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H EYAIMENH eivotl pio emotnpoviki) meplodikn) ék6oorn pe kpirég mov nepldapfaver pedéteg oty KAaown
Apyarodoyia, v Emypagikr), m Noptopatikn kot v Hamvpoldoyia gotidlovrag otov EAANviko kat Popaikd koopo g
Meooyeiov ano v Yotepopvoikr) / Ynopiveikr) / Muknvaikn enoyr) (12°¢/ 11% at. n.X.) £éog kot tny 'Yotepn Apyoiotnta
(5% /6% at. p.X).

H EYAIMENH neptdapfaver emiong pedéteg oty AvOpwnodoyia, ITadaodnpoypagia, IMadaronepifadiov,
ITalaoBotavodoyia, Zmoapyatodoyia, Apyxaia Owkovopia kat Iotopia twv Emotnpov, epdoov auvtég epmintovy ota
npoavapepOEvIa Yeoypapika kat Ypovikd opla. Evputepeg peléteg oty Kdaowkr) ®loloyia kar Apyaia Iotopia Ba
yivovtat Sektég, pOcov CLVOLOVTaL AIECH JE PiC QIO TIG HAPOIIAVK EMOTIHES.

ITapaxadovvtal ot ovyypageig va Aapfavouy vroyr) Tovg Tig mopakdt®m odnyieg:

1. O epyaoieg vmopaAdoviar otnv EAAnvikr), AyyAwkr), Feppavikr), Tadlikn) 1) Itadikr) yAwooa. KaBe epyaoia
ovvodevetal anod pia nepidnpn nepinov 250 Aégewv oe yAoooa dAAn anod exeiv) g epyaciog.

2. Yuvtopoypagieg Sektég ovppwva pe to American Journal of Archaeology, Numismatic Literature, J.F. Oates et
al., Checklist of Editions of Greek and Latin Papyri, Ostraca and Tablets, ASP.

3. Ot eikoOveg npénet va vroPdAloviat oe pop@r) apyeiov .jpg 1) .tiff kot oe avadvon tovAayiotov 1,200 dpi
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4. Ot epyaoieg  vmoPddloviar  nlektpovikd otig  akdlovbeg  SrevBdvoels:  litinasn@uoc.gr kot
stefanakis@rhodes.aegean.gr.

Eivar vroxpéworn tov kdBe ovyypagéa va e§aopadierl ypamtr) ddewa yio v avamopaywyr] VAIKOD mov éyxet
Snpootevtel aAdov 1) eivat adnpooigvto.

O1 ovyypageic Oa Adappavovy avatuvio g epyaociag Tovg NAeKTpovika oe pop@r| apyeiov .pdf kat évav topo tov
nePLodkov.
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Eirene Poupaki, Hand mills from the vicinity of the Athenian Acropolis. The
findings from Athens Metropolitan Railway excavations, EYAIMENH 15-16 (2014-
2015), 11-53.

Xewpdpvdor ano v neproyn s adpvaixyc Axponolyc. Ta evpijpara and s avaoxapés
10V aOpvaixoy METPO. To napov apBpo amotedel MPOKATAPKTLKI] MOPOLCLOOT] TOV
YEWPOPLA®V  ylo TV dAeorn Tov SNUNTPLOK®V IOV  EVIOMIOTNKOV KATQ TNV
OVOOKQ@IKL] €¢pevva oto owkonedo Makpuylavvi), otovg npomnodeg g AOnvaixng
AxponolAng, tv omnoia Oevijpynoe 1 mponv A” Egopeia Ilpoictopikov kat
KAaowkov Apyaot)twv mpwv amd Ty Kataokevr] tov Xtabpod tov METPO
«ArpomnoAig». H épevva emKevipmVeTal 0Toug XelpOpvAovg TaAVOpOpIKIG Kivion)g,
TOUG YEIPOPLAOUVG «OALYVOLAKOD TOTIOL» KAl OTOLG MEPLOTPOPLKOVG YELPOPULAOULG, Ol
onoiot 1pHav oTo PG KATA TNV OVOOKAPT], OXL Katd YOpav, aAAd gite avaotpOnkav
oo  eNy®Oelg SIPOPOY  YPOVIKGOV HEPLOSWYV, KLPIOG apyXaimv QPedtov Kot
SeSapevov, eite eiyav evtoiyioei oe totyomnotieg 1) Oepediwoeis Stapopov Kupiwv.
Avtol ot YelpOPLAOL 1)TAV KATOOKEVAOPEVOL QIO NPOLOTELONKA TETPOPRATA AyVWOTIG
npoglevorg, 6edopévov ott Sev €youv SievepynOei €wg orfpepa METPOIOYIKEG
avodvoelg. Ot podoAdtbor moAvOpopIkng Kivnong «COopapmtol TOIOL» KAl Ot
PLAGALB0L «0AvvOLaKOD TOUTIOV» QITOTEAOUV TNV MAELOVOTITO TOV QVIIKELHEVOV IOV
peletnOnkav kot YpovoAoyouvtal Og YEVIKEG YPOPPEG QIO TV MPOTOTOPLKI] EMOXT)
EMG T1] POHOIKY 1ePlodo, &Ve Ol MEPLOTPOPLKOL  XelpOpvAol glval omaviot.
Emyeipeitar ) xypovodoynorn tov abnvaikov yeipopbAwv tng avaokagr)g pe faon tn
obykptor] touvg pe 101 Onpootevpéva napdAAnda amno alleg mneproyég, 1
XPOVOAOYNO1] T1G OTPOPATOYPAPIAG TG AVAOKAPI)G Kal To KAAG ypovoloynpéva
ovvevpnpatd touvg. Tédog, oxlaypageitar pio mtoyy g Kadnpepwig {wng tov
KATOIK®V TG MEPLOXI|G, TTOL KOTA HPEPIKOVLS ePevvnTéG TavTileTal pe to AOnvaiko
Arjpo tov KoAAvtov.

Nikos Panagiotakis — Marina Panagiotaki, Kefala between Skopela and
Gournes: A possible Greek sanctuary, EYAIMENH 15-16 (2014-2015), 55-66.

H Keydla peralv Zxonélac xar Tovpvav: éva mbavoe 1epd elpixwy  ypovey.
ApYITeKTOVIKA KOotdAouta 1ov evromiotnkav otov Aogpo Kepdla oty Popela-
kevipiky) Kpntny kotd v em@aveiakn) épegova The Pediada Survey Project, ovijkouv
P&AAov 08 KATIOL0 1EpO EAANVIK®OV XpOVOV Iapd 0g pa akporodn 1) éva oxvpod. Tnv
TalTLON PE TO IPAOTO EVIOXVOLY TO XaPAO Upog Tov AdPov Kat 1] eVKoAN npoofaon
otV KopL@I amd To voTla, Kabmg kot To emmeSomoupévo mAATwpa Mov To
OPYLTEKTOVIKG Kotddoura opilovv. H tadtion tov apyIteKTOVIKOV KaTaAoinmv pe
1lepd evioyvetal emiong amo v yeoypagikl) O¢on g Kepddag, kata mdoa
mOavotta, ota 0pla TV PEYOAwV MOoAewv-kpatov )¢ Kvwooly kot g Avktouv-
Xepoovi)oov, 0AAG Kat TV KaAI)g IOLOTHTAG KEPAHLKT] IOV OXETI(ETAl e AUTA.



Anootolog A. Oavog, O lwypagog tov Talw. IMapatnproelg ota épya evog
ayyetoypdapouv touv tedovg tov 5 at. .X., EYAIMENH 15-16 (2014-2015), 67-100.

The Talos painter. Remarks on the works of a late 5" century B.C. vase-painter. The
subject of the present article is the works of Talos Painter. The specific painter,
whose action is confined in the last decades of the fifth century B.C. and early fourth
century B.C., is one of the main representatives of the “Rich Style”. The
conventional name “Talos Painter” was given to the vase painter by J.D. Beazley due
to the depiction of the mythical bronze giant Talos on the main side of the volute
crater that was found in the necropolis of Ruvo in Apulia.

In the first part of the article the stylistic characteristics are examined in
order to clarify his artistic “identity”. The analysis of those stylistic characteristics has
facilitated the re-examination of older attributions of certain vases.

Following this the types of vases decorated by the Talos Painter were
examined. From the study of the available material, it seems that he preferred large
vases, especially craters and loutrophoroi and also amphora of Panathenaic type,
nuptials lebes, hydries and pelikes. The representations decorating those vases have
also been examined and analyzed.

Finally, the article concludes with the examination of his apprenticeship and
his collaboration with other painters. This examination can lead to the suggestion
that the Talos Painter could have been an apprentice to Meidias Painter and also
that he co-existed for a certain period in the same workshop with the Modica
Painter.

Epiwpvdn Kavivia, Xpvoa otepavia pe ¢vAa kiooob amo Tig apyaieg
podlakég vekponoAeig, EYAIMENH 15-16 (2014-2015), 101-119.

Gold wreaths with 1wy leaves from the mekropoleis of the Rhodian State. The
nekropoleis over the greater area of the Rhodian State yielded a considerable
number of pure gold wreaths, unfortunately most of them in fragmentary condition.
Among them, two gold wreaths with ivy leaves, preserved mostly intact, are of
special interest: the wreath from Megisti (Kastellorizo), now housed in the National
Archaeological Museum, Athens (cat. no. Xp 1058) and one wreath found during
rescue excavation in the eastern necropolis of Rhodes (Rhodes Museum, cat. no. M
1529).

The gold wreath from Kastellorizo, found in 1913 by three residents of the
island on the plateau of Hagios Georgios tou Vounou, was handed over to the
archaeologist Nikolaos Kyparissis and transferred to the National Museum in
Athens as a gift to the motherland from a humble faraway corner of Greek soil.
Regarding its date, a first, rather early evaluation is based on its typological
similarities with the excavated wreaths from Sevasti (Thessaloniki Museum, cat. no.
MA 2579) and Apollonia (Thessaloniki Museum, cat. no. AIIO 662), which date to
the middle and the third quarter of the 4™ cent. B.C. respectively. However, certain
construction innovations, already adopted in the Kastellorizo wreath (gold ribbon-
shaped stalks, small tubes soldered on the circular stem for the stalks to fit into, the
delicate flower sprays instead of steady corymbs etc.), are also encountered in the ivy
wreath of Rhodes Museum M 1529 with gold ribbon-shaped leaf-bearing strip; since
the latter was found in a stone casket (osteotheke), its earliest date is estimated at
shortly before the middle of the 3™ cent. B.C. It would, therefore, be appropriate to



lower the date of the Kastellorizo wreath to the final years of the 4" or rather the
early 3" cent B.C. The wreath from Kastellorizo exudes the simplicity of a classical
construction (we might characterize it as a work of art) and at the same time, it is
enveloped in an aura of a more delicate movement, a subtle playfulness, a concept
of wealth, which precisely characterizes a hellenistic creation.

It is doubtful whether the rather unskilled work connecting the two parts of
the circular stem of the Kastellorizo wreath with twisted wire is original; the two
parts may have originally been joined by a flexible ornamental element (Heraklean
knot or double twined wire) or the circular stem may have been constructed as a
single piece and the wire coil at the front of the wreath which keeps the two parts of
the stem together may be an ancient repair. A close inspection of the stemless and
somehow damaged heart-shaped leaflet which ornaments the top of the Kastellorizo
wreath (now stuck on site with resin) showed that it did not originally belonged to
this wreath and most probably it was used (obviously “recycled” from another
wreath) to disguise the ancient repair.

On the other hand, the ivy wreath of Rhodes Museum M 1529, seems to be a
fine specimen of a massive production, during which the constituent parts of a
wreath were made separately and, eventually, assembled according to the wishes of
the clientele; this practice may be thought as typical of the vigorous commercial
activity in the Hellenistic Rhodian State. Thus, the two ivy wreaths represent two
different stages of constructional conception within the chronological framework
between the final years of the 4™ and the middle of the 3™ cent. B.C.

The two ivy wreaths from the nekropoleis of the ancient Rhodian State
(together with a third one, still unpublished, found recently during rescue
excavation in the Rhodian nekropolis) constitute a relatively large proportion of the
totally ten known pure gold wreaths with ivy leaves; the rarity of ivy wreaths is
probably mainly due to the fact that it takes more gold sheets to fabricate heart-
shaped ivy leaves than lanceolate myrtle ones. Also, the cost of ivy leaves would have
been higher by the additional material and work required to reinforce the support
of the sizeable heart-shaped leaves. However, it seems that the wealthy middle class
Rhodian society of the Hellenistic time, largely familiar with the cult of Dionysos —
obviously under the influence of the active koinon of Dionysiastai— could possibly
afford the purchase of an ivy wreath. The rather large proportion of ivy leaf wreaths
found in the nekropoleis of the ancient Rhodian State could also be associated with
the chthonic aspect of the cult of Dionysos, which appears to have been widespread
in Rhodes as demonstrated by a series of finds and, most importantly, the relief
representations of the Dionysiac procession on the grave complexes at Korakonero
(Bilde 1999, 227 ff.).

T I'wpyog Aeomivng, ITAaxkovvieg Swooxnupot, EYAIMENH 15-16 (2014-
2015), 121-130.

In der vorliegenden Untersuchung wird das Deutungsproblem behandelt, das
die Darstellungen auf einer Gruppe von Weihreliefsaufwerfen, die aus Attika
stamen und sehr wahrscheinlich alle ins 4. Jahrhundert v. Chr. zu datieren sind.
Auf diesen Reliefs sind ein, zwei oder dreigleichartige Motive nebeneinander
dargestellt, die aus zwei sich X-férmigkreuzenden, schwacheingetieften Elementen
bestehen. Auf den abgerundeten Enden erkennt man in Relief dargestellte oder
eingeritzte Mondsicheln und auf dem Kreuzungspunkt einen plastischen Knopf.



S.A. Koumanoudis erwog in seiner 1862 erschienenen Publikation eines dieser
Reliefs, das eine Weihinschrift fiir Demeter und Kore besitzt, dass hier eine Art von
Backwerk dargestellt sein konnte, ein Vorschlag, dem die jiingere Forschung mit
Zurtckhaltung gegeniiber tritt. Verf. stimmt Koumanoudis dagegen zu und
erkennt in den Reliefdarstellungen ein Backwerk, das in der antiken Literaturals
kpnmides bezeichnet wird. Bei Polydeukes und Hesychios ist tiberliefert, dass diese
konmides eine den Schuhsohlenihnliche Form besallen, von denen sich auch der
Name herleitet. Die Kuchen bestanden aus Mehl und Honig und waren éyxutor, was
bedeutet, dass der Teig in Formen gegossen wurde. Nach dem sie aus der Form
genommen worden waren, wurden sie vor dem Ausbacken tiber Kreuz angeordnet
und an den Enden mit den Mondsicheln so wie auf dem Kreuzungspunkt mit
einem Knopf versehen. Wie Polydeukes berichtet, wurde das Backwerk in Stiicke
gebrochen und zusammen mit Gefliigelbrithe verzehrt. Auf das Geback wurde auch
auf Holzkohlen feuergegrilltes Gefliigel gelegt, das alserstes verspeist wurde. Fiir
die eigenartige Kombination von siiBem Backwerk mit Gefliigel brithe verweist
Verf. auf ein modern griechische Suigkeit, zu deren Zutaten neben Mehl, Zucker
und Milch auch gekochtes Hithnerb fleisch gehort.

Eleni K. Tziligkaki, A quarry-mark from ancient Thera, EYAIMENH 15-16
(2014-2015), 131-148.

Eva Mbovpywo ojua ano v apyaia Ojpa. O enogég petafd Kprjg kot
Onpoag katd v avotodifovoa Kat apyaikn mepiodo, emPefariwpéveg amd Ttov
Hpoboto, Ty kepapiki) Kat t1) YAVITIKL), gvioybovtol emmAéov ano §vo «Atbovpyikda
onpata» og Aatopeioc twv Svo viowwv. 'Eva Aatopikd onpa otov tomno Tov
ITapabvpov 1) g ITVAng eiye yapaxBei oe Aatopeio tov 7% ar. m.X. oto 0pog
ITpoerng HAloag ot Onpa. O apyaikog yapaxtnpag g 6¢ong oe ovvévaopd pe
Vv movtedr] amovoia tov Tomov tov IMapabvpov oto ovvodo twv Abovpyikev
onpatov ov YM I owkiopot tov Akpwtnpiov, anokAeiovv Ty moavot)to Pivolk)g
xpovoloynong. Yo' avtv tv €vvola, oty mnopovoa gpyacio vmootnpiletar o
OPYAIKOG YOPOKTHPAG OTo TUNPa Tov Aatopeiov «Xta Xkopia» ITadakdotpov
Kp1jtng, oto omoio eivor yapaypévo éva AQTOpUKO Ofpo emiong otov TOIo Tov
ITapaBpov. Aev eivar npwtopavi)g aAdwote 1) emPiwon ovpfolwv e Enoyrg tov
XaAkoO otv apyaikn nepiodo. Avtd ta Aatopikd onpato Oa pmopovoav vo
eppnvevbody wg evoei&elg pag Kopmaviag XTiotmy, Ol OMoiol PETAKIVOOVTIOV OI0
Pépog oe pepog katd napayyedia. IapdAAnda npoogépovtatl ano v Abrva tov 4
at. .X. adAd Kot aro ta «PIovAOLKIO» TOV TAPASOCIOK®Y XTIOT®V OTNV NIEPOTIKI)
EAGSa anmo tov 18° awova émg ta péoa trg Oexkaetiag tov '60. Mia mbavr
Badaooia Sradpopur) petadv g Orpag tov 7% at. m.X. Kat TV AVOTOAK®V OKTOV
s Kpnng annyeitar otov Hpoddoto (4.151-152). Apyaikd pappapiva yAvntd omd
m Onpo pe emppoeg amod Ty avatodifovoa yAvntikr tng Kprg, Onpaikn)
kepopuky] oty Kprtn oe 0¢oeig eyyls KOTaopAtmv AguKoL poppdpov, Kat ot
EUIOPIKEG eMapeg TG Onpog pe v Ao, 1 emkpdtela ¢ onoiag epgpaviet
Pappapogopia, CUPIANP®VOLV TV €LKOVA T1)¢ KvijTikoTtag Kpntov yAvmtov kot
OPYITEKTOVOV Kata Tov 7° kat 6° at. m.X.



Eulimene 2014-2015

KEFAILA BETWEEN SKOPELA AND GOURNES: A POSSIBLE
GREEK SANCTUARY

THE SITE

Important architectural remains were identified by Nikos Panagiotakis, in 1985,
through The Pediada Survey iject,l on the top of the hill of Kefala, immediately south of
the modern coastal town of Gournes, east of Amnissos and north-northeast and east of
the modern villages Skopela, Kainourgio Chorio, Galype and Anopolis (figs. 1-8).

Kefala hill rises gradually to 287 m. above the north sea and extends southwards; it
is an elongated, rocky hill situated between the two streams Patsidiotis on the west side
and Potamos t’ At Gianniou or Vathi Ryaki on the east; the streams join further north of the
Kefala hill to create a delta, which is now occupied by modern Gournes (figs. 3, 6).
Patsidiotis follows a deep ravine where the spring Krygia Vryssi flows. Immediately east of
Kefala runs a track that connects the hinterland with the north coast. All sides of the hill
are abrupt; easy access is provided from the south through two rough paths among large
rock outcrops most of which seem somewhat cut and rounded.

Kefala dominates both river valleys (and ravine), the coastline of Gournes and a
large stretch of the sea from almost the ridge of Rogdia (west of modern Heraklion) to
east of Ederi hill; it also overlooks the countryside to its south, east and west, which is
part of the hilly region that defines the northeast edge of the Omphalion Pedion. It has
direct visual contact with all the main hills in all directions: immediately northwest, the
hill of Profitis Ilias of Anopolis; west, the ridge of Amnissos and in particular the peak
sanctuary of Megali Koutsoura on the southernmost and highest hill of the ridge;”* further
west, Ai Lias of Knossos; northeast, the ridge of Skoteino and further northeast, Ederi;
east, the ridge of Vardia above Chersonisos; and south and southwest, the villages
Skopela, Galype and Kainourgio Chorio.

Clearly Kefala, despite its moderate height, is an important landmark in the region
controlling land routes from the hinterland to the sea to the north as well as sea routes.
In connection with the latter, it should be pointed out that the coast north of the Kefala
hill, possesses one of the largest sandy beaches of central Crete suitable for ships to

! The site is mentioned in the preliminary report of the Survey (Panagiotakis 2003, 397), under
Kainourghio Chorio as a settlement; however, the present study clearly shows that this view is not valid for
the Archaic, Classical and Hellenistic occupation of the site. A preliminary version of this paper was
presented at the 11" International Cretological Congress (Panagiotakis et al, in press)

? Panagiotakis 2003, 388; Paliochora is the northernmost hill of the ridge with the Bronze Age
installations and the sanctuary of Zeus Thenata (Schifer 1992), while the cave of Eilytheia is on the hill
between Megali Koutsoura and Paliochora.
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approach in good weather as those of Amnisos and Hagioi Theodoroi/Kokkini Chani’
immediately west.

True, Kefala hill is 4.5 km from this sandy beach and further inland than the hill of
Profitis Ilias of Anopolis (immediately northwest, at c. 2 km of Kefala), and the ridge of
Skoteino (northeast, at c. 2.5 km) as well as the hill of Ederi, northeast. However, unlike
the other hills, Kefala does not attract immediate attention, a fact which enhances its
strategic importance, since it is an excellent spot for watching the coastline without being
immediately visible. Because of its strategic importance, Kefala may have been a watch-
and-signal post during the Bronze Age, like the hill of Profitis Ilias of Anopolis4
northwest of Kefala and the ridge of Ederi northeast,” even if the Survey has not
provided enough evidence to support such a use.’

THE ARCHITECTURAL REMAINS ON THE KEFALA HILL

The highest part of Kefala stretches from north to south for about 52-53 metres
and is completely flat. Since the whole hill is covered with rock outcrops, it is possible
that this rectangular platform-like area is the result of levelling operations.”

Massive wall foundations (fig. 4) define the west, north and south sides of the
platform, which covers a little more than 1000 square metres. Its orientation follows the
main axis of the hill, northeast-southwest.

The west wall runs for about 52 m. north-south (figs. 4, 5, 6); its width varies from
1.15 to 1.20 m., its height from 0.50 to 1.15 m. It is built of large irregular blocks of the
local Tripolitsa limestone obtained from Kefala itself; some of the irregular blocks are in
fact polygonal boulders with their length varying from 1.12 to 2.00 m. The face of the
blocks has been roughly dressed giving the impression of a flat west facade; no plaster or
mortar has survived in their joints. The blocks survive to mostly one or two courses
above ground on the west side but it is possible that the ancient ground was at a lower
level and there are more courses under the visible ones. At one point, near the northwest
corner, the blocks lean against a large rock outcrop acting as a natural buttress (figs. 6,
8).

The north wall runs for 13.92 m. and the south wall for 19.65 m.; their width is
0.80 m. and 1.20 m. respectively and they join the west wall forming two strong corners,
where the accumulation of soil is the greatest. Their construction is similar to the west
wall but the size of the blocks is smaller (for instance the length of the blocks of the north
wall varies from around 0.65 to 0.95 m.).

Parallel to the north wall, but at a higher level of its last preserved course and
within the platform, runs another for about 13 m. A similar situation is observed on the
south side; only the inner wall could be traced for 6 m. Both inner walls present a
construction similar to the external ones; however, they are of better quality since they
include two well-dressed, rectangular blocks at their west ends (the one at the west end
of the north wall measures 0.98x0.50 m. and its visible height is 0.26 m., figs. 4, 8).

% Kokkini Chani is in fact called Pacheia Ammos (thick sand) of Anopolis.

* Panagiotakis 2003, 378.

® Panagiotakis 2003, 393.

5 On watch-and-signal posts, see Panagiotakis 2003, 348; 2004, 180-184; Panagiotakis et al. 2013.
7 It is only near the southwest edge of the platform that there are two rock outcrops left in situ.
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These two walls could represent the north and south limit of an upper platform;
the space between these walls and the external ones could have been some form of a
ledge or step flanking this upper platform on the north and south side. The north wall
turns south for more than 5 m. and it is possible that this wall represents the east limit of
the upper platform. If this is right, the upper platform is flanked on the east by a much
larger ledge at least 6.50 m. wide. The presence of scattered rock outcrops in this space
further supports this idea.

At a lower level down the slope, the remains of massive wall foundations run north-
south on the west and east flanks. A smaller fragment could be traced along the west part
of the north flank (figs. 4, 7, 7a, 7b). The stone is again the local Tripolitsa limestone. The
west wall could be followed for 36 m.; it has a straight facade built of very large, irregular
blocks, preserved to two to three courses. The blocks exceed 1.50 m. length and they are
about 0.80 m. wide, and 0.75 m. high. The east wall presents a similar facade of irregular
blocks, one or two courses of which are visible. The largest block is 1.20 m. long, 0.60 m.
wide and 0.65 m. high. In both walls the natural bedrock has been cut and incorporated
(fig. 4). The north and south wall fragments are too poorly preserved to offer detailed
description. Despite their fragmentary nature it is possible to suggest that the walls had
originally enclosed the top of the hill —an area covering about 5.000 square metres.

The slope between the platform on the top and the megalithic walls below is abrupt
and strewn with irregular blocks of the Tripolitsa limestone which lie amongst the many
rock outcrops that cover the slope. Evidently, most of these blocks must have originally
belonged to the walls of the platform above. No traces of any constructions are visible
between the platform walls and the peripheral walls.

Among the Tripolitsa rock outcrops and stones just below the west wall of the
platform (at 2.00 m. distance below the wall and roughly 25 m. from the southwest
corner) a triangular corner stone of white limestone (poros, brought from elsewhere)
and half a brick were found; another poros block, square in shape, was found at the
northeast corner of the platform. None of these architectural elements are in situ; their
existence, however, points to some construction related to the platform that has not
survived.

In conclusion, the visible remains on Kefala seem to belong to two platforms, one
rising above the other, larger on the south, east and north sides but sharing the west
wall; a precinct wall at a lower level of the slope seem to have enclosed the platform area
on the top. This interpretation is based on the slight evidence provided by the remains
visible today; only excavation can establish with certainty the character of the
architectural remains on the Kefala hill.

THE FINDS

Apart from a large limestone mortar found immediately below the southwest
corner of the platform,® the finds consist exclusively of pottery sherds found mostly
within the platform area. The systematic study of the pottery has not been completed yet
but it is sufficiently advanced to allow us to date it accurately. It ranges from the Archaic
down to the Hellenistic times. Representative examples of each period are shown below.

8 The mortar existed when the site was first visited but has not been seen since then.
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A rim sherd from a pithoid vase (fig. 9) bears the characteristic spiral motif found
on pithoi dating from the 7" and 6™ c. B.C.? The spiral is combined with a shield-like
motif known from 8"/7" c. Cretan pithoi.'"” The careful execution of the design together
with the excellent quality of the clay (which has very few inclusions) as well as the careful
surface treatment, suggests an important workshop.

The base from a high-necked cup dates from the end of the 6 c. B.C."" Another
base, from an Attic kantharos or maybe a local tulip cup, glazed inside out, dates to the
end of the 4" or the beginning of the 3" c¢. B.C."” The base and part of the lower body of
a skyphos/cup might also date from Classical or Hellenistic times."” A fragment of a relief
vase (fig. 10) with a lotus motif is comparable to those that can be found on mould made
bowls of the 2"Y/1% c¢. B.C."

Noteworthy is the quality of the pottery, especially of the pithos fragment of
Archaic date as well as many tiny fragments of vases (not included in this paper) with fine
walls and black glaze strewn on the platform. Important too is the possible Attic import
and the relief vase.

INTERPRETATION

How should one interpret the architectural remains on the Kefala? Three
possibilities come to mind: first, the walls could be part of terracing for cultivation;
second, they could be the remains of an acropolis or a fort; third, they could be the
remains of a single, large rectangular structure.

Against the first interpretation comes the fact that the surviving walls are too
strongly built to have been simple retaining walls to hold terraces for cultivation.
Moreover, the only part of the hill free of rock outcrops and thus suitable for cultivation
is the platform, which, however, is so windy, that we cannot think of any crop that could
do well under such conditions.

The second interpretation, that of an acropolis or a fort, could find support by the
presence of the lower walls; because of their megalithic nature, one could argue that they
were part of an encircling fortification, implying an acropolis or a fort. However, the
space enclosed between the platform and the lower walls is too abrupt and any terraces
created would have been too narrow to have housed any constructions (in the case of an
acropolis), unless there was substantial cutting of the rock outcrops, which is not the case;
as stated above the slope is absolutely covered with rock outcrops. Moreover, the height
of the hill and the easy access provided from south, seem to go against the idea of both

9 See, for instance, Simantoni-Bournia 2004, 1.3 (Cretan, 690-660 B.C.); 8.18 (Cretan, 640-610 B.C.),
14.33 and 15.34 (Rhodian, 600-510 B.C.). See also, Simantoni-Bournia 1984, 117-121 and pl. 21 y:
continuous or running spiral.

10 Chatzi-Vallianou and Eythymiou 2000, 539, 552, photo no. 8

! Erickson 2010, nos 510-515, pp. 213-215 (all dating from 525-500 B.C.).

12 Sacket et al. 1992,100, pl. 80, nos 1,2 or 5,6 respectively.

'3 See Sackett et al. 1992, 95, pl. 77.1 (deposit H7) and 101, pl. 81. 21-24 (echinus bowls), almost all
Attic, dating throughout the 4" c. B.C.

! Rotroff 1997, no. 622, p. 308, pl. 59 (late 2bd c. B.C.), or Rotroff 1982, 87, no. 359, pl. 64 (ca. 100
B.C.). It should also be noted, however, that the motif also bears a similarity to the outlined tongue motif
found on Archaic pithoi. See for instance Haggis et al. 2004, 377, fig. 33 (Cretan, Early Iron Age).
Simantoni-Bournia 1992, 66-75 (Chian, 6"/5" c. B.C.).
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an acropolis and a fort. But if we, momentarily, accept the idea of an acropolis, where
was the city to which it belonged? No remains of a city have been identified in the
immediate surroundings (as is the case, for instance, of the Acropolis at Agios Ioannis
and the city of Gortyna). If we consider the idea of a fort apart from the easy access
provided from the south side of the hill that goes against such an idea, to our knowledge,
there are no contemporary forts in Crete that enclose a levelled, flat platform. Moreover,
there is no evidence that the walls of any of the two platforms were rising to form a fort
and no other walls are visible.

Perhaps the only possible remaining interpretation is that of a single structure.
Two possibilities come to mind: (a) a farmhouse or a shepherd’s installation; (b) a
sanctuary.

The idea of a farmhouse or a shepherd’s installation can be rejected on two
important issues: first, there is not much cultivable land around the region to justify the
presence of a farmhouse of such magnitude on this spot; if Kefala overlooked part of the
fertile Omphalion Pedion at south, then such a farmhouse could be justified. The Kefala
hill and the area immediately around it is suitable for grazing, but no shepherd could
have been able to build such a construction for a house and less so for a sheepfold.
Second, the pottery collected, which, as we stressed above, is of a fine quality, is not
usually associated with a farmer’s or shepherd’s house.

There remains the hypothesis that the visible architectural remains belonged to a
sanctuary. The outstanding, dominant position of the structure situated on the
southernmost and highest part of the hill, near one of the most important stretches of
the sea and land routes of central Crete and perhaps at the boundaries of the important
city states of north-central Crete seems to support this idea. A major hindrance against
the idea of a sanctuary is the lack of cult equipment such as figurines."”” However, there
are arguments which are in line with the idea of its being a sanctuary rather than a fort
or any other structure.

The study of the remains revealed the existence of two platforms. The
monumental size of the platforms on the purposely made flat top of the hill with a
pronounced emphasis on its length; its northeast-southwest orientation; the quality of
the construction —all these facts support the idea of a Greek sanctuary. As stated above
there is no evidence that the walls of any of the two platforms were rising to form a fort
or a structure that could be seen as a shrine. As far as the lower megalithic wall
fragments, below the platform, are concerned, they can be explained as parts of a
precinct wall, a peribolos that enclosed the sacred area (fig. 4). The quality of the pottery
is a further argument to support the idea of a sanctuary.

At this point, two questions arise in relation to the idea of a Greek sanctuary on the
Kefala hill.

The first question concerns its architecture. The architectural remains do not allow
us to define precisely its form and appearance.'® No stone architectural members typical
of peripteral temples are to be found. It is, however, conceivable that the upper platform
had held an object of focus, be it an altar or a construction of some form. The remaining

!5 It should be remembered that the cave of Eilytheia at only 7.5 km west, lacked cult equipment of any
kind, Marinatos 1929: 94-104. 1930: 91-99.
' On Cretan sanctuaries of the relevant dates, see Sporn 2002.
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space and the ledge on its three sides will have allowed large congregations. This is
important since the strongly inclined space between the platforms and the peribolos is too
rugged and any number of people would thus have to be on the platform.

The second question concerns its status. Did it belong to a city and if so, which one.

Let us consider its position in relation to the well-known major poleis of central
Crete, since the Survey has not identified any substantial remains that could have
belonged to an important contemporary installation (city) in the immediate
surroundings.'” The major city states all around are: Knossos at 10.3 km west (with its
harbour at Amnissos'® at 7.5 km northwest of Kefala) and Lyktos at 13 km south (with its
harbour at Chersonissos at 11 km east of Kefala). As Kefala lies nearer to Knossos and
Amnissos it may have been within their territory. However, if we consider the territory of
Knossos as given by Strabo,' at thirty stadia radius (explained as 5.5 km), Kefala lies
beyond its limits. Lyktos, on the other hand, had a more extensive territory stretching to
Chersonissos, and despite the greater distance between it and Kefala, the latter could
have belonged to it.?° Given, however, the ambiguity of the limits of the territories of the
Cretan city states, Kefala could have been at the border between Knossos and Lyktos. In
the first instance, the sanctuary would have been an “extra-urban sanctuary”; in the
second, an “extra-urban”, “border sanctuary”.*'

We are tempted here to associate the sanctuary with an inscription, dated to the
beginning of the 2" century B.C., found by Knossos.” It states that the lyre player
Aristodamos, supported by all gods, but especially by the father of gods (Zeus) and
Artemis Skopelitis, forbids the devotees of the goddess Syria (among others) to approach
the sanctuary. The language of the inscription is considered to be Dorian® and the cult
of Artemis is prominent in Dorian states such as Lyktos. Would it be too presumptuous
to identify the sanctuary on the Kefala with the sanctuary devoted to Artemis Skopelitis,
mentioned in the above inscription?

N. Platon,” influenced by the treaty between Knossos and Tylissos, known from
another inscription, places the sanctuary of Artemis Skopelitis and that of Zeus
mentioned in the inscription from the area of Knossos, in the region between Tylissos
and Archanes, west of Knossos. No remains of a sanctuary devoted to Artemis Skopelitis
have so far been recognized in this region. If the Kefala structure was a sanctuary it could
have been associated with Artemis Skopelitis on two grounds: (a) the presence of the
small village of Skopela at only 3 km. southwest of the Kefala hill and in direct visual
contact with it; the name of the village, which is mentioned in all censuses, Venetian and

'7 If we take into account Faraklas’ study (1998, 102-103) on the boundaries of the Cretan city-states, the
possible sanctuary on the Kefala hill was at the heart of the territory of Herakleia, a city, however, that has
not been located and therefore it cannot be considered in this paper as related to the Kefala sanctuary.

18 Pausanias I, 18, 5 Kpfjtes 8t xcpas Tis Kvwooias tv Auviod yevéobai vouilouowv Eikeibuiav; see also Chaniotis
(1992) on the literary evidence of the close relationship between Knossos and Amnissos during the historical
period.

19 Strabo 10. 4. 4.

%0 Stavrakis also states the extensive territory of Lyktos (1890, 86-87).

2 De Polynac 1995; Prent 2005, 526.

#2 Used as a building stone in a field boundary at Fortetsa, published by N. Platon (1948, 93-108).

2 Masson 1985, 190.

# Platon 1948, 93-108.
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Ottoman and may have thus survived from antiquity, may be associated with the epithet
Skopelitis. It should also be mentioned that the dominant position of the Kefala
“sanctuary” is eminently suited to the epithet skopela —(high-sited and far-seeing) and
hence Skopelitis. (b) the sanctuary of Zeus mentioned together with Artemis Skopelitis in
the Knossos inscription, may have been the sanctuary of Zeus Thenatas at Amnissos that
lies to the northwest and not far off from the Kefala structure.

The connection of Amnissos®® and Chersonissos®® with Artemis is well established
from the written sources and it is conceivable that either of the two could have a
sanctuary dedicated to Artemis in their territories or in their borders. Could they thus
share the sanctuary at Kefala? It should be remembered that sanctuaries devoted to
"2 and that the region
*® the peak

Artemis are often (although not always) “border sanctuaries
around the Kefala hill is not unfamiliar with cult: the cave of Eilithyia,
sanctuary at Megali Koutsoura, the sanctuary of Zeus Thenatas, the cave of Skoteino® —
they have all been identified as sanctuaries some dating to the Bronze Age and others to
the historical period.

We hope that future research might shed more light on the remains at Kefala and
confirm or reject what we put forward as a hypothesis.

% Amnissos was a favourite resort of Artemis (Apolonius Rhodius, I1I, 877), who was accompanied by
sixty sea-nymphs and the twenty nymphs of Amnissos. Callimachos (IX, v, 25) also calls Artemis a child of
Amnissos: “Aptem Kpnraiov Apvicod médov”.

% The importance of the cult of Artemis in Dorian states such as Lyktos and Chersonissos has already
been stressed above. Further evidence on the cult of Artemis at Chersonissos is given by Strabo (X, 479, 14)
who mentions a sanctuary at Chersonissos devoted to Britomartis (“A¢trou 8¢, fis éuvrictnuev kai mpdTepov, emivedy
¢oTw 1) Aeyouévn Xeppdunoos, v fj TO Tiis Bprropdptews iepédv”). Pausanias (II1, 18, 4) also mentions a sanctuary
devoted to Artemis (“mpabévra & Kpritny Soulevew évba fiv Aptéudos Tois Kpnoiv iepév”); could it be the sanctuary at
Chersonissos devoted to Britomartis or the possible one on the Kefala hill? Britomartis is reported in various
sources as an epithet of both Artemis and Diktynna (e.g. Diodorus Siculus, 5.76.3: “Britomartis, who is also
called Dictynna, the myths relate, was born at Caeno in Crete of Zeus and Carme ... she invented the nets
(dictya) which are used in hunting, whence she has been called Dictynna, and she passed her time in the
company of Artemis, this being the reason why some men think Dictynna and Artemis are one and the same
goddess; and the Cretans have instituted sacrifices and built temples in honour of this goddess”). Further
Artemis-Britomartis has always been identified with Chersonissos, which owned her wooden xoano. The
Kefala structure may have lied at the borders, within a zone referred to by the ancient writers as the Lyttion
koinon (Kallimachos Hymn to Artemis 15) and if so it could have been closely associated with the Chersonissos
Britomartis sanctuary.

27 Prent 2005, 526.

% The cave of Eileithyia is mentioned by Homer (Odyssey 19.188), Pausanias (1, 18.5) and Strabo (X, 476,
8: “Miveo 8¢ paocv émveicy xpricachal TG Auviod, &mou 1o Tiis Eilelbuias iepsv”). In the Linear B tablets of Knossos
and Pylos Artemis and Eileithyia are mentioned as two separate goddesses (Flouda 2010, 38-41). Artemis
may have in later periods superseded the Bronze Age goddess Eileithyia, although in some sanctuaries she is
called Eileithyia/Artemis.

¥ During the periods covered by the pottery at Kefala, it seems that the only other sanctuary in the
region was that of Zeus Thenatas at Amnissos; interestingly, Zeus is mentioned in the Knossos inscription
together with Artemis Skopelitis. Skoteino cave had ceased to function as a cult place (we thank Dr A. Kanta
for this information, spring of 2014; for the Skoteino cave see Tyree et al. 2009).
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Fig. 1. The Kefala hill from northeast.
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Fig. 4. Line drawing of the visible architectural remains on the Kefala hill.



Kefala between Skopela and Gournes 65

«

Fig. 5. West wall of the platfor on the Kefala  Fig. 6. The northwest corner of the platform
hill. on the Kefala hill with modern Gournes in
the background.
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Fig. 7. Lower wall along the west side of the
Kefala hill (part of the precinct wall).

Fig. 7b. Detail of fig. 7. Fig. 8. The northwest corner of the west
wall of the platform.
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Fig. 9. Line drawing of rim and body sherd of a pithos.
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Fig. 10. Line drawing of a body sherd of a relief vase.
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