “shared tribunal”; it
appears in three inscriptions from Crete (IC IV.197, IC I1l.iii.4, and an unpublished
inscription from Chersonesos) and a passage in Polybius (22.19.1-5). Koinodikion
appears to be a court involving people from different jurisdictions, but since the ancient
sources do not provide a definition or an exhaustive explanation of particulars such as
location, the procedure, whether the “shared” quality had to do with the identities of the
judges or the litigants or both, whether it functioned in an arbitrational role or as an
appeals court, even whether it handled public or private cases or both, the best one can do
is to go back and reexamine what evidence is present. I intend to carry out this
examination with very close readings of the sources, focusing upon koinodikion not only
in its immediate passage, but also that passage in the context of the entire text.

I organize the following study in four parts. In the first, I briefly review the
dominant interpretations of koinodikion from the scholarship of the last century. The
second part is a thorough examination of each of the sources that explicitly mentions
koinodikion in a Cretan context. Of these, IC IV.197, IC IIL.iii.4, and Polybius 22.19.1-5
have been published; the fourth, which I have called the “Chersonesos Stone”, has been
made available to me through the generosity of Dr. Angelos Chaniotis, who published an
article on the inscription in 1999 but is only now in the process, together with Dr.
Charilambos Kritzas, of preparing the final edition for publication. These texts are, for

the most part, long and complicated, with the term koinodikion occurring in, at most, one



or two of their provisions. Rather than restrict my focus to the provisions in which the
term occurs, I have undertaken a close study of the texts in their entirety in order to
ascertain the overall focus of the text and the role of koinodikion within it.

Part Three examines the occurrences of the term koinodikion beyond Crete by
examining the few contemporary texts that mention it. These include four papyri from
the reign of Ptolemy IV Philopator in Egypt, a letter from Eumenes II of Pergamon
regarding a feud between the city of Teos and Dionysiac artists, and an inscription on a
seal stone from Delos. The non-Cretan comparanda enable the study of the word in
political structures that differ from Crete's (e.g. in the strongly autocratic, yet culturally
divided realm of Ptolemaic Egypt, and in the uneasy relationship between an independent
city and an independent guild, whose dispute the Attalid king arbitrates), and thus allow
us to consider what the word means on its own, without the Cretan political and social
context. They also permit us to speculate on the geographic range of the term, and
perhaps even its origins.

The final part deals with two relatively early Cretan inscriptions, IC IV.80 and IC
L.xvi.1 that do not explicitly mention koinodikion. Both, however, are intercity
agreements that establish a judicial venue for the adjudication of private disputes; even if
we cannot establish an exact pedigree for koinodikion, we can at least consider the

diplomatic, social, and political environment that preceded our earliest attestation of it.

Notes on Modern Scholarship

The modern scholarship tends to view koinodikion as a tribunal for individuals of



different jurisdictions to settle their disputes, although there are those who think that it is
a procedure or a shared cultural practice for dispute settlement. In addition, scholars
debate over whether koinodikion was an intrinsic facet of the Cretan Koinon as, for
instance, its federal court. The Cretan Koinon was a federal arrangement formed by the
Cretan city-states during the Hellenistic Period. While koina of independent cities were a
common feature of Greek political organization during this time, the Cretan Koinon, as I
shall discuss below,' stands out as lacking many of the normal features of other
Hellenistic koina such as federal citizenship or a federal dating system.”

Margherita Guarducci's view is representative of the mainstream, that koinodikion
is the tribunal of the Koinon. She argues that the use of the word outside of Crete, such
as in the letter of Eumenes II’ simply means “mixed tribunal”, whereas on Crete it could
be a “common tribunal” composed of representatives from the different cities, and
possibly, from the evidence of Polybius 22.19.1-5, even mean “federal law”.* The
commonality between the two definitions is simply that the court has jurisdiction over
more than one political community.

Ronald Willetts also associates koinodikion with the Koinon, but unlike
Guarducci’, who places the Koinon's foundation in the Hellenistic Period, dates the
Koinon back to the Archaic Period®. He describes the koinodikion as something that

“might be thought of in terms of mutually agreed federal custom, traditionally based upon

1See p. 37.

2For instance, IC IV.197 dates a Koinon decree based upon the eponymous officials of Gortyn and
Knossos.

3Welles #53.

4Guarducci 1950 154.

5Guarducci 1950 143, following van Effenterre.

6Willetts 1975 220.



an ancient practice of submitting disputes to the arbitration of a tribal confederacy,”” and
that it was the authority of this custom that was invoked in IC IIl.iii.4, which provides for
a court to settle the two cities' disputes in the absence of koinodikion. In other words, it
either was or was descended from an arbitrational body, and it was used to settle
disputes. He argues that koinodikion is actually evidence for an archaic koinon, seeing it
as a reflection of Dorian kinship ties — and the Koinon itself as growing from Dorian
tribal federations — based upon what he sees as similar to diagramma in a fifth-century
treaty between Knossos and Tylissos.”

Maurice Van der Mijnsbrugge's 1931 book, The Cretan Koinon, interprets
koinodikion to be not a court, but rather a contract that cities had to agree to in order to
join the Cretan Koinon.” By accepting koinodikion, this meant that cities were to adhere
to the diagramma which, he thought, was “compulsory arbitration for public international

differences.”!”

Thus, koinodikion is not a court, but rather the agreement to go to
arbitration before going to litigation or war, and the Cretan Koinon really a “treaty of
peace”.

Most influential of the views that separate koinodikion from the Koinon is that of

Henri van Effenterre. He notes that most scholars characterize the Koinon itself as a

diplomatically loose institution, with most city-states having the autonomy to make

7Willetts 1975 220.

8Willetts 1975 221. The main problem I have with this argument is that Willetts does not really define
koinodikion for his own purposes here (unless the reader is expected to consult Van der Mijnsbrugge's
book for a definition), nor does he provide a very clear explanation of how he is using IC IL.viii.4
(Knossos/Tylissos); as a result, the reader is forced to take his word that a concept (which he has not
fully explained) is analogous to an action in IC IL.viii.4, for which he does not provide the text nor fully
explain.

9Van der Mijnsbrugge 1931 50.

10Van der Mijnsbrugge 1931 51.



alliances outside of Crete, with or without the Koinon's approval. He argues that
koinodikion is a “mixed court”, not a federal court,'’ and, in a variation on Van der
Mijnsbrugge, suggests that “l'instant que les Crétois admettaient des tribunaux mixtes, ils

pouvaient aussi bien accepter une juridiction fédérale.”"?

Ultimately, he concludes that a
sure connection between the Koinon and koinodikion cannot be documented.

Sheila L. Ager's 1994 article serves as an excellent way to examine all the texts in
question, as well as to cover the main views on koinodikion up to that point. She
interprets koinodikion to be a court of “mixed jurisdiction”; she also agrees with Van
Effenterre, viewing interpretations of a federal tribunal as “based on an overly optimistic
reading of the evidence”, which, she says, disregard the “putative nature of the Koinon

itself”."> She concludes that it is either a “concept or a type of court”'*

set up on an ad
hoc basis to deal with the disputes of the citizens who fell under its bilateral jurisdiction.
The appeal of this view is that it allows koinodikion to function in Crete without being
bound to the Koinon, an otherwise extremely ephemeral federal structure.'

Philippe Gauthier's examination of koinodikion, in his 1972 book Symbola,
interprets it to be a federal tribunal made up of judges from several cities that settled

public disputes between cities, or between individuals and cities. Private disputes, he

argues, were the realm of bilateral agreements with which two individual city-states set

11Van Effenterre 1948 146-7: By Van Effenterre's reading, the koinodikion in the Anaphe asylia treaty (IC
IV.197) would be comprised of Anaphaians and Cretans, rather than a federal court comprising only
Cretans.

12Van Effenterre 1948 147.

13Ager 1994 15.

14Ager 1994 18.

150ddly enough, the inherent assumption here is that the institution actually functions. See below for my
comments in response to this.



up a judicial venue to address problems particular to their mutual situation.'®

I have chosen to mention separately the view taken by Chaniotis on koinodikion
in his 1996 collection of Cretan Hellenistic treaties'’, even though it probably falls under
the first category. Chaniotis argues that koinodikion is connected to the Koinon, but that
the Koinon itself is merely a bilateral creation that exists when Gortyn and Knossos are at
peace, and consists of these two cities and their allies."® He concludes that it is like a
federal court, and that it functions as a venue for settling disputes between two parties of
disparate jurisdictions."” The view certainly accommodates both the reality of Cretan
political upheaval and sources that seem to connect koinodikion and the Koinon.

Chaniotis' view is confirmed in the most recent evidence, an inscription I am
calling the “Chersonesos Stone”, which demonstrates the bilateral quality of the Koinon,
but also that koinodikion was definitely the court associated with it.*° I will have much
more to say on the subject, as I will be presenting Chaniotis' text of the inscription and

my own translation of it in the second part of my study.

16Gauthier 1972 323.

17Die Vertdge zwischen kretischen Poleis in der hellenistischen Zeit.

18Chaniotis 1996 143.

19Chaniotis 1996 143: “Das Koinodikion dhnelt einem Bundesgericht.”

20Chaniotis' 1999 article examines and provides a summary for the inscription; the publication of it is
forthcoming.



Chapter 1: Attestations of Koinodikion on Crete

I IC iv.197: first half of the 2™d century (see Appendix, Document I

This inscription, discovered on the island of Anaphe, is a declaration of asylia
protecting the citizens of that island from marauding seafarers sailing out of Crete. In
many ways, this document provides the strongest in favor of koinodikion as an instrument
of the Koinon, as well as offering a view into the way in which the Koinon itself might
function.

Let us begin with who and what is actually mentioned in the text. We are told
that it is the result of a decision (2d0&¢) of the synhedron (council?) and the “Koinon of
the Cretans” (tat xowvat t@v Kprntatéwy) and that this meeting convened at Knossos
(lines1-3) The dating then follows, with the year, month, and day reckoned according to
the Gortynian and Knossian systems, respectively, by kosmos and local month — a
formula which, incidentally, takes up the first half of the inscription.

In the second half, the document grants asylia to the Anaphaians’ polis and chora;
this appears to follow a previous declaration protecting the Anaphaian sanctuary®', also
issued by the Koinon of the Cretans. It then goes into the legal process that would ensue
in a case of syle, or violation (lines 17-25). What is interesting about this violator (he

who acts violently against any one of the Anaphaians) is that the document is more

21 (lines12-17) It should be noted that tepov is educated conjecture and not actually extant in the text.
However, it is quite clear that something else on Anaphe already has asylia and it is probably very
likely to be the sacred precinct. Rigsby 1996 358 notes that this is the best candidate we have for
evidence of extension of inviolability from the shrine to encompass the polis and its chora.



concerned with where he is apprehended than his citizenship. Tellingly, he need not be a
Cretan, but, by virtue of having started out from Crete*?, he is subject to this legal
arrangement between the Cretan Koinon and the polis of Anaphe. Furthermore, the
citizenship of those who capture him appears to be very important: the document then
distinguishes between two legal procedures: “among the Anaphaians (2v] te

" Avagatot[c])” he is liable to “any action they should proscribe”, while “in koinodikion”,
he is aprodikos and aparbolos — that is, lacking the option to arbitrate or the need for his
accuser to make a deposit. The simplest logical way in which this could work would be
if the choice of which procedure were determined by whether the one capturing the
violator was Anaphaian or Cretan.

The parallel structure of this legal division raises some questions. First of all,

how are we to know which condition applies? The simplest proposition that it is a
question of where the violator is captured — especially since the violator becomes liable
because of whence he sailed and where he attacked — which would then mean that the
first condition applies to someone captured by the Anaphaians and the second to someone
captured by the Cretans.”> By extension, this would indicate that “in koinodikion” is the
Cretan court. The only problem with this is that the document is otherwise very precise
in its usage of “Crete” and “Cretans”: the “koinon of the Cretans” is mentioned twice,
once at the beginning of the resolution, and once in reference to the previous resolution,

and “from Crete” ([¢éx Kpnt]ac) is the conjectured text to describe the violator’s point

22 (line 19) This is handled by a participle, 6pptopévav, from 6ppae.
23Rigsby 1996 360. Rigsby observes that this applies to someone who attacks the Anaphaians on land; an
Anaphaian attacked at sea does not seem to receive asylia from the Cretan Koinon.



of origin. If koinodikion indeed stood for the the common court of the Cretan Koinon,
could the document not have specified this as it did twice before, or is this simply not
necessary? Furthermore, does the statement that the judgment gains authority “according
to the diagramma” have any bearing? If diagramma is a Cretan institution, then it would
mean that the enforcement of the decision has authority according to Cretan legal practice
(praxis).

Another option is that the koinodikion is a joint court, but it would come into
effect if Cretans captured the violator, and would comprise of both Cretans and
Anaphaians. This would certainly address the terminological difference between
“Koinon of the Cretans” and “in koinodikion”, and also leaves open the possibility of a
definition of koinodikion that is not linked to the Cretan Koinon. Van Effenterre notes
that the phrase “¢v xJotvodtxtwve” lacks an article, which he says, indicates that this
koinodikion is not a unique, established court but rather, in his opinion, something
instituted here to accommodate the arrangement with the Anaphaians.**

One final issue to consider is the efficacy of the whole arrangement. Trying a
violator, regardless of his origin, in a court convened by those who captured him, allows
an expediency suggested by the stripping of rights/procedures in koinodikion. But how
satisfied would the Anaphaians be with the whole procedure? If the koinodikion were
indeed simply the tribunal of the Koinon, would the Anaphaians allow a unilateral Cretan

court to handle violators of Anaphe for the sake of expediency or would they worry that

24Van Effenterre 1948 147. Guarducci 1950 152 disagrees: she says that the lack of article in this
reconstructed portion is parallel to the phrase “€v] te’Avagatot[g and therefore is not a significant
counter-argument to the claim that the koinodikion is the federal tribunal.



the Cretans would be too easy on the defendants?*> Would the Anaphaians not have
preferred instead a joint court of Cretan and Anaphaian representatives? In either case,
the option of Anaphaian prosecution appears to combine the economy of trying the
defendant on-site, and a guarantee that the Anaphaians themselves may handle him as

they see fit.*

II. IC I1Liii.4: Early second century (see Appendix, Document II)

This document is an agreement between the Cretan cities of Hierapytna and
Priansos that seems to pick up where a previous treaty among the two cities and Gortyn
broke off. It is eighty-three lines long and largely complete. The text includes three
provisions that detail judicial procedures (lines 46-53, 58-65, and 65-71). Most analyses
of the mention of koinodikion in this text handle either one of or both judicial passages; I
would begin instead with a broad survey of the whole treaty, aided by Chaniotis’
analysis®’, so as to see how the judicial stipulations function in the context of the whole.

The agreement begins with the invocation of the gods and the dating according to
the local calendar and leading kosmos of each city. It sets the current treaty, established

by a shared decision of the two cities, in the background of previous agreements set up

25Gauthier 1972 324 believes that this meeting of the koinodikion was a special arrangement as part of the
asylia decree, which was one of the few attested functions of the Cretan Koinon.

26 Ager 1996 18, while introducing her collection of arbitrational inscriptions, notes that none of the
inscriptions detailing a decision have been found in any of the “losing”cities; on the other hand, this is a
declaration of asylia, not an arbitral verdict, and Anaphe could very well have prized protection from
Cretan marauders over other matters, particularly if they had also been granted jurisdiction over anyone
they apprehended.

27 Chaniotis 1996 #28.

10



between Hierapytna and Priansos, and also by the two cities in common®® with Gortyn, as
well as any other preexisting oaths and alliances. It also asserts that the territories
currently held by each remain the same.

The agreement then launches into the legal privileges that come with the treaty
(lines 12-16). With regard to status, citizens of both cities enjoy joint citizenship

(loomohtteta), the right of their intermarriage (Emtyapta), the right to own property in

the partner-city (Evxteotg), and fellowship (petoyn) in “all institutions divine and

human”?; all of these civil rights, according to Chaniotis, would have been activated in

the first place by isopoliteia. Following this are economic concerns such as trading and
taxation (lines 18-27). These matters, for the most part, are to be handled according to
the respective laws of each city; thus, any commercial transaction is to have authority
according to the laws of the city in which it took place, and, presumably, is honored as
authoritative by the other city. In a similar way, enktesis allows a citizen of one city the
right to buy and cultivate land in the other city’s territory, but he is subject to that city’s
taxation, not his own. However, someone who deposits goods in the other city and
retrieves them for re-export does so without paying taxes, unless he resells the goods by
sea.

Topically connected to this commerce section is the issue of grazing rights (lines
27-30), which are allowed to people of either city without the imposition of taxes.
Chaniotis notes that the higher altitude of Priansos would make it a better pasture in the

winter, and Hierapytna preferable for the summer, and speculates that this clause reflects

28 »ota %OLVOV
29 Please see the discussion on the verb petéyety below, p.20.

11



and facilitates the transhumatory nature of animal husbandry in Crete.”® The treaty does,
however, note that any damages will be assessed by the respective city where the injury
occurred according to its laws; it is interesting to note, then, that this particular aspect of
property damage remains under the respective jurisdiction of each city, and should not be
included in other bilateral legal stipulations.

The agreement then turns to a section on the duties of the kosmoi and their role in
facilitating diplomatic interaction. The wording is a little unclear in the first part, but the
kosmoi appear to be responsible for conveying embassies to the other city, and a fine of
ten staters for the failure to do so is issued to the kosmos “sojourning there”'. This
“sojourning kosmos” is presumably addressed in the next section, in which he is welcome
into the venue of the other city’s kosmoi and invited to join them in council (lines 34-38).
The citizens are also invited to take part in the festival of Hera and to enter the andreion
of each — privileges of isopoliteia.’ (lines 38-40) Finally, the kosmos is bound to read
out the stele at the Hyperboia; a kosmos’ failure to do so will result in a fine of a hundred
staters to the treasury of the other city. (lines 40-43) The point of these duties is to
reinforce the isopoliteia between the cities, as well as annually remind the citizens of the
agreement.

Following this is the first of the three judicial passages, which lays out a legal

remedy for dealing with someone who attempts to harm or break the current treaty (lines

30 Chaniotis 1996 259-60.
31 (line 33) ol émidapor; Chaniotis: anwesenden
32Chaniotis 1996 261.

12



47-53). If someone is willing™ to bring a prosecution against the accused offender,
whether a kosmos or a private citizen, and that accuser wins, the fine will be paid in three
parts, one to the accuser and the others to the two cities. This clause is meant to protect
the treaty, just as the previous one is for making the citizens of each city aware of the
treaty and its conditions, as well as the renewal of the oath. The division of the fine
would at least serve as encouragement for one of the citizens to take up the defense of the
treaty, and the sharing of that fine between the cities would hopefully favor a fair verdict,
regardless of whose citizen actually tried to the break the treaty. However, there is
discussion here of who should judge and it what way the charges should be adjudicated.

Having provided some legal protection for the treaty, it next moves to the
question of war booty (lines 54-58), stipulating how booty should be allotted if the two
cities join in an official expedition or if individual soldiers from the two should take part
in an action against a common enemy; each side receives a share in proportion to the
number of participants from each, and a tenth is rendered to each city’s treasury. This
clause creates a pre-agreed formula for booty distribution so that it would not be a source
of conflict for groups of armed soldiers just returned from war — who, one presumes,
would have the greatest ability to cause unrest. Even if quarreling among campaigners
would not necessarily be a deliberate attack on the treaty — as in the case of the previous
judicial clause — the effects, should they spiral out of control, could be just as harmful and
not so easily remedied by a court procedure. Additionally, the tithe portions, like the

third portions of the fine from a treaty-breaker, make the cities equal financial

33Lit. “Anyone who wishes may...”

13



beneficiaries when they uphold the treaty’s rules. Private citizens out of uniform might
not be able to cause as much physical damage as those as soldiers in uniform, but their
dissatisfaction could undermine the relations between the two cities as well.

In the second judicial section, “preexisting injuries. ..from the time when the**
koinodikion stopped” are addressed (lines 58-64). The leading kosmoi of each city are to
set up a court and to have cases involving both Hierapytnians and Priansians tried in their
presence; the securities must be paid (by the accusers) within a month of the stéle’s
erection. While it is not clear what the koinodikion is, there are a few conclusions about
it that one may draw from the provision: it is something that allowed citizens of the two
cities to remedy injuries; and its stopping prevented those injuries from being remedied.
One question is whether it is something that ended in the past — in which case the
stipulations following it are to compensate for its loss — or whether this treaty is enacting
a new koinodikion court.”®> Whatever the case, the kosmoi are specifically asked to
conduct trials in whichever court is agreed upon, which must be arranged within a month
of the stele being set up. The general idea seems to be to funnel all outstanding disputes
into a mutually agreed venue and to do so quickly, so that they do not stand longer than
they need and allow ill feelings between citizens to continue.

Having dealt with past wrongs, the treaty then addresses present and future legal
conflicts (lines 64-71). In this case, they should “use arbitration as the diagramma

stipulates” and set up an appellate court (EmttxpttrpLov) (presumably in the event that

3 16 %owodixiov

35The emphasis here is on the word “dmoAeimw”: most readers (e.g. Ager 1994 4) take it to mean a
permanent ceasing of koinodikion; perhaps it could indicate a pause, following the dissolution of the
symbola indicated in lines 4-12.
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the arbitration should fail) consisting of judges from a third city that both Hierapytna and

Priansos agree upon. The arrangements (security = &yyvog) should be made within two

months of the treaty’s enactment, and the kosmoi should be present for the trial. Here,
the formulae are still ambiguous to us. Assuming that the arbitration is a way to promote
private settlement and lessen the burden on the intercity appellate court, is the arbitrator
(prodikos) a person from the third agreed-upon city, or someone chosen by the litigants?
What is the diagramma? Does it prescribe arbitration, or does it provide guidelines for
the arbitral process? (According to Chaniotis, it is a list crimes and their financial
penalties, and seems to provide for instances of arbitration, the failure of which requires a
koinodikion, or else for cases, such as in IC IV.197°¢, in which pre-trial arbitration is
abandoned.)’” Furthermore, does the appellate court address parties dissatisfied with the
arbitral ruling or with the ruling of a court similar to the one described to deal with
preexisting injuries (lines 58-64) over which only the kosmoi of the two cities preside?
What is clear is that the arrangement of this system must be accomplished within a short
time period, that arbitration should be employed early to minimize conflict, and that the
ultimate decision should rest in the hands of a third city chosen by both and, theoretically,
without bias.

The final section (lines 71-83) deals with such practicalities as enforcement,
emendation, and display. The kosmoi are charged with upholding all of the conditions of

the treaty; should they not, there is a fine of fifty staters to be paid to the other city. Any

36IC IV.197 lines 23-27.

37Chaniotis 1996 140. Van Effenterre 1948 142 observes that the diagramma prescribes arbitration and is
a list of penalties for crimes in intercity private law; Guarducci 1950 151 interprets it as a “code”, or
“Magna Carta” of Crete; Chaniotis 1996 139 notes that it is a Hellenistic term, used on Crete only in
association with the Cretan Koinon.
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amendment may have authority so long as both sides agree to it. Additionally, each year
the annual kosmos has the responsibility of reissuing the stele; presumably, the
emendations gain attention from this act, as well as the annual reading-out at the
Hyperboia (lines 40-43). Both cities are told to set up these stelai at the shrine of Athena
Polias™®; failure to do so will also result in a fine. These stipulations ensure that the treaty
can be changed as practical circumstances necessitate, and that the changes will be
announced and prominently displayed in a well-known location.

How, then, do the judicial passages function in the whole text? For one thing,
they are part of a system designed to contain and deflate potential conflict. They are also
limited in scope by other sections. For instance, issues of trade and taxation are to be
handled by the laws of the city in which the transaction takes place and, thanks to
isopoliteia, all parties should be treated equally according to those laws. Property
damage, at least from herded livestock, also falls under the laws of the respective city.
And acquisitions of shared conquest have clear guidelines stated herein that apply to both
cities so that soldiers know exactly what they are to expect from their efforts. The first of
these passages (lines 47-53), however, has a slightly different significance from the latter
two. It creates a legal procedure for protecting the interests of the treaty itself, and it
makes the cities equally invested in the prosecution of the treaty-breaking defendant. The
other two passages (lines 58-64 and lines 64-71) act to prevent personal disputes in areas

not covered by the previous sections from escalating into extra-judicial conflicts. The

381t is not certain whether each city has a shrine to Athena Polias, or whether there is one shrine where they
both erect stelai. Chaniotis 1996 is silent on the matter. In the meantime, Perlman 2004 1166, 1185 lists
Athena Polias as the major protective divinity of both; however, while Hierapytna lists Athena Polias in
three inscriptions (IC I11.iii.3C lines 9-10, I1L.iii.4 lines 78-9, and IIL.iii.5 lines 5-6), the deity is attested
for Priansos only here in this inscription.
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procedure described in lines 58-64 is given less time to form and is conducted in a
mutually-agreed format before both leading kosmoi. As it addresses outstanding
unresolved conflicts, its first goal seems to be expediency. The procedure in lines 64-71,
rather, is put in place to anticipate legal conflict; thus, its resulting court is given more
time to assemble, particularly since the passage also prescribes an appeal to a third city as
the disinterested deciding vote. It might even have been the case that the first passage
here need not be renewed in the next year, as the framework of the second carried over ...
or else could have been applied as a stop-gap measure if the cities ever disagreed on the
third city.

A close reading of this inscription as a whole reveals that there are three distinct
sections concerning judicial procedure. The first (lines 47-53) is more closely connected
to the duties of the kosmoi in the previous lines rather than the two (lines 58-64 and lines
64-71) that follow the war booty clause. In this reading, then, koinodikion seems to be
one of these instruments of conflict containment; its absence may be the result of conflict,
and result in a backlog of unsettled cases that could potentially exacerbate ill will. The
legal prescriptions in this document address one of two circumstances: either they
compensate for the absence of koinodikion, or they reflect the reestablishment of
koinodikion. Whichever it is, its usage in this text is more closely linked to the settlement
of private disputes than to the prosecution of those who deliberately undermine the

agreement and, in doing so, become public enemies.
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I11. Polybius 22.15.1-6: 184 BCE (see Appendix, Document III)

Polybius is our only pre-Byzantine literary attestation of koinodikion. As with the
inscriptions, the passage begins with local dating, but in this case, Polybius only uses the
name of the Gortynian kosmos. At the time (184 BCE), he states, Gortyn is exerting
every effort to weaken Knossos, taking possession of Knossian territory and distributing
it to their allies Rhaucos and Lyttos. During this period, a diplomatic expedition led by
Appius Claudius arrives from Rome with the purpose of settling the disputes between the
island’s cities. It appears that the majority of Cretans are fairly receptive to the idea of
having the Romans settle their disputes, and they turn the matters over to them.” The
Romans proceed to restore the filched territories to Knossos. In addition to this, the
Romans order the Kydonians to take back hostages “whom they had left with Charmion
before” and to remove themselves from Phalasarna without despoiling it in the process.
Finally, they inform the Kydonians that they would be allowed to share® in koinodikion,
but if they did not wish to, then they and the Phalasarnian exiles (who would presumably
be accompanying the departing Kydonians) should not interfere in the affairs of the other
Cretans.

While the Gortyn-Knossos squabble and the Roman response seem well contained
as a narrative, the Kydonian element, particularly the detail about the hostages with
Charmion, reads as though the prelude is missing. Although we do not know who
Charmion was, we can safely assume that the hostages were a method of sealing an

alliance with him that was unfavorable to the other Cretans — or else, why would the

39 émétpeday
40 petéyety > petoyn
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Romans order the Kydonians to take back their hostages from him? We do know,
however, that the Kydonian conflict started some years before this episode; the Romans
were present on Crete about five years before, just after the defeat of Antiochus III at
Magnesia in 190, when the Roman legate Q. Fabius Labeo attempted to settle a dispute
between Kydonia and a Gortyn-Knossos alliance. The effort was unsuccessful and Labeo
was, for the most part, ignored.41 It seems, then, that although Gortyn and Knossos had
their differences in central Crete, Kydonian activity could be enough to unite them, and
they probably did not like the implications of Kydonia, to their west, occupying
Phalasarna on the extreme northwest coast. Furthermore, the Phalasarnan exiles were
probably members of a pro-Kydonian party, expelled from rule thanks to the Roman
decision; perhaps the ambassadors foresaw a potential conflict had these exiled citizens
gone to other cities for support in returning to Phalasarna. It is also worth noting that this
conflict did not go away. Polybius later tells us that Kydonia destroyed its former ally
Apollonia, which had changed sides in favor of Gortyn and Knossos. Fearing
destruction, Kydonia appealed to Eumenes II, who sent the city three hundred men.

What does this passage suggest about the nature of koinodikion? The text states
that the Kydonians have to have some part in it, whatever it is, as a prerequisite for being
involved in Cretan affairs. Perhaps koinodikion is an arm of the Koinon, or at least
acceptance of it was a prerequisite for non-member poleis to enter into alliances with the

Koinon; while the text does not explicitly say “Koinon”, it does refer to the ethnic name —

41 Labeo also demanded the return of Romans and Italians held in slavery on the island; only Gortyn
responded to him, by releasing 400 of these captives — but in no way acted to submit the dispute to
Labeo’s embassy. Livy 37.60; Ager 1996 262.
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ot Kpnratelg — which also appears in the context of the Koinon in IC IV.197. Perhaps a

9 6

different angle of consideration may come from the verb “petéyetv”, “to take part”. An
epigraphic word search revealed that forms of the verb seem to be common in treaties: a
few examples include participation in the sunodos (assembly) from Delos** and a number
of inscriptions from Calymna that include the formula petéyewv® domep xal tot
garot Kaidpveot (to take part just as the other Calymnians do). In Cretan inscriptions,
the word shows up in the form of a noun, just as it does in IC IILiii.4; in fact, the formula
in that inscription (uetoyav xat detwv xat avdpwmivev) is repeated in a number of
other Cretan treaties.”* In IC IILiii.4, the word shows up in a list of civic rights that each
side would have to respect among the other city’s citizens. In this way, it might be
possible to say that participation in matters of koinodikion means taking part in
something that is a civic institution linked to a particular community’s identity. This
definition would not necessarily preclude the koinodikion as an instrument of a federal
Koinon, but it could suggest a Cretan communal identity, and that taking part in
koinodikion is characteristic to that community. Furthermore, if koinodikion was indeed
a court, Polybius might imply that Kydonia ought not to engage in aggressive acts against
other Cretan communities if it was not willing to put its disputes before the koinodikion
beforehand. Whatever the case, one’s participation in koinodikion has very real

consequences, as it determines whether the Kydonians’ actions on Crete will be tolerated

42 E.g. C4:115.

43 The verb shows up usually as a plural, either finite or as a participle.

44 These include: IC L.xvi.5 line 12; IC I1.i.2 line 19; IC IIL.iii.3 C1 line 8; and IC IIL.iv.6 lines 3 and 4;
most other treaties in the search appear with a greater part of the formula added by the epigrapher as
conjecture.
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by the other leading powers of the island.

IV. “Chersonesos Stone” — Chaniotis & Kritzas: late 374 century BCE? (see
Appendix, Document IV)

This inscription, referred to here as the “Chersonesos Stone”, covers both sides of
a white marble stele (64 x 46 x 12 cm) with the top broken off. Despite being discovered
at Chersonesos, it preserves an agreement between Gortyn and Knossos; its original
location appears to be Gortyn, but the scarcity of marble on Crete probably explains why
it was moved and reused. Due to the fragmentary nature of the text, I will be
emphasizing what I consider to be the relevant passages, but have provided the full text
and translation in the appendix.

Side A, which is generally much better preserved that Side B, does not mention
either city by name, but details a series of judicial actions and fines. It apparently relates

to the problem of deserters (line 14: ou’n'opo)\mo'c)“, who are possibly being hidden (line
6: T %pvuTovTL), although this is a presumption. The document distinguishes between
actions to take in wartime, as opposed to those that are applicable in peacetime, using the
formula “xata gev Tov moAepov... xad tpRvay” three times.** We cannot read what
action is being taken with regard to the deserters in wartime, but it appears that the action
in peacetime is some sort of legal procedure, with twice the amount lost being paid out

“according to the diagramma” (line 17: nato ©o didypavypa). Even if we set aside the

* adto poAtxa is otherwise unattested, and the substantiative that it modifies only survives in part.
46Side A 13-14, Side B 22-23, 27-32.
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question of the diagramma’s specific nature, we are still left with its usage and position
in IC IILiii.4 (line 65) and IC IV.197 (lines 26-27), where it occurs in proximity to the
mention of koinodikion in the context of establishing a judicial procedure. In the later
passages, the formula sets up an either/or formula for how a particular situation is
addressed based upon the attending circumstances; thus, in the second passage on Side B
(lines 22-24), the kosmoi take their oath with only the 6pxtotat, the oath administrators,
attending, whereas in peacetime the same process takes place with embassies present
while reading out the treaty in the assembly. By this construction, it would seem that the
peacetime situation should have some kind of substitution for whatever®’ adtopolixd is
describing, perhaps a court procedure (3txd) prescribed by the diagramma.

The text that follows is very well preserved, if its sense is a little difficult to
discern. The assessors (line 18: ot épeutat) are responsible for sending out the money
that is being contended to the city from which the deserter in question came (line 20), but
there are also stipulations for what should take place if they cannot recover the deserter
himself: the city (presumably where he took refuge) is responsible for paying his fine
(lines 22-23), for which the kosmoi are not personally liable (lines 24-26). However, it
appears that if the kosmoi do not make sure that the city pays the fine, any willing
assessor or private citizen can bring a case against them (line 27). The inscription on
Side A seems to culminate in a completed clause (with the final v of Ay pappévev

dropping to the line below), but this would be difficult to say with absolute certainty,

47 Another idea I had was weaponry (67Aa), which made slightly more sense than the most popular words
ending with —Aa, ToAha and T’ aAho/aAAa.
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since the top of Side B is missing.

Side B is more difficult to read, but it still clearly informs us of which parties are
agreeing to the judicial stipulations of Side A. Line 3 is mostly blank, but the phrase tav
Kenratéw[v] is distinct, which refers to the neologism taken up by the Cretans during the
Hellenistic Period, used often (but not always) with explicit reference to the Koinon.**
The phrase [0]mep T6Gv adTowdAwy in line 7 suggests that the text on both sides

concerns deserters. The subsequent passage (lines 9-20) describes the process of oath-
and curse-making and —giving between the Gortynians and Knossians (line 20). The
war/peace formula occurs in the description of how the kosmoi should take the oath and
curse based upon political circumstance: with only the oath-givers present in wartime
(line 22), but in peacetime, in the first official assembly (of the year?) with embassies
present while reading out the agreement (lines 23-24). Such a clause would be
understandable: the cities would be obliged to use the full ceremony when conditions
permitted them, but the simplicity of the wartime ceremony would minimize the number
of excuses kosmoi could make for not reaffirming an alliance, particularly if the two
cities were fighting together against a common enemy.

The consequences to the kosmos for failing to read out the treaty and swear the
oath and curse were severe: having the gods strike him with the curses he previously
swore, or having to pay the immense sum of a thousand Cretan staters (lines 24-27).*
The gods, of course, could do what they would, but the agreement sets up a procedure for

the earthly business of fining: in wartime, a citizen would use the “dikasterion of the

48 E.g. ICIV.197 lines 2 and 16-7 for both, and Polybius 22.15.2 for only ot Kpnratets.
49 Chaniotis (forthcoming) section 21: the largest sum recorded in Cretan inscriptions.
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kosmos”, the same court in which the other citizens carried out their business, but in
peacetime, any Cretan could challenge either a fellow citizen or a someone from another
city in either the koinodikion or in a court which two or more cities might set up with
each other on an ad hoc basis to decide cases between their citizens.

The contrasting clauses here tell us something about koinodikion, even if what we
learn is negative. The koinodikion did not operate in wartime. It was not one of the ad
hoc arrangements such as the one between Hierapytna and Priansos in IC IILiii.4, but is
an alternative to it, and was an institution encompassing many cities — Gortyn, Knossos,

and their allies. And because of the clear reference to the neologism ot Kpnrtateie, we

can connect it with the contemporaneous existence of the Koinon.

V. Conclusions
a. Conflict Resolution and Prevention

This portion of my study has addressed the principal sources pertaining to Crete
that explicitly use the term koinodikion. Having finished my close reading of each, there
are a number of issues that either present themselves or are rendered significant by their
absence. In the first place, it is worth noting, give or take the certainty of the dating, that
they all occur in a time-space of seventy or so years (IC IV.197 and IC IILiii.4 in the first
half of the second century BCE, Polybius’s episode in 184 BCE), with the Chersonesos
Stone being the earliest (late third century BCE).

One common thread among all four is the mitigation of possible future conflict

through various legal measures. This would be an obvious characteristic of a peace
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treaty, but it is still interesting to see the different ways in which potential conflict is
anticipated. IC IV.197 has the Cretan Koinon granting asylia to Anaphe, and at the same
time making the islanders responsible for the prosecution of violators of that asy/ia whom
they apprehend; it says little about the Cretans' role beyond setting up a procedure “in
koinodikion”, but it means the the citizenship of the alleged violator does not determine
the procedure and, in the court of the Anaphaians, probably removes Cretan interference.
It seems to me that this is the conflict-reducing element here — the Anaphaians’ right to
prosecute a Cretan violator with impunity — perhaps even more so than the corresponding
prosecutorial formula of koinodikion with limited rights for the defendant.

The Polybius passage is a little more explicit in this regard: we see what changes
the Romans make to Cretan territorial distribution, and what they hope to accomplish.
Their answer to the Gortyn/Knossos conflict is, effectively, a return to the prewar
conditions by ordering Gortyn to return Knossian lands that it had distributed to its
allies™. In the case of Kydonia, not taking part in koinodikion would have meant that it
could no longer participate in Cretan politics or enter other Cretan territories without if it
refused to submit its disputes to the common court before acting on its interests. These
measures may have curtailed the conflicts in question, even if they could not prevent
future conflicts; after all, Kydonia had to appeal to outside help from Pergamum after it
sparked a war with Gortyn and Knossos by destroying its former ally Apollonia, and

Gortyn and Knossos went to war with each other after jointly destroying Rhaukos.”’ The

50The Roman embassy that investigated the Hierapytna and Itanos dispute, recorded in IvM 20, sent
instructions to the Magnesian court to return the territorial possessions to what they were before war
broke out.

51Polybius 28.14; the division of Rhaukos is recorded in IC IV.182.
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former example demonstrates the vulnerability of Kydonia, the latter, a way in which
changing circumstances created conflicts that Appius’ solution in 184 could not have
directly addressed.

In the case of the Chersonesos inscription, I spoke about prescribing simpler
wartime measures to lessen the difficulty of enforcing the treaty, but one point to ponder
would be the series of measures against deserters, which take up the entire front side of
the stele and part of the reverse. Who are these deserters? Are they fellow Gortynians
and Knossians? Are they members of allied cities mentioned in the oaths? It seems that,
in addition to needing to provide alternative plans for oath-swearing and the adjudication
of disputes during war, measures were also necessary for a standardized treatment of
deserters, regardless of their cities of origin.

As to the Hierapytna and Priansos agreement, I already have engaged in a lengthy
discussion of how past and future disputes were funneled into their prescribed court
procedures, and how commercial law, deliberate damage to the treaty, the distribution of
booty, and emendations to the agreement all had a procedure or jurisdiction clearly
indicated. The extent of these stipulations, however, is in itself worthy of note. As I said
above (p. #), IC 11L.ii1.4 could well be qualified as one of the bilateral agreements referred
to in the Chersonesos stone (Side B lines 29-32). It seems less surprising to me that a
bilateral treaty would be much more detailed than these other accounts (the Polybius
account may be of a different genre, but the conditions related seem fairly
uncomplicated); after all, whereas the other three have dominant powers to enforce them

upon weaker communities, Hierapytna and Priansos appear as equals in this text. No
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other powers are named here except for a previous three-party agreement with Gortyn
(line 7), the conditions of which this treaty reaffirms for these two cities. Is it possible
that without the presence of a larger power like Rome or Gortyn or the Cretan Koinon,
that Hierapytna and Priansos must instead depend upon a greater number of explicit
measures to reduce conflict?

All of these documents aim to establish peace between two or more parties, using
various techniques for conflict resolution. Koinodikion, in all of these, functions as one
of these techniques for conflict reduction, in the hope that disputes between the parties
will be solved in a legal context rather than contributing to tension that might dissolve the
very agreement.

b. Identity: Koinon and Ot Koprateic

Another issue to consider is the use of the terms Koinon and ot Kprnrateic, as

well as their absence. Both terms occur together only in IC IV.197. Polybius and the
Chersonesos Stone do not refer explicitly to the Koinon, but both make use of the
neologism ot Kpmratele. Neither occurs in IC I1Liii.4. Both terms have been taken to
indicate the Cretan Koinon, but I think it worth considering which is being used, in what
context, to what end, and what it means for neither to be present.

I should note that I have found the term koinon particularly troubling in the course
of this study because, as an institution, it struck me as rather ephemeral. As Chaniotis
states, the Cretan Koinon has left evidence of a council and assembly that granted of
asylia (such as in IC IV.197), proxenia, and authorized military aid to other states, but

unlike other Hellenistic koina, “there is no evidence for federal citizenship, federal
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magistrates, a federal army, or federal resources.”> Willetts provides a list of thirteen

inscriptions that explicitly name the Koinon of the Cretans:

1. IC I1L.xvi.9 (end of rd ¢, BCE): some cities of the Koinon™ recognize the
asylia of the sanctuary of Amphitrite and Poseidon at Teos.

2. IvM 46> lines 10-12 (207/6 BCE): Epidamnus on the asylia to Magnesia-
on-the-Maeander, which it praises for its efforts to arbitrate peace in the

Koinon of the Cretans.

3. IvM 20 (end of 3rd C. BCE): fictitious decree of the Cretan Koinon

decreeing the foundation of Magnesia.

4. IC ILxvi.9 (early md e BCE): proxeny decree of Lappa for a

Megalopolitan.>

5. IC1L.v.22 (early ond C. BCE): inscription from Axos in Western Crete

naming the Koinon of the Cretans.

6. SIG> 653A (165 BCE): decree naming the Cretan Koinon, favoring
proxeny for Kassandros.
7. 1D 1517 (ca. 154 BCE): Koinon of the Cretans sending mercenaries to

Ptolemy VI Philometor.

8. SIG> 654A (ca. 151): Knossians and Cretan Koinon honoring Hegesandros

of Athens.

52 Chaniotis 1999 290.

53 line 12: év té nowa[t tav Kentatéwv]

54Rigsby 96; SIG 560.

55 While “Koinon” is missing, line 1 contains o JuAhéyot Kve[ooTt, similar to line 3 in IC IV.197.
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9. Arch. Eph. 1925-1926, p. 13, no. 129.3: decree of honor for unknown
person, from the Amphiareion, Oropos.

10. IC ILiii.4C (241-197 or 159-138)°%: decree at Aptara honoring Attalos of
Pergamon.

11. IC II.iv.9 (112/11 BCE): second Magnesian judgment of Roman-
mediated dispute between Hierapytna and Itanos.

12. IC IV.197: Anaphaian asylia (see Appendix, Document I).

13. IC L.xxiv.2: decree at Priansos of the Cretan Koinon honoring the Samian
Epikles and the Samians.

What is interesting about this list is that, with the exception of the fragmentary #5
from Axos, all of the inscriptions are either found in foreign locations or pertain to
foreign affairs such as proxeny and asylia. Willetts does not make this observation, nor
anyone else to the best of my knowledge, but it suggests to me that the Koinon exists for
the purpose of dealing with what may be loosely described as foreign affairs. I would
even go so far as to suggest that the Koinon as a body was meant to present a united front
to the outside world, allowing foreign officials to feel that they are dealing with the island
as a whole, even if not all of the communities of Crete belonged. Perhaps one reason for
granting Anaphe autonomy in prosecuting Cretans who marauded was that the
Anaphaians could not necessarily count on the Koinon to be effective in enforcing that
decree.

IC IV 179, recording the agreement that Eumenes II made with thirty-one

56 According to Willetts 1972 218 no. 14, there is a dispute as to whether it refers to Attalos I
(Dittenberger, Guarducci, Van Effenterre) or Attalos II (Haussoulier, Michel, Blass, Scrinzi).
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individual Cretan cities in 183 BCE, supports this suggestion. Willetts sees the
inscription as evidence that member states were not bound by federal policy’’, but I
would agree with Van der Mijnsbrugge's claim® that Eumenes may have felt that his
alliance would be more secure and lasting if he courted the cities individually rather than
dealing with a nominal and politically ineffective federation. Additionally, Eumenes
may have recognized that if the cities were bound directly to him, they might be less
likely to separate off following the lead of one of the major powers (such as Gortyn or
Knossos) should one of those cities decide to do so.”

The use of the term Kpntatets, however, occurs in documents that are
undeniably intended for a domestic audience. In contrast to the moniker Ke¥jc/Kefiooa

found to apply to Cretans abroad®, Kentatele is an “artificially constructed ethnic

name”®' that Cretans apply to themselves within the boundaries of their island. It appears

in IC IV.197, the Polybius passage, and the Chersonesos Stone; of these, only Polybius is
written by an outside source; the latter two are found on Crete and have an entirely
domestic context.

I confess that the idea of finding the ethnic label of “Cretan” outside of Crete
surprises me a great deal less than finding it on Crete. Common sense and experience
both show that a person's identification with a place becomes more pronounced when one

either leaves that place (as with the often intensified cultural identification of immigrant

57 Willetts 1972 219.

58Van der Mijnsbrugge 1931 25.

59 Thank you to David Riesbeck for this idea.

60Perlman 1996 245, in context of a survey of sub-regional ethnika as an indication of the polis status of
one's original locale.

61Chaniotis 1999 292.
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communities) or when one comes into contact with outsiders (witness the various waves
of anti-immigration rhetoric throughout American history). Perlman finds the attestations
of Cretan sub-regional identity in the contexts of proxenia and , and of burial, observing
that these coincide with the pattern of greater mobility outside of Crete in the Late
Classical and Hellenistic periods.®® After all, why would a person have to identify with
his hometown or even his island if he had stayed home among others with the same local
identification?

Let us examine the context of Kontateic in each of the four sources listed above.
IC IV.197 is explicitly a resolution of the Koinon dealing with Anaphe, so it makes sense
to use the full title of the federal organization in the enactment formula (lines 1-2:
[£d0E]e toic ouvédporg xal T[L xowd] tav Kenratéwv). Itis interesting,
however, that the dating formula of the inscription does not include a date according to
the local officials and calendar of Anaphe®, but rather a date according to the respective
kosmos-ships and local calendars of Gortyn and Knossos. Although the words around
v Kenrtatéwy are missing, the rest of the treaty specifically involves Gortyn, Knossos,
and their allies. In the case of the Polybius passage, Gortyn and Knossos have been
fighting, but as ot Kpntateic, they agree to hand their disputes over to the authority of
the Roman ambassador. Beyond this, however, Appius Claudius also issues the order to
Kydonia that it should vacate Phalasarna and may only take part in Cretan affairs if it

agrees to share in koinodikion, the wording of which (petéyeLv) suggests that

62Perlman 1996 245.
63Cf. IC I1L.iii.4, based upon the kosmoi of Hierapytna and Priansos, and IC L.xvi.1, listing both the
Gortynian and Latoan kosmoi.
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koinodikion could also be construed as a Cretan civic institution — i.e., those who do not
partake of it are “not Cretan” and are thus barred from meddling in the rest of Crete.®*

As to “the rest of Crete”, Chaniotis has observed that the alliance of Gortyn and
Knossos is usually indicative of the presence of the Koinon®’; if the joint dating in IC
IV.197 is any indication, this probably reflects the political reality of the two strongest
cities on Crete in the seemingly rare cases when they are not in opposition to one another.
Furthermore, from the Chersonesos Stone, he observes that,

“The new text, when placed with the other Hellenistic evidence for the

relations between Knossos and Gortyn, their separate alliances, and the

Koinon, indicates that the Cretan Koinon, unlike other Hellenistic koina,

did not have an advanced federal structure, but was simply a bilateral

alliance between Gortyn and her allies and Knossos and her allies. and

existed whenever the two alliances cooperated and fall apart whenever the

leading powers were in conflict.”®
While I must agree based upon the evidence that Koinon and koinodikion are

closely tied to the relations of these leading states, I would like to suggest that
perhaps the ethnic name Kontateic and institutions such as koinodikion and
diagramma also have cultural currency as indications of a community’s Cretan-
ness; thus, use of and/or adherence to diagramma is an accepted condition of city-
to-city judicial agreements such as IC IIl.iii.4 in which koinodikion has gone out
of use (line 59: ¢’ T6 nowvodixtov améiine ypdvw). By extension, it can

also mean that lack of acceptance is a demonstration of un-Cretan behavior — thus,

64This is similar to Van der Mijnsbrugge's explanation of koinodikion as the “'conditio sine qua non' of
membership in the Cretan Union” (1931 50).

65Chaniotis 1996 143.

66Chaniotis 1999 294.
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Kydonia's rejection of koinodikion would disqualify it from taking part in Cretan
internal affairs (or, in real terms, acting aggressively against other Cretan states);
perhaps this applies as well to the unnamed opponent in the Chersonesos Stone
that is neither Gortynian nor Knossian nor one of their respective allies (Side B

lines 13-14: tog 8¢ Ioptuviog 6 Kvd[oror of-- 17 Jov oOvpayog

dpxLEdvtnv), and therefore not swearing to an agreement that includes the option
of koinodikion in peacetime (Side B line 31). In this way, the terms Kontateic

and, to some extent, koinodikion, function as a way of identifying the “other” as

Cretan communities that do not cooperate with the united Gortyn and Knossos.

There are still many questions remaining, however, that are fundamental to the
definition of koinodikion. For one thing, if koinodikion was a court, how would it have
been composed? Was the court restricted to one specific location, or would it stand for a
circuit court that would send out judges to cover cases? Who would use it and why? — for
instance, could it have been a way for a citizen who wanted to prosecute a corrupt
kosmos to level the playing field? Furthermore, is it significant that IC IIL.iii.4 and the
Chersonesos Stone refer to koinodikion with a definite article®” but IC IV.197, an
international decree for Anaphe, does not®®? I suggest that it might be; both IC IILiii.4
and the Chersonesos stone have a purely Cretan context and audience, whereas IC IV.197
is meant for an audience abroad. Is it possible koinodikion could have two functions — as

a court for the Cretan Koinon and as a bilateral court established between the Koinon and

57 line 59 (td wowvodixtov) and side B line 31 (tét xotvodixie), respectively.
% line 24: &v xJowvodtxiwmt
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Anaphe? For that matter, how does koinodikion work outside of Crete? Is it a court
associated with a federation or does it only have bilateral jurisdiction? I am not going to
be able to answer all of these questions, but by examining non-Cretan attestations of
koinodikion in the next chapter, we can observe how koinodikion functions abroad and

what the implications are for its usage on Crete.
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Chapter 2: Attestations of Koinodikion Outside of Crete

There are two, perhaps three other sources that attest to the usage of koinodikion
outside of Crete. They are in some cases fragmentary, and have received less attention
than the Cretan material. I read the passages, as above, for context; however, I focus on
the relevant passages only, unless otherwise noted. How do the non-Cretan attestations
correspond with Cretan usage and how do they differ? Do either conflict resolution or
ethnic identity come into play? Ultimately, in the vein of Guarducci and van Effenterre,

are we speaking a similar institution in the other places as on Crete, or not?

I. Egypt (évtevEig Papyri)

Four papyri from Magdola (modern Medinet Nehas), Egypt, all dated to 221 BCE
at the beginning of the reign of Ptolemy IV Philopator, that are ZvtevgLg, or petition
letters, addressed to the king, provide our evidence for koinodikion in Ptolemaic Egypt.
All four of these letters® have two things in common: they involve a dispute between an
Egyptian and a Greek, and they all have an instruction appended to the end of the letter —
pa(Aota) Se(dAvoov) adtovg el 8¢ px, an(dotethov) 6m(wg) éml Tob
%owvod(xiov) du(axptddoty)’ — “best to reconcile them; if not, send them back so
that they may be judged before the mixed tribunal (koinodikion).”

Derek Roebuck, in his survey of Greek arbitration, notes that while this particular

69Guéraud 1931 #11, 44, 65, and 70.
70Ager 1994 9 no. 37 quotes this from Guéraud #11, noting that other papyri have the same formula, with
varying degrees of urgency.
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type of tribunal is only evidenced in the four texts, this endorsement by the higher official
(representing the king) to the lower official, or stratégos, who would be in closer contact
with the disputants, appears on documents dating from 242 to 217 BCE.”' Furthermore,
we should note that with all of these, the first action is mediation by the official — so we
can probably assume that koinodikion here represents formal litigation, although formal
arbitration could also be a possibility. According to Roebuck, it seems that the
Stratégos72

generally passed off some petitions to clerks to send to other courts; however, he notes
that “if there was an appropriate court in session, the stratégos would make use of it; if
not, he had to handle the matter himself, perhaps at times with the help of deputies and
assistants.””

With regard to these tribunals, we know that at the time, there were two types of
collegiate courts for handling civil disputes, and that these were decided by ethnicity.
The court of the native Egyptians disputing each other was the Aaoxpttat, which, in the
third century, was supervised by a stratégos’* in an organizational capacity. For the
Greek inhabitants, the court was the ypnpatiotat. Originating during the reign of
Ptolemy II Philadelphos (r. 283-246 BCE), it was a circuit court of three officials

appointed by the king. Given the composition of Egypt with its very native South and the

71Roebuck 2001 321.

72Taubenschlag 1944 370: “The competence of the strategos was very far-reaching: he co-operated in
preliminary proceedings for the above-mentioned courts; he issued injunctions and took part in
executional proceedings. He acted as arbitrator in civil cases, had a restricted penal jurisdiction and a
disciplinary jurisdiction over the wpaypateuouevor, that is, state officials in general, unless the
defendant was superior in rank. He was employed as the king's deputy in civil litigations and in certain
cases of voluntary jurisdiction.”

73Roebuck 2001 334.

74Taubenschlag 1944 366.
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Greek cities in the North, it is easy to see how such a dual system might have developed,
with officials early in Macedonian rule perhaps finding it simpler to monitor native courts
and create a venue for Greek immigrants, rather than impose an entirely new system upon
the whole country. Koinodikion, then, served to bridge the jurisdictional gap between
Egyptian and Greek disputants.”

The koinodikion in Ptolemaic Egypt addressed the shortcomings of a very specific
judicial system; unlike Crete, with its loosely affiliated poleis and their shifting alliances,
the Ptolemies had a strong, stable central government. The term refers to a court, since it
stands in place of the two ethnic courts and because the papyri adduce it as the (less
preferable) option, should mediation and/or arbitration fail. One point to note, however,
is that there is no mention of its composition. In other words, we cannot say whether
there was one judge or several, and whether the judge(s) were Greek, Egyptian, or a
mixture of both; however, if the Greek supervision of the Aacoxpttat is any indication, a
Greek was definitely responsible for the court, whether the judges were Greeks or a
mixture of both. I would suggest, then, that the identities of the litigants are, as a rule,

more important to the jurisdiction of koinodikion than those of the judges.

75Roebuck 2001 304. In 118 BCE, Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II declared the division to be based upon the
language in which the original contract was composed rather than the ethnicity of the parties; the
advantage of this perhaps reflects a need for greater flexibility in dealing with Jews, Romans, and others
that did not fit into the dual court system. (At least, I am assuming that koinodikion was still working at
this point; I am very much aware that only so much can be made of four attestations from the same
year, but the assumption is that as long as cases were handled based upon ethnicity, there would have to
be some sort of venue, koinodikion or otherwise, to handle them. Perhaps the policy of adjudicating
based upon the language of the contract happened earlier than 118; it would certainly have been more
convenient, given the diversity of a city like Alexandria, and could have been taking place long before it
was codified at that late date.)
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I1. Pergamon (Teos and the Dionysian Artists)

The other important reference comes from Pergamon. It details the decision of
Eumenes II as arbitrator between the city of Teos and the Guild of Dionysian Artists,
from around 170-160 BCE. The inscription in question was heavily damaged when the
building it was inscribed’® on was destroyed during the early period of Turkish
occupation, and it is very fragmentary as a result.”’ For the sake of this study, I am only
going to concentrate on the relevant section:

Welles #53" 1A, lines 1-9

TOUG YOUoUG . ... .. T INXTR R 15 -, EIX

T TEbvoLay. Toels Yot mpog 1o StatmendivaL mdv-
To TOY Yedvov adtolc. dtowxeioPal 8¢ nal Ta watd TO
®oLvodintov Gomep ouvdévto mpdg Luag, 6p%tlo-

pEVAY TGV dtxactéy By TEéToy xal Eumpocdev. 5
el d¢ mpoodeltar Stopddoewg 6 UmEp TouTou Voo,

xal TEdTEPOV ETolpms Eyely cuvdiopdoloar xal

viv 10 adTo motolvta’c wed” Nuadv edpednocoPar

Y oqueuTToug bvtag — 09— — — — — — — — — — — — —
...... " e wepe Taxwyy THovyNT Qop’TrE

mpeoepatioy (0@ Ttneoe TNwYo) gopéep. Tred wepe

povorytyy The’ oLyt xoveT ac ted nad aypeed oty You,

e udyes Betvy cwopv v TNE cape pavvep @opuephd.

lo tne Aaw pehativy To TNLo veeded yoppeytiov, TneY

wepe peadd éev Pepope TNLG TO OLY LV YOPEEYTLVY LT ovd

voo v dowy e witd vo tNed wouAd Be pouvd
"Lppempoaynafie. . . . . )

Before examining this text, it should be noted that the Ionian-Hellespontian®

76Probably the Temple of Athena.

77Welles 1934 219.

78Also, Le Guen #47 and Aneziri 2003 #D12.

79Trans. Welles. Welles' transcription seems to be standard, as Le Guen and Aneziri both make use of
them, and Le Guen's translation does not change anything either.

80Slater: There was no large organized global guild, but rather a “loose cooperation” between different
regional groups.
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Guild of Dionysian Artists, founded sometime before 237/6, described itself as a koinon

~ ~ ~ \ / ~ .
(e.g. T&L ol TA[v melpl Tlov Aiévuoov teyvitdv); the particular reference

comes from an inscription®' dating to between 218 and 206 in which Teos endowed the
Artists with tax-exempt land. Among other benefits, the endowment offered a certain
amount of protection to the city thanks to the Artists' sanctuary being voted asylia®>. The
timing of the document is perhaps fifty years after this (c. 170-160 BCE), and shows that
at this point, the relationship is strained enough that the King — who could perhaps be the
only one with enough muscle to enforce a decision regarding an international association

— must become involved to arbitrate.

Although most of the letter seems to deal with the issue of finances and taxation

with regard to Dionysian festivals (panegyris)*’, the koinodikion here does not seem a
means for resolving this conflict so much as one of the further points of contention — it
had been organized to mitigate conflict by adjudicating disputes between the city and the
Guild, but now the organization of the koinodikion itself is in dispute.** In any case, it
appears that a decision or series of decisions is being called into question based upon the
validity of the oath taken by the judges, i.e. the tribunal rather than the individual judges.
Eumenes responds that this cannot be enough to invalidate the court's decision, since the

oath and court had already been agreed upon, and since there were procedures established

81Aneziri #D2; SEG II 580, from Teos.

82Asylia is recorded in inscriptions enacted by political entities including the Aetolians, Antiochus IIT
(while Teos was a Seleukid possession), the Cretan Koinon (Willetts #1 above), and Magnesia. Strabo
XIV.1.29 reports that when Attalus III moved the Guild from Teos to Myonnesos (c. 145-133), the
Teians appealed to the Romans not to allow Myonnesos to be fortified against them, presumably from
the benefits of their asylia. The Guild eventually left Myonnesos and settled at Lebedos.

83No doubt the result of a city hosting a profitable festival on land that it had declared tax-exempt.

84 Aneziri 2003 100.
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that the unhappy party could have taken to change those oaths if there had been a

problem with them before the trial.

There are a few points on koinodikion that one should consider here. In the first
place, I mentioned the self-described nature of the Guild as a koinon because it is
important to note its political separateness from Teos in forming a koinodikion. This
koinodikion appears to be established from an agreement between the two political
entities — perhaps in the manner an ad hoc arrangement like IC IIl.iii.4 — and the
document by which it was set up seems to have had an amendment procedure. It was
probably bilateral between the Guild and Teos without being associated with royal
control, unlike the Egyptian courts, since the koinon and the city are autonomous from
each other and the Attalid king was clearly acting in the position of arbitrator. One thing
that could still be open for discussion is the composition of the court; certainly the
jurisdiction applies to individuals between the two different groups, but what about the
judges? Could the judges have been Teian? It certainly would have been in Teos'
interest financially to regulate Dionysian activity. And if so, was this one of the reasons

why the Guild contested the judges' oaths?

II1. Delos

The final and most obscure reference comes from an article by Marie-Frangoise
Boussac about seals found on Delos. One of these seals has five lines of text — three with

Semitic lettering, the fourth spelling KOINOAIK, and the fifth with a date in Seleukid
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years (EITP = 185 A.S., or 128/7 BCE), prefixed with initial A. Boussac argues that
the “A” stands for “Lagid”, indicating that the seal was from southern Phoenicia,

previously an Egyptian possession.®

Of course, making a definitive assessment of the nature of koinodikion based
upon this seal would be highly problematic: the word koinodikion is not complete, and
the Lagid claim seems difficult to use conclusively. Nevertheless, it at least opens the

door to some ideas of how koinodikion traveled, particularly if the “A”indicates a

Seleukid possession that still felt a cultural connection to Egypt, since the Egyptian
attestations of koinodikion date to the late third century. One should consider the
relationships of Egypt and Teos with Crete. In the case of Egypt, eastern Crete,
specifically Itanos, enjoyed the protection of the Ptolemaic kings from around 270 until
their retreat from their Aegean possessions in 145 BCE. In fact, the Ptolemies'
withdrawal from Crete created a power vacuum in the eastern part of the island that
resulted in the destruction of one Cretan city, Praisos, and a conflict that had to be
arbitrated not once but twice by the Magnesians under the auspices of the Romans.*® The
Ptolemies also had ties to other cities in Crete, including Gortyn; according to Strabo,
Ptolemy IV Philopator aided in the building of its walls.*’ In the case of Teos, the

connection is witnessed in numerous decrees of asylia from a number of individual

85Boussac 1982 444.

86After the retreat of the Ptolemies, Hierapytna attacked and destroyed Praisos, and laid claim to the shrine
of Zeus Diktaios, over which Praisos had disputed with Itanos. The Romans sent an embassy to
investigate, framed the dispute, and sent it to the Magnesians who had hereditary ties to Crete to decide.
The Magnesians found in favor of the Itanioi in 143-141 BCE, and again, when the Hierapytnians
intruded upon Itanian territory, c. 112 BCE. The narrative of both and the verdict of the second is to be
found on IC II1.iv.9, found at Magnesia.

87Strabo 10.4.11.
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Cretan cities, as well as a group of city-states “from the Cretan Koinon” recorded in IC
I1.xvi.9. Rigsby notes that in two of the inscriptions recording Teian requests for
renewal, the ambassadors, Dionysiac artists, performed “recitals of the traditional

relations of Crete and Teos”*®

. We should not be surprised at this connection, either:
Crete's close ties to Magnesia-on-Maeander and Miletus, both in the same region of Asia
Minor as Teos, are well-documented; Magnesia provides a false decree of foundation by
the Cretan Koinon (IvM 20) and Ephorus in Strabo reports that Miletus was founded by
Cretan colonists®. Is it possible that koinodikion was in fact a native Cretan institution
that was spread by way of Cretan cultural contacts and was interpreted to meet the needs
of its borrowers? Or was it Egyptian, whence it spread to Crete? It certainly seems

worth consideration, and makes one wish for more external evidence by which to test

these hypotheses.”

88Rigsby 1996 289: the performances are recorded at Knossos (IC 1.viii.2) and Priansos (IC I.xxiv.1).

89Strabo 14.1.6. Plato (Laws 1.636b) also refers to the Milesians as having the same syssition and
gvmnasia as Crete, although in this case, they prove dangerous in civil upheaval.

90I have another hypothesis that I would like to add: as I mentioned in my introduction (p. 3), Guarducci
postulates that koinodikion functions as a “federal tribunal” on Crete, and as a “mixed tribunal”
elsewhere (1950 154). We have observed that in the cases of both Egypt and Teos that the koinodikia
there appear to be bilateral, but from the Chersonesos Stone we learned that on Crete, koinodikion is not
a bilateral court (lines 29-32). The Anaphe inscription (IC IV.197) is an oddity because it prescribes the
Cretan court to prosecute sylé as an alternative to an Anaphaian prosecution. I wonder whether this
court, with its bilateral jurisdiction (Anaphe and Crete), is not the Koinon court, but rather a bilateral
court, more closely akin to that of Teos and the Guild. This would support van Effenterre's observation
of the lack of article regarding v xJotvodixtwe in line 24, and stands in contrast to t6 »otvodixtov in
IC IILiii.4 (line 59) and év tat xowvodixie in the Chersonesos Stone (lines 30-31), which both have
exclusively domestic contexts (IC IIL.iii.4 between two Cretan cities, the Chersonesos stone between
Gortyn and Knossos, and their allies). T am not quite certain how the mepl 3¢ tév »atd xowvodixtoy in
Polybius fits into this scheme, but I am tempted to give Polybius some leeway, since he is writing about
this from an outsider's perspective. Perhaps the Koinodikion of Crete was something that grew out of
an arrangement between Gortyn and Knossos from Cretan legal practices (see next section), while a
koinodikion is a type of court, formalized in Egypt (where, as I said, its inception would have been an
organic response to the problem of different courts for Greeks and Egyptians) and picked up by the
Teians to deal with the autonomous Guild — and, I suggest, also used by the Cretan Koinon as part of
their asylia declaration for Anaphe.
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Chapter 3: “Common” Judicial Treaties from Crete

L. IC 1v.80: 5" ¢ BCE (see Appendix, Document V)

This 51 century agreement between Gortyn and Rhitten is by far the earliest
example in our sampling and provides some clues into how intercity judicial agreements
might have operated before the Hellenistic Period. As with other treaties in this study, IC
I'V.80 has been the subject of a good deal of consideration, but mainly in parts rather than
as a whole. Once again, my hope is to pull a more thorough understanding from reading
the text as a whole, though, admittedly, it has a lot of uncertainties both in content and in
the meaning of various terms.

The agreement opens with the invocation (Gods!) and the Gortynians
acknowledging the self-government and independent jurisdiction of the Rhittenians (line
1). It then stipulates that the Rhittenians pay 350 staters for the triennial sacrifices at
Mount Ida (lines 1-3). The strongest impression upon the reader at this point is that the
two cities do not have equal roles in this treaty. Whereas other (later) treaties follow the
invocation with dating from both political entities and have reciprocal language showing
that each city will behave in the same way with regard to the other (c.f. IC IILiii.4, IC
IV.197), this treaty opens with the Gortynians granting (perhaps limited) sovereignty to
Rhitten. While Gortyn's acknowledgment of Rhitten's political and judicial autonomy
and Rhitten's sacrificial obligation could be considered reciprocal, they are not identical,
and the treaty stands out as not having stipulations equal for the two cities.

The next section (lines 3-4) deals with a specific commercial issue: if someone
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builds a house or plants trees on a piece of land, then according to this clause, he has the
right to offer the house and the trees up for sale. Let us consider for a moment the
circumstances that might prompt this; for these things to be in question, the builder
and/or planter probably does not own the land, but he has invested money and labor in
improvements to it. One might imagine that a conflict could arise between the
landowner, who wishes to enjoy the benefits of the land's appreciated value, and the
renter, who would wish to profit from the value he has added when another renter
acquires the land, or when he sells the yield from the trees he planted. What we do not
know is which city tended to furnish the landowners and which the renters — or even
where the land is — and while Karen Kristensen argues that this may have been a mutual
right,”' the lack of mutual language suggests that each party was more likely to perform
one of the roles than the other, even to the point of mutual exclusivity. Paula Perlman®
envisions the Gortynians being the owners and the Rhittenians as the renters, but I might
posit instead that we could have a case of Gortynian renters and Rhittenian landowners,
as | shall explain below. In any case, if we are going to read this agreement in a holistic
fashion, we should give more weight to this clause than just as an economic stipulation,
but rather as the core issue between these two communities that the rest of the text
addresses.

In the next section (lines 4-8) we have a procedure involving officials, who are

probably Gortynian, and the Rhittenian kosmos. The startagetas and “the one serving as

91Kristensen 2002 73 notes that there is reciprocity between the two cities, but misses the lack of identical
conditions in bilateral treaties between equal cities; this, to me, serves as an indication that our
document is addressing a particular conflict rather than standing as a general principle between the two.

92Perlman 1996 264. It should be noted, however, that the change in view came from a discussion with
Dr. Perlman in 2009.
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kosmos” (xooptovta) who goes to Rhitten shall, with the Rhittenian kosmos present,
fine “whoever does not obey” (tév pe metdbépevov) one drachma. There are a few
things that are odd about this passage: for one thing, who is the startagetas? Most
interpretations identify him as a military official such as a garrison commander. Perhaps
it could make sense having a military governor present if Rhitten were in some way a
dependent of Gortyn; on the other hand, what does the military have to do with the
renter/landowner disputes from the previous sentence? Is it possible that what we have
instead is simply a Gortynian official who may have civic if not military powers?”
Either way, the Gortynian presence at Rhitten seems to undermine the status of Rhitten as
“adTévopos nal adTodinog”.

Another strange detail in this procedure is the fine of a drachma. Whereas one
expects to find sizable penalties in Cretan inscriptions, such as the fifty staters charged to
the Priansian or Hierapytian kosmos who does not carry out the terms of the mutual

agreement’*, or the 150-stater fine listed on the Chersonesos Stone.”> A drachma is not a

very large sum of money; if we are to assume that it was the equivalent of a skilled

93The problem here is a conflict between context and an obvious linguistic form. The startagetas and the
startos (line 7) certainly look like “general” and “army”, but they do not make so much sense in the
context of the inscription. Kristensen 2002 74 argues that the location of Rhitten (at modern Prinias)
would necessitate the protection of an important northern route to the coast, and thus the presence of a
military official; the location is archaeologically uncertain, however, since G. Rizza's investigations of
Prinias show no occupation on that site at the time the inscription was carved. Kristensen does not deal
with this evidence in a convincing manner and, having dismissed it, concludes that military strength
was necessary at Rhitten due to its location. I do not have a full solution to this problem, but I refer the
reader back to my discussion of the Egyptian koinodikion papyri, in which I discuss the role of the
strategos in Ptolemaic Egypt. Perhaps that officer began in a military capacity earlier in Egypt's
history, but his role in the judicial process by the last quarter of the third century suggests that he was
more a civil servant. At the very least, it serves as an example of a traditionally military title being
applied to a non-military capacity.

94IC I1L.iii.4 line 72.

95Face A line 9; the context is unknown — presumably having to do with deserting or interacting with
deserters?
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laborer's day's pay, ® then we have a sum that would have been difficult but perhaps not
insurmountable for a poor family, and negligible for a rich family. It is certainly the
smallest fine found on Crete. Why have such a small fee? Perhaps the importance was
not so much the fee itself, which could have been regarded as nominal, but rather the
attention that came with summoning officials from Gortyn to be present in Rhitten, with
the Rhittenian kosmos as well, in order to adjudicate the dispute — in other words, having
publicity and/or shame in the place of a stiff financial penalty.

Finally, there is the issue of ksenia dika (line 8), which is applied when the
offender is fined more than the drachma or if that drachma is not properly distributed. I
suspect that this is a device for limiting the jurisdiction of the agreement. Let us assume
that the agreement sets up a framework for a judicial action in response to a particular
crime, i.e., a landowner who claims the profits of improvements made by the renter.
According to the framework, the punishment for this crime is exactly one drachma, and
this drachma must be paid to and distributed between the starfos and the Rhittenians. By
declaring Rhitten adtévopog xal adtddixog, Gortyn has stated that it will not intervene
in Rhittenian justice; the judicial framework in this agreement allows the Gortynians to
do just that, but only within the context of the crime in question. So what happens if the
offender is fined more than one drachma, or that drachma does not go to the proper

recipients? Since the framework gives specific instructions about how much should be

96M. Vickers, “Golden Greece: Relative Values, Minae, and Temple Inventories”, AJA 94 n. 4 (Oct.,
1990), 613-625, takes the values of 1 drachma per day for a skilled laborer and 7> a drachma a day for
an unskilled laborer as a starting point for his study on Athenian relative monetary values. I am
assuming that variation of this value between Athens and Crete is not necessarily important to my
argument.

46



fined and where that fine would be allocated, a new crime is created: failure on the part of
the officials to comply with the agreement. The crime of mismanagement is not covered
under the judicial framework listed here -- the framework which allows Gortyn to
intervene in Rhittenian justice despite its autonomy -- so it falls out of the agreement's
jurisdiction. Instead, it becomes a dispute between two separate cities, and therefore
must be sent to ksenia dika, the means for handling cases of external jurisdiction.

As I had suggested before, the landowners in question may not be Gortynians but
rather Rhittenians. For one, having the Rhittenians as landowners would eliminate the

problem of Rhitten as a “Polis ohne Territorium™’

. Wealthier Gortynian citizens leased
land from Rhittenians in their territory; these groups came into conflict when the
Gortynians invested in the land and the Rhittenian landlords wanted to enjoy the value
added to their property.”® It may have become such a problem that the Gortynians had to
make this agreement with the Rhittenians in order to protect their citizens' interest.
However, as I observed above, the actual fine was not so great as the public attention that
the process drew. I suspect that the idea was to punish only lightly the offending
Rhittenians, but to also discourage them from abusing their rights as landowners, and do
so in the presence of magistrates from both cities. Furthermore, should an official decide
to abuse the system by fining a landowner more than the nominal drachma, he could be

brought to trial by means of ksenia dika.

The advantage of this interpretation is that it makes the next stipulation the

97Hennig 1994 331.

980ne modern analogy I had in mind was the recent example of the Uighers in China who rioted, in part
because of the influx of Han Chinese into their region, who invested in the region but generally kept the
good jobs and other benefits of commerce for themselves.
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protections of the agreement as a whole (lines 8-12). Here the identity of the parties is
specified. A Gortynian creditor is forbidden from exacting a security from a Rhittenian
and, if convicted, has to pay double the “amount written” to/in/on the “pora”®’; the
Rhittenian kosmos has the responsibility of collecting the fine. However, if he does not
collect the fine, for whatever reason, the panel responsible for collecting (tovg
mpety[to]rovg Tovtove Tedddovtag dmatov Epev) is immune. Our scenario of
Gortynian renters and Rhittenian landowners still works here: in exchange for the
previous condition of enabling the renters to profit from improvements made to leased
land, the Rhittenian landowners now are protected from Gortynian creditors. The legal
action against the aggressive creditor is much harsher than that against the unyielding
landowner — a fine of twice the value of, perhaps, the normal Gortynian fine for unlawful
action as a creditor — and, more tellingly, it is in the hands of the Rhittenian kosmos. If
the preigistai'® are Rhittenian officials, and they do not incur a legal penalty for failure
to enforce the fine, it could be that the Gortynian government has declared itself
indifferent to the result; in other words, the Rhittenian government has the say-so of the

Gortynian to prosecute Gortynian citizens who break the law on this matter, but the

99 mopar proves difficult, and the interpretations parallel those suggested for wopty.o (see my note 136, p.
75.). Gagarin (unpublished) notes that Guarducci (1950 IC IV.80) posits “€pépat”, as “written upon
the place of the ephors™; Bile (1988 171 no. 70) views it as “tax”, Van Effenterre and Ruzé 1995 as “év
i (&)’ dpar Eypdttal” (the one at the back), but also they suggest “ev téit mop(L)ar = &v 7]
gpopta/” (at the back of the frontier). Gagarin adds that ITépa could be a place name, but only as a
last resort. Since there is no satisfying answer to be had, I also would like to suggest that based upon its
role in the sentence, it seems similar to that of the diagramma in later inscriptions (the closest text is IC
Lxvi.l lines 36-38: tipoilc 8¢ ypmotbpeda tolc é¢ t6 draypdppatos 16 tév Kenratéwy du
Exaotov Eypamral) as a way of assessing pecuniary penalties. It would be unattested, but work in
context.

100Van Effenterre & Ruzé 1995 translate them as “elders”, Perlman (unpublished) simply as a “board of
officials”; the importance here lies not in who they are, but what they do.
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Gortynians have also agreed not to intervene actively in the Rhittenian kosmos' course of
action.

The final provision (lines 12-15) is the “amendment clause”; much like the end of
IC I1L.1i1.4 (lines 74-76), it describes the legal procedure to be used in the case of future
disagreement. The Rhittenians may bring their grievances before the Gortynians at an
assembly session in the agora; the text says either that this is done “collectively” or with

101

regard to T0 xowvov.  We know that there is a herald who is going to Rhitten, that

there is some sort of ten day(?) limit, and that the Rhittenians and/or their representatives
must be present in Gortyn to lodge the complaint. The stone breaks off inconclusively,
but based upon what we found examining other treaties, we can at least speculate upon
the purpose of this clause: by providing a legal, non-violent forum for the Rhittenians to
air their complaints, the Gortynians have created a way to prevent conflict, even if
Rhitten is ultimately the weaker city.

Despite the difficulties in interpretation and the fact that this agreement does not
treat the two cities as equals, it shares a number of parallels with the later Cretan judicial
treaties. For one thing, we have the establishment of a joint court to handle a very
specific issue — conflicts between renters and landowners — which, without a legal forum
for dispute settlement, could potentially create unrest in the area. The lightness with
which the landowners are treated, in contrast to renters, suggests that while Gortyn was
indeed the superior city, it chose to act with care towards its dependent city. Ultimately,

it seems that we have one more powerful city, while acknowledging the autonomy of the

101See my discussion below p. 50.
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smaller, also creating a means by which a specific problem can be resolved under the
auspices of both cities while maintaining judicial independence in other matters.

Thus, we can say that this agreement has this quality in common with city-to-city
agreements such as IC IILiii.4 and, as we shall see, IC L.xvi.1; but an issue remains —
what is ksenia dika? The nature of this agreement seems to eliminate it as full joint
jurisdiction between Gortyn and Rhitten. Or perhaps it was something that functioned
more like private arbitration, on an ad hoc basis with citizens choosing judges in the
defendant's city, as in IC I.xvi.1. Could it be a forerunner to koinodikion?

One path of inquiry not taken is that of “t6 »otv6v” in line 12. The standard
translation is as an adverbial accusative: “collectively, as a community”’; a much simpler
reading (which avoids the issue of an adverb with an article) could be taking T6 %xotvov
with the preposition avre- (Gppt): “(If) the Rhittenioi should have a dispute with the
Gortynians about the koinon” (avtttaloovtt TO %0Lvov ot PLttéviot Toptl Tovg
I'optuvtov[c). The implication from this translation is that there was a koinon, and that it
is something existing between Gortyn and Rhitten. If we accept this (albeit without
rashly seeking a full-blown Cretan Koinon), we come away with two options: 1) there is
an agreement (koinon) between Gortyn and Rhitten predating this inscription or 2) this
inscription is the koinon, i.e. common agreement. Option 1 would mean that the two had
a formal relationship at the time of the enactment of IC I'V.80, that this inscription was
intended to deal with a specific problem in that relationship, and that the declaration of
Rhitten's political and judicial autonomy in line 1 was a shorter reaffirmation of an

earlier, longer declaration; option 2 would confine the relationship between the two cities
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to this particular legal problem. My instinct would be towards option 1, because
regardless of who the landowners or the renters were, these two groups were obviously
living in close quarters and probably would have made and amended more than one
agreement in the course of their relationship.

In any case, if this conjecture turns out to be correct, we are looking at a bilateral
agreement between independent poleis known as a “koinon” as early as the Fifth Century
— something that perhaps sets a precedent for the unusual bilateral structure of the
Hellenistic Cretan Koinon. In addition, the fact that these two cities make use of a bi-
jurisdictional procedure to address a potential situation of conflict suggests a precedent
for later bilateral judicial agreements. Perhaps the Gortyn-Knossos-centered Koinon was
the logical outgrowth of a tradition of smaller koina, and koinodikion the outgrowth of a

tradition of judicial procedure as an measure of interstate conflict resolution.

IL. IC IL.xvi.1: late 3rd/early ond Century BCE (see Appendix, Document VI)

The second of these judicial inscriptions is a treaty between Gortyn and Lato that
dates epigraphically to roughly the same period as the Chersonesos Stone'%%; while we
cannot say which of these two came first, we can at least date it before the other three
Cretan sources for the koinodikion. The middle section is badly broken up, but at least
what survives suggests that the whole section is judicial, in line with the better preserved

passages that precede and follow it. The document begins, like the Anaphe decree, with

102 Chaniotis (1996 225) places it a few years later (ca. 219-216), as he sees the Chersonesos Stone as a
product of the Lyttian War, and this inscription to be between the Lyttian War and the re-foundation of
the Koinon by Philip V in 216.
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an invocation and dating based upon the kosmoi of both cities (lines 1-5). We are then
told that peace has been ceremoniously declared, and that as part of this peace, there
should be joint jurisdiction (lines 5-7). The bulk of the document explains how this joint

103

jurisdiction will operate. - Before it does, however, it makes provisions for the

reallocation of property seized during conflict, with land (pavepa) being attended to
immediately and moveable goods (apava) after an assessment (rtp&£Le).

One could easily imagine conflict arising from the situation portrayed here (lines
7-9). After all, the implication is that the two cities are trying to reset property conditions
to their antebellum status; restoring land would, of course, be of greater concern to the
cities as a whole, and perhaps easier to settle thanks to public records and the obvious
fact that land cannot be hidden (made apavyc). In the case of moveable goods, it would
be impractical for the states to handle the claims one-by-one, and probably impossible to
locate all the owners. For this reason, I suspect that the joint jurisdiction expounded upon
below functions purely to sort out these property disputes, channelling what could have
been physical vigilante acts into a legal venue that would satisfy both sides.

Where the case is heard and the identity of the judges appear to depend upon the
identity of the plaintiff. The plaintiff would be free to choose whomever he wished,
provided that it be a citizen of the defendant’s city and that the hearing took place in that
same city (lines 9-15). In other words, a Gortynian could file a claim against a Latoan,
but he had to choose another Latoan to be judge and would have to go Lato for the trial,

and the same applied to a Latoan at Gortyn. However, while we can be sure of the

103 Chaniotis 1996 228.
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judges' identity, the lines 12-14 are heavily restored; we assume that they detail the
venue, but we cannot know for certain. Perlman argues for the interpretation in the
restorations (that the trial takes place in the judge's city) because she finds no precedent
for traveling judges.'**

While most of the middle section is missing, there appear to be stipulations
similar to the Chersonesos Stone and IC IIl.iii.4 that place the duty of exacting the fine
upon the shoulders of the kosmoi, with financial consequences for their failure to comply
(lines 31-34). Similar to IC IILiii.4, there is a procedure for anyone who wishes to
prosecute the kosmos for this failure, although, this differs in that the other inscription
was describing the prosecutorial procedure against someone who tried to destroy the
treaty rather than against a corrupt kosmos who threatened the peace indirectly by not
enforcing the paying of the fine. Here, the prosecutor receives half of the two hundred-
stater fine, while the (victor's?) city receives the other half. What is particularly

interesting to us, however, is that the fines should be determined ¢ 6 dtaypdppotog
6 tév Kpnrtaténv in which they were written — a clear reference to the Koinon, but in

a treaty, like IC IIl.ii1.4, that makes no reference to Koinon, koinodikion, or any authority
beyond the diagramma.

The issue of the hypooikoi in lines 38-39 has been the subject of a few inquiries

105

into the nature of dependent poleis on Crete ~ and the nature of their citizenship. As

Perlman points out, we have two options for translating “xate Ta adta 3¢ xal of

99, 6

OméPoixor Vmeydvtav T dixarov tolg Aatiorg I'épruve”: “in the same way as the

104Perlman 1996 239.
105 Bile 1986 140; Perlman 1996 239-242.
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Latoans let the hypooikoi submit to justice at Gortyn” and “in the same way let the
hypooikoi defend themselves from the Latoans at Gortyn.” It seems fairly well
established from this inscription that hypooikoi are indeed people of dependent
communities, but one important question is whose.

If we look back to the conditions enumerated (and conjectured by epigraphers) in
lines 9-14, we know that a plaintiff is allowed to choose his judge, but out of the other
city’s citizens, and the trial is to be held in the other’s city. A visual model of this would

be the following:

Plaintiff City Defendant City Judge City Venue City
Gortyn Lato Lato Lato
Lato Gortyn Gortyn Gortyn

Let’s apply the chart to Perlman’s translations. The first has the hypooikoi

submitting to justice — we assume, acting as defendant — in the same way the Latoans do,

at Gortyn. If the implication is that the hypooikos is being treated as a Latoan, such a

chart would look like this:

Gortyn

Lato (dep.)

Lato?

Gortyn

In other words, if the hypooikos is a dependent of Lato, the ensuing trial would not be

within the stipulations for Latoan citizens.

In the second translation, the hypooikoi submit to justice from the Latoans at

Gortyn. This model would look like this:

Lato

Gortyn (def)

Gortyn?

Gortyn
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Thus, if the hypooikoi were dependents of Gortyn, it would not alter the conditions of the
treaty — whereas Latoan /ypooikoi defending at Gortyn would require dispatching a

Latoan judge to Gortyn under special circumstances, or else having a Gortynian choose a

106
judge from his own people. Even if Perlman is correct in saying that there is no

precedent, Cretan or otherwise, for traveling judges'”’, such an alteration of
circumstances, especially in a document designed to end hostilities and channel private
disputes into the law-court, seems uncharacteristic and might be a further point of
contention. Furthermore, the need to accommodate Gortynian dependent cities probably
reflects the reality of Gortyn as a leading city by this time in the Mesara, if not on Crete.
Now, whether these hypooikoi were simply allied cities participating in the fight against
Lato or simply territories directly dependent upon Gortyn'® is a question; but, as Perlman
points out'”, the participation of these dependent communities in the war against Lato
made it important to Latoans to be able to take legal action against these hypooikoi as
Gortynians for property stolen from Latoans during the war.

The reader may note that I have assumed that Lato and Gortyn are equal cities, at

106 A final note on the philological implications of this argument: Chaniotis (1996 230) mentions some
scholars who took the view that these were Latoan hypooikoi, not Gortynian. I espoused this view
myself upon first look because of my reading of Veydvtwy 16 dixatov took Hméym to mean “apply
the law”, and assumed that the sypooikoi were the plaintiffs — and, by extension, would be Latoan
because Latoan plaintiffs meet at Gortyn. In fact, the entry in Liddell & Scott translates “Omtéym
dixag” as “to undergo a trial” or “pay a penalty”, and all of the entries in specifically legal contexts
have the implication of the subject being a defendant. While the reading that enables the hypooikoi to
be Gortynian certainly makes historical sense, the word’s usage makes it understandable why, for
example, Ernst Kirsten (Das dorische Kreta, Teil 1, Chicago: Ares Publishers, 1986, p. 86) posits that
Latoan hypooikoi might be the inhabitants of Lato’s port city (xdte mOALS).

107 Perlman 1996 239-40; she distinguishes between these and third party appeals courts (n. 39).

108 Chaniotis 1996 231 also offers the possibility that some of the conflicts between the two cities could
have arisen from Latoan herdsmen who, while moving their flocks from pasture to pasture, could have
caused problems in territories affiliated with Gortyn.

109 Perlman 1996 241.
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least in this treaty. In a contrasting view, Bile states that, “La seule certitude a tirer du
texte est que, comme les Latiens, ils sont soumis a Gortyn, tout au moins en matiére
juridique”''’, reading Lato as one of these hypooikoi. The trouble with this reading is
that it ignores the reciprocal language of the treaty, with its joint dating and the parallel
provisions in the event of a mixed trial — more reminiscent of the equality between
Hierapytna and Priansos (or even the Koinon and Anaphe) than the lack of parallel
provisions of IC IV.80 between Gortyn and Rhitten. Furthermore, the strongest argument
against the inequality of these cities comes in the final lines of the treaty (lines 40-41) in
which both cities are charged with publishing the treaty upon their respective Prytanies,
suggesting — in stone, at least — equal civic institutions. In other words, while Lato may
be less powerful than Gortyn, the terms of this ceasefire place the two cities on equal
footing — Lato may be lesser but it is not a sypooikos to Gortyn.

In conclusion, we have a “Rechtshilfevertrag” (as the German so neatly puts it)
between Lato and Gortyn that lays out the legal procedure for the retrieval of private
property from citizens of the other city following a war between them. The extra section
regarding hypooikoi is meant to allow Latoan plaintiff to prosecute inhabitants of cities
dependent upon Gortyn who plundered while fighting on the Gortynian side. Because of
the lack of explicit mention of Koinon, Chaniotis, as I indicated above, places its date to
the period just before Philip V “reestablished” the Koinon. I suggest that this inscription

is not necessarily dependent upon the existence of the Koinon, based upon the evidence

of the Chersonesos Stone. This inscription, as mentioned above, offers two options of

110 Bile 1986 140.

56



judicial recourse to citizens of Gortyn and Knossos in peacetime: koinodikion, or “in the
respective court which the cities should set up between each other for the adjudication of
contracts” (lines 32-33). I suggest that what we could have in IC I.xvi.1 would be not so
much a judicial agreement in the absence of koinodikion (as IC I1L.iii.4 explicitly states)
as one of these city-by-city agreements that work as a peacetime alternative to
koinodikion. While there could well be arguments against this idea, at the very least, we
can probably see IC I.xvi.1 as a predecessor to the sort of state-by-state judicial

agreement later espoused by Hierapytna and Priansos.
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Conclusion

Koinodikion is rare word with only a few attestations; this fact hinders a complete
knowledge of how a koinodikion functions or even how it is comprised, but it also helps
because it can be the subject of such a small study as this one. The translation we most
often accept is “shared” or “joint tribunal”, but even this does not provide all the
information.

We began by examining the four Cretan texts that attest to its usage. These are
concentrated around the last quarter of the third century BCE and the first half of the
second century BCE. The Anaphe asylia decree (IC 1V.197) showed that koinodikion
was a judicial venue closely linked to the Koinon, but did not entirely answer the
question of whether it was to function as the all-Cretan option for pirate prosecution, as
opposed to the Anaphaian court, or whether it was a joint court of Anaphaians and
Cretans. As we saw, the other Cretan usages suggest the former, but in my opinion, the
matter might still be open for discussion.

The Hierapytna-Priansos symbolon (I1C 111.iii.4) attests to the absence of
koinodikion; the two cities set up a court to adjudicate all of the disputes (except those
that could first be settled by arbitration) that arose between their citizens since the
koinodikion ended (lines 58-62). They also provided for the adjudication of future
disputes by establishing a court that also had an appeal process to a third, neutral city
(lines 67-8). While the agreement reflects the staying power of the diagramma — an
institution that is associated with the Koinon but need not dependent upon the Koinon —

the inscription shows that koinodikion was a court for cases of mixed jurisdiction.
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Polybius 22.19.1-5 presented an episode from 184 BCE in which the Romans
arbitrated disputes on Crete. Besides handling the cases of Gortyn and Knossos' mutual
harassment, the Roman Appius Claudius also ordered Kydonia to stay out of Cretan
affairs if it did not choose to take part in koinodikion. Here, acceptance of koinodikion
would have appeased the Cretan cities whom Kydonia had upset (most importantly,
Gortyn and Knossos); furthermore, lack of acceptance would have signalled an
unwillingness to partake of the preventative measure associated with koinodikion, and
would have made Kydonia “un-Cretan” in the eyes of those other Cretans who had
accepted it.

Chaniotis' Chersonesos Stone recorded a bilateral agreement between Gortyn and
Knossos, with their allies. The agreement was probably meant to last beyond the original
circumstances, because it had stipulations for how to perform the requisite oaths (Side B
lines 22-24) and multi-jurisdictional adjudication (Side B lines 27-32) in times of both
war and peace. From here, we learned that in peacetime, Cretan citizens prosecuting
fellow citizens (presumably those unable to have their case heard at home, such as a
private citizen prosecuting a kosmos) or citizens from other cities have two options,
koinodikion, or one of the bilateral courts established by two cities on an ad hoc basis.
We could posit, then, that koinodikion was something separate from a bilateral agreement
such as IC IIL.iii.4, but that it also owed its existence to the alliance of Gortyn and
Knossos — and by extension, the Cretan Koinon — and could not function in wartime.

We then looked at three attestations of koinodikion from outside of Crete. These

had a larger date range, with four Ptolemaic papyri (Guéraud 11, 43, 66, and 70) from
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221 BCE, an arbitration letter of Eumenes II of Pergamon to the Teians and the Guild of
the Dionysian Artists (Welles #53) from c¢. 170-160 BCE, and a seal-stone found on
Delos dating to 127 BCE (Boussac). From the Egyptian #vteuErg (petition) letters, we
observed that koinodikion filled the judicial gap between the native Egyptian courts and
the Macedonian circuit courts, but eventually fell out of use as the language of the
contract rather than the litigants' ethnicity became the deciding factor in jurisdiction. We
thus noted koinodikion's bilateral quality, but concluded that the identities of the litigants
did not necessarily guarantee us knowing how the court was composed, i.e. whether the
judge(s) was/were Greek or Egyptian or both.

The arbitration letter to Teos and the Dionysian Guild also demonstrated the
bilateral nature of koinodikion, since it adjudicated between two groups that were
autonomous. As with the Egyptian sources, this inscription did not inform us of the
court's composition, but it did show the validity of the court being challenged on the
grounds of faulty oaths.

The Delos seal-stone only provided enough information to speculate upon the
spread of koinodikion. It was the most recent of any of the sources in this study; if
Boussac's interpretation is entirely correct, it would mean that koinodikion probably
spread through cultural contact with Egypt. On the other hand, it seems more likely that
the Teian usage came from Crete, although the bilateral Teian koinodikion is probably
closer in nature to the bilateral agreement between Hierapytna and Priansos than the
common court in the Chersonesos Stone.

Finally, we examined two somewhat earlier Cretan inscriptions — IC IV.80 from

60



the fifth century BCE and IC [.xvi.1 from the late third century (around the same time as
the Chersonesos Stone). While neither of these mentioned koinodikion, both were
examples of intercity judicial treaties.

IC IV.80, an agreement between Gortyn and Rhitten, began by recognizing the
autonomy of the Rhittenians, but then set up a procedure for the Gortynians to handle
specific renter/landowner conflicts (lines 3-4) that involved citizens from each of the
cities. The final clause (lines 12-15), with its emendation procedure, may possibly refer

to the arrangement between Gortyn and Rhitten as t6 xotvov(line 12); if this is so, then

we have a cultural context not only for bilateral judicial agreements, but also for
koinonitself as a bilateral agreement.

Finally, we examined IC I.xvi.1, a treaty between Gortyn and Lato that
established a procedure for citizens to sue for goods seized during the previous war.
Plaintiffs could choose their judges, but these had to be from among the defendant's
fellow citizens; besides prosecuting Gortynians, Latoans also had a clause allowing them
to sue Gortynian hypooikoi, (dependent?) communities that had aided Gortyn in the war
against Lato. This agreement corresponds to the second option in the Chersonesos

Stone's peace-time provisions, and sets the stage for the arrangement in IC IILiii.4.

From all of this, what can we conclude about koinodikion? First of all, it is by
nature a venue for litigants of different jurisdictions that are autonomous communities.
Second, it is one of the many techniques for conflict prevention that is used in many of

these agreements. We can also conclude that while Crete shares a tradition of bilateral
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courts with Egypt (and may have influenced Teos), koinodikion on Crete has a distinct
association with the Koinon, and acceptance of it symbolizes accession to the will of
Gortyn and Knossos, while rejection means that one is “un-Cretan”, and rejects the
possibilities offered by koinodikion for judicial conflict mediation.

We do not know for certain how the koinodikion was organized; the litigants may
be from different communities, but there could be one or more judge, and these might not
necessarily represent the communities of the litigants. More importantly, we do not
know how often it took place or how effective it was. It is, after all, only referred to in
these ten instances; in Egypt it is confined to evidence from 221 BCE, in Teos to one
instance during the 160s BCE, and to four instances from Crete over a fifty-year period,
and then only when Gortyn and Knossos were allied. Was it truly an option for Cretans?
Or was it mentioned for its association with the diagramma tév Kentatémv, something
that seems to have had authority regardless of the political existence of the Koinon?

Ultimately, koinodikion was a diplomatic tool: it represented a means for conflict
prevention through dispute resolution between communities that might otherwise erupt
into more serious kinds of conflicts. On Crete, it had the additional quality of
representing a Cretan tradition; the people of Hierapytna and Priansos would have
accepted koinodikion had it been available, but in its absence, they still acknowledged its
authority and held the diagramma as a standard in common. By not accepting
koinodikion, Kydonia would have rejected that common standard. The Cretans may have
been notoriously bellicose, but by recording instances of koinodikion and bilateral

intercity judicial agreements, they demonstrate a desire to reduce the potentiality of war
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through the application of legal procedure.
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Appendix: Sources and Translations
I. IC iv.197

[£d0€]e toig ouvédporg xal TH[L]
[xowa]e tav Kenrtatewv, Kve-
[ool ] TdL ouVAGYWL, XOpLL-
[ovtw] év T'optuve pev é-

[t T&]v Avpavev tév oy
[...Jtor TéL’ AAhoddpw

[6xa T]6 deltepov, pnvog
[Kapvite tetpdde, Kvoooli]
B¢ ]t tav Atdaréwv xolp]-
[wovt]ev Tév oLy Kudére[t]
[tat ..]Jeeto, pwnvog’ Ayu[i]-
[0 TeTtpd]dL: doviov Auev [CA]-
vagatolv tav oAy xalt]
[tav yoplav xadag xat to [t]-
[epov V]mapyet doviov

[tor t6 xJowvd tav Kenralt]-
[Ewv gnlrae. el 3¢ tic Tt-

[va ouvAa]ont’ Avagatey T@Ev
[Ex Kentlac oppropévev

[ éx Tldc Torews 7 éx T[dg]
[xopals, Omddixos Eotw [di]-
[xav &v] te’ Avagpatot[c]

[6v »° aldt[o]t mpooTdEwlvTL],
[x’ &v x]owvodixtiwr amp[6dL]-
[xov %’ am]apBorov xat x[v]-
[oto &] mpdkic Eotw »at [t0]
[earyploppar.

It was resolved by the councilmen''' and by the
koinon of the Cretans, with the meeting

at Knossos, while at Gortyn those being kosmoi
were of the Dymanes with

----- ios son of Allodamos

for the second time (?), on the 4th day
of the month of Carneios, and at Knossos

111 cuvédporg
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those being kosmoi were of
the Aethaleis with Kypselos

son of -----retos, on the 4th day of the

month of Agyeios: let the city and countryside
of the Anapheians be inviolate, just as

the shrine is already involate

by the decree from the koinon

of the Cretans. If someone

of those sailing out from Crete

should violate one of the Anapheians

either from the city or from the

countryside, let him be liable for

trial among the Anapheians,

whatever (trial)''? they should prescribe for him,
and in koinodikion (let him be?) without
preliminary hearing and without prosecutional
deposit'"” and let the action of recovery''*
have authority in accordance with

the diagramma.

IL. IC IIL.iii.4

[9]edg ayadloc].
b ~ ’ \ bl \ ’ bl \ / bl \
ayaddt ToyaL xal éml cotrplal, EmL xOoW[wv &v pev]
‘Tepamitvar tév ovv’Evimavte 16 Eppate wlnvoc]
e ’ bl \ ~ bl \ / ~ \ / ~
[partm, év 3¢ Tptavorol ént xdopmv tav oL[v Néwv Td]
Xepdpow xal pnvog Agopnte. Vac. tdde cuvéde[vto nal cuvev]-
donwncay arrdrois lepamityior nat [ptdvoror [Eppevov]- 5
teg &V Tolc mpolmapyhoals oTdhats dtar te [tdL xetpévar]
Ioptuvtotg xat ‘lepamuviog nat tar xata xowov [[optuvios]
nal lepamutviorg xat [lptavotorg xat év tde @uitar [xat ovppal-
ylow xat 6pxoLg TOLG TEOYEYOVOSL &V TauTals T[ole TOAEoL] 10
ral ETL THL yopour G Exdtepot Eyovrtes xal %paTOV[TEG TAV GUV]-
Onrav EBevto €¢ TOV mavta ypeovov. vac. lepamutv(iog]
\ 4 3 bl b / bl ’ \ bl
xot Ilptavoto<t>¢ Auev map’ AAAIAOLG LOOTTOALTELAY XAl ETTLYO-
ULag %ol EVRTNOLY %ol PETOYAY xal Yetwv xal avdpwmivey
TAVTOV, 660l Xa EWVTL EQLQUAOL TTap EXATEQOLS, KAl TWAOV- 15

112 dmddinog ot (Sixav &v) te Avagalot(c) (4v % a)dt(o)l mpootamvre
113 amp(68txov ! am)dpBohov: is this adverbial? Reflects the subject? Could it describe koinodikion?
114 & mpakeg
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\ bl 4 \ ’ \ 4
Tog xal vepévos xal davellovtag xal daverlopévog
%ol TOANL TTAVTO GUVAAAAGGOVTOG KUPLOG HUEY KATA
TOg UmdpyovTag Tap Exatépols vouoc. vac. ¢EéoTe O TRL
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~ bl ~ ¢ ’ ~ \ 4 / e bl
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e e ’ e bl ’ “\ e \
xa 6 lepamiTviog Omeydntae é¢ Ilptavea{t}ov 7 6 Ilptavorevg
é¢ lepamutay 0TLOlV, dTeAéd E0T® XAl E0AYOUEVML Xol
eEaryopévorl adTa xal TOVTWV TOG KAETOG %ol XATA YEY
\ \ / T 4 bl ~ \ / S 7/
xal xata Ydhacoav: Gv 8¢ na amoddtar xate Ydhacoav éd-
oo elaywydc thv Umeydecipov amoddte To Téhea
KATG TOG VOPOG TOG EXaTépr XELPEVOC. VAC. KT TAOTA O
ral el tig ko véu[nt arte]Mc Eotw: al 3¢ xa otvnTal dmotelod-
To To EmLTite. [6] OL[VOJUEVOE XaTA TOG VOUOC TOG EXATEQRY XEL-
pévog. mpety o 8¢ @ [x]a ypelav Eynt moprien TaEEYOVTHY
e \ e ’ / ~ ~ e \ 4
ot pév lepamitvior xbopor toig Ilpravoebor, ot 3¢ IMpravoré<e>¢
réopoL toic lepamutviowg: al 8¢ pi) maployatey, amotelody-
Tov ol émidapor TRV xdopwv TAL TEELyetal oTEATTPAS OExA.
6 3¢ nbopoc 6 Tav lepamutvivy épmétm év Iptavorotl é¢
TO apyElov %ol &v éxxhnolal xadnode UeTd TGV XOCoUOV,
acovteg 8¢ xal 6 tév Ilpavoréwy xdopog Epmétn &v°le-
PATVTVAL €C TO APYELOV ®al v éxxAnotar xadode peta
eV noopmv. &v 3¢ toigc Hpalole nal &v taic dAhaig Eoptaic
ol TapaTLYYAVOVTES EpTOVTLY Tap’ GAAGAOG E¢ adprL-
ov xadeg xal ol GANOL TOALTAL. AVOYLVOOKOVTWY OF Tav
OTAAAY XAT EVLAUTOV OL TOX del XOOUOVTES TTAQ EXATE
POLS &V TOLG UTEPPBWLOLG XAl TTEOTTARAYYEAOVTMY AAAA-
AoLg PO Qpepdy déxa B o PEAAGVTL GVOYLVWGKEY.
6TOLOL OE oL PA) GVOrYVEVTL 1) ) TaparyYAGVTL ATTo-
TELOAVTOY OL olTLOL TOUT®Y OTATTPNS EXATOV, OL WUEV
‘lepamitior xéopor tav [ptavoréwy tar mohet, ol d¢
[Moravoréeg lepamutviey tar méAeL. Vac. al 8¢ Tig adixoln
To ouvxelpeva xowvdt Stadlev 7 xéopog 7 tdidtag, é-
4 ~ 4 / b \ ~ ~
Eéotw oL Puropéver Sindfacdar Enl TH xowvd Si-
raotepte Tipapa Emtypaddpevoy Tig dixag ®ata TO
adlnnpa 6 %xd T ddxAonL: xal el %o vindomnt, AaBéte TO
teltov pépog Tdg Otnag 6 Suxakduevog, To d¢ Aotmov Eo-
~ / b 4 ~ 4 [%4 b
To Ty Tohewv. al 0¢ TL Yedv Boropévev Elotpev dyoa-
Yov amo tav moheptwv, 1) xowdt eododoavteg 7 Ldlar TL-
VEC TP EXATEQMY 7] ®aTaA Y&V 1) xata daAacoov, Aov-
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YOUVOVT®Y EXATEPOL %TA TOG GVOPAs TOG EPTOVTOG

xal Tog dexdrtag AapPavévtev Exdrtepot E¢ Tav LdL-

av TTOALY. UTEp O TGV TEOYEYOVOTOY Tap  ExaTépols

GOLNUATOV G G TO %OLVOSLXLOY ATENLTE YP6VW, TTOLY-

cdoBwv tav Sielaywyav ot ovv’ Evimavte xal Némve »6[c]- 60
pot &v au xa xowdr d6EnL duxaoctrply dppotépats Tl TH-

Aeot €’ aOTGY KOGUOVTOV XAl TOS EYYV05 XATACTACAV-

Tov UTEp TOUTWY AQ &g o apépas o oTaha TedfL du un-

vi. UmEp 8¢ @V UoTEpov EYYLVOUEVWDY ASLXNUATWY TTPO-

dtnwt pév yphodov xadog T Sidypappa Eyxer: mepl 8¢ TR 65
dunactnple ol EmioTdpevol kot EviauTov Tap EXATEEOLS

%OGUOL TTOALY OTAVUEGDMV &y Xa AULPOTEQALS TOLG TOAEG[L]

[B6]Eme €€ ac to EmixpLthptov TéAeTal, nal Eyyvog xadoTdyv-

TV GQ’ de o Gpépag EMLOTAVTL &mL TO &pyclov &v Stuhver,

xal Ste€ayévtay tabte En’ adTAY XOCUOVTLY AATA TO 70
Soyev xowvar oVpforov. al ¢ xa ph) ToLRcwVTL ol %6GUoL Kot-

Yog YEYpATTAL, ATOTELOATO EXAGTOS AVTHY OTATTEUG

TevTHnovTa, ol pev lepamitvior noopor Ilptavoley TéL ToAeL

ot 8¢ Ilptdvoror xéopol lepamutvioy Tt moet. al 3¢ Tt »a

S6EnL dppotépats Tals mHAESL PwAovopévalg EmL TEL 75
xowiL cuppéoovtt dropdacacdar, xdptov Eotem TO SLop-

909év. oTacaVTHY O TaC OTAAXG 0L EveoTaxdTe &-

RUTEENL KOOUOL ET. AOTAY XOOUOVTWY, ot WéV lepamy-

oL v TeL tepdt tie ABavatag tdc [Totddog »atl of

IMptdvoror ey oL tepdr tdc’ ABavatag tdg TToAtddos. 80
6moTepoL O¢ %o i) otdomvtL xades YéypamTal dmwo-

TELOAVTOY TG oUTA TEOCTLLA KADOTL Kol TEQL TGV

Sunalewy YéypamTaL.

Good Gods.

For good fortune and preservation, (in the year) when the kosmoi for the

Hierapytnians were those with Enipas son of Hermaios in the month

of Himalios, and (in the year when) the kosmoi for the Priansians were those with Neon
son of Chimaros in the month of Dromeios. vac The Hierapytnians and Priansians 5
established these things and concluded them together, abiding in the preexisting stelae
(this one, and those set up by the Gortynians

and the Hierapytnians and those set up according in common''® by the Gortynians and the
Hierapytnians and the Priansians), and in their friendships

and alliances and earlier oaths between these cities 10
and on the condition of the territories that each possesses and controls,

115 xata %oLvov
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they set up the treaty for all time. vac Let there be between the Hierapytnians
and the Priansians common citizenship''®, the privilege of legal intermarriage''’,

the right to acquire property''*, and joint possession''” of all things pertaining to gods
and man, as many as the phylai from each may take part in, and let the rights to sell 15
and buy and loan and borrow and

engage in all other transactions have authority according

to the law that already exists for each. vac Let it be possible for a

Hierapytnian to sow seed on Priansian territory and a Priansian

on Hierapytnian, provided they pay taxes just as the other 20
citizens do according to the law established by each. vac If a

Hierapytnian deposits something for re-export in Priansos or a Priansian

does likewise in Hierapytna, let it remain free of taxes for him importing

and exporting these things and their produce by land and

by sea; on those things that were deposited for reexport that he will sell sold by sea 25
with export being permitted, let him pay the tax

according to the law established by each. vac Similarly,

if someone should pasture, let him be tax-free; but if he should do damage'*’ let

the one damaging pay the assessed fine according to the law established

by each. When an embassy should have need of a conveyance(?)'?', let the 30
Hierapytnian kosmoi provide it to the Priansians, and the Priansian

to the Hierapytnians; if they do not provide it, let those of the kosmoi who

are sojourning there'** pay ten staters for the embassy.

Let the kosmos of the Hierapytnians among the Priansians go into

the magisterial hall and let him sit in the assembly with the kosmoi, 35
and in the same way let the [kosmos] of the Priansians among the

Hierapytnians go into the magisterial hall and let him sit in the assembly with

the kosmoi. Let those present at the festival of Hera and

other festivals on either side enter the andreion

just as the other citizens do. Let those in the office of kosmos at that point 40
read out the stele to each other during the Hyperboia

and let them announce to each other

ten days before that they intend to read it out.

Whichever do not read it out or announce it,

let those guilty of these pay one hundred staters, the 45
Hierapytnian [kosmoi] to the city of the Priansians, the

Priansian to the city of the Hierapytnians. vac If anyone, whether kosmos or

private citizen, should commit a wrong by destroying the common co-establishment,

116 toomohtteta

117 émvyapta

118 Evnreotg

119 petoyy

120 otvntoe

121 mpetyfia 88 & (%) ypetoy Eynt mopnie mTapeydvTHY
122 ot émidapot; Chaniotis: anwesenden
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let it be possible for someone who is willing to prosecute before the common
court'*’, with the penalty of the verdict being prescribed according 50
to the crime which someone might commit; if he should prevail, let the prosecutor
take a third of the fine money, and let the remaining share

be for the cities. If, gods willing, we should seize some wealth

from enemies, either campaigning in common or as some private individuals

from each city, whether by land or by sea, let each take 55
an allotment according to the men coming along

and let each take a tithe to his

own city. With regard to preexisting injuries against each other

from the time when the koinodikion stopped'**, let the kosmoi

with Enipas and Neon make a trial(?)'*’ 60
in whichever court'*® is agreed upon in common by both cities

in the presence of their kosmoi and let the securities be established

with regard to these things within a month of the day on which the stele

was set up. With regard to injuries that might arise later,

let them employ a preliminary hearing as the diagramma stipulates; concerning the 65
dikasterion, let those in the office of kosmos for each year in each [city]
appoint a city which is pleasing to both cities

from which the appellate court'>’” will be constituted, and let them set up a
security within two months from the day they published it at the magisterial hal
and let them try(?)'*’ these cases in the presence of the kosmoi according to the 70
agreement decided upon in common."*° If the kosmoi should not do these things as
it is written'’!, let each of them pay fifty

staters, the Hierapytnian kosmoi to the city of the Priansians,

the Priansian kosmoi to the city of the Hierapytnians. If something

should be pleasing to both cities, desirous 75
of a common benefit, to amend'*?, let the emendation have authority.

Let those incumbent as kosmoi in each during

their respective kosmos terms set up stelai, the

Hierapytnians in the shrine of Athena Polias and the

Priansians in the shrine of Athena Polias. 80
Whichever do not set them up as it is written,

let them pay the same fine as it is written

128
[

123 ént 16 %0wd dixactrpln

124 4@' & T6 %0wodintov AméALTE YEOVR

125 dielayoy: trial, settlement, inquiry

126 &v Gu xa xowdr 36EnL duxastrpele

127 t6 émuxpLtipLov

128 a¢ g xo Guépag EmMLOTAVTL €L TO GpyElov eV dturiver
129 dielaydvtav

130 »ata t0 doydev xowdr obpBorov

131 yéypamret

132 dropddoacHat
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. 133
concerning such cases(?) ™.

I11. Polybius 22.19.1-5

"Ott xata thv Kehtny, noopolvrog év Toptivy Kida tob’ Avtdxouvs, xata
avta Teomov éhattovpevor [Noptuvior tovg Kvmotoug, amotepopevor tijg
Ypas adTAY TO P&y xahodpevoy Auxdotiov mpocévetpay Pauxtolg, to 8¢
Aratédviov Avttiots. xata 8¢ TOV %aLpdy TOUTOV Tapayevopévmy TEeGBeuTdy
éx tiic Papne elg v Kphtny tév mepl tov"Anmiov ydpw tob Stahloot Tog
¢veoTdhoag adTolg TEOS AAAAAOUS SLapopds, Kol TOLNGAPEVOY AGYOUS UTER
toutwy év t1 Kvaotwv xatl lNoptuviev, metoBévres ol Konratele émétpeday
to xod)’ adtodg Toig mept Tov Ammiov. of 8¢ {metoVévreg) Kvmotowg pév
amoxatéotnoay Ty yoeav, Kudwvidtarg 3¢ mpooétalav tovg pev 6umpoug
amolafely, odg éyxatéletmov d6vteg Tolg mepl Xapplova mpedtepoy, THY O&
Dardoapvay dgeivar pndey €€ adtiic voooLoapévous. Ttepl O THY xaTa
*0Lvodintov cuveydenoay adtols Boviopévols pév {adtoic) EEeivar petéyely,
ur Bouhopévorg 8¢ xal tolt’ efelvar, mdorng ameyopévors tiigc dAAng Kevtre
avtolg te xat tolg ex Palacapvng puydoty.

On Crete, while Kydas son of Antakles was kosmos in Gortyn, the Gortynians were
seeking by any means to weaken the Knossians, and having divided off a portion of their
territory, they alloted the portion called Lykastion to the Raukians, and the part called
Diatonion to the Lyctians. At that time, the ambassadorial party of Appius from Rome to
Crete was present in order to settle existing differences between them and, when they had
addressed these in Knossos and Gortyn, the Cretans were persuaded to turn them over to
Appian’s embassy. They restored the territory to the Knossians, and ordered the
Kydonians to take back the hostages whom they had left with Charmion before and to
leave Phalasarna without despoiling it. With regard matters of koinodikion, were
permitted to participate, or to refuse if they did not wish, on the condition that they and
the exiles from Phalasarna leave the rest of Crete alone.

IV. “Chersonesos Stone” (Chaniotis & Kritzas transcription)

FACE A

[---8-9-—|TEIZA [ 25-26 1
[-3-].o¢ Kontixd of[tatne- 18 ]
[-3-Jov eviwvte ot Al[ 24 ]

133 mepl tév Stxatmv
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AAAPOMAIQI xata 6 Sidypovpa év ¢ xa na[----8---]
oL €pEUTal XAl TEATOVTOY TOUTOG AUTOL XATA TO[---7---]

\ / \ bl ’ bl e 4

xal eEamosoTeENAOVTWY TO apyvptov &v apépots E[---6---]
bl \ / bl i '3 e bl / \ T e 3
éc tov moAw EE dc ® AL 6 adtédporog mepl @ %o & dixar B[]
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FACE A

........ let him pay (?)......ccovviviiiiiinnnn

...Cretan staters.......................

...for him entering, the (judges?)......................

..let him be tried/judged........................ 4
...for/of the accused people..................

N and for the one hiding and UG................

has been convicted by the majority...........

let him pay on behalf of each................ 8
150 staters...............

...with regard to the threefold (penalty?) for the.....

50 staters. Whoever also (makes a transaction?)....

let him arrange it in whichever way .... 12
is found. In wartime EGD........

the matter? of desertion; in peacetime, on the (first month?)

(whoever) is robbed, let the laws prevail (?) (according to)

the diagramma, a double portion of the stolen amount 16
[dadromai] according to the diagramma, of [de ka ka-]........

Let the debt collectors and they themselves provide these things according to [the
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diagramma?]
And let them send the money away within (20?) days.......
into the city from which the deserter came whom the suit is about 20
If they do not discover the property whence they provided it,
let them lodge information against the convicted party; if they are not able to seize him,
let the city(?) pay the fine, let the
kosmoi pay back into the public treasury, and let them be 24
free from punishment and not liable for any action and not liable
to public law. If the kosmoi should not pay, let them owe
double and let any willing person, either from the debt collectors or private citizens,
file a suit of redemption against each according to the share and 28
let him mete out the conviction to the wrongdoers; let him keep
the remainder. Let the assessment be in the same way as the laws.

.......................... wrong-doer(?) (Let) the debt collectors............ 4
.......................... of the fine...................

..................... ODE and for those bringing cases...........

...................... the same security, and............ 8
...................... INOMENOIS; concerning the [things set up together]........

[let them accomplish the] underwritten oath.......

................. let [the Gortynians, having made the curse] administer the oath for the
[Knossians] to take

................. [on their] wives and [children]........ 12
[and their property] and let the Knossians administer the oath to the Gortynians...
............. let them administer the oath to the allies......

............. sending out embassies concerning TA...

......... [within] (thirty) days from that from which the treaty has had authority. 16
............... the underwritten curse city by city O...

................ of the things agreed upon or let the oath accomplish SUN

........... citizens; let the Gortynians with the [embassies] of the Knossians present
......... [and the] Knossians [with the embassies of the] Gortynians. [Let] the allies of the
Gorynians 20
.......... I; let the incumbent kosmoi make the same curse

each year, in wartime, with the oath-takers being present,

in peacetime, with embassies being present in the first

offical assembly, publicizing the agreement; if they should not 24
read out the agreement or should not make the curse, [let] them be liable

to the curse from the gods; let each kosmos by fined individually

a thousand Cretan staters. In wartime, let them dispose citizens
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in the kosmos’ court just as the other citizens do with contracts 28
between each other in court; in peacetime,

a member of the Cretans, either a citizen against a fellow citizen or citizens of two
different cities, either in

the koinodikion or in the respective court which the cities should set up between each
other for the adjudication of contracts. May the Gortynian publicly inscribe the 32
agreement and the oath and the curse on a stone stele and let

him set it up in the shrine of Apollo Pythios.

V.IC 1V.80 (Van Effenterre & Ruzé #7)

Ouot. "Ernt totde ["Pl[rtév]i[ot T'op[tuviog adt]évoufo]’x adtddixor vac. ta H[-
pata mapénovteg é¢ Bidav tpi[tlor [Félrer tpranatiove (o)[t]atdpave nal  mev-
téxovta. otéyav 8 &v xa Fouxodopécfel . . . . . lc & dévdpea muteloet, ToOV
’ \ ’ \ ’ 93 4 \ \

Fotxodopéoavta xal mutevoovta] xol mwetadar »’dmodédar. vac. tov 8¢ otpat- 4

’ \ \ ’ bl Sy b A ~ \ ~ 9 ’
ayétov xal tov xooplovta 8¢ %’ dye[t] Pi]rtevdde noocpEv medd 16 Pirtevio
n6opo tov pé merdbdpevov 16 moplpfo, dlawduey 8¢ Sapuvoay xal nataxpédar med-
A ~ ~ \ \ ~ b ’ i/ / N\ \ \ 4 b \ ’
¢ Te 16 oTapTo ol meda Tov Prrteviov: mALOY 8¢ pe Sapbpev: al 3¢ mAlov

dapréo-

b4 \ ’ ’ ’ bl N\ A bl \ \ \ ’

ar & pe nataxpéoorto, xoevelal diwdt Sndddedar. vexvpactav 3¢ pe mapépme- 8

’ > 134 ~ ’ b 8/ ~ ~ b} ’ 8 ~ ~
Vv FOP‘CUVLOV gC TO PL‘C‘CEVLO. AL 0 UK V[LK]O(SEL TOV EVEXVQOV, LTTAEL RATAOTAC-

\ ) ’ \ ¥ 3 ~ ’ 135
oL TV ALTTAOOV TLP..(XV aL ev TAL TCOP(XL

b4 ! A \ \ b ’
Eypdttan, Tpdddev 3¢ tov’ Purtéviov xoop-
ov. al 8¢ na pé mpaddovt, toVe meety[io]rove Toutovg mpadddvtag dmatov
Zuev vac. ta Eypappéy’, ahha 8¢ pé.vac. 8tu 8¢ [xa ad]tt]e dvmimatoovtl TO
%owvov ot Pu- 12
TTévior TopTl Tovg l'optuvtov[g ------ Iv tov xdpuna’ Prrtevade év toid (8)é-
14 b4 S5 \ 3 \ ’ 3 ’ b b \ ’
no Tapépey € autove dAhovg T[plo [tovtov amloxptvedPar xat’ ayopav FEVUEV-
av téc aft]ttag dc alti[d]o[ovtar, tav 8]¢ xplowv E[pev] ainep ol &[--

Gods. On these terms let the Rhittenioi be self-governing and self-adjudicating, separate
from the Gortynians, (on the condition that)

they furnish the trieteric sacrifices worth 350 staters.

Whoever builds a house or plants trees may

offer the constructed house and planted trees for sale. The startegetas’’ 4

and the one administrating as kosmos, whichever leads (?) to Rhitten shall, in the

presence

of the Rhittenian kosmos bring to order whoever does not obey the porimo’”’; they shall

134 The Gortynian dialect ¢ probably functions here more like the Attic éx.

135Van Effenterre and Ruzé's original reading is év <t (&)’ Spar E[ypa]rtor” (the one at the back),
but I have used the PHI text for emendation.

136See my discussion page 44.
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fine him a drachma and distribute it

in the presence of the startos and the Rhittenioi; let them not fine him more. If they do
fine him more,

or if they do not collect it, let it be judged by xenia dika. A Gortynian creditor 8
may not seize security from a Rhittenian. If he is convicted in a case concerning the
security, let him pay double

the fine as it is written on the pora(?) °. The Rhittenian kosmos shall exact it.

But if he does not exact it, then let the preigistai who exact fines not be liable (to
penalty).

(Let these things be authoritative)'” and not otherwise. If ever in the future the
Rhittenioi

138

12
collectively ™ should (have a dispute) with the Gortynians, let the herald going to Rhitten
within ten days
(order) them or their representatives to be present at the scheduled assembly (in Gortyn?)
to answer
the charges which they allege. The judgement shall be as ----- .

140

VL. IC I.xvi.1 (Chaniotis #18)

Ocot.
[Tad’ &]Bade toic Noptuviorg xal toig Aa-
[tototg émt Tlav oVv Edpuavaxtt xocué(v)rev t[6]
[-------- , T'optuve,]emt t@v oLy Opapmt 6
~ \ \ 3/

[--------- Aatol: tlacmovdove dyev 5

\ \ b / b \ \ \ ’
[xal Tov elpdvalv alet xal to dtxora Sto-

’ b k) / \ \ \ /
[xplvev &v aAAdA]ols. Ta pev pavepa mTeako-
[vtag adBapepdly dmoddpey, Tév 8¢ dpo-
[Véov dbpev mplakiy. al ¢ tig adnxEcdalt]
[ooviot?, Suxactalve Eréodo 6 adtxtdpev[og] 10

137moptp[o is difficult to read and has provoked many conjectures, which Gagarin (unpublished)
summarizes. Guarducci (1950 IC IV.80) interprets it as “ephor”, with an early inscription from Prinias,
while Bile disagrees that this would have been unknown on Crete. Bile (1988 171 no. 70) suggests
“tax” (gen. of poprpov), which is tempting based upon context, but which Gagarin says is unattested.
Van Effenterre & Ruze propose “boundary” (ephorismos), but I agree with Gagarin that this does not
work well in context.

138See my note 99, p. 48.

139 Perlman (unpublished): (xvpla Epev) to Eypapprév...

140t6 xowvov is here translated adverbially, but if it were translated as an accusative instead, could
suggest that we have some sort of koinon between the Rhittenians and the Gortynians, either a sort of
proto-federal arrangement, or perhaps just the descriptor for the alliance between the two cities. See
page 50.
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vacat.

Gods.

It has been agreed upon by the Gortynians and the Latoans
while those with Euryanax [son of ----] were kosmoi

[at Gortyn], and those with Homaros [son of ----]

[were kosmoi at Lato;] let them make the libations

[and the] perpetual [peace] and have mutual jurisdition
[between each other]. Let us return the assessed public property
[immediately], but let us [make an assessment]
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of private property. But if someone should be wronged,

let the one wronged choose the judge 10
[ ] whomever he prefers, the Gortynian

at Lato, and the Latoan at Gortyn; let the chosen

judges judge, the Gortynian judges

[at] Lato, [the Latoan judges at Gortyn(?)]

[within two months]; [but if] the chosen judges [do not 15
judge(?), let] the kosmos assess [each judge(?) {some amount?}

staters]; let the kosmos [assess] the losing party [in the judgment]

within thirty [days from the loss and]

let them hand over to the winner [
------ ] which should be ordered, the judgment[-------- 20
----; but if they should not] make the assessment, [let them pay

for] the winner or [
Jhimself and his [private property-----------

25
------ if he should not]Jmake the assessment, [let him be] liable
[to a double fine(?)
[ the] chosen(?) judges(?)
[------- the wronged person] to the kosmos in the presence
of the kosmoi for that year, let that one 30

choose the judge; but whichever kosmos does

not act according to the laws, let each kosmos

pay 200 silver staters

to the tax official; whichever of the people was willing,

let him have half, let the other half go 35
to the city; let us use the financial penalties in the dia-

gramma of the Cretans, each of which

was written; let the hypoboikoi

undergo trial in the same way as the Latoans

at Gortyn.'*' Let each city read out 40
the written stipulations in each’s Prytaneion.

141 Perlman 1996 239: also could be translated as “Let the Aypoboikoi defend themselves from charges
brought by Latoans at Gortyn”.
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