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Houses in which a serf living in the country does not reside
a reconsideration of Gortyn Laws column 4 lines 31-37

Among the most difficult mun. controversial passages in the .‘mo‘mmum& Gortyn
Law Code (Inscriptiones Creticae TV 72, from the mi iddle of the fifth century BC)
the regulation about the division of an inheritance between sons and daugh-

ters. This passage reads: _
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fruitful discussion. One of us Tmm already laid out our _sﬁm%nmgzoﬂ Om the passage in
passing (Probert 2015: 374-377); here we take the opportunity to work the idea out in more
detail, and with more context




The most difficu ion of thi age is lines 31-37, whose interpretation
‘ . f 1€s 51-3/, wnose 1nterpretation
is complicated by their con yntax’ and lack of clarity about exactly

what the vari

; uncertainty

types of property could be owned in archaic Crete: what might have

The number of diffe

have accumulated about these seven lines results in a
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pretations and how they differ from one another.
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idea due to Comparetti

£w). This idea has 1

The implications of this are discussed e.g. by Guarducci (1950: 158). Some scholars (e.g.
Gagarin and Perlman 2016: 101) take kaprdg to mean exclusively the produce of land, and
that would be convenient for our argument, but in view of the range of meanings of xapmog
presented by LSJ we prefer to leave open the possibility that the Cretan meaning of the
term could include animal produce.

As Guarducci (1950: 158) and Wilietts (1967: 63) note. the term kpfuata ‘things, property’ is
given a narrower meaning here (one in which a distinction between house and KpEuare is
possible) than eg. at iv.24 and iv.27. where the term has to denote all the inheritable
property. For the point that in general the term kpepara includes land, see also Meiggs and
Lewis (1988: 97). At iv.37-38 in our passage, the expression =& 8" &AAc kpfuara Tdva has to
cover all the inheritable property not already covered by lines 32-36, otherwise serious
questions about the division of property would be left open




duce arises.’ the inheritable property p luded both ]z
and houses in the country.
The woikeis pose a more complex problem, se there is considerab

ut exact

how they fitted i

who these people were

complex social structure of archaic Crete.” Some T ssages appe
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y
dis
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another term for unfree people that is clearly Sn same 1 oa as Attic

lave’. Some scholars ,,:3.1 from the existence of these two terms that the

[2)

woikeis were not slaves in the same sense as an Athenian slave, and therefore
that they were not inheritable. But both inferences are doubtful: many pas-

es make no distinction between woikeis and doloi, and even if such a distinc-

i
tion existed we cannot be certain exactly what a dolos was in Crete. Moreover

even if a Cretan dolos was a slave in the Athenian sense and a woikeus was

/ere not

something different, it does not necessarily follow that the

inheritable: the distinction might have been, for example, that d could be

individually bought and sold but woikeis were tied to the land and cou d only

10

be transferred with it.

In fact, the Code offers considerable evidence that woikeis were inheritable.
Several passages indicate that woikeis belonged to individual masters, a status
P

P . o

that would Hgm‘.,”w necessitated transfer of ownership upon the death of the

master. For example, the law specified that if an unmarri ied wotkea 1
us) had a child, it belonged to her father’s master or, if her father was
ler brothers’ masters (iv.18-23). Likewise the owner of the child of

a
specified as her former husband’s master - unless he did

div .ni.x!L :

in which case her own master

sould have it (iii.52-iv.3). A

different Gortynian inscription (Inscriptiones Creticae IV 41 iv.6-

if a woikeus ran away there was a waiting period before he could

nst zgm _:ijwmg:c o:mnm

Gagar:n

m Perlman (2016: 101-102) provide 4 yom same conclu-
9 Iman (2016: 31-84, 102-103), Davies (2005: 315-317
6), Maffi (1997a: 439-441, 1997b: 119-151), Lévy (19
terre and Ruzé (1995: 12-14), Garlan (1988: 99-101), Willetts (1967: 13-17).
10 This is the view of Dareste, Haussoulier, and Reinach (1895: 424).
13 cussion of the legal status of woikeus marriages see Lewis (2013).
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64 Eleanor Dickey and Philomen Probert

wotkeis: the contents of such houses go to the sons, but what happens to the
houses themselves?*

Link (1994: 81-82, following Zitelmann in Biicheler and Zitelmann 1885:
140) has essentially the same division of houses and contents as Willetts, but
with a different rationale that justifies the unclarity about houses in the
country not inhabited by woikeis. In his view the animals belonging to woikeis
are not in any sense their property but rather ones in the care of woikeis, on
the master’s land; these are opposed to another group of animals that are
pastured on common land not by woikeis but by slaves or communal herder
Such herders would of course have needed somewhere to live, so there were
communal buildings on the common land to house them: these buildings were
not individually owned and therefore not inheritable (which is why the drafter
of the laws did not specify who would inherit them), but their contents were
provided by the master and therefore belonged to him and could be inherited
on his death. This scenario is surprising,'® especially as Link is a strong advo-
cate of the view that there is no difference between woikeis and daloi, with only
one category of unfree people mentioned in the Gortyn Code (Link 2001). Yet
here he introduces another category of unfree people not directly mentioned
in the Code at all.”

Van Effenterre and Ruzé (1995: 180, 182; cf. H. and M. van Effenterre 1997:
13-14) take the view that ‘all the other property’ includes all houses in the
country and their contents; the sons inherit houses in the QQ.. plus the con-

tents of city houses if a woikeus is not livin them. T

should read not &mi xdpan but #mxdpon ‘for :&mSP for

uggest that we

1 a service' (=
Attic £mikovpie): the sons get the houses in the city and the contents of those
houses, provided a woikeus is not currently living there to render some service.
This reinterpretation of the Greek has been soundly rejected by subsequent

15 Gagarin and Perlman (2016: 365) claim that, “In a long, complicated explanation, W seems to
argue that on this interpretation the sons would also get the country houses in which no
serfis living”. They are probably thinking of Willetts's commentary (1967: 65, also 1961: 46),
where he does seem to make this argument - but in his nmanu?mnm of ﬁrm same passage
(1967: 12) his views seem to be different, and his translation (1967: 42, also 1961: 47) fits
better with his paraphrase than with his commentary. Cf. Probert (2015: 375 with n, 50), We
do not think that Willetts had actually made up his mind on this point.

16 For a detailed refutation see Maffi (1997b: 66-67).

17 For the more general problems with Link’s analysis of the Code see Chaniotis (1997).
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the claim that Cretan abstract nouns in -ia had variants in -a is
n a very doubtful parallel. In addition, it is difficult to believe that the
d clearly have been inhabited
o

resence of a woikeus in a house that woul
v by the master’s family could cause all the contents of that house to
mhmam:w set of heirs \ .
Dareste, Haussoulier, and Reinach (1895: 367, 424), Guarducci (1950: 158),
Meiggs and Lewis (1988 and Koerner (1993: 499) take the view that not
only the contents of houses in the city but also the city houses themselves go
to the sons if not inhabited by woikeis, but to the sons and daughters if
inhabited by woikeis; country houses and their contents go to the sons and
daughters 5 any case. On this view the relative clause ai¢ xa P& FoIkelg

¢vrFokEL émi kdpat Fotkioy ‘in which there does not live a woikeus living in the
no.c:ﬂ? needs to be understood as having two antecedents, both the imme-
diately preceding taig 'téyaig ‘the houses’ and the earlier "téyavg [..] tave év
moAL ﬂ:m houses in the city". At first mwmﬁmm this interpretation appears incom-
patible with the Greek, which specifies that the woikeis in Lﬁmmao: are living in
the country, not the city. But these scholars take £mi kOpat FoKioY to mean
something like ‘pertaining to the rural domain™" for them this phrase refers
not to the current habitation of the woikeis but to their long-term status. On
this view houses in the city may have ‘some connection with' woikeis (so
Meiggs and Lewis 1988: 97), and if so these houses are counted like the country
houses and their contents. For Dareste, Haussoulier, and Reinach (1895: 424)
the relevant houses are perso ~ ﬂ operty of woikeis; for Guarducci (1950: 153)
they are residences where woikeis live while doing business in the city or in
ﬁ.rswmn memmm and Lewis mnm Koerner leave the precise m:.mbmmBma un-

mcmﬁmm . Against all variants o..ﬁr_ view, we :oﬁm }mf it is m:DnEr to _um:m,‘m

control houses in the city, .?ﬁms it appears to say .h_:mﬁ they are :E:m in ﬁrm
country. In addition, any variant on which the woikeis are being housed tem-
porarily in the city, in houses that are not primarily for them, would be im-

18 See Gagarin and Perlman (2016: 362-363), Dubois (1999: 62-63), Brixhe and Bile (1999: 99),
Maffi (1997a: 440), Lévy (1997: 36), etc. 4

15 So Dareste, Haussoulier, and Reinach (1895: 367); “attachés au domaine rural”; Guarducci
(1950: 143): “qui ruri habitare soleat”
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assumes %mﬁ mﬁ animals in w.:m country are being looked after (rather than

(

owned) by woikeis, that all houses in the country are occupie ed by woikeis (Maffi

1997b: 68), and that city houses have space for some animals: it is these animals
in the city that go to the sons. A city house merw well have had a courtyard

1 the ¢

zarden (see 1997a: 441), but it is unlikely that such houses included space
animals (kaprainodo) or ! nmﬁ_m were regularly kept in the

itance

worth c
of food, which it is impractical to

iting a separate

city in large enough numbe:

category for them. Cattle require a great
transport for them on a regular basis f%ocﬁ modern machinery, and there-
fore until the advent of the railroad keeping a cow normally meant having a

pasture in which the cow could feed itself: it would nc

have

en practical to
keep significant numbers of cattle in an ancient city {cf and Perlman
2018: 165). Moreover, on this theory the d all
amount to the same thing; (i) év moA, (i) xig xa UE FOIKEVG EVFOIKET ETT Bpat
Fowxidy, and (iii) & ko uE Foikéog £1. Such a degree of stylistic variatio would be

awing three expressicns

utterly untypical of the Gortyn Code.

tion of other uses of the individual words in this phrase. In the Gortyn Code £nt with dative

- vidot Euév ‘'shall beler
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so mean ‘in’. ‘at’ (1.43 £xi a1
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the son of the oldest brothe

; of these

in Inscriptiones Creticac 1V 79 lines 8-9, fifth century). Therefore of

a0tot ‘for that very salary
the senses of émi with dative attested in early
for our passage. The word wpa does not occur elsewhere in the Code, but it does appear on
at least one other Cretan inscription before 200 BC. and there it means land’, ‘territory’
(Inscriptiones Creticae 11 v.17 line 9. from Teos but with Cretan dialect features, third century:

lv

appears to be the only one feasible

retan, o

Téc Te MéAsog a V@Y Kal TAC Xopag ‘their city and territory’). Although ‘territory” is not
exactly the same as ‘country as opposed to city", these parallels nevertheless suggest that ‘in
the country’ is probably what émt xdpat means

our passage
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22 With the complication that both Dubois and Brixhe and Bile argue that some of this other
property is not really inherited at all but belongs permanently to families rather than indi-
viduals.

23 One reason for this stipulation is that Lévy. unlike most scholars, does not belizve that the

woikets or their property were part of the estate at all (1997: 35-36).

A reconsideration of Gortyn Laws column 4 lines 31-37 6
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e property that this last group ¢
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and daughters. Thus Gagarin and Perlman leave open
ity inhabited by w

to the sons

of who inherits .no:mmm in the ¢ oikeis, the con-

tents of those houses, and the contents of houses in the country not inhabi
by woikei
24 Gagarin and Perlman (2016: 366) also introduce a complication that, while not directly rele-

vant to our question about the division of the estate, would certainly affect the overall out-
come for the heirs: they suggest that the portion of the estate reserved for the sons might
not actually have been owned by the sons but only managed by them on behalf of the whole
group of heirs. This argument (made more fully by Gagarin 2008: 11} depends on the use of
the phrase émi tolG vidot EuEv in line 37: what is the difference, Gagarin asks, between that
and the more usual term for inheritance, Aavkévey (e.g. line 39)? Normally it is believed
that there is no difference, and therefore line 37 is normally translated ‘shall belong to the
sons’, but Gagarin starts from the premiss that different terminology should have differen:
meanings (2008: 6 with n. €) and notes that in another passage in the Gortyn Code (v.32-33)
n{ with the dative is used for temporary possession. Gagarin and Perlman therefore trans-
late line 37 ‘shall be in the hands of the sons’ and assert that this does not refer to outright
ownership but rather to the use and management of the property. “This might”, they
acknowledge (2016: 366), “often amount to the same thing as ownership, but it may be that
if, say, a son sold any of this property, the proceeds would be divided among all the children
according to the proportions established in 37-43."

We are unconvinced by this interpretation. We are uncomfortable about the premiss
that different expressions should have different meanings, and we do not accept Gagarin’s
interpretation of the parallel in column 5. Taken as a whole, that passage states that if some
heirs want a division and others do not, the judge should rule that all the property be in th=
control of (¢ + dative) those who want a division unti] {mpiv) they divide it (v. 28-34). So
while the control indicated by éni is certainly temporary, that temporary nature is signalled
and delimited by the mpiv clause: this passage does not prove that the same éni phrass
would not have indicated permanent control if there had not been a mpiv clause.

Moreover, an inheritance law needs to indicate the ultimate disposition of property: if
the control exercised by the sons had been temporary, the writer would have been obliged
to specify an end point. Are we to assume that, unless sold, the houses and animals in the
control of the sons were never divided between the heirs but remained under joint owner-
ship indefinitely? What would then happen several generations later: is it plausible that a
house could be owned jointly, in many tiny shares, by all the great-grandchildren of the
original owner? Of course, such children would also own tiny shares in the houses of all




movable

1d, woikeis, and house the countr

1ple, name property o

shters along

went to the

their other great-grandparents; one’s total shares might add up to a whole house, but that
house ownership would be divided among e.g. eight actual buildings. Not only is this an
unworkable system of property ownership, but it is one that would have had to show up in
the inheritance laws, for the division of an estate that is not entirely owned by the deceased
parent is complicated. No such complication is addressed in the Code: it is simply assumed
that the father and mother are likely to own their property outright, something that could
only happen if they themselves could fully inherit individual shares of their own parents’
estates

Indeed the purpose of the Gortyn inheritance regulations is clearly a permanent division
of the estate, one that allows the daughters to take their shares off to their new families,
allows sons who have incurred fines to pay those fines from their shares, etc. Such a
permanent division is necessary not only for houses but, even more, for the other type of
property reserved to the sons, animals. How would the animals belonging to the sons
individually be kept distinct from those managed by them on behalf of all the siblings?
Given the relatively short lifespans of many farm animals, and the need to make strategic
decisions about which ones to eat and which to keep for breeding, how long could such a
distinction be maintained? When a jointly-owned animal was slaughtered (surely a more
common fate in archaic Crete than being sold), how was it divided among the owners? Who
was responsible for transporting the perishable meat to owners who lived far away? The
impracticalities are endless, and none of them is mentioned in the Code: evidently its
drafters did not envision this type of joint cwnership.
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r Dickey and Philomer

In the case of animals this exception was easy to state: the sons inherited
animals that did not belong to woikeis, and by implication animals that did
belong to woikeis went with the woikeis themselves to the sons and daughters.
But in the case of movable property it was harder to say concisely what should
stay with the woikeis; clearly their own clothes and cooking utensils would
need to stay with them if the woikeis were to remain useful and productive, and
it is likely that the need to keep the woikeis productive also required them t
keep the teols of their trade, such as looms for making their clothing and
equipment for farming.

The place of farming equipment in this property division has generally
been overlooked, and such discussion as has taken place seems to ignore
realities of pre-modern farming. Lévy, for example, argues r:m» m\nn,ﬁim equip-
ment SocF need to go to the sons alone, since the sons alone inherite
animals.” Such an argument starts from the assumption that the f aBMmm
equipment would have been primarily related to ﬁ:n animals, but in
pre-modern raising of animals, who typ
butchered, requires very little movable ) t a for meat
and/or wocl may need only some knives for shearing and butchering, and
dairy farming adds only buckets, churns, cheese presses, etc., which would
have been wooden, easily replaceable, and of little monetary value: ancient
Cretan farmers did not need the modern farmer’s nn?ﬂt of milking machines,
refrigerated storage tanks, stanchions, or machinery fo bringing food, water,
and calcium-enriched grain mixture to cows permanently tethered in barns.

On the other hand arable farming did require expensive equipment even in
archaic Crete: ploughs, scythes, threshing equipment, olive presses, wine

presses, etc. These tools would have been largely useless without land

, and
25 In contrast to most scholars, who believe that the houses in the « ry not inhabited by
woikefs were the houses where the master lived when in the ¢

were ﬁrm?moﬂm his nmnmonL property, Lévy believes that z._m maste

econsideration of (

land would have been largely useless without them; therefore the agricultural
equipment had to remain with the land where it was needed and the ,m_,olw
use it. If the
ble for the agricultural labour - something implied b

lea

] | 7 pri ilv and ind lently
who would actuall were primarily and independently

ses in the city where the master evidently lived for at

likely that they ‘owned’ the agricultural equipment. It
r for the master to make the woikeis simply responsible for p ouaﬁzm a

unt of grain at harvest time, like medieval peasants, than to micro-

e for the equipment %nﬁ the
seen above, the likelihood is
property of woikeis was ultimately the property of rTm master, and

Iy o
a

1V

0
m process by being himself responsi
ded to do the farming. But as we have

therefore part of the inheritance to be ded when he died; agricultural

equipment would have had real monetary value and could therefore _Fm(.m been
a significant part of that inheritance, so its ownership was worth specifying. )

The drafter of the law therefore sought a way to distinguish the property of
woikeis (everything that needed to stay with them in order for them to remain
maximally useful to the estate, from n&m:‘ clothing to the farming equipment)
and the master’s

and could be d no%m

personal property (which had nothing to do with the woikeis

without affecting the productivity of

of in any fashio

st majority
in buildings

knew nor cared where the woi in the country

r than in the
: :mr.mb. In the city, on the other hand, i ikely that t

ial buildings for the mes have come to

o
—
(]
%)
d
43
8]

the city, since otherwise -Tm _m(m jon ‘living in the nouanﬂ..‘ would have

th at least their clothes and

ess, and they must have come
7 as well. But since that property and clothing
had little monetary value, the drafter of the law did not bother to mention it
specifically and contented himself with mentioning the property of woikeis in
the country.

The division of property is th

0]

r
and their moz”mzw. {with the un

sta
happen to be in those




the relative

and the

the contents of houses go to

idea .,.,gx:

qualification ‘unless a woikeu

1, because it

w%,:,,mﬁw.,w that the property of wc

stay w vith t
lification,

arn, almost does not need its own explicit ..:uf cation
that tk

contents om a cit

living in the country

house did not

with a woikeus merely because a woikeus Wmu‘nwz@w to be

t that small and large animals

g0

nw..,mmmﬁmuon which do not belong to

because it was an obvious principle that the property of

we consider mnm syntax of the relative clauses

car UE Folkéo £, and their contribution to the

sense, before returning in the final section to the participi

lauses aig ko pE FoikeDg EvrowkEl and & ko UE

g
of ‘postnominal’ relative clauses, in the classification adopted
126-12 28). That is to say, each of these relative clauses modi-
noun phrase o

1

antecedent, and this antecedent precedes the
‘téyaig is the antecedent for a

oman bears

26 Various views could be taken as to whether the articles taig and < belong, strictl

: texts corl criptions up to a can

e with the

: than o?ﬁ. 12 ely in

e as evia

are too badly preserved to bewusab

sctural analysis: see Prob

difficulties of s




76 Eleanor Dickey and Philomen Probert

/oman bears a child after divorce éreAedoqt
01 Gvdpl émi oté Eyav dvti UaTOpGV 1;:3, ‘they are to bring it to the man at his
house in front of three witnesses’

where we are told that if a free

This time L‘,mﬁ,m ,Hm no relative

woman.

r sentence (B) concerns a situation in which somebody has
possession of a slave (of disputed ownership) or frez person (of

‘but if the slave

a temple, ﬁr.. defe
ence of two
he takes 7

19¢7: 39)

(the succ

o\

he temple
(tr. Willetts

The relative clause helps to make clear that & 8&Aoc here

@mwmoz ﬁ: gm event that he is a A_m:m: But .mra expressio

L/, HALB

once again, cur

r
nstr mziﬁzmrnmi » t to the imag-

Sentences (C) and (D) are both from contexts
mortgage property is in dispute:

in which the right to sell or

nmmmsam:w alleges

1 reference to the property about which
:nd, that it does not oouu:a to mo

about

defendant should &;.a
:Tna ﬂr\ /

. after

\:Pzr that it does not belong to ,‘rm Tnﬁ,wum

The relative clauses here add little to to kpog ‘the matter/thing/property™
had they been left out, one would still have to interpret to kpéog as the prop-
erty under dispute in the present contexts.

u@.,ma«;fmw&wnlwam%%%Qm«mao:mH,g;:.o:m%ﬁo@é&a_xrm

agora, from ‘the stone from which proclamations are made”:

U ROALATAV JXO TO

ms
<
D1
=]
fell

(E) aumaiveBon 8 € kat' dyopav KaATAFEAp
Yop Fedp

amayopevovzl. (Gortyn Law Code x.34-3
‘And the declaration of adoption shalj _un made in the place of assembly
om the stone from which m,_d_umﬁwﬂoﬁ

Even without the relative clause, it is likely that people whose agora contained

a stone for making proclamations wculd have understood that 6 H).sm here re-
ferred to this very stone: it has already been made clear that the proclamation
other stone would

is to be made in the agora, and it is very unlikely that anj
have merited serious consideration.

Our interpretation of column 4 lines 31-37 is supported, then, by the poin
that the contribution ‘mild clarification’ is just what we expect from relative
clauses with the syntactic characteristics in question. It is worth emphasising

Code (or in Cretan

that by no means all relative clauses in the Gortyn La
inscriptions more generally) make this kind of contribution: this value belongs

clauses with the relative pronoun
fying a noun phrase with the definite article.” The relative clause beginning

specifically to postnominal relativ 3G, modi-

th &n1 k™ &v Taic ‘téyoc £vEl ‘whatever there is in the houses’, for example,

clause

does a noz:&m tely different job, but it is not a postnominal
does not modify any ?.m(n& ng noun phrase), and its relative pronoun is a




Eleanor Dickey

form of dotig, not 8¢. It is also worth emphasising that u,m,,,,c,rmw the two rela
tive clauses ?4 discussed contribute a ‘mild clarif
they could almost have been left to the imagina

}a fulfil cmm?z function: in our legal context i
the contents of houses in which there does not live a
alone, and the small and large animals that do n

potentially significant amounts of property are at

The participial phrase éri xopo Fowkiov and the prehistory of the Code

If the drafter was indeed trying to express what we believe he was trying to
express, would there have been a better way to say it? At first glance it seems
that there must have been, given how convoluted the syntax is in this passage

and the existence of such a better formulation might be a good argument
against our interpretation. The provisions of the Gortyn Code are in general
clearly expressed; the significant disagreements over their interpretation in
modern times generally come not from unclarity on the part of the drafters of
the Code, but from our ignorance of background facts that in his day were s
obvious that they did not need to be stated. This passage is unusual for eing
hard to understand in terms of the actual language as well as in terms of ;M
wider implications.

[o]

o

We have seen that the relative clauses oic ko ,cvm f
LE Forxéoc &1 actually do what a Cretan would have
fication or qualification to the preceding point. The &wlm
that they could have been left to the imagination
property of woikeis needed to stay with the woikeis), wcf they are worth maki

ng
because the property implications are potentially significant. If they are diffi-
cult for us today, this is because we lack relevant cultural and linguistic back-
ground: the principle that the property of woikeis will stay with the woikeis, an
the expectation that relative clauses like these will contribute mild clari
fication. However, the first of these relative clauses is made unusually long and
syntactically cumbersome by the additional phrase &mi kGpon Foikiay ._?..,Wm in
the country’.”® There would undeniably be easier ways to make the crucial
point that all the property of the woikeis remains with the woikeis

s8]
ja®

30 On the unusual complexity of the syntax here see also Probert (2015: 40

A reconsideration of Gortyn Laws column 4 lines 31-37 3

If the phrase ém kdpan foxidv ‘living in the country’ were omitted, how-
ever, the passage would be far more straightforward and would match the
language of the rest of the Code better. We suggest that a version without this
phrase may be precisely what the drafter originally wrote: sons alone inherit
the contents of houses not inhabited by woikeis and animals not belonging to
woikeis. Such a rule would have been very much in keeping with the rest of the
Code, but it would have contained a loophole: daughters wishing to inherit a
share of the property their father kept in the city could install a woikeus in his
city house bsfore his death and then that the law entitled them to a
share of the contents of that house. Whether that loophole was ever actually
exploited or whether its exploitation merely occurred to lawmakers as a possi-
bility, the phrase ‘living in the country’ might have been added to close the
loophole.

If in fact this phrase is a later addition to the law, it must have been made
before the Code was inscribed, for it is not a later addition to the inscription.
But such an addition is not inconceivable: several passages at the end of the
Code are clearly later additions to the content, though it is debated whether
they are additions to the inscription. Laws may go through a Mozm
process befaore bei nally Emu,..c.@: and it could well be that the d
close this _oonro_m arose at an advanced stage of the drafting process, s&mz it
WO :E rm een undesirable to mwszm gm nmsﬁms(m itself. 1f someone Amﬁma

L)

there does not live a1 .S:QE mnm the small animals and Hmwmm animals which do
not belong to a woikeus, shall belong to the sons’, and wanted to close the

it altering any of the we

loophole it offered witt

way to do it i have been to add the phrase énl kdpat Fouk(ov Tivi
in the country’.

Conclusion
We submit that our interpretation of lines 31-37
of the content of the passage than do interpretations, but also fits
better with what we know about Cretan syntax. And it may

into the process of &mmﬁ. g the Cod

0]
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